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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
This appendix contains comments received from federal, state, and local agencies and the general 
public during the 30-day comment period (August 1 through August 31, 2000) for the Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA).  The comment period provided agencies and members of the 
public with an opportunity to evaluate the proposal and the analyses contained in the Draft EA.  
The Final EA incorporates comments received on the Draft EA.  Public and agency comments are 
used by the Air Force while evaluating project alternatives. 

Comment Receipt and Review 
Comments on the Draft EA were generated through written correspondence during the comment 
period.  All comment letters received during the 30-day period are included in the Comments section 
of this appendix. 
The following process was used for reviewing and responding to comments. 

• Each comment letter was reviewed carefully and assigned a unique number.   

• Within each comment letter, substantive comments were identified and bracketed.  Three 
guidelines were used for determining substantive comments: 
1. The comment questioned the proposed action, alternatives, or other components of the 

proposal. 
2. The methodology of the analysis or results was questioned. 
3. The use, adequacy, and/or accuracy of data were questioned. 

• The bracketed comments were reviewed by environmental resource specialists and provided 
a response.  In some cases, similar comments were assigned the same response.   

• The bracketed comments each were assigned a response code organized according to 
environmental resources addressed in the Draft EA: 
 

AI  = Airspace MM = Materials Management 

BI  = Biological Resources PH = Physical Resources 

CU = Cultural Resources PN = Purpose and Need for the 
Proposed Action 

DO = Description of the Proposed 
Action and Alternatives 

SA = Safety 

LU = Land Use  

 
The responses to comments appear in the Response section of this appendix. 
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Responses to Comments 
 

Responses to comment letters are organized by letter number, response number, and response.  
Numbered letters are contained in the preceding section entitled Comment Letters. 
 
Letter 
Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0001 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 

0001 PN-1 Enhanced training in defensive countermeasures is necessary to prepare 
Air Force pilots to respond to increasingly sophisticated equipment and 
tactics employed by adversaries (EA section 1.3).  To be effective, the 27 
FW F-16 pilots must train under conditions that replicate combat 
conditions to the greatest extent possible. No new military airspace would 
be developed under the proposed action; only existing airspace would be 
used.  (EA section 1.1) 

0001 
 

DO-1 This EA analyzes the consequences of chaff and flare use using the most 
current and best available scientific data at present (e.g. Air Force 1997a; 
Spargo 1999; Cook 2001). NEPA and CEQ regulations require the use of 
the best available information at the time the action is proposed.  The EA 
fulfills that requirement. There have been no consequences defined by 
resource area. 

0001 DO-6 The comment refers to a statement in the EA that addresses prototype 
biodegradable chaff, which is only in its developmental stages, and is not 
currently proposed for use. 

0001 
 

BI-1 Because of the benign nature of chaff constituent materials, and the 
amounts of chaff to be dispensed, effects on animals and humans are not 
expected to be biologically significant (EA section 4.6.2). Section 2.1.1 and 
Appendices A and B describe components of chaff and flares. Plastic end 
caps and felt spacers of both chaff and flares are less than one-half of one 
ounce in weight and would not cause injury to wild or domestic fauna due 
to direct impact (EA section 4.2.3.1).  As stated in section 4.5.3.1, plastic 
end caps (and felt spacers) are chemically inert and non-toxic.  In more 
than 15 years of chaff and flare use over areas used for cattle grazing at 
Melrose Range, there have been no cases reported of ingestion of residual 
components. 

0001 SA-1 Based on the population density under the airspace, the possibility of a 
person being struck by a dud flare would be one in 850 million.  For 
comparison purposes, the probability of being struck by lightning in New 
Mexico between 1959 and 1993 was approximately one in 15,200 (Los 
Alamos National Laboratory 2001).  This suggests that the probability of 
being struck by lightning would be approximately 50,000 times greater 
than the probability of being struck by a dud flare (EA section 4.2.3.2).   
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Letter 
Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0001 AI-1 Military planners try to align military training so that disturbances to 
people, property, and other potentially sensitive land areas are minimized 
(EA section 3.1).  DoD flight publications identify specific locations that 
must be avoided by established horizontal and vertical distances.  The Fort 
Sumner/Santa Rosa area is part of an existing avoidance area for Air Force 
overflights.  No change in sortie-operations is proposed as part of this 
action. 

0001 BI-2 The lesser prairie chicken (Tympanuchus pallidicinctus) is considered a 
candidate for listing by the USFWS and a sensitive species by New Mexico, 
the US Forest Service Region 2, and the BLM New Mexico State Office.  
Within the region of influence for the proposed project, the species 
currently or historically occurs in prairie or shrubsteppe habitat (NMGF 
2001) within Chaves, Curry, De Baca, Guadalupe, Quay, and Roosevelt 
counties (USFWS 2001).  The effects of chaff and flare use on any wildlife 
species, including special status species such as lesser prairie chickens, bald 
eagles, and southwestern willow flycatchers, would not be biologically 
significant under any alternative (EA section 4.6.3).  See also EA section 
3.6.2.3.  

0001 SA-2 Military personnel are subjected to life-threatening conditions on a daily 
basis while deployed.  These include increasingly sophisticated hostile, and 
life-threatening attacks.  Training in the use of defensive countermeasures 
is critical to reduce the potential of the loss of a pilot’s life during armed 
conflicts.  (EA Sections 1.1 and 1.2.3). 

0001 CU-1 The significance of the Fort Sumner/Bosque Redondo historical sites is 
described in EA sections 3.7.2.1, 3.7.2.2, and 3.7.2.3. The Fort 
Sumner/Santa Rosa area is part of an existing avoidance area for Air Force 
overflights. 

0001 CU-2 The Bosque Redondo site is managed by the State of New Mexico.  As 
indicated in section 5.1, construction of a memorial at the site is planned. 

0002 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 

0002 CU-3 Existing avoidance areas for Air Force overflights include the Fort 
Sumner/Santa Rosa area, the Puerto de Luna area along the Pecos River, 
and the Montoya area.  All aircrews adhere to FAA avoidance rules that 
specify that aircraft must avoid congested areas of a city, town, settlement 
or any open-air assembly of persons by 1,000 feet above the highest 
obstacle within a horizontal radius of 2,000 feet of the aircraft.  Outside of 
congested areas, aircraft must avoid any person, vessel, vehicle, or 
structure by 500 feet.  In addition, Air Force restrictions on chaff and 
flares require a minimum release altitude of 2,000 feet for flares and 500 
feet for chaff.  
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Letter 
Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0003 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 

0003 SA-3 The text in section 2.1.1.2 has been changed to reflect this comment. 
0003 SA-4 Under the Proposed Action, Cannon AFB would suspend deployment of 

flares when the fire danger is high or above (EA section 4.2.3.1).   At 
Melrose AFR, operations are limited when the Range Control Officer 
determines that conditions pose a threat that cannot be contained by 
existing fire breaks and on-site fire-spotting and fire suppression personnel 
and equipment.   

0004 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 

0004 LU-1 Defensive training would not change the use of Cannon AFB airspace in 
terms of numbers of aircraft overflights (EA section 2.2.6). The potential 
for residual materials associated with chaff and flare use to affect animals, 
property, or land use is considered unlikely (EA section 4.8.3).  The risk of 
fire from flares is extremely low when compared to other potential sources 
of fire such as lightning or campfires (EA section 4.2.3.1).  As indicated in 
EA section 4.8, existing quality of life should not significantly change due 
to the proposed action or alternatives.  

0004 
 

SA-5 
 

Flare use would be limited to altitudes above 2,000 feet AGL providing a 
1,675-foot buffer to ensure that burning flares would not reach the 
ground. Flares operate for only 3.5 to 5 seconds and there have been no 
recorded instances of a slow burning flare or one that caught fire after 
initial ejection from the aircraft. (EA section 4.2.3.1). 

0004 BI-1 See response BI-1 in letter #0001. 
0004 
 

SA-6 
 

Chaff composition is similar to desert dust. There are no data that indicate 
that the chaff, proposed for release would be toxic to humans, animals, or 
plant life (EA section 4.3.3.1). 

0004 PN-1 See response PN-1 under letter #0001. 
0005 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 

Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 

0005 SA-7 The U.S. Forest Service identifies the fire danger daily according to one of 
five categories ranging from low to extreme fire hazard (EA section 
3.2.2.1).  These categories are generated for an area by analyzing vegetation 
types, temperature, precipitation, fuel moisture, humidity, wind lightening 
activity and human factors.   
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Letter 
Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0005 PH-1 The analysis presented in the EA is representative of the best available 
scientific data regarding the effects of chaff and flares on soil and water 
(Air Force 1997a). Due to the very low concentrations in which chaff and 
flare materials would be deposited on soil and water, no measurable effect 
is expected (EA section 4.5.3).  Additional supporting information is 
provided in the Blue Ribbon Panel report described in Response GE-2. 

0005 SA-8 Fires can be caused by human activity as well as by lightning (EA section 
3.2.2.1).  

0005 LU-2 The EA acknowledges that the public has expressed concern regarding 
potential effects to property values due to the presence of chaff and flare 
residual components.  However, it is unlikely that these components would 
accumulate in sufficient quantities to cause a visual impact (EA section 
4.8.3.1).  The expected accumulation of end caps from all chaff and flare 
use is approximately one end cap per every 38.5 acres annually.  Expected 
annual accumulation of chaff ranges from 0.005 ounces per acre in the 
northern portion of the MTR to a maximum of 0.06 ounces per acre in the 
remaining airspace. 

0005 DO-1 See response DO-1 under letter #0001. 
0005 GE-1 Cannon AFB has established methods for public identification of aircraft 

overflight problems and a policy for dealing with offending pilots (EA 
section 2.7). The Military Claims Act, 10 U.S.C. 2733, provides a 
mechanism for the payment of meritorious claims resulting from non-
combat activities by the Air Force. The Air Force is committed to 
promptly investigate any claims for damages to property or livestock 
caused by Air Force overflights and to make payments as permitted under 
federal law. 

0005 PH-2 The Texas Panhandle-eastern New Mexico area is considered one of the 
worst areas in the U.S. for windblown dust (EA section 3.4.2.1). 
Occasionally, the windblown dust is of sufficient quantity that visibility is 
restricted.  Considering all of the area overflown, the annual expected 
concentration of chaff and flare end caps would average one every 38.5 
acres.  Because of the quantity of windblown dust in the region, it is likely 
that a portion of residual plastic end caps eventually would be obscured 
from view due to the deposition of dust.  

0005 BI-6 The fire frequency for the proposed project area is not expected to change 
as a result of flare use. The flare release altitude of 2000 feet helps ensure 
that burning flares do not reach the ground.  Section 4.2.3.1 analyzes the 
probability of fire due to flare use.   

0005 EJ-1  This EA analyzes environmental justice pursuant to Executive Orders 
12898 and 13045.  Environmental justice analysis addresses 
disproportionate impacts to minority and low income communities and 
children (EA section 3.9.1).  There would be no changes to airspace under 
the proposed action. 
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Letter 
Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0005 GE-2 The Blue Ribbon Panel on the environmental effects of chaff consisted of 
scientists from Cornell University, Pennsylvania State University, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Harvard University, Duke 
University, the University of Arizona, Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institute, and the Desert Research Institute.  This panel operated wholly 
independently from the military services in terms of data analysis and 
conclusions reached.  The results of their analysis are presented in 
Environmental Effects of RF Chaff, A Select Panel Report to the Undersecretary of 
Defense for Environmental Security (Spargo 1999). 

0005 LU-3 Residential property values generally are affected by a variety of factors 
such as national, regional, and community economic conditions; national 
and regional trends in employment, inflation and interest rates; local 
population changes; and real estate development.  There is no evidence to 
suggest that property values would decrease under military airspace due to 
the presence of military training activities.  Effects of the proposed action 
and alternatives on property values are addressed in section 4.8.3.1 of the 
Draft EA 

0005 LU-5 The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines 
litter as “The highly visible portion of solid waste carelessly discarded 
outside the regular garbage and trash collection and disposal system.”  
Residual items resulting from the use of chaff and flares, due to their small 
concentrations and vast dispersal, while possibly detectable in some 
circumstances, are not “highly visible.”  Additionally, when chaff and flares 
are ejected from an aircraft, they are being used for their intended purpose, 
and are not being “carelessly discarded.” 

0005 LU-4 Section 3.8 acknowledges the varied recreational opportunities that exist 
under the existing military training airspace.  For visitors within designated 
special use areas, the likelihood of the presence of chaff or flare residual 
components occurring at a level that would disturb scenic quality or 
diminish the recreation experience is remote (EA section 4.8.3).  The 
expected accumulation of end caps from all chaff and flare use is 
approximately one end cap per every 38.5 acres annually.  Expected annual 
accumulation of chaff ranges from 0.005 ounce per acre in the northern 
portion of the MTR to a maximum of 0.06 ounce per acre in the remaining 
airspace. In addition, no increases in overflights are proposed over existing 
airspace in the area. 

0006 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 
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Letter 
Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0006 BI-3 Several recent analyses have concluded that chaff is unlikely to modify the 
chemistry of aquatic habitats.  The primary area of concern for water 
chemistry effects is aluminum toxicity in freshwater systems, which 
typically range in pH from 6.5 to 9 (Horne and Goldman 1994).  Under 
these conditions, acute aluminum toxicity levels would be reached at 
aluminum concentrations of 1.496 mg/L (Air Force 1997a).   In the Air 
Force study (1997a), aluminum concentrations of approximately 1/6 the 
freshwater acute value (i.e., 0.25 mg/L) were measured in pH-neutral water 
with a chaff to water ratio of 1:20.  As explained in section 4.5.3.1, the 
likelihood of these ratios and aluminum concentrations occurring in a 
natural setting under proposed chaff dispersal rates is low.  

0006 BI-4 Recent data developed by a group of independent scientists (Spargo 1999) 
in response to issues raised by the 1998 GAO report concluded that 1) 
adverse effects of chaff on animals due to ingestion or inhalation are 
considered negligible to non-existent; and 2) freshwater organisms exposed 
to “relevant levels of chaff” are unlikely to be adversely affected.  These 
conclusions were based on assessments of realistic chaff exposure levels 
(up to12 grams/hectare/year (g/ha/year) [4.86 grams/acre/year 
(g/ac/year)], as compared to less than 4.23 g/ha/yr [1.71 grams/acre/year] 
under the proposed action), and well-supported estimates of exposure 
levels required to produce toxicity, disease, or reduced growth rates in 
terrestrial animals and freshwater organisms.   

The analyses concluded that it is “highly unlikely that any harmful effects 
are to be expected due to chaff ingestion by livestock” (Spargo 1999).  
This conclusion is based on analyses that showed:  1) chaff ingestion by 
beef calves (ingestion by calves was induced by coating the chaff with 
molasses) at a rate of 7 g to 1.8 kg daily resulted in no adverse effects such 
as changes in weight gain or blood chemistry; 2) aluminum toxicity levels 
for a typical 550-kg beef cow would require approximately 11 g of soluble 
aluminum to be nutritionally available daily; this level would not be 
reached even under chaff dispersal rates of 20 g/ha (8.10 g/ac); and 3) 
typical chaff dispersal rates are sufficiently low to limit the potential for 
exposure of grazing animals to chaff fibers well below levels at which 
exposure could theoretically be possible.  Proposed chaff dispersal rates 
for this project (4.23 g/ha [1.71 g/ac] annually) are lower than rates 
examined in the review and would not pose a threat to livestock health. 

The panel also concluded that, due to their large size (15-25µm diameter), 
primary chaff fibers are not capable of being inhaled by humans or 
laboratory animals, and that these results should apply to domestic 
livestock as well.  Furthermore, “the tiny number of fibers that could be 
inhaled because they are of respirable size or have degraded to such a size 
are insufficient to produce disease.  Persons occupationally…exposed to 
the components of chaff fibers are at no increased risk for lung fibrosis or  
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0006 BI-4 
(continued) 

cancer” (Spargo 1999, page 24).  The review concluded that livestock are 
unlikely to consume or inhale chaff fibers, and that toxicity, disease, or 
reduced growth rates have not been found to occur in humans or livestock 
in rare cases where chaff is ingested or inhaled. 

As described in Response BI-3, recent analyses have concluded that chaff 
is unlikely to modify the chemistry of aquatic habitats.  The occurrence of 
sufficient aluminum concentrations in a natural setting under proposed 
chaff dispersal rates also is unlikely (EA section 4.5.3.1). 

0006 DO-2 For this analysis, calculations of chaff concentrations were conservative 
since they were based on equal distributions under airspace without regard 
to release altitude.  These distributions were then analyzed by resource to 
identify potential environmental consequences. 

0006 BI-5 The Air Force employs altitude restrictions over the Pecos River, and the 
Fort Sumner/Santa Rosa area is part of an existing avoidance area for Air 
Force overflights. As described in Response BI-3, chaff is unlikely to 
modify the chemistry of aquatic habitats, and the likelihood of sufficient 
aluminum concentrations occurring in a natural setting under proposed 
chaff dispersal rates is low (EA section 4.5.3.1). 

0006 DO-3 Chaff and flare use would be ongoing under the proposed action.   
0006 DO-4 Analysis of chaff accumulation was conducted by resource area over a 

defined period of one year. 
0007 TH-1 Thank you for your comments and participation in the Environmental 

Impact Analysis Process for this Defensive Training Initiative.  Public and 
agency involvement plays a critical role in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process as it helps to shape the analyses and focus on 
specific resource areas important to you. 

0007 PH-3 There are no construction activities associated with the proposed action or 
any of the alternatives (EA Chapter 2.0).  Therefore, compliance with 
NPDES regulations as a consequence of the proposed action or 
alternatives is not applicable in this case. 

0007 DO-5 The proposed action or alternatives do not involve new construction or 
other ground-based training activities that could generate air quality 
impacts (EA section 2.7).  

0007 MM-1 Under the proposed action, no changes to operations on the Melrose 
Range are anticipated.  Impacts to hazardous waste management at 
Cannon AFB are analyzed in section 4.3 of the EA. 
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Number  

Response 
Number Response 

0007 MM-2 The Air Force agrees that flares fit the definition of military munitions in 
20.4.1.100 NMAC and 40 CFR 260.10.  40 CFR 266.202 (a)(1)(i) and its 
NMAC counterpart (20.4.1.700) explain that “a military munition is not a 
solid waste when:  (1) used for its intended purpose, including: (i) use in 
training military personnel...”  Aircrews expending flares are training.  The 
flares – even if they malfunction – are being used for their intended 
purpose.  
The Air Force does not disagree that 40 CFR 266.220(d) and its New 
Mexico counterpart apply in this case.  The Air Force is responsible for 
abating imminent and substantial endangerments when that standard is 
met, and the Air Force could conceivably have corrective action 
responsibilities under the RCRA sections cited in the comment letter.  
Nonetheless, the Air Force would not be engaging in the actions proposed 
under DTI if it believed there were any real possibilities of subjecting itself 
to corrective action or imminent and substantial endangerment authorities. 

A useful analogy is to a farmer's use of hazardous pesticides on his crops.  
These pesticides may be dangerous to human health but the farmer is 
using them for their intended purpose.  Is it theoretically possible that 
certain environmental conditions such as a shallow water table could result 
in the farmer being liable for an imminent and substantial endangerment?  
Yes, it is theoretically possible but it is highly unlikely. 

0007 BI-7 An alternative to the potassium perchlorate in the first fire mixture has 
been authorized.  It is a “dip coat” which does not contain any potassium 
perchlorate.  Instead, it is made up of the same chemicals as the flare 
pellets  (i.e., teflon, magnesium, and fluoroelastomer) in different 
percentages.  The two companies that manufacture the M-206 flare have 
adopted this alternative. 

0007 BI-8 Refer to second paragraph of BI-4 under letter #0006. 
0007 BI-9 Refer to third paragraph of BI-4 under letter #0006. 
 
 
 



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 

27 FW 27th Fighter Wing 
AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards 
AAM Annual Arithmetic Mean 
ACEC Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACM Air Combat Maneuvering 
ACT Air Combat Tactics 
AEF Aerospace Expeditionary Force 
AFB Air Force Base 
AFPD Air Force Policy Directive 
AFR Air Force Range 
AGL above ground level 
AGM Annual Geometric Mean 
Air Force United States Air Force 
ARTCC Air Route Traffic Control Center 
ATC Air Traffic Control 
ATCAA Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace 
BFM Basic Fighter Maneuvering 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
BP Before Present 
BWD Basic Weapons Delivery 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CAS Close Air Support 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CO carbon monoxide 
CT Combat Training 
DoD Department of Defense 
DOPAA Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 
DTI Defensive Training Initiative 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EIAP Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EO Executive Order 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FL flight level 
HAP High Accident Potential 
HPD Historic Preservation Division 
IT Intercept Training 
IFR instrument flight rules 
JTX Joint Training Exercise 
kg kilogram 
LANT Low Altitude High Speed Navigation and Training 
µg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
min minutes 
mg milligram 
MOA Military Operations Area 
mph miles per hours 
MSL mean sea level 
MTR Military Training Route 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NMGF New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NM nautical miles 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NWR National Wildlife Refuge 
O3 ozone 
Pb lead 
PM10 particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns  
 in diameter 

ppm parts per million 
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
RBTI Realistic Bomber Training Initiative 
RMP Resource Management Plan 
ROD Record of Decision 
ROI region of influence 
SAT Surface Attack Tactics 
SEAD Suppression of Enemy Air Defenses 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SRMA Special Recreation Management Area 
SWA Southwest Area Wildland 
TFW Tactical Fighter Wings 
TWD Tactical Weapons Delivery 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFS United States Forest Service 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
VFR visual flight rules 
VR visual route 
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