Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-501



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-502 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-503



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-504 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-505



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-506 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-507



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-508 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-509



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-510 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-511



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-512 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



S19}397 [eNpIAIpU| — Juswindo asuodsay juawwos — q xipuaddy

€15—9'd

g bujures] vee-4

Buise

juawale}s joedwy [eusWUOIIAUT

1792 HO
March 5, 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
ATTN David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof
HQ AETC/7CPP

266 F Street West, building 901

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms Fornof:

As I write this, I have experienced seven sonic booms this morning. My dogs are cowering at

my feet and my horses are running wildly around. Hope they stay away from the barbed wire

fence. The pictures at the Weed, NM Post Office were shaking and one fell off the wall. I note

that in announcing the F-22 flight training schedule from Holloman AFB, they stated that they

choose to fly over remote areas - like the Sacramento Mountains. I guess that is because no

one/thing, or animal is affected by sonic booms in “remote areas.” Since the residents of
Alamogordo want $$$$ from the F-35A, I suggest you alter the flight routes to fly 100-500 feet

over White Sands Boulevard - people in residential areas apparently aren’t concerned about sonic
booms. Perhaps flight routes should be modified to minimize impact regardless of where the}Zl NO-29
fly.

On the technical side, I totally support ALL the comments made in Ellen Kazor’s analysis of the NP-13
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - flawed document that it is. Most people, probably

including you, haven’t read it. At 1,158 pages it is no easy task. When the local community
asked for an extension of due dates for comments, you took two weeks to respond to an eight-  (yp_12
line, one-page letter. By extrapolation, at your review rate, we should be given nearly 38 years to
respond. . -

What I have learned from this process is that the decision about the F-35A has probably already |
been made, and now the Air Force is just checking off the various boxes, ignoring the concern of | \p_,
citizens, 10 say they complied with the process. Your job satlsfactlon must be at an all-time . .
high. —

The fact that 85 citizens showed up at the Weed, NM F-35 public hearing, 5 in Roswell, NM and
40 in Alamogordo, NM demonstrates that the Air Force really didn’t get the word out about the |np.14
meetings but “went through the process™ as required. Very dlsappomtmg to realize that this is

the way our government works. —

Most Sincerely,

7m AL

‘Tom Ward

zloz aunp
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From: Jesse HolmesW
Sent: Sunday, March 04, B

To: AETC/A7P Workflow

Subject: We want the F-35!

I just wanted to say that Boise badly wants the F-35 to come to our town. We are proud of our local military and GE-3
would be proud to have our community further support our country's defense!

Jesse Holmes

From: Cathy Motleym

Sent: Monday, Marcl s B

To: AETC/A7P Workflow

Subject: We support the basing of F-35 aircraft at Tucson International Airport

My husband and I wholeheartedly support the basing of F-35 aircraft at TIA. We stand behind the proposed basing
of F-35A Lightning IT aircraft here and cvery time we hear the sound we will shout God Bless the USA. GE-3

Bill and Cathy Motley
Vail, Arizona

cloz aunp
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From: ]
Sent: Sunday, March 04, 2012 1:06 PM
To: AETC/A7P Workflow
Cc:
Subject: We Oppose the F-35A Training Base at Gowen Field Idaho

March 1, 2012
Subject: We Oppose the F-35A Training Base at Gowen Field Idaho|GE-4
Good Day,

Based on the Air Force’s Environmental Impact Statement, (EIS), 72 F-35A aircraft operating out of so.1
Boise would expose 6,958 acres of property to so much noise that the area would be designated by [~
FAA regulations "Not Suitable For Residential Use".

This affects over 10000 residents of the City of Boise and Ada County. It adversely affects our Ngzé]
health,our quality of life and property values. 3
My wife and | live in this area of impact and we believe that Gowan Field is not suitable for a

training base due to the following:

« Noise Pollution. 10000 residents will be subjected to Noise in excess of 65 dB DNL. this|Sor
creates a large area that according to the FAA is "Not suitable for Residential Use". This |NO-6
affects our health and our quality of life. NO-36

o This could have a negative effect on nearby industries such as Micron Technology. If the
increase in noise affects the quality of their products due to increased vibration, they could pull | SO-18
out of Boise.

« The Noise level would affect the learning ability of students at Hillcrest and Owyheﬂ EJ2
elementary schools as well as West Junior High and Frank Church High school.

« Noise due to 1400 night training missions/year would affect the health of the 10000 peoplfl

o . ) : NO-3
within the affected area by interrupting their sleep.

« Air Pollution. The Boise valley already has borderline Air Quality, The addition of the Iarge] AQ-1
number of F-35A jets will have an adverse effect on our air quality, particularly for those
adjacent to Gowen field. Also of concern would be the dumping of aviation fuel in the
atmosphere.

« Property values for those close to the airport will go down, both for residential anﬂ SO-1
commercial property, due to the increased Noise and air pollution.

If Gowen Field was going to be an Air Force Base, residential and commercial development should
have been Banned from the time that it was established in 1938. By allowing residential development
and commercial operation so close to the airport, you limit your options without taking your neighbors
into consideration.

GE-13

With Mtn Home Air Force base just 40 miles away and with all of the facilities they have as a full Air GE-12
Force Base, why wouldn't this be the sight for both an operational and a training base? :

Thank vou for the opportunity to respond,

David Crawforth

1800 TU
From: Gary Hunter
Sent: Friday, March 02, 2012 4:38 PM
To: AETC/A7P Workflow
Subject: Volume Il of F-35A Training Basing EIS
Mr. Martin,

Some time ago, I requested a printed copy of the Draft F-35A Training Basing EIS. I have received Volume I, but have|
not received Volume II.

Included in the printed copy of Volume I is a CD that contains Volume II. However, while studying the complex and
technical information of Volume II, I find that a printed version is necessary so I can highlight important points, write
notes in the margins, and add tabs for my own reference.

NP-6!

T'll appreciate your providing a printed copy of Volume II. As you know, the deadline for comments is less than two
weeks away, so please ensure I receive the copy as quickly as possible.

My mailing address is:

Gary Hunter

I thank you for your assistance.

Gary Hunter

cloz aunr
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United States Air Force Public Hearing Comment Form
F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement

Attn: David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof
HQ AETC/A7CPP

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319

Comments by: Joel A. Price

Submitted by email and a duplicate copy by general mail on March 6, 2012

Comments: —
As a U.S.A.F. veteran serving during the Viet Nam era, | support a community friendly and
environmentally safe strategy for maintaining a response ready military. However, after reviewing your
F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement, | respectfully submit my comments in
opposition to the proposed basing of an F-35A Pilot Training Center (PTC) at the Boise Air Terminal
Airport Air Guard Station.

GE-4

In your initial Purpose/Need Statement you emphasize that “F-35A war-fighting missions can only be
accomplished by properly trained pilots and personnel with adequate base facilities, military airspace,
and military ground ranges to support the training.” Simply based on your initially stated purpose and
need, | adamantly question your rationale for even considering the Boise Air Terminal Airport Air Guard
Station as having “adequate base facilities” and “military airspace.” Recognizing that we currently have
the 190™ Fighter Squadron (190 FS) operating and maintaining 18 Primary Aircraft Authorized (PAA) A-
10 Thunderbolt Il aircraft based at the Boise Air Terminal, this can in NO REASONABLE way be compared™]
to your proposed selection of Boise, Idaho for operating and maintaining an F-35A (PTC). Our home is in
the direct flight pattern of the A-10’s.Their noise level and the volume of air traffic have been
community friendly, contrary to the Federal Aviation Administration and U.S. Department of Defense
report regarding the noise level of F-35A aircraft; identifying residential use as being incompatible with
annual noise levels above 65dB DNL. —

DO-32

NO-1

Additionally, your F-35A EIS confirms that over 10,000 residents from Maple Grove Street to the
Columbia Village housing development, all within 5 miles of the airport will have their homes reclassified
as “Not Suitable for Residential Use” once the proposed 72 F-35A’s begin operations; flying a projected
14,000 sorties annually. 1,400 of these sorties have been reported to be with full afterburner and
another 1,400 will be at night. Gauging from the heavily concentrated noise levels that we currently
experience from occasional F-16/F-18 activities it is understandable why our homes would be declared
“Not Suitable for Residential Use,” once the F-35A (PTC) becomes operational. SO-1
When we purchased our home 22 years ago, we did so with the full understanding that we were within
the “general” flight pattern of commercial, private, and some limited military air traffic. With the
exception of occasional F-16/F-18 flight operations, being within this noise contour has not imposed
upon our rural-like quality of life. However, having an F-35A (PTC) based at the Boise Air Terminal
Airport Air Guard Station would be significantly more intrusive. As retirees it will also pose a direct
threat to our financial well-being by generating a significant devaluation of our property value.

1801 BO

Furthermore, the collective impact upon our immediate and surrounding communities would be EJ-1

devastating; schools, childcare centers, the obvious dangers of combining a commercial, private airport AM-2
with a supersonic F-35A “training” facility, potential pilot error or mechanical malfunction, substantial 2311
property value devaluation, a disincentive for business/corporate office development, a disincentive 50:18
for future housing development, degradation in recreational environments, poor air quality; the LU-3
increased magpnitude of daily flight activities in combination with winter weather inversions. AQ-1
Whether it is an initial basing scenario of 24 aircraft or the final of three increments of 24; totaling 72 A-

35A’s, the USAF proposal to establish an F-35A (PTC) at the Boise Air Terminal Airport Air Guard Station

is illogical, unscientific, extreme , and unjust to the “CITY” population of Boise, Idaho. GE-1

Evaluating the obvious negative impacts to Boise as compared to the existing “AIR FORCE BASES “(Luke
AFB/Holloman AFB); two of the four proposed A-35A training sites, it is evident that our community is
completely incompatible with the U.S.A.F.’s defined A-35A training mission.

Thank you for this opportunity of public comment. Also, thank you for your much valued service.

Sincerely,
Joel A. and Susannabh L. Price

(B ok K

cloz aunp
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If aircraft noise associated with F-35 training operations is significantly higher than
current noise levels in areas surrounding the base and its flight paths, the adverse
effects resulting from base operations would also escalate. Focusing only on the
economic effects, the higher noise levels would have negative effects on property
values in the affected areas, and the existing land use plans would need to be modified
to reflect the higher noise levels. Both of these would result in losses in property values

and have adverse effects on the economies of the surrounding communities.

Measurements of Aircraft Noise Levels

Aside from safety issues associated with aircraft crashes and other types of accidents,
noise is the largest burden placed on surrounding areas by the military operations at
Luke AFB. Loud noises can be very annoying and, if at a high enough level and/or
sufficient frequency, can cause health problems. But while most agree that excessive
noise is bothersome, it is a subjective issue. Noises from different sources vary by
intensity, duration, frequency, and time of day at which the noise occurs. How different
people evaluate the level of annoyance and/or the disruption associated with particular
types of noises can be affected by all these and many other factors. In an effort to take
at least some of these factors into account, a number of alternative measures of noise

level have been developed.

The decibel or dB is the most fundamental measure of noise level. It measures only the
intensity or “loudness” of noise. It has largely been supplanted by the “A weighted”
decibel or dBA, which accounts for the fact that humans do not hear high or low
frequencies as well as middle frequency sounds. The “sound exposure level” or SEL is
a noise measurement that accounts for both the intensity and the duration of a single
noise event. In some instances, as for example comparisons of the relative noise levels
of an F-16 versus an F-35, the noise levels are typically reported in terms of either dBAs
or SELs.

1810 BO

Aircraft noise as it relates the noise levels around airports is usually defined in terms of
a more complex measure, the day/night average sound level - denoted either as DNL or
Ldn. This is a measure of total aircraft-generated noise averaged over a 24-hour period,
with a penalty for nighttime noise. DNL measures are typically calculated from data
collected from alternative locations surrounding an airport over a period of time. The
latest published DNL data for Luke AFB was calculated by the Air Force from data
collected in 2001.2

Conventionally these calculated DNL measures are represented in terms of DNL noise
contours that show the areas surrounding an airport in which the DNL is equal to or
higher than a particular value. Figure 1 shows a set of such contours for the area
surrounding Luke AFB.?

The Federal Aviation Administration identifies a DNL level of 65 as the upper limit of
acceptable aircraft-generated noise levels. The Environmental Protection Agency on the
other hand defines the threshold level at 55+.

There are ongoing debates on the relative strengths/weaknesses of the alternate
measures. But it is important to remember that all these metrics are alternative
approaches to measuring the level of noise. They do not directly measure the level of
annoyance caused by the noise. In particular, since noise levels around airports are
usually described in terms of DNL noise contours, it should be noted that the DNL
measure has been criticized for understating the practical effects of noise and its
annoyance {FAA WebPages 1999).

Noise Levels and Current Land Use Restrictions

In Arizona, noise-based constraints on land use are regulated by state law and local
zoning ordinances. State law requires disclosure to property owners/buyers that
property is in the vicinity of a military airport with the potential for accidents and high

noise levels. All political subdivisions in the vicinity of a military airport are required to

Loz aunr

jeutd
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One of the most important studies was conducted for the Federal Aviation
Administration in 1994. The results indicated a consistent negative impact of aircraft
noise on residential property values. For the area surrounding the Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX), in the case of moderately-priced homes, it found a 1.1
percent loss in market values per dBA above a “quiet threshold.” For the John F.
Kennedy Airport (JFK) in New York, the loss in market value for moderately-priced

homes was estimated at 0.5 percent per dBA. (Bell 2001).

Studies of the environs of LAX, Ontario, and John Wayne airports in southern California
estimated the negative impact of values of single-family residences ranging from 15 to
43 percent — averaging a 27 percent loss in market value. The studies also included
analysis of the impact on non-residential property and found significant negative effects

on commercial space.®

A 2004 study that synthesized the results from 33 studies of airports in Canada and the
United States over the 1969-1997 period estimated a range for the loss in residential
property values of 0.5 to 0.7 percent per dB for levels up to 75 dB. The study indicated
that the noise discount would be substantially higher for areas that are affected by noise
levels higher than 75 dB (Nelson 2004). These statistics imply that the value of a
moderately-priced home located within the 85 DNL noise contour would be about 9
percent lower than an equivalent home located in a neighborhood not affected by
aircraft noise.

The analyses of the Southern California airports found more severe effects of aircraft
noise on property values. The 1.1 percent loss in value per dB estimate from the LAX
study would imply that the loss in value of a home within the 65 DNL contour would be

almost twice as large at about 17 percent.”

1810 BO

Negative Economic Effects of Existing Noise Levels

Impact on Property Values

A substantial portion of land zoned for residential use in El Mirage, and some areas
zoned for residential use in Surprise and Buckeye are located within the JLUS 65 DNL.
The values of existing homes in these areas are substantially lower than they would
otherwise because of their location in the vicinity of Luke AFB and subject to high levels
of aircraft noise. Based upon the results of the studies cited above, estimates of the
magnitude of lost value would range from 9 — 17 percent. In dollar terms, this would
mean that the value of a home located within the 65 DNL noise contour otherwise
valued at $150,000 would be worth $14,000 to $26,000 less than an equivalent home
without aircraft noise.

Impact on Potential Development

Most of the land area of the City of El Mirage lies within the JLUS 65 DNL land contour
and is thus subject to these noise-based land use restrictions. The southwest corner of
the city lies within the JLUS 75 DNL contour and is therefore subject to noise-
attenuation requirements and additional constraints on some non-residential land uses.
Similarly, most of the northwestern portion of Goodyear and some of the southeast
portion of Surprise and the northeast portion of Buckeye lie within the JLUS 65 DNL

land contour.

The noise-based land use restrictions limit the development potential of the property in
these areas. If these restrictions were not in place, it is possible that these properties
would have been developed for higher-valued uses — increasing the wealth of the
property owners, the level of economic activity in the area, and government revenues.
Even if the properties are not yet developed, potential for their development in the future

(which does not now exist) would tend to increase their market value and property tax

cloz aunp
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revenues due to higher assessed values. Thus, the existence of these land use

constraints depresses the market value of properties subject to the regulations.

Higher Noise Levels Associated with the F-35

Testing by both the Air Force and independent experts shows that the F-35 is much
louder than the F-16 that currently flies out of Luke AFB.

Tests at Eglin AFB in Florida (the first base picked as a training site for F-35 pilots)
compared the F-35 to the F-15, which it would replace at that base. Other testing shows
that the level of noise produced by the F-15 is slightly louder than the F-16. The test
results indicated that the noise level of an F-35 on take-off was 9 dB (SEL) louder —
about twice as loud - compared with the F-15. The comparison is even worse on
landings. During approach, noise from an F-35 was 19 dB higher — about 4 times as
loud - than an F-15 (U.S. Air Force 2008).

Other tests reported in the Eglin AFB Environmental impact Statement provide direct
comparisons between the F-35 and the F-16 in terms of noise levels under the flight
path at various altitudes. For example, at 1,000 ft. (an altitude typical for flight paths
over El Mirage) the noise level of the F-35 was 21 dB higher than that of the F-16 —
about four times louder (U.S. Air Force 2008). Independent tests conducted at Eglin
AFB in 2009 found noise levels on landing/approach for the F-35 to be 15-16 dB louder
than the F-16 (U.S. Air Force 2008).

The size of the area surrounding Eglin AFB subject to high noise levels from the F-35 is
also much larger than that associated with the F-15. Although the pattern of settlement
around Eglin AFB is much different than Luke AFB, the test results for Eglin AFB
indicated that the number of people exposed to sound levels of 75 dB or more would
rise dramatically — from 142 to 2,174 (Rolfsen 2008). DNL noise contours plotted for the
area surrounding Eglin AFB also expand drastically based upon the noise levels of the
F-35 compared to those based on the mix of existing aircraft without the F-35. The

1810 BO

distance from the runway to the 65 DNL contour along the typical flight path grows from
4.8 miles to 8.4 miles and distances to the sides of the flight paths also greatly expand
(U.S. Air Force 2008).

Impact of the F-35 on Luke AFB Noise Contours

As part of the 2003 Luke AFB Air Installation Compatible Use Study, an updated set of
noise contours was prepared using 2001 flight data based upon changes in flight
operations - the most important being a change in the predominant direction of
departure so that 70 to 94 percent of departures would be to the southwest (U.S. Air
Force 2003). These updated AICUZ noise contours generally are smaller than the 1988
JLUS contours and more accurately reflect noise levels produced by current F-16
operations. To the north and northeast of Luke AFB, the 65 DNL contour extends into
four residential areas in El Mirage. A recreational vehicle community is also within the
contour. Churches and public schools lie within the 65 DNL contour. To the west, some
small areas of residential development are located within the noise contours. To the
south, the 65 DLN contour extends to the intersection of W McDowell Rd and N
Perryville Rd. Impacted land areas are generally used for agricultural purposes, but
some residential and commercial properties, plus part of the state correctional facility lie

within the contour.

Because the 1988 JLUS noise are not based on the noise levels associated with current
flight operations at Luke AFB, at the present time some areas where the actual noise
levels from current operations are below the 65 DNL threshold are still within the JLUS
65 DNL noise contour. This may lead to an incorrect impression about the true intensity

of noise levels measured at 65 DNL. This will no longer be the case with the F-35.

An official set of noise contours for the vicinity of Luke AFB based on F-35 noise levels
has not been developed. However, an estimated 65 DNL noise contour map for F-35
operations has been prepared by Dr. Wayne Lundberg, an aircraft noise expert, and
presented at the 2009 National Defense Industrial Association Conference. It shows

cLoz aunr
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Impact on Potential Development

The current noise-based land use restrictions are based on the 1988 JLUS noise
contours. The results from Eglin AFB imply that DNL noise contours for the vicinity of
Luke AFB based on F-35 operations could well be larger than the JLUS contours. If this
is the case, more areas will become subject to land use restrictions, and the

development constraints on some properties may be strengthened.

These noise-based land use restrictions will limit the development potential of property
in previously unaffected areas. If larger areas of the environs of Luke AFB become
subject to noise-based land use restrictions, the negative impacts of these constraints
on the wealth of area property owners, the economic vitality of the region, and

government revenues will be even larger than the current situation.

END NOTES

1. The latest economic analysis of the economic impact of the base estimated that its
operations contribute $2.17 billion in overall economic activity and support 22,000 jobs
in the Arizona economy (The Maquire Company 2008). While $2.17 billion is an
impressively large number, it should be noted that it represents less than 0.5% of total
state economic activity.

2. The DNL measure does not provide a good indication of “single event” noise. For
example, 50 noise events with a sound intensity of 98 dBA over a 24-hour period is
equivalent to a 65 DNL. For this reason, how to interpret DNL values is controversial,
and the measure is criticized for understating the effects of noise (Bell 2001).

3. The map depicts both the JLUS 65 contour on which the current land use constraints
are based, and the updated AICUZ contours based on current F-16 operations.

4. Some very low density agriculture-related/rural residential is allowed in areas subject
to DNL up to 79-84.

12
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5. Indoor noise-reduction measures required in area subject to hoise levels above 69
DNL.

8. From studies conducted by Randall Bell as cited in Bales (2002).

7. The estimate of a 9 percent loss in value is based upon the results from Nelson
(2004) taking the mid-point of his estimated range of 0.5-0.7 percent loss per dB and
assuming an increase in noise level of 15 dB. This figure is based on the difference
between 50 and 65 dB. The LAX study found the noise level in neighborhood not
subject to airport noise was about 50 dB.

(0.6 percent loss in value per dB) X (15 dB louder noise level) = 9 percent loss

Similarly, the estimate of a 17 percent loss in value was calculated using the 1.1 percent
loss per dB figure from the LAX study and assumed the same 15 dB difference in noise
level.

8. According to 2009 property tax records (Maricopa County Assessor 2009), full cash
value of residential property (including both owner-occupied and rental properties) in EI
Mirage totaled more than $1.4 billion. The mid-point of the estimated loss in market
value from the studies cited would be 14 percent (the range was 6 to 22 percent), which
would imply a decline in the total value of residential property of about $200 million.

13

cloz aunr

jeutd



2es—9'da

$19}1917 [BNPIAIPU| — JUBWND20( dsuodsay Juswwod — g xipuaddy

jusweje)s yoedwy [epuswuolirug Buiseg Buluredy yGe-4

1810 BO

REFERENCES

Arizona Military Regional Compatibility Project, Western Maricopa County/Luke Air
Force Base Regional Compatibility Plan, March 2003.

Bales, L. County of Orange: Loss of Property Value and Property Tax Revenue
Altributable to El Toro Airport Noise, January 2002.

Bell, R. “The Impact of Airport Noise on Residential Real Estate,” The Appraisal Journal,
July 2001, pp. 312-321.

FAA WebPages, “Aircraft Noise: How We Measure It and Assess Its Impact,” www.

faa.gov/region/area/noise/tindxbrkdwn.htm, April 1999.

Luke Forward Campaign, http://lukeforward.com/fact-sheets, 2009.

Lundberg, W. *Consideration of Operational Noise Impacts on Land Use as a part of the
Weapons Systems Engineering Process,” National Defense Industrial Association
Conference, (http://fe2s2.ndia.org/pastmeetings/2009/tracks/Documents/8168.pdf),
2009.

Maricopa County Assessor, Copy of 2009 State Abstract August Final Revised,
www.maricopa.gov/assessor/ReportsLibrary.aspx/2009StateAbstractAugFinalRevised. xIs,

2009.

Nelson, J. P. “Meta-Analysis of Airport Noise and Hedonic Property Values: Problems

and Prospects,” Journal of Transportation Economics and Policy, January, 2004.

Rolfsen, B. “F-35 Twice as Loud as F-15," Air Force Times, October 27, 2008.

14

1810 BO

The Maquire Company, Economic Impact of Arizona’s Principal Military Operations,
2008.

U. S. Air Force, Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study: Luke AFB,
November 2003.

U. 8. Air Force, Final Environmental Impact Statement: Eglin AFB, Florida, October
2008.

15

cloz aunp

jeutd



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-533



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-534 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-535



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-536 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-537



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-538 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-539



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-540 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-541



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-542 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-543



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-544 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-545



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-546 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters D.6-547



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.6-548 Appendix D - Comment Response Document — Individual Letters



S19}397 [eNpIAIpU| — Juswindo asuodsay juawwos — q xipuaddy

6¥5—9'd

1 vGe-d

i1seg Buiujel

Buise

juawale}s joedwy [euswWUOCIIAUT

1841 BO

From:

]
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2012 3:10 PM

To: AETC/A7P Workflow
Subject: Opposition to F35 in Boise, ID

I am unwilling to agree to stationing any F35 aircraft in Boise, and will passionately work|gp.4
to insure that F35 noise pollution does not ruin what's left of our quality of life. NO-36

Brian Moore

United States Air Force

Public Hearing Comment Form
F-35A Training Basing
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways:

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight.
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing.
2) Mail, fax or email comments to:
David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof
HQ AETCIATCPP
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319
Fax: 210-652-5649
Email: gelc.a7cp.inbox@us.af mil
All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS.

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. Al
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to pravide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list.

Name: \/d/l/l Fenee

Organization/Affiliation: / %'/é// Car
Address:*
city, state, zip Coce: __[ NN

Cc

PR FOREE BISES AHE E[eHTING > GeT 2 AT,
SCCH A4S TS . WE SHDeed fE Aftso.  THeZE
/S wWo Queszzonw TUCSIN NEEDS pard  wite
BENET=- (T _Llonbrmidecy FEim ks /0

WE wovLd Be ors’ NOT T8 s BRAcs

TS oﬂ/z/,zwmry PO sZoMosmic SvSTewdnes

***Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.***
Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS.

*Provide your mailing address fo receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS
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1843 TU
United States Air Force
Public Hearing Comment Form

F-35A Training Basing
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Please use this sheet o provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways:

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight.
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporier during the open house session or public hearing,
2) Mail, fax or email comments fo:

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof

HQ AETCIA7CPP

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319

Fax: 210-652-5649

Email: gelc a7ep inbox@us.af.mil

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS.

Public comments are requested pursuant fo the National Enviranmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq, All
written comments received during the { period will be idered during Final EIS preparalion. Your provision of private
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your privale address information will be used to compile the mailing list for
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will resultin your name not being included on the distribution list.

Name: - AR —

Organization/Affiliation:

Add

City, State, Zip Code:
c s

e ) Bua songpiet Gv e E-35 Teaidiia
(N Tinctsah MDD Tk TIAT As SMIZENS  WE M Spine0 2%
MENC pf pnt MATAZY Difedsfe sy A

Yeee

WD et 0

Locae  Aup  AbfodAc  tevEL . T Aopmedl Th TRAT, TE tEEme
Lty Do (oA AR Te v G que MPMBL pE The T
ot Bar__ Wm0 s A WEUDnED  Foesr 2 The  aeb g).ﬂom{' )
Cotep o Patide  eeis  culedane qnes . As A pANEe of

o cewhephEn, £ Zoncne Tre c%ene  MT ThEes  Goaye-
MEN o e fLeurs. TwT We Sagpec TEA | Ece
fremse  wi! TTL & Geefr @ M oF vo Adm

Wakes MlWven  vMAT T (5 ~@DAY ,]L» =

***Please print — Additional space i provided on the back ***

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS.

*Provide your mailing address 1o receive fulure notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS.
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United States Air Force

Public Hearing Comment Form
F-35A Training Basing
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Please use this sheet o provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of
the EIS, please idenlify that location. You may submil your comments in any of the following ways:

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight.
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing.
2) Mail, fax or email comments to:

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof

HQ AETCIA7TCPP

266 F Street Wesl, Bldg. 901

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319

Fax: 210-852-5649

Email: zelc.a7cp. inbox(@us.al.mi

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS.

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. Al
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private
address information with your comment is veluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for
the Final EIS distribution, Failure to provide such information will resultin your name not being included on the distribution list.

Name:_c. -5 Lo v

Organization/Affiliation:

Address:*

City, State, Zip Code: _

Comments:_ T \“in.on = o A rtAtr ol vl
v voot C-Be A g ins

oo 3o

B T S R D
=

Cln nwlr ToLsbey dpily 1 £Dubnivg puaad
2 . GE-3
mmea =B T e e bk oo ~d | 0A 30 o

[ T a/g
R A =l RO D

Aoy n SN \::—-!
Ao ILS 2
2N D SR g, T 2,00

LE LAa~N ¥

a; \’\fx\-’—,i

LOuAn Pr") _

***Please prinl — Additional space is provided on the back.***
Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS.

*Provide your mailing address to receive fulure nolices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS.
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# Distract schools and colleges by disrupting students’ concentration as well as harm ]
their outdoor activities, and potentially harm students” hearing if those schools or
colleges are near the runways; |
# Make outdoor activities in parks or major sporting events unbearable, possibly harming]
zoo animals’ hearing and making zoo outings less attractive for residents’ enjoyment; |

# Harm life for our pets and wildlife at the lower level flights necessary for take-off and |
landings, and for those supersonic training flights at Barry Goldwater Range or over
Sells, will those sonic booms (slightly more intense than previous fighter jet flights,
according to page 72 of the Tucson portion of the DEIS) damage hearing of wildlife...or |
humans....at ground level? Does the pilot experience these sonic booms? How do they |
affect his/her hearing? —

The DEIS gave assurances that use of training with flares (or possibly the need for fuel |
dumps) presented no fire hazard to the ground below. With Climate Change presenting
new challenges, and the Southwest becoming drier each year, I hope there is a wide
margin of safety in their assurances. _
The DEIS gave statistics on the composition of the population living near TIA, and gave_
proof that the minority population (Hispanics) would receive greater harm from the noise
and possible safety risks. How much weight is given to this adverse effect, in terms of
environmental justice considerations? The same applies to the Sells community which is
subject to lower flights, and also more supersonic flights than most other training
locations.

The DEIS also gives some discussion to the potential Cumulative Impacts in the last
three pages of the Tucson-specific section. This section is very important to call attention
to the possible higher degree of noise impact resulting from overlapping training air
space in case the F-35B (Marine version of the F-35A Air Force version) is based in
Yuma.

In summary: I strongly oppose the basing and training of pilots for the F-35A at
ANG/TIA in Tucson. Iwish to register my opinion that this DEIS is premature since
there are still design changes being made in the mechanics of the F-35A. Irequest that
new DEIS be studied when the mechanical parts of the F-35A are completed and fully __|

T

tested. I urge the Air Force to follow the No Action Option.

Sincerely,

Pat Birnie

BI-5

NO-71

SA-4
SA-9

EJ-4

CM-2

GE-4

NP-13
GE-19

1916 TU
From: m
Sent: ‘ednesday, March 14, 2012 1:36 PM
To: AETC/A7P Workflow
Subject: Support

To whom it may concern,
I'am in full support of the F-35 coming to TucscE GE-3

Thank you,
Richard Giachetti, Architect
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GE-13

should have more weight than future planned development when it comes to decisions! Bottom line - This L
cont

developments south and west of here in the communities of north Surprise and Buckey. Existing home impactJ
State is Corrupt in its actions to lure the F-35 to Arizona

the F-35 will be too loud, ruin my childs' and our hearing, and ruin my home- cracks and windows breaking. NO-6
We are in a nice sub-division; there are many 1 acre plus custom and semi-custom homes. Also many of us arg_|NO-12
older and sunk a lot of our life savings into our property. Many of us are to too old to take a loss and start over-

It is not right to ask this of us to take this hit, for the benefit of the Air Force, Public Officials benefit, or even SO-1
for the “greater good” of the community. I am aware of people in other areas of the country that were affected  |so-11
by the F-22 and received as little as $200.00 for their property, they lost hundreds of thousands of dollars and

their homes and this is not right. We don't want to make money off of the Air Force, we jsut want to be able to

live in our home with out any damages to us.

I 'am fine with the F-16s that fly over my house, even though they fly very low. We can handle that noise, but —No-1
e:|

Most of the public support for LUKE being awarded the F-35 is being fabricated by the Arizona
Republic. Our corrupt state newspaper. They will not state any of the negative facts or comments sent in on| Gg-13
this issue. They are the propaganda machine for Gannet- who is part of the same Corporation as Lockheed

Martin, that is actually building the F-35 and stand to gain from it. What a conflict of intrest.

This Air Craft doesn’t belong in a Major Metropolitan Area. Phoenix is one of the largest cities in the

country. The Base is no longer miles west of the area where people live. It will soon be in the middle of it. My NO-37
Sons school (not near our home) is in the city of Glendale at the loop 101 and 75" Ave. When the planes fly
over the area there during the day (they are flying much higher than at my house) the teachers have to stop Ei2

talking as it is too loud for the kids to hear. What will the F-35 do to the kid’s ears there or any where else in the
west valley?

Most of the support you are getting is from the Sun City Communities. Trust me from having worked with

them over the years, they may support you now, but once the F-35 noise starts they will turn on you. Most of |GE-13
them really only want Luke for their Prescriptions and Base shopping, as there are many retired military people

in this area.

There are other locations that you are looking at that I feel are better suited for this plane. They have enough
infrastructure, but not too large of population and plenty of air space. When you get the complaints from them | GE-1
you won’t have near as much of a problem to deal with. It will make the compensation to effected people when

you are sued much easier to deal with.

As far as the economic impact to the west valley in the Phoenix Area, I think the numbers are greatly

exaggerated. There are many financial generators in the west valley besides Luke. In addition, if Luke does

close I know that there are alternate uses for the space. I just look at the Aurora Colorado area and how it has

recovered to a state of being better now then before their bases were closed!

Please do not believe all you hear that the area supports Luke AFB getting the F-35. Again most of the:|
GE-4

opposition voices have been stomped out or worn out!

PLEASE DO NOT AWARD THE F-35 TO LUKE AIR FORCE BASE!

Thank You for your time and consideration to my concerns,
Nora Hodges

zloz aunp

jeutd
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socioeconomic impact of the F-35 in Boise lacking any reference to the F-35 or to any jet fighter whatsoever.

1984 BO

figure of a billions dollar boost to the local economy is dangled in front of the public without any evidence in
the DEIS to back it up. Economist, Kevin E. Cahill, PhD, is highly critical of the IMPLAN modeling of the  [s0-13
cont'd

To many of us this looks like smoke and mirrors.
Lack of actual noise data

Boise. Instead, the DEIS offers a straw man in the form of a 65 Day Night Level (DNL) noise contour map

There is a glaring lack of hard data in the impact statement on how much noise the F-35 would produce ovejNo "

modeled in software and based on the average of ordinary noise during 24 hours and the 50 daily F-35 sorties.

extremely high noise levels produced by the F-35. Until we see actual L(max) data for Boise we’ll have litt]

Sixty-five decibels is the level of ordinary conversation and offering that figure as an average obscures the
1Z| NO-13

reason to believe the DEIS noise claims.

Truncated noise data

Dr. Cahill astutely points out that the Air Force truncates the data used in the 65 dB DNL noise contour map.
Instead of measuring the impact of noise gradually diminishing, the DEIS suggests that outside of the 65 dB
DNL contour there is no negative impact. Common sense tells us that no one would be able to tell the difference
between 65 dB and 64.9 dB, yet the DEIS implies that beyond the 65 dB contour there is no cause for concern.

Straw man noise contours

The DEIS states that for reasons of cost effectiveness only three squadrons of F-35s (72 aircraft) would be
based in Boise. Disingenuously the DEIS shows two additional scenarios of lesser numbers of jets on the noise
contour map as well as discusses the scenarios of lesser numbers, again obscuring their true intent. This straw
man solution has confused a number of citizens here in Boise. Smells like obfuscation. —

Quality of life J—
Boise’s rare honor of being chosen repeatedly as one of the great places to live in this country would be a thin,
of the past if an F-35 training base were established here. Noise and air pollution would effectively drive many
current residents and potential residents away from our community. There is no need for a progressive
community like Boise to sacrifice its quality of life on the altar of military expediency.

Threat to Micron Technology _
Boise’s largest employer, Micron Technology, sits within the 65 dB DNL noise contour at the east end of the
runway, potentially opening up the microchip maker to harmful vibrations from F-35s flying overhead.
Manufacturing Micron’s memory chip products depends on being able to accurately position imaging masks to
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tolerances on an atomic scale. Vibration from the jets could impact the yield of expensive memory wafers.

Not the sound of freedom

One of the striking patterns observed in the local online forums and at the public hearings on the F-35 in Boise
has been the number of veterans—including those in from the Air Force—who steadfastly maintain their loyalty
to the military yet oppose basing the F-35 in Boise. Sadly, a number of these gentlemen are opposed to the F-35
in part because they experienced hearing loss while in the military and now they’re very sensitive to loud

noise. Boosters of the F-35 coming to Boise sometimes invoke the phrase, “the sound of freedom” when
referring to the noise of jets as if we should somehow suck it up and graciously suffer the noise of the F-35.
When I hear this phrase I reflect on a different viewpoint, however, that of the sound of our freedom leaving. If
the experience of Valparaiso, Florida is any indication, that will be our experience if 72 F-35s are based at the
Boise airport.

Please consider extending the EIS for Boise and ultimately basing 72 F-35s somewhere besides at the BoisEIGE-I

municipal airport.

Sincerely, 2
Kevin Merrell
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