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DOD Must Develop a Comprehensive Baseline for All of Its Activities

For the purpose of establishing a baseline from which to address cumulative affects, the
Department of Defense (DOD) should initiate a Continent-wide EIS for all military flights
and training, whether manned or unmanned, by any and all branches of the military. Wildlife,
water and air quality, and avian flyways are just a few of the potentially affected natural
systems, which exist in very large bioregions not defined by lines drawn on a map around a
single base.

For the third time, the Commenters request that the USAF diligently prepare a
comprehensive programmatic EIS for all training areas, operations and activities in at least
the lower 48 states and arguably in the Continent, including Alaska.

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) policy states that actions which are:
(1) closely related, i.e., are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the
larger action for their justification; or (2) are cumulative actions, which when viewed
with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts; or (3) are similar
actions that have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental
consequences together, such as common timing and geography, need to be considered in
one EIS. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25. Based on this policy, the numerous training areas and
activities, or operations, throughout the western United States, and indeed the entire
country, should be considered in one, single programmatic or comprehensive EIS.

Much of the information presented in the DEIS violates this policy by providing no
recognition of adjacent activities. Even when a range, such as Goldwater, is shared by the Air
Force and Marines, or Tucson and Davis-Monthan, the proposed Air Force activity is
effectively considered alone.

Without question, all of the areas proposed in the F-35A Training Basing DEIS are closely
related as they involve the same impacts to resources and are part of a larger, programmatic
plan to train US and foreign pilots and related military staff within the USAF and the other
branches of the DOD. When viewed with other proposed actions, there are cumulatively
significant impacts on human communities and wildlife populations and habitat. These
projects qualify as “similar actions” that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental
consequences together, such as common timing and geography. These projects therefore
must be analyzed in one, national programmatic EIS.

Preparing a single comprehensive or programmatic EIS is the only way the USAF genuinely
can explore and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives with varying overflight frequency
and alternate locations, as well as alternative methods of training (including virtual flight
simulation). Commenters believe the DOD does not want the public to learn all of the
negative environmental impacts of its activities. We are aware that at one time the DOD had
initiated a programmatic EIS for its entire low altitude training program on a nationwide

GE-13

2168 XX

basis, and then abruptly discontinued the process after early administrative drafts revealed
the presence of very significant cumulative impacts across the country.

GE-13

References and Self-Citation -
Despite a sizable number of pages, the document as released is incomplete, inaccurate and
overly reliant on old and irrelevant data.

Like other documents developed by SAIC, the air force NEPA “experts,” the F-35A Training | DO-72
Basing Draft EIS is an obvious cut and paste document. Stock references and citations —
many decades old - are included, apparently to try to make the document appear convincing
and serious. An EPA noise study from 1974 is cited throughout the DEIS, a study now thirty-
eight years old! _
Most of the references included are documents produced by the military or other parts of the |
federal government. None of the DOD self-citations can be considered independent and, in
fact, reveal a conflict of interest with the data used for this DEIS. —

NP-31

Because of the poor quality of the document, it is possible to go through it section-by-section
and critique each for flawed data, incomplete data, misrepresentation of fact, and failure to
address significant requirements of NEPA. This comment will not do that because
Commenters are aware of numerous technical and legal experts who are providing excellent
comments on the errors and omissions.

This DEIS is Not in Compliance With NEPA

The USAF is required to comply with all of the requirements of NEPA assuring an
independent and complete EIS. The statute requires that the following range of issues must
be included and subjected to independent, in depth analysis:

Direct Impacts.
A NEPA-compliant EIS must analyze the direct impacts of the proposed action. This

includes but is not limited to: impacts to the health and socioeconomic and psychological
wellbeing of Native American tribes, other residents of the area, and all those who live in and
visit the proposed impacted areas from within the United States and around the world;
impacts to livestock and other domestic animals; impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat;
impacts to wilderness areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and other
environmentally sensitive areas; air quality impacts; impacts to archaeologically,
anthropologically, historically, spiritually, and culturally significant areas, impacts to scenic
areas, impacts to recreation areas; and impacts to tourism.

Each of the areas under consideration support an abundant and diverse array of wildlife 5
including prime habitat for many species listed as threatened and/or endangered under the BL-6
Endangered Species Act, and irreplaceable in many respects. F-35A Training Basing is likely
to cause irreparable damage to wildlife populations and habitat at each of the proposed
locations. The DEIS fails to fully describe these potential threats or any mitigation plans to

s ) NP-33
eliminate or limit the threats.
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Because of the extent of the terrain to be affected, detailed independent, current analysis must | gy,
be done for each proposed locality as well as each bioregion/ecosystem.

Indirect Impacts.

The NEPA review process is required to carefully analyze the indirect effects of the proposed
action. Indirect effects are effects that are caused by the action but occur later in time or are
further removed in distance. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8 (b). Indirect effects “may include
growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land
use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems.” Id. Here, the indirect effects shall include, but are not
limited to, negative socioeconomic impacts, environmental injustice impacts, and the
negative impacts to tourism, public health, hunting, and recreation that will result from the
proposal.

The effects on the real estate market, both home and land values, could be devastating and, S04
although raised repeatedly at the community meetings, are inadequately addressed in the
DEIS.

Cumulative Impacts. —
The Commenters find that absolutely no attention was seriously paid to identifying or

analyzing any cumulative impacts in the DEIS. In fact, this failure to consider cumulative
impacts was one of the weakest parts of the document provided to the public. It failed to take
into account the requirements of cumulative impacts analysis in settled case law, regulation
and policy.

The Federal courts have ruled that the government “cannot isolate a proposed project,
viewing it in a vacuum.” However, this is exactly what the Air Force has done with the F-35
Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Twenty separate scenarios are
presented in a vacuum, isolated one from the other as well as from adjacent or shared CM-6
airspace and/or range. This failure to address cumulative impacts supports the request by the
Commenters that the current DEIS be withdrawn and a document in full compliance with law
and policy be developed.

The NEPA review process requires taking a hard look at the cumulative impacts of the
proposed action. A cumulative impact is “the impact on the environment which results from
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.

With respect to the proposed F-25A Training Basing, properly analyzing cumulative effects
must include: (1) identifying the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the
proposed action; (2) establishing the proper geographic scope for the analysis; (3)

2168 XX

establishing an appropriate time frame for the analysis; and (4) identifying other actions
affecting the resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern.

In this case, establishing the proper geographic scope or boundary for a cumulative impacts
analysis is extremely important because the proposed action will have direct, indirect, and
“additive” effects on resources beyond the immediate area. To determine the appropriate
geographic boundaries for a cumulative effects analysis, therefore, the USAF environmental
analysis should first: (1) determine the area and resources that will be affected by their
proposed action (the “project impact zone™); (2) make a list of resources within that area or
zone that could be affected by the proposed action; and (3) determine the geographic areas
occupied by those resources outside the immediate area or project impact zone. In most
cases, the largest of these areas will be the appropriate area for the analysis of cumulative
effects. By way of example, for resident or migratory wildlife, the appropriate geographic
area for the cumulative impacts analysis will be the species habitat or breeding grounds,
migration route, wintering areas, or total range of affected population units. See e.g., NRDC.
v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 297 (D.C. Cir. 1988.

Another important aspect of a cumulative impacts analysis that the USAF will need to
consider is an assessment of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions affecting
the resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern. According to the CEQ,
the “most devastating environmental effects may result not from the direct effects of a
particular action, but from the combination of individually minor effects of multiple actions
over time.” Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the
National Environmental Policy Act 1 (January 1997) available at
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm (last visited November 2, 2011). The
requirement to consider cumulative impacts, therefore, is designed to avoid the “combination
of individually minor™ effects situation — to avoid the “tyranny of small decisions™ or death
by a thousand cuts scenario. See e.g., Grand Canyon Trust v. FAA4, 290 F.3d 339, 346 (D.C.
Cir. 2002).

The USAF must conduct a NEPA review that takes into account and analyzes state, private,
and other federal actions as well as natural occurrences or events that have taken place, are
taking place, or proposed to take place that will similarly impact the region’s wildlife
populations and habitat, and human communities. Individually, each flyover — though
serious — may not rise to the level of posing a significant risk. Collectively, however, the
impacts of all of these and other activities — whether conducted by private individuals, state
agencies, or other federal agencies — may be significant and must be analyzed. See e.g.,
Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 346 (discussing collective impacts to Zion National Park);
NRDC v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288 (D.C. Cir. 1988). As the D.C. Circuit Court noted, federal
agencies must “give a realistic evaluation of the total impacts [of the action] and cannot
isolate a proposed project, viewing it in a vacuum.” Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 342.
Even “a slight increase in adverse conditions . . . may sometimes threaten harm that is
significant. One more factory . . . may represent the straw that breaks the back of the
environmental camel.” Id. at 343 (quoting Hanly v. Kleindienst, 471 F.2d 823 (2d Cir.
1972)).

CM-6
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The USAF cannot analyze the direct and indirect effects of the proposed F-35A Training
Basing in isolation, but must examine the cumulative effects of the proposed project together | CM-6
with all other Department of Defense training areas and operations in and around New
Mexico. Idaho. Arizona and all adjacent states. As explained below, this comprehensive :|
GE-13

analysis is required by NEPA and mandates the preparation of a programmatic EIS that
addresses the entirety of training programs.

Establish a Baseline.

The USAF NEPA review process has not established in this DEIS a proper baseline upon

which to base its impacts analyses and conduct the requisite “trends analysis,” i.e., an DO-55
assessment of the environmental impacts of all activities affecting the various resources over
an extended period of time. By failing to properly define the baseline and from the baseline
engage in a trends analysis, the USAF will be unable to track any effects and changes that

will occur over time. At a minimum, baseline data on locations of wildlife and migratory bird
paths, and the current exposure of animal populations and human communities to sudden
heightened noise levels is needed in order to properly analyze the impacts (direct, indirect,

and cumulative) of the proposed action.

BI-23

Alternatives.

The USAF NEPA review process will need to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.
Under NEPA, federal agencies must “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available resources.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E); see also 40
C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). The discussion of reasonable alternatives section is the “heart” of any
environmental analysis under NEPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. This standard has not been met.

Meaningful Public Comment.

The goal of the NEPA review process is to “provide full and fair discussion of significant
environmental impacts [of a proposed action]” and to “inform decision makers and the public

of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the
quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. §1502.1. With this mandate in mind, and in

order to enable meaningful public comment, the USAF NEPA analysis for the proposed GE-18
Training Basing needed to be well organized, easy to read and understand, and include

proper references and citations to all relevant scientific studies and data.

Dissemination of the Draft EIS to the public was minimal. Some, but not all of the librarie{l NP-41
and post offices in the area, were provided a single copy. Publicity of the locations of these

copies was so minimal as to be effectively nonexistent. Public notice for so-called NP-14
“community forums” was also effectively nonexistent.

Best Scientific Information. All agencies, including the USAF “shall insure the professional
integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental NP.42
impact statements.” 40 C.F.R. §1502.24. Information “must be of high quality.” 40 C.F.R. §
1500.1(b). Accurate “scientific analysis [is] essential to implementing NEPA.” Id. The

2168 XX

USATF failed to review and collect sufficient scientific data. Much of the data is old and/or

unrelated to the specific project. This resulted in a Draft EIS that does not provide NP-42
information sufficient to analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed
action.

% . 3, : HW-1
Topics for study, which were not addressed at all include watershed impacts from SA-9
accumulated perchlorates and other jet fuel pollutants, fire danger in drought-ridden forests, | SA-4
effects on wildlife as well cattle and ranching. Additionally effects on current and future eco- | BI-2
tourism and renewable energy development must be studied. 28::8

Socioeconomic Factors and Environmental Justice. The preceding pages document a number

of weaknesses and violations of statute, regulation and policy. The Draft EIS fails to establish

a baseline, fails to consider cumulative impacts, and presents very limited science regarding

potential impacts to humans or natural systems. Despite these significant, overall

shortcomings, no section is as dismissive of impact as the Socioeconomic and Environmentﬂ S0-23
Justice sections, either find no potential impacts on the affected human communities or

disclose impacts with insufficient provision for mitigating the impacts.

The Commenters are in support of the excellent study prepared by Kevin E. Cahill, PhD, Expert
Economic Assessment of the USAF Socioeconomic Impact Analysis for Boise AGS, March 3,

2012. This study was previously submitted as comment to this DEIS and Dr. Cahill also testified

at the Boise meeting. The public is grateful to Dr. Cahill for the amount of research that forms

the basis of his thirty-page comment. Cahill states that, “the Air Force’s socioeconomic analysis

is not reliable or informative in any way,” concluding, “The socioeconomic analysis contained in | s0-23
the Air Force’s Draft F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement is fundamentally

flawed and grossly insufficient.”

While Cahill wrote the report specifically to the Boise option, the underlying research and
analysis applies to all of the scenarios. Cahill’s critique of the IMPLAN model used by the Air

Force and the DEIS failure to consider quality of life, lost productivity, impacts on learning at 80:13
affected schools, property values and other economic impacts applies to the other proposed
communities as well.

A comprehensive study of socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts is needed at the —

county level as well as at the regional market/services level, many of which cross state and
county lines.

These comments are submitted on the USAF F-35A Training Basing Draft Environmental
Impact. The mission of the Peaceful Skies Coalition is to participate in this and other important
decisions affecting public resources in United States.

In conclusion, we ask that this Draft Environmental Impact Statement be withdrawn and that the| NP-13

and unmanned for all DOD branches. We believe the public will be outraged to learn how much
airspace, how many flights, how much pollution, and how much money is literally burned

DOD first complete an EIS for all continental low, middle and high altitude flights both manned —‘
GE-13
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USDA United States Forest Lincoln National Forest 3463 Las Palomas Rd. 2173 HO
=———= Department of Service Alamogordo, NM 88310
Agriculture (575) 434-7200

File Code: 1910
Date: March 15, 2012

HQ AETC/A7CPP
Attn: David Martin and Kim Fornof
Air Force Contractor
266 F Street West
Building 901
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof,

Thank you for providing the USDA Lincoln National Forest (LNF) with a copy of your Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The area of interest to the LNF includes the area in
and surrounding the Holloman AFB Alternative. In response to the identification of the Noise
and Land Use, which states that the F-35A generates an overflight sound exposure level
approximately 6 decibels (dB) higher than the F-16C, there is a concern with effects to the
Mexican spotted owl (MSO).

The Lincoln National Forest has a specific Project Design Feature (PDF) based on MSO
Recovery Plan guidance and numerous Formal Consultations with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) that calls for no treatments to occur in protected activity centers (PAC) or
areas surrounding MSO breeding habitat from March 1% until August 31* (breeding season). The
only exceptions will be if personnel conduct monitoring according to USDA Forest Service
Region 3 Formal Monitoring protocols, and determine that reproduction has not occurred for
each PAC.

Research by David Delaney in July 1997 studied how helicopter and chainsaw use might affect
reproducing MSO on the Sacramento Ranger District. He found a high percentage of flushing
(causing the owl to leave the site) by chainsaw use if it was within 100 feet (ft). There was 6%
flushing frequency on owls (due to the noise) if it was within 198 feet. He found 0% flushing at a
distances beyond 341 feet. The flight deck will be a range of 100 ft to 500 ft, with the noise at
300 ft expected to reach 133 dB. A chainsaw at 3 ft is 110 dB, which is well below that of the
overflight sound exposure of the predicted F-35A. Therefore the overflight could be reasonably
predicted to disturb the MSO during breeding season. USFWS has previously concurred that
high decibel sounds are responsible for causing flushing during breeding season, and thus,
harassment of the MSO (which constitutes ESA Take).

Based on this information, the USFS feels that a “No Effect” determination for the MSO,

regarding the potential noise disturbance during breeding season (March 1* through August 31%"
is not in line with previous USFWS concurrence of effects. A “May Affect, Likely to Adversely
Affect” determination is a more reasonable determination of effects. However, if no overflights

are to occur between March 1-August 31, then a “No Effect™ determination is appropriate.

@ Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper
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Petition Against F35-A Training Petition Against F35-A Training

Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico sacramento Mountains, New Mexico

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed

We the undersigned formally submit this petition in objection to the proposed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and it alternatives for any and all aerial training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico.
training activity over the Sacramento Mountains of south central New Mexico. We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military
We further declare that the Sacramento Mountain range and non military adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous
adjoining lands are not suitable for any military activity due to numerous environmental factors and public safety concerns:

environmental factors and public safety concerns:
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as you think you need, at least up to 120 F-35's. Likely, the
$0ssibility of being able to "bed" that many at Hollowan is much yreater
than it is to "bed" that many in Phoenix, once the first jets have
arrived, and folks realize how noisy and unnsecessary these jets are.

GE-1

The EIS downplays the possibilities of "wishaps"- In fact, we still
cccasionally lose an F-16. Usually, this is keipt from the press.;
We have lost about a dozen over the last 12 years, I believe.

SA-1

Do you believe you won't lose F-35's? Do you really want one falling
in my backyard? Or on a school? Trust me, if one yoes down-and it will-
you want it to 4o down in the vast emptiness of Holloman, or just
outside Tucson, not in the middle of Phoenix ('kburbs are considered
"Phoenix", for all media purposes). One goes down, and there is an
outcry to close Luke, that's all it will take.

GE-1

GE-13
oOnce public opinion chaanges, it will change with a fury-because ve
really don't need Luke. And....politicians will chanye their tune
just as fast, and with gyual gusto. -

Luke is so close to residential development (kissing-cousins) that
we even nave to re-locate a planned “Parxkway" (Northern Ave Parkway)
5 mile nortii to not have i1t abut-literally- on Luke's chainlink fence.

GE-13

Please, leave us whatever peace we can have. Let Luke finish serving
Veterans, retired folks, the F-16's; enjoy the yolf courses, send us
all your retired colonels and yenerals and whoever else you want-
we'll take care of them, we are used to older folks; we have yreat
medical services, so send us your sick-but please keep your F-35's
away!

GE-4

Sincerely, )

Lise A.LaBarre, M.D.

In short, I believe placement of the F-35's at Holloman or Tucson
would encroach_the least on the host communities, and with possible

adjustment to the runways (as proposed above), have the greatest
potential for long-term stakility and cost-effectiveness.

GE-1

Thank You
&
(-
sorry to prolony tihils, but it was rather diséngenuous to not
mention tne litigation involving Eulin, and state instead tnat the GE-7
Air Force decided tne "skies were overcrowded" over Eylin.
NP-33
NO-20

Finally,
most affected, or

stress from the noise,
of their property.

tne EIS does not address remedy, cure, compensation to those
tiiose who will suffer increased noise;:
etc, or any compensation for loss of the use

/L0
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HQ AETC/A7CPP

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319

Fax: 210-652-5649

Email:

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

Comments for the F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement

This EIS is long on pages, but short on content. This appears to be a document produced for the United
States Air Force to fill a checkmark,.so they can accomplish what they have already made up their mind
to do. It is lacking in data current and relevant to the planned activity. I would be embarrassed to have
spent so much time and energy to produce such a useless document. It would be unreasonable for any
authority to endorse this EIS. It is impossible to make an informed assessment and evaluate the
consequences with such vague and misleading information. I have highlighted some portions of this EIS
and made some specific comments below for each identified section. My primary focus is on Vol. 1
Chapter 4 HO-Holloman AFB Alternative. In reviewing this EIS based on what I have reviewed there is
insufficient information to make a valid assessment for any of the proposed locations.

HO 2.1.1 Airfield Operations
Holloman AFB would support 50 F-16 aircraft, 38 MQ-1 aircraft, 10 MQ-9 aircraft, 25 German
Tornado aircraft, 10 T-38 aircraft, and 32 QF4 and QF-16 drone aircraft.

o Since the identified aircraft above will be jointly utilizing Holloman, AFB and designated
airspace, reference to links for the EA’s and EIS’s should be included in this EIS. Also a list of
where hard copies of the documents can be found should be included. The baseline
environmental consequences of the beddown of F-35A aircraft would not be a starting point, but
would be an addition to the impact being caused by the above identified aircraft already in
place.

CM-8

HO-4

The percentage of F-35A departures expected to use afterburner has been adjusted from the
generalized percentage shown in Chapter 2, Table 2-6, based on local flying conditions such as
airfield elevation and runway length. At Holloman AFB, 7 training events in the F-35A training
syllabus have the potential for the use of afterburners during takeoff. As the training syllabus
consists of 58 total training events, approximately 12 percent of all F-35A departures would use
afterburner to fulfill the training syllabus.

e Considering the given field elevations (4000 feet), high ambient air temperatures, and the norm
would be that the aircraft will be carrying full fuel loads. It may be possible to take off without
afterburners, but not probable. Given the history of aircraft operated from Holloman AFB the
norm is for aircraft to use Max power on all takeoffs.

DO-33

HO 2.2 Holloman AFB: Airspace and Ranges

The Air Force expects that the F-35A would operate in the airspace associated with White Sands
Missile Range (WSMR), as well as ranges located at Fort Bliss. Training airspace in the vicinity

file:///C:/Users/Teresa/Desktop/F35A%20EIS%20Comments%20March%2013,%202012....  3/14/2012
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Sunnyside a tech-savvy district
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2238 E. Ginter Road

Tucson, Arizona B5708
Telephone (520) 545-2022
Fax (520) 545-2121

March 13, 2012

The Sunnyside Unified Schaol District Governing Board would like to express our concerns and be part of the record of
comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed basing of an F-35A Lightning I Pilot
Training Center at Tucson International Airport.

We are opposed to the Air Force stationing these planes at Tucson International Airport. Itis a fact that noise levels
greater than 65 dB8 DNL have adverse effects on children and adults but especially children. As Governing Board
members, we have a duty to provide Sunnyside District students with the best learning environment possible. The 65 dﬂNO-So
DNL that is in the reports is 2 24-hour average sound level. The peak sound level when the jets are actually flying over is

much higher. We have seen the effect this level of sound has on our students and the frustrating interruption of their —
education every time a teacher has to stop the lesson and wait until students can hear the instruction.

in addition to being responsible for education in Sunnyside District schools, we are advocates for our community as well.
In studies on Community Noise, the World Health Organization compiled the results of more than 900 separate studies
of the effects of noise upon humans. The studies found that students affected by aircraft noise have a greater difficulty
learning to read and process information. The Department of Defense’s Operational Noise Manual lists additional EJ-2
problems that students suffer from when exposed to noise in the classroom, and it lists the types of students who are
most susceptible to the impacts of noise. Children are different than adults and have poorer understanding in noise and
lower performance in reverberation. Those students most affected include:

# 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 and

e Children with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD}.
http://www.who.int/docstore/peh/noise/Comnoise3.htm

http://www.slhs.umn.edu/assets/pdf/NelsonMCworkshophandout.pdf

Twenty-four-hour DNL averaging is not appropriate for determining the noise impacts on schools and other facilities that
are occupied only for part of each day. Recognizing this, the Operational Noise Manual states that “contour maps of NO-99
DNL, by themselves, cannot be used to determine whether a particular classroom is suitable for learning.” The Manual
notes that “For school children, the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) has recommended a [...] limit of 35

dBA.” http://www.stoptheplanes.com/BoDNoiseManay]FinalREV.pdf —
The Governing Board of the Sunnyside Unified School District, which lies entirely within the flight pattern of the F-354, ]GE 4
ed [

opposes the basing of the F-35A at Tucson International Airport because of the impact of noise levels and the diminish
quality of life this aircraft will have on our students, families and community memberg NO-36

/;,,/CO,L_

Magdalena Barajas, President ) Buck Crouch, Clerk
| Hernandez, Jr.

s

Eva Carrillo Dong
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On a typical weekend day. dozens of vehicles drive the main Bruneau-Desert Road very
near the area where this use of the bombing/illuminating white phosphorus or other
materials and activities would be conducted.

Visitors come to view the scenic Bruneau canyon, or 1o drive south into the desert — with
activities ranging from floating the Bruneau and Jarbidge Rivers to birdwatching. In fact,
this area is receiving even greater use in fall, winter and early spring as it is one of the
few largely snowfree outings available in winter.

This EA appears to involve primarily a National Guard action. so why is the Guard not
preparing this EA? We can not really understand why the National Guard can not use the
facilities at the Orchard Training area, which seems to have become much better
controlled that the Saylor Creek Range activities. Certainly. occasional certification
activity at another morce distant range with more regular certification at the same range
seems a very viable alternative action, and would add comparatively little in time or cost
— in the larger scheme of operations.

We have also, through review of materials related to slickspot peppergrass, come to
regard the care taken by the National Guard at Orchard to surpass that of the Air Force. In
short, the Guard after problems were identified has acted responsibly in addressing
impacts to slickspot peppergrass at its range, while the Air Force has unfortunately acted
to increase livestock trampling and livestock facility disturbance in the heart of LEPA
habitats.

How Will This Proposed Action Be Linked with Other Potentially Harmful Activities?
As we understand it. the Air Force uses flares, chaff and even lasers on Saylor Creek, as
well as flares and chaft and electronic emissions equipment inn training over vast land
areas. How will the human health effects of all activities related to Air Force and Guard
training intcract with thesc new uses, devices and activitics? What arc all direct, indircct
and cumulative impacts to human health as well as recreational, scientific, and other
activities on the public lands?

What are the noise levels associated with the use of the devices and activities of the Draft
EA, or other actions the military may be engaged in, and how might this increase noise
levels analyzed under previous environmental documents?

What are the current flight patterns, use of air space, ground-based activities. etc.
associated with training in southern Idaho, and how might actions of the EA or other
military activity changes in this region alter, change or shift use of airspace, timing of
use, patterns of use, flight levels of use or any other airspace activity assessed in other
environmental documents?

We are very concerned that the EA fails to explain how the proposed action affects the
timing, duration, and impacts to soils, watersheds, waters, wildlife, recreational and other
values of the public lands.

2207 BO

The LA fails to provide necessary baseline data on the condition of local and regional
habitats and populations of native biota, and how both current and expanded/altered
actions of the EA might affect them. Reliance on mid-1990s biological surveys in no way
provides a 2006 bascline of biological information. Since that old (and cven at the time
incomplete for many species of wildlife) data was collected, large-scale environmental
change — including the advent and explosion of new weedy species such as rush
skeletonweed on Saylor Creek has occurred. Even greater large-scale wildfires have
occurred, and destroyed vast acreages of wildlife habitat, with federal agencies planning
cven more acres of crested wheatgrass or other alicn species. Ranchers have greatly
increased stocking rates of domestic livestock — especially through the use of TNR - and
this has only heightened fire danger, as extremely flammable cheatgrass and other weeds
or spreading in the interspaces of the intensively grazed vegetation communities in and
surrounding Saylor Creek. This results in earlier season fires. and even further shortening
of the firc cycle.

The Air Force must fully assess the impacts of its actions and likelihood of new and
expanded harmful environmental impacts — including local and regional extirpation of
sage grouse or other wildfire populations if even more fires and disturbance sweep
Jarbidge wild Jands. The Air Force must fully detail the expense and uncertainty
associated with re-establishing habitats or scenic wild lands that may be irreversibly
altered by fire, subsequent weed invasion, contamination with toxic or polluting
substances. or other likely outcomes of actions described in the EA.

The A provides no baseline, and especially no quantitication, of existing night time
military training activity across southern Idaho. nor how this might disturb. stress or kill
native wildlife. Mortality may occur from disturbance and displacement to sub-optimal
habitat — including during stressful winter periods, night-time activities or noises startling
birds such as sage grouse or migratory birds and flushing them from nests and increasing
vulnerability of birds and nests to predation, forcing wintering mule decr or antelope into
suboptimal habitats, collisions with fences or vehicles, etc. How will activities of the EA
increase disturbance?

What is the current location, configuration and impacts of fencing and other
infrastructure related to livestock that may serve as impediments to native wildlife
movement across Saylor Creek and surrounding lands where the impacts of activities
linked to the EA may occur?

How might increased ground-based activities (driving remote roads) inctease or alter
impacts on wildlife — including both mortality and displacement?

What is the existing roading/route network in the area, and how will any upgrading,
maintenance or use of this network for undertakings related to the EA actions affect
wildlife, recreation, expansion of weeds, fire danger, habitat alteration or loss, etc.?

w
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What other activities and sites may the aircraft carrying these flammable and dangerous
devices visit or overfly in the same mission or sortie? What are the chances of mistaken
release of the dangerous and flammable devices during training occurring in the wrong
place — such as over the Bruneau Canyon. or in the midst of a sage groused lek complex?

The Air Force must provide a current and comprehensive wild land fuels inventory for all
lands that may be affected by this proposal. It must include a consideration of ongoing
(livestock trampling and grazing) increasing weeds and hazardous fine fuels, including
unpalatable seeded exotics. The BLM reports that the weedy and exotic species fuels
situation has become so bad that some arcas of the northern Jarbidge are suffering
multiple fires within the same year!

How has information from the requirements of the various INRMPs been incorporated
into this analysis? For example, the INRMPs require annual meetings with IDI'G to alter
or make changes to activitics — such as use periods — or avoidance of usc - of emitters or
other facilities and roading. What has occurred with this. and how might that affect
actions associated with the EA?

The LA provides no quantification of existing training missions and activities by these
and other aircraft at the SC range or using associated airspace. How will this be changed
or altered? What other training activities — by any kind of aircraft or ground-based
activity —would be occurring at the same time as the EA actions?

‘The Purpose and Need and Alternatives sections fails to take into account a wide variety
of flight time-saving actions that may occur, such as increased bundling of missions or
reconfiguration of training activities - including by various parties, or use of other less
flammable illuminating devices.

A Full Range of Alternatives must be considered. including the following: Efficiently
combining and strecamlining activitics so that such things as in-air fuclingor other practice
maneuvers could be used along with travel to train/practice at less environmentally
sensitive remote ranges. Training at Orchard. The EA fails to reveal how much time the
parties who may use this range may spend traveling to other areas to practice now, and
how it would be possible to combine this activity with other training requirements.

The AF fails to analyze use of non-live, non-phosphorus devices/ordnances. We had
understood that the Air Force was NOT using live ordnance anywhere. Now suddenly
this EA is written as if use of these dangerous materials is just routine. Certainly the
technology exists to use alternative illumination/devices. that would have far fewer
impacts to the environment. What alternative materials can be used?

Use of which range would minimize environmental impacts?
Past and Current Uses. What has been the past and current use of the materials described

in this EA at all ranges or other areas where they have been employed? What
environmental problems and risks have been identified? What unplanned or accidental

2207 BO

detonations/explosions/bursting into flames have occurred? What lands have burned up
as a result? How do lands where these devices have been used in association with Hill
AFB or other areas differ from the Saylor Creek lands? Doesn’t a lot of Hill training
occur in association with salt flats?

Wind Speed. How is use of any of these materials, or the environmental effects of duds,
partial burn-ups, mishaps, etc. affected by wind and wind speeds? What determines the
accuracy of use? Who are what may be downwind under various seasons of the year?
What chemicals may be released into the air under all scenarios, and how might they
affect downwinders or wildlife?

Who trains here (Saylor Creek. airspace, Juniper Butte and emitter range. etc)? Are there
pilots from foreign countries, as previously? How many missions of what type have
occurred annually since preparation of the ETI ROD?

EA Jargon. The EA uses a lot of jargon that is difficult for the public to understand.
especially as it is different from the ETI or INRMP jargon. Much greater explanation of
terminology and the environmental effects of actions or scenarios that may be described
must be provided in an EIS for this action.

For example. ES-1 describes “rockets provide a means to geographically deconflict
airspacc above target arcas”. Docs this mean burn up what it is being dropped on?

Please explain what exactly you mean by CAT and JAAT, what actions and effects are
assaciated with these activities. and how they interact. What has become of the whole
raison d-etre for the Juniper Butte Range and Idaho airspace expansion — the Composite
Wing? Has it been re-configured or altered?

What are the noise levels, pollutants released, lands overflown, devices used. and other
actions and cnvironmental cffects associated with the JAAT, CAS and other military
training as described at ES-1 - especially the coordinated atiacks? Is this the same as an
expanded “red flag™ training exercise from ETI jargon days? How may redflag exercises
have occurred and how many total airplanes and what types. and what airspace has been
used, and what numbers of flares exploded. fake or real bombs dropped, etc. in
association with these devices.

How will the JAAT and CAS and associated coordinated or other training activities affect
use of the remote emitter No drop. Juniper Butte Range and other land-based military
facilities? Will expanded night missions here result in expanded use of emitter sites or the
Juniper Butte Range at night? If so, how will this affect wildlife or recreational uses?

What is the separation in activities (time, space. mission activities) between the Guard
and the Air Force? How might the proposed relocation of FAA facilities from the Boise
area affect Air Force or Guard training activities in Idaho?
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You must provide a detailed explanation of the current status of the composite Wing.
BRAC process, and current and foreseeable changes. How is this Rocket LA related to
the bed-down and operation, airspace use, and other activities of the Composite Wing or
its current replacment?

The Air Force in the 1990s separately conducied an EA for helicopter training in Owyhee
County? How is this Saylor Creek EA activity related to that? Do the same helicopters
operate under that EA? Are there separate or new helicopter training EAs underway or
contemplated? What lands are overflown, and how will that change?

For both the composite wing, helicopter EA, and any other analyses that have been
prepared concerning Air Force use of Saylor Creek and southern Idaho lands, please
provide a detailed update on how activities have been conducted since finalization of
those environmental documents.

What alternative marking or lighting/illumination devices exist that are less toxic or less
flammable or less dangerous?

As we understand it, the A-10s carry depleted vranium devices. Will they be contained in
the planes as they are involved in the training activities? If so, what is the likelihood that
mistakes will be made, and the DU devices dropped too?

Table 6 shows “Air Pollutant Emission Estimates”, and we note exceedances of criteria
for several compounds. How do these chemicals interact - additively or cumulatively?

What is meant by “cumulative totals by ordnance™? Please provide more information so
that the public can understand what the T'able is representing.

We recall the National Guard at Gowan Field had a serious life-threatening mishap with
chromium-containing compounds. Are these the same chromium compounds as would be
used here? What residues will remain in soils at the site? How can soils be de-
contaminated? What other chemical residues may be on these sites? Are there degradates,
or breakdown products of other chemicals used here? How will these react with, combine
or otherwise interact? We note that frequent high winds -especially in the disturbed
sctting of a Bombing Range - may transport these materials onto surrounding public
lands.

Will ordnance that has not completely burned up or been exploded be transported on
public roads? If so, how will it be transported and what safety precautions will be taken?

How will use of these devices and the toxic or flammable materials that they contain
endanger fire fighter safety? What if firefighters are seeking to stop a range fire, and
unexploded or incompletely combusted ordnance. rockets. bombs, etc. are burned? How
will that affect the nature a wildfire? How will that affect the health or safety of
firefighters? What toxic emissions may be given off by unexploded
ordnance/bombs/rockets, etc. Please be sure to include ALL materials the rocket

2207 BO

materials contain in this analysis. How do the chemicals in the devices or their residue
interact with fire retardant or other fire suppressant materials?

WWP is a party to the Settlement of litigation affecting the vast Jarbidge BLM-managed
wild lands. and we arc actively cngaged in collaborative activities as well as monitoring
and other scientific studies that are on lands that are accessed on routes running directly
through Saylor Creek and surrounding lands. BLM-managed livestock grazing occurs on
lands within the Saylor Creek range itself. Thus. we would be directly in harms way of
the devices and activities that may be associated with the EA and the expanded and
altered training activities.

Here is a summary of the litigation:

* Western Watersheds Project v. Bennett, 392 F.Supp.2d 1217 (D. Idaho
2005). (based on NEPA and FLPMA violations, enjoining
livestock grazing on nearly 1 million acres of Jarbidge Resource Area).

This settlement involves collection of current ecological data and development of a new
Jarbidge RMP that examines sage grouse habitats and addresses sage grouse habitat
needs across the Jarbidge. As the use of the devices and other activities described in the
EA have the potential to greatly expand sage grouse habitat loss through increased
disturbance and wildfire, we arc gravely concerned about this new proposal.

* Western Watersheds Project v. IFoss, 2005 WL 2002473 (D. Idaho 2005)
(reversing FWS decision not to list Slickspot peppergrass under ESA.
based on voluntary and inadequate "Candidate Conservation Agreement”).

A magjor impact to slickspot peppergrass is fire and the subsequent invasion of slickspots
by weedy exotic species. As large range fires in the northern JFO — such as these rockets
could causc — sweep south, significant loss of slickspot peppergrass habitats and
populations may oceur. With each new fire, cheatgrass and other weeds gain a greater —
and increasingly more flammable toehold — across the Jarbidge. Plus, in the aftermath of
fires, BLM is still seeding aggressive invasive exotic species such as forage kochia that
move into, and choke out, slickspots.

How is grazing in lands surrounding the impact area contributing to hazardous fine fuels
such as cheatprass. and how do cheatgrass and other weeds facilitated by livestock affect
rehab or restoration of sagebrush wild lands? Please address these questions, and the
combined ecological impacts of military activity and livesiock disturbance.

The Committee for the High Desert is a party to litigation and Settlement over the ETI
and military activities in southern [daho. We are concerned that this proposal has not
been discussed with parties to the settlement in the SIG. How will it affect the training
scenarios, land and airspace use and activities and effects of the ETI analysis and various
INRMPs? We appreciate the Air Force responding to our concerns about a meeting
during recent phone contacts.
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The Impacts of Energy Development Noise on Breeding Greater Sage-Grouse
Jessica Blickley, UC Davis, Evolution & Ecology
3:10 to 4:00 p.m. — 1003 Kemper Hall

Abstract: Infrastructure from recently increasing energy development has resulted in a dramatic
increase in noise across the landscapes of North America. Recent studies suggest that noise
from such development may negatively impact wildlife, yet little is known about the causes and
consequences of this impact. Further, most previous studies have not been designed to isolate
noise impacts from other confounding factors. This study is investigating the impacts of energy
development noise on greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), a species of
management concern across western North America. Sage-grouse are declining in areas of
natural gas development and circumstantial evidence suggests that noise is a cause of this
decline. To test this hypothesis, control leks and leks with experimentally-introduced energy
development noise were monitored for three seasons. Noise playback resulted in immediate
and drastic declines in lek attendance by male sage-grouse relative to paired controls.
Additionally, males remaining on noise leks had elevated levels of fecal corticosterone,
suggesting that noise exposure has widespread physiological and behavioral impacts. The
results will be discussed in the context of current and proposed noise regulations for natural gas
and other forms of energy development, including wind. As the first long-term playback
experiment investigating the chronic impacts of noise on any wild population, this study presents
a unique opportunity to experimentally address noise impacts on avian behavior and spatial
distribution while informing energy development policy and wildlife management decisions.

¢tocg aunr

[euid



Final
June 2012

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement
D.7-246 Appendix D — Comment Response Document — Agency/Organization/Company Letters



	F-35A Training Basing Final EIS - Appendix D - Comment Response Document
	D.7 Agency/Organization/Company Letters (continued)



