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A1094 HO Ellen Kazor 

 
 

AI093 TU 

p.140 "Some degree of damage to glass and plaster should thus be expected whenever 
there are sonic booms, but usually at the low rates noted above. In general, structural 
damage from sonic booms should be expected only for overpressures above 10 psf." 

Will Tucson homes experience overpressures above 10 psf? 

p.142 "Because of the potential for increased fragility of structural components of 
historical buildings and other historical sites, aircraft noise may affect such sites more 
severely than newer, modern structures." 

Is this much of an effect in Tucson? 

p.143 "Noise generation mechanisms are complex and, in practical models, the noise J 
sources must be based on measured data." 

NO-49 

In the EIS, please include the measured data upon which the noise models were based, or 
specify where they are in the document. 

p.l77 "Tucson's aviation history began with the establishment of the Nation's first 
municipally owned airfield in 1919 on what is now the Tucson Rodeo Grounds." 

What year was DMAFB established in its current location? What year were the flight 
paths established? This seems like very relevant information to include in the EIS. 

J_n 
Finally, back to Vol I: 

p. 767 "The F-35A would employ similar departure, closed patterns, and landing procedures as -
currently used by Tucson AGS aircraft." 

Please comment on the likely frequency of flights in and out of Davis Monthan AFB? 
Would they fly the same flight path at the same elevation? 

p. 780 "Live munitions are not stored at Tucson AGS: therefore, for live-fire operations, aircraft 
must transit to Davis-Monthan AFB for weapons loading and takeoff. Davis-Monthan AFB has a 
single runway ... " 

The above statement is very disturbing. Will current flight paths be used. Will the F35 
fly at the same elevation as current planes. If so, to what dB levels will the F35 expose 
homes to that they fly directly over? 

This is a very long document. I appear to be about out of time. I have included 
comments for the Executive Summary, Vol II and Vol I before page 790. If! have more 
time I may continue with comments for Vol I after p. 790, but I doubt that I will have the 
time. Please forgive the typos and formatting problems of which I'm sure there are 
many. Thank you for allowing me to comment on the DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

Elisabeth McFarlane 

Cc: info@TucsonForward.com 

-

DO-30 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments : 

~~:~~~~~arm il jj iJ 1l i tJ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Emailing: 2nd EIS respones EK 
2nd EIS respones EK.doc 

AI094HO 

RE: Comments on F-35A Trian ing Basing Environmental Impact Statement - Draft 

March 13, 2012 

Mr Martin and Ms. Fornof 

Attached is my second letter regarding my questions, concerns and comments regrading the Draft F35A EIS. 

I expect that my questions and concerns from both letters submitted to you will be addressed in the Final EIS and th8tl NP-8 
my letters will become part of the public record . ~ 

A hard copy of this letter was mailed today ,certified with return receipt. 

Ellen Kazor 
Weed , NM 
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AI094HO 

March 10, 2012 

F- 35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

ATTN: David Martin, Air Force Contractor & Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7Cpp 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph, AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Sir and Madam, 

The purpose of the F-35 Training Basing EIS is to provide thorough assessment or "hard look" 
of the potential environmental impacts the F-35 will have on the environment. 

The Hallmarks of a "hard look" are a thorough investigation into the environmental impacts and 
forthright acknowledgment of potential environmental harm. " (National Audubon Society v. 
Dept o/Navy; Federal Court Citation #05-1405;35 ELR 20183 ;4th Circuit, Sept 7, 2005) 

This Draft EIS does not investigate or acknowledge the environmental impacts and potential 
environmental harms the F-35 will have on the citizens of the New Mexico Sacramento 
Mountain or the communities of Weed. Mayhill, Pinon and Sacramento NM that are located 
under MTR's. 

] 

NP-13 
SO-20 

Furthermore, the Draft EIS is not forthright in stating in the environmental impacts the F-35A ] 00-77 
would have on our communities. 

During the scoping period for the F-35A, residents of the Weed, Mayhill , Pinon and Sacrament;;­
communities submitted both written and oral comments, questions, concerns and requests that an 
assessment / investigation be done addressing the specific environmental impacts the F-35A 
would have on our communities. None of these concerns are addressed in the Draft EIS. 

Therefore, since our input and requests have not been addressed in the Draft, meaningful public 
involvement regarding our questions and request for an environmental assessment of our 
communities has been ignored. 

Public involvement and addressing our concerns are requirements of the NEPA process. -

NP-3 

Since this document will serve as the EIS for any potential future basings of the F-35A at any OJ 
the alternatives listed it is incumbent upon the Air Force to conduct and present the results of a 
thorough, valid and reliable environmental assessment of ALL communities that are located DO-77 
under Military Training Routes (MTR's). 

AI094HO 

Effects/1m pacts 

CEQ NEPA Regulation Section 1508.8 categorizes effects/impacts as direct, indirect, short term 
,long and cumulative. 

The communities of the Sacramento Mountains including Weed, Sacramento, Pinon, and 
Mayhill lie directly under MTR's. The communities will be subjected to low-level of the F-35A. 
The low-level altitudes are shown in the Draft EIS as 100feet AGL and 500feet (pg. HO-14). 

airspeed of 500 knots? DO-77 

What will be the direct, indirect, short term, long term and cumulative environmental ] 
impacts of the F -35 flying at minimum altitudes of 100 feet AGL and 500 AGL feet at an 

Why are the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of the F-35A NOT 
addressed in the Draft EIS as they relate to Sacramento Mountains ? 

Mitigation Measures 

As per sec. 2.8 of the Draft EIS _ 
" Avoiding, minimizing, or reducing impacts have been a priority guiding the development of 
the F-35A basing alternatives and aircraft number scenarios" (pg. 2-63) 

Explain how this statement is supported in the Draft EIS since a thorough assessment has 
not been done of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts the F -35A would have on the 
Sacramento Mountain communities of Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento and Pinon since these 
communities lie under F-35A MTR's. -

Five mitigation measures are listed on page 2-63 of the Draft EIS. 

I. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action -
2. Minimizing the impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and it' s 

implementation 
3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected 
environment 
4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the lifetime of the action 
5. Compensating for the impacts or providing substitute resources or environments 

Would not it be in the best interest of everyone and more cost effective to employ the first 
measure listed? -

NP-33 

NP-50 

At least two letters submitted during the scoping period, one of which was mine, presented the] 
alternative of Not Flying Over the Sacramento Mountains. If the White Sands Missile Range GE-l 
could be better scheduled and managed then this would be possible. 
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AI094HO 

reasons for their having been eliminated"'. 00-25 

The NEPA Guidelines require that 'The lead agency must ' objectively evaluate all reasonable] 
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the 

Why was the alternative of Not Flying Over the Sacramento Mountains not discussed since 
it was presented during the scoping period? 

restoring the affected environment and/or through compensation, is well known that the success 
As for rectifYing the damaged incurred by the F-35A through repairing, rehabilitating or ~ 

rate of citizens submitting claims to the military is dismal. A majority of claims are denied. The GE-II 
claims process is a long and difficult. Roadblocks are thrown up to deter claimants. 

A majority of citizens do not have the resources to defend themselves against large agencies, ] EJ-3 
corporations or harmful acts of it's military. 

Knowing these facts, please explain how seeking compensation for incurred damages is:J 
reasonable mitigation measure knowing that a majority of citizens can not afford the costs ~318 
associated with "seeking compensation"? 

Environmental Management Systems (EMS) 

As per Executive Order (EOI3423) and a subsequent memorandum issued from the Office of­
Management and Budget and CEQ" all agencies (are directed) to adopt an Environmental 
Management System." 

As per NEP A Guidelines EMS's are used by agencies to establish procedures that will help them 
comply with specific requirements of environmental laws and regulations. 

The National Environmental Policy Act Sec. 101 [42 USC; 4331] states Federal plans (in this 
case the Air Force' s basing of the F-35A),functions, and programs are to be designed so as to 

" assure for ALL (my highlight) Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and 
culturally pleasing surroundings" 

and 

"attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to 
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences" (my highlight) 

Since no environmental assessment has been completed for Sacramento Mountain 
communities that lie under the F-3SA's MTR's explain how an EMS plan specific to the 
needs of our mountains be designed? 

Please site the pages in the Draft EIS where the EMS plan can be found regrading the 
Sacramento Mountains. -

00-78 

AI094HO 

With regard to the Sacramento Mountains, where in tbe Draft EIS is post-decision 
monitoring and mitigation addressed that is required in an EMS? ] 00-79 

Who were the community members of Weed, Sacramento, Mayhill, and Pinon NM tbat] 
were involved in the development of the EMS for the Sacramento Mountains? 

00-80 

Will members from Weed, Sacramento, Mayhill and Pinon be included in post-decision 
monitoring and mitigation ? 

How will the assertions/assumptions/statements found in the Final EIS of "no impact" ] 
and "minimal impact" be tested and evaluated and re-addressed should these statements 
prove false? NP-51 

What if the EIS is WRONG? Explain the recourse do citizens have? 

I asked similar questions in my letter submitted during scoping. 

Scoping! Assessment Issues 

The scoping process is designed to define issues to be addressed in DEPTH in the analysis that 
will be included in the EIS (NEPA Guidelines, pg 13). 

As per NEP A, the scoping period is designed to 
1. IdentifYing the significant issues to be analyzed in EIS 
2. IdentifY any related EAs or EISs NP-13 
3. IdentifY gaps in data and informational needs 
4. IdentifY other environmental review and consultation requirements so 
they can be i ntergrated wi th the EI S 

The Draft EIS has failed to meet these requirements. 

1. There is no assessment of the environmental impacts the F35A would have on the 
communities in the Sacramento mountains that are located under the MTR's of the F-35A . 

With regards to the Sacramento Mountains communities of Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento, 
and Pinon, 

Why was this assessment not done? 

-
-

Why were the significant F -3SA environmental impact issues not identified, analyzed and 
included in the Draft EIS? _ 

00-77 

2. Data is available regrading the F-35 in the Elgin AFB. ~ 
NO-42 

The Draft EIS only cites descriptive information about the nwnber ofF-35's bedded at Elgin. No 
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AI094HO 

other data from the Elgin EIS were referred to in the Draft EIS. 

] 

NO-42 
NO-43 Of particular note are F-3SA SEL noise metrics found in the Elgin EIS. 

Why is this data not cited in this Draft ElS? 

3. Numerous gaps and in data and informational needs are found. :=J NP-13 

-Given that Federal agencies endorse the use of other metrics to supplement the DNL, 
why is the use of DNL averages used when describing the dB levels that communities will 
experience under the F- 35A MTR's 

DNL does NOT reflect dB levels or over pressures created by the F-3SA that an adult, child, 
animal or a home would experience at a particular point in time. 

DNL does not reflect what is truly happening on the ground. -

What are the Lmax levels ofthe F -35A at all flight levels starting at 100 feet AGL up to -
5,000 feet AGL using 100 foot increments at an air speed of 500 knots? 

The Elgin AFB EIS shows a table ofSEL' s for the F-3SA as 

133dB@300 ft AGL, 129dB@ SOOfeetAGL , 121dB@ I,OOOAGL, 112dB@ 2,OOOfeetAGL, 
99dB @ S,OOOfeet AGL, 87dB@ IO,OOOfeet AGL and 74dB@20,OOOfeetAGL 

Why is this data not included in the Draft EIS ? 

What is the maximum level of dB that won't affect public health and welfare? 

What is the maximum rate of increase in dB/second that will not effect public health? 

What is the maximum level of dB required to make land under the MTR's suitable for 
residential use? 

-
-

What is the minimal altitude AGL the F -3SA must fly so as to meet the to meet these dB 
and dB/second levels? _ 

NO-24 
NO-50 

NO-13 

NO-1I2 
NO-1I5 

Where are the assessments evaluating the environmental impacts the AESA Radar, EOJT 
and DAS systems will have on the electrical infrastructure and communications systems 
(e,g, satellite, WiFi etc.) of the homes, communities, businesses, astronomy sites located in DO-28 
the Sacramento Mountains? 

What methodologies were used in these assessments? 

Literature and research data are available regrading the F-3SA. Numerous sources are availabk"] NP-29 
for this information including but not limited to other countries and industry. I 

AI094HO 

Why have no literature or research findings been cited specifically relating to the F-35A ? I NP-29 
Why have no F -3SA studies and data from other countries been used in this Draft EIS U conl'd 

-
Since DOD recognizes tbat new noise metrics and new noise paradigms are created with the F-
3SA (pg/ B-24) 

and 

the Draft EIS states that potential effects of aircraft flying along MTR'S is of a particular 
concern because of maximum overflight noise levels that can exceed IISdB, with rapid increase 
in noise levels exceeding 30dB per second (pg. B-24) 

and 

since data is available regarding tbe F- 3SA 

why is outdated data, much of it over 30 years old used to support statements and 
suppositions regarding the environmental impacts of the F -3SA ? 

4. Specifically regrading this Draft EIS , 

-

NO-26 

impacts that will be made specifically by the F-35A ? NP-15 
where are the environmental reviews and consultations found regarding the enVironmenJal 

Have these reviews and consultations been evaluated by independent third parties? 

On what pages of the Draft ElS are the disclosures regarding conflict of interest alii J 
anyone involved in these consultations and reviews? 

NP-16 
If independent third party reviews and conflict of interest disclosures are not found in the 
Draft EIS please explain why? 

Will this information be found in the Final EIS ? If not, why not? 

Mental Health Issues 

::::J NP-15 
NP-16 

Our communities are under F-22 MTR's. The sonic and focused booms created do not in the -
least equate to the "sound ofthunder"as depicted in the F-22 EIS. 

What we experience is earth shattering, fear creating episodes. The F-22 EIS WAS WRONG. 

Given that the F-3S will be flying low-levels and creating sudden, unexpected noise levels 
exceeding IISdB and that those noise levels will increase 30dB /sec and that there will be 
mUltiple, unexpected exposures by mUltiple aircraft, 

explain how this scenario will not create mental health problems for the human 

NO-6 
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AI094HO 

populations ( including children, elderly, medically compromised and veterans with PTSD) I NO-6 
that live under the low-level F-3SA MTR's. -.J conl'd 

-
What studies have been done showing the psychological impacts of low -level flights of the 
F -35A over humans at various low-level altitudes? 

What studies have been done regrading the psychological impacts low-level flying F -3SA 
would have on rural residents whose noise environment is significantly lower than the 
noise environments urban or suburban populations? 

If studies cannot be cited then are not the populations under these low-level F -3SA MTR's 
being exposed to harmful, unsafe situations without their informed consent? 

Explain why this is legal. -

Social Injustice and Environmental Injustice 

The Elgin AFB EIS presents a table ofSEL' s for the F-35A as 

133dB@300 ft AGL, 129dB@ 500feetAGL , 121d8@ I,OOOAGL, 112dB@ 2,000feetAGL, 
99dB @ 5,000feet AGL, 87dB@ 1 O,OOOfeet AGL and 74dB@20,000feet AGL. 

On page HO-14 Table HO-2.2-3 Projected F-35A MTR Use at Holloman AFB Under all F-35A 
Scenarios, the F-35A will be flying at minimum altitudes of 100 to 500 feet AGL 

The Draft EIS states that potential effects of aircraft flying along MTR' s is of a particular 
concern because of maximum overflight noise levels that can exceed 115dB, with rapid increases 
in noise levels exceeding 30dB per second. (pg. B-24). 

Numerous studies have been cited in the Draft EIS and in letters submitted to you from members 
of our Sacramento Mountain communities regrading the physiological damage that can occur to 
adults and children when dB levels begin to approach 115dB. 

Pg HO - 187-188 states that noise levels will increase substantially under the F-35A scenarios. 
It is further stated that Military Training Route IR-1341195 overlies a disproportionately minority 
and low-income populations as compared to the county as a whole and these minority and low­
income groups will experience disproportionately high and adverse impacts from the F-35A 
training. 

Given that Air Force acknowledges that 

L the F -3SA will be flying at altitude levels as low aslOOfeet AGL and 500 feet AGL 
2_ the F -3SA will generate dB levels that will produce harmful physiological effects 
3_ low income and minority populations that lie under the F-35A MTR's 

and 

-

that the Air Force knows that low-income and minority groups do not have the resources 

NO-1I5 

EJ-3 
EJ-4 

AI094HO 

to pursue legal action 

explain how flying the F -35's over these populated MTR's 
environmental injustice? JEJ-3 

does not constitute social and !~;~ 

The National Environmental Policy Act Sec 101 is a LAW and STANDARD that is designed to 

" assure for ALL (my highlight) Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and 
culturally pleasing surroundings" 

and 
"attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to 
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences" (my highlight) 

Explain how F-35A's flying at low-levels over ANY populated MTR, creating dB that J 
exceed levels acceptable for human habitation, that are recognized as producing health and 
safety risks, and degrade to the environment is not ILLEGAL and does not YIOLATE NP-27 
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS? 

In summary 
This Draft does not identifY the environmental impacts associated with the F-35A that should I NP-13 
be avoided in order to protect the health, safety and welfare of the communities of Weed, ~ DO-77 
Mayhill, Sacramento, and Pinon NM. It does not meet legal requirements. =:J NP-27 

Solutions: 
I. Fully and thoroughly investigate, assess, and acknowledge the environmental impacts the P:-
35A will have when flying over the communities of Weed, Mayhill ,Sacramento and Pinon 
NM. 

2. Produce findings that are valid and reliable 

3. Present these findings as Appendix to the Draft E1S 

4. Include in the Appendix the methodologies used in the assessment. -

DO-77 

6. Provide adequate amount of time for public review and comments. :::J NP-12 

7. Incorporate findings from the Appendix and public comments into the Final EIS. :::J ~~--~7 
As a citizen whose health, home, safety and welfare will be negatively impacted by OVerflight] 
of the F-35 over my home and property, and as a tax paying citizen, I expect my government NP-8 
will address all of my concerns and questions in the Final EIS. 

I am also requesting that a HARD COPY of the Final EIS and all appendices be mailed to the:::J NP-7 
address below. I also expect that any other correspondence released to the public regrading thi$l 
EIS be either mailed to my home address or e-mailed. ~ NP-24 
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A1095 XX Leon Baron 

 

At094 HO 

Ref: Council on Environmental Quality Executive Office of the President. December 2007. 
Citizen's Guide to the NEPA Having Your Voice Heard. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

:~~:~~~Y. Marcn 11. Jm i ih 2M 
AETC/A 7P Workflow 
f35a 

A1095 XX 

It inconcevible that the US. AF would want to locate 72 F35a fighter planes at a city airport. ::::J NO-37 
DRAWBACKS; 
1.noise =:J NO-l 

2.air pollution :::::J AQ-I 
3.decrease in land and property values ] 
4. discouraging business SO-I 

5. impact on schools in the area =:J ttl 
The placement of the F35a should be in areas that have the least impact on least number ofpeop:Ej GE-l 

A proud American 

Leon Baron 
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A1096 TU Dan Starr 

 

A1097 TU Jack Hartmann 

 

AI096 TU 

From: 
Sent: ~~~s~~~)larcn IBJiJ lUi iIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 

Friends, 

As an email address was provided, I decided to use it. 

My name is Dan Starr and I'm a native Tucsonan. I fully support having the new fighters based at Tucson I 
International. I grew up hearing the sound of planes both training and flying missions and I have never onc~ GE-3 
objected to that sound. I know that this sound thing is just a cover for those who hate a strong American 
military. Living here in Tucson it's easy to know this. However, this guy, someone who has spent his life here 
tells you to "bring it on." So many newbies come to our town and then decide to change the way we do things 
that we even created a word for it - NIMBY which means Not In My Back Yard. NIMBYs are the reason we 
don't have more freeways, as they get to vote and did so back in the early 70's. They voted against freeways. 
NIMBY s are why there is a need for this comment. 

Enough said. Bring the F-35s and use them to train. I, and a bunch of my fellow "real" Tucsonans will che~ GE-3 

Dan, the Keyboard Man 
Helping older folks enjoy 
making their favorite music 
on inexpensive keyboards 
(since 1987) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sirs, 

~~~s~~~~~~~J IJ JUlJ It JJi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Tucson F-35 

AI097 TU 

I was an IP at the Tucson Ang for over 20 yrs. I 
managed to snag (argue with the FAA) the old Willy MOAs 
for the Tucson ANG. I called them the "Outlaw" and 
"Jackal" MOAs. (My callsign was "Jackal"). I also tried to 
help Willy from being closed by BRAC. Columbus AFB, Miss 
won out over Willy because it took them less flying time to 
graduate a student! 

Sounds reasonable, right? Columbus has their MOAs 
right next to the field whereas Willy pilots had to "drive" 
up to 80nm to get to the furthest MOA (Willy 4). It made 
no difference that the flying weather at Columbus was 
dogs**t and they sent their students up into the pattern 
and got a II counter" . 

If you want to use the same arguement about MOA 
distance, then Tucson beats Luke hands down. The best 
MOAs/ ATCAAs for BVR are the Sells/Ruby MOA/ ATCAAs 
and the Outlaw/Jackal/Rustler MOA/ATCAAs. All are 
capped at FL510. Tucson is much closer to these MOAs 
than Luke.The Gladden MOA is too small for BVR Air-to-Air 
and is capped at FL330. This won I t last long as PHX 
TRACON is complaining the departures to the west can I t 
reach 330 in time. (weather deviations). Bagdad 
MOA/ATCAA is useless and capped at FL280. The 
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A1098 BO Susan Dietz 

 

AI097TU 

Outlaw/Jackal/Rustler area is NEVER requested by airlines 
as the area is "blocked" by the White Sands restricted 
area. (I flew w/airlines for 31 years). 

Hope this background info helps, 

Jack Hartmann 

Col, USAF, Ret 

AI09880 

From: Susan Dietz'-~"II!!!!"II!!"!II.iil--------------------
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 20123:02 PM 
To: AITCfA7P Workflow 
Subject: F35's Invade Boise .. 
David Martin 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781S0-4319 

I just heard about the F-35 on Fox 12. 1 am still in a sigh of relief that the F- I S's are gone. I work from home 
and spend a majority of my day on work phone call s. The normal hum and drum of the airport is not a J 
hindrance, but this last summer when the F-I S's were in town was difficult for me. Due to the noi se I would 
have to explain to clients that the Oregon Air Force was in town for the summer and try to avo id taking any NO-8 
phone calls during many loud periods of the day. The FI 5 ' s were so loud that many times I would have to end 
calls and call clients back after the noi se had subdued. 

Now, Foxl2 reports that the F-3S ' s are twice as loud!! ' According to AirForceTimes.com ( J 
http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2008/ 10/airforce f35 basing 102608/ ), the F-3S is even louder coming in NO-I 
for a landing, and is Four times as loud as the FISC when it lands!!! I did not voice my concerns before, 
because I thought the F-I5' s and noise would leave in the fall and not return. 

I am amazed at the number of homes that will be joining the NOT Suitable for Residential Use area. :=J LU-6 
The 4 schools and the Recreational areas in South Boise that will be impacted by the noi se produced by these~ ~t~1 
aircraft is appalling. We did not plan to raise our children and grandchildren in this polluted environment. I am] NO-36 
afraid that I will have to move and lose my standard of li ving as my home will have littl e value. ~ SO-I 

Please do not bring the F-3S ' s to Boise. 

Sincerely, 
Susan Dietz 

:]GE-4 
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A1099 BO Eva Hrubec 

 

A1100 HO Walt Coffman 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

~:d~~~~~~ , MarCn Ii. jj I! a i bM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A 

A109980 

I feel compelled to wri te my opinion in regarding the possibili ty of the F-35's coming to Boise, 10. I am again]t 
i t and do not wish it to be here. I have lived here my whole li fe and w hile I am excited to have growth, I think it 
important that the growth that will not negate the reasons I continue to live here, I am in a fortunate position GE-4 
that allows me to live anywhere, but love Boise, and would move immediately i f the F-35's came; due to the 
noise. I have researched your previous noise reduction tactics and do not agree with them and am sure if others 
read more they too would be moved to disagree. My best regards to anyone who has to make the final decision, 
but please do not have them based in Boise, Idaho. 

Best regards, 
Eva Hrubec 

March 10, 2012 

Mr. Horst Greczmiel 
Associate Director for NEPA Oversight 
Council on Environmental Quality 
722 Jackson Place, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 

RE: Flawed process; USAF "F-35A Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement" 

Mr. Greczmiel, 

AllOO HO 

I. have been involved with the NEPA process several times over the past decade. A couple of years ago I 
acted as Ecology Director for the local Boy Scout Camp and I also was the Merit Badge Counci lor for 
Enyironmental Science. ·1 'really enjoyed working with the (some very bright) kids. Th·e ·group enjoyed th~ 
fictitious EA that we wrote. . 

I am an engineer (BSEE), and have worked as a manager in the Paper Industry. I am a private pilot, Amateur 
Radio operator and volunteer fire fighter. Currently I am a small business owner. 

The USAF F-35A EIS process has not gone well. By following the NEPA process the USAF would be in a I P -I ' 
win/win situation with the best environmental outcome and the best possible public involvement. UnfortunaterJ N 
they seem to have an outcome preordained and seem to be in a hurry to pick that outcome. I have tried to~ 
work with the USAF (meetings, telephone calls, request for extension, etc.) but feel those efforts have been NP-2 
unsuccessful, actually ignored. . . .. . . .. 

. . ".':"' -
The pattern of rushing and disregarding the process.shows in the earlier USAF Environmental Assessment 
"Transforming the 49th Fighter Wing's.Combat Capability" (Au'gilst 2006)'Which; increditably, resulted in a 
FONSI. This proposal added hundreds of square miles of supersMic fiight .'area and lowered'th'e supersonic 
level by almost 10,000' (from 30,000' to 23,000') . This supersonic area includes several communities. Just on 
the surface a FONSI in this case makes a farce of the NEPA process. The USAF went ahead and self 
certified the FONSI. That FONSI leads into this latest EIS, the F-35A. 

It seems to me that more and 'more EA result in FONSI. This trend does no one a service. Not the agency 
(who may pick a bad alternative) not the public and not our environment. If you have sway in this trend I 
suggest you address the problem before the NEPA is reduced to a sham. 

Enough generalities. After the 2006 FONSI for the F-22 I became more invoked with EAs in my area (Weed, 
Pinon, Mayhill, NMj. I discoveied the USAF-EA F-35 plan and made"a point to send in seaping comments. 
The idea I had was to be able to compare alternatives in important areas. Areas unique to my geographic 
area as well as those surrounding the new, noisy fifth generation F-35 aircraft. I wanted some data and 
analysis to allow me (and the USAF) to make an informed evaluation of the alternatives. I also hoped to see a 
range of possible alternatives. I wanted information about impacts to the community I live in, 

I am attaching my scoping comments as sent to David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof, HQ j 
AETC/A7CPP, 266 F Street West. Bldg. 901, Randolph AFB, TX 78150. This is the official USAF contact for NP-3 
the F-35. My comments were timely and sent certified mail. They were largely ignored. 

When the Draft EIS was released I was stunned. The document lacked data (noise at low altitudes is oneJ NO-24 
example of many omissions, after a simi lar EIS fo r the F-35 at Eglin AFB the noise became an issue - NO-4S 
complete with lawsuits), As you probably know the F-35A can be a dangerously noisy aircraft. Hearing loss 
can result from one low altitude pass, so noise data is important. There was almost no actual data (noise J 
otherwise) in the Draft EIS! Much of the information that is in it, is "cut and paste' from other previous EIS, NP-13 
some 30 years old!. Some data presented was misleading to the point of obscuring the actual environment 

1m]r<JCt:-f'(a1lTer1han--cuveraltthlnnts'sirTg"'dat"amttlisingenuous"Sta1E!lTTentsirr1hts1etterrhave-atta:ctTe"d"ln Q I'" ~S-ee-c-o-m-m-e-n"-tl 
copy of my submitted comments to the Draft E.IS (These were sent in timely, and by certified mail to the ...J # 1412 
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A1101 TU Gordon Weir 

 
 

 

AllOO HO 

correct USAF contacl.) These comments detail the lack of data and analysis . The Draft EIS is so bad thail
NP

_
29 there is no way to compare the alternatives. There is not enough data. Further, the alternatives suggestei!l 

during scoping by the public such as using White Sands Missile Range (especially on weekends) was n~00_4 
included in the Draft EIS, nor any reasons given for exclusion. 

It is a mystery why so little information about the critical environment under the low level flight airspace was provided. 

I came away feeling that this EIS was not legitimate, that it fails to fOllow the letter and the spirit of NEPA. J NP-13 

I think that this EIS could be "fixed" with a little effort by the USAF. If you've read my submitted comments you ~g:~3 
know the problems. All that is needed is more data. Critical is the noise data (as recommended by DOD but DO-14 
left out of this EIS) Especially important is the peak levels for this aircraft at the 100' AGL allowed in the 
training airspace. Also missing is the flare debris quantities. And so on. 

The reasons for excluding our suggestions for scoping shouid be giver!] NP-3 

Once the data is provided then an analysis of the impact to people, animals , historic structures, etc can b~ NP-13 
done. Finally we could look at alternatives with an informed view. 

I want to reiterate that the NEPA process seems to be slipping. The USAF is just paying it lip service in this 
EIS (as well as the 2006 FONSI). I wonder why they bother. As I said earlier, the NEPA done right helps 
everyone, including the USAF, but only if it is followed. 

Even my Boy Scouts got il. 

Pinion, and Mayhill) differ in their concerns from the residents and cities nex1 to the AFB. The USAF has 00-25 
The rural communities and the residents that are affected by the low level flight proposed in the EIS (Weed, ] 

addressed the city I AFB environment but not the rural areas (in any of the alternatives). Historically this has 
been the pattern. The NEPA process for this EIS has become factious. Talk of lawyers and law suits abounds. 
Meetings feature shouting, angry citizens. I suggest that the USAF enlist help in the process from an outside 
agency. Perhaps we could share the EIS process. By copying the USAF contact (Mr. Martin) on this letter I 
am requesting the USAF work with myself, the CEQ and the local rural groups to improve this EIS. Perhaps 
we can as an informed group find a reasonable alternative for the F-35A. 

Sincerely, 

ifIIL 
cc: ~d Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof, HQ AETC/A7CPP, 266 F Street West, Bldg. 

901, Randolph AFB, TX 78150 

Ellen Athas , Senior Counsel , CEQ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David Martin & Kim Fornof, 

~~~~~~y~~i~rcn IJ JJ It jt a 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35A Based in Tucson 

AllOl TU 

I would like to add my support to have the F35A bas~d atht tethey represent to our freedom and defense capabilities. GE-3 
h Tucson AGS location with the T3 Scenario. I live in thj 

current flight path for the Ala's and F16's; I afPpreTcla e w ~h additional personal for both operations and support. 
There will also be a positive economic Impact or ucson w 

Thank you, 
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A1102 TU Louis Mindes 

 

A1103 TU Richard K. White 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AII02 TV 

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) Turn 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 publ ic hearing . 
2) Mail. fax or email comments to: 

David Martin. Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 commenls are requesled pursuanllo the Nalional Environmental Policy Act, 42 Uniled States Code 4321 , el seq. All 
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 provide such information will resu lt in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: ____ ~~~~~~~~~~ ________________________________________ __ 

Comments: Thanks for taking the time to collect input. My parents moved to 

Tucson back in 1963. Davis Monathan has always been central to this community. 

Tucson makes the perfect location for the F-35a. Climate, access, existing facilities , 

and a history of palrlots . 

Please pay no attention to the NIMBY's asking the F-35a be stationed elsewhere. These 

self centered individuals bask in our freedom and have no idea where it came from. 

Some hear the jets and hear noise. I hear out aircraft and to me, it is the sound of freedom. 

The F-35 would make the perfect compliment to Tucson. This vital mission is of 

tremendous value to national defense, the state of Arizona and the Southern 

Anzona communlly. 

____________________________________________________________ Digitally signed by Louis 

Pick Tucson, Pick Tucson, Pick Tucson, Pick Tucson. t: . DN, ,"oLou;,.ooM;ode,. 

----------~----------~--------~--------------~--c:>~~ll~~lh~~ 

~UPlease print - Additional space is provided on the back.·~· 

Date: 2012.03.12 
16:06:43 -07'00' 

Visit www.F-3SATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Richard White III~I!I!!IJ!II!I!!I!!IIIJ!II!"I!I •• 
Wednesday. March 14. 2012 6:28 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35A Training at Dais-Monthan AFB in Tucson 

AIl03TV 

Davis-Monthan AFB in Tucson offers the best location the entire country for the F35A Training andll 
urge you to make sure this training takes place at D-M. .JGE

-
10 

Thank you. 

citizen) 
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A1104 BO Janice Ribelin 

 

A1105 LU Gerald Roach 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~cn~~~~~I,i~iarcn 14, JJ iJ jt 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35A Training Center 

Al104BO 

Last week I was in Boise, ID to look for a home to retire in. I found several homes to fit my needs that are under J 
construction which was exciting. I was excited until I found out that the homes are located in an area that would be re-
classified as not suitable for residential use!!!!! SO-1 

You can count on the fact that I would change my mind about the purchase of the home in Boise if you did locate the 
training center in Gowen Field. In fact I would think that anyone considering moving to Boise would have to consider thJ 
impact of the F-35 noise on the quality of life. If it causes residential areas to be re-classified as not suitable, you best 
consider the impact on not only those that currently live there but those of us who were attracted to Boise as a place to NO-36 
enjoy living with quality of life. 

Please find a different location for this training center! 

respectfully, 

Janice Ribelin 
Flagstaff, AZ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sir: 

~~;:s~~~\aJ t, JJ iJJ] JJi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35A 

I live in the flight path of the Luke AFB in the city ofEI Mirage,AZ. 

AltOS LU 

Upon the descent ofthe planes they fly directly over my home at a low altitude with the wheels down and the 
sound of the whine of moving the flaps etc. I assume. 

I have no problems with this noise for the few seconds that it lasts, and am grateful for the pilots learning to fly 
them to protect us. 

I would urge your office to replace the F16s here with the F35s, I noticed no difference in the noise levels whej 
they were being tried out here, I had to look up as always to see the plane, I only noticed the difference with the GE-3 
twin tails. 

The young people in this area need the monies that the base brings in to raise families ,to be able to enjoy a 
decent life. 

I am retired, have lived a good 75 years, spent 3 years in the Marine Corps 1954 to 1957, 
lived in this area of Buckeye , and the base for 23 years. 

Thank You for your service as well as all those serving today! ! 

Semper Fi ! 

Gerald Roach 
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A1106 TU Jane Herron 

 

A1107 BO Sherry Burchfield 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~a~~d~;,r~~J i J. jj i J I jj 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35A 

All06 TU 

Any noise from these aircrafts is the "sound of freedom" . Thosewho oppose the bringing of the F35A t-;jGE_3 
Tucson need to realize that. I so hope Tucson IS chose as the training base. ~ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

New to Boise. 

~~~~:~~~y, iJiarcn 11. JJ iJ 11M 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35a 

Al107 BO 

The surreal experience of the fly over late in the evening of F35a coming nonstop at 3 to 5 minute intervaJs 
for more than 2 hours was the same feeling as bemg m a war zone. Fnghtemng! The house shook. The air NO-8 
pollution into our Boise area is incomprehensible. . 

PLEASE reconsider. We live in Hidden Springs area not to far from Gowen Field, therefore the F:33l GE-4 
placement would have a profoundly poor effect on our lives. ~ 

A Proud American 
Sherry Burchfield 
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A1108 BO Owen and Katherine Pipal 

 

A1109 BO Diane Sower 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~:V:P~~rcn 11, JJ iJ it JIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35A's and Boise Idaho 

AlIOS BO 

I am a homeowner within 8 blocks of the Boise Airport runways I have served on active duty and am aware of aircraft 
noise. When we purchased our home in 1968 (built 1965), we endured noise from the F4's and for the past few years, 
have enjoyed the quiet A 10 noise. Occasionally, an F15 flies out of Boise and we are aware of the extreme noise of the 
F15 but it last only a minute and they do not make daily or multiple flights 

The F35's are much louder than the F15's and with a training facility there will be on going flight operations. Our fear iS

J
NO-1 

tha.t ou.r quiet home life will be. destroyed. and our propert.y values reduced to nothing. T. here are. 4 public .SChOOIS near the NO-36 
airport How distracting IS this nOise gOing to be for the teachers and students? To alleviate this fear, and that of our SO-1 
neighbors, why doesn't the Air Force bring an F35 to BOise to spend a few days showing the city how qUiet the planes ~t~ 
are? 

As it is now, we oppose the F35 training operations in Boise, 10. These planes need to be stationed away from urban]GE_l 
areas ~ 

Yours truly, 

Owen and Katherine Pipal 

AlI09 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~:~~e~~::,r daJ 1( JJ\J i.Ji 2M 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F35's at Gowen Field in Idaho 

I live in the area that will be directly affected by these fighter jets. My property value3 SO_1 
will decrease, and I don't want the noi se . It's not necessary for the Air Force to take over NO-l 
r esidential a reas , and trust me, we will create enough national heat over this to make it GE-4 
unnecessary. 
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A1110 LU J. Richardson 

 

A1111 LU Robert R. Sternecker 

 

From: 
Sent: JUnesOay, IJlarcn 14,2012850 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F35's descent over Riverview Elementary School in EI Mirage, AZ 

From: 

To: David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.afmil 

Subject: F35's descent over Riverview Elementary School in EI Mirage, AZ 

All10LU 

As long as the problems exist with the Noise Level on des cent of the F35's, these jets should not be allowed3 
descend over any Elementary school in our country. Currently, the A ir Force pia ns to allow these je ts to EJ-l 
descend over Riverview Elem entary School in EI Mirage, Arizona and th e community surrounding the school 
without addressing the need to retrof it the school or the hom es in this community. The Air Force has m app~ 
this area in the blue/aquamarine color zone that places th e noise level in Zone 11 , an extrem ely loud, NO-l 
unacceptable level to expose our children or other citizens. 

Exposing children to noise levels this high will lead to hearing problems within one to two years. ~ 

No one sho uld want ch ildren to live out the ir lives with hearing problem s beca use the Air Force has not 
resolved the NOISE problems surrounding this jet. Yet it ap pears from latest reports in the local news that the EJ-2 
Air Force plans to start test runs in our area. 

Is it fair to place any community in this dilemmill GE-4 

Thank you for your time, 
J. Richardson 

Allll LU 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~Z~~~~~~I~arJ IJ, JJ iJ 1 JS g~ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35s-/Luke AFB in Arizona 

During my 22+ years in the Army Air Corps/US Air Force, I never visited Luke AFB. I 
frequently visit Luke ,and subscribe to the base paper, so I'm aware of their activities. It is a 
well organized and disciplined base. The personnel that I have encountered during my visits 
appear to enjoy their time there. Luke always ranks high during inspections. 

Luke AFB is the ideal domicile for the F-35 fighter jet. In the 22 years I have lived here, Luke 
has been host to the F-15 & F-16 fighters and has an excellent operational record. This speaks 
well to both the operation of the aircraft as well as the expertise of those maintaining the 
aircraft. Luke's close proximity to the Goldwater Bombing and Gunnery Range, as well as 
auxiliary air fields, reduces flying time, this in turn adds to the longevity of the 
aircraft. Southern AZ has ideal weather for flying and has been the choice for flight training 
since WWII. Luke's leaders have developed flight patterns to reduce noise. The Air Force 
cannot find a better location to base the F-35 fighter aircraft. 

MSgt Robert R Sternecker USAF Retired 

GE-3 
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A1112 BO Megan J. Arrington 

 

A1113 TU Dale Fisher 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern: 

~~~~~~:r~~~~ohn i 1 JJ i J J1 JIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35s 

Al112 BO 

My family and I live in a neighborhood close to the Boise airport. For the record, I wanted to express that I do not feenGE_l 
like the F35s are a good fit in Boise. I have read both sides of the discussion and I believe that the Boise area is not -.J 
suitable to house the F35s. I realized when we purchased our home that it was close to the airport and we would ~ 
obviously have "airport noise", which we are used to and have no problems with. From what I've read though the F35s NO-l 
are much louder than what we are used to now. I have young children, there's 3 elementary schools close to our home 
our church, banks, stores, restaurants; this is such a residential neighborhood are this area and it doesn't seem --, 
appropriate to have loud jets flying over this area on a regular basis. I know that the F35s represent freedom but I'ygJNO-37 
read that there are other bases in the country that would be more suitable for the F35s and would love to know that] GE-l 
freedom and quality of life could be equally balanced in this choice. -.J 

I appreciate the opportunity to express my opinion. 

Thank you, 
Megan J. Arrington 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jionaay, Marcn n JU1J 1119 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Training 

Al113 TU 

I would just like to say the Air Guard is a good neighbor that does alot for our community ij 
Tucson. Therefore I am hoping that they will prime for the F 35 training.You will not find a GE-3 
more professional organization with a better safety record than the 162nd T F Wing. Dale 
Fisher 
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A1114 TU Anonymous 

 

A1115 TU William Swendner 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

IJlonaay, IJlarcn IJ, JJ 12 829 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

All14 TU 

The 162nd Fighter Wing is the 37th largest employer in Southern Arizona and employs more than 1,450 Tucsonans; about 1 ,000 Of~ 
those are full time jobs - more local VvOrkers than employed by Home Depot stores, U.S. Customs and Border Protection or American 
Airlines. In these challe.nging economic tim~s we ~II secure the future of those jobs for the .I?ng .term. One of our greatest industries is GE-3 
our aerospace defense Industry. All Tucson industries should be protected to best of our abilities 

AllIS TU 

From: 
Sent: ~i~~ad~:w~~~~ea JJ iJ 1.4! JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 @ AZ Air National Guard TIA 

IN GOD WE TRUST 

The AZ National Guard Unit at TIA is the ideal spot for an F-35 training unit. They alreadY~ 
have the facilities and experience to conduct such training as they have been providing F-16 
training for the past several years. The weather is ideal for flying training and the air-to- GE-3 
air and air-to-ground ranges are already available and handy. Bring the f-35 to TIA!! 
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A1116 TU Mona and Duane Udstuen 

 

A1117 TU David Preston 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To all those concerned: 

Mona Udstuen •••• !I!!I!I!!I~ •• 
Monday, March 12, 2012 12:34 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 aircraft 

A1116 TV 

For the health and safety of Tucson residents and for the good of all living things in and adjacent to Tucson, please 9iV~ GE-l 
serious consideration to abandoning plans to base a proposed number of F-35 fighter bombers at Tucson International 
Airport. By far, the net benefit is outweighed by the detriment to our community and damage to the environment 

Mona and Duane Udstuen 

AllI7 TV 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~:v:e~~r~n iJ. JJ iJ I i1 JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 and the 162nd Fighter Wing 

Dear David and Kim 

I love the fact that we have the 162"' here in Tucson and feel it is a great fit. We are blessed with ideal climate, landg 
airspace and the facilities to continue training current and future pilots for the Air Force. This m. ission is vital to Tucso GE-3 
and Southern Arizona and I look forward to being able to look upward for rnany years to corne 

Sincerely, 

David Preston, CPA 
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A1118 BO Ray Kane 

 

A1119 TU Christopher Duncan 

 

Al118 BO 

~~~d~:%EaJ Uk JJ iJ :1 JIJI 
From: 
Sent: 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 at Gowen Field, Boise. 10 

The F-35 is welcome! I live six miles off the northwest end of the runways and have enjoyed the sight and j 
sounds of the various aircraft stationed there since my childhood in the early 40's. The B-24's are my first 
memories fo llowed by: P-51 's, F-86"s, F-89's, F-102's, F-4's, C1 30's and AlO's. We get a treat from time to GE-3 
time with F-1 5 Strike Eagles and Marine FA-1 8's, bring on the F-35'S! PEOPLE WHO BUY HOUS ES NEXT 
TO AN AIRFIELD AND THEN BITCH ABOUT THE NOISE ARE PROBABLY NOT THE SHARPEST 
TACKS IN THE BOX, NOW ARE THEY? ! 

Sincerl y, 
Ray Kane 
LTC. USA Ret. 

PS : Twenty year Anny helicopter pilot. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~e~~d~~,n~~~cn IJ, JJ iJ iJ4JiJi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Base 

To Whom it May Concern, 

A1119 TU 

I write to express my concern regarding the plan to base the F-35 fighter at Tucson J 
International Airport. In consideration of the negati ve i~pact on health and quality of life ~g:~6 
of all citizens in the area I respectfully request that thIS plan be scrapped. Please cease GE-4 
the consideration of Tucson as a base for these fighters! 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Duncan 
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A1120 BO Stephanie and Charles Ensign 

 

A1121 TU Carol Stoner 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

~~nOay. iJiarcn i J. JJ i J i i A7 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 coming to Boise 

A1120 BO 

Please do not station any F-35 jets in Boise, Idaho. I know the quality of life in Boise would be reduced with the j~~--~6 
additional noise and pollution generated by these F-35 jets. We already have too much noise since the airport is just a NO-l 
few miles from downtown Boise. These new jets will be noisier than any that have landed here recently. AQ-l 

Already Boise has air pollution alerts every winter when we get smog/fog with no sun for days. Then in the hot month~ 
of summer we get more inversions. Almost every August and September we have huge forest fires north of Boise because AQ-l 
our Federal Government will not allow much logging on Federal lands except to thin and cut the small trees. We have to 
breathe the Federal smoke and soon we will be breathing more jet fumes. 

_harles Ensign 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr. David Martin 

~=;~;d~~.n~~J iJ. JJ iJ hi JiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 comment 

Air Force Contractor 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, BLDG 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Al121 TU 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft ElS for the proposed F-35 
Training Center at the Tucson Air National Guard Station in Tucson, AZ. 

I do not think the F-35 is appropriate for Tucson. I think the whole D-M base ShOU@GE-l 
be moved to a more appropriate location. I think the draft states that 8,000 ::: 
residents would have their homes declared "not suitable for residential use", plus 
407 homes already declared "unsuitable for residential use" because of the 
Operation Snowbird expansion. Nobody wants to live in a WAR zone, and have a home SO-1 
they can't sell that is worthless. No one wants to purchase a home, only to find 
yourself owning a home with no resale value that nobody wants to buy because of the 
noise and pollution from a Military base. I personally don't want to live anymore in a_ 
Military flight path, it has disrupted my health, my heart rhythm is affected and mYlNo_6 
sleep has been affected. JNO-3 

For live ordinances, the F-35 would have to go to D-M, and then fly the same fli9h:J SA-13 
paths as D-M/ ANG/does now? None of that is clear or the safety of the F-35. I am 
told the F-35 is twice as loud as the F-16, this is certainly not appropriate for a cit~ 

NO-l 
like Tucson. Two people have already died as a result of a D-M plane crash in 1978, 
that is two too many. Something should have been done then to move the base to a

J 
safer location away from the city. I just can't imagine how those parents must have SA-2 
felt lOSing two daughters that way, and those two girls were only being 
innocent citizens doing what normal teenagers do. 

I think the safety factor is not there, this is a new aircraft and the noise factor, ai~~i_ll 
quality, and health quality is in question here. There are much more appropriate J~S~~ 
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A1122 BO Barbara Martin-Sparrow and Roger Sparrow 

 

Al121 TU 

places for Military training and D-M is in the middle of a city and not appropriate aJ 

all. The f-35 would have to go to D-M for live ordinances, not safe at all in a city. GE-1 

Please consider putting training pilots, and all Military Operations in a more 

appropriate location away from residential homes. 

Thank you 

Sincerely, 

Carol Stoner 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~:~~y~~rt~~~~~~r~~'iJ.i • .J.J.i.iJ.i •••• 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 comments 

_rrow and Roger Sparrow 

send mail to: -. 

A1122 BO 

We are writing this letter to say that we are vehemently opposed to the stationing of F-35's at the 
Boise Airport. We went to meetings about this issue two years ago. They took place at the Borah 
Neighborhood Association. We were thoroughly disgusted at the US Air Force representatives tried to 
cajole the audience into believing that we were not going to be hurt by the use of the F-35's in Boise. 
At the present time, both our houses have cracks in them from the jets and their vibrations. There] 
have been times we cannot hear each other when a jet is going off. Our dog is always scared from 
the sound and the vibrations. Lately there have been jets taking off for training, and supposedly they 
are not as loud as the F35's will be if stationed here. The noise has been terrible inside both houses NO-8 
and we have new ceiling cracks. I actually was talking on the phone and could not hear the speaker 
because of the sound. 
Information released says that both of the houses will be in an area of Boise that will be "Not ~ 
Suitable for Residenital Use" (NSFRU) if we are assigned these jets in Boise. We won't be able to sell SO-1 
either house for the full amount with this designation. 
We understood that this issue went away 2 years ago. It was announced in the paper that we were 
no longer being considered and that the Air Force was only considering 2 other bases where they 
already had jets stationed. Those two towns were hoping for the F-35's. Boise does not want them 
according to our Mayor. We understood this to be a dead issue. 
We are frustrated that the issue has come up again. For us the houses are already being affected bJ the jets in practice sessions, and bothering our peace and quiet. We can plant trees to lessen the NO-8 
noise from street traffic. Planting trees will not help airplane traffic noise. 
I am most concerned about those who cannot comment on the noise issue. If the noise bothers uS]NO_36 
we can wear earplugs around our house. We won't hear our birds or wind chimes or other lovely ---1 
environmental sounds. But what do we do for the babies-- their hearing can be damaged by the ~EJ-2 
plane noise. And what of any outdoor pets, or wild animals. How can we put earplugs on the babies BI-5 
or horses or squirrels in our neighborhood. And what of the young children. Will they have to decide EJ-6 
between playing outside or wearing earplugs? Will they hear any cars coming when they go out to]SA_23 
cross the street? J 

other air bases want to accept them. 
I find the selfishness of forcing us to accept the F-35's unbelievable when J 
Please just go away and let us have what little peace and quiet that we can have now. GE-1 
Sincerely, The Boise Sparrow Family. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–748 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

A1123 TU Ron Pace 

 

A1124 BO Shirley Pick 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use Ihis sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. II your comment relers to a spedftc page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify Ihat location. You may submrt your comments in any 01 Ihe lollo'hing ways: 

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

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.al.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 Gode 432t, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information 'hith your comment is voluntary. Your private address information 'hill 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 result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: ___ =SC~\~Q~D~_~~A~G~PC~ ______________________________________________ ___ 

Organization/Affiliation: __ --'====--_"=='-'-''-'-'=~'--____________ __ 
Address:' ______ -'I_ 

Cily, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: "-\ \;,c ;)0>,) +J;oM&-........... "'Foe Q s THo e C-o tV 0 "" \ c... 

IMfA", TH" r-35"" IRA\N/O\J(. ?II.dG/l.~,,"", WCl<.<.~e) (J(l.VV\.(J", 

,t1f' f-3S- ?(l.ot...(\A ...... yv\L-\.... I!>Z'Ue-Ft\T\\SU (Jpl4 

-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 to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-3 

A1124BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~s~~~, ~~r~i U 2m EJ JJ 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 deployment to Gowen Field, Boise, 10 

Just wanted to put my 2 cents' worth in! I love airplanes - always have. We always watch the military J 
jets go overhead here - F-1S's and 16'5. We do actually stop and watch them and try to make meaning of 
the contrails they leave. We do live near the airport here - also lived very close to Hobby Airport and G1<:-3 
Ellington Field in Houston, TX for many years - and never had a problem with the noise factor. I think the 
F-3S's being here will certainly help the economy in this area and they are certainly a necessary part of 
our country's defense. I am all for having them based here! Thank you for asking my opinion! God bless 
you guys! 
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A1125 TU David Devine 

 

A1126 TU Alan and Albert Adler 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Martin 

~~~~~y~v~naercn IJ, JJ iJ i jji JiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 EIS Comment 

A1125TU 

My comments on the draft EIS for the F-35A Training Basing would be 
1. On page TU-23 of the draft document, it states that with windows open, the "percentage of people awakened byaircrJat 
nois.e atleast once. per night range from 3 to 36. percent. at the locations studIed under baselIne condItIons .. " Ho.wever,. at NO 3 
the publIc hearrng I attended on the draft EIS, I belIeve the statement was made by an Air Force representatIve that 8- -
10% of the populatIon affected would have their sleep dlstrubed. These two statements need to be reconcIled In the fInal 
EIS 

In addition, given that the F-35A is considerably louder than the F-.16, it can be assumed the baseline figures wouTd]DO_55 
increase. I dId not see estImates them for the three F-35A scenarros lIsted In the draft EIS. however and belIeve they-.J 
should be added if they are not in the document somewhere. I also believe an estimate of the total number of people th~t 
would be affected .bY thiS. nighttime distr.ubance should be included in the final EIS document. Additionally, since many NO-3 
people In Tucson use swamp coolIng In the summertIme, whIch Improves wIth open wIndows, I belIeve thIs factor should 
be acknowledged In the frnal document 

Finally on t.his.point, I believe the fina.1 EIS should include an analysisofthe environmental impacts of having no F-35j 
flights In Tucson between 10 p.m and 7 a.m.. WhIle thIs may not meet Air Force requirements, It would substantIally NO-29 
reduce the nOIse Impacts on Tucson resIdents; 
2. The noise levels for the F-35A were projected using NOISEMAP Version 7.3. While this may be Air Force. procedure;T]NO_7 
belIeve before the frnal EIS IS prepared, the computer model should be verrfled by actual flIghts of the F-35A Into TIA; -.J 
3. Finally, I have been told by an Air Force representative that the cost of the EIS process is $4.5 million. Since the Air ~ 
Force decided in July, 2010 for training purposes to base the F-35A at Luke Air Force Base, I believe the draft EIS S.hOUld DO-62 
only have been prepared for that facIlIty and the balance of the taxpayers money beIng spent on thIs process saved 
Thank you for including these comments into the draft EIS 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~nS~~~~IMarcn 1J. JU1J 11 03 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 EIS Comment 

To whom This May Concern, 

A1l26TU 

My wife and I live at and a re already suffering with helicopters ~ 
flying into the UMC hospital. While we can s ee the neces sity for such flights, it i s a ~g=~ 
stressor on our lives. WE DO NOT WANT ANY MORE NOISE POLLUTION . We oppose the current plan to GE-4 
bringmore F -35' s to the Tucson area . 
- - Alan & Albert Adler 
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A1127 TU Krista DeWalt 

 

A1128 TU Therese de Vet 

 

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 AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 Ac~ 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
\Mitten comments received during the comment period wi. 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 orfor 
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 result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Krista DeWalt 

Organizati;n~/A~"~i~lia~t~io~nl: =N=A===~~~~[================: Address:* 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: I think the benefits ofbnngmg the tnnlling base to Tucson dwarf the neganve ~ 
aspects of the plan Tucson frankly needs any mcommg financIal supPOrt we can get We GE-3 

need jobs. The envlfonmental consequences are completely acceptable when considenng the 

benefits to our CIty 

"'Please prin t - Additional space is provided on the back.··· 

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

' Provide YOLf malirg ac)jress to rocerve futLfe nctces oooot tre F-3SA Training Baf:irg EIS 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~':~~:; ~a;~~ i JJUlJ MUM 
AETCfA7P WorkflovlI 
F-35 EIS Comment 

Dear Sirs and/or Madam: 

.1.112811) 

I \vrite to protest the skimpy EIS that has barely been presented to the people of Tucsoii""";) , 
many issues are not taken into consideration. ~NI-13 
I am sure you have heard many complaints about the 'future' noise: already it is difficult tJ 
hear or speak at times when aircraft fly over. I live downtown, but teach at the U of A. NO-S 
Even in basement classrooms the noise of the current airplanes can be heard. and interferes 
with teaching. 

I mention also the danger of having such expensive and failing - airplanes flying over a~ 
populated area. The problems with its construction are no longer a secret, and its failures SA-l 
are well-known. God forbid one of them were to fall on a campus building full of students. 

An issue I have not seen addressed as much is the pollution of the air: it is \~ell-known thanA -I 
people \~ho live near airports suffer greater incidence of cancer and other similar illnesses-:J Q 

And did I mention the cost??? Hair-raising. But you knOlv that already. Please reconsider. 
invest all this money in schools (for instance). I'm sure that \vould be better for the 
country. 

Sincerely. 

Therese de Vet 

'J GR-4 
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A1129 BO David L. Breithaupt 

 

A1130 TU Mike Ingram 

 

A1129 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~~~~~~h:r~~t i 1 JJ i J i i U JiVi 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 EIS Comments - Boise 

Good Day! 

I live directly under the flight path of Gowen Field - about 114 mile north of the intersection ofI-84 and 1-184:­
In a nutshell: Bring them here! 

I am former Navy (Chief Petty Officer [E-7], Electronic Warfare). One of the ways I can support the current 
members of the service is to provide a place for them to train, and Boise is at least as good (much better, in my 
opinion) as anyplace else in the country. These squadrons have to go somewhere. I would be pleased and 
proud to welcome the F-35s over my home. 

For the Ada County region, I cannot see a downside of having the F-35s here. Civilian jobs (both short-term 
and permanent), increased military presence, revenue increase, and more in exchange for the privilege of being GE-3 
able to serve the military in some small way. What could be better? Bombers in Mountain Home and fighters 
in Boise. A great 1-2 punch right here in my own back yard! 

Seventy-two planes? Send twice that many and I would welcome each pilot, plane captain, and support person. 

So I say bring them all here and welcome home. 

Did I mention the increase in civilian jobs? 

Thank you for all you do! 

David 

David L. Breithaupt, Ph.D. 

Office: ••••• 

It is a capital mistake to theorize before one has data. Insensibly, one begins to twist facts to suit 
theories, instead of theories to suit facts. 
-- Sherlock Holmes (A Scandal in Bohemia) 

-

A1130 TU 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr David Martin 

~~~~~~~~~ iJiarcn i k JJ i J I] JiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 EIS Comments 

I would like to comment regarding the EIS package for the F-35. 

you intend to mitigate the noise pollution to an acceptable level. NP-13 

The EIS does not do a very good job of describing the impacts on the Tucson community if th] 
F-35 were based at TIA, or if it were flown in and out of DMAFB, and does not describe how 

NP-33 

At the very least the EIS needs to be redone. However, it is 
appropriate to make some comments on the F-35 program in general. 

Apparently the contractor has produced an aircraft that is 4 times louder than anything elSj 
in the inventory. If this is anywhere close to the actual engineering noise data, then this NO-l 
aircraft is simply not acceptable to be flown in the air over the metropolitan Tucson area 

Should such flights be implemented, rest assured, the Tucson community will arise and Wil~ 
call for the removal of the aircraft, and the 
closure of whatever flight activities use it. This could probably GE-4 
result in the closure of the TIA activity and/or the DMAFB activity, but regardless of the 
job loss, this level of noise pollution is just unacceptable. Period. 

No F-35 in Tucson. 

Thank you 

Mike Ingram 
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A1131 TU Joan Hall 

 

A1132 BO Diane Sower 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~o:nnd~;,1 JiaJ 11. jj It I j I a 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 EIS Tucson 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

Dear Sirs, 

I oppose having t he F-35s based in Tucson, d ue to t he noise that the y will ma~GE-4 

Thank yo u, 

Joa n Hal l -

A1l31 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~;~~~,S~::n JJ. JJ iJ :u. iJ iIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 EIS 

A1132 BO 

No matter how many meetings are held in our area, the people who live close to Gowen field j 
and the airport clearly will be impacted for the worse by such a move. Sound will change NO-l 
significantly, and you know you will be moving these aircraft to a residential area, when you GE-l 
have options to move them elsewhere. I don't want my property value to decrease because of SO-1 
this either. 
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A1133 TU H.W. Paul 

 

A1134 BO Dale Cavanaugh 

 

A1l33 TV 

From: 
Sent: tianaay, iJiarcn IJ, a21012 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 Fits Tucson just perfectly 

Please ignore the naysayers. Let's bring this latest technology to th] 
facilities offered by Davis-Monthan and associated training facilitiesl 

GE-IO 

It is a blessing and a reassurance to hear the sound of freedom 
produced by this plane. 

Here is a copy of my letter to the editor of the AZdailystar in response to 
some poor soul who had to momentarily interrupt his telephone call. 
Anyone want to take a bet as to how many times he has been deployed? 

H.W. Paul 
USN(Ret.) 

response to a letter to the editor, AZdailystar 03/12/12 

Poor Stuart is appalled at the local support for the F-35. I am appalled at his ignorance of 
the freedoms provided by this and other new technologies for our troops. I ask poor old 
Stuart in all reality which he deems most important: a briefly interrupted phone call, or the 
best training facilities for our servicemen? 
In his lament there is no mention or awareness that perhaps the entire Davis-Monthan 
facility could be at jeopardy in this coming decision, nor the hundreds of lost jobs. 
This attitude about things military has been immortalized in Rudyard Kipling's poem 
"Tommy". I suggest he read it.. 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Subject: 

Dale Cavanaugh 
Wednesday, Marcn 14, LUlL 1 :11 t-'M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Boise Idaho 

Name: Dale Cavanaugh 

Organization/Affiliation: Retired school teacher 

Address :*~~!~II ••• 
City, State, Zip Code : 

Comments : Concerning the US Air Force bringing the F-35 training program to Boise Idaho. 

I am absolutely in favor of the US Air Force. My dad was in the Air Force 
in WWII and flew missions in France and Gemlany. 

I am absolutely NOT in favor of the Air Force doing their F-3 5 trainin~ 
at an airport site that will affect a major residential area and affect many 
schools, businesses and homes. GE- l 

It only seems logical that there is a site available to do this training in an 
area that will not cause this impact. 

Thank you for making the right decision. 
Dale Cavanaugh 

A1l34 DO 
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A1135 BO Marilyn Frazier 

 

A1136 BO Debbie Moore 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir, 

~~~~~~;r~z~~~n 11, JJ iJ JUJJ iIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Boise 

A1135 BO 

I do not know if your group is really serious about bringing F-35' s to Boise Idaho and if YOJ 
are, think again, It is a terrible idea and you probably and hopefully know the reasons, GE-l 
Please let me know if you want to repeat what you have already heard about the thousands of NO-6 
reasons not to have F-35' s here in the middle of our small city of less than 200,000 people 
who enjoy their hearing, How much does all this cost trying to find a place to put the 
airplanes? How much are you spending in Boise? 

VOTE NO TO F-35'S IN BOSI:L!GE-4 

Are you going to reply to my questions or who do I aSkIJNP-8 

Marilyn Frazier 
Boi se, Idaho 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello David & Kim, 

~~~~~~y~~~~cn j 1 JJ j J J44 JiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Boise 

A1136BO 

After attending the first go around of meetings about the F- 35 in Boise, I have spent time researching this on 
my own. I do not support this at all. Living outside both the current area Not Suitable for Residential Use an]]GE-4 
the projected new area we find we are already deeply affected by the F-15s when they are in town. Good lUC~ 
trying to enjoy open windows during their flights. Children cover their ears and often cry in fright when they NO-8 
are out playing or trying to sleep. Pets often bolt and are frightened. If you are outside having a conversation, 
all speaking must stop until the noise is over because there is no way you can hear to continue. Nerves are 
frazzled. I can not imagine what the F-35 would do. ::::JNO-l 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my thoughts to you about this issue in my town, that will effect matiYl 
aspects of our every day life. --.JNO-36 

Debbie Moore 
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A1137 TU Maggie Samuelson 

 

A1138 TU Karen Fisher 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~ey ~~~~~~s~~,.J.J'iJ.i'.J.J'$liJ.i ••••• 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Tucson, Arizona 

To: David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

A1l37 TV 

The purpose of our correspondence is to show opposition to the F-35's been based either at Tucsori'lGE_4 
International Airport of David Montham Air Force base in Tucson. Having these type of craft in the~ 
Tucson area would be devastating to us that reside here, the noise pollution, emissions from the ] NO-l 
crafts and possible accidents cannot be tolerated in a highly populated region as ours. It would AQ-l 
destroy our quality of life along with property values and it would be unhealthy for our children, we ~t-\6 
have the study done in Sweden that shows how aircraft pollution raises blood pressure and leads to SO-1 
cardio-vascular disease. NO-6 

I strongly oppose j[]GE-4 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Alternatives 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

In defining the purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act, the Code of Feder;;} 
Regulations [40 CFR § 1500.2] states 

Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible ... 

(e) Use the NEP A process to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to 
proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions 
upon the quality of the human environment. 

(f) Use all practicable means, consistent with the requirements of the Act and 
other essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the 
quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any possible 
adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human environment. 

The DEIS fails to comply with this. 

For Tucson International Airport, the DEIS offers four alternatives. The Air Force has 
recognized from the beginning that three of the alternatives are unrealist ic. TIle DEIS 
provides only one viable alternative for TIA. 

Page 7 of the DEIS Executive Summary states 

The No Action Alternative for this Draft EIS means that an F-35A training 
beddown would nottake place. No F-35A personnel changes or construction 
would be performed, and no F-35A training activities would be conducted at 
any of the locations [Boise, Holloman, Luke, and Tucson]. 

As soon as the first F-35A is bedded at any of the locations, the No Action 
Alternative is vitiated for all four locations. In effect, Tucson does not have a No 
Action Alternative. This was apparent to the Air Force even as it established the 
parameters for the alternatives. 

-
-

-
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A1139 TU Jane Powers 

 

• Will the location become increasingly vulnerable to urban encroachment in the 
future? 

• Will F-35A training become compromised, as the number of daily commercial 
and private flights at the same location increases in the future? 

The Air Force should give particular consideration to Libby Airfield. The DEIS has 
already evaluated it for use as an auxiliary airfield for F-35As. At Libby, all DNL noise 
contours for the F-35As "are contained entirely within the boundaries of Fort Huachuca 
and Sierra Vista Municipal Airport," the DEIS notes. No off-installation residents are 
affected; no private property is affected; no daycare centers, schools, medical facilities or 
religious facilities are affected. -
This is a stark contrast to the F-35A noise impacts on TUCSO~GE-4 

Sincerely, 

Karen Fisher 
Resident of Midtown Tucson 

A1l38 TV 

DO-66 

A1139 TV 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Errata Sheet for DEIS 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The Errata Sheet for the F-35A Training DEIS has revised some values in Table ru_3.2_J 
of the DEIS. This raises questions that the Final EIS must answer. 

1) What is the reason for decreasing engine power from 55% E TR to 40% E TR during 
arrivals? 

-
2) Will F-35A pilots use 40% ETR power for the full length of all arrivals? 

3) The F-35A is still in its development and testing phase. Given that, is the Air Force 
certain that 40% ETR power is absolutely safe for F-35A arrivals over a heavily populated 
residential area? 

4) Because the pilots will be in training, they will be inexperienced in the operation of 
F-35As. Is the Air Force certain that 40% ETR power is appropriate for inexperienced 
pilots as they practice arrivals over a heavily populated residential area? 

5) The purpose for bedding F-35As at TIA is to provide training for new pilots. 
Presumably, the Air Force will expect the pilots to develop a range of skills that will be 
effective in widely varied circumstances. How will the decrease of arrival engine power 
from 55% ETR to 40% ETR affect the pilots' training? 

6) What is the reason for decreasing engine power from 50% ETR to 40% ETR for closed 
pattern flights? 

7) Will F-35A pilots use 40% ETR power for the full length of all closed pattern flights? 

8) The F-35A is still in its development and testing phase. Given that, is the Air Force 
certain that 40% ETR power is absolutely safe for F-35A closed pattern flights over a 
heavily populated residential area? -

NO-21 

SA-28 
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9) Because the pilots will be in training, they will be inexperienced in the operation of 
F-35As. Is the Air Force certain that 40% ETR power is appropriate for inexperienced 
pilots as they practice closed pattern flights over a heavily populated residential area? 

A1139 TU 

SA-28 
10) The purpose for bedding F-35As at TIA is to provide training for new pilots. 
Presumably, the Air Force will expect the pilots to develop a range of skills that will be 
effective in widely varied circumstances. How will the decrease of engine power from 
50% ETR to 40% ETR affect the pilots' training? 

-

11) Is Noisemap accurate when predicting SEL at engine power in the range of 40% J 
ETR? 

12) Is it possible that the F-35A's SEL is identical with and without afterburner (with an 
increase of only 107 feet in slant distance)? 

Sincerely, 

Jane Powers 
Resident of Tucson 

NO-49 

A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Economic Impacts 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS fails almost entirely to analyze one of the most profound impacts that F-35As 
will have upon Tucson. That is the economic impact. 

Table TU-2.1-3 shows the F-35As will bring a net increase of351 personnel plus their -
dependents to Tucson. Page TU-1l3 states that jobs created by construction of F-35A 
facilities "would constitute less than 1 percent of the total employment in Pima County," 
and "Construction expenditures and the jobs created would be temporary." 

The DEIS provides no quantitative analysis of this. It calculates no dollar amount that 
the personnel and their dependents will add annually to Tucson's economy. It calculates 
no dollar amount that the temporary construction jobs and expenditures will add to the 
economy. Further, the DEIS does not calculate the dollar amounts of the supply contracts 
that operation and maintenance of F-35As and their facilities will bring to our economy. 

The DEIS fails entirely to analyze the negative aspects of the impacts of the F-35As upon 
Tucson's economy. 

The 162nd Fighter Wing, under which the F-35As will be bedded, annually contributes 
$127 million in direct economic impacts to the local economy. (Boosters of the 162nd 

cite the figure of $280 million. This is the sum of direct, indirect, and induced impacts. 
For economists, that figure is useless for comparing one sector of the economy against 
another.) 

-

-
In contrast, according to the U. S. Department of Commerce, Tucson's leisure and 
hospitality businesses contribute $l.5 billion in direct economic impacts to our economy 
each year. 

The leisure and hospitality businesses will suffer when visitors must endure the noise of 
F-35As disturbing the tranquility of the area's restaurants, resorts, hotels, motels, RV 
parks, golf courses, and surrounding attractions such as Saguaro National Park, Tucson 
Mountain Park, Old Tucson, and Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum. 

A ten percent loss in the revenues of the leisure and hospitality businesses will exceed the 
entire direct economic impact of the 162nd 

-

A1140 TU 
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A1140 TV 

The DEIS fails to consider the potential impacts on the leisure and hospitality businesse8,"] SO-7 
and it fails to quantify the losses those businesses will suffer. ~ 

The local economy depends upon the many people who move from the northern stateSJO 
Tucson during their retirement years. The noise ofF-35As will disturb many retirees, 
and will damage Tucson's reputation as a great place to retire. The DEIS fails to SO-40 
consider this, and it fails to quantify the dollar loss that will result from the reduced 
influx of retirees. 

The DEIS gives no consideration to the loss of property values, except to make a vaguJ statement that "The noise generated by the F-35A could have an adverse impact on SO-1 
property values" (page TU-1l6). 

. . .. . SO-33 

The DEIS cites only two studies that address the impacts of aircraft noise on property ~ 
values (page B-43). It concludes that analysis of the impacts is difficult. 

Difficulty does not absolve the Air Force from preparmg a complete and comprehensive SO-1 
EIS. Without a complete EIS, an informed decision is impossible. Quantified losses of 
property values are essential to a complete EIS, and essential to an informed decision. 

Concurrent with loss of property values is the loss of property-tax revenues. The DEfS]sO_1 
must quantify this loss. ~ 

The DEIS must also quantify other economic impacts, such as the cost of closing or -
moving schools and other public facilities. (Recent past examples include the closure of 
Julia Keen Elementary and the $7 million relocation of Vail Academy and High School 
due to concerns over aircraft noise and safety.) 

Additional economic impacts, which the DEIS must quantify, include the high cost to 
taxpayers of acquiring land around TIA for use as a buffer zone against urban 
encroachment. Taxpayers pay for these land acquisitions through programs such as 
Arizona's Military Installation Fund and Pima County's bond funds. -

SO-40 

The DEIS does not address the costs to mitigate noise in homes, schools, and oth~ 
structures within the 65 dB DNL contour. These costs must be quantified. ~ SO-32 

A dollar analysis of the impacts ofF-35A noise upon every aspect of Tucson's economj 
is essential. Without it, the Air Force cannot make an informed decision about the SO-13 
beddown ofF-35As in Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

Mort Womack 
Resident of Tucson 

A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Reliance on DNL and FICON Curve 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Page 3-6 of the DEIS states, "findings substantiate the claim that community annoyanc;­
in response to aircraft noise is predicted quite reliably using DNL." Further, Page B-8 
states, "DNL correlates well with the annoyance." 

Those statements flatly contradict Department of Defense findings, and DoD policy. 

A DoD publication titled "Community Annoyance Caused By Noise From Military 
Aircraft Operations" (2009) states on page 10 

Given that the individual percent highly annoyed data points that went into 
the synthesis of the Schultz Curve ranged from about 5% to over 70% at 
DNL 65 dB, and that recent research indicates that the percent of people 
highly annoyed by aircraft noise may be higher than previously thought, 
caution should be exercised when interpreting synthesized data from 
different studies and any assumptions that the level of annoyance in any 
particular community near a military facility will closely match the average 
annoyance shown by the original or the updated Schultz Curve. 

In other words, DNL cannot accurately predict high annoyance. This is because the 
Schultz Curve and its successor, the FICON Curve, are based on widely disparate sets of 
data. (The example above cites an often-used point on the curves' X-axis-65 dB 
DNL-and notes the annoyance data at that point range from 5% to 70% on the Y-axis.) 
Further, high annoyance for aircraft noise may be greater than the curves predict. The 
curves and DNL therefore should not be used to predict annoyance. -

The statements on DEIS pages 3-6 and B-8 are only two of many examples throughout 
the DEIS that violate this DoD finding. 

Page 10 of the DoD's "Community Annoyance" publication states ~ 

it is unadvisable to predict that a specific percentage of the population NO-26 
affected by your operations will be highly annoyed at a given DNL. 

A1141 TV 

NO-26 
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Table 3-1 of the DEIS violates this. The table displays-to the tenth ofa percentage 
point- the percentage of people who are highly annoyed at various specific DNL levels. 

The Air Force has long used DNL, and its associated Schultz and FICON Curves, to 
evaluate aircraft noise. In fact, the use of DNL is mandated. 

However, the DoD's "Community Annoyance" publication makes it clear that DNL and 
the curves are very unreliable. Page 7 states 

As shown in Figure 2 [the FrCON Curve], the large scatter among the data 
drawn from the various surveys reflects the low correlation coefficients for 
individuals' reactions. Thus, considerable uncertainty is associated with the 
equation representing the relationship between %HA [percent highly 
annoyed] and DNL. 

Page 10 ofthe same publication states 

there remains significant controversy over the use of the dose-response 
annoyance curve first developed by Schultz, and later updated by others .... 

A1141 TV 

there is an extraordinary amount of scatter in the data. . . . NO-26 

The Air Force cannot make an informed decision about beddown of F-35As in an urban 
environment when the DEIS relies--even in part--on data and methodology that DoD 
and acoustics experts find questionable. DoD's "Community Annoyance" clearly 
establishes the questionable nature ofthe Schultz and FICON curves. 

The FICON Curve was developed by the Air Force, and was based upon data that were 
specific to general transportation noise. The Air Force indiscriminately combined data 
from aircraft, highway, and rail noise. This was wrong. The DoD' s "Community 
Noise" states on page 6 

Additional research found separate, non-identical curves for aircraft, road 
traffic, and railway noise . The additional research suggests that the 
percentage of people highly annoyed by aircraft noise alone may be higher 
than previously thought, and higher than the truck and rail noise curves. 

Page 10 of "Community Noise" adds 

Recent research tends to support the idea that the dose-response curves are 
different for aircraft, road and rail noise sources. 

Despite DoD' s recognition that the FICON Curve is deeply flawed for analysis of 
aircraft noise, DoD continues as a matter of policy to use the curve. -

cont'd 

A1141 TV 

Air Force decisionmakers cannot make an informed decision about beddown OfF-35AJ in an urban environment when the EIS relies upon flawed data-especially when the NP-13 
flawed data is incorporated into the EIS as a matter of DoD policy. 

To ensure an informed decision, this EIS must develop a dose-response curve that is -
specific to aircraft noise. This can be easily done by utilizing the aircraft-specific data 
the Air Force has already used for the FICON Curve. (Because military aircraft have 
different noise spectrums than commercial and general aviation craft, data specific only 
to military aircraft should be used.) 

The DEIS provides some analysis using other noise metrics, in addition to DNL. 
However, it relies primarily on DNL analysis; note, for example, the DNL contour maps 
in each section of Chapter 4 and the total absence of contour maps based on other 
metrics. This primary reliance on DNL metrics ignores a basic fact cited by DoD's 
"Operational Noise Manual" (2005): "To assess the impact of this transitory noise" of 
aircraft passing overhead, the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) "is the best measurement of 
the annoyance response" (page 4-7). -

NO-26 

Though the use ofDNL is mandated for this EIS, the document's analysis of noise ~ 
impacts must be based primarily on single-event SEL. This is critical for the Air Force's 
decisionmakers, so they will have the relevant and realistic information they will need to NO-24 
make an informed decision about beddown ofF-35As in Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

Dick Barber 
Resident of Tucson 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Deceptive Statements 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS makes some very deceptive statements about the perceived loudness of decibcl 
levels. 

On page TU-26, the DEIS claims 

DNL increases at locations analyzed would range from I to 4 dB under 
Scenario Tl, 3 to 6 dB under Scenario 2, and 4 to 8 dB under Scenario T3. 
To put these increases in perspective, an increase in instantaneous sound 
level of between 3 and 10 dB is typically described as "noticeable," and an 
increase in instantaneous sound level of between 10 and 20 dB is typically 
described as "more than twice as loud." 

Here, the DEIS makes a direct comparison ofDNL to "an increase in instantaneous 
sound level." 

The Air Force knows absolutely that DNL and "an increase in instantaneous sound level" 

A1142 TU 

are two entirely different metrics that cannot be compared to each other. NO-50 

Even the Air Force's characterization of "an increase in instantaneous sound level" is 
very deceptive. 

An increase "of between 3 and 10 dB is typically described as 'noticeable,'" the 
paragraph claims. In fact, the Air Force knows that a 3 dB increase is commonly 
regarded as "noticeable." An increase of 10 decibels is commonly regarded as "twice as 
loud." The Air Force is dishonest to claim that 10 dB is merely "noticeable." 

Similarly, the paragraph claims an increase "of between 10 and 20 decibels is typically 
described as 'more than twice as loud. ", In fact, the Air Force knows that 20 decibels is 
commonly regarded as "four times as loud." The Air Force is dishonest to claim that 20 
decibels is merely "more than twice as loud." 

The deception does not end with that paragraph. -

A1142 TU 

With Table TU 3.10-4, the Air Force implies that the F-35A noise level at Mission 
Manner Park will be largely inconsequential: 

The 65 dB DNL noise contour crosses the northeast corner of the park; more 
than 90 percent of the park remains under < 65 dB DNL conditions. 

-

The implication, of course, is that, so long as citizens stay away from the northeast corner 
of the park, they will avoid the noise impacts ofF-35As. 

The Air Force wants us to believe that, while 65 dB DNL may be noisy, 64.9 dB DNL is 
perfectly suitable for outdoor recreation. -

LU-36 

The statement about Mission Manner Park is indicative of a much larger problem with J 
the DEIS. It ignores F-35A noise impacts below 65 dB DNL. 

NO-4 
Page 3-35 of the DEIS states, "The EPA has identified a DNL of 55 dB to be a level 
protective of the public health and welfare." It adds, "The FAA and DOD have identified 
residential use as incompatible with annual noise levels above 65 dB DNL." 

For the area of Tucson that lies between incompatible residential use and "a level J 
protective of the public health and welfare," the DEIS completely fails to analyze the 
F-35A noise impacts. These impacts can be consequential for the city's residents, SO-24 
properties, and public facilities, especially as DNL approaches 65 dB. For the Air Force, 
though, those impacts do not exist. 

At the very least, each DNL contour map should include a 55 dB contour, so residents 
can determine whether they live within or without the area that is "protective of the 
public health and welfare." Further, the Air Force should acknowledge all impacts 
outside the area that is incompatible with residential use. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Mosier 
Resident of midtown Tucson 
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A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Property Values 
F-3SA Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS provides no quantitative analysis of the impacts ofF-3SA noise upon property 
values. In fact, it addresses property values only briefly and incompletely. 

The DEIS acknowledges that "The noise generated by the F-3SA could have an adverse 
impact on property values" (page TU-llS). But, to justify its failure to adequately 
analyze property values, the DEIS cites a study that found "it was difficult to quantify 
that impact" (page 3-35). 

The Air Force cannot be excused from quantifying an impact simply because it is 
difficult to quantify. This is especially true for an impact-such as impaired property 
values-that can have a profound effect on many individuals, and on the community as a 
whole. 

For Tucson, the DEIS addresses property values only in two paragraphs in Chapter 3, 
and in another short paragraph in Chapter 4. (These same paragraphs are repeated 
elsewhere in the DEIS.) 

In contrast, the DEIS dedicates seven paragraphs to the analysis of noise impacts upon 
marine mammals. 

The nearest marine mammals are ISO miles from Tucson, along the coast of mainland 
Mexico. They are even further from the three other bases covered by the DEIS. 

The nearest manatees, which live more than 800 miles from Tucson, are afforded a full 
third of the analysis that property values receive in the DEIS. 

-

. .. .. . -
In Its very bnef analysIs of property values, the DEIS cites only two studies. It Ignores 
all other studies, including two that were specified by at least one Tucson citizen during 
the EIS scoping phase. 

One of the two studies, completed in 1994 by the Federal Aviation Administration and 
consultant Booz-Allen & Hamilton, developed a methodology for evaluating the impact 
of aircraft noise on housing values. The study demonstrated that in moderately priced 

A1145TU 

SO-1 

SO-33 

neighborhoods in the vicinity of Los Angeles International Airport, noise diminished 
property values by 18.6 percent, or 1.33 percent per decibel. 

The second study, prepared for the Orange County Board of Supervisors, showed the 
loss of property value averaged 27.4 percent in the vicinity of the three California 
airports that were analyzed. 

Despite the request of the Tucson citizen, the DEIS ignores both of these studies. -

According to the DEIS, one of the two studies it recognizes has concluded that property -
values are more heavily affected by other factors, such as location and quality of 
housing, than by aircraft noise. 

The DEIS, and the study it cites, fail to recognize that noise and other major factors­
such as location and quality of housing-are inextricably linked. 

Many potential home-buyers shun locations that are in the vicinity of airports, because 
airports are known to be noisy environments. As a result, the property values in a given 
neighborhood are impaired not just by aircraft noise, but by the neighborhood' s location 
near an airport. 

Noise not only directly affects property values; it also affects the desirability of a 
location. 

This principal has been vividly demonstrated many times during the past few years, 
during the debate between pro-F35 factions and pro-neighborhood factions here in 
Tucson. Pro-F35 factions repeatedly ask, "If you don ' t like aircraft noise, why did you 
buy a house there?" And "If you don' t like aircraft noise, just move." 

Their comments encompass not just noise, but also location. 

A second major factor that the DEIS recognizes---quality of housing- is also affected by 
aircraft noise. Generally, developers do not construct costly homes in areas of aircraft 
noise, because they know they will not attract affluent buyers. Instead, housing in noisy 
areas attracts buyers and tenants who lack the means to live in more pleasant 
surroundings. Further, the residents ' financial situations or their low pride-of-ownership 
contributes to the deterioration of the housing stock. 

Noise not only directly affects property values; it also affects the quality of housing. 

The DEIS states that one of its two cited studies had concluded that regression analysis 
"was not able to predict the impact of aircraft noise on the property values" (page 3-35). 

Regression analysis ensures that, when an analyst examines property values, he does 
not- to use a c1iche--compare apples to oranges. He compares apples to apples by 
holding all variables (such as location and quality of housing) constant, and tracking 

A1145TU 

SO-33 
coned 

SO- I 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–764 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

 

 

A1146 TU Mary Caldwell 

 

property values as they fluctuate with the fluctuation of a single variable (such as aircraft 
noise). 

To continue the analogy, regression analysis in this case compares rotten apples to rotten 
apples. It compares noise-affected neighborhoods, which generally have poor housing 
quality and undesirable locations because of their proximity to aircraft noise, to similar 
undesirable neighborhoods that are not affected by noise. But regression analysis fails to 
consider why the noise-affected neighborhoods have become rotten apples. 

In short, the DEIS and regression analysis both fail to recognize that aircraft noise 
affects not just property values. It also affects other variables that in turn affect property 
values. -

Alt45 TV 

SO- I 
conl'd 

Economists commonly use before-and-after studies to determine economic effects. l 
Before-and-after studies are the only effective method to analyze the impacts of aircraft 
noise on property values. For appropriate neighborhoods across the country, such SO-23 
studies can compare property values prior to a significant increase in aircraft noise 
versus after the significant increase. 

The DEIS fails to quantify the impacts of aircraft noise upon property values. Even -
using the minimal discount of 0.5 to 0.6 percent per decibel that the DEIS suggests, the 
total dollar loss of property value- and of property-lax revenues-wi ll be substantial for 
Tucson and for Pima County. Other studies, which the DEIS ignores, substantiate much 
higher discounts. Before-and-after studies will provide the most accurate basis for 
calculating the actual dollar losses that Tucson's residential and commercial properties 
wi ll suffer from the noise ofF-35As. -

SO-I 
SO-33 
SO-23 

The DEIS wi ll remain grossly deficient in its analysis of property values unless it J 
provides a comprehensive review of the literature on aircraft noise and property values, 
unless it provides before-and-after studies of aircraft noise and property values, unless it ~g=~3 
provides a quantitative dollar analysis of changes in property values and in property tax 
revenues that will fo llow from the noise ofF-35As. 

Unless each of these deficiencies is remedied, the Air Force decisionmakers wi ll be 
unable to make an informed decision about bedding F-35As in the urban environment of 
Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph Marble 
Resident of Tucson 

A TIN: Me. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Safety 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Me. Martin, 

Because F-35As will operate in an urban environment at TIA, their safety is a major -
concern. 

The DEIS fails almost completely to address the operational safety of the F-35A at TIA, 
and devotes only a single paragraph to the subject. That paragraph implies that safety of 
the immature aircraft is a concern, but states the mishap rate is expected to drop as the 
aircraft becomes more mature. 

DoD recently released a report that summarizes the progress of the three F-35 variants 

A1146 TV 

during 2011. The report acknowledges major problems with the aircraft, ranging from 
structural failures to unreliable software. The F-35s "demonstrated low reliability" and SA-l 
"the mean flight hours between critical failures were measured to be 2.65 hours for the F SA-12 
35A" (page 35). 

For an aircraft that will be flying at low altitudes over Tucson's densely populated areas, 
this is not reassuring. 

The DEIS assures the residents of Tucson that the F-35A will become "more 
operationally mature." The DoD report is not optimistic, though. It states that the F-35s' 
problems have "created schedule pressure to start training activities with a less mature 
aircraft system than planned" (page 36). -
Beyond the safety of the aircraft itself, the DEIS must analyze the impacts of the F_35AJ 
as it mixes with other aircraft over Tucson. TIA is used by various military craft, 
including those of Operation Snowbird and Operation Freebird. More importantly, TIA AM-2 
accommodates numerous takeoffs and landings of commercial aircraft each day, and of 
private aircraft. The numbers of those flights are expected to increase substantially 
during the decades that the F-35A will be bedded at TIA. Davis-Monthan AFB, whose3 
runway is less than five miles from the TIA runway, flies substantial numbers of military AM-4 
aircraft of various types. 

The DEIS fails to consider any ofthis. 
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A1147 TU Linda Marble 

 

A1146 TU 

Because the F-35As at TIA will be used for training, their pilots will be inexperienced J 
with the aircraft. Above the roofs of residential neighborhoods, the pilots will learn how 
to take off and land with F-35As. And even after the F-35As become operationally SA-7 

mature, they will be much more complex to pilot than the 162nd FW's current F-16s are. 

The DEIS fails to consider this. 

For Table TU-23, the Errata Sheet shows the F-35As will operate at only 40% ETR ] 
power during arrivals and closed patterns at TIA. This will create additional risks, SA-28 
especially with inexperienced F-35A pilots. 

The DEIS fails to consider this. 

Unless the DEIS quantifies the deaths, injuries, and property damage that will result fro~ 
F-35A accidents in the vicinity ofTIA, the Air Force cannot make an informed decision NP-29 
about beddown of the F-35As in the urban environment of Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Caldwell 
Resident of Tucson 

A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

A1147 TU 

When the impact of noise is studied, aircraft noise is usually averaged into the other -
noises of an environment. The average includes all noise that occurs day and night over a 
period of 365 days. 

This long-term average does not accurately portray the impact of high-decibel noise of 
brief duration. The residents of midtown Tucson are not bothered by the yearlong noise 
average; instead, they are disturbed by the short, sharp noise of aircraft that fly over their 
homes. 

Perhaps your neighbor's dog barks loudly for a few brief periods each day, and for a few 
days each week. You are not disturbed by the yearlong average of noise. Instead, you 
are disturbed by the dog's terse, loud barks. 

Reflecting this, local noise ordinances throughout the U. S. address the short-term levels 
of bothersome noise. When an officer cites an individual for a loud stereo or a mufferless 
vehicle, the officer does not consider the effect of the stereo or the vehicle upon the 
yearlong noise average of the neighborhood. Instead, he considers only the immediate, NO-50 
short-term decibel level of the offending source. 

The Joint Land Use Study, prepared with the assistance of the Department of Defense for 
Davis-Monthan AFB, the City of Tucson, and Pima County, agrees. Its paragraph 5.l.1 
states, in part, "Aircraft noise can be experienced as particularly annoying because its 
sudden onset may startle people [emphasis added] . 

The paragraph adds, "Under such circumstances, even relatively moderate noise increases 
can be perceived as an annoyance." 

Table 3.2-2 of the DEIS Errata Sheet shows that when an F-35A flies a closed pattern 
over Tucson's Ocotillo Elementary School, its SEL will be 96 dB. If the surrounding 
residential neighborhood has a normal noise level, the noise climbs from 55 dB to 96 dB. 
Because of the logarithmic nature of decibels, this 41-decibel increase is perceived by the 
neighborhood's residents as an increase in the noise by a factor of sixteen times. 
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A1148 TU Linda Phelan 

 

This sixteen-fold increase occurs in a matter of seconds. Such a sharp increase is not 
adequately portrayed by an averaging of sound levels over 24 hours and 365 days. 

DoD requires the DNL metric to be used in noise analysis. However, it does not restrict 
the use of additional metrics. On the contrary, DoD encourages the use of other metrics 
in noise analysis. See, for example, DoD' s publications, Using Supplemental Noise 
Metrics and Analysis Tools (2009) and DoD' s Operational Noise Manual (2005). 

Operational Noise Manual states, "To assess the impact of this transitory noise [ofan 
aircraft], the Sound Exposure Level , or SEL, is the best measure of the annoyance 
response" (page 4-7). [Emphasis added.] 

DNL contour maps are necessary to delineate neighborhoods that, because of aircraft 
noise, will become incompatible with residential use. However, contour maps ofSEL 
and TA (Time Above a specified decibel level) are far more useful in describing the noise 
impacts that residents will experience. Using Supplemental Noise Metrics and Analysis 
Tools describes the usefulness of SEL and TA contour maps, and provides examples of 
the maps. 

The DEIS analysis is based primarily on DNL. To better assess the noise impacts that 
Tucson's residents will experience, the DEIS must instead focus its primary noise 
analysis on SEL. 

Without a comprehensive single-event SEL analysis of F-35A noise impacts, the Air 
Force cannot make an informed decision about beddown ofF-35As in Tucson. 

A1147 TV 

NO-50 
cont'd 

-

Sincerely, 

Linda Marble 
Resident of Tucson 

A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Impacts on Students 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

A1148 TV 

-
The DEIS analysis of the impacts ofF-35A noise upon students is deficient. 

Page B-18 of the DEIS cites ANSI standards: "When the noisiest hour [in a classroom] is 
dominated by sources such as aircraft, the limits for most classrooms are an hourly 
average A-weighted sound level of 40 dB, and the A-weighted sound level must not 
exceed 40 dB for more than 10 percent of the hour." 

Table TU 3.2-3 of the DEIS shows outdoor Leq(SD) for five schools. This is an average 
over the entire school day. The table fails to show Leq for the noisiest hour, which is 
critical for determining compliance with the ANSI standard. 

Further, the table fails to show indoor Leq. Without indoor Leq, the DEIS evaluation of 
noise impacts upon students is meaningless. 

To determine whether the sound level exceeds the ANSI maximum of 40 dB for ten 
percent of the noisiest hour, the DEIS must provide a TA analysis, as described by the 
Department of Defense publication, "Using Supplemental Noise Metrics and Analysis 
Tools" (2009). The DEIS fails to do this. 

Page 29 of the DEIS states, "Actual outdoor-to-indoor noise level reduction varies from 
school to school and between locations within individual schools." Because the DEIS 
fails to determine the actual outdoor-to-indoor reduction in the various classrooms, its 
analysis of F-35A noise impacts upon students is nothing more than speculation. 

In short, the DEIS analysis of noise impacts upon students fails to include critical metrics 
that are specified by ANSI and by DoD's "Using Supplemental Noise Metrics." Of the 
statistics the DEIS does include, their basis is speculation. 

For the students who will be impacted by the noise-and for a community that depends 
upon an educated workforce-the long-term effects will be unfortunate. 

NO-95 
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Section 8.2.5.5 of the DEIS summarizes some of the literature that describes the impacts 
of noise upon the learning abilities of students. The survey is incomplete; still, Section 
8.2.5.5 leaves no doubt that the impacts will be consequential. 

The DEIS mischaracterizes some of the studies that it cites. Take the example of Hygge 
et al (2002), which the DEIS cites on page B-28. The July/August, 20 II , issue of 
Monitor on Psychology describes this study as "one of the most compelling studies in the 
field of noise pollution." But the DEIS dismisses this study in a single sentence- a 
sentence that acknowledges only one finding of the study. The DEIS twists that finding 
into a half-truth. 

Monitor on Psychology summarizes the study: 

Six months before and 12 and 18 months after the [Munich] airport closed 
and moved to a distant location, researchers ... administered tests of reading, 
memory, attention and hearing to third- and fourth-graders who lived and 
attended school near the two airport sites. They found that the reading 
comprehension skills and long-term memory of children near the old airport 
improved once air traffic moved to the new airport, while the performance of 
children near the new airport declined. 

This study demonstrated an unequivocal link between aircraft noise and students' 
performance. The DEIS ignores this. Instead, it uses the study to conclude only one 
thing: 

Although children living near the old Munich airport scored lower in 
standardized reading and long-term memory tests than a control group, their 
performance on the same tests were equal to that of the control group once 
the airport was closed. 

The DEIS is wrong. The study does not conclude that students' skills at the closed 
airport have recovered sufficiently to equal those of a control group. Instead, the study 
found only that the skills "improved." 

Even if the students' skills had recovered enough to equal those of a control group, their 
academic level would remain behind that ofthe control group, becasue they had been 
impaired during the years they were exposed to aircraft noise. 

The DEIS ignores this basic fact. 

Further, the DEIS ignores the fact that only some skills improved. The students' speech 
perception-their abilities to understand their teachers, classmates, parents, and others­
did not improve. Monitor on Psychology describes this: 

A1l48 TV 

NO-95 
cont'd 

After the old airport closed ... [the students'] speech perception remained 
impaired, says Evans, [one of the authors of the study and] a professor of 
human ecology at Cornell University. 

"We think one thing that might be going on is that children who are exposed 
to noise develop a stress response of ignoring the noise, but not only do they 
ignore the noise, there's evidence they also ignore speech," Evans says. "So 
not only are they ignoring the stimuli that are harmful, but they're also 
ignoring stimuli that they need to pay attention to." 

Even if the Air Force could find a study that would support its claim that students ' skills 
recover fully after aircraft noise is removed from their neighborhoods, that claim would 
be irrelevant. When the F-35As are bedded at TIA, they will remain for decades. 
Students in the surrounding neighborhoods will be impacted by F -35A noise during their 
entire academic careers. Their poor academic performance will handicap them for the 
rest of their lives. 

Does the Air Force not care about this? 

Among the findings that the DEIS ignores is this from the Department of Defense. 
DoD' s Operational Noise Manual (2005) states on page 3-20: 

A1l48 TV 

NO-95 
There is some evidence that high levels of noise in classrooms can even conl'd 

lead to physiological changes in children. According to Evans (1993), the 
three principal areas of impact are cardiovascular, cognitive, and personal 
control. ... In the short term, the children can cope, but in the long term, 
they have lower motivation, lower reading scores, and less patience for 
solving difficult problems. 

In a comprehensive publication titled Community Noise (edited by Berglund and 
Lindvall; 1995), the World Health Organization compiled the results of more than nine 
hundred separate studies on the effects of noise upon hwnans. Community Noise 
determined that students affected by aircraft noise have greater difficulty learning to read. 
The affected students also have greater difficulty processing information. 

DOD' s Operational Noise Manual lists those students who are most susceptible to the 
impacts of noise: 

• The youngest 
• Those with English as a second language 
• Any child suffering from a hearing deficiency (including short term hearing 

loss from middle ear infections) 
• Children starting with below average academic skills 
• Children with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) 
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A1149 TU Cheryl Houser 

 

DEIS Table TU 3. 12-2 shows that, of the Tucson residents who will be most impacted by 
F-35A noise, 88.2 percent are minorities. In Tucson, most minorities are Hispanic. For 
many of those, English is a second language. As noted directly above, Operational Noise 
Manual states that students with English as a second language are among those who are 
most susceptible to the impacts of noise. 

Page B-28 of the DEIS states 

There is increasing awareness that chronic exposure to high aircraft noise 
levels may impair learning. This awareness has led the WHO and a North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) working group to conclude that 
daycare centers and schools should not be located near major sources of 
noise. [Emphasis added.] 

A1148 TV 

NO-95 
cont'd 

-
Daycare centers and schools are already located in the proposed F-35A high-impact area~ 
The Air Force has only one choice to ensure these daycare centers and schools will not be GE-4 
located near the source ofF-35A noise: Do not beddown the F-35As at ITA. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Phelan 
Retired teacher and resident of Tucson 

A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Mental and Physical Health 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

A1149 TV 

-
Pages B-16 and B-26 of the DEIS both state 

In summary, there is no scientific basis for a claim that potential health 
effects exist for aircraft time-average sound levels below 75 dB. 

The DEIS reaches this conclusion by citing outdated studies, most of which are two or 
three decades-or more-old. The most recent study cited by the DEIS (Rosenlund et at. 
2001) flatly contradicts the conclusion of pages B-16 and B-26. 

The Air Force has an obligation to undertake a broad review of more recent studies that 
covers the impacts of aircraft noise on health. 

Following are just a few examples of more recent studies. 

Hegge et al (2002) conducted a longitudinal study of children when the Munich airport 
was moved from one location to another. Monitor on Psychology (July/August 2011) 
describes this study as 

one of the most compelling studies in the field of noise pollution. 

One of the leaders of the study, Gary W. Evans, PhD, concluded 

This study is among the strongest, probably the most definitive proof that 
noise-even at levels that do not produce any hearing damage-causes stress 
and is harmful to humans. [Emphasis added.] 

The Air Force chose to ignore this study. 

Monitor on Psychology summarizes some of the results of the study: 

Munich students near the working airports had significantly higher levels of 
the stress hormones adrenaline and cortisol and markedly higher blood 
pressure readings than children in quieter neighborhoods. Evidence suggests 

NO-96 
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that elevated blood pressure in childhood predicts higher blood pressure later 
in life, and higher levels of stress hormones are linked to several life­
threatening adult illnesses, including high blood pressure, elevated 
cholesterol and other lipids, and heart disease. 

Monitor on Psychology also cites a report released in 2011 by the World Health 
Organization and the European Commission' s Joint Research Centre. The report 
analyzed a number of epidemiological studies. Monitor on Psychology describes the 
report ' s findings: 

A steady exposure to "noise pollution," the report concludes, may lead to 
higher blood pressure and fatal heart attacks .... 

The report also confirmed what several psychologists have known for 
decades: Chronic noise impairs a child' s development and may have a 
lifelong effect on educational attainment and overall health. Numerous 
studies now show that children exposed to households or classrooms near 
airplane flight paths, railways or highways are slower in their development of 
cognitive and language skills and have lower reading scores. 

"There is overwhelming evidence that exposure to environmental noise has 
adverse effects on the health of the population," the report concludes, citing 
children as particularly vulnerable to the effects of chronic urban and 
suburban racket. 

Monitor on Psychology notes that noise can impact not just physical health, but mental 
health as well. Quoting psychologist Arline Bronzaft, PhD, an environmental noise 
researcher and advisor to four New York City mayors on noise policy: 

Noise is a psychological phenomenon. While the ear picks up the sound 
waves and sends it to the temporal lobe for interpretation, it's the higher 
senses of the brain that determine whether that sound is unwanted, unpleasant 
or disturbing, and that's why psychologists need to be heavily involved in 
this issue. 

In a comprehensive publication titled Community Noise (edited by Berglund and 
Lindvall; 1995), the World Health Organization compiled the results of more than nine 
hundred separate studies of the effects of noise upon humans. Community Noise found 
that health effects include: 

• Increase in blood pressure and vasoconstriction, which can lead to eventual 
hypertension and other cardiovascular disorders. 

• Elevated levels of chemicals such as catecholamines, which cause cardiac 
arrhythmias, platelet aggregation, increased lipid metabolism, and damage to 
arterial linings. 

• Higher risk of angina pectoris. 

AI149 TV 

NO-96 
cont'd 

• Alteration of normal sleep patterns at night, which results in increased fatigue, 
changes in mood, and decreased performance during the day. 

• Irritability, instability, argumentativeness, anxiety, nervousness, insomnia. 
• Nausea, headache, loss of appetite, reduction in sexual drive. 

Children are even more sensitive to the health effects of noise than adults are, according 
to the findings of Community Noise. 

Even the Department of Defense agrees. DoD's Operational Noise Manual (2005) states 
on page 3-20 that noise can 

lead to physiological changes in children ... the three principal areas of 
impact are cardiovascular, cognitive, and personal control. Children 
chronically exposed to noise may suffer from increased cardiovascular 
activity and this increased activity may reflect direct sympathetic arousal 
and/or efforts to cope with the interfering effects of noise. 

Monitor on Psychology states 

New noise research in the United States has been scarce ... since nearly 30 
years ago federal funding for noise pollution research was cut after the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Noise Abatement and Control 
was eliminated. 

Because of this, researchers do not yet understand the full range of impacts of noise 
upon health. Absent a complete understanding, the Air Force has an obligation to 
take a conservative approach when deciding whether to jeopardize the mental and 
physical health of thousands of Tucson residents. 

A conservative approach is especially warranted when the health of children may 
be impacted even more heavily than adults. 

AI149 TV 

NO-96 
cont'd 

Unless the Air Force can clearly demonstrate that the noise ofF-35As will cause no 
harm to the mental and physical health of adults and children, it will be grossly 
negligent ifit beds F-35As at TIA. -

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Houser 
Registered Nurse (Ret.) and resident of Tucson 
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A1151 TU Andy Mosier 

 

A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Informed Decision 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The Air Force is required to make an informed decision about the alternatives presented 
in this DEIS. 

Page 69 of the Executive Summary states 

Because the F-35A is a new aircraft that is under development, some data 
normally used to predict noise, air quality, and safety conditions cannot be 
obtained at this time. 

AlI50 TU 

Page 3-10 of the DEIS states NP-29 

all results presented in this EIS are estimates. 

Page 2-7 of the DEIS states the beddown of F-35As is 

not currently ripe for decisionmaking. 

The Air Force cannot make an informed decision based on the information contained in 
this EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Melanie Mosier 
Resident of Tucson 

-

A1151 TU 
ATTN : Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 1 
Randolph AFB, TX 781S0-4319 

Re: Infrequent Fiyovers 
F-3SA Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS fa ils to address the impacts of noise when F-3SAs approach and depart DaVis-J 
Monthan AFB to load live munitions. It also fails to address the impacts of noise when NO-59 

F-3SAs use DMAFB airspace for training and other purposes. Further, it fails to address] 
the impacts of noise when F-3SAs are directed by ATC to fly outside the designated 162nd 

NO-62 
FW flight paths, as the F-16s of the 162nd are now sometimes directed. 

A DMAFB representative has stated that these impacts are exempt from the EIS, because 
the F-3SAs are regarded as "transitory" when they use DMAFB airspace. This is true, 
according to the DMAFB representative, even when the F-3SAs use the DMAFB airspace 
as part of their training syllabus. 

nd NO-59 
In fact, ifF-3SAs were not bedded with the 162 FW, then residents of Tucson would not NO-62 
suffer the impacts created by their noise as they fly in DMAFB airspace, and in other local 
airspace that is not a designated 162nd flight path. 

The Air Force has limited its analysis of impacts to the designated flight paths for the 
162nd

• This is wrong. The EIS must cover all impacts. -

The Air Force might argue, as it incorrectly argues in the Airspace sections of the DEIS,­
that infrequent use of any given flight path wi ll increase its year-long DNL only slightly. 
Therefore, the Air Force might argue, if potential impacts are based solely on the slight 
increase in DNL, the impacts could be construed to be negligible. 

However, basing potential impacts solely-or even partly-on DNL is misleading. It is 
also contrary to DoD's own guidelines. 

DoD's "Operational Noise Manual" (200S) is explicit about this. It states, "To assess the 
impact of this transitory noise" of aircraft passing overhead, the Sound Exposure Level 
(SEL) " is the best measurement of the annoyance response" (page 4-7). 

Residents are not annoyed by slight increases in DNL. They are annoyed by sudden and 
dramatic increases in the decibel level, as will be the case when F-3SAs use airspace only 
occasionally. -

NO-59 
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A1151 TV 

Here' s one specific example: On February 3, 2010, four F-18s landed at Davis-Monthan­
AFB, adjacent to Tucson. The F-18s' noise was so loud that it made the local newscasts 
that evening, and was featured on a front-page story in the next morning's Arizona Daily 
Star. 

With the headline "Military Jets ' Noise Hits Nerve," the front-page article said the F-18s 
"descended upon the city at midday Tuesday, halting conversations, setting off car alarms 
and sparking complaint calls to the Arizona Daily Star." (DMAFB had shut down its own 
complaint line just before the F-18s arrived.) 

The article quoted a midtown resident as saying, "Normally, I' m not too bothered by 
aircraft noi se, but this shook the windows. If you were talking to someone right next to 
you, you'd have to shout to communicate." Another resident was quoted as saying, " It 
was insanely loud, almost unbearable. You had to cover your ears .... I like to be a 
gracious host to the military, but this was not acceptable." -

NO-8 

What was the effect of the F-18s upon Tucson' s year-long DNL? It was negligible. :::J NO-50 

When the F-35As approach DMAFB to load live munitions and for other training, they -
will use the same flight paths that the four F-18s did on that day two years ago. And the 
F-35As will be three times as loud as the F-18s were. (According to Table E-2 of the 
F-35A EIS for Eglin AFB, the F-18EIF is 97 dB SEL at 2,000 feet AGL, while the F-35 is 
112 dB SEL at 2,000 feet AGL.) 

As the F-35As use DMAFB's straight-in approach, they will fly directly over the 
University of Arizona campus and its 38,000 students. The F-35As will fly directly or 
nearly directly over schools, medical facilities, and residential neighborhoods. 

Everybody will be hit by very high sound exposures levels. The levels will be three times 
as loud as the SEL that those F-18s brought to Tucson two years ago. -

NO-I 

The Air Force is grossly negligent in its failure to analyze the impacts ofF35As as they ] 
fly outside the designated 162,d flight paths. NO-62 

Sincerely, 

Andy Mosier 
Resident of Tucson 

A1152 TU 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AE TC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Noise Analysis 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Of all the impacts that F-35As will have on the residents of Tucson, noise is the greatest. 
Many residents are quite concerned about this, and had expected the DEIS would provide 
a full explanation of the method used to generate the decibel levels shown in the DEIS. 

The DEIS fails to provide a transparent explanation. 

This is of particular concern, because the Air Force-despite the requests of Tucson J 
citizens, Senator John McCain, then-Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords, and the Arizona 
Daily Star editorial board-has generated its information through computer modeling and NO-7 
not through actual measurements of F-35A noise as they fly TIA's closed pattern, arrival, 
and departure flight paths. 

To describe the computer modeling and its input data used for TIA, the DEIS provides ~ 
only two paragraphs (pages B-47 & B-48), and two additional sentences (pages TU-20 & NO-4 
TU-23). 

The DEIS states that baseline decibel levels were generated with an FAA model, while -
decibel levels for the beddown scenarios were generated with a combination of the FAA 
model and DoD's NOISEMAP (pages TU-20 & TU-23). 

This raises fundamental questions about the validity of comparing decibel levels of the 
baseline against the decibel levels of any beddown scenario. 

A PowerPoint presentation, prepared by the Department of Defense for the 2011 
Sustaining Military Readiness Conference in Nashville, Tennessee, states 

Primary drivers of the accuracy of the NOISE MAP calculation is the input 
data. 

NO-49 
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Pages B-47 and B-48 of the OEIS imply that data from NOISEFILE is input to 
NOISE MAP. The OEIS provides no other information about the NOISEMAP input, and 
it provides only a vague description of data contained in NOISEFILE. Totally absent 
from the OEIS are quantified inputs, and an explanation of how the quantities were 
measured in the real world. 

In short, the OEIS provides no information about the "primary drivers of the accuracy of 
the NOISEMAP calculation." 

The 000 PowerPoint presentation states 

Users control the accuracy & reliability of the output by the level of detail 
used to describe the operational environment. The two most important data 
points are flight tracks and flight details. These dominate the shape & extent 
of the noise contours around the runway; the more detail included in their 
description the more accurate the contours. The next most important factor is 
how the operations are distributed among the flight tracks. 

The OEIS provides no information about these details, which are critical inputs to 
NOISEMAP. 

Because the F-35A training syllabus remains incomplete even now, the Air Force may 
have known little about two of the most critical factors-"flight details" and "how the 
operations are distributed among the flight tracks"-at the time data were input to 
NOISEMAP. 

The OEIS provides no information about its confidence in the accuracy of these two 
critical factors at the time of data input. 

The 000 PowerPoint presentation continues 

Topography is important [to NOISEMAP inputs] if the surrounding area has 
significant ground changes or water surfaces around the airfield. 

-
-

The OEIS provides no information on the input of data covering the Tucson Mountains, 
which lie directly west and northwest of TIA, or of data covering the Catalina Mountains 
and the Rincon Mountains, which also closely surround Tucson. -

A1152 TV 

NO-49 
cont'd 

NO-38 

Page B-47 of the OEIS states 1 
NOISEFILE data includes SEL and LAmax as a function of speed and power 
settings for alfcraft in straight flight. NO-49 

The OEIS fails to evaluate the applicability of this straight-flight data to TIA's closed 
pattern, arnval, and departure flight paths. Further, the OEIS provides no assurance that 

A1152 TU 

the NOISEFILE power settings extend down to the F-35A' s 40% ETR, the setting which I NO-49 
that aircraft will use for closed-pattern flights and arrivals (Errata Sheet Table 3.2-2). .J con,'d 

Recordings made at Eglin AFB in April, 2009, show that the frequency spectrum of the -
F-35A is quite different from that of the F-16. While the spectrum of the F-16 is 
relatively uniform through all frequencies, the F-35A spectrum has a large bulge through 
the middle frequencies. 

The OEIS does not mention this bulge in the F-35A frequency spectrum. It does not 
explain how NOISEFILE and NOISEMAP manage the bulge. Most importantly, it does 
not address the possibility that, at a given decibel level, the frequency spectrum of the 
F-35A may be more (or perhaps less) annoying to individuals than that of the F-16. 

The bulge falls in the same part of the frequency spectrum as human speech does. The 
OEIS provides no analysis of the effects of the bulge upon speech interference. 

Notes accompanying OEIS Tables B-1 and B-2 indicate their data were generated "using 
Noisemap 617 and Maximum OmegalO Result as the defaults." 

These notes imply NOISEMAP has more than one Result setting. The OEIS does not 
specify which setting was used, and it does not explain the relative merits of different 
settings for calculating F-35A decibel levels in the vicinity ofTIA. 

Table 3.2-2 could have presented some of the most important and useful information in 
the OEIS. However, its usefulness is very limited because its data cover only a single 
location- Ocotillo Elementary School. Ocotillo is nearly a mile and a half from the 
straight-in arrival/departure path. 

Table 3.2-2 fails to cover a variety of locations- including locations beneath the straight­
in path. 

The severity of many impacts- impacts on health, schools, property values, 
neighborhood livability- are determined by decibel levels. Without a full and 
transparent explanation of the method used to generate decibel levels, the accuracy of 
those decibel levels-and therefore, the credibility of the impacts--cannot be evaluated. 

With questions of accuracy unresolved, the Air Force cannot make an informed decision 
about beddown ofF-35As in the urban environment of Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Hunter 
Resident of Tucson 

-

NO-4 
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A1l53TU 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Measurement of Noise 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

-
Unlike the F-35A Environmental Impact Statements for Eglin AFB and Nellis AFB, the 
EIS covering Tucson does not use actual noise measurements of F-35As. Instead, it uses 
theoretical decibel levels that were generated by a computer model. 

A comparison of the F-35As' actual decibel levels of the Eglin and Nellis EISs vs. the 
F-35As' theoretical decibel levels of Tucson' s EIS raises substantial questions. Actual 
measurements will resolve those questions. _ 

Computer models cannot properly predict the effects of wind, humidity, occasional low­
cloud cover, and nearby mountain ranges that are unique to this city. The Air Force has 
acknowledged the shortcomings of computer modeling; its disclaimers include statement 
such as "Acoustic levels experienced by the public depend on a number of conditions," 
and "Acoustical impact is highly dependent on local environmental conditions." 

Table TU 3.2-2 of the DEIS recognizes the shortcomings of computer modeling. The 
Table notes, "Actual individual overflight noise levels vary from the noise levels listed 
because of variations in aircraft configuration, flight track, altitude, and atmospheric 
conditions." _ 

-
Despite some media attention, many residents of Tucson remain unaware that the Air 
Force intends to beddown F-35As in our city. Other residents are aware ofthe Air Force 
proposal, but they do not know whether-or to what degree-the noise of the F-35As 
will affect them. (Reading technical analyses oftheoretical decibel levels in the DEIS 
does not help them.) By bringing F-35As to Tucson for actual noise measurements, all of 
our city's residents will have an opportunity to learn exactly how the noise of F-35As 
will impact their lives. 

If Tucson's residents are not afforded the opportunity to experience the impacts of 
F-35As during the EIS process, and if the F-35As later prove to be disturbing when they 
are bedded at TIA, then Tucsonans will be angry; the Air Force's reputation as a good 
neighbor will be badly damaged; and lawsuits against the Air Force may be the ultimate 
outcome. 

NO-7 

NO-40 

GE-2 

In a February 2, 2010, letter to the Honorable Michael B. Donley, Secretary ofthe Air 
Force, and to General Norton A. Schwartz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, then­
Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords (who was a member of the House Armed Services 
Committee) urged the Air Force to perform "Real time fly-over measurements in 
Tucson." Senator John McCain, ranking member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, has also asked the Air Force to perform flyovers ofthe F-35A. In addition, 
Tucson Mayor Jonathon Rothschild supports F-35A flyovers. 

Tucson's daily newspaper, the Arizona Daily Star, stated in a February 14, 2010, 
editorial, "The only way to answer the [noise] question- and it does require an answer-
is for the Air Force to bring an F -35 to Tucson and have the test pilot spend a week flying 
in and out ofTiA .... It is unreasonable to ask Tucsonans to support bringing F-35s to 
our community without the benefit of really knowing what we ' re supporting and how it 
would affect daily life for a million people. We need to hear the jet for ourselves." _ 

The Air Force may believe it can accurately analyze the impacts ofF-35A noise through 
computer modeling. But if the analysis understates the impacts, the Air Force will be 
vulnerable to legal challenges. The Department of Defense, in its Operational Noise 
Manual (2005), provides a cautionary story (page 3-42). The Manual cites a 
Massachusetts lawsuit, in which the court agreed with the Air Force's assertion that its 
EIS had made a good-faith effort to estimate the noise of aircraft. The court ruled, 
however, that a good-faith effort was not sufficient. That effort had underestimated the 
actual noise, so the court awarded substantial damages to 42 families. _ 

AII53TU 

GE-2 
cont'd 

GE-14 

To ensure the Air Force' s final decision will withstand legal challenges, the noise of j 
F-35As must be carefully measured and analyzed as they fly TIA's arrival and departure NO-7 
paths and closed pattern. 

Sincerely, 

Don Powers 
Resident of Tucson 
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A1154TU 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Noise Models 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Mat1in, 

Page TU-20 of the DEIS states 

The baseline noise contours ... reflect aircraft operations for the current level of 
operations at Tucson AGS and were generated using the FAA's Integrated Noise Model. 

Page TU-23 of the DEIS states 

Noise impacts under each ofthe beddown scenarios were modeled using DoD's 
NOISEMAP Version 7.3 for military aircraft and the FAA' s Integrated Noise Model for 
civilian aircraft noise. 

For the baseline, FAA's model determined the noise levels of both civilian and military (primarily 
F-16) aircraft. 

For the beddown scenarios, FAA's model determined the noise levels of civilian aircraft; DoD's 
model determined the noise levels of military aircraft (primarily F-35As). 

Throughout its analysis ofthe F-35A noise impacts on Tucson, the DEIS compares baseline noise 
levels- detetmined by a single model- against the proposed alternatives- determined in part by one 
model and in part by another model. 

Because the baseline noise levels were determined by one method and the alternative noise levels 
were determined by a different method, the levels cannot be compared to each other. Such a 
comparison is meaningless. 

Even if DoD's model had been used to determine the baseline noise levels of civilian aircraft, the 
baseline levels could not be compared against the alternative levels. 

Noise levels can be compared to one another only if all are determined by a single method. 

The DEIS noise analysis is fundamentally flawed. 

The Air Force cannot make an informed decision about beddown ofF-35As at TIA. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Caldwell 
Resident of Tucson 

NO-97 

March 13.2012 

Mary Louise Waller 

Nanette Warner and B. Robert Crago 

Mr. David Martin, AF Contractor 
And Ms. Kim Fornuf 
HQ AETC/A7PP 
@66 F Street West, Bldg.901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Comments on the F35A Draft EIS and Request for 45 day extension of time for 
public comment 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fomuf: 

Al155 TU 

We live in the Aldea Linda neighborhood, which is situated less than a mile north 
of Davis Monthan Air Force Base in Tucson, running east off of Swan Road. We are one 
and one-half miles east of Colonia Solana Historic Neighborllood, which bas also filed a 
comment. Aldea Linda is a unique historic neighborhood. All the houses are located on 
lots that are 1 ~ acres to 5 acres in size, which is unique in the city of Tucson. We have 
active deed restrictions, which have been renewed and not allowed to expire since the 
neighborhoods inception in the early 19408. The neighborhood was originally developed 
by Sam. Goddard, one of Arizona's Governor and was home to Terry Goddard, the former 
mayor of Phoenix and Arizona Attorney General. Mr. Goddard wanted this 
neighborhood to remain a special place in perpetuity. 

We are home to two houses of worship: The Unitarian-Universalist Church and 
the Wat Buddametta Buddhist temple. The Unitarian Church operates a day preschool 
weekdays. in addition to Sunday services and hosting many community events 
tbroughout the week. The Temple bas daily inediation sessions open to the public as well 
as classes in Tai Chi and Buddhist studies. A number of monks live at the Temple. 
Noisy aircraft like F-35As are disturbing to these religious centers. J NO-5 
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A1156 TU Nanette Warner 

 

Comments regarding F-3SA 
March 13,2012 
Page 2 of2 

A1155 TU 

Aldea Linda Neighborhood has unique undisturbed, natural desert vegetation and 
is home to many desert animals, including javelina, coyotes, raccoon, bobcat, rabbits, 
squirrels, several varieties of hawks and falcons, great homed owls, hummingbirds, 
songbirds and many reptiles. 

Because of the vast desert vegetation in our neighborhood, our temperatures in 
our neighborhood can be 10 degrees cooler than the air temperature at the road. All of us 
enjoy time outside in our yards and walking on our one-half mile lane (Calle Jabali). 
Many people visit this neighborhood just to walk because it is so pleasant 

The Wallers have continuously occupied their homes in Aldea Linda since 1959, 
Warner and Crago since 1989 and Klines since 1998. 

While we all knew of the D-M Base when we located our families here, we haVJ 
great concern about housing F-35As in Tucson. We are in the flight path for D-M and NO-8 
the planes now using the base are at the limits of tolerability. At the current time, if 
planes are flying overhead and you are outside, you must stop conversations until the 
planes have passed. The noise levels that will be experienced with the F-35s will make] 
conversations in our homes difficult and make it intolerable to be outside of our houses or NO-l 
to enjoy the outdoors. Although the planes will initially be bedded down at Tucson 
International Airport, they will be equipped with weaponry at D-M. . 

We join in the comments filed by the Colonia Solana Neighborhood ASSOCiatiOn.] 
The area around D-M is bighly urbanized and not appropriate for aircraft like the F-35As. GE-4 

We therefore object to the F-35As being based in Tucson, AZ. 

Sincerely, 

March 13,2012 

Robert Crago 

Kathy and Ted Kline 

Mr. David Martin, AF Contractor 
And Ms. Kim Fomuf 
HQ AETClA1PP 
@66 F Street West, Bldg.901 
RandolphAFB, TX78150-4319 

Re: Comments on the F35A Dmft EIS and Request for 45 day extension of time for 
public comment 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornuf: 

A1l56TU 

We live in the Aldea Linda neighborhood, which is situated less than a mile north 
of Davis Monthan Air Foree Base in Tucson, running east off of Swan Road. We are one 
and one-half miles east of Colonia Solana Historic Neighborhood, which has also filed a 
comment Aldea Linda is a unique historic neighborhood. All the houses are located on 
lots that are 1 Y2 acres to 5 acres in size, which is unique in the city of Tucson. We have 
active deed restrictions, which have been renewed and not allowed to expire since the 
neighborhoods inception in the early 19408. The neighborhood was originally developed 
by Sam Goddard, one of Arizona's Governor and was home to Terry Goddard, the former 
mayor of Phoenix and Arizona Attorney General. Mr. Goddard wanted this 
neighborhood to remain a special place in perpetuity. 

We are home to two houses of worship: The Unitarian-Universalist Church and 
the Wat Buddametta Buddhist temple. The Unitarian Church operates a day preschool 
weekdays, in addition to Sunday services and hosting many community events 
throughout the week. The Temple has daily mediation sessions open to the public as well 
as classes in Tai Chi and Buddhist studies. A number of monks live at the Temple. 
Noisy aireraft like F-35As are disturbing to these religious centers. J NO-5 
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A1157 TU B. Robert Crago 
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A1158 TU Kathy Kline and Ted Kline 
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A1159 HO Jerrell Puryear 

 

Comments regarding F-35A 
March 13,2012 
Page 2 ofl 

A1l58 TU 

Aldea Linda Neighborhood has unique undisturbed, natural desert vegetation and 
is home to many desert animals, including javelina, coyotes, raccoon, bobcat, rabbits, 
squirrels, several varieties of hawks and falcons, great homed owls, hummingbirds, 
songbirds and many reptiles. 

Because of the vast desert vegetation in our neighborhood, our temperatures in 
our neighborhood can be 10 degrees cooler than the air temperature at the road. All of us 
enjoy time outside in our yards and walking on our one-half mile lane (Calle Jabali). 
Many people visit this neighborhood just to walk because it is so pleasant. 

The Wallers have continuously occupied their homes in Aldea Linda since 1959, 
Warner and Crago since 1989 and KIines since 1998. 

While we all knew of the D-M Base when we located our families here, we haVJ 
great concern about housing F-35As in Tucson. We are in the flight path for D-M and NO-8 
the planes now using the base are at the limits of tolerability. At the current time, if 
planes are flying overhead and you are outside, you must stop conversations until the 
planes have passed. The noise levels that will be experienced with the F-35s will make] 
conversations in our homes difficult and make it intolerable to be outside of our houses or NO-l 
to enjoy the outdoors. Although the planes will initially be bedded down at Tucson 
International Airport, they will be equipped with weapomy at D-M. 

We join in the comments filed by the Colonia Solana Neighborhood ASSOCiatioJn 
The area around D-M is highly urbanized and not appro~ate for aircraft like the F-35As. GE-4 

We therefore object to the F-35As being based in Tucson, AZ. 

Sincerely, 

A1l59 HO 
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A1161 HO Russell B. Wright 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1160 HO 

Please use Ihis 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 follov.;ng 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 AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West; Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cD.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 Gode 4321, et seq. All 
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. Hov...ever, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: tFlylo,re.-C' 'Stea),,- rt 
Organization/Affiliation: 

Address:' 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: iI,vcL ry ~ ?A e:Q ~J4' zf:.L.: kjJ~ A-n.~ 
:;:::: ~~ 'a:azt:; ;;;M ;;U~ ;=.;2 ;;=:~BI-5 

*"Please print - Additional space is provided on the back. *** 

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

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

March 3, 2012 

F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Comments on the F-35 Draft EIS 

David Martin and Kim Fomol: 

I am resubmitting my 02/23/10 letter titled "Re: Scoplng Comments on Proposed Base 
Expansion: F35 Holloman AFB, New Mexico" for the following reasons. 

A1l61 HO 

• The concerns I addressed in 2010 were not adequately addressed 
• There is not any acknowledgement in the Draft document or otherwise that I sUbmittedlNP_3 

comments -.J 
• I never received a copy of the Draft EIS or a notice of where to find it on line.] NP-6 

I am hoping that this time you will acknowledge and address my concerns. .J NP-8 

As a former Air Force pilot and combat veteran, I am embarrassed by the Draft. It glosses overj 
the concerns about noise and its potential impact on daily life. tt does not address the 
environmental effects of F-35A engine and design-generated noise under the Military Training NO-24 
Routes (MTRs). The production of this aircraft has been riddled with controversy and delays. The NO-42 
Air Force has had years of flight-testing in which to collect the required data necessary and 
generate REAL information on the adverse effects of noise on the environment. The F-35 A is 
"most military aircraft". This is the noisiest aircraft in the inventory. I hate to say thiS, but It J 
appears that you were given an outcome to achieve and the blanks were fined in order to reach PN-l 
that required conclusion. The cost to implement thiS program at Holloman IS over Yo billion dollars. 
The funds necessary to do additional noise testing are tiny in comparison. 

I request the follOWing Information. 
• Adverse environmental noise statistics based on actual collected flight data, not ~ 

estimates besed on models, and not average levels but Instead the highest noise levels NO-24 
dunng aircraft over-flight. NO-42 
SpeCific Information on the adverse enVIronmental Impact of nOise under MTRs, Including DO-3 
low altitude flights 
A topographic map with the MTRs overlaid. 

You state, "The vast majority of the airspace ROI consists of rural areas In which noise levels 
would be below 45 dB. In those areas where military aircraft noise levels would be less than 45 
dB ... military aircraft noise could be noticed but would not add appreciably to overall noise 
levels." This throwaway statement personifies the treatment of nOise found within the entire stUdy. 
It says to me that you are not taking our concerns seriously. 
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A1161 HO Russell B. Wright, Elaine S. Wright 

 

 

 

Date: 02/23/2010 

F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
ATTN: Me. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Streel West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 
PHONE: (210) 652-1961 

Re: Scoping Comments on Proposed Base Expansion: F35 Holloman AFB, New Mexico 

A confirmation of receipt is requested. 

Dear Me. David Martin: 

Introduction: 

A1161 HO 

My wife and I purchased land in the Sacramento Mountains in 1997. We fell in love with this quiet. serene . 
mountain setting. In 1999 we left the high stress of our occupations (attorney and Vice President of a University) 
and built our dream under the New Mexico skies. We moved into our home in 2000. In 2001 we opened 
RavenWind LLC, a Bed and Breakfast and a Spa. Since then we have also opened RavenWind Guest House. In 
2006 we began to offer 4 and 7 -day Retreats. For reference please see our websites at 
wWWraveowindranch com and wwwravenwindretreat.net. We also provide discounts and services to US 
Military Service personnel returning from extended stays in Iraq and Afghanistan. As a paint of infonmation, I 
was an Air Force pilot during the Vietnam Conflict and served TDY to Southeast Asia in 1972, flying air­
refueling support over South Vietnam. 

We have recently leamed that the USAF is studying the feasibility of stationing the F-35 at Holloman AFB. 
Unfortunately, we did not receive adequate notice about the initial lOIS $Coping open house. We hope that you 
will consider providing another opportunity for the Sacramento Mountain communities to attend a local open 
house. The residents of Weed, Sacramento and Pinon are at least 45 minutes from Cloudcroft and 60 minutes 
from Alamogordo. If you really wish to receive input from these communities you should schedule another 
meeting in Weed, NM. 

These mountains are adjacent to one of the largest communities of United States Service personnel in the United 
States. Fort Bliss and Holloman AFB regularly deploy personnel throughout the world and most often for long 
deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan. RavenWind LLC supports military personnel who return from these war 
zones before and after long and multiple deployments. We provide a quiet, supportive, peaceful place where they 
can reunite with their families. They come to the mountains for help in transitioning back to family and stateside 
life. We are just one of many organizations in the Sacramento Mountains that provide thi.s service. We offer 
packages and discounts to them. Various military groups come to the services ~roVlded In thes.e mountal~s to 
resolve the deep issues that accompany deployment and return. These groups Include Chaplains who bring 
couples for R&R and help in coping with the problems that accompany these long deployments and retumlng 
from a war zone. 

Just imagine your emotional reactions after spending 16 months in combat in Afghanistan and coming to the 
mountains to regain what you have lost and then to have your peaceful sOJoum Interrupted by muiliple SOniC 

booms or the noise of low flying aircraft. 

We have invested our life savings and our lives in helping others, including your military personnel, cope with this 
crazy world they are thrown into. We cannot afford to sell and move. Even if we could, we are now in a perfect 
location to help those soldiers from whom our nation asks so much. 

When developing the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the USAF must recognize that the proposed 
expansion cannot be mitigated in terms of visual resources, safety, biological resources, air pollution, traffic, 
noise, or impact on our water and our quality of life. 

A1161 HO 

I have many serious concerns and questions regarding the proposed expansion of the USAF base into Weed. 

Scoping comments: 

1. AestheticsNisual Resources: The Weed, Sacramento and Pinon areas of the Sacramento Mountains 
are unique in their long vistas, limited light and air pollution, and beautiful, undisturbed landscape. What 
impacts will the proposed expansion have on the aesthetic and visual resources within the view shed of 
Weed on either a temporary or a pennanent basis? And how will these changes impact the recovery of 
military personnel who come here because of the scenic serenity with their families for R&R? 

2. Airspace/Air Traffic: The USAF has already allowed too many over flights in Weed, Sacramento and 
Pinon causing a disruption to wildlife, cattle, sheep and horse herds and peace and quiet. In addition, 
over flights pose the danger of a crash on the civilian population. The draft EIS should fully describe the 
total number of over flights, type of aircraft, times of day and night, flight patterns, noise pollution, and 
irnpacts on wildlife and how crashes will be handled. The EIS should discuss how these over flights will 
impact the recovery of military personnel and their families who come here from war zones. 

3. Biological Resources: Weed is home to a number of threatened and endangered species, species of 
special concern, sensitive species, and native vegetation. Vvhat impact will the proposed expansion have 
on the plants and animals as well as the natural systems that support them? What impacts will the 
alternatives have on the change in water systems, soil stabilization and wildlife corridors? 

The Sacramento Mountains are also the home of extensive cattle and sheep ranches. What will be the 
impact of the proposed expansion upon the animals, personnel and profitability of these ranches? 

4. Cultural Resources: There are significant cultural resources contained in all of the proposed areas that 
must be inventoried and protected with consultation with educational institutions, researchers and 
relevant American Indian tribes. The draft EIS should also discuss all future potential activities that may 
disturb cultural resources and what studies will be conducted to detennine these impacts. These 
resources bring tourists. These tourists support this region. It should also investigate the impact on the 
flow of tourists that are so important to this mountain economy. 

5. Educational Resources: The dry air and lack of light pollution has brought a large number of 
private and public astronomical research facilities to the Sacramento Mountains. \l\lhat impact will the 
proposed expansion have on these programs? 

6. Environmental Justice: Weed, Sacramento and Pinon are low-income communities with limited 
services and a significant number of retired and disabled persons who cannot afford to move. What 
would be the potential adverse economic impacts on Weed residents and the community as a whole? 
\/Vtlat have been the environmental and economic impacts on other communities near similar military 
facilities throughout the country? 

7. Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Wastes: The draft EIS should include a comprehensive study of the 
impacts of any hazardous materials or hazardous wastes on the public health and environment in all of 
the altematives. This should include a "cradle to grave" analysis and an epidemiological study of the 
current population to establish a base line for future studies. The draft should explore all avenues of 
hazardous materials migration from points of origin. What has been the USAF track record regarding 
compliance with clean-up standards for hazardous materials and waste since the beginning of 
operations? 

8. Land Use: The impacts of all of the proposed altematives must be analyzed within a comprehensive 
look at all other proposed developments in the area including energy projects, mining and other resource 
extraction and ground and surface water use. 

9. Mining/Minerals: What impacts will the proposed expansion have on access to mining and mineral 
extraction? \l\Jhat mining and/or mineral extraction will occur as a result of the expansion? 
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10. Noise: To date, the USAF has faited to adequately respond to the community's complaints about over 
flights of military aircraft. This noise has a great negative impact on our peace, quiet and quality of life. 
The draft EIS must discuss all potential for noise associated with the proposed altematives and its 
impacts on public health, quality of life and wildlife. Also what impact will these over flights have on 
tourism, including that of military service personnel? 

11. Public Health and Safety: Besides concerns about public safety as regards hazardous materials and 
wastes, the draft ElS must analyze all potenlial impacts including potential accidents. For example, what 
is the effect of a loud over flight andlor sonic boom on a person on horseback or on a person working 
near cows or other livestock? What is the affect of a loud sonic boom on an individual's stress level? I 
know of incidents here within the past 18 months where a person working outdoors has been stunned 
into a confused and semi-conscious state by a loud sonic boom; another person has been reduced to 
trembling and tears by repeated sonic booms; others have been so frightened that they ran from room to 
room or to the outdoors looking for an explosion to explain the noise. We all know that stress can cause 
physical illness and mental and 'emotional changes. What are all the possible adverse health effects of 
the proposed expansion? Finally, what will the effect of the additional vehicles, personnel and 
armaments have on the public safety? 

12. Public Services: What impacts will the proposed expansion altematives have on all public services and 
how will this affect access by the resident communities? What will the USAF do to mitigate impacts on 
public services? 

13. Recreation: As stated throughout this document, I am very concerned that noise, including but not 
limited to sonic booms, will reduce enjoyment of the mountains and reduce hunting and tourism. What 
wilt the USAF do to monitor and insure this does not happen? 

14. Socioeconomics: Local real estate agents hav" reported that the potential for the USAF operations 
expansion over Weed has already had an adverse impact on property values. How will the over flights 
expansion affect my property values and the real estate market in Weed? What socioeconomic impacts 
have other base expansions had on other surrounding communities? How will training exercises impact 
tourism? 

15. Utilities and Infrastructure (including altemative energy production): How will the proposed altematives 
impact existing utilities and infrastructure, and what new utilities will be constructed? What impact will the 
proposal have on air quality and water usage? VViIi this impact the view shed and wildlife habitat and 
corridors? 

16. Water Resources: I am extremely concerned about the impact of the proposed alternatives on our 
water 
quality and availability. Exactly where will the USAF obtain the water it plans to use for expansion , how 
much water will be used and what impact will that usage have on our aquifers and access to water. What 
impact will flares and chaff have on water resources. What damage will occur to animals? What impact to 
the forest? All estimates must consider drought and other potential water shortages. 

17. Property Damage: We all know that loud, focused sonic booms can cause property damage. The 
USAF has a process in place to compensate those who have suffered property damage from such 
events. What is the potential for increased property damage due to the proposed alternatives? What 
measures will be put in place to immediately remediate damage caused by the proposed altematives: for 
example, if windows in a home are shattered, is the USAF prepared to send repair teams to the site 
within a few hours of the event? If not, is the USAF prepared to house persons displaced by such 
damage? VVhat is the increased potential for such damage due to the proposed alternatives? 

18. Wildfire: What is the potential for forest fire due to the use of flares andlor plane crashes andlor any 
other activity accompanying the proposed altemative? VViIi the use of flares be limited to low fire danger 
periods? VViIi the USAF monitor fire danger conditions in the Sacramento Mountains before initiating 
activities that have accompanying fire danger risk? Obviously, wildfire affects personal property, water 
sources, utilities and infrastructure, property values, recreation, public services, public health and safety 
land use, biological resources, local economic resources and visual and aesthetic resources. Therefore, 

A1161 HO 

the EIS must address the wildfire risk in all these contexts. 

Conclusion: People live here in the remote Sacramento Mountain communities because it is quiet and serene. 
The people who live in these mountain communities value the healthy mountain lifestyle. Most have invested 
everything they have in their homes, ranches and businesses, and cannot afford to move because of the 
unhealthy, unpleasant, and damaging incursion of unanticipated increases in military activity. 

Individuals and families visit here and support this economy for the same reason. They have noise and stress at 
home in the cities. They come here to get away from it. Service personnel come for the same reason. They have 
returned from or are about to experience, stresses most of us cannot tathom. They bring their families in order to 
reconnect in a quiet, and even spiritual, setting. It is well known that the alarm and resulting slress that 
accompany loud, low-flying war planes and sonic booms, especially when encountered in a setting that was 
particularly chosen because those incursions are expected to be absent, will have adverse effects on these 
military personnel. They deserve better. 

As this process moves fonvard, it is important that the USAF make itself accessible to Weed and Pinon 
residents, distribute materials as required and come out to meet with the community so that we can develop a 
constructive dialogue. 

In addition, maps should be distributed by the USAF shOwing the proposed alternatives. 

I expect to be nolified at every step in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and that my 
comments will be fully addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). I would like my 
comments/communication incorporated into the administrative record. Please find my contact information below. 

In conclusion, I recommend that the USAF extend the scoplng period for 90 days; meet with all affected 
communities Including Weed; and produce and distribute accurate maps of the proposed alternatives. 

t look fonvard to hearing from you regarding th is very Important matter. 

Sincerely, 
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February 5, 2012 

F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
AnN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQAETC/A7C 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150·4319 

Questions and Issues of concern not adequately addressed in the Draft EIS. 

Dear Mr. David Martin: 

A1l62 HO 

I have been a landowner for the past 11 years and have spent much of my life's savings creating a 
retreat business and a green burial ground within 9 miles of Weed NM. This was my choice because it 
was peaceful, beautiful and an ideal place for a retreat location. 

I AM VERY CONCERNED ABOUT THE VIABLlLlTY OF MY BUSINESS AND MY LIFE STYLE. In: 
2010 sonic booms took place over my ranch. They shook the walls so badly small Items fell off their places and 
we had to dIscontInue our retreat activities. Those guests said they would not return because of the tremendous NO.8 
disruptions to their peace of mind the booms caused. My fear is that these exercises will totally ruin my retreat SO.18 
business. People come here to escape the noIse and stress. If I could get Information that was not vague, 
misleading and generalities, perhaps I would not be so concerned. 

Review of the USAF Draft EIS reveals that Air Force responses to comments are often brief to th] 
point of absurdity. This marginalization of stakeholders comments hinders evaluation of NP.3 

alternatives and hinders the effectiveness of the NEPA process. Please answer every comment I Np·8 

am making fully. The Draft EIS is over 1 ,DOD pages, my comments, less than 5 pages. 

An important issue not addressed in the draft EIS is a list of the business in the Weed, Sacramento, J 
Pinon, Mayhill, Cloudcroft area whose businesses are the retreats and youth camps. I r.qu •• t the 
F'n.' EIS lI.t. cl ••• ffy •• to type of bu.,n •••• Id.ntlfy the fly zone .nd SEL I. v., ••• ch SO.14 
bu.'n ••• wll/ b •• xpo •• d to .nd •••••• the Imp.ct of the F-36 no/ •• l.v.l. on th ••• 
bu.ln...... Could you b •• ur. th.t the rout ... r. cl •• rly d.fln.d with the loc.tlon. of 
the bu.ln ••••• ,n the S.cr.m.nto Mount.'n.? AI.o. could you do thl ••• m.'nv •• tlg.tI 
on the oth.r 3 con.,d.r.d loc.tlon.? How c.n .n •••••• m.nt of the b •• t loc.tlon for t"~ 
pl.c.m.nt of thl. tr.'n'ng b ••• th.t would b. the I ••• t dl.ruptlv. to p.opl •• wild Iff., .nd 
bu.ln ••••• b. m.d. without. comp.rl.on of f.ct •• nd Inform.tlon •• to the numb.r .nd NP-29 
typ •• of bu.ln •••••• nd .nvlronm.nts th.t would b. dl.rupt.d In •• ch the 4 loc.tlon. 
und.r con.,d.r.tlon •• r.qulr.d by NEPA proc •• s? 

I have many other serious concerns and questions regarding the proposed expansion of the USAF base 
into the Sacramento Mountains that you didn't address or include in the draft EIS. 

1. Aesthetics/Visual Resources: 

landscape. Currently we are exposed to less than 25 Dbs of noise. What impacts will the 81.22 
Weed Is unique in its long vistas, limited light and air pollution, and b~autiful , undisturbed ~ 

proposed expansion have on the aesthetic and visual resources within the view shed of Weed on 
either temporary or permanent basis? How do •• thl ••••••• m.nt com per. In all four 
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propos.d location? 

2. Airspace/Air Traffic: The USAF has already allowed too many over flights in Weed causing a 
disruption to wildlife and peace and quiet. In addition, over flights pose the danger of a crash 
on the civilian population . .!r2 "qu •• t ll1.I11111 Elo!I.!. fil§.lJJ1Jx. ~ lJl§.l!Z1!!l 
Dllmb.r !!l !lJ!!lI. tl.!Jll11£.l:Lu. !!l ~ V!!!. tim" !li !I.!lJl MJ1.l1!Jl!J.t. fllJl.I11 ~ 
I1Jl.lH. pollution .• nd /!JJ.Iw;H fll! !!!l!JI1J.H V!!!.l!s!:I! uu.b.u .m Ia ~ W!uJ. 
, •• uClnc •• !l!l. !U /un t!1n lD. I.!l!I. UI!DI. !!la fR.t:ot tJa. UJlU.lt.1lY.lJl§. E.::1§.""]iii!1l.n.r. DO·23 
mia.IoDllb.l1 tM. Jl§M.m ~ 1111 community lD. contcolllD.g lJl§. tJa. AIlS!. SA·24 
protecting 1b.I.l1.Rmu. f!1J!. RJlJ. building. lD. Ib.I. S,cClm.nto Mounteln.. W11b.lb!! SO-8 
!J!.6l. f9MI.!. f!1J!. !!IJlJlJlhl condition. lD. 1111 S.cTlm.nto Mounteln •. B. tla. nmnt Ju: B. 
llM.e !U I!I1Il!.!£uf1 HH!J. WRllisI. Ju. potentially "".trophlc· ¥'!JW. ~ 
remun'TltIon. W1J.!. IlA. "teblj.h.d Ju: Ib.I. ~ 12 !lRUC tJa RJUI. !lilJJlJJ1.LD.R.1W.JI. 
l2HH R.!WI.!UJ!. from B. tsuuJ. tla.lD.Ib.I.!IIRM.tll1J. ~ hCClm.nto Moun"ln.? 
How !l!l. 1111 thTl' other II.!H. !<JU!lIU.!!t. t2 lU l!! flu. IlI!I1Juc 6.DJl RM1l!l tlJlbJ. f!1J!. 
relmburs. l!zHu.12 Wl!!. f!1J!.11s!.!!u. R.Yt.lUU. !lilt tJa. HMJU I1x lb!! J/JM.E" 

-

Final EIS assess with experts the following issues of concern to the residents in this area: Wh. 81.2 

Impact will the propo •• d OVer flight. h.v. on the pl.nt •• nd .nlm./a •• w.1I .a the ~~ 2 

3. Biological Resources : Weed is home to a number of threatened and endangered species, ~ 
species of special concerns and sensitive species plus native vegetation. I request that the 

n.tu,,' .co.y.t.m. th.t .upport th.m? Wh.t Imp,ct. will the .It.rn.tlv •• h.v. on . 
the ch.ng. In w.t" .y.t.m •• aoll .t.blllz.tlon .nd wlldllf. corrldoTl? How do 
the •• I •• u •• comp.re with the oth.r 3 r •• ourc •• of the propo •• d loc.tlon.? 

4. Cultural Resources: There are Significant cultural resources contained in all of the proposeJ 
areas that must be inventoried and protected with consultation with educational institutions, 
researchers and relevant American Indian tribes. I requ •• t th.t the Fln.1 EIS dl.cu ••• 11 
future pot.ntl., .ctlvltl •• th.t may dl.turb cultur,,1 re.ourc ••• nd conduct .tudle. CU·5 
to d.termln. th ••• lmp.ct. b.fore. loc.tlon I. d.cld.d upon? How do •• th ••• 
clliturel re.ourc ••• nd the Imp.ct of b •• lng the F-35 comp.re with .11 4 propo.ed 
loc,tlon.? 

the potential adverse economic impacts on Weed residents and the community as a whole? EJ.4 

5. Environmental Justice: Weed is a low-income community with limited services and a l 
significant number of retired and disabled persons who cannot afford to move. What would be 

What have been the environmental and economic impacts on other communities near similar 
military facilities throughout the country? I r.qu.et the Fln.1 EI8 .ddr ••• with 
prof ••• lonal .tudl •• the economical Impact on .11 4 po •• lbl. loc.tlon • • 

6. Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Wastes: The EIS should include a comprehensive study Of 
the impacts of any hazardous materials or hazardous wastes on the public health and 
environment in all of the alternatives. This should include a ·cradle to grave" analysis and an 
epidemiological study of the current population to establish a base line for future studies. The 
draft should explore all avenues of hazardous materials migration from points of origin. Wh.t 
h •• b •• n the USAF'. track record reg.rdlng compll,nc. with cl.an-up at.ndITd. 
for h.z,rdou. m.ter'.' •• nd w •• t •• Inc. the b.glnnlng of op."tlon.? Will a 
compreh.n.'v •• tudy of the Imp.ct of H.z.rdou. m.t.rl.l. or w •• t. on the 
.nvlronm.nt .nd public h •• lth of the p.opl •• nd .n'm,'. In our ".a ••• w.1I •• 
compITI.ona of the 4 po •• ,b,. b ••• loc.tlon. b. Includ.d In the Fln.1 EIS? Thl. I. 
.n IT., of gre,t conc.rn to m.. _ 

HW·2 

7. Land Use: The impacts of all of the proposed alternatives must be analyzed within a I LU·4 
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comprehensive look at all other proposed developments in the area including energy projects'd 
mining and other resource extraction and ground and surface water use. What .ff.ct will th. ~o~;,: 
F-35 hav. on the Ot.ro M •• a and oth.r wlld.rn •••• r.a.? 

8. Noise: To date, the USAF has failed to adequately respond to the community's complaints -
about over flights of military aircraft. This noise has a great negative impact on our peace, 
quiet and quality of life and the numerous home based businesses. Will thl. FInal EIS NO-6 
dl.cu •• all pot.ntlal for nol •• a •• oclat.d with the propo •• d alt.rnatlv •• and It. NO-36 
Impact. on public h.alth, quality of Ilf. and wlldllf.? Will w. ba gInn ch.rt. BI-5 
.howlng tha Impact to W •• d, S.cram.nto, PInon, Cloudcroft, .nd Mayhill of nol.. NO-Z9 
at dlffer.nt .pprov.d I.ve/. of flight. ov.r the.e .rea.? SInce w. have meny youth EJ-6 
c.mp •• will the nol.e l.v.l. be h.,d b.low tho •• declb.ll.val. th.t I. r.port.d. If 
.xce.ded. may dam.g.chlldr.n's h.arlng? How will the nol ••• ffact chlldr.n out 
of door. with no .halt.r? = 

p.opl. who will d.cld. on the location of the propo •• d b ... r.allz. that 10.000+ SO-18 

I .aw no .tudl •• of the .ff.ct. to th" many youth camp. and r.tr.at. In the J 
propo .. d sr •• •• bu.ln ••••• •• w.1I •• the youth att.ndlng th.a. camp._ 00 the 

chlldr.n att.nd campa and r.tr.at. In the S.cram.nto Mount.lna •• ch .umm.r? I EJ-6 
r.qu •• t that the FInal EIS addr ... the I •• u. of youth.' .xpo.ur •• to the nol •• 
l.v.l. of both hIgh .nd low .pprov.d altltud •• _ 

Pl ..... ddr ••• In the final EIS If nol •• I. v.,. of the F-31l1n unyon. In mount.,n.J 
h •• b •• n m.a.ur.d .nd the Impact d.t.rmln.d on .dult •• youth. wild 11f •• the 
.nd.ngered .p.c/ •• -e.p.c/.lly the .potted owl. C.nyon •• cho .ound dlff.r.ntly 
th.n flat .urf.c •• _ Ha. any Inform.tlon b.en con.lder.d •• to the dlffer.nc •• 
betwe.n canyon. and r.,.tln'y fI.t terr.ln? A. r.qulr.d by the NEPA pro c .... the NO-38 
• ame Information for.1I propo.ed loc.tlon. I. n •• d.d to compar. the loc.tlon._ I 
r.que.t that w • ••• the comp.rl.on. of the 4 po •• ,b,. loc.tlon. p.rt.'n'ng to the •• 
Important I •• u •• a •• oc/at.d with no/ •• In the Fln.1 EIS_ 

The NEPA process provides for special evaluation of health risks to children. The Draft EIS­
fails to address the effects of peak noise below the SUA and MTR on children (per the NEPA 
process) . HO 3.12.2.2 Airspace Environmental Consequences for example does not address 
the peak noise metric, nor the rate of level increase (dB/s) that have shown in studies to 
affect children disproportionately. This lack of data or analysis is difficult to understand. 
The USAF in the Draft EIS admits that the F-35 will exceed the threshold for affecting 
children (and that minorities will be disproportionately affected (under IR-134/195» but 
they fail to give us an analysis. Where is the data and comparison for the alternatives7 How 
does Holloman compare against the others? How many children under each alternative will 
be injured? Do the other alternative locations have 10,000+ children at youth camps that 
are in the proposed fly zone? How many children will be effected in each proposed fly zone 
locations of the other locations under consideration? -

EJ-Z 
EJ-6 

materials and wastes, the draft EIS did not analyze all potential impacts including potential 
9. Public Health and Safety: Besides concerns about public safety as regards hazardous ] 

accidents. Wh.t Imp.ct will the .ddltlon of v.hlcl ••• p.r.onnel and .rm.mant. have on SA-Z9 
the public •• f.ty? 

10. Public Services. utilities, and Infrastructures: Holloman AFB curr.ntly do •• not 
have ad.quat. hou.'ng for the 21.000 p.r.onn.11t .mploy •. Alamogordo'. r.nt., 
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hou.'ng I. 98% occupl.d according to the r •• 1 •• t.t. companl •• In Alamogordo. 
Currently the dlmln/ehed water .upply I. an I •• ue for Alamogordo. La. Cru •••• EI -
PlI8o. and Juar.z. M.xlco due to an ongoing drought. I am extremely concerned 
about the impact of the proposed alternatives on our water quality and 
availability. Exactly where will the USAF obtain the water It plans to use for 
expansion, how much water will be used and what impacts will that usage have 
on our aquifers and access to water? What impact will flares and chaff have on 
water resources? What damage will occur to animals? What impact to the forest. 
All estimates must consider drought and other potential water shortages. This 
year Is reported to be the worst In 10 years for drought. Could you addr ••• th ••• 
I •• u •• In your fln.1 EIS .nd Include a comp.rl.on of the other three locations with 
Ot.ro County •• r.qulred by the NEPA Proc ••• ? -

IN-Z 

Th. draft EIS did not addr ••• how will the propo •• d .ddltlonal p.r.onn.'and famlll.] 
will Impact tha cltlea and the public .arvlce •• upplled currently. What Imp.ct. will 
the propo.ed expana/on .It.rnatlv .. have on air quality. water u.age. and on avallabl. 
utllltl •• and how will thl •• ff.ct acc ••• by the resident communltl •• ? Wh.t will the 
USAF do to mltlg.te/mpact. on public •• rvlce.? The Flnel EIS need. to provide AQil 
Information on .11 4 loc.tlon. to be .bl. to comp.r. the .ffact. on the n •• r by IN-
re.ldent communltle. for theae .ltern.tlve po •• ,b'e b •••• In keeping with NEPA 
proc.... I requ •• t this Inform.tlon be Included In the Fln.' EIS. 

11. Recreation: I am very concerned that noise, including but not limited to sonic booms will J 
reduce enjoyment of the mountains and reduce hunting and tourism. I requ •• t th.t an 
economic Imp.ct .tudy be p.rformed to det.rmlne the effect to hunting and tourl.m In 
the S.cr.mento Mount.'n .r ••• Inc. the •• two ere •• • r. re.pon.lbl. for. large SO-7 
portion of the Income for the .r ••• nd the St.te of New Mexico .'nce thl. I •• n 
Importent oml •• lon In the current Draft EIS •• well •• the other 3 propo.ed ara •• 
dl.cu •• ed In thl. EIS. 

12. Socioeconomics : Local real estate agents have reported that the potential for the USAF ] 
operations expansion over Weed has already had an adverse impact on property values. How will SO-I 
the ov.r flight •• xp.n.lon .ffect my prop.rty v.lue •• nd the r •• 1 •• t.te mark.t In 
We.d/S.cr.mento .rea? Wh.t eoc/oeconomlc Imp.ct. h.ve other b •• e .xp.n.lon. J 
h.d on other surrounding communltl.a? Wh.t will the Imp.ct b. on the 
socioeconomic. of the other communltle ••• socl.ted with the other 3 location. under SO-44 
conslder.tlon for the F·35 Tr.'n'ng .r ••• ? 

In addition. will m.p. b. dl.trlbuted by the USAF .howlng the propo •• d .lternatlv •• ANj 
WHAT AREAS within. hundred mile. o( WEED/SACRAMENTO WILL BE AFFECTED by thl. 00-3 
u •• o( our e/rspeca? It I. crltlc.1 (or us to .ee where you pl.n to fly .nd the ground 
nol.e produced .t dlff.r.nt level. of flight before wa c.n ed.qu.t.ly dl.cu •• our J 
concern. re/.tlng to the loc.tlng of the F-35 training f.cllltl ••• t Hollom.n. Also In 
k •• plng with the NEPA proc •••• thl. Inform.tlon I. Import.nt In comp.rlng the 4 NO-Z4 
v.rlou. loc.tlons and the USAF m.klng .n Intelllg.nt Informed decl.lon •• to the Imp.ct 
to •• ch propos.d location. A. dl.cu •• ed before. the dIfference between rel.tlvely fI.t J 
t.rr.ln .nd the topogr.phy 0(. mountainous r.glon with altitude. of 1Z.1l00' to 4300' with 
num.rou. c.nyon. I. very different. It I. cruc/.1 for comp.rl.on. of the 4 potential b •• e NO-38 
loc.tlons to know how the F-35. nol.e will b. Impacted by the v.rlou. tarra/n. In the 
mount.lnou • • re •• compar.d to the flatter terrains. 

I expect to be notified at every step in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and that] 
my comments will be fully addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). I would like I NP-8 
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my comments and questions Incorporated Into the administrative record. Please find my1NP.8 
contact Information below. .J ,""I'd 

In conclusion, I request that the USAF produce and distribute of accurate maps of the proposed I 
alternatives AND AFFECTED AREAS. For many of us this is our entire life's work and the homes tha.lJ DO·3 

we planned to live in the rest of our lives. We don't have an option of moving in many cases. Which is 
what we may be looking at if you proceed with using the airspace over our homes and businesses. For 
you this is just a job-work as usual. For us it is our very lives and serenity. This is what we have spent 

a lifetime working for. For us it is very serious. 

I Insist that these Issues and concerns I have submitted In this document to you and thaJ I will submit at the meeting to be held in Weed on 2/7/2012 be address to me personally NP-8 
and Incorporated Into the administrative record andln the final EIS. 

Sincerely, 
..5"'o.,...... ~ D;-J~ 

D. Hunt 

March 3, 201 2 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin , Air Force Conlractor, 
& Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Sireet West, Bldg 901 
RandolphAFB,TX 78150-4319 

RE: Comments on the F-35 Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fomof, 

A1163HO 

I sent 6 pages of questions to you in 2010. I have proof that you received my comments before thJ 

comment period closed for the Draft EIS. There is no acknowledgment in the Draft EIS of my NP-3 

comments. I did not recieve a copy of the Draft EIS. I did recieve a postcard announcing a meetin 

in Weed, New Mexico about a week before the meeting. I was able to make time during that weekJO 

look at the Draft EIS on line, although I did not have time to study it in depth, and I certainly had NP-6 

neither the time, nor the funds, to print it out on my home printer. That turned out to be OK, since 

even a brief perusal of the Draft EIS exposed it as an inadequate document: carelessly crafted, J 
incomplete, obviously "cut and paste" and totally unworthy of the seriousness of the issues you are NP-13 

required, by law, to have addressed. 

I am only one individual citizen in a small rural community. But I expect to be taken seriously by my 

government when I express my concerns about health, safety, quality of life and economic issues that 

the F-35A poses to me and to my community. 

I expect to receive a copy of the EIS and any other correspondence released to the public. I expeJ 

that my comments will be made part of the permanent record and that they will be included in the NP-7 

Final EIS. If I am mistaken in either of these expectations, please respond to this letter, in writing, NP-8 

now, with an explanation of how and why I am mistaken. 

A) Number and Footprint of Flights 

I . Please state the antiCipated total number a flights the F35A is expected to fly over the sacramentOj 

Weed, Pinon and Mayhill communities, how they will be distributed (over a week and over a 24 hour 00-23 

period), types of aircraft, times of day and night, and flight patterns. 

2. What is the anticipated footprint for the F35A flights and will it include the communities surroundinj 

Sacramento, Weed , Mayhill and Pinon? The map in the Draft EIS does not have these communities 00-3 

on it. Please provide a map with these communities clearly indicated. 
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A1l63HO 
-

3 . What would it entail for the USAF to adjust its flight patterns so that F35A missions could be flown over 

the millions of acres already owned by the Federal Government between the Texas border and 1-40 

down the middle of the state where nobody lives, rather than over populated areas? 

4 . When the government used the power of eminent domain and took the land that created White Sands 

Missile Range from private citizens in the 1940s, we assume that the military need was genuine and 

that USA citizens were ultimately well served by this action. White Sands Missile Range is controlled 

by the Dept. of Defense. The USAF is also a DOD function. What prevents the USAF from using the 

huge White Sands range for flights when there are no missile tests scheduled? While coordination 

might be difficult, it is not impossible. If it is impossible, please explain, in detail, why this is so. _ 

B) Noise 

.-
I. The F35A is noisier than other aircraft. What is the peak decibel level (all frequencies) of the F35A at 

all altitudes at which it will fly, and at takeoff and landing; what is the projected increased noise 

footprint over the Sacramento, Weed, Pinon and Mayhill communities, and what populations will be 

affected? In your answer, please state what sonic boom widths (measured on the ground beneath the 

00-4 

plane) are assumed. Please discuss focused sonic booms in your answer. There appears to be no ~g:~ 

discussion of focused sonic booms from flights of the F35A in the Draft EIS. NO-25 

2. How many low level flights (please define "low level"), how many sonic booms and how many focused 

sonic booms per 24 hour period and per week do you anticipate over the Sacramento, Weed, Pinon 

and Mayhill communities when the F35A is fully deployed? How many times per week do you 

anticipate nighttime events will occur that could disturb sleeping residents? _ 

historically enjoy in the Sacramento, Weed, Pinon and Mayhill communities Will not be destroyed. NO-20 

3. What noise abatement measures will be taken re: the F-35A,. to ensure that the quiet enVironmen~J w 

How does the USAF plan to monitor noise levels in the Sacramento, Weed, Pinon and Mayhill 

communities before and after the F35A is deployed? 

natural populations. The studies are generally old and largely irrelevant to the very noisy F35A. . 

4. The Draft EIS summarizes some studies of known and suspected effects of noise on human and J 
Nonetheless, some effects are acknowledged in the studies. Given the Increased nOise levels that Will NO-20 

result from overflights by the F35A, how does the USAF plan to monitor these known and suspected NO-58 

effects on human populations including the elderly, infants, children, other susceptible human 

populations (e.g. , military combat veterans and persons with PTSD) and animal populations, includin 

livestock and wildlife? For example, what are the pressures needed to crack and then break the egds 

of one of our endangered species: the Mexican Spotted Owl? And what other effects on other BI-5 

endangered species--say the checkered butterfly found only in the Sacramento Mountains of southern 

New Mexico? Regarding the studies you have cited any any others that you will cite in the Final EIS 

what Independent third parties have evaluated the studies? Disclose all conflicts of Interest of all thoJe 
NP-15 

Involved In the studies Including but not limited to the authors, researchers, analysts, writers and NP-16 

reviewers 
2 

A1l63HO 

5. What is the potential for accidents resulting from low level flights, sonic booms and focused sonic­

booms of the F35A, including but not limited to: horseback riders, persons working with horses and 

other livestock on the ground, drivers of vehicles and heavy equipment including farm equipment? BI-l 

How does the USAF plan to investigate and compensate for losses to life, limb and property due to ~~~138 
accidents from such sudden noise intrusions? How many such accidents has the USAF been made 

aware of in the past, and how where the victims compensated? Will independent third party 

evaluators be involved in determining compensation? _ 

6 Many of the residents of the Sacramento Mountains make their living in agriculture and ranching. -

Along with tourism, it is the major basis for the local economy. What are the known and suspected 

effects on livestock health, including reproduction, of noise at the decibel levels and frequency that is 

expected from full deployment of the F35A? Please include in your answer effects on poultry, goats, BI-5 

sheep, cows and horses. What independent third parties have evaluated the studies? Disclose all 

conflicts of interest of all those involved in the studies including but not limited to the authors, 

researchers, analysts, writers and reviewers. _ 

7. What are the known and suspected effects on human physiology, stress responses and overall health 

and welfare of human populations, of the noise levels expected from low-level flights, sonic booms and 

focused sonic booms? What is the basis for your answer, including all third party and US government 

studies? Please put your answer in the context of quiet rural areas, rather than noisier urban settings. NO-6 

What independent third parties have evaluated the studies? Disclose all conflicts of interest of all those 

involved in the studies including but not limited to the authors, researchers, analysts, writers and 

reviewers. -
8. Many active duty personnel retreat to the Sacramento Mountains for R&R. Some of our local 

businesses offer discounted services to military personnel returning from combat. We have many ~ 
veterans living here in the serene and quiet mountains. Some of those veterans suffer from PTSD, 

and ooe has said that his health is being negatively affected by the more frequent sonic booms since 

the F22 has begun flying over our communities. If and when the F35A is fully deployed, what effects NO-58 

do you anticipate the effects of increased noise levels from low level flights, sonic booms and· focused 

sonic booms will be on military personnel who are suffering from PTSD, or who are recovering from 

recent combat deployments? If those military personnel can no longer rely on the peace and seren~.ty 

of the Sacramento Mountains as a retreat from stress, what will the resulting effects on the local 50-7 

economy be? What independent third parties have evaluated your answer? Disclose all conflicts of 

interest of all those involved in developing the answer including but not limited to the authors, 

researchers, analysts, writers and reviewers. We all know Ihat loud, focused sonic booms can caus3 

property damage. The USAF has a process in place to compensate those who have suffered property NO-12 

damage from such events. What is the potential for increased property damage due to the F35A 

flights? What measures will be put in place to immediately remediate damage caused by F35A flight]: 

for example, if windows in a home are shattered, is the USAF prepared to send repair teams to the site 00-18 

within a few hours of the event? If not, is the USAF prepared to house persons displaced by such 

damage? Will any third parties be involved in determining compensation? . 
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A1163HO 

Regarding the F35A, how often do you anticipate a sonic boom event with associated pressure waJe 

and duration such that window breakage could occur? Please give probabilities of various expeCted 

frequencies of vanous events (measured in Ibs/ft' pressure and duration in milliseconds) around the NO-12 

threshold of what IS needed to break window glass panes of various types. What independent third 

party has evaluated your analysis? 

10. Many years ago, supersonic commercial flights were prohibited over US airspace because of SOniCj 

booms . . What is your understanding of the reasons for this prohibition, and why do you think it should GE-23 

be permissible for the military to conduct supersonic flights over populated areas? 

11 . Water is a scarce and precious resource in the Sacramento Mountains and the Sacramento Mountain 

watershed is known to be the source of water for all the surrounding basins, including the Tularosa 

Basin where Holloman AFB is located. What are all the known and suspected effects of frequent sonic 

booms, including focused sonic booms, on aquifers, springs, water tables and water quality? For SW-2 

example, one local resident reported silting in his well after a sonic boom. Please disclose all other 

reports of effects of sonic booms on water sources. What is the basis for your response, including all 

US Government and third party studies? -
C) Astronomy 

I. The dry air and lack of light pollution has brought a large number of private and public astronomiC~1 
research facilities to the Sacramento Mountains. What impact will the proposed expansion have on SO-15 

these programs? 

D) Economy 

I. Weed, Sacramento and Pinon are low-income communities with limited services and a significant­

number of retired and disabled persons who have either lived here all their lives, or who have moved 

here specifically for the quiet and peaceful quality of life here, and who cannot afford to move. What 

would be the potential adverse economic impacts on rural Sacramento Mountain residents and the 

community as a whole of the proposed expansion? Please discuss in your answer the known and 

alleged environmental and economic impacts on other communities near similar military facilities 

throughout the country. What independent third parties have evaluated your answer? Disclose all 

conflicts of interest of all those involved in developing the answer including but not limited to the 

authors, researchers, analysts, writers and reviewers. _ 

SO-I 
SO-44 
NO-36 

does the USAF propose to mitigate such harm if and when it occurs. What is the basis for your SO-7 

2. What are the anticipated impacts of F35A operations over the Sacramento Mountains on the local 1 
economy including but not limited to tourism, hunting, ranching, farming, real estate values, and how 

answer, and what independent third parties have evaluated your answer? Disclose all conflicts of SO-18 

Interest of all those Involved In developing the answer, including but not limited to the authors, 

researchers, analysts, writers and reviewers. 

4 

A1163HO 

E) Fire, Accidents, Hazardous Materials 

1. The F35A has not yet been fully tested How does thiS Increase the chance of a crash and If there IS~ 
crash, what resources Will the USAF have In place In the Sacramento Mountains to deal With the SA-I 

resulting property destrucllon by fire , Including Wildfire, the resulting hazardous matenals Situation , and 

the pOSSible resulting Injury and death to humans, livestock and Wildlife? 
= 

2 Apparently the USAF does not anticipate releasing chaff over private and public lands of the 

Sacramento Mountains. What might change this decision? And if the decision is changed, what are all 

the possible effects on human health, livestock and wildl~e welfare, and soil , water and air quality of 

the release of chaff, and what is the basis for your answer, including all third party studies and US 

government studies. What independent third parties have evaluated the studies? Disclose all conflicts 

of interest of all those involved in the studies including but not limited to the authors, researchers, 

analysts, writers and reviewers. _ 

00-13 

3. How much fuel dumping does the' USAF anticipate will result when the F35A is fully deployed and WhJt 

are the effects of such fuel dumping on public safety, including but not limited to long and short term 

effects on human health, livestock and wildlife health and welfare, wild and cultivated vegetation, and SA-9 

soil, air and water quality? What independent third parties have evaluated the studies? Disclose all 

conflicts of interest of all those involved in the studies including but not limited to the authors, 

researchers, analysts, writers and reviewers. 

4. Please identify all of the hazardous substances that will be generated andlor released as a result Of 
F35A flight missions, including but not limited to contrails, fuels, fuel exhaust, munitions, flares, chaff, 

directed radiation and laser beams and what is the impact of exposure to these substances on 

humans (including infant and elderly and sensitive populations), livestock, wildlife and plant 

populations as welt as on air, soil and water quality? Does the USAF have a plan to manage 

hazardous waste that is generated away from the AF base, i.e., on private and public lands in the 

Sacramento Mountains? -

HW-2 

5. Will the deployment of the F35A involve the use of live ammunition over populated areas and if so hOJ 

will it be used, what kinds of live ammunition will be used, what will be the targets of this ammunition, 00-69 

and how frequently will live ammunition be used over these areas? 

6. Wildfire affects personal property, water sources, utilities and infrastructure, property values, 

recreation, public services, public health and safety land use, biological resources, local economic 

resources and visual and aesthetic resources. lMlat is the potential for forest fire due to the use of 

-

flares andlor plane crashes andlor any other activity accompanying the deployment of the F35A? Will, SA-4 

for example, flights and the use of flares be limited to low fire danger periods? Will the USAF monitor 

fire danger conditions in the Sacramento Mountains before initiating activities that have accompanying 

fire danger risk? lMlat is the Air Force's plan should a flare or other flight activity cause a forest fire?_ 

lMlo will be the "first responders" should a USAF activity cause a forest fire? Will the USAF fund an] 

staff fire protection personnel and equipment in the mountains, and if so, w~,ere and what resources 

will be placed there? If not, why not? lMlo will pay for the damage caused by a forest fire started by a SA-24 

flare or any other USAF activity? What plan is there to remediate the effects of such fire on private 

and public lands? Will the USAF discuss and cooillinate its plans with all of volunteer fire compenies 

and emergency responders in the Sacramento Mountains? 
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A1164 HO Lori S. Metz 

 

A1l63HO 
F) Compensation 

1. V\lhat level of proof IS required before the USAF will compensate a private citizen for damages caused 

by the activity of the F35A? For example, if a resident is not present to witness the actual breaking of 

a window by a sonic boom, but has circumstantial evidence that the sonic boom caused the window to 

break, will the Air Force pay for the damage? Continuing with this example, will the USAF pay for both 
DO-18 

cost of the window and the cost of labor to remove and replace the window? Furthermore, if a citizen 

claims damage 10 livestock, real property or health due to the A35A activity, what kind and degree of 

proof will they need in order to obtain compensation? Will a third party be involved in determining the 

compensation? 

2. V\lhat legal recourses do civilians have should the F35A flights negatively impact the current quiet and 

tranquility to which we are historically accustomed? 

3. One of the results of the planned increase of USAF noise/pollution from F35A operations is a loss of 

the remarkably peaceful and tranquil quality of life in the Sacramento Mountain communities. People 

live in this remote area just because IT is remote, and specifically to avoid city distractions such as 

noise. Since the USAF plans to '~ake" this quality of life from these rural reSidents, an analysiS is DO-63 

warranted. Does the USAF recognize the unique quality of life in the rural Sacramento Mountains and 

how will it measure the anticipated impacts on nural citizens (everything from effects on mental hearth 

to loss of real property value) in the specific Sacramento Mountain setting? Finally, how does the 

USAF propose to compensate nural residents of the Sacramento Mountains for the taking of their 

quality of life? 

Please do not respond to these questions in a perfunctory Of cursory manner. I expect that these j 
questions and concems will be treated seriously, and in depth. I expect to see real data, transparency, and NP-8 

honesty in the Final EIS. The law requires it. Our citizens, our country and our communities deserve it. 

Sincerely, 

~· r!)0v/ 
Elaine i 

6 

!iQ F·351 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

HQ F·35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

/ EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
~Dill}iJlish quality of~NO-36 DDamage tourist industry 
[&FIfreaten fragile ecosysmBI-2 DDamage building structures 
~uce outdoor enjoymenr] DDamage hearing of residents 

of parks, sporting events--.J LU-3 DHanm student concentration 
DDisrupt classes and activities DHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 

at schools, colleges, universities DReduce property values 

HEALTH. SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 

A1l64TU 

endanger the safety of reSidents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would -
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~SA 1 

undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and ~t~; 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. 

A higher percentage of lOW-income and minority residents would be affected@EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. AQ-l 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6 

PLEASE s~,F7E#1~BASING DECISION]j]GE-2 
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A1165 TU Michael W. McGarry 

 

A1166 TU D. Fish 

 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

A1165TU 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

NO F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIB~IONS: 
~Qjrninish qual!ty of I}fgJNO-36 ~3fl1age tourist indu~SO-7 
~hreaten fragile ecosyst~BI-2 l.clO~mage building structu[§]NO-12 
GReduce outdo?r enjoymeriTlLU_3 iatfamage hearing of reside]1§)NO-6 
~ parks, sporting events---.J [3ffarm student concentratiQil)EJ-2 

[2JDisrupt classes and activitiesl ~J:iarm pets, Zoo & wildlffiiJBI-5 
at schools, cOlle~~iversilj§JEJ-2 [TReduce property val~SO-1 

/l/(f}(8t..V PP'Af.(T1 (lie:- • 
HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 

Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-l 
undergo training in singl~-e.ngine, .s~ng~e-piloted aircr~ft with live ordnance, and SA-~6 

. <?~~Id fly off cours~ P]9XIIT)Lty to cIvil air traffic would Increase air crash risks. AM 2 
U,.(/r ~ES:YI-AJ ((15 f( /Z) L/rtF tx/E m C1{43/1- /F{ Y:k5 ' 

A.hlgher percent ge of low-income and minority residents would b'e affeCfed~ EJ-4 
Dlsproport!on~te, det~imental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. AQ-l 
Increases In air pollution and nOise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIOtlliI]GE-2 

= ~; 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg, 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

Al166 TU 

NO. F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & vITIONS: 

~
lminiSh quality of~NO-36 amage tou~i~t indu~SO-7 
hreaten fragile ec~syst§IT!]BI-2 : mage bUlld.lng struct.u~NO-12 

uce outdoor enjoyment] .. amage heanng of resldemNO-6 

~
parks, sporting eventLJLU-3 rm student conce~trafiQijJEJ-2 

Disrupt classes and activitiesl ~m pets, Zoo & wll~ BI-5 
a schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 ~duce property val~SO-l 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, wit~ no history.of safety recor~s, WOUld~ _ 
endanger the safety of residents, e~peclall.y when. pilots (r:na~y foreign) would ~t f6 
undergo training In single-engine, $lng~e-plloted alrcr~ft with hv~ ordnan~e, and AM-2 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would Increase air crash risks. 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority r~sidents ~ould be a~e.cte~@ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute .enwonmentallnJustlce. ~S~~ 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIOffiTI!GE-2 
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A1167 TU J.A. Roman 

 

A1168 TU M. Stammen 

 

IiQ F-351 
A'f.....) 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

O 'd Mart'ln AF Contractor Attn: aVI , 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg, 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

Al167 TU 

NQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted, 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

! iminish quality of:TIfruNO-36 ~amage tourist indu@SZ]SO-7 
Threaten fragile ecosYS®Ii]BI-2 §amage building structu(§[]. NO-12 

educe outdoor enjoymeiiflLU_3 amage hearing of resideill§] NO-6 
of parks, sporting events---1 . arm student concentratiQD]EJ_2 

~isruPt classes and activitiesl J-2 ~arm pets, Zoo & wild.IiIeJ BI-5 
at schools, colleges, universi~E ~educe property val@§] SO-l 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUI~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would ~t f6 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and AM-2 
could fly off course, Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks, 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affecteEd
EJ

-
4 Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. AQ-l 

Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIO~GE-2 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

PLI:A:;t: 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

A1l68 TU 

, Training Flights in TUCSON! tlQ F-35 Basing or Id be adversely impacted. 
Our densely populated metro area wou 

~XCESSIVE NOISE & VI~I~~!~OU~i~t indu~SO-7 ~inish quality ofJl!ruNO-36 ~age bUlldmg struct.u~NO-12 
DThreaten fragile ec?system Qif;~age hearing of resld~:mmNO-6 
G:JR'educe outdoor enJoyment'lLU_3 OHarm student conce.ntr~tlon 

of parks, sporting event~~ DHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 
Qelsrupt classes and act~vltle~ ~EJ-2 OReduce property values 

at schools, colleges, unlversl~ . 

RON MENTAL CONCERNS, ~ 
HEALTH. SAFETY AND EN~~h no history of safety records, would SA-I 

Utilizing completely new t~chnology , ecially when pilots (many foreign) would d SA-16 
endanger the safety ?f reslde~ts, e~~gle_Piloted aircraft with live. ordnan~\ an AM-2 
undergo training in slngl~-e~gme .. ~liI air traffic would increase air crash rlS s. 

could fly off course. Proximity to CI .. 'dents would be affecte~dEJ-4 
. d minority resl .. . A-I 

A higher percentage of low-In~ome ~n would constitute environmentallnJ~stlc~. NS-6 
Disproportionate, det~imental Impac sOUld create negative health effects or a . 
Increases in air pollution and nOise w BASING DECISIOtlliI]GE-2 
PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY -OVERS BEFORE MAKING . 
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A1169 TU Rachel Winch 

 

A1170 TU D. Massalski 

 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

A1l69 TU 

t!" 
Tllo ......... 

NO F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VI~R910NS: 

§ED' inish quality of~NO-36 UJ()amage tourist indu@Y]SO-7 
reaten fragile ecosystID!i]BI-2 ~mage building structu@§lNO-12 

Reduce outdo?r enjoymeiiflLU_3 v' mage hearing of reside::5mNO-6 
9f'parks, sporting events.....J ~ljarm student concentra{jQii]EJ-2 

[j2fDisrupt classes and activities---, ~m pets, Zoo & wild:liml BI-5 
at schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 [JReduce property val~ SO-l 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-l 
undergo training in single-engine, Single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and !t~f 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected@EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice, AQ-l 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all, NO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION][]GE-2 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

PLI:A::it:: 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

A1l70TU 

ti2 F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TU~SOt~~ 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely Impac . 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VI~TIONS: " _T.m " IZJJ amage tOUrist IndU:uL.LJSO-7 
~Diminish quality of ~ NO-36 lamage building structum§] NO-12 

~
hreaten fragile eC~Sys~~BI-2 / Damage hearing of resideJlmNO-6 
educe outdo~r enJoym~ LU-3 Harm student concentrafiQOlEJ-2 

of parks, sporting event, " iCfHarm pets, Zoo & wildiUS BI-5 
t2?J'.0isrupt classes and act~vltles~EJ_2 r;:>oeduce property vaii::ia SO-] 

at schools, colleges, unlversl~ 12:}0 

D ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: B 
HEALTH, SAFETY AN with no history of safety records, would 

Utilizing completely new te,chnolOgy, ecially when pilots (many foreign) would ~t~6 
endanger t~e , saf~ty ?f reslde~ts, e~~ Ie-piloted aircraft with live ordnan~e, and AM-2 
undergo training In slngl~-e~glne, ,s'l g ir traffic would increase air crash risks, 
could fly off course, Proximity to CI'I! a 

, ' 'ty residents would be affected@EJ-4 
A higher percentage ~f low-In?ome and ml~orl nstitute environmental injustice, AQ-l 
Disproportionate, det~lmentallmpacts w~u cr:~e negative health effects for all, NO-6 
Increases in air pollution and nOise wou 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY.OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIOtlliI)GE-2 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–792 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

A1171 TU Alan Binnie 

 

A1172 TU R. Dicksan 

 

A1171 TV 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

NO F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
DDiminish quality of life DDamage tourist industry 
DThreaten fragile ecosystem DOamage building structures 
DReduce outdoor enjoyment DDamage hearing of residents 

of parks, sporting events DHarm student concentration 
DDisrupt classes and activities DHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 

at schools, colleges, universities DReduce property values 

HEALTH. SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUldB 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-l 
undergo training in singl~-engine, .si.ng~e-piloted aircr~ft with live. ordnan~e , and SA-~6 
could fly off course. Proximity to cIvil air traffic would Increase air crash nsks. AM 2 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute .environmental injustice. AQ-l 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION][]GE-2 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

Al172 TU 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

IiQ. F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

~ 
EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBiIONS: 

v iminish quality of~NO-36 mage tourist indu~SO-7 
Threaten fragile ecosys~BI-2 amage build.ing struct.~NO-12 

educe outdoor enjoyment] B'~mage heanng of resldEillml NO-6 
- dt parks, sporting events.....JLU-3~ (g'HHIl rm student conce.ntratiQTI]EJ-2 
[Jbisrupt classes and activitiesl arm pets, Zoo & wlldIiI[JBI-5 

at schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 Reduce property val~ SO-l 

HEALTH. SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especiall.y when. pilots (r:na~y foreign) would ~t f6 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted alrcr~ft with live. ordnan~e, and AM-2 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would Increase air crash risks. 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority r~sidents ~ould be a~e.cte~@EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute .enVironmental inJustice. AQ-l 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DEC1SIOrIDI]GE-2 
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A1173 TU James Richards 

 

A1174 LU Charles L. Barber 

 

Att73 TU 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

!'::!Q F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

~ EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: . . 
0Diminish quality of ~NO-36 ~amage tOUrist mdu!ill'llSO-7 
OThreaten fragile ecosystem ODamage bUilding structures 
~educe outdoor enjoymeliflL ~amage heanng of resldeiiISJ NO-6 

of parks, sporting events.-J U-3 OHarm student concentration 
~sruPt classes and activities I ~rm pets, Zoo & wlldmBI-5 

at schools, colleges, universit~EJ-?"educe property valti§[]SO-1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would ~t~6 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with hve. ordnance, and AM-2 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would Increase air crash risks. 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute .enwonmentallnJustlce. AQ-I 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIO@]]GE-2 

A1174LU 

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. II your comment relers to a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submrt your comments in any olthe lollo";ng ways: 

1) Tum in this lonm at the comment table belore you .,ave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, lax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 21()·652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.al.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 Nationat En~ronmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321 , et seq. At! 
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. HOlN9ver, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not 'being included on the distribution list. 

Name: C~'A .. 1':J«s L. 0A<?v3E;£,(,?e-r-) 

Comments: .... An"~.l"d Tk- rn ..... ,'hj v-eLd Q"T -rt.- 1A),'jwfh-, -

)2<'";>0' .... "\ ! V\ L-~,&b G., «.Ld PArl-Ie· true' w .OI--s ·v.<2v:::J P I-<,~d. 

H·Please print - Additional space is provided on the back ..... 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of 1he Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices aboullhe F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-3 
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A1175 BO Sandy Royer 

 

A1174 LU 

Fov --r-h I S . 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments 00 the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or sectioo 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 tooight. 
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 Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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. All 
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. HO\\Ever, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: __ ~S~~~N~~~Y~~R~oy~E~~~ ____________________________ _ 

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

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training BaSing EIS 

A1175 BO 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–795
 

 

 

A1176 BO Brad Viets 
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A117580 
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f df)07 tuiWf 

1.55 C( e S :::J NO-6 

F-3S- heK~ J 
GE-l 

117.e 0 b ( ec:hU-L 
J 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Al17680 

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 submn 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 Of public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 Unrted States Code 4321 . et seq. All 
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 er 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 result in your name not being mcluded on the distribution list 

Name: f.3 &J4 0 V, "-= 

Address:' _---1 __ 

? 

"·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 to receive future nolices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS 
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A1177 HO Ray Post 

 

A1178 LU Patricia Kush 

 

David Martin 
HQ Af:f/A7CPP 
266 F Street West Building 901 
Randolph FFB TX 78150-4319 

6 March 2012 

Dear Mr. Martin, 
I am writing you regarding placing the F - 35 aircraft at Holloman Air Forc~ 

Al177 HO 

Base outside Alamogordo New Mexico. My concerns are flares will cause 3 
forest fires in the mountain areas. The draft of the EIS fails to estimate the ~~~! 
number of fires and the cost to fight them. 

Another concern what is the response time to fight fires? What resources ~ 
area available to fight them? What would the compensation be for property SA-24 

lost by the residents in the mountain communities? How long would it take to SO-4 

be compensated for lost buildings due to a fire cause by the F-35 aircraft? 

These are many questions that remain unanswered. I am very nervous about 
the prospect of the F-35's being placed at Holloman_ The mountains are very 
dry, many people make the mountains their home, a Boy Scout camp, 
Methodist Assembly, and several other church camps are located in the 
mountain areas dedicated to youth. 

Ray Post 

Copy: Senator Steve Udall; Jeff Bingham; Rep. Steve Pearce 

A1178LU 

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

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 follo"';ng ways: 

1) Tum in this foom 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 Fomof 
HQ AETCfA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 pursuanl 10 !he National Environmental Policy Acl, 42 United Stales Code 4321, et seq. All 
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 infonnation 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 ·Iist for 
the Final EIS distribution. Fa~ure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: &1/.-'/04 ««6/' 

Comments: +: V 74: ., y 
Or) /z, e r/p lY Cl If' < z: La 7k e T"r ~A/.Ji 

,brCd'lZ;Y FOg: b;e C-,%--d d. z lueve. dI"TOU-/'"",¢ 

6eJ9tf1l,eJ"I <rW 'zijr:5 tVolZr"4f! cYAtcf d74o;;c/ LlL"A'!d'Z2L£e 

/2(:6dr:",,& -n,., lne F --3S'dJ /l&£ kel,,;.;,- ??ze« dXle T . 
& ; q 1ft! r 'Z'i2 Gene CR/?H!Zl?y ave! & A/f'l Z() 4/.4 

Th, Itt PIC} «- t<2tpnzeu) a."1: t CLi-'", lza. ve /; ec' c2 me. 0 «.b 
" I'-- ",-_ , r.4:m,hV cuy2d ae 5u-I';y:?tL-tPdz#!y Cad2 eh U p(UeS- t-:~d0 

ar.< __ T ljJJ''i1:J A(Lp.u~t+ loue .. rain 8Jorbe:/,,£ve ""tlA, 

€ -3SA2J Lv,(f ,':/,A(T he a .. e .. 04d4' hame,'; &eiJdr.Oei y 
'the e.vy11fa"Jme,ZT/.j.1. ISsue'; 0& ,,us'id.lth(! A& L Cttm,x/a;/Icd 

-1= tn, kw-el'l.7-::J oE nu 6eCUK'LV of a .. fi! C"",vTry A&!d 

'me Q' ah 7h e Ioo<c pM.I<£', ~c. "Ia.-.I/e 0cJ" yL~~ 
'M,) (?a,e., the"".,..- W<2Wca) f(1 up,EO(m tlauf?""'7Jv d<26 nAt 
old 4ft} Od~ keha.LF ..... Please print _ Additional space is provided on the back.-· 

GE-3 

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

'Provide your mailing address 10 receive fulure nolices aboullhe F·35A Training Basing EIS. V ~ ~~_ 
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A1179 BO Carolyn W. Panko 

 

A1180 TU Kim Crooks 

 

United States Air Force 
Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

A1179 BO 

Please record your comments on this fonn to let the U.S. Air Force know what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may submit your 
comments by: 

1) Depositing this fonn at the Comment Table before you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing this fonn to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received no later than 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 (NEPAl, 42 USC 4321, et seq. All written 
comments received during the comment period will be considered during Draft EIS preparation. Your provision of private address 
information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Draft 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 Draft 
EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Carolyn W. Panko _______________________ _ 

Organization/Affiliation: Resident of Boise, Idaho; commenting as a private citizen, _______ _ 

Address:·~~~:~iiiiiiiiiL==================== City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: I appreciate the opportunity to comment about the proposed F-35A Training proposal. BOiS~ 
has for many years worked toward creating a community which values its quality of life. These community 
values extend to ML of the residents of our city and surrounding area, including those who would be most ~g:~6 
directly impacted by the adoption of this proposed program for training purposes. The neighborhoods 
whose residents expect to be able to work and play and rest and enjoy a night's sleep will change 
dramatically, if the proposed program is put in place. The recent housing crisis in our country is showi~n 
some signs of improvement, but these affected residents could find their troubles are just starting as the SO-1 
value of their homes decline. Who would want to move young families into an area of almost non-stop 
noise? There are alternative locations for the proposed program, which do not create such a negative ~ 
impact on a community. I trust that these other locations have been and will continue to be a subject of GE-1 
study before a final decision is made. It seems to me that the negative aspects of the proposed location in 
our area far outweigh the positive. 

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to voice my opinion. 

/~%~ 
Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information and to download a copy of this 

comment form. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the Air Forces F-35A Training EIS. 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A&CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fomof, 

AllSO TU 

March 9,2012 

My family came to Tucson, Arizona in the 1930's when people still used horses as a 
form of transportation and the air was clean. My father a former WWII prisoner of war 
was stationed at Davis-Monthan Air Field at the age of 19 while in the Army Air Corps. 
From the time he arrived in Tucson he knew that this is the place he wanted to live once 
he got out of the service. My parents meet after WW11, married at Arizona Inn and made 
this their home near by my mother's parents in a now historic neighborhood. 

I too along with my children have stayed in Tucson and live in a house built in 1929 near 
my grandparents home. We have stayed because we love the weather, being outside 12 
mon~hs out of the year and the beautiful dessert. Over the last 10 years enjoying being 
outSide has changed do to the over flights from OM and the Air National Guard stationed 
at TIA. And now the Air Guard wants to bring in the F-35, a plane 4-times louder than 
any other plane and had an unknown history over our heavily populated city. 

After reading the DEIS I am now more concerned than ever for Tucson. 

1. Why is there no concern for the 8000 people that would be directly under the] F 
35 flight path? We all know that there is not money in the budget to mitigate 
thousands of homes. And how do you insulate a trailer? All of these people's NO-ll 
homes would become "unsuitable for residential use". So why should they stay. SO-l 
And how much would Pima County loose in property taxes? 

2. In the DEIS they recognize that most of these people are low-income and ~ 
minorities yet there was no publicity in Spanish or DEIS meetings held in their 
~eighbo.rhoods. At the last DEIS meeting in Tucson I requested to see the DEIS EJ-5 
In Spanish and was looked at like I was from another planet. 

3. Most of us that live in mid-town Tucson know that the military planes coming iill 
and out of OM and TIA do not fly a straight line as drawn in the DEIS. We also~DO-23 
know that they fly well below 1000 feet above our homes and businesses. w91 
also know that the F-35 may well be part of Operation Snowbird in the futuru eM-3 

4. Why is DEIS even happening without a F-35 fly over in Tucson? How can""il 
community say, "yes" to a plane with no history and no site based testinglJ GE-2 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–798 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

 

 

A1181 BO Robert Wanda Dryder 

 

AlISO TU 

5. An area not covered in the DEIS is the effect the noise will have on our ChildreJn 
Just off the top of my head I can think of several dozen elementary, middle and 
high schools that have to endure daily f1igh.ts over their rooftops and playgrounds. EJ-2 
Not to mention the University of Arizona With 30,000+ students, faculty and 
staff. Not only is the roar of jets flying low overhead disruptive to teaching it can 
also cause sensory overloads in some children and adults. 

All public schools are required by Federal Law to provide and education to every 
child in the school closest to their home. That means that every school may have 
children with autism, Down syndrome, ADD and ADHA, hearing impairments 
and/or other disabilities. In 2009 the Centers for Disease control determined that 
1 in 110 children born will be diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). 

People with ASD may have sensory perceptions that are disordered. This means 
the ordinary sights, sounds, smells, tastes and touches of everyday life that you 
may not even notice can be downright painful. The very environment in which 
they live in is often hostile. Their hearing may be hyper-acute. Their brains can't 
filter all input, and may become overloaded and cause meltdowns, blow-ups or 
tantrums. Some children with hypersensitive hearing can wear noise-cancelling 
headphones to block out loud sounds while others are also sensitive to anything 
on their heads and ears. With the number of jets flying over these schools and 
the university hourly would require the children to wear headphones all day long 
thus making learning impossible. 

EJ-2 
NO-58 

I do not have any of the disabilities listed above but I do know that the military ~ NO-6 
planes flying low and loud over my home and business raise my blood pressure, NO-3 
disrupt my sleep and run my quality of life. NO-36 

You have to realize that it is not the daily average noise from one plane that WJ.II 
impact the community. It is the sudden loud bursts that last 4 -10 seconds that NO-50 
affect our health. Also it is not just the planes but also the cumulative affect of 
noise that will damage our hearing. 

I suggest you read the research that has been done on noise and health. Europe is 
aware of it and has made many changes in their planes, military bases and 
communities. 

Burden of Disease from Environmental Noise - World Health Organization (WHO) 
Noise Pollution Hard on Heart as Well as Ears - National Public Radio (NPR) 

Noise pollution is the second leading cause of ill health just under air pollution. 

Sincerely, 

#i'l1)~ 
Kim Crooks 

NO-6 

United States Air Force 
Pubtit 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 Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150·4319 
Fax: 210·652·5649 
Email: aetc.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 ofthe 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. All 

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 ·Iist for 

:::~I E . tri~~n . Failure to~~suchJ:;ati~;:ult in your name not being included on the distribution list 

"'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 to receive future notices about the F -3SA Training Basing E IS. 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1l82 TV 

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 follov.ing 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 Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cD.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part olthe 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 432t , et seq. All 
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 I . Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: __ ~~~~~LU~ __ ~~~~~.-__________________________ ___ 

~ .'--"-"~.~ .- ' ;~~ 
Visij www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive Mure notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

A1182 TU 

GE-] 
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A1183 TU David A. Gantz 

 

A1184 BO Mr. and Mrs. Robert J. Pistey 

 

A1l83TU 

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 follo"';ng 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 Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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. All 
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 E1S distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: :bAN 0')!.) Q krl ] 

Address:' ____ _ 

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 future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-4 

NO-37 

NO-36 

SA-l 

GE-l 

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 subm~ your comments in any of the follo"';ng 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 Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78t50-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetca7cp.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 officiat record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EtS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United Stales Code 4321, et seq. All 
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 EtS 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 result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: '-!&t. , ~. a~J if ~ 
-----------------

" ' Please print - Addilional space is provided on Ihe back:U 

Visit www.F~35ATrainin9EIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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A1185 BO Bret Seidenschwarz 

 

A1186 TU Wendy Krueger 

 

-March 2, 2012, 

Mr. David Martin Air Force Contractor, 
and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F. Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin and Kim Fornof: 

This is in reference to the F-35 program proposal for Boise Idaho. 

A1l85BO 

"Not in my back yard, " the famous refrain echoes. In my particular case the area ~ 
designated not suitable for residential use would literally be in my back yard, separated SO-1 
by a chain link fence or two. I am very concerned that the Air Force would be 
considering a site that is a current commercial use airport enclosed by a residential CitJY 
If my back yard were an Air Force base or the desert land that surrounds many Air 
Force bases it would be fine. But to change the rules on Boise residents who GE-l 
purchased homes in a zoned residential area seems short sighted, when other 
candidate sites are strictly Air Force bases surrounded by residents who understood the 
circumstances of their residential purchases. Oddly, neighboring and very rural , ] 
Mountain Home Air Force base is not considered a primary site, yet would be used as GE-12 
an alternate choice. I certainly think the logic behind that is very odd . 

To ask residents to buy in to a project as long term and consequential as the F-35 
program certainly requires a significant amount of buy in from the public, at least on the 
verge of 70% or more to be a jointly successful venture. Currently I don't feel the 
disclosure from the government is sincere enough to warrant that public buy in. Are reai"lGE_2 
life flyovers scheduled for a week or more to simulate what conditions would be like? ~ 
Have all homeowners who will be affected been contacted in person[j NP-20 

Thank you for considering our request! 

Sincerely, 

Bret Seidenschwarz 

United States Air Force 
PubHc Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmantallmpact Statement (EIS) 

A1l86 TU 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft [IS. If your comment relars to a speci1ic page or saction of 
the EIS, ptease identify that location. You may submn your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this tooo al the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments 10 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 Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Oraft els must be postmarked or received by March 14,2012, to ensure they become 
part Of the official retord. AU comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the NaUonal Environmental Policy Act, 42 UnIted States Code 4321, et seq, AJI 

written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. YOIlr provision of private 

address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will nol be released in thE! Final E!S 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 E1S distribution. Failure to provide such informa!ion wi!1 result in your name not being included on the distribution lis\. 

Name: '.Uf ,y)( I KqX'Of" 
, ) 

Organization/Affil iation: __ . _______ . _ __ ._._ ... __ . ___ ____ . ____ _ 
Addr ••• " ___ _ 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: ;t: (, m i OC I .\:,... The r I 101 Trolill \9 ~ 
. \...;)~_ ~f'~.........:f'[ >d,l.l..l< ~~\?;..>..w..n\---I..A Fw;w=~5 A-'-U...\.a......J..LI.~UJ.l.=tt"___'_~ ~..lJ..U..I0:--'-l....>..:..:I(\~(_ GE-3 ~I).£.l C:" , b \ cft \ 1,,61 I;) II L Q::k'd.\: € !"\ 0) '" ! \~("i. < 

SQf!;-. 

m~lea$e print - Additi0[1QI9PQt;C is provided on the back ..... • 

Visit www.F·35ATralnlngEIS.com for project Infonnatlon or to download a r.opy ot the Draft EIS. 

~ProvJde yotJr mailing addres$ to receive future notices aboot the F-35A Training Basing E1S, 
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A1187 BO Carl and Ellen Collins 

 

A1188 LU James Phillips 
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A1189 BO Noah and Janet Carter 

 

A1190 BO Judy Bloom 

 

March 14, 2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 

HQ AETC/A7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: F-35 Proposal I Gowen Field, Boise, ID 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Al189 BO 

We strongly oppose the plan to bring F-35 fighter jet~ to Boise's Gowen FieidlGE_l 

The Environmental Impact Statement related to that Issue clearly makes ~ 
imposing these jets on a metropolitan area unconscionable. 

-C;~.t --~ 
Noah and Janet ca~ 
Boise,lD 

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) Turn 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 AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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. 

A1190 DO 

The Draft F-35 Environmental Impact Study for the Boise, Luke, and Holloman Air Force J 
Training.sites is seriously flawed with errors: ?missions, and shoddy work: and cannot be used as the basis 
for the Fmal EIS or NEPA Recorded of Decls Ion. There are too many senous deficiencies that must be NP -13 
addressed frrst as outlined in the list below. I am requesting an indefinite stoppage/postponement of the 
NEP A process until the deficiencies in the Draft EIS are corrected. 

1. There are no definitive DB loudness boundary maps, studies or numbers published for the F-35'~ 
perfor~ the~ ,if you have not. done so, or ~u~lish the~ if you have tltem. As the off-site loudness NO-4 
has be~?sho •• n t~ cause hearmg damage, It I~ essential tltat th~ are~ maps show DB magnitudes at NO-5 
all senslttve locattons . . These measures or estImates already eXIst smce they are required to 
develop the DNL measures which are listed for all sensitive locations. 

2. Over 10,000 residents will find their homes reclassified as "Not Suitable for Residential use"J'f 
the F-35s are brought in. This will result in millions of dollars of lost property value. It is SO-l 
essential that a full house by house appraisal and valuation be done. Who is responsible to do SO-2 
this? 

3. Over 1,000 resi~ents .will be exposed to very high noise levels due to the unusually c10ill NO-ll 
proxImIty of resldenttal houses to the runways. 1,400 afterburner take offs will occur annually. Ttl 
IS essenttal that a full nOIse study be done of the afterburner noise situation. ~ NO-38 

"·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 to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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A1191 LU Andrea Buttrich 

 

A1l90BO 

4. 4 schools and 13-day care centers will be in very high DNL and noise magnitude areas. wiWl EJ-l 
mitigations will be done to avoid deteriorating learning levels? This must be studied in dep!!!J 

5. The world health organization Slates that DNL levels of 50 and above can cause health and mJetal 
p<obiems. It is essential that the EIS include boundary maps for 50DNL, 55 DNL, and 60 DNL. NO-4 

6. Severallhousand residents will be exposed to DNL and sound magnitudes above the 65 DNL. 
Multi DNL boundary maps and studies are needed for 70 ONL, 75 ONL, 800NL, 85 DNL, an 
> 85 DNL. Also, what mitigations will be used to avoid the severe health. mental, and financial NO-6 impacts. 

7. In order for individual homeowners to understand their options, a residence by residence list of am SO-2 
propenies and any and all A vigation Easements that encumber each property is required. ~ 

8. Pres~nt clarificatio~ of the "No ~c( ion Altemati~~." Does this mean all fo~ locations wTITlDO-J 
contmue to be candIdates for baSing F-35s as add Itional planes become avadabJe? ~ DO-2 

9. What are the next steps in the bed down process after the final EIS? Will actions be takenw NP-l 
reconcile the airspace and land use conflicts that are identified in the EIS? Will Joint Use La~d LU-l 
Studies be authorized? Will Zoning ordinances in conflicted areas be enforced. Will rezoni 
occur? Will a program be initiated to move residences out of the 65DNL, 70 ONL, 75 ONL, 80 SO-3 
DNL, 85 DNL. and> 85 DNL areas identified in the EIS? 

10. Will the Air Force bring several F·35s to Boise to conduct a typical daily training routine of 58 
sorties. Take off 5 times under fu ll afterburner. Take off and land at night 5 times. Measure the ~~~7 
lOUdness. Let the residents of all of the Boise Valley hear the future for themselves. If the Air 
Force is unWilling to do this, please list the reasons Why. 

11. The EIS st.ates that the F·35s I Boise will contribute over 250 tons of Carbon Monoxide to the ar] a 
around the Boise Airport. This is over 250% more than allowed by EPA rules. The Air Force 
mitigation is to request an exemption from the rule. This does nothing to address the CO impact. AQ-3 
Analysis of the health impacts on residents, especially children is required, as are the financial 
impacts of Boise becoming EPA nOn compliant on Air Quality standards. 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

. ~ucsonforward.com 

L; ,--
II"~ ,//"/'" ,//,/,/,//, ",/"/"//,,,,/11,/,,,,/,/1 

A1l91 LU 
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A1192 BO Susan Bachner and A. William Boehner 

 

A1193 BO Jim Pickett 

 

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 follo";ng 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 Foroe Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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. 

Publ~ comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
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. HolNever, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing 'list for 

the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infonn~tion will result in your name not ¥ing included on the distribution ~ 

Name: / 1 f ~-t- {.. , t>~ t. A...<'~ v e G./0~~~ 
OrganizationIAffiliat;on: RL n ru:::---V I 

GE-4 

GE-l 

-·Please print - Additional space is provided on the back."" 

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

·Provide your mailing address 10 receive future notices aboul the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

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

1) Tum in this fiorm 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 ernaH comments to: 

David Martin, PJr Foroe Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street Wes~ Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft as must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensul8lhey become 
part 01 the oIIk:iaI record. All COIM*ltI will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Publ~ comments a:e requested pursuant to the National Environmentat Policy Ad, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
_ comments received during the comment period wi" be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your coovnent is votunta:y. Your private addness information wiN not be reteased 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 d~bution. F~ to provide such information wiH resuH in your name not being inctuded on the distribution list. 

Name: -" ' M \ ,1: .. ).( .. 5-11 
6rganizallonlAflitlatlon: ___________________ _ 

A1l93BO 

<.> \~~G (J"u:, No "\?f:{7,}.,r,vc; U)v\l"e=s 1'::>ou,J.'I>~" MA7.5;l 
S(Ji)%) ovo- L\O.VCLS XUbU::;w,a ..fox. Tf-IE -\=" -35,:" JNO-4 

'" let"'- -F-'b5~ IJJ\L...L \Z..£L:td\5\O. M'-I~ -"B::Ju..U'(Ai'll5 

t'N,"fO ll-\-t A\l..8A .Ai2..bu't-'<'Q -;-f.k;:: A-,<..t,"'>O<L'_ I(-l.G ~\5£" 

"'ILGDr CvV.:~.",rS(l..'i S'I'UJG&L£'5 W Itt-\- !M-q ... rlA-'~tI40 
AQ-I 

-Please print - Additional space is provided on the back."-

Visit www.F-35ATralnlngEIS.comforproject information or to download a copy of the Draft EtS. 

'Provide your maiing _ess to IllCOive future notices about !he F.J5A T""~ng Basing EIS. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–806 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

 

 

A1194 TU Anne and Jeffrey Gartner 

 

A1193BO 

<.:> A l\Llb.L- ~vN D~ ~'31Q's S \.\f:)\)L-V '?:;£ l)cMol'-i~bD 
\1-.\ ],o\Se ...... n-\t5 5\-\00\...1) 1& As CL05E (0 

GE-2 

~\ t-.\b\)-\b t vE1--\(,,) 

<..? S'?E~\~\c.... :h\1:2\:'':: IiI<.JVGL,t:.!c, 5-\-\Qv\...\) 0 "6 '\Ie: \l K> l'\iS1I 

~:I ::!\k~ \~ -VA'( CC>.'ll~ (£:N(~ ANI) ~ 
'S:\.\oOL.::;2 l:\E~1L ,.tE, A- '\c1e>\CT. UJ~AT MmG{>cTroN.5 EJ-l 
~'i1.;~ ?L6.~NtD [0 MQ~ ~ I /'\ I' AG-C~ to 'l-\.c 
bcAQ..\NG e-bVj t2RoN/.I'tr~'S J..' 11+~2:1: '3CNSITrV~ 

5r\-e5. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comm~rm 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1194 TU 

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

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

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 9IJ1 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 21()'652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7cpinbcx@us.atmil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmar1<ed 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 requesled pursuanllo \he National Environmenlal Policy Act, 42 Unned Slates Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period lNili be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information 'NittI your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or f~r 
any other purpose, unless required by law. Ho..,ver, your private address information";l1 be used 10 compile the mailing lisl fOf 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure 10 provide such information ";11 resutt in your name nol being included on the distribulion list. 

Name: ANN ~ E :r E FEe f' v Gfi-e IN 5}( 
) 

""·Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.--

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or 10 download a copy of Ihe Draft EIS. 

*Provide your mailing .address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–807
 

A1195 BO Steve Tornga 

 

A1196 TU Norberta Santiago 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1l95 BO 

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 AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email : aetc.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. All 
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_d~~~n. ·bl!!i~ ' Failure ~~nformation will resu lt in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: , ft.:.--1'" ,/,C?/"?C 

Organization/Affiliation" 
-~~--

Address:' 

City, State 

Comments: ......!e:::......:..:.-----....:.....:.JL:-.~7--~-___"'7S"":........:"'--'--7'-~'---'---'--L;-'-'--"--'-'---=-~]~4 

~~~~--~~~~~-D~~~~~--~~~~--~~~~~--INO-l 

~~~~~~~~~~~LQ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EtS. 

March 12,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Draft EIS on the F-35A 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the 
proposed F-35A in Tucson, Arizona. 

A1l96 TU 

I am against basing any F-35Ajets at the TIAAir Guard Station inj 
Tucson, Arizona, and I am against these jets flying to and from the GE-4 
Davis Monthan Air Force Base, also in Tucson, Arizona. 

I live in one of the closest areas, Barrio Centro, just northwest of OJ 
AFB where planes take off and land close to my home. The planes 
at this time fly over my home on take-off and landing, and they are NO-8 

extremely noisy and the vibrations I believe have already done 
damage to my home even without this F-35A. 

I believe that a great majority of people surrounding both TIA AGS l 
and OM AFB are minority and lower-income populations, and woul.QjEJ-4 
significantly be affected. And because there are so many HiSpanij 
people in Tucson, you should also provide information in Spanish, EJ-5 
which up to this point, you have not done in writing. 

I would like to know specifically what kind of damage you know thaj 
an F-35A will do if you were to base them here, and what measures NO-20 

does the Air Force have in place for this. 

Sound Proofing proposals for the future is not acceptable, as there J.S NO-20 

no guarantee of this happening, and even if it did, that only helps NO-36 

somewhat on buildings, but what about our way of life, quality of life, ~~~~8 
health, going outside, enjoying our weather, etc. 
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A1197 TU Helen Bayly 

 

Al196 TU 

I understand that the current planes we have are A-10's and F-16'S~ 
and on occasion we have other noisier planes such as the F-18 and NO-8 

Harriers, and other noisy planes. Recently we heard the noise of the 
F-22 from OM AFB which was here for a special training, the noise of 
this particular plane was really unbearable. These planes are 
already too much for our area of town, and to think that an F-35A will 
be twice as loud or louder, depending on the height where they are NO-l 

flying, and where they take off and land, is unimaginable. It would be 
unthinkable to even imagine what kind of damage an F-35A would do 
in my area of town, and in the TIAAir Guard Station area of town. 

I strongly encourage you to take into consideration the enormous ~ 
amount of people (a million) that live in Tucson and the surrounding NO-37 

areas, especially in mid-town and in the south end of Tucson. Both 
TIA Air Guard Station and OM AFB have too many residences, etc. 
already. The damage that this F-35A would cause to not only homes 
and their property values, but to people (young, old, middle-aged, 
retired, disabled, outside workers, etc.), schools, churches, tourism, 
outside enjoyment, ballgames, outside events, etc. is far too ~g~ ~ 
enormous for our city. We have wonderful weather here and people ~~-_~ 
enjoy having their windows and doors open, and enjoying their yards 
and parks, and attending outside events. These kinds of activities 
would not be possible with the F-35A flying over Tucson, Arizona. 

I would strongly encourage you to base this F-35A away from j 
populated areas. Even though training is necessary somewhere, GE-l 

Tucson, Arizona is not the right place for it. 

Thank you for your consideration. I would like to request a copy Of] NP-7 

the Final EIS or any future information you have for the public. 

A1197TU 

---
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A1198 TU Rita B. Ornelas 

 

 

 

March 14,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQAETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Draft EIS on the F-35A 
I oppose basing this jet in Tucson, AZ. 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

A1198 TV 

I met you both at the two public meetings held in Tucson, Arizona. 
appreciate your professionalism and patience in this very difficult 
process. I enjoyed meeting and speaking with both of you. 

After reading this letter, it is long, but I hope you read it because it is 
important to hear someone who is very concerned. 

If you will remember, I spoke at both public meetings. I am very d 
passionate about this issue, as you saw, because I am already 
affected by the planes that fly directly over my home and NO-8 

neighborhood since we are in the direct flight path of Davis-Monthan 
Air Force Base. 

Even though this D-EIS is for comments regarding different 
alternatives for the Air Guard Station at the Tucson International 
Airport, this issue also affects OM AFB, and this D-EIS does not j 
sufficiently address the impacts of planes going and coming from the DO-30 

Air Guard Station to OM AFB. 

I also think that this D-EIS does not go far enough in addressing the 
impacts on the neighborhoods that will be affected by the planes 
going and coming from the Air Guard Station over both locations, the 
AGS and OM AFB. The cumUlative affects to both areas will be 
devastating to our city if any F-35's are based here, not to mention 
the impacts it will have on all of Tucson. Even if one F-35 was to fly 
over us would be too much, what about the numbers that you are 
considering. _ 

NO-l 

A1198 TV 

As it is we have F-16's flying over us a lot and they fly one and a feJ seconds later they fly another one. And this is on-going, and the NO-8 

noise and vibrations and anxiety that we feel is too much. 

Those that argue that it will be good for the economy in bringing jobs, 
are not looking at the devastation that it will bring to particularly two 
areas of the city, which will be a far greater devastation to many more 
people than the jobs that it will ever bring. And then that devastation 
will take its toll on the rest of the city and those that think it is all 
about jobs. Remember this is not just about jobs or planes, this is 
the Air Force trying to do its job, but we are here to give our 
comments one way or the other, which we are grateful to this country 
that we still have that right. 

And by the way, I have lived in Tucson since 1965, and my family 
used to send me and my brother to Tucson to visit my Aunt in the 
summer for two weeks every year as a youngster in the 1950's, I 
have always loved Tucson. I attended high school here and I 
attended the University of Arizona, and I worked at the University of 
Arizona my entire life. I am now a senior citizen, and if I knew then 
what I know now, oh my goodness! 

My current home is located just northwest of DM-AFB, and it is 
directly under the flight path. I purchased my home in 1987. In fact, 
my home is in the Julia Keen Neighborhood, my home is usually the 
first one that planes fly over when taking off from OM AFB, and the 
last home they fly over when the planes come in to land into OM 
AFB. Therefore, the planes are flying very low over my house 
because they are ready to land or to take-off. When I moved here, I 
was not aware of the flight path, I was offered an opportunity to buy 
this home when the owner died, and her son asked if I would buy the 
house; his mother was a friend of mine. I never thought that I would 
be able to afford a house, but it worked out. It is a very nice home. 
And if I could afford it, I would move, but where would I move to, and 
I shouldn't be forced to more and leave my friends and family that are 
close to me just because of the planes. 

The thunderous noise, and the vibrations of planes that are here l 
already is incredibly disturbing. I have been told that some of these I NO-8 
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AIl98TU 

planes may be flying as low as 500 feet above my home. These J 
plane~ have already damaged my home, the ground under my home, NO-8 

my neighborhood, and my health. The noise, etc. has increased cont"d 

throughout the years. They don't fly that low in the rest of the city. 

~ live about one block east of the elementary school that was closed 
In 2004: the J.ulia Keen EI~mentary School. Even though this is not 
what this partl~ular O~EIS IS about, this is exactly what happens when 
you fly planes In a neighborhood where a school exists and you are 
told that "we want your in-put, your comments," even when they 
wanted to close our school. And at that time, we asked what in-put 
do you want, what are you doing. We were told that they wanted to 
close the school, and of course we did not want the school closed 
and we were frustrated because they were not telling us anything in 
order for us to give them in-put. So we were told they want to close 
the school and they want our in-put. So of course we said we don't 
want the school to close. They tell us that they want to close the 
school beca~se of the danger to the students (600 of them). Now 
here we ~re In 2012, with an estimated 1700 homes in just the Julia 
Keen Neighborhood area, and we have no public school. 

~o now ~gain, you want our comments, and you don't have factual 
Information for us, and we are trying our best to make comments 
and we are really left hanging by most of our politiCians who are ' 
supposed to be protecting the residents. 

We are. a neighborhood that is centrally located to many important 
pl.aces In Tucs?n. ,,!e are close to OM AFB, the Tucson Intemational 
Airport, the University of Arizona, downtown, malls, businesses, retail 
stores, restaurants, and Reid Park, we also have close access to the 
freeway. People. have lived .in this area for many, many years, and 
we .have generations of families that have lived here, and come back 
to Ii~~ here when they grow up. We like this neighborhood and the 
families and friends that we have known for many years. 

The noise, and vib~ati~ns, a~d fear of danger of the planes that fly ~ 
over us at present IS dl.stur~lng , and we believe that the planes have 
already done damage In this area. We recognize the different 
sounds of different planes, we may not know one plane from another NO-8 

but recently I have become aware of what some of these planes are. ' 

AIl98 TU 

A couple of weeks ago, OM AFB had many pilots and planes come in 
to be certified in order to be allowed to perform at air shows all over 
the country, this was called the Heritage Flight Training and 
Certification Course. Well yes, everybody likes to see planes flying , 
especially ones you don't normally see, but this took place on a 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday. And it was quite noisy. The worst day 
was Sunday, I did not know what kind of plane had gone over us, but 
it was around 11 :00 a.m. to 12:00 noon, when some plane went over 
my home, and we heard a noise on top of our roof that sounded like 
somebody had dumped an ARMY TANK on top of our roof. It shook 
the entire roof, and the roof creaked, and it creaked all day for two 
days. My neighbor felt the same thing, we live in town homes, there 
are four town homes connected to each other, and we face OM AFB. 
My neighbor ran outside to see what had happened, and car alarms 
were going off all over. We did not know what had happened. I 
thought at first that it was a sonic boom. 

-

It wasn't until I went to a meeting the following day, on Monday, which 
was the MCRC Operations Sub-Committee Meeting, that I was told 
what it probably was. I relayed this story to the Air Force 
representatives, and they told me that it was probably an F-22. I 
asked why would we have experience that awful sound on top of our 
roof, it was so forceful , I actually thought that the roof was going to 
cave in. They explained something about the plane flying at a certain 
low height over my home, and something about the air pressure or 
something like that, and that is why I felt that on my roof. And they 
said that is about what the F-35 will sound like. Other people at the 
meeting snickered, saying that the F-35 will be even louder. Most 
people don't know one plane from another, we only experience the 
noise and vibrations, and damage to our homes and to ourselves, but 
in the last two years I have been leaming about some of the kinds of 
planes that come in. 

NO-8 

even more, that is totally, totally ~nacceptabl~ , an~ unthin.kable that _ 
And if an F-35 will be as destructive and loud as this F-22 was or ~ 

this kind of plane would be conSidered to fly In a City that IS as NO I 

populated as Tucson, Arizona, and that has so many homes, 
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A1198TU 

schools, businesses, churches, parks and people in general around~ 
both Bases. And keep in mind that they don't just fly in and out of the 

NO-l 

Bases, they also circle all over the City. I can't even imagine any city 
suitable for the F-35 to fly over in order to train pilots. 

I can go on and on, but I think I have made my point. The D-EIS J's 
very flawed, it is not complete, it does not give us real-life facts, it NP-13 

does not address the cumulative impacts on both sides of Tucson 
and it does not address anything that the Air Force would do to try to] 
help the people affected. And our County and City officials, except-.J NO-20 

for a couple of them, don't seem to care about The People that are 
affected, or maybe they know something that we don't know. Who 
knows? 

Yes, the two Bases are important, but when you have so much 
encroachment around both of them, and so many homes, schools, 
businesses, etc. around them also, I really think that the Air Force 
and the City need to do something to alleviate the burden on the 
impacted residents. Nobody wants to see these Bases close, but I 
think that with the problems that you face in this city, you need to 
think about different kinds of missions for these two Bases. You 
cannot keep flying noisier and unsafe planes over us anymore. 

Like it or not, when push comes to shove, something has to give. 
Either the Air Force has to go elsewhere unless they change what 
they are doing, or the City and the Air Force need to figure out a way 
to help the very people who are closest to the two Bases and do the 
most fair thing possible, and I mean fair, in order to keep the Bases 
here. 

I know that it is not just us that live close to the Bases that are 
complaining about the noise. I have heard people all over the city 
say that the noise bothers them, and that they are afraid. Some 
people say these people are just cry babies that complain about the 
noise. They are not. Those people don't live here and don't know 
what we endure. We have real concerns, not only for our homes, bUJ 
for our health, our children, our community, the environment, the air, NO-6 

the land, and the sea (oh, I forgot we don't have a sea here), and ~~1 
many other reasons. Sorry, but I had to add a funny note here. 

A1198 TU 

Anyway, I know I have rambled on and on, but I think that any ~ 
reasonable person can see that an F-35 does not belong in Tucson, GE-l 

and many of the other planes that fly here now also do not belong in 
Tucson. This F-35 that has had so many problems in developmenJ 
and is so expensive (my goodness, billions of dollars, and our DO-5 

country is broke) what are you thinking? Does anyone have any 
common sense anymore? With all the great people and technology 
that we have in this country, you would think that someone could up 
with a better solution. 

The F-35 belongs out in the desert, away from populations. It 
definitely does not belong in Tucson, Arizona. 

Please send me the final EIS and any information for the public in the 
future. Thank you. 

Thank you for hearing my ramblings. Good luck to you and to us all, 
and God bless America. Because -- my goodness gracious folks! 

Sincerely, 

Rita B. Ornelas 

cc: Secretary of the Air Force 
Congressman Raul Grijalva 
Tucson Mayor and Council 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
Sunnyside Unified School District Governing Board 
Arizona Daily Star Newspaper 
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A1200 TU Sharon Danaher Henry 

 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQAETC/A7CPl> 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TJ( 78150-4319 

Attn: David Martin and Kim Fomof 

A1199 TU 

March 12, 2012 

I live in Central Tucson and near the University of Arizona. I am responding to the invitation for public 
input into the DEIS regarding the replacement ofthe Air National Guard F-16s with the F-35 at Tucson 
International Airport_ 

The CUmUlati,Ve impact of noise and vibration to a wide swath of Tucson is vet unknown, but it bodes ~." 
for businesses and residents alike. This statement is based on actual expenence over the vears to the NO-l 
increasing nojse and vibration affecting areas around Davis Monthan Air Base. The F-35 impact would 
be far greaier than what has been experienced to date. 

There are manV businesses and industries near the presumed affected areas around TIA that focus on] 
technology and manufacturing. Significant increase in vibration to precision welding, manufacturing of NO-61 
detonators and chemical storage containers could present a potentially expensive, hazardous, or even 
catastrophic outcome to a large population. 

The DEIS document fails the public in its disingenuousness. We are in a situation similar to a child J 
plaving Blindman's Bluff, who is blindfolded and gropes around attempting to touch the other plavers 
without being able to see them, while the other plavers scatter and try to avoid the person who is "it". NP-13 
We have been presented with an incomplete document and are being asked for input, but the "facts" 
we seek have scattered and are hidi':lg. 

sincer\!l'fYO;;;~ _ ~ 
./' .. ~/ .,/ 

. " ~'.#~/ ' :.../ 
.or ~~U./ ___ 

Anita W. Scaies 

A1200TU 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your oomments on the Draft EIS, If your oomment refers to a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your oomments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fonn at the oomment table before you leave tonight 
2) ProvKJe oral oomments to the oourt reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, lax or email oomments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Slreet West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmar1<ed 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 requesled pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provis",n of private 
address info""ation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonnation will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law, However, your private address info""ation will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS , Failure to provide such info""ation will resu~ in your name not being included on the distribution list 

Name: __ ~~~~~~~~TSbC~ __ -4~~~+-____________________ __ 

"·Please print - Additional is provided on 

Visit www.F.J5ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

"Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-3 
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A1201 TU Lydia Lopez 

 

3( 
A1200TU 

A1201 TU 

March 12, 2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Draft EIS on the F-35A 

Dear Mr. and Ms. Fornof: 

I want to comment on the Draft EIS for the proposed F-35A in 
Tucson, Arizona. 

I am a senior citizen in my 90's. I am in fairly good health for my age, 
and I have a very nice home in the Broadmore/Broadway Village 
neighborhood. I have a very large family and we enjoy getting 
together at my home for birthday parties and holidays and other 
celebrations and visits. I have a very nice backyard where we love to 
entertain. 

Since I am in the direct flight path of Davis Monthan Air Force Base, 
the planes over the years have increased and have gotten louder and 
louder. At this point, we cannot possibly endure any more increase in 
the noise and danger of the planes that fly over us. Because of our 
great weather, we are accustomed to having our doors and windows 
open much of the year, and the noise of the current planes at times 
makes it impossible to do this. 

NO-8 

International Airport, but they would also fly over to the Davis 00-30 

I understand that these F-35's are looking to be based somewhere, ] 
and you are looking at the Air National Guard at the Tucson 

Monthan Air Force Base. Your EIS does not address sufficient 
information as to the exact flight paths and number of flights that 
would affect this area of town near OM AFB. 

I object strongly to the basing of any F-35's at the Air National Guard-:l 
and of course any flights into OM AFB. I am concerned primarily for .J GE-4 
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A1202 BO Joyce Harvey-Morgan 

 

A1201 TU 

my children, grandchildren, and great grandchildren, and for all the 
residents of Tucson. 

As it is, we cannot carry on conversations at home, in our yards, on 
the phone when planes fly over us. They interrupt our television 
programs, we can't hear what is being said either on shows, ball 
games, the news, and special news reports. The noise is so loud 
that sometimes I can't even go out to get my mail because a plane is 
coming over and it is too loud to go outside, and I have to wait until it 
passes before I go get my mail. These may seem like trivial things to 
you, when you are trying to train pilots in planes to protect our 
country, but they are very bothersome on a daily basis. 

NO-8 

I would suggest that when you do have these planes ready to fly, than GE-l 

you base them in areas that are far away from populated cities. I ~ 
understand that you are spending a tremendous amount of money inJ 
building these planes and trying to perfect them; with the economy DO-5 

the way it is, why do you continue to spend this enormous amount of 
money. It sounds like it will be years before you can perfect these J 
planes, yet you want our comments. I really believe this is premature 
of you. I cannot imagine that you would subject our people in this NP-13 

country to endure the level of noise and danger that you seem to 
indicate in your Draft EIS, yet you do not go far enough into the 
reality of the problems it will create for Tucson. 

I oppose you basing any F-35's in any part of Tucson, Arizona. 
Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Please record your comments on this form to let the u.s. Air Fon:e 
know what environmental factors you want considered in the development of 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may subml your comments by: 

1) Depositing this form at the Comment Table before you leave tonight 
2) Maiing this form to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 7815().4319 
FAX: (210) 6524266 

the F·35A Training 

All comments must be postmarked or received no later than AprilS, 2010, to be considered in the Draft EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC 4321 , et seq. All written 
comments received during the comment period wit be consideted during Draft EIS preparation. Your provisMJn of private address 
information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information wOl not be released in the Draff EIS or for any other 
PUfJlOse, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the maifing list for the Draff 
EIS Failure to will resutt in your name not being included on the dislJibution list. 

A1202 BO 
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A1203 TU Barbara Kuelbs 

 

Al202 80 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1203 TV 

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 follo";ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm 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 Fornaf 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.lnbox@u5.aLmil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part o!the official record. All comments"';l1 be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final ErS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will nol be released in the Final Ers or b 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 

Name: __ ~L&LL~~~~~~~~~~ __________________________ ___ 

h-Please print - Additional space is provided on he back. ---

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.comforprojectinformationorto download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

"Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 
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i= A4' FROM THE FRONT PAGE Tw!sday, February 28, 20U I ARIZONA DAILY STAR 

a 
5 ELEPHANTS 

~ ... 
:;: ... 
:;: 

Continutd (rom I'a&IAl 

headed to the San Diego Zoo afW 
the mayor last month brokered a 
deal intended to end oontroversy 
over an earlier plan to send Con­
nie, the AsIan elephant, to San 
Diegp and keep Shaba, the 
African, bere in 'l\wson to mingle 
with the now herd. The zoo said it 
was responding to accreditation 
requlrements to refraln from min­
gllng separate spc:¢es, although 
that also meant severing a tie of 
nearly )0 years between the two 
elephants. 

Instead, the two will remain to­
gether but will go to San DIego, 
which officlals say Is better 
equipped to deal with geriatric 
elephants. 

Zoo offlclals don't have a date 
for their exodus yet, but it will 
likely be soon. 

Zoo spokeswooIan VIVIan Van­
Peenen said the m<M! bin#S OIl 
how the two progress with training 
designed to boost theircomfortlev­
eIs with the crates that will take 
them "" their 10-hour journey to 
the San ~ Zoo. They've been in 
publJctralningsesslonsforweeb. 

·The two new elephants look de­
cidedly different from the current 
residents. 

ConnIe and Shaba are each 
about 8,000 ' pounds. Mabu 
weighs IO,500pounds. Lungilels a 
rather petite 4,800. 

Both were wild-caught and 
saved from • cuD In SWUIIand to 

.-
:1~ .. e 6 z 

B£NJI£ SANDERS I AR&ZOHA DAIlY STAR 
Some of Ihe zoo staff and a few others got a look at the two new elephants Monday, as they were released Into the new elephant area. The $9.7 mlll",n 
exhibit. a year in the making. is expected to open in late March. The zoo should llave the remaining members of the no;w breeding herd by then. 

deal with overpopulation, 
were transported to San Diego in 
200). . ~ac:rc ~ 

Their San Diego trainers are in . ~ . .: '. ' ..·.m . . .::J.= _.u . 
1\1cson, maIdng sure the transI-
tlongoes smooth1y. _~ 

"U's taken a ' tremendous On the one band, abe said, abe', 
amount of time, and it's been ex- that .t Ieost there's a chance 
lIemeJy exciting to see it beoome 1\1cson elephants will remain 
reality," VanPeenen said as she meet ConnIe and Sbaba. together, and said abe hopes San 
watched the two venture Into the VanPeenen said ConnIe and Diego willbonor1Ucaon's intent. 
new enclosure, which took one Shaba will get more space and will On the other, she said, abe feels 
year to buDd and was • decade In have the opportunity to mingle bad for. the new elephants, since 
pIannlng. The now enclosure Is with new eIepbantJ at their new the zoo will breed them and their 

., 
6 z 

&; 

families will likely be split at some 
point in the futuIe. "I think the 
COIDIIIIIIlity needs to look .t the 
bigger issue and that Is: Do ele­
phants belong In captivity and 
should we be trying to breed them 
ben! if it means keeping splitting 
themupllt'saviclouscycle~ 

VanPeenen said 'IUcson Is the 
first zoo to teeelve an established 
breeding group from another zoo. 

CoaIact __ ........ BodfIIIdIl ,w. 1JI __ .,m..z~ 
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Comments: :--:-:-_~.;::=====.~~ .. ~. ~~~~~~~::::~~_ 

Com'N'\~q'~~ " '.' 
\ , . .' 

' ·. xx" 7 ·" 

A1204LU 

LUKE F3S MEETING 2-13-2012 

THE PURPOSE OF THIS MEETING WAS ADVERTISED AS A PLACE FOR MEMBERS OF THE 
COMMUNITY SURROUNDING LUKE AIRBASE, TO FIND ANSWERS TO ANY QUESTIONS THEY 
MAY HAVE CONCERNING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT THAT HAD JUST BEEN 
RELEASED. 

A STACKED AND RATHER HOSTILE AUDIENCE OF SOME 5OO-PLUS PEOPLE, CONSISTING 
MOSTLY OF ACTIVE OR RETIRED MILITARY, CAME WITH A CLOSED MIND TOWARD ANY 
SERIOUS QUESTIONS ABOUT THE IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITIES OVER WHICH THE F35'S NP-S 
WILL BE TRAINING. THE RATIO OF THOSE VOICING SUPPORT OF BRINGING F3S'S TO LUKE 
AIRBASE, TO THOSE SEEKING ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS, WAS ABOUT SOO+ TO 3. 

MOST OF THE TIME WAS TAKEN UP BY STATE AND LOCAL POLITICAL LEADERS SPEAKING 
ABOUT THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE COMMUNITY AND STATE, RATHER THAN THE 
ENVIRONMENT, WHICH WAS SUPPOSED TO BE THE PURPOSE OF THE MEETING. WHEN THE 
DIRECTION THE MEETING WAS HEADED BECAME APPARENT, SEVERAL WHO EARLIER HAD 
QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS TO MAKE LEFT THE ROOM WITHOUT SPEAKING. 

THERE ARE MANY ACRES OF EDIBLE FOODS BEING GROWN BENEATH TAKE-OFF AND 
LANDING AREAS ••• WHAT IS COMING OUT OF THE F3S'S EXHAUST ••. WHAT IMPACT WILL IT 
HAVE ON SOIL, WATER AND FOOD ... ARE THERE POTENTIAL HEALTH CONCERNS AS A SW-J 
RESULT OF THAT AS WELL AS HEARING PROBLEMS FROM THE INCREASED NOISE LEVELS NO-6 
AS MENTIONED ON PAGE LU 214 AND CHARTS IN THE EIS? IN SEVERAL INSTANCES THE EIS 
INDICATES THE MORE POWERFUL F3S IS ENVIRONMENTALLY EQUAL TO THE F16 IT 
REPLACES. THAT DOES NOT SOUND LOGICAL. 

I WAS TOLD BY ONE OF THE HEAD ENVIRONMENTAL PERSONNEL AT THE MEETING, TH~A 
THE EXHAUST WAS NO DIFFERENT THAN THAT COMING OUT OF AN AUTOMOBILE AND IN AQ-4 
STUDIES, AT M!!!Q FEET IT WOULD MIX WITH THE AIR AND BE NO PROBLEM .. . EVER. THIS 
APPARENTLY WAS BASED ON COMPUTER STUDIES, NOT REALITY. 

MY CONCERN ABOUT HEALTH ISSUES IS A RESULT OF LEARNING ABOUT RESEARCH DON~ 
1M. THE PAST. THESE STUDIES, INCLUDING THOSE BY THE U.S. MILITARY, THE NEVADA BASE, 
AND OTHERS, SHOWED THAT AMONG OTHER ISSUES, TUNGSTON RESULTING FROM THE SA-9 
USE OFJET FUEL MAY HAVE BEEN RESPONSIBE FOR INCREASED LEUKEMIA IN CHILDREN 
LIVING NEAR AIRBASES. 

MY PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN AN AREA WHERE THE JETS MAKE THEIR TURNS AND 
INCREASE THEIR POWER TO GAIN ALTITUDE. 

1. ONE CONCERN FOR ME IS RUN-OFF RAINWATER I COLLECT FROM THE ROOF OF MY 
GREENHOUSE WHICH I USE ON STARTER PLANTS. WHEN POURING RAINWATER TO USE 
FOR WATERING, A LARGE AMOUNT OF FOAM BUBBLES UP ON THE SURFACE. I HAVE A 
FEW GALLONS OF COLLECTED SAMPLE RAINWATER THAT COULD BE TESTED. 

2. I HAVE TREE TRUNK SEGMENTS FROM A FELLED TREE ON MY PROPERTY THAT HAS 60 
TREE RINGS WHICH COULD BE TESTED. 

3 ACROSS THE STREET FROM ME THERE IS A LARGE ACREAGE OF LAND THAT HAS BEEN 
UNUSED DURING THE 24 YEARS I HAVE LIVED HERE, AND FROM WHICH SOIL SAMPLES 
COULD DETERMINE IF THERE ARE POLLUTANTS THAT MIGHT BE HARMFUL TO HUMANS. 
SOIL SAMPLES SHOULD HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IN THE EIS. 

THE ABOVE CONCERNS ARE A RESULT OF INFORMATION GATHERED FROM THE USE OF 
F16s OVER SEVERALYEARS. SINCE NO F35's HAVE YET BEEN FLOWN OUT OF LUKE, MY 
CONCERN IS ABOUT F3S's IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT. 

SW-J 
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Harold Johnson -February 29, 2012 

David Martin 
Air Force Contractor 
266 F Street, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

A1206TU 

After reading the draft EIS for the Tucson area I am still 100% against the F-35A traininglbasii] GE-4 
taking place in our community. All the measurements and data show it to be twice as loud as J 
planes already here and they create too much noise and air pollution. The reality is the F-35A NO-l 
aircraft will create an excessive amount of sound and air pollution for the Tucson area. Tucson is AQ-l 
a beautiful community with ,:,xcdlent outdoor weather and lots of outdoor recreation which. J 80-7 
makes our area a tounst destlIIatlOn and helps to make our economy. Place the trammgl basmg . GE-l 
station in another location, don 't ruin Tucson, 

~J 
Harold Johnson 
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A1208LU 

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 follov,;ng ways: 

1) Turn. in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) PrOlnde 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 Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 7815(}.4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments ~n the Draft EtS 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 Nationat Environmentat Poticy Act, 42 United Slales Gode 4321 , el seq. At! 
wntten ~mment~ received dunng the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address mformahon with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any ~Iher pu~~, U~less r~ujred by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS diS! . IOn. Failure 10 provide such info n will result in your name "?t "ing included on the distribution lisl. 

Name: ~ U/ ,c/ Z-/f,./ /:z.. 

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 to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-3 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1209 LV 

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 follov,;ng 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 Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 7815(}.4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 officiat record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental PoIK;y Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 

written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final E1S preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final E1S or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. HO'Never, your private address information INiIi be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such inform tion will result in your name not being included on the distribution lisl. 

Name: «I.::r , 
OrganizationlAffiliation: 

Address:' 

#i!V/)/ b 

W6 F-33; 'A if r !-ufe i/;!12- ~ok(!6,Pfr'!£'( 

Z F/M{LY ¥6~(L~;V6 /J/ IM)fZ2l!!iL ~t, 

"·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 to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-J 
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A1210 TU Robin Gomez 

 

 

 

Mr. David Martin 
Air Force Contractor 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph Air Force Base, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

A1210TU 

March 11 , 2012 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the proposed F-35A Pilot Training Center at the Tucson Air Guard Station in Tucson, AZ.. 

I am a resident of mid-town Tucson. It doesn't make sense to base the most powerful, ] GE-l 
loudest, and yet unproven AF strike fighter let at a commercial airport In the middle of a 
metropolitan area in order to train foreign pilots. There is not enough aircraft flight l 
experience to reasonably determine ultimate noise parameters or safety risk. This DEIS ~ NP-l3 
just not ready for public input. 

The action alternatives are unrealistic arid inadequate. The document presents two of d 
three alternatives, one basing 24 and another basing 48 F-35s at TIA, and states that they 
are "not cost effective". It then invites citizen comments on each. It is als.o n?t c!ear how &g:~ 
the Air Force plans to use this Information for deCiding on which alternative It will choose. 00-40 
Presenting two unreasonable alternatives for comment and not fully presenting a no action 
alternative of "no F-35A basing" makes the presentation of alternatives required by NEP 
to appear not only unprofessional but highly biased. Lastly, the most obvious reasonable~ 
alternative to avoid noise Impact and safety risk is never mentioned. This would be beefing 00-66 
up an airfield not surrounded by populated urban development such as Gila Bend AUXiliary 
Field. 

The DEIS forthrightly notes that the noise impact will fall disproportionately and adverselil EJ-4 
on low-income and minorities. Eighty seven percent of the 8,127 reSidents that will be --.J 
newly affected by F-35 nOise are minority and 34% are low income. Their quality-of-life anct\ NO-36 
property values will unquestionably be damaged. There is no attempt to provide a -.J SOot 
reasonable estimate of the economic cost even although both common observation and :=J SO-l3 
long term economic studies at other airports do exist which provide such estimates. Theril] 
is absolutely no discussion of any mitigation efforts, including their effectiveness and J NP-33 
funding. 

The DEIS fails to note that the business and political supporters of basing the F-35A in 1 
Tucson, along with the expanded air activity and construction, live in high-end . GE-l3 
neighborhoods far removed from TIA (East & North Side, Foothills, Oro Valley) . It also fails 
to note that many of them will directly profit from the implementation of the proposal while 
being unaffected by noise or safety. This is fundamentally unacceptable In a diverse and 

A12tOTU 

President of the Southern Arizona Leadership Council, OM-50, Chamber of Commerce,) GE-l3 

ethically divided community and will further weaken it. The environmental justice section 1f 
the DEIS needs to be significantly strengthened. A list of prominent supporters (e.g. the 

can easily be developed listing name, organization, business connection (restaurateur, 'onl 'd 

moving firm, real estate, etc.), and reSidence location. This will highlight the social and 
economic disparity of the proposal. 

ANG) and 1,400 temporary construction jobs during the first 2 - 3 years to the Tucson SO-13 

The economic portion of the DE IS is notably weak. While benefits are detailed ~here is nO

J 
attempt to provide the costs. The proposal Will add 351 permanent lobs (prrmarrly at the 

economy. It makes no attempt to estimate the loss in property values (or quality-of-life) of 
the 8,1 27 additional residents around TIA nor the impact on other residents directly 
affected. 

The DE IS doesn't discuss the impact on the rest of the economy. The key Hospitality 
Industry brings in $2.4 billion annually to Tucson and provides 25,000 direct jobs and some 
40,000 indirect jobs . Visitors are drawn by the area's unique natural beauty, with 5 
mountain chains, the desert and the outdoor climate combined with a rich heritage and 
culture. Building on this, Tucson has engaged in a major effort to expand its tourism appeal 
with a major rehabilitation of its City Center. The simple question must be asked and 
answered if bringing in these aircraft adds to Tucson 's appeal to winter visitors and eco-
tourists? 

SO-7 

biOScience, optic, medical treatment, and solar businesses linked to U of A research and 
development. The Bi05 Institute, Critical ~ath Institute, the Tech Park and new BioPark are SO-IS 
all elements in that effort. These are the high-skilled, higher-wage lobs of the future. Will 

Tucson is developing a second major economic driver - the promotion of high tech, ~ 

companies and their technical and professional employees be attracted by the amenities of 
the Tucson area, or the expanded air traffic and degraded urban neighborhoods? 

Once the above questions are answered both the Air Force and Tucson community can 
arrive at the correct decision on the DE IS proposal . 

Cc: Mayor Jonathan Rothschild 
Council member Richard Fimbres 
Councilmember Regina Romero 

~yours, 

RObinG~ 
Tucson Resident 
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United States Air Force Public Hearing Comment Form 

F-35 Training Basing Environmental Impact Staement (EIS) 

March 5, 2012 

To: Mr. David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

From: Alfred "Lynn" Owen & Yvette Anita Owen 

Addressllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllil 

Dear David Martin, 

In attending the F-35A presentation and debate at the Boise Hotel in 

Boise, Idaho we have several concerns about stationing the Pilot 

Training Center at Gowen Field in Boise, Idaho. We believe the 

Secretary of The Air Force should take into consideration several 

important factors prior to making any decisions regarding this matter. 

.-
In conducting our own research we feel that the first choice to station the 

F-35A should be Nellis Air Force Base Las Vegas, Nevada with hundreds of 

miles of unpopulated desert to fly over. Also since Nellis is considered 

"The Crown Jewel OfThe Air Force", and "Home Of The Fighter Pilot" 

the addition of the F-35A training program would be a perfect fit. -

1 

AI211 80 

GE-I 

A12tt 80 

Nellis Air Force Base is a master planned area,so the training will not take 

place over populated areas. This would also give Las Vegas a much needed 

economic boost. The Noise Study (EIS) for the area around Gowen Field 
-

concerning the F-3SA is a flawed and biased report, according to the 
NO-4 

various speakers who expressed their views that these reports were 

inaccurate, these speakers were experts in their field of study. -
These (EIS) reports did not take into consideration the dangerous 

situations that could be created by sharing the air space between 

Commercial/Passenger Aircraft and the F-35A since these Pilots are in 
]AM-' 

the process of being trained on this new jet aircraft, the problem could -

be amplified because some of these Pilots are from foreign countries 

where English is not their first and primary language, this could complicate SA-t7 

communications with the control tower personnel, thus causing more 

potential accidents. -

The noise created by the F-35A in the fly over areas of our residential -

neighborhoods will leave these homes uninhabitable for humans to reside 

in, due to the excessive ear piercing noise, thus more residents will suffer 

from hearing loss, stroke, heart attack, and breast cancer due to the noise 

and air pollution caused by the F-3SA Jet Aircraft, since they will be taking 
-

2 

SO-1 
NO-l 
NO-6 
AQ-l 
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A1211 80 

off or landing every 16 minutes according to the (EIS) report and flying day 

and night. Thus affecting the health and welfare of all who reside near or 

around Gowen Field, Homes, Schools,Churches, and Businesses, including 

"Micron Technology", one of Idaho's largest employers 

Our water supply and air will be polluted from the F-3SA Aircraft by the 

Bi-products produced by this jet, thus all produce (Idaho Potatoes) will 

be contaminated, yet sold and consumed nationwide. 

We also feel you should consider for the basing of the F-3SA Jet Aircraft 

to re-activate George Air Force Base in Victorville, California since it 

is surrounded by open desert and unpopulated areas, which has 14 

dormitory buildings with a 1,400 bed capacity, and used as a flight training 

school. Also a great choice selected by the Air Force is Holloman Air Force 

Base, located in New Mexico, and Luke Air Force Base in Arizona. 

In closing we hope you select a more suitable area to locate the training 

of these F-3SA Pilots and Aircraft. 

Thank You for Your Time and Consideration of this Matter, 

Alfred "Lynn" Owen & Yvette Anita Owen 

3 

NO-3 
NO-37 
SO-18 

] 

AQ-l 
SW-t 

GE-22 

GE-l 

Nellis Air Force Base - Flying Operations 
A1211 80 

Page I of 2 

Nellis Air Force Base ~"'!"-~ 
~EW!> PHOroS ART LlBflARY UNITS IlOSPlTAL CALENOAKS REQUESTS Q\U:SlJONS 

Nelli, Ai r FOf'(;a SUe Flying Opera tions 

~"dFI~g 

'1.." CQIIlbM Tnoinlng S<j.oadron "REO FLAG" Fa"$~' 

ROKIFlag iStheAIrFOfC8's premiaraif-llWliro;ombatlraifling 
IJ«I!dse.Partio::IprIlSoftrInindudebolhUSandalli.::l 
nations·CClTlbalair~. The.,.ertise~piIoc:sthe 
~OImu1itp1e.~ai'comt>etlOltie$lnlhe 
aar.otyal·training~l 

RED FlAG 12-2 CDnI;iuded Feb. 3, 2012. 

:f2.FlAG 12·3 "sdIedoJIedftw~. 71_"_ 16, 

REOFLAG12"'is~rwJutyI8-27.2012. 

DIItM_ooIts~~inRedFbJgoxert:iMs_ 
Slqecl:1o~. 

~,oonFlaQ - w..$I 

G.r-nFIag - We8te~takeplacel0times.yea'. 
Amart.nd ~ fty fmm Nelis AFB. Hew .• in S<IppJIt 01 
lJ"OUI'Id«IfIIbMtraining. Fort 1twin(B.ntow).CeIif. 

a....F • .,g.Wfttsct.du/olfor~,..,..2012: 

April1J..27 

May 11-25 

Auq. 31-Sepc.,. 

5ep\.28-Oct.12 

Da.2El-NoY. 9 

==--:~~in~Flagexertises_ 

~AFEXlr,llobjlityA,;'Force~ h(!ofCisel 

MAF~IIBUS""Force~S<;IlOOII""5C9Ieair 
mobiIity~"...nich~"andeMlClJt1l. 
eompIex"'~operaaiQnina~~ 
~. MAFEX&xwaseI~·ttliIitylo 
~.ra1IftlTlO"8l'nel1bmn~. 
~ baH, oommInd Ia'ge kInnatiom. ~dis.similar 
ain:nftin~IIYNlairapace._~<:IeIiv«a"KI 
--combeIforOlOSvielir~andcombatLandingsOtl 
ano.Qrnpn::Ned~llrip. 

MAFEXKl..tuleforcalencl.- ,....2G12: 

104. ,23 

N&t_10M&TBO) 

o.te.:-'lrib~nginMisaonEmpIoymtnIf'tDc8 exwases _ MAljeeIIo dw!ge. 

-'!iUion Ernploymerrt Pt",u 

MissiQnEm~Phaseislhe~e-OMfor 
IheUSAF \I\i3apon,SchooI.IaU1gplacelwic:eeyeer. II 
invdveslheplaming_ei'CeCtJtionol~M4XlCloiAit 
-SpeceCDmbat~ . ....;#llrit!tl~oYIIru. 
::::~T",endTrainingRengeforewideVarie!yot 

Dnls8n(lo.nts~inM~EmpIo)'rnenI~ 
e><&rtises_sLtljectIO<ha1ge 

http://www.nellis.af.rniVlibrary/flyingoperations.asp 

Inside Nellis AFB 

~ 
; GeneraI -·~ IJr\8OQ :"' VO»O 

~,,~r~"IIiSL"'h 

~,:a:;:~Il<niIYRN<l"""C._( 
CMlAirP01rOl.Nev .... Wlng 
C<>nlruTing Wilfl Nellis 
E<o"""nicImPKlInfO",,",,lion 

~~==!;;:: . .'="Tr\101d 
f_~1 VOIiogAul$l8nc. Program 
F ........ S"ll1>Ott 
.... lpi"'lA9f,><~Ruo"rcu 
"""'-IOwnNe .... Reloa .. 
IMAI'I""9r1rm 
Lo69ing Office _ Ik~i. Itln 

~~:~~:P ...... ntion .. Res....., .... 
VOling ..... ~iU""" Trilold 

~h .. r U"~s 
AirC"",.,.,c.o.m"",nd 
U.S. Air FO/ce 
Airm~n MirgourM 
Oe"'''''''''''OIOof.""e 
ArrForceRO"U4'Ve 

3/412012 
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Nellis AFB 

~~ GlobalSecurity.org Edu"tiDO Jobs White Papers 

Home :: Military: : Facilities :: Air Force Bases :' 

MILITARY 

NellisAFB. NV 

Nellis Air Force Base - "Home of the Fighter Pilaf' - is a member of the 
United States Air Force's Air Combat Command. It is home to the largest and 

most demanding advanced air combat training in the world. Nellis provides 

training for composite strike forces which indude every type of aircraft in the 

US Air Force inventory. Training is also conducted in conjunction with air and 

ground units of the Army. Navy and Marine Corps as well as air forces from 
allied nations. Nellis Air Force Base grew from a rural, war· time base to the 
biggest, busiest, and best base in the United States Air Force. Its roots lay in 

a time of approaching conftagration. in which the United States prepared its 
defenses against world-wide aggressors. It continues to train air combat 
warriors to fly, fight, and win in the national interest. 

Nellis Air Force Base is located 8 miles northeast of Las Vegas, at the 
northeast comer of the Las Vegas Valley in the southeastern comer of 
Nevada. The base is located adjacent to the cities of las Vegas and North 

Las Vegas in Clark County. The unincorporated town of Sunrise Manor and 
uninhabited areas of Clark County encompass the majority of the base. The 

main base covers approximately 11 ,300 acres, 7,000 aaas (62 percent) of 

which are undeveloped; the remaining area is either paved or contains 
structures. 

The base contains three major functional areas. 

• Area I on the main base indude the airtield and most of the mission 
support functions. The commissary, exchange and some housing are 
located in Area I. 

• Area II is located east of Area I and houses the munitions area of the 
base. 

• Area III lies across Las Vegas Blvd from Area I. Housing. the base 
hospital, and open space comprise most of Area III . 

As of 1990 a significant number of nuclear weapons were stored at Area 2. a 
highly guarded part of Nellis AFB at the foot of Sunrise Mountain also known 

as Nellis Area II and Lake Mead Base. The area consists of 790 acres, 75 

specialized munitions storage igloos. 15 maintenance and support fadlities, 
26 miles of roadways, and 44 vehides of various types. The site is one of 

three Air Force central nuclear storage areas in the United States, along with 

Kirtland AFB. Albuquerque, NM, and Barksdale AFB in Bossier City. LA. The 

3096th Aviation Depot Squadron based at Nellis AFB, subsequenUy 
redesignated the SOOth Munitions Squadron, is responsible tor Area II 
operations. 

Nellis AFB main gate is at the intersection of Craig Rd . & Las Vegas Blvd . 

The Air Warefare Center is located on Washington Blvd. Nellis offers 

extraordinary facilities for a broad range of activities. The climate provides 
year- round flying potential. with fewer than 20 days a year lost to inclement 

weather. The ranges are the largest land ranges in the western wor1d, with air 

~operating areas that extend well into Utah. 
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Nellis AFB is located in the Mojave desert scrub mome, the smallest of the 
four North American warm-temperate desertland biomes. It is spatially and 
floristically intermediate between the Great Basin desertsQ1Jb and the 
Sonoran desertscrub. VVinter rainfall predominates. The elevation range of the 
Mojave deser1satJb biome is broader than that of the olner desertscrub 
biomes, with roughly three-quarters of the biome lying between 2,000 and 
4,000 feet . It is frequently referred to as ~high desert. .. Most distinctions 

between desert biomes are based on the presence or absence of large, easily 
identified ~ species. Main plant dominants of the Mojave desertscrub 
biome are creosote bush, all-scale, brittlebush. desert holly, and while 
burrobrush. Shadscale, blackbrush, yucca, and white bursage are also 
common. 

lieutenant Nellis was shot down two times in his first 69 missions. His 
seventieth and last mission involved support of the allied forces in the Battle 
of the Bulge over Bastogne, Belgium. He flew a P-47 into intensely heavy flak, 
scoring hits on his target. His plane suffered heavy damage, and he crashed 

into a wooded area two days after Chris1mas, 1944. His body was not 
recovered until April 1945. 

The tempo at the base did not let up as the 1980s ended. The base hosted 
over 60,000 sorties a year, and more than 40.000 visitors. Its base population 
remained around 12,000, and its economic value to the community topped 
$700 million . Nellis continued to be the crown of the Air Force as it entered 
the last decade of the century. 

More than 40,000 sorties a year are flown from this southern Nevada facility. 
The base hosts wor1d-dass exercises in RED, GREEN, and BLUE FLAGs. 
The AIR WARRIOR exercises provide extraordinary training in the Amly's Air. 
Land Battle doctrine and exceptional education in close air support for both air 
and ground forces. The USAF Weapons School renders the most advanced 
weapons instructor courses in the world , and now indudes fighters, bombers, 
helicopters, intelligence, and space. The Nellis support team performs 
deployments around the world, exporting its enormous expertise. The base 
hosts visiting aircraft from almost every free nation in the wortd, and 
thousands of distinguished guests a year. It expends over 40 percent of the 
Air Force's live munitions, and 75 percent of Air Combat Command's live 
munitions. The base has a lively, sometimes hectic pace and demands the 
best from all who work to accomplish the mission 
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Air Force Civilian Employment 
Milrtary & Veteran Career Center. Free 
Guide to Civilian Job Search. 

Militarv Records 
Military Records Back To 1675! Free Trial­
Start Searching Now. 
~fH'l1l!.:'~_::".y§.iM:!:~'if.!!..:'3!'o£2!.:;.L 

If You Served In the USAF 
Join & Find Airmen You Served With! 
143,000+ USAF Airmen. Free to Join. 

An Air Installation CompatibJe Use Zone (AICUZ) stUdy helps communities 
and bases plan development in and around military bases. The program 
recommends solutions for the effects of noise levels around the base. The 

goal of these recommendations is to keep noise sensitive uses such as housing, hospitals and SChools out of high noise areas. 
Additionally, it helps to keep high concentrations of people out of accident potential zones and to prevent land uses, which would 
interfere with the safe navigation of aircraft such as towers. tall buildings, etc. 

The Nellis AFB AICUZ study was last published in 1992 and is currently used by community planners. Over the last few years, noise 
levels actually decreased particularly when the drawdown of the F-4s and F-111s were complete. These were loud, Iow.flying aircraft, 
which extended noise zones away from the runway and base. Although additional measurements were accompliShed in 1997, the local 
communities prefer to use the 1992 contours because the noise effects extend farther from the base. A recent Environmental Impact 
Statement analyzing the F-22 beddown show the noise contours would extend back out to 1992 levels by the year 2008. 

BRAe 2005 

Secretary of Defense Recommendaitons: In its 2005 BRAC Recommendations, DoD recommended to disbibute some of the 354th 
Fighter Wing's F· 16 aircraft to the 57th V'IIing at Nellis Air Force Base (1 8 aircraft). This recommendatioo was part of a larger 
recommendation to realign Eielson Air Force Base, AK. Eielson's (11) military value was high because of its close proximity to valuable 
airspace and ranges. Eielson was, however, an expensive base to operate and improve (build) . The Air Force would distribute the F. 
165 to Nellis (13) a base with high military value. Environmentally. Nellis AFB was in a National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
nonattainment area for cartxm monoxide (serious), particulate matter (PM10, serious), and ozone (8-hr, subpart 1). A preliminary 
assessment indicated thai a conformity determination might be required to vertfy that positive conformity can be achieved. 

http://www.globalsecurity.orglmilitary/facility/nellis.htm 
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000 also recommended to realign Nellis Air Force Base. The 57th Wing, Nellis Air Force Base, NV, would distribute F~16 Block. 42 
aircraft to the 138m Fighter Wing Tulsa International Airport AGS, OK (three aircraft), and retire the remaining F-16 Block 42 aircraft 
(15 aircraft). The 57th VVing would also distribute F-16 Block 32 aircraft (six aircraft) to the 144th Fighter Wing Fresno Air Terminal 
AGS, CA, and to retirement (one aircraft). In the same recommendation, DoD recommended to realign Mountain Home Air Force 
Base, 10. It would distribute the 366th Fighter lIVing assigned F-15Cs (18 aircraft) to the 57th Fighter Wing, Nellis Air Force Base, NV 
(nine aircraft) and to two other locations. The 366m Fighter Wing from Mountain Home AFB would also distribute aSSigned F-16 Block 

52 aircraft to the 169ttl Fighter Wing McEntire AGS, SC (nine aircraft), the 57th VVing , Nellis Air Force Base, NV (five aircraft), and to 
backup inventory (four aircraft). 

In another Recommendation, DoD recommended to realign the 442 wing HQ element from VVhiteman AFB, MO to Nellis AFB. This 
recommendation was part of a larger 000 recommendation that would realign NAS New Orleans ARS, lA that would distribute the 
926th Fighter Wing's A-10 aircraft from NAS New Orleans to the 442d Fighter Wing (AFR), Whiteman AFB, MO (nine aircraft) , and the 
917th VVing (AFR) at BarksdaleAFB, LA (six aircraft). 

In another recommendation, 000 would real ign lambert-St. louis International Airport Air Guard Station, St. louis, MO. The 131st 
Fighter Wing's F-15s (15 aircraft) would be distributed to the 57th Fighter VVing , Nellis Air Force Base , NV (nine aircraft) and one other 

base. The Air Force distributed reserve component F-15C force structure to bases with higher military value than Lambert-St. Louis 
(127). 

DoD also recommended to close Cannon Air Force Base, NM. As a result, it would distribute the 27th Fighter Wing's F-16s to the 57th 
Fighter VVing, Nellis Air Force Base, NV (seven aircraft) and several other installations. This move was recommended becasue Nellis 
(12) had a higher military value ranking than Cannon (50). 

Another recommendation would realign Nellis AFB by relocating base-level F110 engine intermediate maintenance to Hill AFB, 
establishing a CIRF for F110 engines at Hill. Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 31 jobS (19 direct jobs and 12 indirect jobs) over the 2()()6..2011 period in the las Vegas-Paradise, NV, 
Metropolitan Statistical economic area (less than 0.1 percent). 

DoD also recommended to realign Mountain Home Air Force Base, 10. Distribute the 366th Fighter Wing assigned F-15Cs (18 aircraft) 
to the 57th Fighter VVing, Nellis Air Force Base, NV (nine aircraft), to the 125th Fighter Wing, Jacksonville Intemational Airport AGS, FL 
(six aircraft), and to retirement (three aircraft) . The 366th Fighter VVing will distribute assigned F-16 Block 52 aircraft to the 169tl1 
Fighter Wing McEntire AGS, SC (nine aircraft), the 57th Wing , Nellis Air Force Base, rN (five aircraft), and to backup inventory (four 
aircraft). Realign Nellis Air Force Base. The 57th Wing, Nellis Air Force Base, NV, will distribute F- 16 Block 42 aircraft to the 138th 
Fighter \Mng Tulsa International Airport AGS, OK (three aircraft), and retire the remaining F-16 Block 42 aircraft (15 aircraft). The 57th 
Wing also will distribute F-16 Block 32 aircraft (six aircraft) to the 144th Fighter Wing Fresno Air Terminal AGS, CA, and to retirement 
(one aircraft). Realign Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK. The 366th FighterWtng, Mountain Home Air Force Base, 10, will receive F-15E 
aircraft from the 3d Wing , Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK (18 aircraft), and attrition reserve (three aircraft). 

Secretary of Defense Justifications: Military value was the predominant consideration in moving the F-15Es from Elmendorf (36) to 
Mountain Home (23) and F-16s to Nellis (12) and McEntire (48). Additionally, realigning the eight F-16 models and four F-16 engine 
types weighed in the final F-16 force structure laydown. At the time of this recommendation , Mountain Home operated several types of 
aircraft; this recommendation would realign Mountain Home to fly only F-15Es, streamlining operations at a location that would be well 
suited for air-to-ground, low-level and air-Ie-air flight training. This recommendation would also align common versions of F-16s and F-
15Cs. Environmentally, Nellis Air Force Base was in a National Ambient Air Quality Standards nonattainment area for carbon 
monoxide (serious), particulate matter (PM10. serious), and ozone (8-hr, subpart 1). A preliminary assessment indicated that a 
conformity determination might be required to verify that positive conformity can be achieved. 

The F-15C aircraft would be realigned to Nellis (13). The Nellis bound aircraft would help form an enhanced aggressor squadron for 
Operation RED FLAG. The environmental concems for this recommendation were identical to those listed above. 

Cannon has a unique F-16 force structure mix. The base has one F-16 Block: 50 squadron, one F-16 Block 40 squadron, and one F-16 
Block 30 squadron . Ali active-duty Block SO bases have higher military value than Cannon. Cannon's Block SOs move to backup 
inventory using standard Air Force programming percentages for fighters. Cannon's F-16 Block 40s move to Nellis Air Force Base 
(seven aircraft) and Hill Air Force Base (six aircraft to right-size the wing at 72 aircraft) and to baCkup inventory (11 aircraft). Nellis (12) 
and Hill (14) have a higher military value than Cannon (SO). The remaining squadron of F- 16 Block 30s (18 aircraft) are distributed to 
Air National Guard units at Kirtland Air Force Base, NM (16), Andrews Air Force Base, MD (21), Joe Foss Air Guard Station, SO (112), 
and Dane-Truax Air Guard Station, WI (122) . These moves sustain the active/Air National Guard/Air Force Reserve force mix by 
replacing aircraft that retire in tile 2025 Force Structure Plan. 

Air Force Reserve force Structure mix constant Creating CIRFs for LANTIRN pods and F110 engines establishes Hill as a 
maintenance workload center for these commodities. This recommendation compliments other CIRF recommendations as part of an 
Air Force effort to standardize stateside and deployed intermediate-level maintenance concepts , and wiU increase maintenance 
productivity and support to the warfighter. 

Community Concerns: There were no fonnal expressions from the community. 
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CommiSSion Findings: The Commission found that a potential 6 percent job loss in the Mountain Home area could have an economic 
impact given the small size of the community. However, not all jobs will be lost at once and GAO has reported that as local economies 
grow during the 2006-2011 implementation period, total employment is also likely to grow, redudng the overall percentage of job 
losses 

The CommiSSion found that Mountain Home Air Force Base is well suited for various types of flight training. It also has the capacity 
and the infrastructure available to receive future missions. Though the realignment results in the base losing some of its weapon 
systems, the Air Force indicated that the base is being considered as a potential location for the beddown of the Joint Strike Fighter as 
well as a training ground for international squadrons. Therefore, the Commission found that the Secretary of Defense's overall intent 
and concept of streamlining operations at Mountain Home and realigning aircraft is approved . The Commission revised the 000 
recommendation to be consistent with the Commission's Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve Laydown Plan. 

DoD's justification for closing Cannon was the Air Force's overriding strategy to more effectively employ the shrinking Air Force 
Structure by organizing its weapon systems into fewer, larger squadrons and by eliminating excess physical capadty. The Commission 

found this recommendation would allow the Air Force to relocate newer model F-1& as backup inventory to Active and to Air National 
Guard units. These moves would sustain the Active, the Air National Guard, and the Reserve force mix by repladng F-16 aircraft that 
will be retired in the 2025 Force Structure Plan. 

The Commission found that this realignment was consistent with the Air Force goals of creating larger more effident fighter aircraft 
squadrons and improving intermediate level maintenance processes. The Commission found that Hill Air Force Base had capacity and 
conditions for current and future tlying missions. The Commission also found that the Secretary of Defense's overall inlent and concept 
of realigning F-16 aircraft out of Hill Air Force Base was supportable. The Commission supported the recommendation to establish Hill 

as a Centralized Intermediate Repair Facility for Low Attitude Navigation and Targeting Infrared for Night pods and for F-110 Engines. 
The Commission established an F-16 wing at Homestead Air Reserve Base, Florida and the Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Fort 
Worth, Texas. This recommendation is consistent with the Commission's Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve laydown Plan. 

CommIssion Recommendations: The Commission found that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from final selection 
criterion 1, 3, 4 and 5, as well as from the Force Structure Plan. Therefore, the Commission recommends the following: . 

Realign Nellis Air Force Base, NV. Distribute 25 of the F-16 aircraft assigned to the 57th Fighter VVing to meet the Primary Aircraft 
Authorizations (PM) requirements established by the Base Closure and Realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defense, 
as amended by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Realign Cannon Air Force Base, NM by disestablishing the 27th Fighter Wing and distributing its aircraft to meet the primary Aircraft 
Authorization (PM) requirements established by the Base Closure and Realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defense, as 
amended by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission. After disestablishing the 27th Fighter VlJing, the Air Force shall establish 
an enclave at Cannon Air Force Base that shall remain open until December 31, 2009 during which time the Secretary of Defense shall 
seek other newly-identified missions with all military services for possible assignment to Cannon Air Force Base, NM. If the Secretary 
designates a mission for Cannon Air Force Base during this period, the enclave would revert to the status appropriate for the 
designated mission. If the Secretary does not find a mission for Cannon Air Force Base by December 31, 2009, Cannon Air Force 
Base and the enclave shall be closed. Nothing in this directive shall prohibit the Slate of New Mexico and the Department of Defense 
from entering into an agreement to close the endave at Cannon Air Force Base ear1ief than December 31,2009. 

Realign Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Fort \North, TX, and Nellis Air Force Base, NV, by relocating base-level F110 engine 
intennediate maintenance to Hill, establishing a CIRF for F110 engines at Hill. 

The Commission found that this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent with the final selection criteria and the 
Force StJ1Jcture Plan. The full text of this and all Commission recommendations can be found in Appendix Q. 
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The George Air Force Base (fonner name) is located in the city of Victorville in San Bernardino County. California. 
The base is now a public airport and called the Southern California Logistics Airport. Los Angeles, San Francisco are 
some of the surrounding cities of Victorville CA. The Southern California Logistics Airport occupies 5339 acres. 
Troops are no longer based at the airport. The George Air Force Base was built between 1941 & 1953. 

The George Air Force Base had 14 donnitory buildings with 1.400 bed 
capacity. George AFB was used to provide training to F-4 fighters. 
Prior to closing George Air Force Base was used as a flight training school. 

2007 George AFB 
Air Force Base Di rl.·clOrv 

http://www.george.airforeebase.us/ 
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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. II your comment relers to a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any 01 the lollo";ng ways: 

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

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 Gode 4321, et seq. All 
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 provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: L JU>.- >~ 
Organization/Affiliation: 

..... ·Please print - Additional space is provided on the back ....... 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com lor project information or to downloa~; Wft EIS. 

"Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EJS. ,t. ~ f;;. 

SA-l 
SA-2 

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. II your comment relers to a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify that locatioo. You may submit your comments in any 01 the lollo";ng ways: 

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

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Streel West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.al.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 Gode 4321, et sec. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infonnation 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 infonnatKm will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information 1Ni1l result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: L~ ;;:~ 
Organization/Affiliation: 

" ""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 to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Pklase use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. II your comment relers to a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please idOlntily that location. You may submit your comments in any 01 the 1011o";n9 ways: 

1) Tum in this lorm at the comment table belore you leave tonight. 
2) ProvidOl oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, lax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornal 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.al.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. 

Publ~ commenls are ",quesled pursuanllo Ihe National Environmenlal Policy Acl, 42 Uniled Siaies Code 432t, el seq. All 

'Written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information VJith your comment is voluntary. Your private address information 'Nill nol be released in the Final EIS or for 
anyolher purpose, unless required by law. HOlAEver, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: /.-JlL 5~ 
Organization/Affiliation: 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 
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May 14 11 01 :23p EI Ca rnlodyNernon Group 2083850414 P L A1214 DO 

Facts and Impacts: The F-35A in Boise 

Have Your Say C@ 
The Air Force is seeking your 
comments before MaTch 14, 2012. 
Email: Dnvid Mar:tin & Kim Fornof 
a7 c:p.inhox@us.af.mil_ 

Fax: 210-652- 5649 
Local Public Hearings 
Session: 5-6 p.m_ 
Presenta tion/Formal Comment 
Session: 6-8 p,m 
Feb. 27, 2012 
Capitol City Veterans of Foreign 
Wars Post 63 
8931 W. Ardene St. 
B OL'$e, 10 83709 

Feb. 28, 2012 
Boise H otel & Conference Center 
Cascade Room 
3300 Vista Ave. 
Boise, 1 D 83705 

Feb. 29, 2012 
Marsing American Legion 

U
commuuity Hall 
1~6 N. Old Brunea.u 
H lgln.,ray 

• The .Air Force wants to base 72 F-3SA aircraft at Gowen fitdd. 

• Ali four locations-Boise, Tucson, Hoiloman: and Luke, not ] DO-31 
just one or n ... o-would be scheduled to rl!celVe F- 35As. 

• F-35As are twice as loud as F-15s and F- 16s on takeoff and ] NO-1 
4 times as loud on landm9_ 

• The 72·F- 35As would t ake off and lancl 50 t imes per day for 
a total Df 14,000 times per year. 

• The F-35As wou ld use afterburners 1,400 times peryear .-

• The F-35As would fly at night over 1 ,400 times per year. 

• Stretchi ng from Maple Grove on th e w. est to Columbia Viuag~ 
on the east, the "Not Suitabl: [or Residential Use" (NSFRU) 0-1 
noise footprint would would mcrease from the current 89 acres S 
and 142 residents to 6,958 acres and mclude 10,119 residents. 
(See map below) 

• 4 schools, 13 day care centers and 2 parks are located in the J 
area that would be designated NSFRU. Major public venues EJ-1 
impacted • .. /euld include H illcrest Golf C~urse, Simplor Sports LU-3 
Complex, the Sh.:tkespeare Festival complex and ke World. 

• Incidents of speech interference with windows dosed wOUld ] NO-l 
increase 1,100%. 

• School classroom i.·npacts and disruption of learn ing would ] EJ-2 
occur at 4 schoch. 

• Sleep interruptio ns would inc.rease by 33%. =:J NO-3 

------ • 313 residen ts would experience hearing loss. .=J NO-6 

"Not Suitable For Residential us~e' 
~ BRsed on the Air Force's Environmental 
~ ImpJ.ct St£ltp.me.nt , (E1S), 72 F-3SA aircraft 
~ operating out of Boise "/Quld exp .. OS~ 6. ,958 SO-l 
"< acres of plOpeTty to so rnudl "OlSe mat the 

are.2. -...rould be design<Hed by ?AA legU!a­
t ions Not Suitable for Residential Use. 

(N5FRU) (65 decibel DNL) 

New area that would be deslgnat€d 
Not Suitable For Ro!Sidcntial Use 

/Ok ~ 'll«lal 

~;~: ',;.:~ ~ 

I ----
Desert Ave I [o;J~~16":t 

I 

~OIl.E INFORMA.TJO", 
• www.saveourvalleynow.otg/ 
...... -ww.-.f-35atraiuingeis.comj 

• Boise Air Terminal Airport Air GIl ::ud 
Station 208- 422-5268 

I ----
. ---------if 
I ~ 
! ~ 

03 / 13/ 2012 20;09 FAX 520883005.1 RAMIREZ Ii!J002 A1215 TU 

fAct. I 
United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmenlallmpact Statement (EIS) 

Please u,e1hi, sheet 10 pro~de your oornmenls on 1he D!1Ift EIS.lt your comment refers to a specilic page or section 01 
1he ElS, please identify tha1location. You may submIT your COIM18f1Is in any of lI1e following ways; 

1) Tum in this fonn at fila comment table before yoo leavetonl!Jht 
2) P",..de oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or pub/~ hearing. 
2) Mall, fax or email commenls 10: 

David Martin, p,jr Force Contractor. and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Swot West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210·652-5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.inbox(tilus.:d.mil 

AU comments on the Draft EIS must be posbnarked or received by Match 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part or the official rocord. All com .... nt5 will be addressed In lila Final EIS. 

PubliG comments ale requested pursuent to the National Environmental Policy AcI, 42 United States Code 4321, 6t S8q. All 

wrlttert comments recefved dumg the !;Qmmenl period wm be consldere<:l during Final EIS preparation. Your proviSion of priVate 
address information with your comment is VOluntary. Your prlvala address information witl not be released in the Final EIS or for 

Bny other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private addr6S9 information wiN be used to compile the maUlng list for 
the Final ErS d~lribution, Failure to provk:le such inrormation will result in your name not being includea Oil the dlstr1Oulion list, 

Name:'J30wnw D. g~rN/1.-6 L 

I AM /() fj&?/Lj . oL,o dA/1J ;(~V5 4thJ IJJ U/C,J()J'J 
ALl Of £1 '1 t.) r-£ A d//) AI6ilCrV 1!/J11[ ,;16 ,iWC/.1/T GE-3 
FLhJ!.;6 O//l,ll. (Iii4/) /JU~,fA! limY 

:r () () IJJJvl.c /l2tJA}J7VotJ /tJ,Il. Or'Mf :lM.r",vJ 
x ;; / &;1"# &/1 A),1If/ON/'I b 

WI C~) I W,() GE-I0 

MIMJ SC6l('oUU is j}fm.1M/J M;J;[m!gl, /Z/JOU1C6J 
b/JiJt!.1! VAlli t111011/f1/,!/ &PM i/1ett1Al (}If /!2![s/() 

• ... F'1elm,l print - AddiTional SpaUl i& prlJ'Iided on Itle bacK· .... 

Visit www,F-35ATralnlngEIS,comfor proj8cl information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS, 

'Provide your malNrtg addnIss 10 t9OOIvo future nodooll aOOullh8 F.J5A Training 8;;slng EIS, 
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A1216 TU Ron Furtak 
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A1217 BO Larry Stevens, Gail Stevens 

 

/ 

cJ??4til?'!!?~ @e- &z£..t) ~%/vL >4V"'s&- zz;6:1?:.d .1 ??/k /2P.t= _ 

~ z7c4:£&.d ~ .IS t! C'4!;...q.-d c e.,t....,J1c..g ~ P/~r ???'."u"-"/..c¢; 

~{€ ??6ib c;;:,6~-?'22'"--:S ~~ffS d;:I!;a- 4 4Z7?PA~ A~£z::;:-, 
6/~~ CZf!r!l.4 ~/~~ (MY'S: .&'.L...HI7.-J ~ /b2'~.::-o 
.e.v;R~ .$/ 'Z7"A7,¢ // ~-4IV/~ AAbA 4",v/./,A./.,;'f./vG heh .J 

A./t@?,--I.c=-r- .</~~.g:. ?3?-*.-'.V'.c4Jq:: ..r."'?,A',...c.J'Y ~z.e/,;;:: .,,' .. )P/~-p7{ 4,A..J.p 

z?Z?! r- AP;..r 41.4 $ L?"4'"4& 70 ~=6e;r-~? *' ;;;:'::;r2"< /< 4 

~~==-"/:"'(""'f"'~Lr",.,..;",-_o!!n",:z.,,,n-=,,,,-~;r-?J ?~.C.J .&~ xp.v L? ~Lc;:77t 7;rp..v-1: G> 

/g.J&t c d"? ...=z.?' c;' 84cU'7-7p C¥&. f'7=- za.r..:r: g~;:- 2¥C("r#-"L.!lfJi?:S 

& 7p'N"v .d?$:{';P/?'ZZ c::b:..-.?-'7r~;;-:S ,/??'flP$- 47y ..¥/?,".4: .q::;== 

. ___ _ .... ____ . ___ ._.2 ."t?c.. 

March 13,2012 

David Martin 
Kim Fornof 
HQ ACTC/A7CPP 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 
TX 7815G-4319 

RE: Draft: EIS for F-35s based in Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

We live about Y. miles north of the west end of the Boise Airport. These are our 
concems about the proposed F-35 training mission being stationed in Boise AGS. 

A1217 DO 

Noise Impact. Our greatest concern with the s1ationing of F-35s at the Boise AGC is d 
noise. Three years ago wilen the Oregon Air Guard was temporally s1ationed in Boise 
with their F-15s, we were unable to be outside during flight times. Though over 1000 NO 8 
feet from the airport, the noise in our back yard physically hurt our ears. So we could -
not enjoy our own back yard. And within our home, take-ofts and landings were so loud 
that one had to stop conversation and give up on hearing the television or radio. I 
believe that Oregon brought 24 F-15s, so their impact would be a fraction ofthe J 
proposed 72 F-35s. The impact we felt then will affect almost 10,000 re5iden15 if the F- NO-l 
355 come to town. 

Socioeconomic Impact, Wrth an estimated 50 flights per day from the training base, ~ 
would not just lose value in our home. It would become un-sellable. We would lose a 
major portion of our wealth. The number of residents affected similarly according to the SO-1 
EIS would go from 142 residents to around 10,000 residents. Loss or elimination of NO-ll 
properly values for that many homes would have a real impact on local agencies relying 
on property tax revenue. 

Air Pollution Potentia l. The Boise basin already has air pollution problems. EspeciallY] 
in the winter when particulate and CO cause inversion problems. Fourteen hundred AQ-l 
flights a year by the F-35 will add to Boise's air quality problems. 

Thanks for allowing us to comment on the EIS. 

Sincerely, 
Larry Stevens 
Gail Stevens 

160£ v 2 .p. 802 
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A1218 TU Ariel Shultz 

 

A1219 TU Larry and Judith Perterson 

 

AI218TU 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 BilS 1 T FI I ! 

~csonforward.com 

,J; 
//··,1/"/""1/,/,/,1/",,/,,/,,//,,,,1//,/,,,,/,/1 

(,i'e ,..'-" .", 

J.D-~ !r<-I-

"", ~ .... <..- f; 

P"~;-,'--­
~~ vl.i 

()l to C4) k £-<" 

~.- ~"'~ 'J 

t-."-', * 

Qr-o""L.-.. 

,...,-f..",w SA-12 

"Or' -IJ-L 

NO-6 
NO-I 

r,,' a r 131209:19p Larry D Peterson 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1219LU 
623572 4713 p.1 

Please use this sheet to orovlde your com:'l1enls on lhe Draft EIS. lf your ccmrr.ent refers to a specific page or section of 
the E!S, please identfy that Iocalion. You way sul::mit your comments in any cf~he follQllJing ways: 

1) Turn !n this form at t1e comment table before yeu leave tonight 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing 
2) Mail , fax or email comme1ts to: 

David Marti1, Air Force Contractor, and Kir.l Forr.of 
HQ AE TC/A7CPP 
266 F Streel West. BkJg 901 Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Ernail: aetc.alcp.inbox@:;s.af.:nil 

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

Public comrrents are requested ::Jrs:.Jant to the National Environmental Folicy Act, 42 Unitej States Code .i321, el seq. All 
written comments received during the comment per:cd \ .. ~II be considered during Final EIS pleparation. :'our provision of pr.vale 
address information with your COMment is VOluntary. YOW" private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or fCJr 
any olher purpose, unit¥'vS reQu ired by law. However, your pri'lale address information y.1 11 be used to ~mp~e the mailing list for 

tile Final EIS distribution. Fai!ure to pro'Jide such information will result 'n your name not being Ir.cluded on the d ist~blltion list. 

Name: i If I" ;Z y ~ 71/;;J / hi I;r;-F;CS ", ,u 

Organizati;nI~A~ffi~'~lia~ti~o~n:IIII"III=lllllliii========= Address:" 

City, Slate, Zip Code: 
Comments: LU i3' J"'.5';l cL/ /1 /oJ T 6 t:? Ie .5/J Y r h' /-I rye v -

1-j!lVC c;u /c. i C' Id.,! ~-L/ /-?/'co/21roA- 777F £-33 /} 
/2 , fJ E 5" T r1 II t , IcJI:? £) ;9 I ./ t l,e C ;9/£ Fe /Zce .8 11-,5 £ 

_,::.:::1/,-",£---,/,"-, .:./....:Y.-''£?''-'''--=c''-'.,v~/'-.,-..LI-'-I-'"C~.---'-r:~/''-, =-/-=G",,> /;,,-'T~r=-' -LI_·'C''-.-/'-'..lr..:.;//_' .£../1',-" =-/0-:,,;},-' --,-~-:,t,--' ~tY:"'E~-__ 1 GE-3 
//':1 E J '" [/.:0.:/ /i,c:' 7/I'L' J 6 Tj. ,!C::l /~/:::;-:£"(/ C! ///7 

;2/~/0 

'''Please pr i ~: - Additional Si'3Ce i'S prO;,r!ded 00 lIi c back .··· 

Vis it www.F-3SATrainingEIS.com for project info rmation or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

-Prcyi je yoor 'TI3iin~ cddress to [ees ve f,J lure ilOf::ces abcut the F-25A Trai'1ill'J 3asing EIS 
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A1220 BO Jerry Berggren 

 

A1221 TU Craig Austin 

 

Ma' 14 2ill2 825AM 

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

Name: Jerry Berggren 
Affiliation: Land owner 
Address: 

Comments: 

h 941' 

Gentlemen, I strongly oppose the idea of basing supersonic jets at Gowen Field, a 
National Guard site at the Boise Airport, a commercial airport. 

f . :A1220BO 

]GE-4 

There is an Air Force base at Mountain Home, which is 45 miles from Boise. It mak~s~ 
lot more sense to have the guard drive forty flve miles than it does to impose on the lives GE-12 
of thousands of civilians in the Boise impact area. 

I personally invested close to $400,000 in my retirement home in 2000. The impact Of~ 
the jets was not a factor at that time and should not b~ a factor today. The BOlse Alrport GE-l 
is not a good location despite what the greedy pohhclans of BOIse tell you. 

No, is my opinion. 

Thank you for your ear! 

~-B~ 
Jerry Berggren 

March 14,2012 

Mar 13 2012 lO:09AM J E T E nglneerin~, LTD 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
f·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

520 - 889 - 3517 p. ]A1221 TV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments en the Draft EIS. 'f your comment refers 10 a spedfic ~ge or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your oornments in any of the foltaMng ways: 

1) Tum In this format 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 AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street Wesl, Bldg. S01 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aerc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mi! 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 201 2, to ensure the)' become 
part orthe official record All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Publr; comments are requested PJrsuant 10 the National Environmental Policy Ad, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq . AI 

written oomments received duling the comment period will be considered during Final as preparatloo. Your provision of private 
address information with your romment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released i:l the Fif1at EtS or tor 
any other purpose, unless required by taw. However, your private address info:mation \\iU be used to compile the maiiiog jist for 
the Final EJS distrbulion. Failure Ie provide such information will result if1 your name not being :nctuded on the distributioo list 

Name: c..t~\'? AIM'Ll'" 
OrganizatiorVAffiliation: 

-~Piease prinl - Additional "pace is pruvided on the back .• -. 

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

'Prollida '10'Jr ma~ :og address to rOO3ive ruhne notices Olboullhe F-35A T rain;n"J Basil!g ES 
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A1222 TU David Lugra 

 

L1223 BO Glen Stephens, Lt. Col. USAF, Ret. 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your curnm~nt refers to a specifIC pays or ssction 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) Provkle oral comments to the court (eporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mall, fax or email comments to 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Streel West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, IX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email : aetc.a7cp.inbox(mus.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft [IS must be postmarked orreceived by March 14. 2012. to ensure \hey become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addres",d in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to lhe National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United Slates Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written r.ommenfs received during the comment period Will be considered during Final EIS preparation, Your provision of private 
address Information with your comment is voluntary. Your prilJale address information will not be released in the Final EIS Of for 
any oth er purpose, unless required by law. However. your priIJatll3 address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure 10 provide such information win result In your name not being Included on the distribution list. 

Name: '~~;d LcL6'''''' 

Address: ' _-"' ......... 

Comments: _ ___________ _________________ _ 

L>tooM.-.JI ~~ V'hN I/av i21:y.$ Or /'IJTevT//1t­

('!/1J,IC Gt.Ei) 'lj?4:tAJ/P e Dve;; -= U+77>'b x. . 

I i' 

A1222 TU 

GE-3 

I I :...> r __ ....I 
--:1i/c,AtE./ wlh J\ro M1Jffl ve PVWQ"...,E-"V" //4j?tcr &R., 

II&!.( (!tfw' /~ ti -& --&:s,m ~..s -
"~PI(>asa prim - Addilional space IS I)fovided 011 the back:·' 

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

' Provideyour m~i lin~ <IC1r1ffl!;'<; Ir, rnaliYo hilum 1l(llIcfl~ ~ho!Jllh6 F·3SA Training Basing f!S 

Glen Stephens, Lt. Col. USAF, Ret. 

HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

3/10/12 

Attn. David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof. 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

A1223BO 

This is in response to the Feb. 27, 2012 Public Hearing in Boise for "Proposed Pilot Training 
Center and Basing of F-35A Training Aircraft EIS. I attended that meeting and gave verbal testimony. 
I am submitting this written response for consideration and for the record. 

I am a Retired USAF Lt. Col. Civil Engineer. I have a good understanding of both sides of this 
proposed basing issue. My education includes a BA Fine Arts (Architecture), BS Civil Engineering, 
and MPA, Masters of Public Administration. I am the Past President of the Southwest Ada 
Neighborhood Association and was the first Director of the Ada County Idaho Development Services 
Department. 

All my USAF service, was in the Civil Engineering Career Field. Assignments included: a) five 
years at a 'pilot training' base, at Greenville AFB, MS. b) Five years, two assignments at the Alaskan 
Air Command Headquarters at Elmendorf AFB, Alaska, first as Chief of Plans and Programs and later 
as Chief of Construction Programs Branch. c) One year as the Chief of Real Estate Development for 
7th Air Force HQ in Saigon RVN. d) Four years on the staff of, DCS of Civil Engineering in the 
Pentagon as a programs and planning officer. e) Three years as Base Civil Engineer at Hancock Field 
in Syracuse NY. 

After retirement from the Air Force in 1977, I moved to Boise Idaho. I was Director of the 
Building Code Department for Ada County. Later I became the Development Services Director. This 
was a position created at my suggestion, to the Board of Ada County Commissioners. It was a 
consolidation of three departments Planning, Zoning and Building Code enforcement to save money 
improve service and coordination. I also served five years on the 'Building Code Development 
Committee' for the International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO) during this period. I was the 
start up official developing the policies and programming for implementation of the Ada County ID 
Auto Emissions Testing Program for air quality compliance with NEPA. 

According to the Idaho Air Quality Office, north Ada County, which includes all of the Citie~ 
and the Boise Airport complex are currently subject to two 'Maintenance programs' one for CO and A -3 
another for PM-IO particles. Since 'non-attainment' status was declared the maintenance programs Q 
were needed to work toward compliance. The EPA rules require a 10 years of compliance with 
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A1223 80 

BO-46 of the EIS. It concludes that BO-3 CO emissions would exceed the conformity 'de minimis' 
threshold of 100 tons per year. The Boise area has been in a marginal battle with air quality since the AQ-3 
1970's. We have implemented vehicle testing and other burning controls at significant expense. Adding <onl'd 

NAAQS, or the maintenance restrictions will not be lifted. This NEPA issue was addressed on pag~ 

a large non-complying source as the BO-3 seems counter productive to our efforts. I expressed concern 
over this problem in my public testimony at the Boise Public EIS Meeting. 

The EIS says basing of seventy two F-35A's to replace ten A-IO's will generate a 35 % increase 
of 44,303 airfield operations. This seems to ignore the problem and provides no remedy for current 
land uses under the footprint of the noise increases. A serious concern is the new impact of F35-Al SO-I 
noise on private property values around the airport. There is no doubt seventy two F35-A's alLl 
significantly louder than the ten F-IO's currently at the Boise airport. The F35-A's are even louder thiril NO-I 
the F-15's currently using the Boise Airport. Noise impact alone will cause significant decrease 10catJ 
government property tax revenues, due decreased values of property within the impacted area. curren~ 
residential property owners will also be impacted by this decrease in assessed value which is 
compounded by the current national housing slump and the current economy. Decreasing property SO-I 
values are an issue of current national interest. several speakers spoke of this problem in testimony at 
the Boise meeting. There are many studies on the impact airport noise on adjacent property values. 
One such study by Randall Bell "The Impact of Airport Noise on Residential Real Estate" suggesF 
disruption with DNL or LON of 60-65 rates low, 60-70 rates moderate, 70-75 rated substantial, and 
75-80 rates severe. Bell further says, "The subject [airport noise] still strikes an emotional cord with SO-33 
many people today, and the body of published literature consistently reflects a real and negative impact 
on property values. He suggests the "diminution" in value range from 5%-20%. The area around the 

basing proposal, are subject to avigation easements as the Boise Airport officials believe. For instance 

Boise Airport, was developed subject to local planning and zoning laws which were based ~ 
conditions including 'noise' at the time. Not all the properties, that would be effected by the curren~ 

there was significant development in the area west of the airport in the 1950-1970's. That area was not SO-2 
within Boise City limits during that period. Planning officials had no way to predict a program of the 
scope that the current EIS proposes would evolve and plan for these issues. 

Another issue was not addressed in detail at the Public Hearing or in the EIS. This is the 
footprint of the current safety and crash zones AICUZ. Many private homes and places of public 
assembly are well within the area needed to meet the current standards for the 'Airport Incompatible 
Use Zone' (AICUZ) for the proposed F35-A military mission. The EIS should evaluate the cost and 
include construction of an adequate standard AICUZ. This is a significant safety issue not included 
with the proposed mission change EIS. It includes properties within both the east and west Boise 
Airport approaches. The footprint of the crash and safety zones contain, a significant number of homes 
and "places of assembly" like the building used for your recent Boise EIS Public Meeting. That 
facility, is within the boundaries of the needed Boise Airport west AICUZ. I have provided a sketch 
(Attachment I) of the west AICUZ superimposed over an aerial map of that area. It clearly shows the 
large number of impacted existing properties. _ 

While Development Services Director for Ada County, I also served as the Ada County 
representative on the Boise Airport Planning Commission (BAPC). In April 1988, the BAPC approved 
a new Land Use Plan, (attachment 2). Note the "LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS" insert which 
aincluded the following: "Land use recommendations are subject to modification for floodplains, 
highway/ railroad rights of way. Existing zoning (residential, business, agriculture), and planning 
policies and regulations of Ada County Comprehensive Plan. It is important to note that the Boise City 
boundaries with the exception of the airport property proper were north of the Interstate 1-84, at that 

2 

SA-32 

A1223BO 

time. One of the issues old plan update responded to the noise and activities of the F-4 aircraft 
stationed at the Boise Airport. The legend for the map included a) 'A' Residential soundproofing 
required. b) '----, No schools permitted, Avigation Easements required for all permitted uses. The areas 
outside the Boise Airport property that had already been developed prior to adoption and approval of 
this map amendment by the Boise Airport Commission. c) Area recommended for fee acquisition. This 
small 'Clear Zone' acquisition has been completed. d) 'B-1' Non Noise-sensitive industrial and 
commercial uses, now community and Regional shopping centers, auditoriums, Motels/hotels, 
Restaurants, etc; permitted development to conform to part 77 height restrictions. Almost, all of this 
restrictive development list has been subsequently ignored and allowed including shopping centers, 
restaurants and the local indoor ice rink. e) 'C-l' No residential or quasi-public uses; maintained as 
rural areas; Recommended for acquisition where required for clear zones, approach protection. This is 
related to the same area as within some of the AICUZ requirements addressed above but falls way 
short of those requirements. The area designated "A-I was added to enlarge the airport land use 
boundary to accommodate the then proposed third runway. That expanded land use boundary however 
was overlaid a large number of existing developed approved subdivisions. 

Some general discussion was included in the Boise EIS concerning endangered species, but it 
did not include the area outside but near the Boise Airport, Air Guard Station. I live about a mile and 
one half west of the airport complex. My house is on a densely matured, treed one acre rural lot 
subdivision outside Boise City in Ada County. The subdivision was platted in the mid 1950's that has 
about 95 lots. In the last several years I have had four species of owls that have been hanging arou~ 
in my trees. These included a pygmy owl, great homed owl, bam owl and in the last five months a 
white snowy owl. The pygmy owl has been on and off the ESA but is now under reconsideration. The 
other three owls appear to be listed as endangered. I find two or three fresh owl pellets every day on BI-5 
the driveway going my mailbox at the street. I have seen the snowy owl every few days for the last six 
months. Recently, we collected about forty owl pellets and gave them to our grandsons school for a 
science class. We also have had deer, fox, raccoons and unfortunately, skunks pay occasional visits. 

In my operung, I said I was on both sides of this issue. One of my assignments when I was in 
pentagon, I worked on a project for updating ACIUZ criteria. I was also a project officer dealing with 
advising local public officials of the importance of establishing protective zoning and other policies to 
help prevent base closures like Lowery AFB in Denver and McClellan AFB in California. 

Sincerely, 

Glen Stephens, Lt. Col. USAF Ret. 

2 atch. 
1. Map Boise Airport Dev. Guidelines, 1986 
2. Sketch Boise AICUZ west 
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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 follo";ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm 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 Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.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 ollicial record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United Slates Gode 4321, et seq. All 
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 'Nill 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 result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: ____ ~H~a~l~W~i~l~l~i~a~m~s ______________________________________________ ___ 

homeowner 

Address:' ______ _ 

Comments: ____________________________________ ~~--------------------

be i n g t r a i ned. f u e led, 0 ran y t h i n gel s e i n1'kfu c so n met r 0 pol ita n NO-37 

I BELIEVE THAT THE F-3SA is SIMPLY INCOMPATIBLE Wit] 

area, primarily because of noise . I am COMPLETELY AGAINST havin 

these planes in the area. No attempts at mitigation, such as the] 

ridiculous idea of soundproofing houses 50 that people may hudd{:e GE-4 

inside their dw e llings in an area that prides itself on being 

outdoors, will dissuade me . 

We have been homeowners in Tucson for approximately 20 years 

in the area just south of Speedway Blvd ., between Campbell and 

Tucson Blvd. The noise from m ~l~tary a~rcraft overfl~ghts has J 
always been a problem, but the notion that a new aircraft NO-8 

possibly 20 decibels l ou d er than previous aircraft is unth~nkable NO-J 
NO-37 

Th e noise this aircraft would produce is simp ly incompatLble wLth 

a growing metropolitan area of 500 . 000 people. (continued) 

--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 to receive future notices aoout the F·35A Training Basing EtS. 

Sound engineers I have spoken to a t your he a rin gs have 

informed me that noise is simply not an engineering isslle when 

your planes are d es ign e d; noise measurements are all after the 

fact . It is understandable that military requirements would be 

the prime engineering con cer n hilt since Va" need to tpst planeS 

and train ollots and that siting areas are becoming increasingly 

problematic as population expands, it would seem that noise (and 

safety) cons iderations should s tart being part of the design 

req !,jrements Of \'o"r ai rcraft 

There myst be demonstration flights over Tucson to have any 

idea what noise will be produced by the F-35A . In addition. the 

OEIS describes decibel levels in terms of an average over 24 

hours a day for a whole year; this is a complete s ubterfuge, si n ce 

A1224 TU 

GE-2 
NO-50 

it completely ignores the real issue. which i s the impact of su dden 

loud noise . 

Sincere] y yOblrs 

~M ~.e<'4' .> 

Hal Williams 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
EnvIronmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

5 2 0 5 1 9 50 1 2 

Please use this ~hoellO provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS. please identify that lacahon. You may submit your comments in any 01 the following ways: 

1) Tum In thiS lorm al the comment table before you leave tonighl 
2) Provide oral commenls 10 Ihe ooun mponer dunng Ihe open hOuse session Or public hearing. 
2) Mall, lax or email comments 10: 

David Ma~ln , Air Force Contlllctor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Btdg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 7B150-4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp jnbox@lJs.afmjl 

All commenta on the Draft EIS mUlt ~ poatmarked or roulvtd by Mlroh 14, 2012, to ",aur. they become 
pert of the official record. All comrntnts will ~ tddrtoaod In the Final EIS. 

PubliccommenlB ere noqu.sted pursuanl to the Nation,l Envlronment.1 Policy Act. 42 United Slate. Code 4321 , et seq. All 

III'IHen comments received dunng the comment period will be considered dunng Final EIS preparation. Your provision of prtv.te 
address Informadon 'WIth your comment Is vokmlary. Your private add(8iS information will not be released in the Final EIS or tor 
any ~tner pu~~, unless requited by law. Howev&!', your private addreSi information will be used to compile the malling list for 
tne Flna! Ers dlSlnbutioo. Failure (0 prOYlae SUCh information will result In your name not being Included on the distribution list. 

Name: .... . - .. -. _ __ ... 

Organiulion/Affil latlon: ., ~ 
Addr",,' ~~ __ 

City, Slate, Zip Code: _ ~ 

~'A 

·"Prease print - Addltlonsl opece Is prOvlctttd on the baCk .. •• 

U:i®+~ 
V 

( 

l 

Visit www.F-36ATr.'nlngEIS,com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Prolllde your m"rnng address to ~8C(llve future nOlic" about the F·35A Training Basing EIS 

P . 6 1 

GE-3 

1' 111 , 1"1 .)'1 ' 0." 

) - Uo.VJ.U no. .lu 23~39 o3/12i12cEsT/p~\'~1_iu4vJ.u 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

A1226TU 

Please use this stteel lO provkJe your t:OflllltefliS on ihe Dfatl EIS. If your comment refers to a spedfrc 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 !eave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments (0 L~ court reporter during the open house session Of public hearing. 
2) Ma~, fax or email comments to: 

David Manin. Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomc;t 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 76150-1319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aatc .a7~p. in :::o::::!i1 ~.s .r.f.r.. li 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmanced or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the offiCial record. AU comments Will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to Il':e National Environmental Po~cy Act 42 United Stales COde 4321. et seq. M 
written comments received during the (XImmenl period wilt be considered dt1ril"l9 Final EIS rreparatiOfl. Your provision 0/ private 
address information '/lith your comment is 'IOIuniary. Your ~rivale address informatior: will not be released in the Final E!S or for 
any other purpose. unless reqUired by law. However, ycur private addreSS informatiOn ~\1i1 be ust!d to compi:e the m.3iling list for 
the Final EIS distributioo. Failure to provide sud! information w~t result in yoor name not being included on lhe distribution list. 

Name: JiJ 1/ { 'D A I-i fli7!. .H e" e. II 

·· ·Ple:.se p~jot - A<ldil iollal space is provided on the back"'~ 

Visit www.F.35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or 10 download a copy of the Draft E1S. 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Envimnmentallmpact SIatement (EISI 

Please .... !his sheet to prI)IIido jOlI" CXlfIVI10IIfs 00 1110 Drat EtS. W jOlI" amnent .. to a opeciic page« ooc:tion of 
tho EtS. ~ idorifylhol-'. You moy _ jOlI"mmmonts" 101)' of 1110 -.g ""YO: 

1) T ... in ... bIn.tho corrmort __ ,..._1onight 
2) ~ oni......- to1llo1XU1 '"PC>1orcUing 1110 ___ «~huIoing. 
2) Mail, fax « ..... CXlfIVI10IIfs to: 

David _ . Ai Fare CorUlDor, ..., Kim Form! 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F _ Wool. 8I<Ig 901 
~ AFB. TJ( 7815()4J19 
Fa.: 21().652.J.;649 
Email: aotc.a7co.inboX@US.af.miI 

AlI_ onlllollnftEIS _be .--,-or_ ~_' .. '1012, to_...,_ 
,,",,011110 _.-.t. AI_ .. be_In 1110 FInal EI6. 

_ commonIsore....- ,....,.tolile -... _ Policy Act. 42 UnIIod _Code 4321, 01""1. AI 
__ ........ during h "'""""'" period "be~ d..tng _ ElS,........tion. Y"",........, 01,,­
__ ,"", __ la"*'"lory. Y_..-add .... _ .. noIbe.- ilthe FInal EISo<br 

any_..."... . ..- '""'*"" bylaw. _,,.,....- _ ilIonnoIIon .. be IlIIOd ",."...h ""*1IIl!tbr 
iIloFlnalEIS_. F ... "'pnMIo"""-.-. ......... _ ...... noIboI'Igtncludodon ... _ttot. 

:f:h.!:.L.1L.t::r:.u:c..c,....i:zJ...L.---l-==¥.~~1..I-D:.r.£~!..-"--L-:.L.<':---".L.sl"!'-'-"-Ji--f=;""""1"-1 GE-l 

~prInI-~~ilptO'tk:te>doo .... btct.-

VISiI www.F-35ATralnlngEIS.com for project infonnalion or 10 download a copy altha DraII EIS. 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

TI-£ ASI-ITOI I CO INC 

A1228 TU 
PAGE 01/82 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS.1f your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the elS, please identify tI'Iat location. You may submit your comments r.. any of the following Yr.!'(S: 

1) Turn in this form at the COITlfI"Ient table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or pub~c hearing. 
2) Mail. fax or email comments to: 

David Martin. Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 7815()-4319 
Fax: 2t().652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7co.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 thQ offici~ r teCord. All comments will be addret sctd in th~ Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant 10 the National EnvirOI'll'llental Policy Act. 42 United Slates Code 4321 , et seq. Al l 
written comments recefved during the comment period wit be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information \lAth your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonnation wlI t\Ot be released in the Final EIS oc for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. Howeller. your private address infOfmation wilt be used to compile t/'Ie 1'I'I3iling list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information wiN result in your name not being included 00 the dislribution Hst 

Name: £'. «<1& 11'"12 L l/o;eZVN 

Address;· 

:-tJ~~';:J/lN};:~~7J~lw::;:;~;:;e;;;:;;:::N 
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I't.ANe '"2>,ztl,!.' &- C4?p FS My W'IJD ')#1£2..1> 8N." OUD 

me:- ?AkzePJI-/6 Ce-N77:!>e. . $'oHE77t-te-S 1'1# /J 7j/rtIM{:> 

t.Lttt¥1#J BlI t; Ll lt:. 4 ffPST 5 4 1,/ rJI.e72J.} t9t?.Il-dLlfl".cq; :Ii' 
FIIZ'Z- m-e: al£1t::.. 1 5 wpe nf Ir ISEr1<AWrtL ,r 

.RY~' QV~ &funf»4tt Z ,£L-V2 AIPre: mAr 
.f ;..,-?-,g..:;€ JJV HI1ICl?- Or zAheS5 wH= t?8,~r 7P 

" 'P\ea~ prinl- Addi tional 'P<lC61$ prov\d«d on 100 baclc. '" 

Visit www.F .. 35ATraininoEIS.com for project InformatIOn or to download 3 copy of me Draft EIS. 

'PrOVIde your maili~ 3ddr~s 10 i"e(;(!I'Ie MUte notioes. about lhe F.35A. Tr3Il1'"9 Basing ElS. 
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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 commenls in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fann at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments 10 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 Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cD.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on Ihe Draft EIS musl be poslmarked or received by March 14, 2012, 10 ensure Ihey become 
part of Ihe official record_ All comments will be addressed in Ihe Final EIS, 

Public comments are requesled pursuanl to the National Environmenlal Pol~y Act, 42 United Siaies Gode 4321 , et seq. All 
'Mitten 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. HOlNever, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name:' R VA ' 11 b (-I e C <1"0 Y 
Organization/Affilialion: 

Address:' 

/ 

" ' Please print - Additiona l space is provided on the back .••• 

Visit www_F-35ATrainingEIS_com for projecl information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your maifing address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS 
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March 10, 2012 

Mr. David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Ms. Kim Fornof, US Air force 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F St. W., Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, 1)( 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

Let me begin by saying that we don't believe that where we live is being considered in the Air Force's 

study or the city of Boise's airport "influence area" since we live across the Boise Valley beneath Table 

Rock. To put this in perspective, it takes us 20 minutes to drive to the airport. However, we are J 
definitely in the airport's influence area in terms of noise pollution since the sound carries clear across NO-l 

the valley. We don't believe the people who are lobbying for the F-35 jets realize the far reaching 

effects of the noise these planes produce. There is nothing as invasive, sound-wise, as these jets. We 

live in a well- insulated house with stucco walls, concrete roof tiles, double pane glass windows with I NO-8 

window coverings and are sound sleepers, yet we've been awakened at midnight by the F-15 jets. Th!U 

F-35 is purportedly even louder. We are convinced that the noise level produced by the jets far excee~ NO-l 

every noise ordinance the City has. In addition, consideration has not been given to the fact that theSj 

planes will be able to fly anytime, anywhere, since they are not subject to the restrictions the FAA places NO-3 

on commercial flights. 

We fully support the military and the job they do; however, we are sure there are bases where trainini"l NO-36 

can be conducted without having an adverse effect on the quality of life of those who live nearby. ~ 

When considering flying the F-35 jets above a metropolitan area such as Boise, we hope you give more 

weight to the input from those who will be affected on a daily basis instead of politicians who want to 

say they brought jobs here so they can use this to get re-elected. Jobs will come and go but once here] 
NO-l 

the jets and the noise will be with us for years to come, and the quality of life we once enjoyed will be NO-36 
gone. 

Sincerely, 

Bill and Edie Morse 

CC: Mayor Bieter, Governor Otter, Senator Crapo, Senator Risch, Congressman Simpson, 
Congressman Labrador, Boise City Council 

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

A123) DO 

Please use this _10 provide yax commenIs on Ihe DIafI EIS. ~ your romment reIe!s 10 a specific ~ or S8dion of 
Ihe EIS, pJease identify thai location. Yoo may subnit youroomments in ..,yoflhe IoJJowing ways: 

1) Tum in this loon at Ihe romment tatJIe before you IoaYe \on91l 
2) Provide oral oomments 10 Ihe rourt reporter during Ihe open hoose session or pubJic heaing. 
2) Mail, lax or emaiJ comments 10: 

David Martin, I>Jr Forte Contractor, ..,d Kim Forno! 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
RIIldoJph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 21 ~2-5649 
Email: aetc.a7a>.inbox@Us.af.mil 

All commonls on the Dnft EIS must be postmarked or .... lved by Man:h 14, 2012, 110 .... u"' they become 
part of the oIIicIolnteord. All commonts will be addressed In the Anal EIS. 

PutJIic commenIs ... roquesI8d pursuant 10 Ihe National Enllironmental Policy kt, 42 United Stales Code 4321, et seq. ,., 
..- coornents ~ during !he comment period will be c:on-..t during Fonal EIS preparaIioo. Your provision of privaIe 
add .... infoonation with your comment is YOIuntary. Yoor privoIe address information will 001 be ..-in !he F""" EIS or for 
any _ purpose, unless required by law. _ , your privaIe add .... information will be used to compile !he mailing list for 

!he FIIIIIi EIS distribution. Failu .. 10 provide such inbrmalion will result in your",""" 001 being included on !he distribution 1st. 

Name: Willow PLAIts 

City, SIato, Zip Code: 

Comments: ;j;" .... .a.d ,;", Soi~f,. cnt\. f-e.b Z3, 
ZOI2... 

fai A's Wo......14 \W!:1c:.e • .:t:CAtI.!Not fl'.A.4 Al\loiSe c..hA.r+ GE-2 

Ide ,jli<"-i> jp H&;<AF.. 1"1. :SoW\.e 0 f iN. :$ pe.g.J<.ers 

M., M4..j pc CoM-en) is fo.,.= ±h& -1 Sc:..i-..DD Ls we4 l EJ-I 

k.~ i>'\ ±tw. AtW... Ace. '1 ..... ~Q;"" .p re./pC.ld"e. ib4IA 
**"Aeue print - Additional apece is provided on the back. --
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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 oomment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please idenlify that location. Yoo may submit yoor comments in any of the follov,;ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonn at the comment table before you leavetonighl. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments 10: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email : aetc.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 adld ... sed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infonnation 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. lio'M3ver, your private address information 'Nill be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information 'Nill result in your name not being included on the distribution list 

Name: 111 /( ,(' PEII R L PL Arr~ 

Address:* 

011 P€B ;J.IT/t .iT Tlti? B~/s£ HanEL ~ gt:.o/V,.... ... -J:( .. 'Y.s. ~.r~t.2. 

CAC,APC ~OOM ' 

THE J%-~.s-A /..,c IV Bpise '04 0 1 p .rm pAcK ICJ !U']NO_II 

RE"SIDFrN,$ i d.1/.f/(,H 'e TJJ~S{?' OF" ttt"sr (IF rl-l, TolVlYS /N 

..z-Iytllo. I,s"" SIl~1::" /:?6TJ.4 TH!;- GDUccwqR Co rrF~ 7 >l... 

Li(f;cv# (BgAD '-ITlLE) LIve purs/os BOiSE" .so TNt: 

NPI5£ WILL IVOT /1I1,oACI< TtfFAt. 

Rut.'.' ¥ >CHt:lqL S" 13D,...,. V eAA,tr-- CG/},C€M:2 ]EJ_' 
f!t(k.s ..... ZHE /-I jU-(L.Q.~ST CauJlrlZy ('£..q' '"-;G"I..,e-~DulC.~E ~~:: 

wiLL Be AUk-crl:?"D 13''' . THe- /Vdl $E 04- I":>ut...l.lr/~v. CIIILD~C=IJI 
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~~ss, TIfO #/4 H A P8ICt.= /0 PAy ,,1, l? ... -.J 
·-Please print- Additional Sp.lINl 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 10 receive Mure notices aboullhe F·35A Training Basing EIS. 
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Tlfe: 

A1233 "0 

March 11 ,2012 

Re: F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fomof, 

Please send me a HARD COpy of the Final F-35A EIS to my address belo~ J NP-7 

Please include any~ a~~ndic~mailing. 

Thank you. ~/::r 
Ellen Kazor 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

p.02 

Please use nis sheet to provide your comments on :he Draft EIS. If yourcommenl refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS. please identify Ihatlocation. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways· 

I} 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 Of email comments to: 

Oa,,~j Martin, Air Force CoIltractor. ana Kim Fornof 
HQ ,ETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 
Fa", 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mii 

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 Ers. 
Public comfllE,nts are requa5tcd pursuant to the National Enviroomf:otal Policy Act. J2 United Slates Code 4321. et seq. An 
written comments received during the comment period 'Nill be considered during Final EIS preparatioo . Your provision of private 
address information "Mth your comment is voluntary. YOtir private address Information wi" not be release<! in the Fioo! EIS or for 
any other pur JOse. unless required by law. Ho .... -ever. your private address infOfmalion will be used to compile the mailing list tor 

the Final EIS bulion. FalUlo 10 provide s~~1ion WI.·II fesuH in YOU.f narre.not being included on the distribution ijst 

Name: \ _- - . -\ 1 f~tCC1;C; 

The Draft F-35 Emlronmcnlaf Impact Study for the Boise, Luke, Tucson, and Holloman Air Force. 
Training sites is seriQus ly flawed with errors, omissions, and , hoddy work, and cannot be used as the basis 
for the Final EIS or NEP/\ Recorded of Decision. There are too many seriolls deficiencies that must be 
addressed fim as outlined in the list below. I am requesting an illddinite stoppageh)o~tp(lnrmcn1 of the 
NEPA proces~ lIn1i1 the deficiencies in the Oraf! EIS are clUTectetl 

A1234 BO 

1. There arc r.o definitive DB Inudnes.s oound.ar y maps,.l>tudies or numbers published for the .F-35. J NO-4 
Perform them if yQU have not done so. or puhhsh them if you have them. As the off-s ite loudness 
h.)$ bec? sho ~',· n t~ cau~e hearing damag.e, It is essential Ihat the area maps show DB magmtudes J' 
3.1 senS!llve lOcations. These measures or estimates already e)(ist ~ ince they are required to NO-5 
d~veJop Ihe DNL measures which are listed for all sensitive locations. 

2. Over IO,O(.() rltSidems.wil! fi~d t~eir hom:-~ re~lassificd as "Not Suitable for Re.~idcntial Use" iJ SO-I 
the F-35s are brought rlt . rillS will resull 10 millions of (tollar5 of lost property value. It i5 
e~stntial tht a full h()\J.~e by house appraisal and val u:nion be done. Who is re~ponsible to do J SO-2 
It,is? 

"'Please pfinl -Adc! '\!onal space,~ r:nowdcdOll the back '" 

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

UL : SLI'H TH[ UPS STORE 6138 20013 45205 2 p.os 

A1234 BO 

4 -i sc:'ools .mel 13-day care celH~ rs will be in very high DNI. and noise rnagnitud~ areas. Wha71EJ_1 
mitig'HiollS wi ll be done !O avoid dcterior.1tin~ lenrnin g levels" This must be stuuied in dcp t~ 

5. The world he~l th organil:<tlirm :.Iatcs that DNL levels of 50 and above can ea use health and rnen~NO_4 
problems. I! IS csscntral that ,he EIS rnclude. boundary maps for 50DNL. 55 DNL, and 60 DNLJ 

6 Sewral thollSil nd residents will be c~posed \0 DNL ilnd ~uund magnitude. s above the 65 Dl\'L. ' NO-4 
Mui '.i DNL boundary maps ,l nd studlcs are needed for 70 Dt\'1., 75 DNL. 80 DNL. 85 DNL . .1nl..1 
~ 85 DNL. Also, what mitigations will be used to avoid the severe. health. mental. and financial]NO_20 
nnpacls. 

7 III order for individual hnlllCl)Wners \0 understand their options, a residence by re~idcnce list of ~SO-2 
proputies ~Ild any and all Avigation E;lsemcnts that cl)(;umber each property IS required . J 

g Pre.'i~ nt clarification. of the ·'No Action Altcr."". ti ~~.n Docs Ihis me<ln aJl four locations wiIllDO-I 
conll.nlle to be candIdates for basing F-35s as .addl\l(Jnal planes Utcome available? J DO-2 

9. \Vha: are the nex t steps in the bed down proc~s after the final EIS? Will actions be laken"iOl NP· I 
reconcile the airspace and land H~e conflicts that art', idc~tified in the EIS ? Will l oint Use cmdi LU-I 
Stud ies be autJlOrized? Wit! wnmg ordinances in conflIcted areas be enforced. Will rezoning -.J 
occur·! Will a program be initiated to move residences out of the 65DNL, 70 DNL, 75 DNL, 801so_3 
DNL. 85 D1'.'1., and> 85 DNL areas identified in Ihe EIS? .:...J 

10 Willlhe Air Force bring se\'eral F-J5s to Boise to conduct a lypical daily training routine of 5~GE_2 

:~~~~·ss~'a:;t ~.~~5r;~:I::::n:~:~U!'f ~~~r:~~:e~~~:~eh:~r :~~ ~:~~r:tf:~g;~~~~7\~:~. ~fe::~i~JNO-7 

Forc~ is unwilling to do thIS, please list the reasons why. 

I I. The EIS states ihat the F-35 s I Doise wi!! colltrihute over 250 LOns of Carbon Monoxide to Ihe are] 
around the Doise Airport. This is over 250% more than allov,Ied hy EPA rules. The Air Force 
mitigation is to request an exemption from the rule. This does nothing to (lddres s the CO impact. AQ-3 
~nal ysis of the health impacts un residcnts, especially chi!(lrcn is requiJed, as arc (he financial 
Impacts of Boise becuming EPA nOli (·ompliant on Air Quality standards. 
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A1235 TU Alan L. Stein and Terry Sue Holpert 

 

~$~ S<:R~,~~§'~PcV~F-35 
'Q ~-, 

AI234 BO 

"Not Suitable For Residential Use" 
Based on the Air Force's Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. (EIS), 72 F- 35A aircraft 
operating out of Boise (Scena rio 83) would ex-

I mi!e 

72 F-35A aircraft (Scenario B3) would 
subject all four schools studied- Hillcrest 
Elemont"ry, O wyh"e- Harbor Elementary, 
West J r. High and Frank Church High-to 
school day equivalent sound levels (Leq(so)} 
exceeding the American National Standards 
Institute guideline for schools. 

Hillcrest Elementary 71 Leq(sn) 
Owyhee Elementary 76 Lcq(SD) 
West Junior High 68 Lcq(SD) 
Frank Church High 66 L!:q(so) 

r·~~ T"""'"~ B,,,,,>, r· .,,,,,.,,,,,,,,! r"'P"C(S'~""""_' pg_ IlO 27 

[ PO:~a~';:e8 a~::e:~~I~r~~e~~~i;n:~e~~~~;;~e 
§ regulation!'; Not Suitable fol' Residential 

Use. (NSFRU) (65 decibel DNL) 

"While the iuue of no;re imp:>e15 on duldr~ n·.learning 
isnOI f"llyseltled, thc' Ame,ican N.,tionaIStanda,ds 
Inni.u.e (ANSI) hM ,du~ed ~ du><oom s<:ou.tic. 
standa.d entitled Acoustic,,) Perform.)nce C,;Iuia. De­
sign Requi rements, and Guidelines ior School. (ANS! 
S12.60- 2.009)(ANS!2009) ,Acco.dinglothemndard, 
background noise lew)s UI the dan,oom for;nle rmit ­
lant no,se from l ral1.po rtQlior. sour~essuch as,.ircraft 

operations 5hould nOI exceed 40clB Leqdunng any 
hour of the school day_ Tocompan! the outdoor noise 
levels to indoor recommended valuu. outdoor noise 
lavels a,eadjust .. d to account lor Ihe noise level re ­
duction provided by Ihe $ tr\lctur~. Typical noi,e level 

, .. dUCllonvaluesare IS dS · ... 01h wmdo· ... ·sopen and 
2S dB w;th windows dosed. but vary by ~lrucm.e. cli­
male. ~nd n<" 'e ,ou<cu. II "'00 .. uum~d ,hM each of 
the schools in the!is l 01 ~en$l1 ive .eceptors main t~i"s 
a "windows dosed"' ~ondition and provide~ approxi ­
mat" ly 2SdB of no;se-Ie .... el reduction. Therelore, ti,e 
h ighest recommended Leq(SO) outsida a school would 
be 64 dB. Whilethl$$I~nd~rd;$nota, .. qui 'ement 10. 
schcol systems to lollow, it .. a?plicable, as a dasign 
gu ideline, to new con$truc!iol\ as w~lI as ,o:nOVMions 
ofexi$ting lacilities.:\nd is ,ecommended to ach,eve a 
higndeg,..,eofspeechjntellig,b,],tylnl~arning~pacu " 
J ' 3SA rT(lin,,'~ B~"n9r"Y"Q"",,·.'o:[m~<rS,a,.m 'Q' 1'9,3 -6 

A1235TU 

Alan L. Stein and Terry Sue Holpert 

Mr. David Martin, AF Contractor 
And Ms. Kim Fornuf 
HQ AETC/A7PP 
@66 F Street West, Bldg.901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Comments on the F35A Draft EIS and Request for 45 Day Extension of Time for 
Public Comment 

Dear Mr. Martin and MS.Fornuf 

We are life-long Tucson residents who have worked, raised our family and lived in the 
central city since 1948. We write to oppose the basing of the F35A at the Tucson ]GE-4 
International Airport. Our reasons are delineated below. 

DEIS is Premature and the Air Force should withdraw it 

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and found it 
inadequate and troubling. The DEIS is premature, the basic information as to the precise 
nature and analysis of noise, air pollution and safety of the F35A is either not provided, 
speculative or unknown and, according to the Air Force, the analysis of aircraft type and 
number is "not currently ripe for decision making" (DEIS,p.2-7). In the Executive 
Summary to the F35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement, the Air Force 
admits it is engaging in utter speculation as to the F35A' s most basic characteristics of 
noise, air quality, and safety stating, "[B]ecause the F35A is a new aircraft that is under 
development, some data nonnally used to predict noise, air quality and safety conditions 
cannot be obtained at this time."(Executive Summary to EIS ~). Yet, despite the fact 
that the DEIS is built on speculation and is half baked, it strains credulity and is unfair 
that the Air Force has forced the public to provide all its comments now before it has 
fully disclosed all the facts associated with the F35A and the basing alternatives. The Air 
Force should withdraw the DEIS and reissue it when it has ascertained all the basic 
characteristics of the F35A, adequately informed the public of them in an open and 
transparent manner and provided a realistic idea of reasonable alternatives. 

F35A noise estimates are not based on reliable, credible and authoritative evidence 
or actual night tests but on unreliable "modeling "and the estimates are changing 
making a tlyover an imperative 

NP-13 

A reading of the DEIS makes evident that the F3SA noise estimates are not based on J NO-4 

reliable, credible and authoritative evidence or actual flight tests over areas where they NO-7 

may be based. Furthermore, the Air Force dilutes and minimizes certain of the most l NO-50 
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A1235 TV 

damaging F35A noise impacts by estimating noise levels and averaging them on a 24 
hour day. The noise estimates, like many of the cumulative impacts of the F35A on our 
community, are based on unreliable "modeling" or are totally constructed from 
speCUlation. Regarding the validity of these estimates, the DEIS concedes: "[IJt should be NO-50 

noted that, although the most accurate and up-to-date data available were used as inputs cont'd 

to noise models and the most current impacts analysis techniques have been employed in 
calculating noise impacts, all results presented in this DElS are estimates." (DEIS@p.3-
lQ) . In fact, on January 30, 2012 the Air Force admitted that the noise estimates in the -
DEIS are not even accurate and changed certain of them. Which one of these noise ] 
estimates is the most accurate and exactly why, no one really knows. We anticipate the NO-2) 

Air force will continue making changes after our right to comment has expired. 

In an effort to avoid this type of speculation and guesswork, former Representative J 
Gabrielle Giffords and Senator John McCain have requested that the Air Force conduct 
F35A flyovers of Tucson, but this demand has been refused. Contrary to the speculations GE-2 

upon which the DEIS is based, we need not speculate as to why this demand was refused, 
since we know the reason: to fly the F35A over Tucson would be an ear-shattering 
experience, such that all responsible community members would oppose basing it here. 
We are confident none of us would make the most significant purchase ofa lifetime if we] 
were not given the opportunity to walk through that house and test all the appliances, or NP-13 

test drive that vehicle and have our mechanic check it out. Why has Air Force forced this 
decision on our community without providing us with complete information? 

The No Action Alternatives assumed before the DEIS was undertaken that TlA 
AGS is suitable for F35A basing 

The No Action Alternatives provided are ambiguous and confusing but seem to indicate J 
that TIA Air Guard Station (AGS) will be selected as a base for F35A aircraft under one 00-1 

of the scenarios. Or the No Action Alternative may mean that the F35A will not be based 
here. Regardless, the nature and extent of urban encroachment here makes basing the ] 
F35A incompatible with substantial portions of residential and business communities. NO-I 

Simply having selected TIAAGS as one off our possible sites for basing of the F35A J 
does not make it a suitable site yet, this is what apparently is assured by the way the Air 00-32 

Force framed the DElS. 

Further, in addition to conceding that the analysis is not "currently ripe for decision -
making", the Air Force claims bed downs of 24 or 48 F35A's would not be cost 
effective, yet includes this as alternatives to future analysis to "facilitate potential future 00-9 

decision making."(DEIS, p. 2-7) This contention poses two problems: first, the Air Force 00-2 

is required to offer alternative that are "reasonable, and second, the Air Force does not 
explain how this will relate to future decision making. Again the public is required to 
comment on this but since we are told that the alternative provided is not "reasonable" it 
is nonsensical and unfair. -

The F35A flight paths are incomplete, inaccurate and the DEIS is deficient 

A1235 TV 
-

Since we reside in midtown and central Tucson and see the actual flight paths flown by 
ANG, we know that the actual ANG flight path is not accurately depicted in the DElS, 
but also includes midtown and central Tucson. Therefore, the actual ANG flight path is 
far more extensive than the flight path and associated "noise contours" depicted in the in 
the DEIS. Not only is ANG' s actual flight path based on our personal experience and 
drawn from direct observations, but ANG personnel at the Q & A on Feb. 23, 2012 prior 
to the public comment period admitted that ANG aircraft currently fly over midtown and 
central Tucson, "when directed by air traffic control". Therefore, since DEIS does not 
specifY the actual flight path for the F35A and assess the environmental impacts of it on 
midtown and central Tucson, the DEIS is inaccurate, incomplete, deficient and must be 
withdrawn. _ 

In addition to not identifying the actual ANG flight paths, at the Scoping Session for the 
F35A, the Air Force distributed a pamphlet stating that " ... a small portion ofF35A 
training may require limited use of the flightline or other facilities on Davis Monthan 
AFB. Additionally, the Air Force may use airspace managed and scheduled at Davis 
Monthan AFB if the Air National guard is selected .. .. " According to the DEIS "[LJive 
munitions are not stored at Tucson AGS, therefore for live operations, aircraft must 
transit Davis Monthan AFB for weapons loading and takeoff." (DErS@p.TU-16). ._ 
Because the F35A will carry live munitions, it will be required to depart TIA to DMAFB 
and have it loaded there. The F35A with live munitions will depart from DMAFB 
utilizing the DMAFB airspace, flightline and other facilities . Generally speaking, the 
DMAFB flight path is currently over midtown and central Tucson, the University of 
Arizona and encompasses the most densely populated areas of Tucson. Like the actual 
ANG flight path noted above, it is far more extensive than the flight path and associated" 
noise contour" delineated in the DElS. Because the DEIS does not designate the actual 
flight path the F35A will take when loaded with munitions and assess the environmental 
impacts of it on midtown and the central Tucson, the DEIS is inaccurate, incomplete, 
deficient and must be withdrawn. 

The F35A flight paths disproportionately expose low income and minority 
populations to noise that is classified as not compatible for residential use and no 
mitigation is specified 

-

Concerning the significant issue of environmental justice and protection of children, the­
F35A will disproportionately expose low income and minority populations to noise that is 
greater than 65dB DNL (day-night average sound level), which is noise that the Air Force 
and the FAA have classified as not compatible with residential use. In the three scenarios 
described in the DEIS, Table TU3 .12-2 shows that 93 .7, 93 .8 and 88.2 percent of the 
population affected by noise levels of65dB DNL would be minority. (DEIS@p.TU-119) 
The DEIS also states that " .. the F35A aircraft scenario would present a 
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impact on low-income population."( 
Dlli@p. TU-120). The Air Force refuses to specify how this can or will be mitigated. 

The DEIS is required to set out the mitigation it will provide to those whose 
properties are rendered incompatible to use 

-

00-23 

NO-62 

NO-59 
SA-13 

£1-4 
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A1235 TV 

-
The Air Force has not addressed the precise mitigation it will provide to those who will 
not be able to use their properties as, among other things, schools, businesses, residences 
or the like. It is required to fully disclose mitigation in the DEIS but has refused to do so. 
Not only are the low income and minority populations who will be disproportionately 
impacted entitled to know the full nature and extent of the mitigation but so too are those 
who own property in midtown and the central Tucson who will be impacted by the actual 
F35A flight path. _ 

SO-II 
SO-I 
EJ-4 

Additionally, the Air Force is required to identify in the DEIS those unavoidable impacJs NP-33 

that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level so the public can comment on it. The 
DEIS is deficient in not identifying these impacts . 

The DEIS fails to properly consider the cumulative impacts of the F35A 

-
The Air Force fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the F35A when added to all 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. It also improperly seeks to limit future actions to 
those ofa military nature but even in those instances provides none of the requisite 
analysis. For example, as to the cumulative military actions considered, the reasonably 
foreseeable future expansion of operations at DMAFB and Operation Snowbird are not 
adequately considered and analyzed. In addition the reasonably foreseeable expansion of 
civilian and commercial air operations at TIA, Homeland SecuritylBorder Patrol, and 
drones are not adequately addressed . The Air Force has failed to analyze the cumulative 
impacts and specifically how the civilian and military actions will affect the same 
resources as those related to basing the F35A here. -

The economic impact of basing the F35A is incomplete and flawed 

CM-6 

The economic impact of the F35A on Tucson is not fully specified. While the direct and] 
indirect economic analysis provided is based on a formula, the Air Force ignores the SO-13 

negative impacts of the basing, fails to conduct any analysis respecting negative impacts SO-23 

on quality of life and productivity, and fails to conduct any real world socioeconomic 
impact analysis similar to places that already deal with extreme noise. 

The deleterious effects the F35A will have on our community is not adequately taken into 
consideration. For example, the F35A clearly will have a significant detrimental impact J 
on the $ 2 billion dollar annual tourism industry and the 21,000 jobs it generates, will SO-7 

threaten the viability of the U of A and the business synergies it spawns, and will damage SO-18 

the Reid Park Zoo and imperil the lives of its animals. In short, the lifetime investments 
Tucsonans have made in their homes, neighborhoods and businesses and the investments 
we as a community have made to revitalize downtown and in our tourism/convention 
business will all be jeopardized by the F35A.The F35A will cause a decline in property J 
values for those properties under or adjacent to the actual flight path. As a result, there SO-I 

will be a loss in tax revenue on a state and local levels which the DEIS does not take into 
account. The Air Force' s failure to take these negative factors into consideration in its 
economic impact analysis renders it flawed . 

A1235 TV 

Concerns remain about the ANG's credibility 
-

We would be remiss if we did not point out concerns we have as to the ANG's 
credibility. DMAFB/ANG commenced OSB in 1975 and an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) was conducted in 1978. Substantial changes with the aircraft deployed occurred 
during the period 1988-1992 which dramatically changed the program, triggering the 
need for a new EA or EIS. Members of our community pressed DMAFBI ANG as to 
whether they were in compliance with the law and they represented that they were. We 
continued to press them seeking the actual EA or the EIS that was conducted until we 
were finall y informed that they had never conducted either. As a result of our efforts an 
EA is currently being prepared Whether DMAFBI ANG was simply negligent or 
intentionally sought to evade NEPA we will never know. But we do know that this 

NP-19 

conduct does not inspire confidence and has damaged their credibility. -
A 45 day extension is requested 

The DEIS is technical, lengthy, confusing and requires a substantial time for lay people tj 
understand the methodology and conclUSIOns and to formulate appropnate comments. We NP-l 

request that the DEIS comment period be extended 45days from the March 14 deadline. 

Conclusion 

Given the nature and extent of the urban encroachment and surrounding land use, the j 
F35A is not compatible with Tucson. Operating the F35A on the actual flight path will 
have grave, detrimental and irreparable impacts on the residents and their homes, schools, GE-l 

day care facilities and businesses throughout Tucson, particularly in the vicinity ofTIA, 
DMAFB, midtown and the central city 

We are entitled to full and accurate information about all the characteristics of the F35A,J 
the actual and cumulative impacts it will have on all of our neighborhoods over which it 
will fly, and the mitigation required and the unavoidable impacts that cannot be NP-35 

mitigated. The Air Force has not been transparent and has not furnished us with all the 
necessary information to make an informed and reasoned judgment; it has forced us to 
accept speculations. 

The F35A should not be based here. ] GE-4 

Respectfu y submitted, 

(4~:mnT~~;k~ 
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A1236 TV 

Alan L. Stein and Terry Sue Holpert 

Mr. David Martin, AF Contractor 
And Ms. Kim Fornuf 
HQ AETC/A7PP 
@66 F Street West, Bldg.901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Comments on the F35A Draft EIS and Request for 45 Day Extension of Time for 
Public Comment 

Dear Mr. Martin and MS.Fornuf: 

We are life-long Tucson residents who have worked, raised our family and lived in the 
central city since 1948. We write to oppose the basing of the F35A at the TUCSO~GE_4 
International Airport. Our reasons are delineated below. 

DElS is Premature and the Air Force should withdraw it 

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and found it 
inadequate and troubling. The DEIS is premature, the basic information as to the precise 
nature and analysis of noise, air pollution and safety of the F35A is either not provided, 
speculative or unknown and, according to the Air Force, the analysis of aircraft type and 
number is " not currently ripe for decision making". (DEIS,p.2-7) . In the Executive 
Summary to the F35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement, the Air Force 
admits it is engaging in utter speculation as to the F35A's most basic characteristics of 
noise, air quality, and safety stating, "[B]ecause the F35A is a new aircraft that is under 
development, some data normally used to predict noise, air quality and safety conditions 
cannot be obtained at this time."(Executive Summary to EIS JL@Q2). Yet, despite the fact 
that the DEIS is built on speculation and is half baked, it strains credulity and is unfair 
that the Air Force has forced the public to provide all its comments now before it has 
fully disclosed all the facts associated with the F35A and the basing alternatives. The Air 
Force should withdraw the DEIS and reissue it when it has ascertained all the basic 
characteristics of the F35A, adequately informed the public of them in an open and 
transparent manner and provided a realistic idea of reasonable alternatives. 

F35A noise estimates are not based on reliable, credible and authoritative evidence 
or actual flight tests but on unreliable "modeling "and the estimates are changing 
making a flyover an imperative 

NP-13 

A reading of the DEIS makes evident that the F35A noise estimates are not based on ] NO-4 
reliable, credible and authoritative evidence or actual flight tests over areas where they NO-7 
may be based. Furthermore, the Air Force dilutes and minimizes certain of the most lNO-SO 

A1236 TV 

damaging F35A noise impacts by estimating noise levels and averaging them on a 24 
hour day. The noise estimates, like many of the cumulative impacts of the F35A on our 
community, are based on unreliable "modeling" or are totally constructed from 
speculation. Regarding the validity of these estimates, the DEIS concedes: "[IJt should be ~~t~~O 
noted that, although the most accurate and up-to-date data available were used as inputs 
to noise models and the most current impacts analysis techniques have been employed in 
calculating noise impacts, all results presented in this DEIS are estimates." (DE IS@p.3-
lQ). In fact, on January 30, 2012 the Air Force admitted that the noise estimates in the 
DEIS are not even accurate and changed certain of them. Which one of these noise ] 
estimates is the most accurate and exactly why, no one really knows. We anticipate the NO-21 
Air force will continue making changes after our right to comment has expired. 

In an effort to avoid this type of speculation and guesswork, former Representative J 
Gabrielle Giffords and Senator John McCain have requested that the Air Force conduct 
F35A flyovers of Tucson, but this demand has been refused . Contrary to the speculations GE-2 
upon which the DEIS is based, we need not speculate as to why thIS demand was refused, 
since we know the reason: to fly the F35A over Tucson would be an ear-shattering 
experience, such that all responsible community members would oppose basing it here. 
We are confident none of us would make the most significant purchase of a lifetime if we] 
were not given the opportunity to walk through that ~ouse and test all the appliances, or NP-13 
test drive that vehicle and have our mechamc check It out. Why has AIr Force forced thIS 
decision on our community without providing us with complete information? 

The No Action Alternatives assumed before the DEIS was undertaken that TIA 
AGS is suitable for F35A basing 

The No Action Alternatives provided are ambiguous and confusing but seem to indicate J DO-I 
that TIA Air Guard Station (AGS) will be selected as a base for F35A aIrcraft under one 
of the scenarios. Or the No Action Alternative may mean that the F35A will not be based 
here. Regardless, the nature and extent of urban encroachment here makes basing the ] 
F35A incompatible with substantial portions of residential and business communities. NO-I 
Simply having selected TIAAGS as one off our possible sites for basing of the F35A ] 
does not make it a suitable site yet, this is what apparently is assured by the way the Air DO-32 
Force framed the DEIS. 

Further, in addition to conceding that the analysis is not "currently ripe for decision 
making", the Air Force claims bed downs of 24 or 48 F35A's would not be cost 
effective, yet includes this as alternatives to future analysis to "facilitate potential future DO-9 
decision making."(DEIS, p. 2-7) This contention poses two problems: first, the Air Force DO-2 
is required to offer alternative that are " reasonable, and second, the Air Force does not 
explain how this will relate to future decision making. Again the public is required to 
comment on this but since we are told that the alternative provided is not "reasonable" it 
is nonsensical and unfair. 

The F35A flight paths are incomplete, inaccurate and the DEIS is deficient 
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Since we reside in midtown and central Tucson and see the actual flight paths flown by 
ANG, we know that the actual ANG flight path is not accurately depicted in the DEIS, 
but also includes midtown and central Tucson. Therefore, the actual ANG flight path is 
far more extensive than the flight path and associated "noise contours" depicted in the in 
the DE/S. Not only is ANG' s actual flight path based on our personal experience and 
drawn from direct observations, but ANG personnel at the Q & A on Feb. 23, 2012 prior 
to the public comment period admitted that ANG aircraft currently fly over midtown and 
central Tucson, "when directed by air traffic control". Therefore, since DE/S does not 
specify the actual flight path for the F3 5A and assess the environmental impacts of it on 
mIdtown and central Tucson, the DEIS is inaccurate, incomplete, deficient and must be 
withdrawn. _ 

In addition to not identifying the actual ANG flight paths, at the Scoping Session for the 
F35A, the Air Force distributed a pamphlet stating that " ... a small portion ofF35A 
training may require limited use of the flightline or other facilities on Davis Monthan 
AFB. Additionally, the Air Force may use airspace managed and scheduled at Davis 
Monthan AFB if the Air National guard is selected .... " According to the DEIS "[LJive 
munitions are not stored at Tucson AGS, therefore for live operations, aircraft must 
transit Davis Monthan AFB for weapons loading and takeoff " (DEIS@p.TU-16). 
Because the F35A will carry live munitions, it will be required to depart TIA to DMAFB 
and have it loaded there. The F35A with live munitions will depart from DMAFB 
utilizing the DMAFB airspace, flightline and other facilities. Generally speaking, the 
DMAFB flight path is currently over midtown and central Tucson, the University of 
Arizona and encompasses the most densely populated areas of Tucson. Like the actual 
ANG flight path noted above, it is far more extensive than the flight path and associated" 
noise contour" delineated in the DEIS. Because the DEIS does not designate the actual 
flIght path the F35A will take when loaded with munitions and assess the environmental 
impacts of it on midtown and the central Tucson., the DEIS is inaccurate, incomplete, 
deficient and must be withdrawn. 

The F35A flight paths disproportionately expose low income and minority 
populations to noise that is classified as not compatible for residential use and no 
mitigation is specified 

-

Concerning the significant issue of environmental justice and protection of children the­
F35A will disproportionately expose low income and minority populations to noise 'that is 
greater than 65dB DNL (day-night average sound level), which is noise that the Air Force 
and the FAA have classified as not compatible with residential use. In the three scenarios 
described in the DEIS, Table TU3 . 12-2 shows that 93.7, 93.8 and 88.2 percent of the 
population affected by noise levels of65dB DNL would be minority. (DEIS@p.TU-119) 
The OEIS also states that " .. the F35A aircraft scenario would present a 
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impact on low-income population."( 
Dlli@Q. TU-120). The Air Force refuses to specify how this can or will be mitigated. 

The DElS is required to set out the mitigation it will provide to those whose 
properties are rendered incompatible to use 

-

DO-23 

NO-62 

NO-59 
SA-13 

EJ-4 

A1236TU 

h 
. -

T e Air Force has not addressed the precise mitigation it will provide to those who will 
not be able to use their properties as, among other things, schools, businesses, residences 
or the like. It is required to fully disclose mitigation in the DEIS but has refused to do so. 
Not only are the low income and minority populations who will be disproportionately 
Impacted entItled to know the full nature and extent of the mitigation but so too are those 
who own property in midtown and the central Tucson who will be impacted by the actual 
F35A flight path. _ 

SO-ll 
SO-I 
EJ-4 

that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level so the public can comment on it. The NP-33 

Additionally, the Air Force is required to identifY in the DEIS those unavoidable impactJ DEIS is deficient in not identifying these impacts. 

The DEIS fails to properly consider the cumulative impacts of the F35A 

The Air Force fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the F35A when added to all -
reasonably foreseeable future actions. It also improperly seeks to limit future actions to 
those of a military nature but even in those instances provides none of the requisite 
analYSIS. For example, as to the cumulative military actions considered, the reasonably 
foreseeable future expansion of operations at DMAFB and Operation Snowbird are not 
adequately considered and analyzed. In addition the reasonably foreseeable expansion of 
civilian and commercial air operations at TIA, Homeland SecuritylBorder Patrol, and 
drones are not adequately addressed. The Air Force has failed to analyze the cumulative 
impacts and specifically how the civilian and military actions will affect the same 
resources as those related to basing the F35A here. 

The economic impact of basing the F35A is incomplete and flawed 

CM-6 

The economic impact of the F35A on Tucson is not fully specified. While the direct andl 
indirect economic analysis provided is based on a formula, the Air Force ignores the SO-13 

negativ~ impacts of the basing, fails to ~nduct any analysis respecting negative impacts SO-23 

on quality of life and productIVIty, and falls to conduct any real world socioeconomic 
impact analysis similar to places that already deal with extreme noise. 

The ?eleterious effects the F35A will have on our community is not adequately taken into 
conSIderatIon., For example, the F35A c~early will have a significant detrimental impact J 
on the $ 2 bIllion dollar annual tounsm mdustry and the 21,000 jobs it generates will 
threat~n the viability of the ~ of A and thebusi~ess synergies it spawns, and will damage ~~:;8 
the ReId Park Zoo and Impenl the lives of ItS ammals. In short, the lifetime investments 
Tucsonans have made in their homes, neighborhoods and businesses and the investments 
we as a community have made to revitalize downtown and in our tourism/convention 
business will all be jeopardized by the F35A.The F35A will cause a decline in property J 
values for those properties under or adjacent to the actual flight path. As a result, there SO-I 

WIll be a loss III tax revenue on a state and local levels which the DEIS does not take into 
account The Air Force' s failure to take these negative factors into consideration in its 
economic impact analysis renders it fl awed. 
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A1236TU 

Concerns remain about the ANG's credibility 

We would be remiss if we did not point out concerns we have as to the ANG's 
credibility. DMAFBI ANG commenced OSB in 1975 and an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) was conducted in 1978. Substantial changes with the aircraft deployed occurred 
during the period 1988-1992 which dramatically changed the program, triggering the 
need for a new EA or EIS . Members of our community pressed DMAFB/ANG as to 
whether they were in compliance with the law and they represented that they were. We 
continued to press them seeking the actual EA or the EIS that was conducted until we 
were finally informed that they had never conducted either. As a result of our efforts an 
EA is currently being prepared. Whether DMAFBI ANG was simply negligent or 
intentionally sought to evade NEPA we will never know. But we do know that this 
conduct does not inspire confidence and has damaged their credibility. 

A 45 day extension is requested 

NP-19 

The DEIS is technical, lengthy, confusing and requires a substantial time for lay people tj 
understand the methodology and conclusions and to formulate appropriate comments. We NP-12 

request that the DEIS comment period be extended 45days from the March 14 deadline. 

Conclusion 

Given the nature and extent of the urban encroachment and surrounding land use, the j 
F35A is not compatible with Tucson. Operating the F35A on the actual flight path will 
have grave, detrimental and irreparable impacts on the residents and their homes, schools, GE-l 

day care facilities and businesses throughout Tucson, particularly in the vicinity ofT/A, 
DMAFB, midtown and the central city . 

We are entitled to full and accurate information about all the characteristics of the F35A,J 
the actual and cumulative impacts it will have on all of our neighborhoods over which it 
will fly, and the mitigation required and the unavoidable impacts that cannot be NP-35 

mitigated. The Air Force has not been transparent and has not furnished us with all the 
necessary information to make an informed and reasoned judgment; it has forced us to 
accept speculations. 

The F35A should not be based here. 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 76150-4319 

t!Q F·35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

_ / EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIB~ONS: 

~
i inish quality of life] NO-36 ~nmage tourist industry]SO-7 
reaten fragile ecosystemJBI-2 mage building structures~ 0-12 

educe outdoor enjoyment] E" a age hearing of residents NO-6 
of .,..parks, sporting events LU-3 student concentration EJ-2 

[1}6isrupt classes and activities l ~apn pets, Zoo & wildlifil BI -5 
at schools, colleges, universitie~EJ-2 ~duce property valuesTSO-1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology. with no history of safety records, would ~SA-12 
endanger t~e . saf~ty ?f reSide~ts , especial~y when. pilots (r:na~y foreign) would S.A-17 
undergo tralntng In singte-.englne, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. S;A-13 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected. ] EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a!JNO-6JAQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION III] GE-2 

A1237 TV 
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A1238 TU Anonymous 

 

A1239 TU Hanna Shelton 

 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin. AF Contractor 

& Kim Forno! 
266 F SI. West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

t!2 F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

!
' iminish quality of Ilf~ NO-36 DOamage tou,ri~t industry 
Threaten fragile ecosystemJBI.2 DOamage bUlld,lng struct,ures 

educe outdoor enjoyment] DDamage heanng of resld~nts 
f parks, sporting events LU-3 DHarm student conce,nt~tlon 

Disrupt classes and activities l DHarm pets, Zoo & WIldlife 
at schools, colleges, universitie~ EJ-2 DReduce property values 

HEALTH. SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: ~ 
Utilizing completely new technology, wit~ no history,of safety recor~s, would ~1~:; 
endanger the safety of reside~ts, e~peclal~y when, pilots (r:na~y foreign) would SA-16 
undergo training in single-englne, Single-piloted alrcr~ft with live. ordnan~e, and SA-13 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would Increase air crash risks, 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents ~ould be a~e:cte~ . ] EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute .envlronmentalInJustlce. 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all] NO-6fAQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY.OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION 110 GE-2 

A1238 TV 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin. AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomo! 
266 F SI. West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

HQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
DOiminish quality of life DOamage tourist industry 
DThreaten fragile ecosystem DOamage building structures 
DReduce outdoor enjoyment DOamage hearing of residents 

of parks, sporting events DHann student concentration 
DDisrupt classes and activities DHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 

at schools, colleges, universities DReduce property values 

A1239 TV 

HEALTH. SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, wourd~ SA.12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in singr~-e.ngine, .s~ng~e-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA- 16 
could fly off course. Proximity to cIvil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA·13 

A ,higher p?rcentage ~f 10W-in?ome and minority residents would be affected,..., [J.4 
Disproportionate, detnmentallmpacts would constitute environmental injusti~ 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a:!DN~.61AQ.1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY·OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONI[]GE.2 
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A1240 TU Bette Cox 

 

A1241 TU Russ Lowes 

 

l:tQ F-35/ 

HQ AETCAlA7CPp 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

HQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in'TUCS§Nr 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

l iminiSh quality of liiil NO-36 ioamage louriot industri] SO-7 
Threaten fragile ecosyste~ BI-2 Damage building structures 
Reduce outdoor enjoymen LU-3 . Damage hearing of residen~NO-6 
of parks, sporting events , Harm student concentrati~ EJ-l 

t(10isrupt classes and activities "1 Harm pets, Zoo & wildl11!1BI-5 
at schools, colleges, un;vers;ti~EJ-2 Reduce property value!] so-. 

A1240TV 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-I' 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-IJ 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental iniusti~ 
Increases in air pOllution and noise would create negative health effects for a[] NO-6/AQ-1 

PLEAS~~~;t ·OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION(iI] GE-2 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

NO F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRA nONS: 
r::J'Oiminish quality of life:] NO-36 glamage tourist industrYlsO-7 
~hreaten fragile ecosysteiTil BI-2 09amage building structures 
UJReduce outdoor enioymem-J GDamage hearing of resid~nt!J NO-6 

of parks, sporting events LU-3 Ot:;larm student concentratIon 
DDisrupt classes and activities GHarm pets, Zoo & wildlifi] 81-5 

at schools, colleges, universities [iJReduce property valueu SO-I 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-IJ 

A1241 TV 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~[J_4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-61AQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY.QVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONI[]GE-2 
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A1242 TU Mark Mayer 

 

A1243 TU Anonymous 

 

tI2 F-351 --- HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomo! 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

tQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

A1242 T V 

0t!iminish quality of lifiJNO-36 !2l'Oamage lourisl induslrl]SO-7 
i2tThreaten fragile ecosyste~ RI-2 0Damage building structureTINO-12 
J21Reduce outdoor enjoyment]LU_3 .{:dOamage hearing of resident~ NO-6 

of. parks, sporting events 0Harm student concentrati~ EJ-2 
0D1srupt classes and activities -, k3Harm pets, Zoo & wildlif~ 01-5 

at schools, colleges, universitie..!.l EJ-2 lLl'Reduce property valu~so_1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA- 17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-I' 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA- IJ 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected.J EJ-4 
Disproportionate. detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustic 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a]J NO-6/AQ-1 

~)!.f£NP£ifJ/. &/'FlCAr,a A.V4t.---7f'/,£... 
PLEASE SCHEDUL£'FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONI!Il GE-2 

~~cu.'Y'?t-

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn : David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Forno! 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

tiQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

i iminish quality of l~iJ NO-36 1i:!i0amage lourist indust.y] SO-7 
reaten fragile ec?System BI-2 lamage building structure!] NO-12 

educe outdO?r enJoymenTlLU_3 amage hearing of residem[] NO-6 
...:....:r.f. parks, sporting events -.J arm student concent~ EJ-2 
]l:tIJlSrupt classes and activities I EJ _2 ~arm pets, Zoo & wtldl~-5 

at schools, colleges, universitit:tS.J ~educe property valu~ SO- 1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ SA-12 
endanger Ihesafety of reSide~ts, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training In sIn91e-en9IOe, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-IJ 

A1243 T V 

A .higher ~rcentage ~f low-In7ome and minority residents would be affected~EJ_4 
Dlsproportlon~te , det~lmentallmpacts would constitute environmental injusticeJ 
Increases In sir pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~ NO-6/AQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION ill] GE-2 
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A1244 TU P. Murphy 

 

A1245 TU Kohl Martin 

 

~L ~ 
PVlCE 

STAMP 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

tiQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

!
OiminiSh quality of li~NO-36 loamage tourist indust~ SO-7 
Threaten fragile ecosyste!i!JBI-Z Damage building structure~O-12 

~fe:~:,o~~:~ge~~~n~e~LU-3 e~:~~~:~~~gn~~~~~~~-6 
Disrupt classes and activities :J Harm pets, Zoo & wildli~ BI-5 
at schools, colleges, universiti~EJ-2 Reduce property valu~SO_ 1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks . SA-13 

A higher percentage of low·income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustiW 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a!] NO-6fAQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONIJjJ GE-2 

A1244 TV 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

t:!Q F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
flDiminish quality of lif:!] NO-36 moamage tourist indust!il SO-7 
filTh,.aten fragile ecosysterill 81-2 ~Damag. building slruclurHl NO-12 
gJReduce outdoor enjoymennLU_3 I:!JDamage hearing of residen!!] NO-6 

of parks, sporting events --.J rnHarm student concentratior!] EJ-2 
~Disrupt classes and activities I ~Harm pets, Zoo & wildlifi] 81·5 

at schools, colleges, universiti.!!lEJ-2 12iReduce property vaiu~SO. 1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of reSidents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in single-engine, singie--piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic WOuld increase air crash risks. SA-13 

Al245 TV 

A higher percentage of low·income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. NO-6fAQ·1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONI[]GE-2 
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A1246 TU Melissa Donovan 

 

A1247 TU Isabel Garcia 

 

tiQ F-351 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomof 
266 F 51. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

t!Q F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
[3Oiminish quality of lif~NO-36 [JOamage tourist indusfi] 50-7 
GThreaten fragile ecosyste~BI-2 GJDamage building structur~NO. 12 
[3Reduce outdoor enjoymenfl LU-3 [JOamage hearing of resid~!J NO-6 

ptparks, sporting events ~ [3Harm student concentrati~ 0 -2 
[JDisrupt classes and activities ::J ~rm pets, Zoo & wild~I-5 

at schools, colleges, universiti~EJ-2 ~educe property vaIU~SO_t 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-I' 
undergo training in slngle-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-13 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustiW 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~NO-6fAQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONlli] GE-2 

A1246 TV 

!tQ F-351 

I 

I 

~ .. ~ . 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomof 
266 F 51. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

W2 F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBJiATIONS: 

t iminiSh quality of lif!JNO-36 'gJDamage tourist indus~ 50-7 
Threaten fragile ecosystejBI-l IDamage building structur~ NO-12 

educe outdoor enjoyment LV-3 Damage hearing of reside~ NO-6 
of parks, sporting events Harm student concentr~Oii] EJ-2 

~isrupt classes and act~vitie~ .l arm pets, Zoo & wild~I_5 
at schools, colleges, unrversltl~EJ-2 Reduce property valu~ 50-1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the saf.ety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-13 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected.! EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustic.!W 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~NO-6/AQ- 1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONlli] GE-2 

A1247 TV 
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A1248 TU Lois Rose 

 

A1249 TU Wendy Elliott 

 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

tQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
~iminish quality of li!i]NO-36 ~amage tourist indust!l1S0-7 
JdTJlreaten fragile ecosystem DOamage building structures 
~_educe outdoor enjoyme'iiil LU iaOamage hearing of residen!§] NO-6 

of parks, sporting events -.J -3 - []'Harm student concentration 
OOisrupt classes and activities OHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 

at schools, colleges, universities OReduce property values 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~SA_ 12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA- 17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-13 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~EJ_4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injusti~ 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~ NO-6/AQ-l 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION(jjJGE-' 

A1248 TV 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornal 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

c{~ 

J'iQ. F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

/ EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRA.JK)NS: 
IS)6Jminish qual~ty of Ii!!1NO-36 ~~age tourist Indus~SO-7 

h ten fragile ec~yste5 BI-2 ~.JVOage building structur~ NO-l2 
educe outdo?r enJoymen LU-3 ~..JMTlage hearing of resident!] NO-6 
. ks, sporting events ~)H11! student concentrat!Q!l EJ 
Isrupt classes and activi les ~ {BRpml" pets, Zoo & wild;1 e _ -2 

at schools. colleges, universitie EJ-2 !iJFfeduce property value 81 5 SO-I 

. . . HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new t~chnology , wi~ no history of safety records , WOUld~ SA-l2 
endanger t~e . sa~ty?f reslde~ts, e~peclaJl.y when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training In slngl~-e.ngrne, .s~ng~e-prloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to cIvil air traffic would increase air crash risks . SA·13 

A1249 TV 

A.higher p~rcentage ~f IOW-in?ome and minority residents would be affected~EJ-4 
Dlsproportion~te, det~mentallmpacts would constitute environmental injusti~ 
Increases In air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~ NO-61AQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY -OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONiii] GE-' 
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A1250 TU S. Whitehouse 

 

A1251 TU Robert W. Phillips 

 

HO AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomol 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

HQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

EiminiSh qua'!ty of Iif!] NO-36 [LfDamage tourist jndus(~] SO-7 
Threaten fragile ec?Syste!!!] BI-2 OOamage buHding structures 
Reduce outdoor enJoyme:J OOamage hearing of residents 
of parks, sporting events LU-3 OHarm student concentration 

~DisruPt classes and activi res I EJ-Z DHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 
at schools, colleges, universiti~ ~Reduce property valu~ SO-I 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-13 

A.higher P?rcentage ~f low-income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ-4 
DIsproportIonate, detnmental impacts would constitute environmental injustice.l 

A12S0 TV 

Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~ NO-6/AQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY -DVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION([] GE-2 

HO AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomol 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

liQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

/"" EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIB~ONS: 
~)m1nish quality of li~NO-36 ec,mage tourist industmSO-7 
[J4T~reaten fragile ecosystejjj] 81-2 l!J"DJlmage building structurUi NO-12 
lZJf(educe outdoor enjoyment] LV-3 ~.....amage hearing of residenj] NO-6 

of parks, sporting events ~ E student concentrati~ EJ-2 
{96isrupt classes and activities I pets, Zoo & wild~ 81-5 

at schools, colleges, universiti~F..J-2 educe property valu~O_ 1 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would ~SA_12 
endanger the safety of reSidents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-Hi 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-13 

AI2SI TV 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affect~ EJ 4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. -
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for al . NO-6/AQ-I 

PLEASE SCHEOULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISION([]GE-2 

~~ 2..63l5~>US.,...,c... 
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A1252 TU Linda Austin 

 

A1253 TU G. Ramirez 

 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

!iQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 

~
iminiSh quality of lif!] NO-36 lamage tourist indusfiJ

SO
-
7 

hreaten fragile ecosyste!!TIol-2 amage building structure~NO-12 
educe outdoor enjoyment] LU 3 Damage hearing of residents NO-6 

of parks, sporting events - arm student concentration EJ-2 
~isruPt classes and activities --, &1-2 arm pets, Zoo & wildl~ BI-5 

at schools, colleges, universiti~ ~educe property valu~ so-. 

A1252 TV 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENviRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, would g SA-12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-I7 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA-13 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~ EJ·' 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a NO-6fAQ-1 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY -OvERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONIII] GE-2 

~5~ 

~ 

A1253 TV 

N F351 . 
-~ 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin , AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

liQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

,""~ EXCESSIVE NOISE & viBRATIONS: 
~ish quality of Ii~NO.36 ~amage tourist indus~ SO-7 
8'f~ten fragile ~ysteiiilBI-2 ~amage building structu~NO-12 
j.dReduce outdO?r enJoymem-]LU_3 ~amage hearing of residentf] NO-6 r:iI!. parks, sporting events ~arm student concentrati~ F.J-2 

)':.JL,"!srupt classes and activities 1u-2 Jaftarm pets, Zoo & wildl!!'!] BI-5 
at schools, colleges, universiti~ ):Jfteduce property valu~ So-. 

. .. HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utlhzlng completely new te,chnology, wit~ no history of safety records, would ~ SA-12 
endanger t~e , saf~ty?f reslde~ts, e~peclal~y when pilots (many foreign) would SA-I' 
undergo training In slngle-englne, Single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance and SA-16 
could fly off course, Proximity to civil air traffic would Increase air crash risks. SA-13 

A.higher p~rcentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected. 
Dlsproport~on~te, de~mental impacts would constitute environmental injUstic:l EJ-4 
Increases In air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a!:] NO-6JAQ-l 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OvERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONljj] GE-2 

5fbh-e U4- >. 
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A1254 LU Pam Bunis 

 

A1255 HO Jeff Duncan 

 

~ -- HQ AETCAlA7CPP 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F 51. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

1iQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adverselr impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: f1! . 
mOiminish quality of lif!]NO-36 !oamage tourist indus@SO-7 
[JThreaten fragile ecosyste~ 81-2 Damage building structurw NO-12 

~
. Reduce outdoor enjoymen LU-3 Damage hearing of resident NO-6 
lof parks, sporting events Hann student concentratio EJ-2 
, Disrupt classes and activities -, Harm pets, Zoo & wild 1 BI-5 

at schools, colleges, universiti~EJ-2 Reduce property value 50-1 

A1254 LV 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~SA- 12 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-17 
undergo training in slngle-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, an SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. SA·13 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~EJ_4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injusti~ 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for ~NO-6/AQ.l 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONilli GE-2 

A1255 HO 

F-35A Draft EIS 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor and](jm Fornoff 
HQ AETC/A7Cpp 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolf AFB, Texas 78150-4319 

Dear Mr_ Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

After reviewing the F-35 draft EIS I must infonn you of my extreme disappointment and utter -
dismay. It is one of the worst documents I have had the misfortune to review. It is filled with 
generalities, uses outdated and unrelated ' studies" to justify the flight of the F-35 over our area, 
has omitted responding to questions submitted by a large number of our Sacramento Mountain 
residents during the original scoping process, and uses ' averages' in an apparent attempt to cover 
up the true impacts on people, animals, property, businesses and ultimately the detrimental 
impact on the health, safety and welfare of all of us living in this area. In short, it is a sham. It 
appears its sole pmpose is to give the Air Force authority to use multi million dollar weapons of 
war in acts of violence and aggression against its own people and to do so with impunity. -

Let me be crystal clear that the above statement has nothing to do about the intention and 
conduct of our honorable men and women of the Air Force. They will just be doing their job(s) 

NP-13 

and following orders. It does have everything to do with the lack of honesty, transparency, ~ 
completeness and accuracy oflhis EIS for which you are responsible. Until this document meets NP-13 

this criteria this process will remain a sham and license will be given for harm to be done to the 
very people our military is sworn to protect. 

I expect to receive a HARD copy of the EIS, any and all related correspondence released to th-;] 
public. I expect that my comments will be made part of the public record and that they will ~ 
included in the final EIS. I expect my following questions will be answered in a thorough ang 
detailed manner using current studies that relate specifically to this aircraft, as this plane is very 
different from anything that has preceded it and by the Air Force' s own statements, remains 
largely untested. 

NP-7 

NP-8 

1- Many original scoping letters from our communities asked why these planes and others couJ not be flown over areas other than the Sacramento Mountains where we live. These questions NP-3 

were never answered in the draft EIS. Please do so and specifically address the following. 

2- The Air Force has many other flight options. Please provide a detailed list of those opti0rlS] 
for training, when and why there are used or not and when and the Sacramento Mountains ru::J DO-25 

used instead, and the rational for doing so. 

3- The White Sands Missile Range is currently used by both the Anny and Air Force. This iSl 
logical alternative for flight training due to its isolation and emptiness. We know it is used for 
some flight training some of the time but why not all of the time, in lieu of the Sacramento DO-4 

Mountains? There is a military office established to better coordinate the use of this air space. 
What is the status of those efforts, and what needs to change or occur for this alternative to be 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–862 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

 

 

 

 

A1255 HO 

schedule and the reasons why. Also include a detailed summary of how this scheduling would 00-4 

used 100% of the time in lieu of the Sacramento Mountains? Include in this review the J 
scheduling of Air Force personnel and flights, days of the week included and omitted from this 

need to change to achieve the goal of 100% use of White Sands Missile Range and/or other conl'd 

options than the Sacramento Mountains. This should include the scheduling of military flights 
during days that are currently not scheduled by the Air Force, such as Saturday and Sunday. 

4- The noise level created by the F-35 is unlike any previous aircraft. The draft EIS tends to use] NO-I 

averages and omission in addressing this issue. This issue requires clear, exact and verifiable 
data in the answers to these questions: 

greater? NO-4 

-What are the true and verifiable noise levels (dB) of the F-35 at all flight levels starting at l 
100' above ground level up to 5,000 ' above ground level using 100' increments at 500 knots or 

-What are the true and verifiable noise levels over 5,000' above ground using 500 ' increments 
up to 30,000' altitude at 500 knots or greater? 

-Given the Department of Defense criteria that anything above 75dB is unacceptable, at what 
altitude must the F-35 then fly in order to remain within the DOD criteria for acceptable? 

-Given the noise created by the F-35 at each altitude at the stated speed, what are the 
documented and verifiable impacts on the following: 

-human hearing and specifically hearing damage 
- human physical health 
-human mental health 
-human physical pain experienced at each dB level 
-human unborn fetus, in each trimester (both short and long term effects) 
-infants (please address specially the risk for convulsions and other specific health 
problems already verified by low level flyovers in aircraft much quieter than the F-35, 
both short and long term impacts. 

-what are the expected abortion rates for each of the above at each dB level? 

-

-

NO-6 
EJ-2 

-what are the impacts on wildlife specific to the Sacramento Mountains for each of the dB BI-S 

-domestic livestock and family pets including; cattle, horses, goats, cats, dogs and sheep. J 
levels. 

-all endangered species in this area 
-studies cited need to be specific to the noise levels created by the F-35A and each specific 
animal and species 

- Each of the above should also be answered for not only a one time event but for multiple ani 
frequent flyovers at respective altitudes. In other words, frequency, intensity and duration of 

the events. As an example, one flyover of the F-35 at 100' above a person will result in a NO-4 

dB level that will cause some immediate hearing damage. When this occurs mUltiple times 
how much damage occurs each time and at what point is hearing totally lost?? (Frequency, 

A1255 HO 

intensity, duration with corresponding impacts) J NO-4 
conl'd 

5- The negative economic and financial impacts of the Air Force activity over our area have J 
already been significant yet the impact of the addition of the F-35 is minimized in the draft EIS. SO-14 

Please answers each of the following questions: 

stem wall and rock concrete foundations, windows, interior sheet rock walls, all roof systems NO-12 

-what will be the physical damage to homes and other man made structures be at each of the~ 
dB levels noted in your answers to #4 above. Specifically address poured concert, cement block 

and the overall impact on the structural integrity of a stick built home and a manufactured home. 
This should also be addressed given frequency, intensity and duration of events at the various dB 
levels. 

-What will the impact be upon property values given your answer to all the above questionsJ' 
Who will buy a home under any of the above conditions? Please site the specific studies 
involving effected real estate, the real estate professionals involved in these studies and the SO-I 

specific information used as part of the study, all related to the F-35 and the Sacramento 
Mountain properties. 

-Given the negative impact the F-35 will have upon property values, how will the Air ] SO-II 
Force adequately and fairly reimburse property owners for the lost value in their homes and 
land ??? 

find a buyer within a reasonable period of time (12 months) and will the Air Force pay for SO-II 
-Is the Air Force prepared to buy property at full pre F-35 price if the property owner canno] 

property appraisals before arrival of the F-35 in order to assure accuracy and fairness to the 
property owners that are impacted ? 

6- The draft EIS either omits or minimizes information regarding flares, munitions and chaff usJ with corresponding risk and impact on our environment. Why is specific detailed information SA-4 

being omitted? Specifically: 

- How much tonnage per year per plane is expected to fall in our area? ] 00-14 

-The draft EIS states that the dumped material will include 'plastic, nylon, silicone foam and­
graphite fabric ' but then minimizes this dumping. Why is this??? The dumping of any 

foreign material in our pristine mountains on or off our private property is not acceptable. 

-All materials of this nature present an environmental hazard as well as a hazard for domestic 
livestock and family animals. It is not acceptable in any form or amount yet appears to be 
minimized by the Air Force and your draft EIS. This dumping should be taken in the same 
manner as some private citizen dumping garbage in the national forest or on private land, it is 

DO-IS 
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A1256 TU Jean de Jong 

 

A1255HO 

illegal, a crime, presents a risk to humans, wildlife and domestic animals and should be J 
treated as such. Why is it being minimized? Why is it deemed OK by the Air Force? DO-IS 

Why should we as property owners view this illegal and dangerous act any differently then conl'd 

we do if a private individual dumped on our land or in our national forest ?? 

I expect each of these questions to be addressed and answered in detail, with documentation of ] NP-8 

the source of the studies and information referenced that relates specifically to the F-35 and ] 
specific issues involved, based upon current, complete and thorough research and studies. I NP-IS 

expect documentation that verifies that all studies and participants are free of conflicts of intereSJ 
and in no manner is there fmancial or other interests served or influenced by.the Air Force, Dept 
of Defense, Pentagon or any person or agency related to the F-35A. GenerailtJes, omISSIOns, NP-16 

averages and estimates are not acceptable for such a serious issue that will have such a far 
ranging impact on our lives. 

I will reiterate that I expect to receive a hard copy of the final EIS and all appendices. 

Respectfully, 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Comments 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Enclosed are seventeen letters from Tucson residents. 

A1272 TV 

Please ensure the Air Force carefully considers each letter, and takes appropriate action.] NP-8 

Also please ensure each letter is included in the ftnal Environmental Impact Statement. 

Enclosures 

ICorresponds to A1147 TU I 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

When the impact of noise is studied, aircraft noise is usually averaged into the other 
noises of an environment. The average includes all noise that occurs day and night over a 
period of365 days. 

This long-tenn average does not accurately portray the impact of high-decibel noise of 
brief duration. The residents of midtown Tucson are not bothered by the yearlong noise 
average; instead, they are disturbed by the short, sharp noise of aircraft that fly over their 
homes. 

Perhaps your neighbor' s dog barks loudly for a few brief periods each day, and for a few 
days each week. You are not disturbed by the yearlong average of noise. I nstead, you 
are disturbed by the dog' s terse, loud barks. 

Reflecting this, local noise ordinances throughout the U.S. address the short-term levels 
of bothersome noise. When an officer cites an individual for a loud stereo or a mufferless 
vehicle, the officer does not consider the effect of the stereo or the vehicle upon the 
yearlong noise average of the neighborhood. Instead, he considers only the immediate, 
short-tenn decibel level of the offending source. 

The Joint Land Use Study, prepared with the assistance of the Department of Defense for 
Davis-Monthan AFB, the City of Tucson, and Pima County, agrees. Its paragraph 5.1.1 
states, in part, "Aircraft noise can be experienced as particularly annoying because its 
sudden onset may startle people [emphasis added] . .. " 

The paragraph adds, "Under such circumstances, even relatively moderate noise increases 
can be perceived as an annoyance." 

Table 3.2-2 of the DEIS Errata Sheet shows that when an F-35A flies a closed pattern 
over Tucson' s Ocotillo Elementary School, its SEL will be 96 dB. lfthe surrounding 
residential neighborhood has a nonnal noise level, the noise climbs from 55 dB to 96 dB. 
Because of the logarithmic nature of decibels, this 4l-decibel increase is perceived by the 
neighborhood's residents as an increase in the noise by a factor of sixteen times. 
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ICorresponds to A1147 TU I 

This sixteen-fold increase occurs in a matter of seconds. Such a sharp increase is not 
adequately portrayed by an averaging of sound levels over 24 hours and 365 days. 

DoD requires the DNL metric to be used in noise analysis. However, it does not restrict 
the use of additional metrics. On the contrary, DoD encourages the use of other metrics 
in noise analysis. See, for example, DoD's publications, Using Supplemental Noise 
Metrics and Analysis Tools (2009) and DoD's Opera/ional Noise Manual (2005). 

Operational Noise Manual states, 'To assess the impact of this transitory noise [ofan 
aircraft], the Sound Exposure Level, or SEL, is the bes/ measure of the annoyance 
response" (page 4-7). [Emphasis added.) 

DNL contour maps are necessary to delineate neighborhoods that, because of aircraft 
noise, will become incompatible with residential use. However, contour maps of SEL 
and T A (Time Above a specified decibel level) are far more useful in describing the noise 
impacts that residents will experience. Using Supplemental Noise Metrics and Analysis 
Tools describes the usefulness of SEL and TA contour maps, and provides examples of 
the maps. 

The DEIS analysis is based primarily on DNL. To better assess the noise impacts that 
Tucson's residents will experience, the DEIS must instead focus its primary noise 
analysis on SEL. 

Without a comprehensive single-event SEL analysis of F-35A noise impacts, the Air 
Force carmot make an informed decision about beddown ofF-35As in Tucson. 

Resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
ICorresponds to A 1145 TU I 

AnN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781S0-4319 

Re: Property Values 
F-3SA Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS provides no quantitative analysis of the impacts of F-3SA noise upon property 
values. In fact, it addresses property values only briefly and incompletely. 

The DEIS acknowledges that "The noise generated hy the F-35A could have an adverse 
impact on property values" (page TV-I 15). But, to justifY its failure to adequately 
analyze property values, the DEiS cites a study that found "it was difficult to quantifY 
that impact" (page 3-3 S). 

The Air Force cannot be excused from quantifYing an impact simply because it is 
difficult to quantifY. This is especially true for an impact-such as impaired property 
values-that can have a profound effect on many individuals, and on the community as a 
whole. 

For Tucson, the DEiS addresses property values only in two paragraphs in Chapter 3, 
and in another short paragraph in Chapter 4. (These same paragraphs are repeated 
elsewhere in the DEIS.) 

In contrast, the DEIS dedicates seven paragraphs to the analysis of noise impacts upon 
marine mammals. 

The nearest marine mammals are ISO miles from Tucson, along the coast of mainland 
Mexico. They are even further from the three other bases covered by the DEIS. 

The nearest manatees, which live more than 800 miles from Tucson, are afforded a full 
third of the analysis that property values receive in the DEIS. 

In its very brief analysis of property values, the DEIS cites only two studies. It ignores 
all other studies, including two that were specified by at least one Tucson citizen during 
the EIS scoping phase. 

One or the two studies, completed in 1994 by the Federal Aviation Administration and 
consultant Booz-Allen & Hamilton, developed a methodology for evaluating the impact 
of aircraft noise on housing values. The study demonstrated that in moderately priced 
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ICorresponds to A 1145 TU I 

neighborhoods in the vicinity of Los Angeles International Airport, noise diminished 
property values by 18.6 percent, or 1.33 percent per decibel. 

The second study, prepared for the Orange County Board of Supervisors, showed the 
loss of property value averaged 27.4 percent in the vicinity of the three California 
airports that were analyzed. 

Despite the request of the Tucson citizen, the OEIS ignores both of these studies. 

According to the OEIS, one of the two studies it recognizes has concluded that property 
values are more heavily affected by other factors, such as location and quality of 
housing, than by aircraft noise. 

The OEIS, and the study it cites, fail to recognize that noise and other major factors­
such as location and quality of housing- are inextricably linked. 

Many potential home-buyers shun locations that are in the vicinity of airports, because 
airports are known to be noisy environments. As a result, the property values in a given 
neighborhood are impaired not just by aircraft noise, but by the neighborhood's location 
near an airport. 

Noise not only directly affects property values; it also affects the desirability of a 
location. 

This principal has been vividly demonstrated many times during the past few years, 
during the debate between pro-F35 factions and pro-neighborhood factions here in 
Tucson. Pro-F35 factions repeatedly ask, "If you don't like aircraft noise, why did you 
buy a house there?" And "If you don't like aircraft noise, just move." 

Their comments encompass not just noise, but also location. 

A second major factor that the OEIS recognizes-quality of housing-is also affected by 
aircraft noise. Generally, developers do not construct costly homes in areas of aircraft 
noise, because they know they will not attract affluent buyers. Instead, housing in noisy 
areas attracts buyers and tenants who lack the means to live in more pleasant 
surroundings. Further, the residents' financial situations or their low pride-of-ownership 
contributes to the deterioration of the housing stock. 

Noise not only directly affects property values; it also affects the quality of housing. 

The OEIS states that one of its two cited studies had concluded that regression analysis 
"was not able to predict the impact of aircraft noise on the property values" (page 3-35). 

Regression analysis ensures that, when an analyst examines property values, be does 
not--to use a c1ich6--wmpare apples to oranges. He compares apples to apples by 
holding all variables (such as location and quality of housing) constant, and tracking 

A1272 TU 

ICorresponds to A 1145 TU I 

property values as they fluctuate with the fluctuation of a single variable (such as aircraft 
noise). 

To continue the analogy, regression analysis in this case compares rotten apples to rotten 
apples. It compares noise-affected neighborhoods, which generally have poor housing 
quality and undesirable locations because of their proximity to aircraft noise, to similar 
undesirable neighborhoods that are not affected by noise. But regression analysis fails to 
consider why the noise-affected neighborhoods have become rotten apples. 

In short, the OEIS and regression analysis both fail to recognize that aircraft noise 
affects not just property values. It also affects other variables that in turn affect property 
values. 

Economists commonly use before-and-after studies to determine economic effects. 
Before-and-after studies are the only effective method to analyze the impacts of aircraft 
noise on property values. For appropriate neighborhoods across the country, such 
studies can compare property values prior to a significant increase in aircraft noise 
versus after the significant increase. 

The OEIS fails to quantify the impacts of aircraft noise upon property values. Even 
using the minimal discount of 0.5 to 0.6 percent per decibel that the OEIS suggests, the 
total dollar loss of property value-and of property-tax revenues-will be substantial for 
Tucson and for Pima County. Other studies, which the OEIS ignores, substantiate much 
higher discounts. Before-and-after studies will provide the most accurate basis for 
calculating the actual dollar losses that Tucson's residential and commercial properties 
will suffer from the noise ofF-35As. 

The OEIS will remain grossly deficient in its analysis of property values unless it 
provides a comprehensive review of the literature on aircraft noise and property values, 
unless it provides before-and-after studies of aircraft noise and property values, unless it 
provides a quantitative dollar analysis of changes in property values and in property tax 
revenues that will follow from the noise ofF-35As. 

Unless each of these deficiencies is remedied, the Air Force decisionmakers will be 
unable to make an informed decision about bedding F-35As in the urban environment of 
Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

~~¥~ 
Ralph Marble 
Resident of Tucson 
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ICorresponds to A 1141 TU I 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Reliance on DNL and FICON Curve 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Page 3-6 of the DEIS states, "findings substantiate the claim that community annoyance 
in response to aircraft noise is predicted quite reliably using DNL." Further, Page B-8 
states, "DNL correlates well with the annoyance." 

Those statements flatly contradict Department of Defense findings, and DoD policy. 

A DoD publication titled "Community Annoyance Caused By Noise From Military 
Aircraft Operations" (2009) states on page 10 

Given that the individual percent highly annoyed data points that went into 
the synthesis of the Schultz Curve ranged from about 5% to over 70% at 
DNL 65 dB, and that recent research indicates that the percent of people 
highly annoyed by aircraft noise may be higher than previously thought, 
caution should be exercised when interpreting synthesized data from 
different studies and any assumptions that the level of annoyance in any 
particular community near a military facility will closely match the average 
annoyance shown by the original or the updated Schultz Curve. 

In other words, DNL cannot accurately predict high annoyance. This is because the 
Schultz Curve and its successor, the FICON Curve, are based on widely disparate sets of 
data. (The example above cites an often-used point on the curves' X-axis--65 dB 
DNL-and notes the annoyance data at that point range from 5% to 70% on the Y-axis.) 
Further, high annoyance for aircraft noise may be greater than the curves predict. The 
curves and DNL therefore should not be used to predict annoyance. 

The statements on DEIS pages 3-6 and B-8 are only two of many examples throughout 
the DEIS that violate this DoD fmding. 

Page 10 of the DoD's "Community Annoyance" publication states 

it is unadvisable to predict that a specific percentage of the population 
affected by your operations will be highly annoyed at a given DNL. 

A1272 TV ICorresponds to A 1141 TU I 

Table 3-1 of the DEIS violates this. Tbe table displays-to the tenth of a percentage 
point-the percentage of people who are highly annoyed at various specific DNL levels. 

The Air Force has long used DNL, and its associated Schultz and FICON Curves, to 
evaluate aircraft noise. In fact, the use of DNL is mandated. 

However, the DoD's "Community Annoyance" publication makes it clear that DNL and 
the curves are very unreliable. Page 7 states 

As shown in Figure 2 [the FrCON Curve], the large scatter among the data 
drawn from the various surveys reflects the low correlation coefficients for 
individuals' reactions. Thus, considerable uncertainty is associated with the 
equation representing the relationship between %HA [percent highly 
annoyed] and DNL. 

Page 10 of the same publication states 

there remains significant controversy over the use of the dose-response 
annoyance curve fust developed by Schultz, and later updated by others .... 
there is an extraordinary amount of scatter in the data ... . 

The Air Force cannot make an infonned decision about beddoWD ofF-35As in an urban 
environment when the DEIS relies-even in part-on data and methodology that DoD 
and acoustics experts find questionable. DoD's "Community Annoyance" clearly 
establishes the questionable nature of the Schultz and FrCON curves. 

The FrCON Curve was developed by the Air Force, and was based upon data that were 
specific to general transportation noise. The Air Force indiscriminately combined data 
from aircraft, highway, and rail noise. This was wrong. The DoD's "Community 
Noise" states on page 6 

Additional research found separate, non-identical curves for aircraft, road 
traffic, and railway noise. The additional research suggests that the 
percentage of people highly annoyed by aircraft noise alone may be higher 
than previously thought, and higher than the truck and rail noise curves. 

Page 10 of "Community Noise" adds 

Recent research tends to support the idea that the dose-response curves are 
different for aircraft, road and rail noise sources. 

Despite DoD's recognition that the FICON Curve is deeply flawed for analysis of 
aircraft noise, DoD continues as a matter of policy to use the curve. 
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Air Force decisionmakers cannot make an infonned decision about beddown ofF-3SAs 
in an urban environment when the EIS relies upon flawed dat:a--especially when the 
flawed data is incorporated into the EIS as a matter of 000 policy. 

To ensure an informed decision, this EIS must develop a dose-response curve that is 
specific to aircraft noise. This can be easily done by utilizing the aircraft-specific data 
the Air Force has already used for the FICON Curve. (Because military aircraft have 
different noise spectrums than commercial and general aviation craft, data specific only 
to military aircraft should be used.) 

The DElS provides some analysis using other noise metrics, in addition to DNL. 
However, it relies primarily on DNL analysis; note, for example, the DNL contour maps 
in each section of Chapter 4 and the total absence of contour maps based on other 
metrics. This primary reliance on DNL metrics ignores a basic fact cited by DoD's 
"Operational Noise Manual" (200S): "To assess the impact of this transitory noise" of 
aircraft passing overhead, the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) "is the best measurement of 
the annoyance response" (page 4-7). 

Though the use of DNL is mandated for this EIS, the document' s analysis of noise 
impacts must be based primarily on single-event SEL. This is critical for the Air Force's 
decisionmakers, so they will have the relevant and realistic information they will need to 
make an informed decision about beddown of F-3SAs in Tucson. 

Dick Barber 
Resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781S0-4319 

Re: Measurement of Noise 
F-3SA Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Unlike the F-3SA Environmental Impact Statements for Eglin AFB and Nellis AFB, the 
EIS covering Tucson does not use actual noise measurements of F-3SAs. Instead, it uses 
theoretical decibel levels that were generated by a computer model. 

A comparison of the F-3SAs' actual decibel levels of the Eglin and Nellis EISs vs. the 
F-3SAs' theoretical decibel levels of Tucson' s ElS raises substantial questions. Actual 
measurements will resolve those questions. 

Computer models cannot properly predict the effects of wind, humidity, occasional low 
cloud cover, and nearby mountain ranges that are unique to this city. The Air Force has 
acknowledged the shortcomings of computer modeling; its disclaimers include statements 
such as "Acoustic levels experienced by the public depend on a number of conditions," 
and "Acoustical impact is highly dependent on local environmental conditions." 

Table TU 3.2-2 of the DElS recognizes the shortcomings of computer modeling. The 
Table notes, "Actual individual overflight noise levels vary from the noise levels listed 
because of variations in aircraft configuration, flight track, altitude, and atmospheric 
conditions." 

Despite some media attention, many residents of Tucson remain unaware that the Air 
Force intends to beddown F-3SAs in our city. Other residents are aware of the Air Force 
proposal, but they do not know whether-Qr to what degree-the noise of the F-3SAs 
will affect them. (Reading technical analyses of theoretical decibel levels in the DEIS 
does not help them.) By bringing F-3SAs to Tucson for actual noise measurements, all of 
our city's residents will have an opportunity to learn exactly how the noise of F-3SAs 
will impact their lives. 

If Tucson's residents are not afforded the opportunity to experience the impacts of 
F-3SAs during the EIS process, and if the F-3SAs later prove to be disturbing when they 
are bedded at TT A, then Tucsonans wi II be angry; the Air Force's reputation as a good 
neighbor will be badly damaged; and lawsuits against the Air Force may be the ultimate 
outcome. 
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In a February 2, 2010, letter to the Honorable Michael B. Donley, Secretary of the Air 
Force, and to General Norton A. Schwartz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, then­
Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords (who was a member of the House Armed Services 
Committee) urged the Air Force to perform "Real time fly-over measurements in 
Tucson." Senator John McCain, rdIlking member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, has also asked the Air Force to perform flyovers of the F-35A. In addition, 
Tucson Mayor Jonathon Rothschild supports F-35A flyovers. 

A1272 TV 

Tucson ' s daily newspaper, the Arizona Daily SIar, stated in a February 14, 2010, 
editorial, "The only way to answer the [noise) question- and it does require an answer­
is for the Air Force to bring an F-35 to Tucson and have the test pilot spend a week flying 
in and out ofTIA . . .. It is unreasonable to ask Tucsonans to support bringing F-35s to 
our community without the benefit of really knowing what we' re supporting and how it 
would affect daily life for a million people. We need to hear the jet for ourselves." 

The Air Force may believe it can accurately analyze the impacts of F-35A noise through 
computer modeling. But if the analysis understates the impacts, the Air Force will be 
vulnerable to legal challenges. The Department of Defense, in its Operalionai Noise 
Manual (2005), provides a cautionary story (page 3-42). The Manual cites a 
Massachusetts lawsuit, in which the court agreed with the Air Force' s assertion that its 
EIS had made a good-faith effort to estimate the noise of aircraft. The court ruled, 
however, that a good-faith effort was not sufficient. That effort had underestimated the 
actual noise, so the court awarded substantial damages to 42 families. 

To ensure the Air Force' s final decision will withstand legal challenges, the noise of 
F-35As must be carefully measured and analyzed as they fly TINs arrival and departure 
paths and closed pattern. 

Sincere~ 

/J~!w~ 
Resident of Tucson 

ICorresponds to A 1149 TU I 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Mental and Physical Health 
F-35A Training OEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Pages B-16 and B-26 of the OEIS both state 

In summary, there is no scientific basis for a claim that potential health 
effects exist for aircraft time-average sound levels below 75 dB. 

The OElS reaches this conclusion by citing outdated studies, most of which are two or 
three decades--or more-old. The most recent study cited by the DElS (Rosenlund et al. 
2001) flatly contradicts the conclusion of pages B-16 and B-26. 

The Air Force has an obligation to undertake a broad review of more recent studies that 
covers the impacts of aircraft noise on health. 

Following are just a few examples of more recent studies. 

Hegge et al (2002) conducted a longitudinal study of children when the Munich airport 
was moved from one location to another. Monitor on Psychology (July/August 2011) 
describes this study as 

one of the most compelling studies in the field of noise pollution. 

One of the leaders of the study, Gary W. Evans, PhD, concluded 

This study is among the strongest, probably the most definitive proof that 
noise--even at levels thai do nol produce any hearing damage--<:auses stress 
and is harmful to humans. [Emphasis added.) 

The Air Force chose to ignore this study. 

Monitor on Psychology summarizes some of the results of the study: 

Munich students near the working airports had significantly higher levels of 
the stress hormones adrenaline and cortisol and markedly higher blood 
pressure readings than children in quieter neighborhoods. Evidence suggests 
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that elevated blood pressure in childhood predicts higher blood pressure later 
in life, and higher levels of stress hormones are linked to several life­
threatening adult illnesses, including high blood pressure, elevated 
cholesterol and other lipids, and heart disease. 

Monitor on Psychology also cites a report released in 20 II by the World Health 
Organization and the European Commission' s Joint Research Centre. The report 
analyzed a number of epidemiological studies. Monitor on Psychology describes the 
report 's findings: 

A steady exposure to "noise pollution," the report concludes, may lead to 
higher blood pressure and fatal heart attacks ... . 

The report also confirmed what several psychologists have known for 
decades: Chronic noise impairs a child's development and may have a 
lifelong effect on educational attainment and overall health. Numerous 
studies now show that children exposed to households or classrooms near 
airplane flight paths, railways or highways are slower in their development of 
cognitive and language skills and have lower reading scores. 

"There is overwhelming evidence that exposure to environmental noise has 
adverse effects on the health of the population," the report concludes, citing 
children as particularly vulnerable to the effects of chronic urban and 
suburban racket. 

Monitor on Psychology notes that noise can impact not just physical health, but mental 
health as well. Quoting psychologist Arline Bronzaft, PhD, an environmental noise 
researcher and advisor to four New York City mayors on noise policy: 

Noise is a psychological phenomenon. While the ear picks up the sound 
waves and sends it to the temporal lobe for interpretation, it' s the higher 
senses of the brain that determine whether that sound is unwanted, unpleasant 
or disturbing, and that's why psychologists need to be heavily involved in 
this issue. 

In a comprehensive publication titled Community Noise (edited by Berglund and 
Lindvall; 1995), the World Health Organization compiled the results of more than nine 
hundred separate studies of the effects of noise upon humans. Community Noise found 
that health effects include: 

Increase in blood pressure and vasoconstriction, which can lead to eventual 
hypertension and other cardiovascular disorders. 
Elevated levels of chemicals such as catecholarnines, which cause cardiac 
arrhythmias, platelet aggregation, increased lipid metabolism, and damage to 
arterial linings. 
Higher risk of angina pectoris. 

A1272 TV 
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Alteration of normal sleep patterns at night, which results in increased fatigue, 
changes in mood, and decreased performance during the day. 
Irritability, instability, argumentativeness, anxiety, nervousness, insomnia. 

• Nausea, headache, loss of appetite, reduction in sexual drive. 

Children are even more sensitive to the health effects of noise than adults are, according 
to the findings of Community Noise. 

Even the Department of Defense agrees. DoD's Operational Noise Manual (2005) states 
on page 3-20 that noise can 

lead to physiological changes in children ... the three principal areas of 
impact are cardiovascular, cognitive, and personal control. Children 
chronically exposed to noise may suffer from increased cardiovascular 
activity and this increased activity may reflect direct sympathetic arousal 
andlor efforts to cope with the interfering effects of noise. 

Monitor on Psychology states 

New noise research in the United States has been scarce ... since nearly 30 
years ago federal funding for noise pollution research was cut after the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency ' s Office of Noise Abatement and Control 
was eliminated. 

Because of this, researchers do not yet understand the full range of impacts of noise 
upon health. Absent a complete understanding, the Air Force has an obligation to 
take a conservative approach when deciding whether to jeopardize the mental and 
physical health of thousands of Tucson residents. 

A conservative approach is especially warranted when the health of children may 
be impacted even more heavily than adults. 

Unless the Air Force can clearly demonstrate that the noise of F-35As will cause no 
harm to the mental and physical health of adults and children, it will be grossly 
negligent ifit beds F-35As at TIA. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Cheryl Houser 
Registered Nurse (Ret.) and resident of Tucson 
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A'ITN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Rc: Noise Models 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Page TU-20 of the DEIS states 

The baseline noise contours ... reflect aircraft operations for the current level of 
operations at Tucson AGS and were generated using the FAA's Integrated Noise Model. 

Page TU-23 of the DEIS states 

Noise impacts under each of the beddown scenarios were modeled using DoD's 
NOISEMAP Version 7.3 for military aircraft and the FAA's Integrated Noise Model for 
civilian aircraft noisc. 

For the baseline, FAA's model determined the noise levels of both civilian and military (primarily 
F-16) aircraft. 

For the beddown scenarios, FAA's model determined the noise levels of civilian aircraft; DoD's 
model determined the noise levels of military aircraft (primarily F -35As). 

Throughout its analysis of the F-35A noise impacts on Tucson, the DEIS compares baseline noise 
levels-<letermined by a single model-against the proposed alternatives-<letermined in part by one 
model and in part by another model. 

Because the baseline noise levels were determined by one method and the alternative noise levels 
were determined by a different method, the levels cannot be compared to each other. Such a 
comparison is meanjngless. 

Even if DoD's model had been used to determine the baseline noise levels of civilian aircraft, the 
baseline levels could not be compared against the alternative levels. 

Noise levels can be compared to one another only if all are determined by a single method. 

The DEIS noise analysis is fundamentally flawed. 

The Air Force cannot make an informed decision about beddown of F-35As at T1A. 

Ed Caldwell 
Resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
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A TIN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETCf A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Safety 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Because F-35As will operate in an urban environment at TlA, their safety is a major 
concern. 

The DEIS fails almost completely to address the operational safety of the F-35A at TlA, 
and devotes only a single paragraph to the subject That paragraph implies that safety of 
the immature aircraft is a concern, but states the mishap rate is expected to drop as the 
aircraft becomes more mature. 

000 recently released a report that summarizes the progress oftbe three F-35 variants 
during 20 II. The report acknowledges major problems with the aircraft, ranging from 
structural failures to unreliable software. The F-35s "demonstrated low reliability" and 
"the mean flight hours between critical failures were measured to be 2.65 hours for the F-
35A" (page 35). 

For an aircraft that will be flying at low altitudes over Tucson's densely populated areas, 
this is not reassuring. 

The DEIS assures the residents of Tucson that the F-35A will become "more 
operationally mature." The DoD report is not optimistic, though. It states that tbe F-35s' 
problems have "created schedule pressure to start training activities with a less mature 
aircraft system than planned" (page 36). 

Beyond the safety of the aircraft itself, the DEIS must analyze the impacts oftbe F-35A 
as it mixes with other aircraft over Tucson. T1A is used by various military craft, 
including those of Operation Snowbird and Operation Freebird. More importantly, TlA 
accommodates numerous takeoffs and landings of commercial aircraft eacb day, and of 
private aircraft. The numbers of those flights are expected to increase substantially 
during the decades that the F-35A will be bedded at T1A. Davis-Monthan AFB, whose 
runway is less than five miles from the T1A runway, flies substantial numbers of military 
aircraft of various types. 

Tbe DEIS fails to consider any of this. 
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Because the F-35As at TIA will be used for training, their pilots will be inexperienced 
with the aircraft. Above the roofs of residential neighborhoods, the pilots will learn how 
to take off and land with F-35As. And even after the F-35As become operationally 
mature, they will be much more complex to pilot than the 16200 FW's current F-16s are. 

The DEIS fails to consider this. 

For Table TU-23, the Errata Sheet shows the F-35As will operate at only 40% ETR 
power during arrivals and closed patterns at TIA. This will create additional risks, 
especially with inexperienced F-35A pilots. 

The DEIS fails to consider this. 

Unless the DEIS quantifies the deaths, injuries, and property damage that will result from 
F-35A accidents in the vicinity ofTIA, the Air Force cannot make an informed decision 
about beddown of the F-35As in the urban environment of Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

~d~df 
Resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Alternatives 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

In defIning the purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act, the Code of Federal 
Regulations [40 CFR § 1500.2] states 

Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible . . . 

(e) Use the NEPA process to identifY and assess the reasonable alternatives to 
proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions 
upon the quality of the human environment. 

(f) Use all practicable means, consistent with the requirements of the Act and 
other essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the 
quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any possible 
adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human environment. 

The DEIS fails to comply with this. 

For Tucson International Airport, the DEIS offers four alternatives. The Air Force has 
recognized from the beginning that three of the alternatives are unrealistic. The DEIS 
provides only one viable alternative for TIA. 

Page 7 of the DEIS Executive Summary states 

The No Action Alternative for this Draft EIS means that an F-35A training 
beddown would not take place. No F-35A personnel changes or construction 
would be performed, and no F-35A training activities would be conducted at 
any of the locations [Boise, Holloman, Luke, and Tucson]. 

As soon as the first F-35A is bedded at any of the locations, the No Action 
Alternative is vitiated for all four locations. In effect, Tucson does not have a No 
Action Alternative. This was apparent to the Air Force even as it established the 
parameters for the alternatives. 
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• Will the location become increasingly vulnerable to urban encroaclunent in the 
future? 

• Will F-3SA training become compromised, as the number of daily commercial 
and private fligbts at the same location increases in the future? 

The Air Force should give particular consideration to Libby Airfield. The DEIS has 
already evaluated it for use as an auxiliary airfield for F-3SAs. At Libby, all DNL noise 
contours for the F-3SAs "are contained entirely within the boundaries of Fort Huachuca 
and Sierra Vista Municipal Airport," the DEIS notes. No off-installation residents are 
affected; no private property is affected; no daycare centers, schools, medical facilities or 
religious facilities are affected. 

This is a stark contrast to the F-3SA noise impacts on Tucson. 

t:fJL 
Karen Fisher 
Resident of Midtown Tucson 

A1272 TV 

ICorresponds to A 1140 TU I 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78IS0-4319 

Re: Economic Impacts 
F-3SA Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS fails almost entirely to analyze one of the most profound impacts that F-3SAs 
will have upon Tucson. That is the economic impact. 

Table TU-2.1-3 shows the F-3SAs will bring a net increase of3S1 personnel plus their 
dependents to Tucson. Page TU-II3 states that jobs created by construction of F-3SA 
facilities "would constitute less than I percent of the total employment in Pima County," 
and "Construction expenditures and the jobs created would be temporary." 

The DEIS provides no quantitative analysis of this. It calculates no dollar amount that 
the personnel and their dependents will add annually to Tucson's economy. It calculates 
no dollar amount that the temporary construction jobs and expenditures will add to the 
economy. Further, the DEIS does not calculate the dollar amounts of the supply contracts 
that operation and maintenance ofF-3SAs and their facilities will bring to our economy. 

The DEIS fails entirely to analyze the negative aspects of the impacts of the F-3SAs upon 
Tucson's economy. 

The 162
00 

Fighter Wing, under which the F-3SAs will be bedded, annually contributes 
$127 million in direct economic impacts to the local economy. (Boosters of the 16200 

cite the figure of $280 million. This is the sum of direct, indirect, and induced impacts. 
For economists, that figure is useless for comparing one sector of the economy against 
another.) 

In contrast, according to the U.S. Department of Commerce, Tucson' s leisure and 
hospitality businesses contribute $1 .S billion in direct economic impacts to our economy 
each year. 

The leisure and hospitality businesses will suffer when visitors must endure the noise of 
F-35As disturbing the tranquility of the area' s restaurants, resorts, hotels, motels, RV 
parks, golf courses, and surrounding attractions such as Saguaro National Park, Tucson 
Mountain Park, Old Tucson, and Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum. 

A ten percent loss in the revenues of the leisure and hospitality businesses will exceed the 
entire direct economic impact of the 16200. 
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The DEiS fails to consider the potential impacts on the leisure and hospitality businesses, 
and it fails to quantify the losses those businesses will suffer. 

The local economy depends upon the many people who move from the northern states to 
Tucson during their retirement years. The noise ofF-35As will disturb many retirees, 
and will damage Tucson' s reputation as a great place to retire. The DEiS fails to 
consider this, and it fails to quantify the dollar loss that will result from the reduced 
influx of retirees. 

The DEIS gives no consideration to the loss of property values, except to make a vague 
statement that "The noise generated by the F-35A could have an adverse impact on 
property values" (page TU-116). 

The DEIS cites only two studies that address the impacts of aircraft noise on property 
values (page B-43). It concludes that analysis of the impacts is difficult 

Difficulty does not absolve the Air Force from preparing a complete and comprehensive 
EIS. Without a complete EIS, an informed decision is impossible. Quantified losses of 
property values are essential to a complete EIS, and essential to an informed decision. 

Concurrent with loss of property values is the loss of property-tax revenues. The DEiS 
must quantify this loss. 

The DEiS must also quantify other economic impacts, such as the cost of closing or 
moving schools and other public facilities. (Recent past examples include the closure of 
Julia Keen Elementary and the $7 million relocation of Vail Academy and High School 
due to concerns over aircraft noise and safety.) 

Additional economic impacts, which the DEIS must quantify, include the high cost to 
taxpayers of acquiring land around TIA for use as a buffer zone against urban 
encroachment. Taxpayers pay for these land acquisitions through programs such as 
Arizona' s Military Installation Fund and Pima County's bond funds. 

The DEiS does not address the costs to mitigate noise in homes, schools, and other 
structures within the 65 dB DNL contour. These costs must be quantified. 

A dollar analysis of the impacts ofF-35A noise upon every aspect of Tucson' s economy 
is essential. Without it, the Air Force cannot make an informed decision about the 
beddown ofF-35As in Tucson. 

!;P;JMa~t 
Mort Womack 
Resident of Tucson 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEP A Program Manager 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Impacts on Students 
F-35A Training DEiS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEiS analysis of the impacts ofF-35A noise upon students is deficient. 

Page B-18 ofthe DEIS cites ANSI standards: "When the noisiest hour [in a classroom 1 is 
dominated by sources such as aircraft, the limits for most classrooms are an hourly 
average A-weighted sound level of 40 dB, and the A-weighted sound level must not 
exceed 40 dB for more than 10 percent of the hour." 

Table TU 3.2-3 of the DEIS shows outdoor Leq(SD) for five schools. This is an average 
over the entire school day. The table fails to show Leq for the noisiest hour, which is 
critical for determining compliance with the ANSI standard. 

Further, the table fails to show indoor Leq. Without indoor Leq, the DEiS evaluation of 
noise impacts upon students is meaningless. 

To determine whether the sound level exceeds the ANSI maximum of 40 dB for ten 
percent of the noisiest hour, the DEiS must provide a TA analysis, as described by the 
Department of Defense publication, "Using Supplemental Noise Metrics and Analysis 
Tools" (2009). The DEiS fails to do this. 

Page 29 of the DEiS states, "Actual outdoor-tn-indoor noise level reduction varies from 
school to school and between locations within individual schools." Because the DEiS 
fails to determine the actual outdoor-to-indoor reduction in the various classrooms, its 
analysis ofF-35A noise impacts upon students is nothing more than speculation. 

In short, the DEIS analysis of noise impacts upon students fails to include critical metrics 
that are specified by ANSI and by DoD' s "Using Supplemental Noise Metrics." Of the 
statistics the DEiS does include, their basis is speculation. 

For the students who will be impacted by the noise--and for a community that depends 
upon an educated workforce--the long-term effects will be unfortunate. 
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DEIS Table TU 3.12-2 shows that, of the Tucson residents who will be most impacted by 
F-35A noise, 88.2 percent are minorities. In Tucson, most minorities are Hispanic. For 
many of those, English is a second language. As noted directly above, Operational Noise 
Manual states that students with English as a second language are among those who are 
most susceptible to the impacts of noise. 

Page B-28 of the DEIS states 

There is increasing awareness that chronic exposure to high aircraft noise 
levels may impair learning. This awareness has led the WHO and a North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) working group to conclude that 
daycare centers and schools should not be located near major sources of 
noise. [Emphasis added.] 

Daycare centers and schools are already located in the proposed F-35A high-impact area. 
The Air Force has only one choice to ensure these day care centers and schools will not be 
located near the source ofF-35A noise: Do not beddown the F-35As at llA. 

Sin/rely, 

~~ 
Linda Phelan 
Retired teacher and resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
ICorresponds to A 1152 TU I 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Noise Analysis 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Of all the impacts that F-35As will have on the residents of Tucson, noise is the greatest. 
Many residents are quite concerned about this, and had expected the DEIS would provide 
a full explanation of the method used to generate the decibel levels shown in the DEIS. 

The DEIS fails to provide a transparent explanation. 

This is ofparticuIar concern, because the Air Force-despite the requests of Tucson 
citizens, Senator John McCain, then-Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords, and the Arizona 
Daily Star editorial board-has generated its information through computer modeling and 
not through actual measurements ofF-35A noise as they fly T1A's closed pattern, arrival, 
and departure flight paths. 

To describe the computer modeling and its input data used for TIA, the DEIS provides 
only two paragraphs (pages B-47 & B-48), and two additional sentences (pages TU-20 & 
TU-23). 

The DEIS states that baseline decibel levels were generated with an FAA model, while 
decibel levels for the beddown scenarios were generated with a combination of the FAA 
model and DoD's NOISEMAP (pages TU-20 & TU-23). 

This raises fundamental questions about the validity of comparing decibel levels of the 
baseline against the decibel levels of any beddown scenario. 

A PowerPoint presentation, prepared by the Department of Defense for the 2011 
Sustaining Military Readiness Conference in Nashville, Tennessee, states 

Primary drivers of the accuracy of the NOISEMAP calculation is the input 
data. 
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Pages B-47 and B-48 of the DEIS imply that data from NOISEFILE is input to 
NOISEMAP. The DEIS provides no other information about the NOISEMAP input, and 
it provides only a vague description of data contained in NOlSEFILE. Totally absent 
from the DEIS are quantified inputs, and an explanation of how the quantities were 
measured in the real world. 

In short, the DEI S provides no information about the "primary drivers of the accuracy of 
the NOISEMAP calculation." 

The 000 PowerPoint presentation states 

Users control the accuracy & reliability of the output by the level of detail 
used to describe the operational environment. The two most important data 
points are flight tracks and flight details. These dominate the shape & extent 
of the noise contours around the runway; the more detail included in their 
description the more accurate the contours. The next most important factor is 
how the operations are distributed among the flight tracks. 

The DEIS provides no information about these details, which are critical inputs to 
NOISEMAP. 

Because the F-35A training syllabus remains incomplete even now, the Air Force may 
have known little about two of the most critical factors-"flight details" and "how the 
operations are distributed among the flight tracks"- at the time data were input to 
NOISEMAP. 

The DEIS provides no information about its confidence in the accuracy of these two 
critical factors at the time of data input. 

The DoD PowerPoint presentation continues 

Topography is important [to NOISEMAP inputs] if the surrounding area has 
significant ground changes or water surfaces around the airfield. 

The DEIS provides no information on the input of data covering the Tucson Mountains, 
which lie directly west and northwest of T1A, or of data covering the Catalina Mountains 
and the Rincon Mountains, which also closely surround Tucson. 

Page B-47 of the DEIS states 

NOlSEFILE data includes SEL and LAma, as a function of speed and power 
settings for aircraft in straight flight. 

The DEIS fails to evaluate the applicability of this straight-flight data to T1A's closed 
pattern, arrival, and departure flight paths. Fnrther, the DEIS provides no assurance that 

A1272 TV 
ICorresponds to A 1152 TU I 

the NOISEFILE power settings extend down to the F-35A's 40"10 ETR, the setting which 
that aircraft will use for closed-pattern flights and arrivals (Errata Sheet Table 3.2-2). 

Recordings made at Eglin AFB in April, 2009, show that the frequency spectrum of the 
F-35A is quite different from that of the F-16. While the spectrum of the F-16 is 
relatively uniform through all frequencies, the F-35A spectrum has a large bulge through 
the middle frequencies. 

The DEIS does not mention this bulge in the F-35A frequency spectrum. It does not 
explain how NOISEFILE and NOISEMAP manage the bulge. Most importantly, it does 
not address the possibility that, at a given decibel level, the frequency spectrwn of the 
F-35A may be more (or perhaps less) annoying to individuals than that of the F-16. 

The bulge falls in the same part of the frequency spectrwn as human speech does. The 
DEIS provides no analysis of the effects of the bulge upon speech interference. 

Notes accompanying DEIS Tables B-1 and B-2 indicate their data were generated "using 
Noisemap 617 and Maximum OmegaIO Result as the defaults." 

These notes imply NOISEMAP has more than one Result setting. The DEIS does not 
specifY which setting was used, and it does not explain the relative merits of different 
settings for calculating F-35A decibel levels in the vicinity ofTIA. 

Table 3.2-2 could have presented some of the most important and useful information in 
the ~EIS. Ho,",:ever, its usefulness is very limited because its data cover only a single 
locatIOn-Ocotillo Elementary School. Ocotillo is nearly a mile and a half from the 
straight-in arriVal/departure path. 

Table 3.2-2 fails to cover a variety of locations-including locations beneath the straight­
in path. 

The severity of many impacts-impacts on health, schools, property values, 
neighborhood livability---ru-e determined by decibel levels. Without a full and 
transpare~t explanation of the method used to generate decibel levels, the accuracy of 
those dectbellevels-and therefore, the credibility of the impacts-cannot be evaluated. 

With questions of accuracy unresolved, the Air Force cannot make an informed decision 
about beddown ofF-35As in the urban environment of Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

L LlL 
G~Hunter 
Re;ident ofTucson 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Pilot Training 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS fails to consider a major impact that is very important to the Air Force. 

If F-35As are bedded at Tucson International Airport, the pilots will face substantial 
operating restrictions. This will adversely impact their training. 

At T1A, the pilots will share flight paths, runways, and other facilities with commercial 
and general aviation aircraft. In addition, they will share airspace with military aircraft of 
the adjacent Davis-Monthan AFB. Concern for safety will place restrictions on their 
operations. 

The pilots will operate in tbe urban environment that encroaches T1A. Concern about 
noise will place additional restrictions on their operations. 

Restrictions on the pilots' operations include 

Limited number of annual operations 
Power settings limited to 40% ETR for arrivals and closed patterns 
Limited flight paths 
Minimal night fligbts 
Minimal afterburner use 
No touch-and-go or other syllabus exercises 

As encroachment increases, and as commercial, general aviation, and other military 
traffic increases in the future, the restrictions will likely become more severe during the 
decades of F-3SA beddown at T1A. 

So the Air Force can make an informed decision about the beddown of F-35As at T1A, 
the EIS must include a comprehensive analysis of the impacts that current and future 
restrictions will impose on the pilots' training. 

tu~rJ,A : r----
Chloe rt'le: v . 

Resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
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ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, 'rx 78150-4319 

Re: Errata Sheet for DEIS 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The Errata Sheet for the F-35A Training DEIS has revised some values in Table TU-3.2-2 
of the DEIS. This raises questions that the Final EIS must answer. 

I) What is the reason for decreasing engine power from 55% ETR to 40% ETR during 
arrivals? 

2) Will F-35A pilots use 40% ETR power for the full length of all arrivals? 

3) The F-35A is still in its development and testing phase. Given that, is the Air Force 
certain that 40% ETR power is absolutely safe for F-3SA arrivals over a heavily populated 
residential area? 

4) Because the pilots will be in training, they will be inexperienced in the operation of 
F-35As. Is the Air Force certain that 40% ETR power is appropriate for inexperienced 
pilots as they practice arrivals over a heavily populated residential area? 

5) The purpose for bedding F-35As at T1A is to provide training for new pilots. 
Presumably, the Air Force will expect the pilots to develop a range of skills that will be 
effective in widely varied circumstances. How will the decrease of arrival engine power 
from 55% ETR to 40% ETR affect the pilots ' training? 

6) What is the reason for decreasing engine power from 50% ETR to 40% ETR for closed 
pattern flights? 

7) Will F-35A pilots use 40% ETR power for the full length of all closed pattern flights? 

8) The F-35A is still in its development and testing phase. Given that, is the Air Force 
certain that 40% ETR power is absolutely safe for F-35A closed pattern flights over a 
heavily populated residential area? 
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9) Because the pilots will be in training, they will be inexperienced in the operation of 
F-35As. Is the Air Force certain that 40% ETR power is appropriate for inexperienced 
pilots as they practice closed pattern flights over a heavily populated residential area? 

10) The purpose for bedding F-35As at TIA is to provide training for new pilots. 
Presumably, the Air Force will expect the pilots to develop a range of skills that will be 
effective in widely varied circumstances. How will the decrease of engine power from 
50% ETR to 40% ETR affect the pilots ' training? 

II) Is Noisemap accurate when predicting SEL at engine power in the range of 40% 
ETR? 

12) Is it possible that the F-35A's SEL is identical with and without afterburner (with an 
increase of only 107 feet in slant distance)? 

Sincerely, 

%::;:er:~ 
Resident of Tucson 

A1272 TV 
ICorresponds to A 1151 TU I 

ATTN: Mr. David Martin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETCI A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Infrequent Flyovers 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airport Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

The DEIS fails to address the impacts of noise when F-35As approach and depart Davis­
Monthan AFB to load live munitions. It also fails to address the impacts of noise when 
F-35As use DMAFB airspace for training and other purposes. Further, it fails to address 
the impacts of noise when F-35As are directed by ATC to fly outside the designated 162"d 
FW flight paths, as the F-16s of the 162"d are now sometimes directed. 

A DMAFB representative has stated that these impacts are exempt from the EIS, because 
the F-35As are regarded as "transitory" when they use DMAFB airspace. This is true, 
according to the DMAFB representative, even when the F-35As use the DMAFB airspace 
as part of their training syllabus. 

In fact, if F-35As were not bedded with the 162"d FW, then residents of Tucson would not 
suffer the impacts created by their noise as they fly in DMAFB airspace, and in other local 
airspace that is not a designated 162"" flight path. 

The Air Force has limited its analysis of impacts to the designated flight paths for the 
162"d. This is wrong. The EIS must cover all impacts. 

The Air Force might argue, as it incorrectly argues in the Airspace sections of the DEIS, 
that infrequent use of any given flight path will increase its year-long DNL only slightly. 
Therefore, the Air Force might argue, if potential impacts are hased solely on the slight 
increase in DNL, the impacts could be construed to be negligible. 

However, basing potential impacts soleIy--or even partly--on DNL is misleading. It is 
also contrary to DoD's own guidelines. 

DoD's "Operational Noise Manual" (2005) is explicit about this. It states, "To assess the 
impact of this transitory noise" of aircraft passing overhead, the Sound Exposure Level 
(SEL) " is the best measurement of the annoyance response" (page 4-7). 

Residents are not annoyed by slight increases in DNL. They are annoyed by sudden and 
dramatic increases in the decibel level, as will be the case when F-35As use airspace only 
occasionally. 
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With Table TU 3. 10-4, the Air Force implies that the F-35A noise level at Mission 
Manner Park will be largely inconsequential: 

The 65 dB DNL noise contour crosses the northeast comer of the park; more 
than 90 percent of the park remains under < 65 dB DNL conditions. 

The implication, of course, is that, so long as citizens stay away from the northeast comer 
of the park, they will avoid the noise impacts of F-35As. 

The Air Force wants us to believe that, while 65 dB DNL may be noisy, 64.9 dB DNL is 
perfectly suitable for outdoor recreation. 

The statement about Mission Manner Park is indicative of a much larger problem with 
the DE/S. It ignores F-35A noise impacts below 65 dB DNL. 

Page 3-35 of the DElS states, "The EPA has identified a DNL of 55 dB to be a level 
protective of the public health and welfare." It adds, "The FAA and DOD have identified 
residential use as incompatible with annual noise levels above 65 dB DNL." 

For the area of Tucson that lies between incompatible residential use and "a level 
protective of the public health and welfare," the DEIS completely fails to analyze the 
F-35A noise impacts. These impacts can be consequential for the city's residents, 
properties, and public facilities, especially as DNL approaches 65 dB. For the Air Force, 
though, those impacts do not exist. 

At the very least, each DNL contour map should include a 55 dB contour, so residents 
can determine whether they live within or without the area that is "protective of the 
public health and welfare." Further, the Air Force should acknowledge all impacts 
outside the area that is incompatible with residential use. 

~
inc ~eIY, /i1 j f . 
27~ . ().-A ___ _ 

an Mosier 
Resident of midtown Tucson 
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A1272 TV 

ATTN: Mr. David Manin, AETC NEPA Program Manager 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-43 19 

Re: DEIS Appendix B 
F-35A Training DEIS 
Tucson International Airpon Air Guard Station 

Dear Mr. Manin, 

Appendix B is a critical pan of the EIS. It summarizes the extant studies of the impacts of noise, which 
are necessary to understand the specific impacts that F-35A noise will have upon the citizens of Tucson. 

Much of the information of Appendix B is outdated, and therefore is often misleading or erroneous. 

Appendix B was created largely by cutting and pasting large bodies of text, tables, and figures that are 
commonly available on the Internet. None of the information in Appendix B is specific to the F-35A, and 
little of it is specific to aircraft noise. 

Most of the cited references are twenty orthiny years old. Some date to a half-century ago (see citations 
on page B-32, for example). 

Appendix B almost completely ignores the research that has been conducted during the past two decades. 

The shoncomings of Appendix B are too numerous to list. Two examples of many: 

Table B-2, which could have been one of the most important contributions to the EIS, 
compares the SELs at various altitudes of four USAF fighter aircraft and one bomber. 
Missingfrom Table B-2 is (he F-35A, which is the subject of this EIS. 

Appendix B cites outdated studies to claim that "DNL correlates well with the annoyance" 
(page B-8). The entire EIS relies on this claim. Appendix B ignores DoD's own recent 
finding: "To assess the impact of this transitory noise [of an aircraft's overflight), (he 
Sound Exposure Level. or SEL, is the best measure of the annoyance response" (DoD 
"Operational Noise Manual," 2005). [Emphasis added.) 

Appendix B contains so much outdated information and erroneous conclusions that the Air Force 
cannot rely on it-<>r on the rest of the EIS, which itself relies on Appendix B. The Air Force 
cannot make an informed decision unless the EIS is completely rewritten. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~t0 fdL 
Resident of Tucson 
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