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North Carolina
Department of Administration
Michael F. Easley, Governor Gwymn T. Swinson, Secretary
April 24, 2001
Ms. Brenda Cook
Dept. of the Air Force
HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Lanfley AFB NC 23665-2769

Dear Ms. Cook:
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Proposed Beddown (Establishrnent) of the
Initial F-22 Operational Wing at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia

The N. C. State Clearinghouse has received the above project for intergovernmental review. This
project has been assigned State Application Number 01-E-0000-0654. Please use this number with
all inquiries or correspondence with this office.

Review of this project should be completed on or before 05/24/2001 . Should you have any
questions, please call (919)807-2425,

Sincerely,

Choseyer oy 527~

Ms, Chrys Baggett
Environmental Policy Act Coordinator

PLEASE, NOTE NEW MAILING ADDRESS
EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY

N.C. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
1302 MAIL SERVICE CENTER
RALEIGH, NC 27699-1302

116 West Jones Street * Raleigh, North Carolina 27603-8003 * Telephone 919-807-2425
State Courier 51-01-00
An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer

0590431
James 8. Gilmore, 10

David G. Brickley
Governor

Director

John Paul Woodley, Jr.
Secretary of Natural

Resourees COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION
217 Governor Street, 3rd Flaor
TDD (804) 7862121  Richmond, Virginia 23219  (804) 786-7951  FAX (804) 371-2674
htp://www.state.va.us/~dcr/vaher himl

Alton Chavis . 30 April 2001
Department of the Air Force
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley AFB VA 23665-2969

Re: F-22 Operational Wing Beddown Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Chavis:

The Department of Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has
searched its Biological and Conservation Data System (BCD) for occurrences of natural heritage
resources from the area cutlined on the submitted map. Natural heritage resources are defined as
the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, unique or exemplary
natural communities, and significant geologic formations.

According to the information currently in our files, natural heritage resources have not been
documented at Langley Air Force Base. Further we do not anticipate that aircraft operations will
adversely impact natural heritage resources documented in the area.

Under the Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) and the Department of Conservation and
Recreation (DCR), DCR has the authority to report for VDACS on state-listed plant and insect
species. The current activity will not affect any documented state-listed plants or inseots.

Any absence of data may indicate that the project area has not been surveyed, rather than confirm
that the arca lacks natural heritage resources. New and updated information is continually added
to BCD. Please contact DCR for an update on this natural heritage information if a significant
amount of time passes before it is utilized, :

Should you have any questions or concémls; feel free to contact me at 804-692-0984. Thank you
for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sineg) : o
x>
Lecality Liaison ’

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat

Comments
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s Y aYaVa o urs
United States Department of the Interior vudtug
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE MEMORANDUM STATE OF ALASKA
Snake River Basin Office, Columbia River Basin Ecoregion . Office of the Governor
1387 South Vinnell Way, Room 368 Division of Governmental Coordination
Boise, Idaho 3709
TO: Distribution List DATE: May 17,2001
MAY 0.7 o0 FROM: Maureen McCrea TELEPHONE: . 907-269-7473
Project Review Coordinator FAX: 907-269-3581
E-MAIL: maureen_mccrea@gov.state.ak.us
Alton Chavis
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch SUBJECT: INITIAL F-22 OPERATIONAL WING BEDDOWN
Department of the Air Force State I.D. No. AK 0105-11AA
Headquarters Air Combat Command DEIS NEPA Review
129 Andrews Street
Suite 102 . o The Division of Governmental Coordination received a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665-2769 for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown. The U.S. Air Force (USAF) prepared this document to
. . . R . satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The USAF distributed this
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing document to several central areas and has made it available through a web site: www.cevp.com. Also,
l?“idi"z‘gg 0213/0ALS #676 DGC received both a hard copy and a CD of the document. If you did not receive it or cannot access it.
ile .

please notify the USAF or DGC. Please review this document in accordance with NEPA and provide
. comments on the full range of issues and plans presented. Ihave aftached a copy of the Executive
Dear Mr. Chavis: Summary and the Project Information Sheet.

The Snake River Basin Office anticipates no action on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement The NEPA regulations emphasize cooperative consultation among agencies. Consulting agencies

. : . . should identify environmental effects and values in adequate detail now, before preparation of the final
for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown. Please contact Marilyn Hemker of my staff at EIS. Federal court decisions have established that DEIS review participants must structure their
. ; participation so that it is meaningful and alerts an agency to the reviewer's position. Environmental
(208) 378-5288 if you have any questions. objections that can be raised at the draft stage might not be considered if raised after completion of the
Sincerely, final BiS.
) . The State has not received the USAF determination of this activity’s effects and consistency with 387
/’7 ACMP. The federal agency will address ACMP requirements later in its planning process.
Supervisor, Snake River Basin Office The State should take this opportunity to preliminarily address potential ACMP consistency issues of the
’ proposed activity. In your response, identify comments relating to the activity’s consistency with the

ACMP separately from the NEPA comments.

Please comment to the USAF at the address noted on the last page of the Executive Summary with a
copy to DGC by 5:00 p.m. on June 10, 2001.

Attachment

cc:  Brenda Cook, Langley AFB, Virginia “f0 @T&ch mawds
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Distribution List

Karlee Gaskill, DNR/DMLW
Tim Rumfelt, DEC

Don McKay, DFG/DHR

Dan Golden, DOT/PF

Thede Tobish, MOA

Ken Hudson, MSB

Arne Erickson, BBB

Andy DeValpine, BBCRSA
Marv Smith, L&PB

George Owletuck, Cefialiulriit

008003

. ] v (03003
i il £ 7 F i 1 I i
StT& = 8 F A. i B3 A TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR
SQUTHCE. OFFICE
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
550 West 7th Ave., Suite 1660
T OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET Anchorage, AK 99501
240 Maiu, Suite 500 .DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION P.O. Box 110030
Anchorage, AK 99501
Contacts Phone Fax Email
DGC Maureen-McCrea (907) 263-7473 {907) 269-3981 maureen_mecrea@gov.state.ak.us
DEC Tim Rumfelt (907) 269-7564 {907) 269-7652 Trumfelt@envircon.state.ak.us
DFG Don McKay (907) 267-2264 (907) 267-2464 don_mckay@fishgame.statz.ak.us
DNR Karlee Gaskill (907) 269-8553 (907) 269-8913 karleeg@dnr.state.ak.us
CISTRICT
COE
PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET
PROJECT TITLE: !nitial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown
STATE ID NUMBER: AK 0105-11AA
APPLICANT/PROPONENT: U.S. Air Force
AGENT: Alton Chavis Phone: Fax: Emait:

DIRECT FEDERAL ACTION:  Yes
REVIEW TYPE: NEPA
ACTIVITY TYPE: ARMED FORCES ACTIVITIES

PROJECT LOCATION:

Nearest Coastal District: Anchorage
Projectis INSIDE the District Coastal Zone Boundary
District Plan Approved?  Yes

REVIEW SCHEDULE: Other
REVIEW MILESTONES:

PREVIQUS OR RELATED PRCJECT REVIEW STATE ID #s:
STATE AND FEDERAL APPROVALS:

05/1812001
06/10/2001
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HQ ACC/CEVP: Ms Brenda Cook
Project Manager F-22 Initial Beddown
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769

May 16, 2001

Billy F Richey

Spec Asst for Military Affairs
150 South 3" East

Mountain Home, ID 83647

Dear Ms. Cook,

1 strongly support the moderni of our services and feel that we the tax payers have an
cbligation to provide our service men and women with the best and most modem equipment that is
available. The American public does not want to win any war by a small margin and lose any of our sons
and danghters. Teday they demand and expect all wars to be won without the loss of American lives. The
F-22 will help to meot that goal and is needed to insure our ability to maintain air superiority into the

Mountain Home Air Force Base is one of America’s premier bases and is currently home to the
only Air Expeditionaty Wing with 5 sepatate types of aircraft making up the composits witig, The draft
EIS points out many of the great attributes of the base and the area. Mountiin Home, Id is-known nation
wide as one of the most supportive local communities in the nation. Elmore County had done an excelient
job, through zoning, of protecting the base from ettcreachment plus, the majority of the local community is
uverlOmﬂeaway

opportynities are some of the best the Air Foroe has to offer. Saylor Creek Range and
ﬂmmnmmofﬂwnewlumpcrﬁmkmgeandothcrhhamed“mmﬁahoamme
developed a training capability that bal the traiing with the envi and traditional land use.
mFumﬂﬁtnghlmloﬂlewmgmﬂkeepthatbalame While the aircraft may be louder than the
aircraft it is replacing it will be ing &t a higher attimde the maj of the time graatly reducing any
lnmctofbmhsub-sonicmdmper-wmmme The sorti¢ count analyzéd in the EIS evaluates the addition
oflwoaddmonsqmdmnsanZZSanemdbeymddmsquadtunofF-lSCs While it does show an
increase in total sorties of over 23,000, it is stilt below those it lyzed in the Ent d Training in
Idaho EIS and the nwmber of sorties analyzed in the Air Force in Idaho EIS of 27,000 sorties.

1 strongly support F-22s for the 366™ Wing at Mountain Home Air Force Base. If not now,
definitely in the furure. Our airmen deserve the best!

: Umted Smtes A1r Force

" DearMs. Cook

- Wing’s mission and personnel. ‘We' appxecmee the conmbuuon “Our ng” ma.km to the
do 'Nauonal Defense ofour‘greax cmmtty :
‘Weareaware ofthe'
: valuable capabxlmes to air crew tramm 1 mthe ﬁxturc as we prrovxde today

1 would lake to point out afeas ‘where the ‘
_any future bed: down: of the F22° Areas su.ch as. housing could hq better pro; ed off |

. We: appreclate your consxderatlonk and 'ttentlon to. f.hlS 1
i alwayswﬂlbe anAu’Forcetqwn‘ . :

o Best Regards

Langley AFB, VA23665-2769 f

‘housing reqw:ed -as detailed in the draft F-22 EIS could be eliminatéd as an Air Foree
¢ rrequirement. Thls would reduce the pIOJ C
~ “.dollars. b S -

kkAddlﬁonaﬂy, we: would request-a teview of the hsrvspace iIammg capablll s fe 1
s altematlve bases. MHAFB could be one of the few places the F-22 could train over land,’
. and ‘train ‘all ‘hours

' Dave Jett .
_ Betty Mann:ng
d mnna '.L‘aylor

" Dawn. Mohasterio -
y Ma‘:k‘ Russell. -

May 16 2001

Ms. Brenda Cook; F-22 EIS Project Manager o
HQACC/CEVP: - y

Mountam HQme is an Atr Force Commumty We take great pnde in the 366"‘ Wlng %he : ;

it y'proposed changes and challenges that ACC must deal w1th i g
the . near future, “and: hope Mountam ‘Home: AFB' will-:continue ‘to provtde.t,h same-

base.” We have worked hard'to’ improve. the housing avaﬂablhty and feel the additional

MILCON mquuement by mxlhons ‘of

th day wnhout bemg subject to mght txme take off and: landmg{ :
resmcuons , : : =

atter. Méiihtdin que is;and
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LARRY E. CRAIG GU:}(}UG APPROPRIATIONS

IDAHO . AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
F;%RZT) %’t';’g;ﬂﬂ BuiLDING AND FORESTRY
T e 2557 Hnited Stutes Senate -
lci::m:cnm Pouy CommiTTze WASHINGTON, DC 205101203 SPEC'Q!I:.' ggmglrrEE
VETERANS' AFFAIRS
May 17, 2001

Ms. Brenda Cock

Department of the Air Foree

Headquarters, Air Combat Command

HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrew Street, Suite 102
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665-2769

Dear Ms. Cook:

This past Tuesday, May 15, 2000, I had the pleasure of meeting with General Michael Ryan,
Chief of Staff of the Air Force. During this meeting I discussed my desire to see the initial F-22
Operational Wing Beddown take place in Idaho, at Mountain Home Air Force Base. I regret I
cannot attend tonight’s hearing, but I did want to reiterate my position for the record.

The Air Expeditionary Wing, based in Mountain Home, is a unique and vital element in the
defense of American interests. With the F-22 poised to become an instrumental component in
maintaining America’s air supetiority, it is essential that the F-22 be included in this composite
wing; thus maintaining the unmatched quality the men and women of Mountain Home provide
the Air Force.

The F-22 Operational Wing Beddown at Mountain Home has the broad support of both state and
local officials, and the communities surrounding the base will welcome the additional 400
personnel and their families with open arms. The beddown of the F-22 in Mountain Home will
ensure the long-term viability of the base and allow the Air Force to further take advantage of
Mountain Home’s recently expanded training range.

Sincgtely,

ARRY E. CRAIG
United States Senate

Roow 149 Harsor PLaza Room 193 Suire 107
304 NorTH 8TH STREET 610 Hun’mu, Surme 121 846 Main STReeT 807 E. SHERMAN STREET 1282 ApDison AVENUE EasT 480 MemoRiaL Drive
Boise, 1D 83702 Coeur D'AcenE, ID B384 Lewigton, |D 835011864 PocATELLO, D 83201 Twin FaLs, |D 83301 1paxo Fauis, ID 83402

htp/foraig.sanate.gov

203007

The Virginia Peninsula Chamber of Commerce and its Military Affairs Council
Resolution supporting the F22 aircraft proposed for Langley Air Force Base

WHEREAS, the Chamber of Commerce and the Military Affairs Council of the
Virginia Peninsula recognize the benefits of 2 strong United States Air Force and the need for its
men and women to have the very best equipment available to carry out their missions; and

WHEREAS, the new F22 sircraft, which will climb at a quicker rate, have a higher
ceiling and will fly faster than the present aircraft based at Langiey Air Force Base; and

WHEREAS, the new F22 aircraft actual noise level has not been established, but is
estimated to be only marginally louder than the present aircraft based currently at Langley Air
Force Base when operated in extreme conditions; and

WHEREAS, Langley Air Force Base is the only site being considered for basing the
F22°s that the conversion cost will save the U. S. Air Force $12,000,000 as compared to
expenditires of up to $80,000,000 at other site locations, and

WHEREAS, the environmental impact to the Peninsula communities and infrastructure
resources at Langley Air Force Base will be the least of all other sites being consideted and the

need to replace the twenty-five year old planes now in service, and

NOW THEREFOR.E, it is the belief of the Virginia Peninsula Chamber of Commerce,

" its 2,269 member organizations, and the Mititary Affairs Council that the best site to make a

home for the next generation of military airplanes and their crews is the Langley Air Force Base,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Virginia Peninsula Chamber of
Commerce and the Military Affairs Council this twenty-fourth day of May 2001,

1. That the basing of 22 aircraft at the Langley Air Force Base is a wise economical move on
the part of the U. 8. Air Force. .

2. That the Virginia Peninsula business community supports the basing of the new F22’s at the
Langley Air Force Base.

3. That with this resclution, the Virginia Peninsula Chamber ef Commerce and the Military
Affairs Council urge the Department of Defense and the U. S. Air Force to proceed with

basing the new F22’s a:ia;gl/Q Air Force Base.
C Ao P

Charles%’nnﬁeld, airman  Paul Garman, Chairman
Virginia Peninsula €hamber of Commerce Military Affairs Council

Comments
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VIRGIL K. GOODE, JR.

ST DISTAICT, VIRGINIA ;"‘“’59008

3008
Congress of the United States .
i If you have guestions or want to forward further
FHouse of Representatibes information to me, do not hesitate to call Sarah Terry in
Washington, BE 205154605 my Farmville, Virginia office. Ms, Terry will be happy to

speak with you.
May 31, 2001 Thank you very much for your consideration of my
constituents in the Fifth Congressional District. I look

Colonel Stephen Goldfein, Commander forward to hearing from you.

Langley Air Force Base
159 Sweengy Boulevard Most sincerely,
Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665

Dear Colonel Goldfein:

I write at the request of several constituents in
Farmville, Virginia who have contacted my office following
the Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact for
the Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown that Langley Air
Force Base representatives held in the Farmville Train
Station on Tuesday, May 29, 2001.

Vlrg Goode, Jr

Copy to:

Ms. Brenda Cook, Program Manager

F22 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
HQ ACC Flash CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102

Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665-2769

Tt has been reported to me that the meeting concerned
potential changes in the use of Langley’s Military
Operations Area, which includes Farmville and other parts
of the Fifth Congressional District. BAs I understand the
possible changes, the amount of training flights could grow
from 4060 to 600, and the number of fighter planes housed at Ms. Diane Obler
Langley could grow substantially.

I have been told that of the five potential sites that
have been researched in the United States, Langley is the Mr. Steve Wall, Publisher
preferred site for these changes and expansions. -1 would- s The Farmville Herald
appreciate any material that you could send to my Farmville 114 North Street
office concerning the proposed changes in the Farmville Farmville, VA 23901
area’s use as a Military Operations Area.
. . Mr. John Vaughan

I understand that the pericd for public comment on the
proposed changes in MOA’s is to end June 10, 2001. On
behalf of my constituents in the Fifth Congressional 390
District, I respectfully request an extensiocn to this
public comment period.

I also ask that my office be notified of any future
meetings held in the Fifth District. 1If possible, I, or a

representative from my office, will be there. 103 Scuth Main Street

Farmville, VA 23901
804=-392-8331 FAX 392-6448

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET

State Board of Educati
Trustees of the Intemnal Improvement Trust Fund
Admirdstration Commi

DIVISIONS OF FLORIDA DEFARTMENT OF STATE
Office of the Secratary

Office of Intemnational Relations

Division of Elections

Division of Corporations

Division of Cultural Affalrs

Division of Historica! Resources

Division of Library and Information Services

Division of Licensi

TDivision of Administrative Services FLORIDA DEPAKFMENT OF S']:ATE
Katherine Harris
Secretary of State

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Florida Lend and Wate:

Mr. Alton Chavis May 30, 2001
HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102

Langley AFB VA 23665-2769

Re:  DHR Project File No. 2001-03828
Received by DHR April 20, 2001
Initiat F22 Operational Wing Beddown Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Eglin AFB, Okaloosa County, Florida and Tyndall AFB, Bay County, Florida

Dear Mr. Chavis:

Our office has reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and 36 CFR Parr 800:
Protection of Historic Properties.

The State Historic Preservation Officer advises and assists federal agencies as they
identify historic properties (listed, or eligible for listing, in the Nationa! Register of
Historic Places or otherwise of historical or archaeological value), assess effects of
projects upon those properties, and consider alternative means of development to aveid or
reduce adverse effects.

Based on the information contained in the Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown
Environmental Impact Statement, we concur that the proposed alternative action at Eglin
AFB is likely 1o have an adverse effect on historic properties listed, or eligibte for listing,
in the National Register.

Furthermore, we concur that the proposed alternative action at Tyndall AFB will have no
effect upon historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register.

We note that, following the development of final siting plans, if cither Eglin AFB or

Tyndall AFB is selected for the F22 Operational Wing Beddown, this office will be 391
consulted prior to the beginning of construction or renovation associated with the

proposed action in order to develop a plan to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential

impacts to historic properties.

R.A. Gray Building * 500 South Bronough Street ¢ Tallahassee, Blorida 323990250 «  hitp:/ /www.flheritage.com

O Director's Office O Archaeologicai Research Historic Preservation (0 Historical Museums
(850} 488-1480 = FAX:488-3355 (850) 487-2299 » FAX:414-2207 (850) 487-2333 ¢ FAX: 922-0M96 (650) 488-1484 + FAX.: 921-2503
O Historic Pensacola Preservation Board 0 Palm Beach Regional Office O St. Augustine Regional Office 3 Tampa Regional Office
(850)595-5985 » FAX:595-5989 (561) 279-1475 + FAX: 279-1476 (904) 825-5045 + FAX: 825-5044 813) 272-3843 = FAX:272-2340

Division of Bond Finance

rtment of Revenue

artment of Law Enforcerment

Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles
Department of Veterans® Affairs

) pee 3009
Mr. Chavis
May 25, 2001
Page 2

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Ken Misner, Historic
Preservation Compliance Review Specialist, at (850) 487-2333 or (800) 847-7278 or by
electronic mail, kmjsner@mail dos state.flus.

Thank you for your commitment to protecting Florida’s historic properties.
Sincerely,

Janet Snyder Matthews, Ph.D., Dircctor

Division of Histerical Rescurces

State Historic Preservation Officer

JSM/km

Xe:  Newell O. Wright, Ph.D., AAC/EMH

Comments
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
R DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Dencis H. Treacy
Govemor Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mailing addvess: P.O. Box 10009, Richmond, Virginia 23240
John Paul Woedley, Jr. Fax (804) 698-4500 TDD (804) 698-4021
Secretary of Natural Resources http:/fwww.deq.state.va.us
Tune 1, 2001

Ms. Brenda Cook

HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing
Bed-down at Langley Air Force Base
DEQ-01-067F

Dear Ms. Cook:

The Commonwealth of Virginia has completed its review of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) described above. The Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) is responsible for coordinating Virginia's review of federal
environmental documents and responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of iie
Commonwealth, The following agencies, planning district commission, and locality
joined in this review:

Department of Environmental Quality

Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Department of Conservation and Recreation
Department of Health

Marine Resources Commission

Department of Historic Resources

Virginia Institute of Marine Science

Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Department
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission.

In addition, the following agencies and locality were invited to comment:
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries

Department of Forestry
City of Hamipton.

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat

209010

Ms. Brenda Cook
June 1,2001
Page 2

Project Description

The Air Force proposes to replace its fleet of F-15C fighter planes with a new F-
22 fleet, and to establish the initial operational wing of F-22 planes, consisting of 72
primary planes and 6 back-up plancs, at Langley Air Force Base (Draft EIS, page 1-1).
This establishment would also entail construction of facilities to serve the aircraft group;

at Langley, it is anticipated that the affected area would be 16 acres (Draft EIS, pages 2-

7, 2-8; a chart of facilities is cn page LA2-4). The movement of aircraft to Langley
would start in September 2004 and be completed in June 2007 (page LA2-1); related
construction, demolition, modification, and infrastructure projects would take place
between 2002 and 2004 (pages LA2-3, LA2-4). The Draft EIS discusses four other Air
Force Bases (all outside Virginia) and a no-action alternative; but the placement of the F-
22s at Langley is the preferred alterative and the proposed action (page 1-1).

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

1. Water Quality and Wetlands. The Draft EIS states that no wetlands, streams,
creeks, ponds, or lakes have been identified in areas slated for construction associated
with this project (page LA3-34), We recommend that in choosing construction sites, the
Air Force endeavor to avoid or minimize indirect as well as direct impacts to nearby
water resources. Prior to construction ot site preparation activities, the Air Force should
investigate the presence or absence of wetlands on each site. If wetlands are found, they
must be delineated, and the delineation confirmed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Norfolk District, Regulatory Branch. If jurisdictional wetlands are present, the Air Force
must submit a Joint Federal-State Permit Application (JPA) to the Marine Resources
Commission {(MRC). The MRC will disseminate the JPA to the Army Corps of
Engineers and to DEQ’s Tidewater Regional Office, which will then decide whether 2
Virginia Water Protection Permit is required for the proposed activity.

stormwater management regulations, and careful construction practices to minimize

392

DEQ encourages the use of erosion and sediment control measures, adherence to ] 303

temporary impacts to State waters during construction activities.
In view of the likely increase in over-water sorties resulting from F-22

release of fuel. Recommendations by federal agencies regarding protection of marine life

establishment at Langley, the Air Force must exercise care to avoid “tank dumps” or the ] 304

should be followed.

2. Natural Heritage Resources. The Draft EIS indicates that the bald eagle
(Haliaeetus lencocephalus) appears on Langley Air Force Base, where it has been seen

Comments
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foraging on creeks and marshes but is not known to nest (page LA3-35). This is
confirmed by the Department of Conservation and Recreation, which has documented a
bald eagle nest site in the project vicinity. Bald eagle nest sites are often found in the
midst of large forested areas near marshes or other bodies of water; threats to-the bald
eagle include human disturbance of nesting sites and development in areas which the bald
eagle uses for feeding and breeding.

The Department of Conservation and Recreation recommends that the Air Force
consuit with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Virginia Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act and its state-
counterpart legislation. See “Regulatory and Coordination Needs,” item 2, below.

The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services joins the Department of
Conservation and Recreation in determining that the proposed project will not affect any
plants or insects on the state list of endangered and threatened species. This confirms the
statement in the Draft EIS to the effect that the northeastern beach tiger beetle has no
record of occutrence on the base (page L.A3-35).

3. Historic and Archaeological Resources. The Draft EIS discusses historic,
architectural, and archaeological resources, impacts, and mitigation at some length (pages
LA3-40 through 1.A3-47), and commits the Air Force to continued coordination with the
Department of Historic Resources relative to different construction activities
contemplated in the project. This approach is suitable to that Department (see
“Regulatory and Coordination Needs,” item 5, below).

4. Solid and Hazardous Wastes. The Air Force Base is currently a large-quantity
generator of hazardous waste, and the addition of the F-22 Operational Wing would result
in an increase less than 10 percent, according to the Draft EIS (page 1.A3-65). The
existing Hazardous Waste Management Plan may need to be updated to reflect changes
in hazardous waste accumulation sites; the Draft EIS indicates the Air Fotce’s
commitment to update this plan (page LA3-65).

Before any demolition or renovation activities, the affected facilities must be
inspected for the presence of asbestos, including Category I and Category II non-friable
asbestos-containing material (ACM). Upon classification as friable and non-friable, all
waste ACM must be transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable federal
and state regulations.

All wastes generated by construction and operation of the facilities for the F-22
must be managed in accordance with local, state, and federal regulatory requirements.
Any soil suspected of contamination during construction must be tested and disposed of
according to these regulations as well. . —

5. Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas. Based on the information in the Draft
EIS, it is difficult to tell whether there are any Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas within
the project area. There are two types of Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas, as

395

396

397

398
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contemplated by the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation and Management
Regulations (9 VAC 10-20-10 et seq.). The more restrictive are called Resource
Protection Areas (RPAs), which include tidal shores, tidal wetlands, non-tidal wetlands
that are contiguous to and connected by surface flow with tidal wetlands and tributary
streams, tributary streams, and a 100-foot buffer located landward of any of these
features. Resource Management Arcas (RMAs) are areas within a 100-foot distance
landward of RPAs. Any land development within RPAs or RMAs should be
accomplished in accordance with the performance criteria of the Regulations cited above.
A field investigation should be made to determine the presence of RPAs or RMAs inthe | 399
areas slated for developments pursuant to this project; this determination includes, but is
larger in its aim than, the investigation to find wetlands mentioned above (see item 1).

The Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Department indicated that the City of
Hampton has a citywide stormwater management regulation, applicable to land
disturbances of more than 2,500 square feet, which incorporates the water quality
requirements of the Regulations. For any new development, the post-development non-
point source poliution runoff load may not exceed the pre-development load, based on
average land cover conditions. Projects located in designated Intensely Developed Areas
(IDAs) or redevelopment projects must reduce the non-point source pollution load by
10%. The exemptiori for VPDES permits in the Regulations is intended to alleviate
duplicative water quality criteria affecting an individual project. VPDES construction-
telated permits, and many industrial use permits, do not always result in post-construction
Best Management Practices which address land use/land cover-related water quality
criteria; these permits do not discharge the responsibility of the project applicant to
address those criteria consistently with local zoning and sub-division regulations adopted
pursuant to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act (Virginia Code sections 10.1-2100 et
seq.), and in accordance with the Virginia Stormwater Management Regulations
administered by the Department of Conservation and Recreation. Stormwater -
management requirements are independent of industrial and construction permits and 400
must be met separately. See item 6, and also the discussion in items 3 and 4 of the
Regulatory and Coordination Needs discussion, below.

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act, the Air Force is required to
comply with the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act and its implementing regulations, 401
since these have been incorporated as an enforceable program under the Virginia Coastal_|
Resources Management Program (VCP). Also, the 1998 Federal Agencies’ Chesapeake
Ecosystem Unified Plan requires the signatories, including the Air Force, to fully _
cooperate with local and state governments in carrying out voluntary and mandatory
actions to comply with the management of storm water. In this Plan, the agencies also 402
committed to encouraging construction design that (2) minimizes natural area loss on new
and rehabilitated federal facilities; (b} adopts low-impact development and best
management technologies for stormwater, sediment and erosion control, and reduces
impervious surfaces; and (c) considers the Conservation Landscaping and Bay-Scapes
Guide for Federal Land Managets. In addition, the Chesapeake Executive Council is
expected to issue a directive soon which addresses stormwater management. This will
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aim at controlling the runoff of nutﬁ:nts, sediments, and chemical contaminants from
government-owned lands, including military installations. .

6. Erosion and Sediment Control; Stormwater Management. Construction
activities, including site preparation, may require an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
if they disturb more than 10,000 square feet (2,500 square feet in a Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Area). One acre of more of land disturbance requires a Stormwater
Management Plan. Individual construction activities for the F-22 Bed-down project may
require preparation of one or both of these Plans, depending on the land disturbance
involved. See “Regulatory and Coordination Needs,” item 3, below. -

403

7. Air Quality Impacts. The EA addresses air quality impacts of the project
(pages LA3-19 through ATL3-27). Inregard to controlling fugitive dust from construction
activities, we recommend that the Air Force employ appropriate control measures,
including but not limited to the following:

- Use, where possible, of water (mentioned) or chemicals for dust control;

- Installation and use of hoods, fans, and fabric filters to enclose and vent the 404
handling of dusty materials;

- Covering of open equipment for conveying matetials;

- prompt removal of spilled or tracked dirt or other materials from paved
streets, and of dried sediments resulting from soil erosion.

(See the Virginia Regulations for the Control and Abatement of Air Pollution, $ VAC 5-
50-60 et seq., specifically 9 VAC 5-50-90.)

Langley Air Force Base is part of an ozone (03) maintenance area and an
emission control area for ozene precursors, which are volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NQy). Accordingly, the Air Force should take all
reasonable precautions to limit emissions of VOCs and NG, principally by controlling or:l 405
limiting the burning of fossil fuels. Also, stemming from ¢ VAC 5-40-5490 in the
Regulations, there are some limitations oh the use of “cut-back™ asphalt (liquefied asphalt |406
cement, blended with petroleum solvents) that may apply in any asphalt construction
activity associated with this project. The asphalt must be “emulsified” (predomiinantly
cement and water with a small amount of emulsifying agent) except when specified
circumstances apply. Moreover, there are time-of-year restrictions on its use during the
months of April through October in VOC emission control areas. (See “Regulatory and :| 407
Coordination Needs,” item 6, below.)

8. Recreation Resources. According to the Department of Conservation and
Recreation, this project will not affect recreation resources such as federally or state-
designated Scenic Rivers (listed or potential) or Virginia Byways. Nor will it affect any
recreation facilities.

9. Pollution Prevention, We have several recommendations regarding pollution ] 408
prevention:

209010

- Consider environmental attributes when purchasing materials. For
example, the extent of recycled material content, toxicity level, and
amount of packaging should be considered.

- Consider contractors’ commitments to the environment, when choosing
contractors. Also, specifications regarding raw materials selection and
construction practices can be included in contract documents and requests
for proposals.

- Choose sustainable practices and materials in infrastructure and building
construction and design. These could include asphalt-and concrete
containing recycled materials and integrated pest management in
landscaping, among other things.

The DEQ’s Office of Pollution Prevention can offer technical assistance in this subject
area. For more information, the Air Force may contact Tom Griffin (telephone (804)
698-4545). ‘

10, Energy Conservation. We recommend that the project be planned and ] 409
designed to comply with state and federal guidelines and industry standards for energy
conservation and efficiency. For example, energy efficiency of the construction activities
contemplated in this project can be enhanced by maximizing the use of the following:

- thermally-efficient building shell components (roef, wall, floor,
insulation}; ’

- high-efficiency ventilation as well as heating and air-conditioning
systems;

- energy-efficient office and data processing equipment; and
- energy-efficient lighting.

For more information on this topic, please contact the Department of Mines, Minerals,
and Energy (Gene Rader, telephone (804) 951-6358).

11. Endorsement.. According to the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission,
this project is generally consistent with local and regional plans and policies.

Regulatory and Coordination Needs

1. Water Quality Regulation. As indicated above (“Environmental Impacts and 410
Mitigation,” item 1), any construction affecting wetlands is likely to require a Virginia
‘Water Protection Permit from DEQ’s Tidewater Regional Office. Similarly, any
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construction project (or group of projects) involving grading, clearing, or excavating of 411
five or more acres of land will require a Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(VPDES) Stormwater General Permit prior to construction. Questions on both of these

permit programs may be addressed to the DEQ’s Tidewater Regional Office (telephone

(757) 518-2000).

It may be necessary to modify the existing individual VPDES permit to reflect ] 412
possible changes in outfalls, outfall relocation, new outfalls, wash rack, and other
facilities subject to the permit. The VPDES permit, issued by the Tidewater Regional
Office of DEQ, may be modified by making application to that Office.

2. Subaqueous Bed Encroachment Permit. It does not appear that activities
associated with the F-22 bed-down project at Langley will have any effect on submerged
lands of the Commeonwealth; accordingly, a subaqueous bed encroachment permit will
not be required from the Marine Resources Commission.

3. Endangered Species Protection. The Air Force should consult with the
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (Tom Wilcox, telephone (804) 367- 413
8998) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Virginia field office (Karen Mayne,
telephone (804) 693-6694) to determine appropriate protective measures for the bald
eagle mentioned above and in the Draft EIS.

4. Erosion and Sediment Control; Stormwater Management. The Air Force
should consult with the Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Chowan-
Albemarle Watersheds Office (Emie Brown, telephone (757) 925-2468) for guidance on
the applicability of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Stormwater Management
Plan requirements mentioned in “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation,” item 6, above.
That Watersheds Office may also be contacted for technical advice relative to both Plan
requirements.

:|414

5. Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas and Stormwater Management, As 41
indicated above (“Environmental Impacts and Mitigation,” item 5), the management of 5
stormwater runoff is particularly important in areas designated as Resource Protection

Avreas and Resource Management Areas. For additional guidance on stormwater runoff
management in these areas, the Air Force should contact the Chesapeake Bay Local

Assistance Department (Catherine Harold, telephone (804) 371-7501).

6. Historic and Archaeological Resource Consultation. To ensure compliance
with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Air Force must continue
coordination with the Department of Historic Resources (Lily Richards, telephone (804)
367-2323, extension 140) (reference DHR file number 2001-1000).

:|416

7. Air Quality Regulation. In the event of any open burning associated with this
project, a permit will be required from the DEQ’s Tidewater Regional Office, pursuant to
the Regulations for the Control and Abatement of Air Pollution (3 VAC 5-40-5600 et

:|417

2112) for further information in this regard.

009010
seq.). The Air Force should contact that office (Jane Workman, telephone (757) 518-

Similarly, the Air Force should contact the DEQ Tidewater Regional Office to
determine whether emissions units contemplated in this project require amendments to 418
the permits that currently apply to the Air Force Base. .

The DEQ Tidewater Regional Office may also be contacted for additional
guidance regarding limitations on the use of “cut-back asphalt” in VOC emission control 419
areas.

8. Federal Consistency under the Coastal Zone Management Act. Pursuant to the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, the Air Force is required to
determine the consistency of its activities affecting Virginia’s coastal resources or coastal
uses with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program (VCP) {see section
307(c)(1) of the Act and 15 CFR Part 930, sub-part E, section 930.34). This involves an
analysis of the activities in light of the Enforceable Programs of the VCP (first
enclosure), and submission of a consistency determination reflecting that analysis and
committing the Air Force to comply with the Enforceable Programs. This determination
may be provided as part of the Final EIS or the documents concluding that process.
Section 930.39 gives content requirements for the consistency determination. If you need
clarification of these comments, please contact Charles Ellis in DEQ’s Office of
Environmental Impact Review at (804) 698-4488.

420

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft EIS.

Sincerely,
A ﬁf%
Michael P. Murphy, Director

Division of Environmental Enhancement

Enclosures

cc: Keith R, Tignor, DACS
Alan Weber, VDH
Derral Jones, DCR
Arthur Kapell, DEQ-DWPC
Sheryl A. Kattan, DEQ-TRO
Carolyn Browder, DEQ-VWPP
Traycie West, MRC
Thomas A. Barnard, Jr., VIMS
James P. Ponticello, DEQ-DAPC
Catherine M. Harold, CBLAD
Lily A. Richards, DHR
Arthur L. Collins, Hampton Roads PDC
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If you cannot . meet the deadline;, please notify CHARLTE ELLIS at.

B. Prepare your agency's comments-in a ‘form wh:.ch would be

: acceptable for responding dlrectly to a project proponent
agency. . JR FRRECE

C. Use your agency stationery or.the' space belo .
comments. “S4¥ YOU USE THE ‘SPACE ‘BELOW, TER E’

804/698~4488 prior-to the date: given.  Rrrangéments will:be made .-
to extend the date for your -review if possible.. ‘An‘agency will
not-be tonsidered to: have reviewed'a document. if no'comments are
received (ot ¢ontact-is made)’ within’the period-specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A, Please review the document®carefully.: If the proposzl-has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the documerit is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement);’please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately ‘addressed.

SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

‘

MR.CHARLES H. ELLIS IIT -
DEPARTMENT OF EW&RONMAI. WAMTY v
OFFICE OF "ENVIRONMEMTAT - IMPACT  REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN “STREET, SIXTH- FLGOR -
RICHMOND, VA - 23219 :
FAX #804/698-4319 ok

RECEIVED

MAY 1 1 2&01
vfc%
N

Review ; Environment&¥

Program’ Planner
COMMENTS

Statements in the project document concerning endangered specaes were reviewed and
compared to previous VDACS ﬁndmgs No additional comménts are fiecessary in réference
to endangered plant and insect species regarding this project,

— = .
= 4/? ~> (Keith R, Tignor) May 9, 2001
(signed) _ pudanoered Soeoios.Coordi , . tdate) ;
(title} ._ VDACS, Office.of Plant and Pest Service .
(agency)
PROJECT '#_-01-067F Thn U UBROg AT

009010

If you cannot meet the deadline; please nokify! CEARLIE: BLLIS at
804/698~4488 prior te. the. date given.. - Arrangaments:will be made
to extend the. date for .your review if possible.. -An. agencww:-ll
not-be considered to have, reviewed: a-de £ if no. com ts are.
received (or contact . is made): within. the: period specz.f:.ed.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. please review the document carefully. - If the propcsal has
been. reviewed earlier (i.e.  if the document 'is:a federal
Final EIS.or a state supplement),. please consider whather
your earlier comments have been. adequately addressed.

B. Prepare -your agency's comrents in-a form.which would be
acceptable for xesponding: dlrectly ite a project p.?:oponent
agency. .

C. Use your _agéncy' stationery or. the space below for your.
commentss:

“IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW,: THE FORM MUST. BE
SIGNED AND DATED. L e

Please return your comments to:

MR.CHARLES H. ELLIS III - §
DEPARTMENT QOF Envzaoummu Qmmz
OFFICE OF : ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN .STREET,: SIXTE, -FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219
FAX #804/698-4319

RECEIVED

,\M‘raaozﬂm B
DEQOficholExvonmena: .

COMMENTS s

N b QOMMQK]Y

%éw

ries H., Elli: i
Environmental«Pko&fam Planner

o

Alo U«Jﬂbr

{signed) v(da{t»::e__) €~Lq-r0|
(title)

(agency) \Jb\d

PROJECT  #:01-067F IS 7 o
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RECEIVED David-G. Brickley s % R

Director i

. James 8. Gilmore, III
Governor

of 1 acre or more must

Similatly state et‘”l rojects that involve a fand use,gonversion activity. )

prepa.reya roje%%—sgcei;t%cwgw plan for review andagproval by DCR's DSWC. An approved plan

1s required prior to initiation of any regulated activitles at the 9r0§ect site. All plans mustbe ..., .
ared in accordance with the current version of the Vtr;m]a tormwater Management Law |

John Paul Woodlt.ay, oo - MAY. 3 lzgm .
) and Regulations (VSWMR), Noze thar projects undertaken in Cheiapeake Baj Preservation Aregs

Seeretary of Natural'~ " Sl e e e b
' COMMONWEALTH of VERGINLA«
4 CBPA) m% be subfect to requirements that are mdre’rz‘n'fj‘gent. The agency 15" encowraged to'consult with the

Resources i
| .- DEPARTMENT OF CO 0 REEoN
o R : CONSERVATION AND RECREATION = - Chesapéake Bay Local Ar’m‘?mgceD artment (CBLADY and/ or the. qppropriate local jurisdiction. 1o confirm
B ks 203 Gavernr Strest, Suile 326+ ° e EURREEE parallel S WM%]M requtrements wnder the Chesgpeake Bay P fdgzaﬂ'anAit It 1s'recorinnended that tl*lus
T o b e e s be bl othr cxeing o g g conemin of e o
: 8 MEMO DUM S e environtnental systems, as well as, to identify the most aﬁxprppm\te stratigy for reducing the
SRR N : ) o nonpoint source pollution from the developed and'd‘eveggi{l areas of the site. The agency may

submit a draft plan or other preliminary information to s DSWC for review and assistance in

DATE: 24 May; 2001 AR bt draf pla ' : x 1 7 an 1 .
; ) . e : S g specific practices, regional strategies, and /o tegulatory requirements that may zpdp 8to )
is, TIT. ‘Department & i aalite : is project. Requests f tance and Jans should be directed to the DCR Watershed Office
o Charles H. Ellis, If, Department of Environmental Quality I D oTe e ates whore ehe | rojcfctwi(lcl’fepupdeﬁgak‘én.ﬁeﬁmm VSIPMLET0.1-603.5
FROM: - Derral Janes, Planning Bureau Manager L VSWMR(4V.AC3-20.210 - 245] ‘ ;

j " DEQ#01-067: o] Wing Beddown: Revised Comiménts in directing project-specific ESC and SWM plans and requiests for assistanceto the
SUBJECT:  DEQ#01-067: F-22 Operational WﬁngBeddcmn- Revis f_d Cominents . : fgrrgs;q;:te_ 11133(31{1 ! aisg:}gg: csl%ﬂ:': g;! : ‘co;;ofthg ?‘ggidjan_c_e 4 cg x;rfsn o ey
"(I:'he Departm es,t ofSCOn_ser(%\g% }?nd.Rgcrggggr(lngRm 1?1624 arched its Biological an tg Tijormanson, is avafable b :) www.der.stite.va s/ sw/ é&sdim ;

onservation Data System (BCLY) for oceurrences of natural hen resources’trgi the drea” i 4 ideh b the setiléinent a8 the Tafs
outlined oft the ,Subﬂ{itt&d map. atiral- heritage resdut ces are de?j ﬁid e Xof rare s %}zlrekgn@}lvg lli‘rélsfié;}e%ili}: igin;glyt gltgscrctt}?kf;nsea{easl’;ﬂrwﬁéam

theeatened, or endangered play
significant geologic formations.

B 3

and ammal species, unique or exemiplary natural

e nomenclatuze should be used for. idmnfymé‘d)e $é
“stare” from the name, leaving Jaméstown
Accordingrto the information currently in ‘ouF fiés, a Bald Faglé nest site (Halasetus We@:{?bwa:; i
G4/S2/LT/LT) has been documented in the project vicinity. Bald Eagle nest sites are often found
in the midst of aége wooded areas near marshes or other bodies of wafer (Bg_td, 1991%. Threats to
this species include human disturbance of nest sites and development of feeding and breeding areas

F 1091).

DCR recomsnends coordination with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service {USFWS) and the
Vlrgt:mang: artment of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) to ensure compliance with protected a1
species legislation.

Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Depattment of Agriculture
and Consumer Services and the Virgmia Department of Coaservation and Recteation
 DCR represents VDACS in comments regarding tial impacts on state-listed
reaterted 4nd éndangered plant and insect species. The current activity will not affect any
documented state-listed plants or insects.

Thank you for the.opporfunity. to copament on, this project.

Any dhsence of data may indicate that the project area has not been surveyed, rather than confirm
that the area lacks other natural hemafe resources. New and updated information is continually
added to BCD. Please contact DCR for an update on this natural heritage information ifa
significant amount of time passes before it is utilized.

At this time, the pro%::pd. pro'ﬁct is not anticipated to have any adverse impacts on existing or

lanned recreational Facilities, Nor will it impact any streams on the National Park Service’s

ationwide Inventory, Final List of Rivers, potential Scenic Rivers or existing ot potential State
Stenic Byways. Please contact DCR for an update on this information if a significant amount of ] 422
time passes before it is utilized.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Cc: Ray Femald, VDGIF
Kim Marbain, USFWS N "

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat
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Definition of Abbreviations Used on Natural Heritage Resource Lists
of the
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreatlon

The follewing ranks ar¢ use?lbx the Virginia Department of Conservation-and Rec 1Q:get protes priorities for.ngtural .,
heritage resolirces. Natural Heritage Resources;, or "NHR's," are rare plant and animal specics, rare and exemplary natural
comumunities, and significant geologic features. The primary criterion for ranking NHR's is the number of populations or
oceurrences, 1.¢. the number of known distinct localities. Also of great importance is the number of individualg in existence at
each locality or, if a_hth&y mobile organism (¢.g., sea turtles, man%birds, and butterflies}, the total number of individuals. Other
considerations may include the quality of the occierences, the number of protected occurrences, and threats, However, the
emphasis remains on the nuember of populations or occurrences such that ranks will be an index of known biological rarity.

s1 " Extremely rare; usally 5 or fewer populations or occurrences in the state, or may be a few remaining individuals; often
especial o
vu lnerab},a to extitpation.

2 _bchry rare; usually between 5 and 20 populations or oecurrences; or with many individuals in fewer occwrmences; often
susceptible to
becorging extirpated.

ISE %are to uncommon, usually between 20 and 100 pepulations or occurrences; may have fewer occurrences; but with a
arge num! :

er 0

individuals in some populations; may be susceptible to large-scale disturbances.

S84 Common; usually >100 populatious or occurrences, but may be fewer with many large pepulations; may be restricted

to only a portign of : ) )

the state; usually not susceptible to immediate threats.

85 Very cominon; demonstrably secure under present conditions.

SA Accidental in the state.

S#B Breeding ‘status of an organism within the state.

SH | Historjcally known from the state, but not verified for an extended period, usuatly > 15 years; this rank is used
rimarily when inventory
as been attemnpted recently.

SHN Non-breeding status within the-state. Usually applied to winter resident species.

sU Status uncertain, often because of low search effort or-eryptic nature of the element.

SX Apparently extirpated from the state.

SZ  Long distance migrant whose occurrences during migration are too irregular, transitory and/or dispersed to be reliably.
identified, mapped . and profected. -

Global ranks are similar, but refer to a species’ rari%throughout its total range. Glabal ranks are denoted with a "G" followed by . -
a character. Note that GA and GN arenot used and GX means apparentelg extinct. A "Q" in a rank indicates that a taxonomic

uestion concerning that species exists. - Ranks for subspecies are denoted with a "T". The global and state rankscombined (e.g.

2/81) give an instant grasp of a species' known rarity.

These ranks should not be interpreted as legal designations.

Federal Legal Status

The Division of Natura] Heritagge uses the standard abbreviations for Federal endangerment developed by the U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Division of Endangered Species and Habitat Conservation,

LE Listed Endangered - threatened with extinction: throughout 2ll or a sz;gm'ﬁcam portion of its range
LT Listed Threatened - likely to become endangered in the foreseeable futurg = -
PE d ed E(S/A) Treat as endangered because of

ki Pli_oposed Endanger
similarity of appearance .
T ity 8 pp!

PT  ° Proposed Threatened . T(S/A) Treat as threatened because of
similarity of appearance 3 o : - o X
th. N C@nd.éda@te - enough information is available to propose for listing, but listing is Aprecluded by other pending proposals .
of higher priori
S()(,g % ecieys of Concern -- species that merit special concem (not a regulatory category)

NF o federal legal status
State Legal Status
The Division of Natural Heritage uses similar abbreviations for State endangerment.
LE Listed Endangered PE Proposed Endangered
LT Iélstgdd’f{lreatcned PT Proposed Threatened
ang:date

s¢ Special Concern -- ahitnals that merit special concern according to VDGIF {not a regulatory categor
NS Mo statelegal starus P e 1F ¢ gulatory category)

For information on the laws pertaining to threatened or endangered species, contact:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for all FEDERALLY listed species

Depariment of Agricutture and Consumer Services Plant Protection Burcau for STATE listed plants and insects
Beggaﬂment of Game and Iniand Fisheries for all other STATE listed animals
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Dennis H. Treacy
Jarnes S. Gilmars, Il DEPAR TMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALI TY Diector
Govermor Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
: ’ * * Mailing address: P.0 Box 10009, Richmond, - Vieginia 23240 {804} 698-4000

John Pavl Woodley, Jr.
Secretary of Natural Resources

Fax (804) 698-4500 ~ TDD (804y693-4021 = ; PR i -B0092-5482
http:lwwwidegstatevans . o i Ep. ol

" May 16, 2001

To: Mr. Charles Eltis
From: " ‘Afthur Kapell * <~

Project Number: 01-067F
Project Title: Initial F-22 Operauonal ng Beddown at Langley Am'oroe Base
Project Sponsor<DOD/US ‘Aif Force e
Due Date"May 16,2001 ) B
Reviéw: 1hic proposed acﬂv?t'i‘:ivolws he prdp 3

Fthe AlrForce 19 Iocate 73 Opera

al o

(Operational Wing) at the Langley Air Force Base. Of five possible Jocations, the one prefmd is at the
Langley Air Force Base. Estabhshmemt of th:s Opaauonal ng would take place overa pmud of.
BreTaet Vi

"’apprmdmalely' yea:s oo

Tt datedsiCperationst Wingsénch b ,mdhﬂesamlim
nmssmhng construction of new facilities and modlﬁeauon of existing facilities. At Langley AFB, this
would require the demolition of four existing facilities, as well as anumber.of construciion; medification or . -,
improvement projects. The design of building alteration projects are reviewed at Langley to determine if
ashestos contaminated materials are present in the proposed work area, and if so, are disposed of in an off-
base permitted facility. Asbmnsmovntmayberupnred.d@uﬂngmthemecfﬂmmndfacﬂny
renovation to accommodate the aircraft.

The Air Force Base is currently 2 large-gi ganmrof‘ waste,midtheaddmonufﬂl 422
, Operational Wing wqidgenemelﬁsthma 0 percent fncroase in hapardons waste based on F-22
* operations #nd maintenance, ﬁemmpmmfgg%gmmmemqtofmmwasw,
wouldbeadequaretohandlethesechanges "The existi Nanage ntPimlmayneedto

be,updated to refloct the changes,In hazargons waste apmmmauouim.

m "Priof to any
preselice of asbestos, hici‘admg Category

Upon dlassification a Frizble and non-friabie, 4lt wasts ACM misst be ranisport amf dlspo i
accordance with the federal and state regulations.

All wastes generated by the Sonstractiont and] peration‘of thé Fc{litiey Akt be ndnaged in accorasice
““with foéal, siite, indl fedérsl Tegulalory redairements. ” All wastes should 5% catsgbrized s Hasrious or
net; and any soil thiat is suspetted of contamiridtion during toristruction must be tested and dlsposed" i

- accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations,

(o

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat

009010

To: Charles H. Ellis@OCS@DEQ
From: -: Sheryl A. Kattan@VABCH@DEQ

Ce:
Subject: re: the Langley Draft EIS on- ‘the F-22 "bed-down"
Attachment: , BEYOND.RTF

Date: 57/30/01 3:23 PM

Hi Charlig; -

| just got back today and have been in the fiel aII mornlng, but ] WI|| do my best fo give you some comments
here: - . )

. =USTILUST: The EA mentioned:that | IRP.sites sur ded the.property and that they would coordinate with
the IRP managers to make sure theirwork does not interfer with-cleanup activities. While this is good, itwould. -
have been nice to have some statements about the prebability of-encountering contamination onsite-and-whiat the
contaminants might be. However, since dewatering, or major disturbance of soils will probably not be required for
this project, the issue of contamination contact is probably not as big an issue.

AIR: “No.comments except that the proposal will result in a reduction in stationary éo'urcévgmissions.

WASTE: No comments.

WETLANDS: 1agree with Centra! Off ice wetland comments balow. i J o
recommendations from NMFS, USFWS and DGIF are followed for the perectlon of marine mammals sea turtles,
etc. especially §ince: over-water sonles are ingreasing by, 7 percen : There should alsa be no releass: el {tank
dumps) in these: apeas . . o .

STORMWATERNPDES They W|El naed a SW General permlt for construchon activities. T ey mayabsq -need to
modify their individual VPDES permit to reflect possible change in existing outfalls, outfall relocation, new outfalls,
new wash raok etc. If tha new. wash rack goes thg:eantral sewerage famlmes, will need to.work wﬁh HRSD.

Sorry, ' haven't had more time tn ramsw lhis B

<+ 5:SHer

Sheri - today, by mu‘ atagreement is" ynur W’ﬁ:hlng hour on thig L&N
piece thié‘ﬁ"ornln rarid am now i . of whatever wisdom yoy i

A couple of things to help: (1) I gota blg rap abolt Storwater from Cathiering (CBLAD) which 1 put in pretty
much whole, and | tied it, a ittie bit, to DCR (which.said nothing on the mal n
-.(2) Comments lgotfrom  the Water hy
Jurisdictional determl e G RE if [
{Carolyn wrote the comment. ) m mievre it , i

There are a.bunch of litle projects they intend to-da.in.prder to welcome the new.fighter planes, and it is very
much unclear exaclly where they.intend to put these projects ~-.construction, renovation, demelition, of different -
buildings.-. There-is some Water. d«scussmn on pages LA2-1 S:
and LA 3-33 through 3-34. B R T

This is due 1o the Alr Force June 8. Do you care to say anything in addition to the foregoing stuff?

Charlie
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5 . - SR 29010 UMRC HABITAT MGMT TEL :757-247-8062 May 02 01 8:11 No.002 P.0)
g RECE“IVED i EE oyeu - oannot meet tha deadline, please notify CHARLIE ELLIS at 09010
: . - B04/698-4488 prior to the date qi.van , Arrangemants will ba made

“e to extand the date for your  posaible. An agency will .
HAY.}- 8 2Mm not he considered to have ravi dogument if no comments are

. receivaed (or contact is wmade) within the periocd specifimd.
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA et

Lo

~REVIEW INSTRUCTIONs: - = 7. SRS

James S, Gilmers, 1l DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUW o D“"gsi“- Treacy e e o X s
Governor Sireet address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219 e rectof ‘B,  Plesse review the document carefully. “'If ihe proposal has
. Mmzangaddrm P,0. Box 10009, Richmond, . Virginia 23240 B {804y 6984000 been reviewed “ga¥lisér- (dle. 1f7the document is a federal
John Paul Woodley, Jr. e Fax (804) 698-4500 . TDD (804)698.4021 " | ) 1-800-592-5482 L Final EIS of 'a state supplément),  plesse ¢onsider whether
Secretary of Natural Resources ‘hitp://www.deq.state. va.us your earlier commonts have bemn adcguately addressed. A
' Csa L . ) s B. prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be :
MZEMORANDUM o ’ ' ) aceeptable for rasponding d:.rectly to a project proponent
] —_—— agengy. :
TO: S .VCharles E}LLS Env-lrunmental Trogram Planner, Ofﬁce of Ermronmcmal Impact €. .. Use yonr. agency stationery or the space below for your
Review comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BEI.OW, THE FORM MUST BE
o ) e SIGNED AND DATED.
FROM: Carolyn Browder, Envirormental Specialist, Offwe.yqf.Watex_Pcmﬁt,Pyog‘ram e i ) ) e
: o . Bleage reéturn your comments tot ¥
SUBJECT: Environmental Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement fef the Initial ¥-22 . . s
Operational Wing Beﬂdown a.t>Langley Axr Forte Base : R i :%ng g’ :;%:ﬂ%wm mew .

Project No, 01"-@5’7]" OFFYCE OF ENVIRORMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN 8TREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219 '

FAX #804/696-4319

DATE: May 17, 2001

1 have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing
- Beddown at Langley Air Force Base, The proposed action includes the beddown of three squadrons,
personnel,. and consrmcnon of facxlmes to support the F-22 at Langley A1r Ferce Base in Hampton

~ Virginia. .

During thls scope of Work all attempts should- made to avoid and minimize potential water quality
impacts of this project to ‘wetlinds dfidStréams. When choosing a construction site, the Air Force
should attempt to select the most feasible site that also avoids and minimizes potential direct and 7 e
indirect impacts to wetlands-and streams to the greatest extént possible. Prior to construckion or site QQNMENTS e e .
activities, an onsite investigation should be conducted ‘to determine the ;bsmce or location, ext i
and type of wetlands present on each site If wétlands are presenit, thearea st b ﬁe'lmea@edgn :Z‘ﬁ (,ﬂ O‘U net ﬂ// -K//

:|425

accordance with and confirmed by the USACE. Upon receipt of this information, a determination carr 0% RESETHRIT, L
be made on whether-a Virginia Water Protection Permif from' DEQ Wil bé*required-for constmcncn FZZ— ﬂ/.ﬁdt’ﬂ f'-f ‘9{ ufﬂﬂ oy Ve /Cf \_W?A/ / : !’ m”_ ny{
of the project. e i . . 7y ;(

) ‘ X ' /Wl/ﬂu‘f; o .ju fm»ja.e/ /;am/.r ol vha. CMM o AT

DEQ encourages the use of erosion and sediment contml measures, adherence to stormwa.ter ‘ 42
management regulations, and careful construction practices to minimize temporary impacts to State 6

waters during site ccmstructzon activities. . o -
e i Wil ({signed} and, W’fﬂ#’w M-‘-}" (data) 5*//0/

Please note that any 1mpacts duc o gradmg, cleanng, or excavaimg fiva of Hiore' SOf land )

require a stormwater permit for construction. The proponent should coprdinate. storm water - y:: 427 (title) E; . )

pcﬂmtﬂng issues with the respectlve DEQ R:gmna.l Office Storm Water Pmmtnng sﬁaff ' ¢ «—]ﬂ[l‘f e S ,‘/, — s _' e e
: s tagencyl JMAC o - _ B R

En ¥ & PROJECT #_01-067F C B/98

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat
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RECE\VED

Wy 23 20
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA J—
CHESAPEAKE BAY LOCAL ASSISTANCE DEPARTME u;lpaukem
James §. Gilmore, 111 - James Monroe Building Michaet D. Clawer
Governor 101 North 14th _Sireetj 17th Floor . Executive Director
Richmond, Virginia 23219 .
John Paul Woodley, Jr, B pag 4 B . TR
Secretary of Natural Resources FAX: (804) 225-3447 t ?g:)ozzii.i::g Voice/TDD
‘May 21, 2001

Mr. Charles B EHig, TIT ~ - £ i
Department of Environmental Quality ISR Do
Office of Enviroumental Impact Review :

629 East Main Street, Sixth Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

RE:  Initial F22 Opemtitmal w;ngMdawn at Langle Alr qume .
CBLAD Project ReviewNo. FSPR—USAF 02(3} -00 41

Dear Mr. Ellis:

As you requested, we have reviewed the Draft Environrnental ipact Statement for the

- proposed beddown of the F-22 Operation Wing at Langley Air, Forge @ase The
Chesapeake Bay- Local. Assistance Departinent has oversight: respéns’i&hty for the
Chesapeake Bay: Preserv Ael)_. which is a cooperative program between state
and local government desigried to- improve water quality by reducm‘g' nenpeint source
pollution from land developthént.

Based on the information provided in the document, including Figure LAZ1- 1 Jt is
difficult 6. determine whethér there.are any Chiesapeake, Bay Prgservation Areas within | 428
the project area. A field determination should be'made to identily whether theré-are any
Resaurce Protectlon Arens (RPAs). or Resource. Management: Aréas. ARMAS) located.;
within the project development areas. RPAS include tidal shores, tidal wetlands, nontidsi”
wetlands that are contiguous to and connected by’ sirface’ flow to ‘tidaliwetlands and
tributary streams, tributary streams, and a 100-foot buffer located landward of thesé
features. RMAs are those areas within a 160-foot distance landward of the RPA. Any
Tand development with these areas, if present, should be developed im. accordance with
the performance criteria of the Chesapeake Bay. Preservé.t:on Arca Des1gnatton and
Management Regulations (Regulations). o :

We-would tike to take this 'bﬁpbi’tufﬁty {o élarify the storiwater management criteria of x5
the Regulations. The City of Hampton has a jurisdiction-wide strmwater, management ...

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretarint

" 209010
Mr. Ellis

May 21, 2001
Page 2 of 2

regulation (apphes to Jland '] ,urbances grcater than. 2500, square, feet) which
incorporates the water qualify requirements of the Regulations. For any new
development, the post-development nonpoint source potlution runoff load shall net
exceed the pre-development load based upon average land cover conditiens. : Projects
located in, designated Intensely Developed Areas or redevelopment projects must reduce
nonpoint source..pollutant. load by 10%. The exemption for VPDES permits in the
Regatations -is" intéended - to-+alleviate . duplicative: water -quality - criteria affecting an
individual projéct: “The VPDES ¢6nstruction related permits,-and many of the industrial
use related permlts, do not always result in specific post-consn'uctlon Best Managemem
Practices which address, land-use/land- -cover nelated water qhality ctiteia’ Such pemits
do not alleviate the responsibility of the applicant to address those criteria conisistent with
local zonmg and subdivision regulauons adopted pursuant to the ‘Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Act; and in gener_al i Vrfg:rma Stormwater: Management
Regulations adiristered by the’ servatior @ and Recreahon

The 1998 Federal Agencies’ Chesapeaks Ecosystem. .Unified Plan . requires the
signatories, including the United States Air Force, to fully cooperate with local and state
governments in carrying quc_ voluntas aridatoty. actions’to cdmply with: the
management of storm walepi 3 i 0 commltted tp enco ¥ construction
design that a) minimizes na aroa o new and rehabxhtated fedefal facilities; by
adopts low Jmpact developmem and best management technologies. for storm water,
sediment and erosion control, and reduces impervious® - stitfades; anid c)wonsiders the
Conservation Landscaping and Bay-Scapes Guide for Federal Land Managers. In
addition, the Chesapeake Bay Executive Council is expected to issue a directive soon, to
address stormwater management to control nutrient, sediment and chemical contaminant
runoff frmggovmnment-—uwned larids, including milita.ry installations.

We appreciate the oppm:tum‘ty to’prgwde our comments on this project. Please do not
Hesitate to cortact us at 1-800-CHESBAY should you have any guestions.

Sincerely,

Catherine M. Harold
Environmental Engineer

Doug Wetmore
Principal Environmental Planner

Co:  Scott Crafion, CBLAD
Shawn Smith, CBLAD . -~ ~

T

[\PROGRAMS\PLANREV\EIS\2001\USAF\FUS AF(2(B)00-F220perational Wing.doc

429
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B 029010

- 1If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify CHARLIE ELLIS at
804/698-4488 prior to the date given. Arrxangements will be made
toséxtend the date foxr your raview 1f ;possible. An agency will
not be considered to have :eviewed & ‘document if no comments are
received (or contact is made) w:.t;h:.n the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS: " * T R R .

A. Please review thé doCument caréfully. ' If the proposal has
been feviewed earlier “(i.e.”i¥f tHe document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplemeﬂt) ‘please consider whether
your earlier commeénts have ‘beedl ‘adequately addressed.

B. Prepa{re your agency's comments in a form which would be

acceptable for respondmg dlrectly to a project proponent
agency.
C. Use -your agency stationery or fhe space below for your

comments., IF !OU USE THE SPACE BEI.O‘W THE FORM MUST-BE:
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

'MR.CHARLES H. BLLIS III
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRGMMENTAL QUALITY ,
OFFICE OF ENVIRORMENTAL ‘IMBACT REVIEW- %’
629 EAST MAIN STREET; SIXTH FLOOR ...
RICHMOND, VA 23219

FAX #804/698-4319

(siéned) (date) L/ b 0/

(title) pW)k(C'F Pedyo ngﬂ

{agency) \/%b ot

PROJECT #_01-067F 8/98

05/18/01 WED 08:25 FAX 8048847170 VA INST OF MARINE SCIENC -+ INPACT REVIEW Iglnn

009010
If you cannot meat the deadline, pleage notify CHARLIE ELLI3 at
8047/698-4488 prior to tha date given. Arrangements will be made
to axtend the dats for youx wwview if possible. an agency will N
aot ba considered to have reviewad a document if no ¢ommants are
radeived (or conbadt: 15 made) wzth:m the period spau:.fmed

REVIEH INSTRUCTIONS‘;';

A. Please review -he document carefully.  If the props8al has
" peen Feviewed marlisr (i.a. ifithe documént’ is .a:federal
Fipal EIS 6x @ state supplemant), please consider.whether
your earller eomments have been.-adegquately addressed.

B. . Erepare you: a;ency
awesptable for respo

ng directly tE a pro;ect proponent
agenCy )

C. Use:igour agency atatmnery or. the space haloy. for ym.\r
comments.. IF. ¥QU USE. THE SPACE BEI.OW ’ TEE FORM MU‘B‘I BE

SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return yoﬁr "omments to

MR, CEAFIES- a sxms T1E.
DEPARTMENT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUATTTY
OFFICE | mw:ﬁomm INMPAGT REVIEW
629 ERST MATN STREET, BIXTE FLOOR - i
TORMOND , VA 233%9 o

FAX #8604/ 698- 1358,

COMMENTS

We have reviewed the Imitisl F-22 Oparn('::[otlal Wing Baddown Draft BIS
from & marine anviranmautal pexspactive and have we comments at the
p:esent tine,

(eigned) WBCW : (date) 5/’¢/0/
(citle) 4@4(- ~,4¢—.«JL i[fé-ﬁ(:‘?m:"’ LA
{agency) . \/ [ mfl 5

PROJECT #_01-067F : . 8/e8
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009010 . ' 209010
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 4 _X 9VACS40:5600etseq.- OpenBuming.
DIVISION OF-AIR PROGRAM COORDINATION : 5 X 9 VAC 5-59-5:3 setsed; -~ Fugitive Dirst Emissrdns
bt DOCUMENT REVIEW‘CHE@KLIST s 6. ___ 9VAC5-50-130.etseq. - Odorous Emissions; applicabletothe _____
TO:- - Charles-H. Elfis Il - : : e 7.  __  9VAC5-50-160 et seq. - Standards of Performanie for Toxic Pollutants.
DATE:+$/31/01 - E naa-oem PROJECT NUMBER: 01-067F .8 9 VAC 5-50:400 Subpart __, Standards of Performance for New Statlonarw

Sources demgnates standards of performance for the
STATE EIR FEDERAL EAIFONSI X FEDERAL EIS GRANTISCC :

- CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION . =~ : ‘ % = 9. _X 9 VAC 5-80-10 et seq. of the regulatlons - Permits for StaﬂonarySources
PROJECT-TITLE: "Initial B-22 Opsrational Wing Beddown ™~ 77+, 10.  ___ 9VAC 5-80-1700 et'seq. of:the regulations - Major or Modified Sources
: G s S v S located in PSD areas. Thls ‘rule may be applicable fo the

11. 9 VAC 5-80-2000 et seq. of theﬂ;&ﬁﬂ fHons:- New and Modified Sources:
~ located-in nonattainment areas. :

PROJECT SPONSOR:* United States Air Forte

AIR PROGRAM GOORDW@N FINDINGS' ’ 12. 9 VAC 5-80-8007&t-seq. of the regulations - Ope:atlng Permits. s
Exempﬂons This ruIe may be appllcable to

CONCURS WITH THE CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION SRR P ST

URS WITH THE Fot@&

_X_ SEE APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS - . NO QQMME%Q S OTHER REQUIREMENTS (R) AN’ISRSR

%i@ibeamoﬂs iy

. {C).. - Since the project is located in an ozone malntenance area, gll rga .
precautions to limit emissions of volaﬁle ‘organic comﬁoandé‘ {VOCs) and oxidds’
of nltrogen (NOx) should be taken. i

GT SITE 1S LOCATED IN A

OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREA,

OZOME MAINTENANCE AREA
PLEASE CONTACT THE _Tidewater Regional OFFICE FOR ANY TECHNICAL AND/OR

STATE VOLATILE ORGANIC com%ﬁﬁ% & NITROGEN OXIDESE,MISSIQN comgw o PERMIT ASSISTANCE, —ewater Reglona..

(VOCINO,EC) AREA .

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS MAY APPLY TO:

X_ CONSTRUCTION __OPERATION '~ / Jamés P. Ponticello

BN LI R E 7 S Cffice of Air Data Analysis
STATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD REGULATIONS FOR THE CONTROL R T A s
AND ABATEMENT OF AIR POLLUTION THAT MAY APPLY: SR FEEEE
1. ___ 9VAC 5-40-5200 C and 9 VAC 5-40-5220 E - Stage |,
2. __ 9VAC 5-40-5200 C and 9 VAC 5-40-5220 F - Stage |l Vapor Recovery. s o LR T e
3. _ X 9VAC 5-40-5490 et seq. - Cut-back Asphalt Usage Restriction. k - e i e P Y
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009011 " North Carolina ! 1
Department of Environment and Natural Resources “i‘i’

; : Michael F. Easley, Go S\, ——

North Camhl_la_ . Willam G, Rosse{lr., s';‘é'r“ef,f.-y NCDENR

Department of Administration '

Michael F, Easley, Governor Gwynn T. Swinson, Secretary
June 1,2001 RECEIVED
Ms. Brenda Cook . MAY 3 1 200}
To:  Chrys Baggett
Dept. of the Air Force o hrys Bagg
HQ ACC/CEVP _ From: Bill Flournoy /73 7 ) N.C. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley AFB, NC 23665-2769 Subject: Draft EIS, Initial F-22 Beddown (SCH# E-0654)
Dear Ms. Cook: Date: May 24, 2001
Re:  SCH File # 01-E-0000-0654; Draft Environmental Impact Statement Proposed Beddown of the The N.C. Depariment of Environment and Natural Resources has reviewed the Draft EIS
Initial F-22 Operational Wing at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia _ for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown. These and the attached comments

represent current observations resulting from the review.
The above referenced project has been reviewed through the State Clearinghouse Intergovernmental

Review Process. Attached to this letter are comments made by agencies reviewing this document. 1) The last paragraph of the Executive Summary discussion of Fulfilling the Need
identifies locations for air-to-ground training. The Dare County Range is not
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (919) 807-2425. included, although it.is identified elsewhere as being subj ect to occasional use. ?f the 430
Dare County Range is not to be used for air-to-ground training then what use will be
Sincerely, made of it? -
c 2) In the Executive Summary discussion of Environmental Consequences of Aircraft
4&62? @29‘/2 Operations is the statement that “...some off-base areas affected by 65 DNL or greater
Ms. Chrys Baggett would have higher average Poise- levels than at present”. Neither here nor elsewhere ]
Environmentsl Policy Act Coordinator in the DEIS are those areas identified, Regardless of whether they are near but off- 431
base, primary airspace, or occasional airspace, all areas currently or potentially at or
above 65 DNL should be identified and mapped for review and to increase _

Attachments understanding of potential impacts.

3) In the Executive Summary discussion of Environmental Consequences on Human
Resources is recognition that the socioeconomic analysis was conducted on “each
installation and for those jurisdictions whose economics are closely associated with
each base”. This statement exposes a potentially fatal flaw in the DEIS. While it is
recognized that jurisdictions whose economics are closely associated with bases are
more tolerant of environmental impacts from base operations, this is not true of
outlying training areas that endure impacts without any associated economic benefits. 432
Therefore the DEIS has failed to address a potentially significant relationship, by not
addressing human resource impacts at training areas far removed from the bases.

4) Inthe Executive Summary discussion of Environmental Consequences on
Community and Infrastructure is found the conclusion that “ft]here would be no
community or infrastructure consequences under the airspace units for the proposed :
action or any of the alternatives.” This is curious since the table on page six of the 433
Preface indicates and elsewhere in the DEIS confirms, that these impacts were not

116 West Jones Street Raleigh, North Carolina 27603-8003 Telephone 919-807-2425 1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601
ual ortun ffirmative Action Employer )
) Oy e At By Phone: 919 - 733-4984 \ FAX: 919 - 7153060 \ Intemnet: www.enr.state.nc.us/ENR/

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY \ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER ~ 50% RECYCLED / 10% POST CONSUMERPAPER
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analyzed for airspace activity. Further, this may also be an inaccurate conclusion 433
when it comes to hazardous waste. While not part of the classic waste stream, ]
ordnance discharged during air-to-ground training may accumulate and contaminate
ranges. Thus, it would be appropriate for the DEIS to have reported a characterized |434
baseline condition at each (primary and occasional use) range and projected any
changes that might result from continued impacts from the proposed and other
activities. —_
In the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives discussion of air-to-ground
missions on page 2-14 is identification of locations where such training could occur.
The Dare County Range is not included therein, although it is included elsewhere in 435
the DEIS for occasional use. It appears that it may have been simpler for the
document prepares to provide the same data for all airspace to be used, rather than
adding to the document’s complexity by reporting on occasional use airspace
sporatically.

Table 2.4-1 provides a Comparative Summary of Environmental Consequences,
including noise from airspace use. Here and elsewhere in the DEIS, only primary
airspace units are reported. Even if the proposed use will not substantially impact
occasionally used areas, the current baseline DNL is key information for
understanding impacts at each airspace. For example, if current noise levels are above
65 DNL then continued training at existing or greater numbers may be inappropriate,
but such recognition is impossible because of the way data has been reported or not
reported.

Table 2.4-1 provides a Comparative Summary of Environmental Consequences,
including Terrestrial Communities, Wetlands, and Special Status Terrestrial Species, | 436
as well as Marine Communities and Special Status Marine Species from airspace use.
See #6 above.

In the description of Langley AFB: Training Airspace is a discussion of occasional
use airspace on page LA2-8. The cumulative increase (164 annually) in sortie-
operations is presented as no change in baseline conditions. While it is understood
that when those operations are averaged over a year they are insignificant.-
Nevertheless, should they occur over a short period as part of a joint or special
exercise, then they could be temporally and locally significant. The Draft EIS would
be improved by descriptions adequate to address all reasonably possible variations.
Figure LA2 2-1 shows one lecation identified as HATTERAS B ATCAA (R-5314),
while the footnotes to Table LA 2.2-1 and the text appear to identify these [Hatteras |438
ATCAA and Dare County Range (R-5314)] as separate areas, At lease one of these is|
misleading or incorrect.

437

10) In the description of Airspace Management and Use is a discussion of the

Environmental Consequences on Airspace on page LA3-5. It reports that activities in
occasional use airspace would remain comparable to baseline levels, although no
baseline characteristics or thresholds are reported for comparison or review. For the
past sixteen years of reviewing airspace related NEPA documents, this department
has requested baseline data on Special Use Airspace and MTRs, including carrying
capacity. Without such information, reviewers and decision-makers focus on a
snapshot-in-time and cannot grasp the big picture, which includes changes over time.

003011

See # 4 and #6 above also. A meaningful baseline characterization of each airspace to :l 439

be used is absolutely critical to an understanding of potential impacts

11) In the description of Noise within Airspace on page LA3-14 is a statement that noise
was not explicitly computed for the occasional use airspace because of the low
amount of use, but there are other possible variables. Elsewhere in the Draft EIS there
is an explanation that the majority of training within Warning Areas is at altitudes of
10,000 AGL and above because there are no ground references. If this means, in turn, ™|
that the majority of training over land is at altitudes of 10,000 AGL and below then
the overland to over water relationship is not comparable. Given the added
differences of the F-22 having a loader footprint below 1,000 AGL, and also having
an air-to-ground mission requiring training, then the occasicnal use airspace may
receive disproportionate impact from its low amount of use. —

12) In the description of Safety within Airspace on page LA3-29 there is no discussion of
cccasional use airspace. Certainly there are incidents within airspace away from bases
that generate safety data or a profile. Safety within occasional use airspace is a topic
that should have been reported and analyzed in the Draft EIS. ‘ —

13) In the description of Terrestrial Communities under Airspace on page LA3-33 there is
a staiement about the Affected Environment that a total of 75,484 acres of speciai use
areas (i.e. state parks, state forests and wildlife refugees) accur under the five
airspaces. The units that comprise this acreage are not identified in the Draft EIS, so
reviewers cannot independently verify the accuracy of this statement or identify if any
units might have been omitted. Such omissions have been problematic in past NEPA

440
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docutents involving airspace as well. _
14) In the description of Terrestrial Communities under Airspace on page L.A3-33, there
are conclusions about Environmental Consequences that may not be as cut and dry as

presented. Conclusion #1 notes that any wildlife species have habituated. While true, :l 443

the issue is those species that have not, and they are not presented or discussed.
Conclusion #3 notes that existing airspace restrictions over certain sensitive areas,
such as wildlife refogees and sensitive habitats, would continue. Elsewhere in the
Draft EIS it is noted that the FAA has an agreement to provide a protective altitude
for military training flights over national parks, wilderness areas, and wildlife
refugees, This agreement does not extend to state parks, forests, and gamelands, so
these sensitive areas are not necessarily protected from overflight noise impacts.
Conclusion #4 notes that use of chaff and flares are not allowed over land at Langley
AFB. It is unclear whether this means physically over the base, or whether it is 2 Rule
of Engagement that applies to all training flights out of Langley. Thus, the reasons
provided for why the proposed impacts would not be significant may not be as
conclusive as they appear.

15) Figure AQ-1-1 shows Langley AFB Affected Airspace on page AO-1-7. It shows
MTR, but does not identify the location of VR1754 which, elsewhere in the Draft
EIS, is recognized as likely to receive the greatest use as a result of F-22 beddown at

Langley.

Throughout the Draft EIS the existing level of use is considered the baseline condition
against which the proposal is measured. Simply reporting that the level of impact will be
more, less, or the same is not sufficient to provide a true and measurable indication of

444
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impacts. A broad range of impact topics should be characterized for each use area, to be
used as a standardized baseline for evaluation of proposed changes in use. In this manner,
changes in the baseline resulting from proposed changes, budget fluctuations, training
adjustments, etc.,s could be tracked and tested against actual use impacts from approved
changes. This would allow multiple proposals, such as those reported in the Cumulative
Effects presentation at LA-4, to be projected progressively rather than all concurrently
using the same existing baseline condition and never being totaled. This is easily the
greatest weakness in the cumulative effects analysis. Since the airspace managers
apparently do not know the carrying capacity of their airspaces or the most sensitive
characteristics among the various thresholds that determine significant impact, there is
little hope for meaningful cumulative effects analysis.

446
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The N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources appreciates the opportunity
to review the draft EIS, especially since the department was not directly included in the :| 448
scoping process. The Final EIS and any communication prior to its issuance is awaited.
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As stated on Page LA3-59, “Two schools currently exposed to aircraft noise levels in the
65 to 70 and 70 to 75 DNL range, Point Option Alternative High School and Luther W. Machen
Elementary, could be exposed to increases in noise of approximately 1 to 3 dB or less.” The 450
FEIS should discuss the local school authorities” efforts to address noise impacts. Also, it
appears that no local school authorities were listed in the DEIS Distribution List.

Ms. Brenda Cook

HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102

Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769 .
Transportation

Re: Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown The DEIS states that because Langley AFB will have a personnel] decrease of 243 people,

there would thus be a decrease of 243 peak hour vehicle trips and an approximate 2.7 percent

decrease in travel demand. EPA suggests that more information be provided to clearly explain :l 451

Dear Ms, Cook:
' how the decrease in travel demand was derived. (Page LA3-64)

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Section
309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above referenced project. EPA has assigned this
DEIS a rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns/Insufficient Information), which indicates that
we have environmental concerns regarding the proposal and that there is insufficient information
in the document to fully assess the environmental impacts of the project. A copy of EPA’s
ranking system is enclosed for your information.

Also, in spite of the proposed personnel decrease, EPA encourages Langley AFB to ma.ke:l 452
a committed effort to mitigate ongoing traffic impacts by adopting alternatives that will alleviate

traffic congestion during standard peak hours. For instance, Langley AFB may institute a policy

for flextime and flexiplace, as well as institute a car pooling program and an on-base shuttle

service. EPA supports any efforts to reduce traffic that may escalate in relation to proposed

projects that are independent of the proposed action as stated on Page LA4-2.

EPA would like to commend the Air Force on preparing a well organized EIS. However,
in an effort to provide a thorough evaluation of the effects of the proposed action on the
environment, EPA requests that the following comments/suggestions be addressed in the Final
EIS. Please note that the comments provided below are specific to Langley Air Force Base, the
proposed action. Comments pertaining to alternative sites, specifically Mountain Home Air
Force Base and Elmendorf Air Force Base, located within EPA Region X, are provided in the

Floodplains

Page L.A3-31 of the DEIS states that proposed construction is planned to take place
within the 100-year floodplain and would thus disturb 16 acres of developed or landscaped areas
exhibiting fill material substrate. In addition, approximately 82 tons of soil are expected to erode

] due to F-22 related construction activities. As a result, EPA recommends that floodplain
attached Appendix. )
Ached Appendix encroachments be evaluated and coordinated with the Federal Emergency Management Agency ] 453
LANGLEY Air Force Base (Page LA3-31).
Noise Pollution Prevention
Although the DEIS provides a map of baseline and projected noise contours at Langley . In October, 1990, Cor}gr ©8s pas_sed the Pollutlpn Prevention Act Whm.h calls for a
AFB, as well as tables which show the acreage under noise contours in the vicinity of the base stepwise _approach. to addressing pollution: 1. Prevention or source r‘eductmn, 2. Recycling of
the number of people and specific land use areas which would be affected by the proposed action matetial in an envtiromn'entally safe e; 3. Treatmer%t n.an env1rom'nentally saie‘hm?nllller,_
are not indicated. Therefore, EPA suggests that the FEIS include a map (possibly with an and as a last resort; 4. Disposal or ofher release of pollution into the fenv1rox'{ment. ¢ T0lowing | 454
" ’ principles are applicable with the proposed construction and renovation projects.

overlay) that depicts the land use areas below the noise contours. In addition to the acreage of | 449
land affected by noise as a result of the proposed action, the number of people living within the
impacted areas should also be disclosed. In addition, all noise sensitive receptors should be

identified on a map, particularly those mentioned on Page LA3-51, paragraph 3.

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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- Paved Surfaces/Parking Areas. To prevent runoff from newly developed areas from
eroding steep areas, good environmental design should be employed to minimize and control
runoff. Detention basins or paving with permeable asphalt or crushed stone may be appropriate
where applicable.

- Landscaping. EPA suggests (where appropriate) that the grounds be landscaped with
hardy native plant species to cut down on watering and lessen the need for pesticides and
fertilizers. Liberal and judicious use of trees can help to reduce heating and cooling costs and act
as air purifiers.

- Recyeling, To promote the recycling of refuse generated by employees, recycling
receptacles should be provided on the grounds and within office buildings. Procurement of
recycled goods is also necessary and helps to stimulate markets. As a consumer and purchaser of
goods and services, the Air Force is encouraged to make purchasing decisions with this in mind.

- Painting/Carpeting. All painting projects should make use of non-toxic paints, stains,
exterior preservatives, and chemical-free carpeting. This can reduce long-tertn costs for removal
of potentially hazardous materials and provide better air quality.

- Water Conservation. In an effort to conserve water consumption, low-flow toilets
should be installed in new and renovated buildings. To ensure adequate supply and quality of
water, monitoring of the water table and chemical testing of the water can be conducted.

- Energy Conservation. Energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, proper building
insuiaticn, and the use of energy-efficient lighting can be incorporated in the design of the
buildings to reduce cumulative impacts of energy consumption and encourage energy
conservation. For example, take advantage of natural ventilation as well as using compact
fluorescent lamps which consume considerably less electricity than do incandescent ones and last
much longer. Install energy-efficient windows and doors (for example, reflective glass).

Implementation of these suggestions would illustrate the Air Force’s interest in not only
minimizing impacts to the environment but enhancing it as well. Modification of plans to fit the
landscape and the surrounding environment instead of vice-versa is environmentally more sound
by definition and will help minimize the cumulative impacts of the project.

003012

4

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. The staff contact
from Region 111 is Karen DelGrosso. She can be reached at 215-814-2765. The staff contact
from Region X is Val Varney. She can be reached at 206-553-1901.

Sincerely,

Trgracl

Thomas A. Slenkamp, Deputy Djrector
Office of Environmental Programs

Enclosures (2)
cc: Gerald Miller, EPA Region IV

Val Varney, EPA Region X
Ken Mittleholtz, EPA Headquarters

Comments
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APPENDIX

g, UNITEDSTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAGENCY
3 k REGION 10

% 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seatile, WA 98101

Py

Reply to
Attn. Of: ECO-088

RE: Region 10 commentg on the Initial F-22 Operational Wing
Beddown (Idaho’s Mountain Home Air Force Base (AFB), and Alaska’s
Blmendorf AFB)Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Protection of Special Status/Endangered Specieas

Of the four alternate air bases, Elmendorf and Mountain Home
have the most potential for impacts to special state and federal
status species due to their airspace over land only and
supersonic activity and associated increases in sonic booms.

More detailed discussion is needed on the potential impacts
to the Beluga whale and six state species (American peregrine 455
falcon, blackpoll warbler, grey-cheeked thrush, northern goshawk,
olive-asided flycatcher, and Townsend’s warbler} at Elmendorf.
Mountain Home has a slightly greater potential for impacts
because habitat of the burrowing owl, a special status species,
may be affected.

456

Beveral gpecies in the Elmendorf and Mountain Home areag are
listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Some of these
species at Elmendorf include the short-tailed Albatross
{endangered), the Aleutian Canada goose (threatened)and Steller’s
Eider, (threatened). The threatened bull trout and bald eagle are
located in the Mountain Home area.

The ESA requires the Air Force to consult with the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
in cases where proposed projects could potentially impact a
ligted species or critical habitat. Although NEPA requires the
Biclogical Assessment (BA)in the draft EIS, we would like to see a 458

457

5 009012

summary of the BA in the final EIS (40 CFR 1502.25 (a)). By doing |458
this, the EIS would demonstrate that ESA procedures are being
followed and that listed species and their habitats are being
protected.

Construction Concerns

According to the EIS, substantial new construction is
required at Elmendorf. Six, eight-bay drive-through facilities
covering more than 13 acres would be built. Three hangars and a
taxiway/apron would be modified. The Mountain Home alternatiwve
proposes construction on 440 acres, the largest area of
disturbance of all the bases. About 218 of those acres are
azgociated with construction of a new runway, taxiway and apron.
The EIS should contain mitigation measures at both bases that
address construction impacts including storm water runoff from :]459
impervious surfaces, and the loss and fragmentation of wildlife
habitat.

and mitigate the effects of fragmentation on existing habitats,
which are often damaged due to encroachment or dissection.
Reduction in the size of an existing habitat can reduce the
number of individual organisms, as well as the diversity of
gpecies, that it can support.

The EIS should include techniques to help avoid, minimize :]460

Analyses of existing and proposed infrastructure should
assess l)whether roads and power lines have been designed to
avoid intruding on sensitive habitats and endangering wildlife 2} 461
if the project establighes a system of c¢orridors to link habitat
areas and croseings 3)if native shrubes and other vegetation with
high wildlife value are proposed to be used, -

A proposal to relocate a sewage lagoon at Mountain Home
would disturb soil areas at the construction site. Waste site
cleanup operations could introduce chemicals or other pollutants
to soils, groundwater, surface waters, or air due to inadequate 462
containment, spills, or equipment failure. Cleanup operations may
consume energy and water resources and reguire transportation of
hazardous wastes to and from the site. -

Comments
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A plan should be in place to prevent spills or releases of
contaminated groundwater extracted from the site and dictate that 463
the waste would be transported in a covered container to minimize
the potential for the release of contaminants into the -
environment .

The EPA suggests that safety measures be taken to prevent
the release of pollutants from contaminated soils at the site to 464
surface water via runoff and air via wind. After the lagoon is
relocated, the original site should be capped with a natural or
synthetic protective covering.

Alaska Native/Native American Concerns

During the scoping process, noise and its effect on
ceremonies and wildlife was the highest concern expressed by the
tribes in Alaska and Idaho. Please refer to Page MH3-19,
“Although restrictions exist prohibiting supersonic activity over
the Duck Valley reservation in Idaho, the possibility exists that
sonic booms would be felt by Native Americans and be perceived as
interfering with their culture.”

Because of these concerns, the Air Force should continue to
consult with and invite comments from the tribes before preparing 465
the final EIS (CFR 1503.1({a)(2).

Storm Water Management

We are pleased that the Air Force will apply for National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water
permits at both Elmendorf and Mountain Home air bases. Under the
permit, the bases must develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) that describes best management practices to be
implemented to eliminate or reduce sediment and non-storm water
discharges.

466

Elmendorf has four major watersheds or drainage systems, 12
natural and manmade lakes and ponds, and eight miles of saltwater
shoreline. About 46 acres would be disturbed by this preject. At
Mountain Home, construction would disturb 440 acres of soil.
Thirty-three wetland areas have been identified. Only two are
considered to have “qualities of jurisdictional wetlands,” both
of which are associated with drainage ditches.

003012

Although the EIS states that impacts from erosion and off-
site sedimentation would be negligible at both sites, the EIS
should discloze the zix phasges for developing and implementing
construction storm water pollution prevention plans. These
include:

467

Site evaluation and design development; assessment; control
selection/plan design; cdertification and notification;
construction/implementation; final stabilization/termination.

Comments
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS
AND FOLLOW UP ACTION®
Environmental impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the propesal.

EC-Envi 1G . .
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should ba avoided in érder to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead
agency to reduce these impacts.

Bt 4ol Ohiaeti

The EPA review has identifisd significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order te provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corractive measures may require substantial changes to the

- preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or

a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU-~Environmentaily Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentiat unsatisfactery impacts are net corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommendad for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1--Adequate

The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or
data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2-Insufficient Information

The draft EiS‘does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fully assess the environmental impacts
that shouid be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new
reasonably available aiternatives that are within the spectrum of aiternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussion should bs included in the final EIS.

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA doss not belisve that the draft EIS adequately p ally significant environmental impacts
of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably avallable alternatives that are outside of
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA belleves that the identified additional information, data
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage.
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309
review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or
revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this propesal could be a
candidate for referral to the CEQ. .

#From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment
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June 7, 2001
HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769
Attn: Ms. Brenda Cook

Dear Ms. Cook:

| am writing to you in regard to the public hearing that you

week. This hearing concemed the beddown on 72F-22's at Langley Air Force Base and

the flights they would make in this area. At this meeting, |

expressed disappointment at the lack of local elected officials being present. | am not :l 468
aware of having been sent any correspondence advising me of this meeting or

requesting me to attend. There was information about the meeting in our local

newspaper, but to my knowledge, this would have been the only way we would have

been aware of it.

Obviously, the citizens of this area are concemed about the problems this couid present,
given what has happened here in the past. in view of no requests being made of us to
attend this hearing, | do not believe that our lack of attendance should be construed as a

lack of interest in this issue.
1 urge you not to have the flights planned for this area.
Sincerely,
uhter R. Watson
" Chairman

Prince Edward County Board of Supervisors

HRWijys

NS

MILDRED B. HAMPTON

held in Farmville, Virginia last

am told that officials present
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VIRGIL H. GOODE, JR.

57H DISTRICY, VIRGINIA

Congress of the United States
#House of Representatibes
TWashington, DE 205154605

June 7, 2001

Colonel Stephen Goldfein, Commander
Langley Air Force Base

159 Sweeney Boulevard

Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665

Dear Colonel Goldfein:

T write again regarding the concerns of constituents
in Farmville, Virginia who have contacted my office
following ‘the Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental
Impact for the Initial F~22 Operational Wing Beddown that
Langley Air Force Base representatives held in the
Farmville Train Station on Tuesday, May 29, 2001.

I respectfully ask that you reconsider Langley’s plans
to increase the number of flights in the Farmville Military
Operations Area. The proposed increase from 400 flights to

600 flights is not acceptable to many of my constituents.

T also ask that you make every effort to make
Langley’s part in the management and use of the Farmville

MOA clear to citizens in the Farmville area. It has become

confusing and troubling to many constituents that the
Farmville MOA is available for flights from other militarxy
bases in Virginia and the East:Coast. ... -

The Fifth Congressional District is a mostly rural
area with fiercely patriotic citizens. I think you will
find that citizens in the district want a strong national

defense and want to do their part toward making the men and

women who defend our country more experienced and better
trained. As I understand my constituents’ concerns, the
problem lies primarily with the proposed increase and
changes in activity.

In nmy May 31, 2001 letter to you I asked that you
extend the public comment period. I very much appreciate
your extension of the deadline for submitting public
comments on the F-22 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
from June 10, 2001 until June 25, 2001.

PRINTED QN RECYCLED PAFER

003014

469

470

003014

Thank you for your consideration of my constituents.
T look forward to hearing from you regarcding their
concerns. With warm regards, I am

Most sincerely,

\]M\ M qz

Virgil Goode, Jr.

Copy to:

Ms. Brenda Cook, Program Manager

F22 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
HQ ACC Flash CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102

Langiey BAir Force Base, VA 23665-2768%

Ms. Nancy Lockwood

Ms. Diane Obler

Mr. Steve Wall, Publisher
The Farmville Herald

114 North Street
Farmville, VA - 23301

Mr. John Vaughan

Ms. Ruth Wilcox

103 South Main Street
Farmville, VA 23901
434-392-83321 FAX 392-6448
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT American communities within the Duck Valley Indian Reservation, impacts on traditional tribal

Ldabo State Office use of the public lands lying beneath the military operating area, interference with recreational
1387 South Vinnell Way v‘isitor enjovment of pristing a_nd remote areas, and potential impa.cts on sage grouse, California
In Reply Refer To: Boise, Idaho 83709-1657 bighorn sheep, and other special-status species. Other issues relating to new military target areas
and emitter sites include increased road access that conflicts with protection of cultural resource

2800/1610 (931) ! ¢ ¢ ;

sites, management of off-highway vehicle use, and maintenance of crucial sage grouse habitat.
JUN 01 2001 The cumulative impacts from current and ETF-related operations are drastically affecting the

resources and uses of public lands in southwest Idaho, Many of these impacts cannot be

Ms. Brenda Cook mitigated. Addition of the F-22 to this setting would only further aggravate the unmitigable

HQ ACC/CEVP effects in this biologically and culturally sensitive region,

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102 ) o ) .

Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769 The DEIS does not explain how F-22 operations in the Mountain Home airspace would comply
with operational restrictions related to implementation of ETI, such as the seascnal, low-level,

Dear Ms. Cook: and other overflight restrictions established in the ETI Memorandum of Understanding approved

by the Air Force and BLM on June 11, 1998. In addition, the DEIS does not mention several
other ETT issues that are still pending and very relevant to the F-22 analysis. For example, a site-
specific noise study has not been conducted, a recreational use study is still incomplete, and the
use of chaff and flares is of increasing public concern and has not been addressed. The DEIS
should consider and disclose whether or not the F-22 use would exceed previous Air Force
commitments to minimize impacts of expanded military activities and changes in airspace use

Thank you for providing us copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Initial F-22
Operational Wing Beddown for review and comment. Qur responses ate of two types:

1) general comments on the DEIS and the comparative advantages and disadvantages of the
proposed action and alfernatives, and 2) specific comments on the DEIS content and analysis.

General Comments patterns.

Overall, we found the DEIS to be well organized, well written, and very informative. Selecting Neither Chapter 4 nor Appendix PI-1 indicates any DEIS coordination with BLM, the major land

an Air Force base for initial beddown of the F-22 operational wing is an extremely important managing agency affected by the military activities in the Mountain Home AFB airspace. 472
action that could have major environmental consequences. The DEIS contains comprehensive Although we were notified of the scoping period and submitted written comments, the DEIS does
environmental analysis to be carefully considered and utilized in deciding where the initial not acknowledge our comments. Also, it does not take into consideration BLM’s previous and

beddown should be located. Based on the DEIS analysis, we support the Air Force's proposed ongoing coordination and the Air Force’s related commitments that have not yet been fulfilled,

action to locate the F-22 operational wing at Langley Air Force Base, and we wish to reinfofce Examples of pending commitments include: development of a Memorandum of Agreement for

and emphasize the reasons for not selecting Mountain Home Air Force Base as a site for the the ETI EIS cooperating agencies, initiation of semiannual meetings with these cooperating

agencies, and discussion and resolution of five subject areas (chaff, special status species, Native
American traditional cultural and sacred sites, deviation from commitments, and refinement of

initial beddown or for future use of the F-22's.

As you know, Public Law 105-261, dated October 17, 1998, anthorized the Juniper Butte Range the agreement). These five subject areas were identified as unresolved when the Supplement to
and established the associated target and emitter sites on State and public Jand in southem Idaho. the ETI Record of Decision was prepared in September 1998, and they are still unresolved today.
This law was preceded by the preparation of four very controversial EISs, the last of which was .
the Enhanced Training in Idaho (ETT) EIS. Duting preparation of these EISs, the public As we commented during the scoping period, the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the
expressed strong concerns regarding the environmental impacts of additional development and proposed action and alternatives should be anatyzed and disclosed in the EIS process. The DEIS
analysis of the Mountain Home Alternative should disclose the effects of the F-22 initial 473

increased military overflights in the area now identified as an atternative site for F-22 use. The
Air Force is currently beginning to implement an Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan
for ETI and is working with various agencies, interest groups, and Native American Tribes 10
resolve numerous pending conflicts between military activities and other uses of the lands
underlying the Mountain Home AFB airspace.

beddown and use of associated airspace on public land resources. In addition, analysis of the

proposed action and other three alternatives should disclose effects associated with the likely use 474
of Mountain Home airspace for training activities by F-22's stationed elsewhere. All alternatives

should address the cumulative effects of replacing F-15C’s with F-22's, which is a reasonably 475
foreseeable action. No F-22 training should be allowed at the alternative locations without 476
proper NEPA analysis and associated public involvement.

We are very concerned that Mountain Home Air Force Base is identified as an alternative site for
beddown of the F-22's while many of the concerns and conflicts relating to ETT are still 471
unresolved. These unresolved ETI issues include the noise impacts of overflights on Native
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The current DEIS identifies numerous environmental concerns and potential impacts regarding
the possible beddown of the F-22 wing at Mountain Home Air Force Base. These include: 1) a
58 percent increase in sorties in Mountain Home AFB airspace, 2) a 50 percent increase in night
aircraft operations, 3) a more than quadruple increase (from 17 to 72 per month) of sonic booms
within the Owyhee and Jarbidge MOAs, 4) increased impacts to sensitive areas such as
wilderness study ateas and areas of critical environmental concern that underlie approximately 30
percent of the airspace, 5) impacts to habitats for 29 special status species that also underlie the
airspace, and 6) the greatest impacts of all analyzed alternatives to traditional cultural resources.
Table 2.4-2 in the DEIS, which compares the impacts of the proposed action and four
alternatives, clearly shows Mountain Home AFB as having the most impact for all airspace
considerations and also for Community and Infrastructure in the vicinity of the Base.

Specific Comments and Questions

ES-1: Considering that Congress has identified and approved the F-22 to replace and supplement

the aging F-15 aircraft fleet, the DEIS should analyze the reasonably foreseeable cumulative ]477

impacts of adding F-22’s to other bases, in addition to the initial F-22 operational wing beddown

ES-3: The second paragraph states that the purpose of the proposed action is to beddown the
Initial F-22 Operational Wing at Langley AFB; however, the beddown is the action, not the

purpese.

ES-9: The BLM concurs with Native American concerns regarding overflight impacts on sacred
areas and traditional resources, including native wildlife species. We are very concerned about
the impacts of chaff, flares, sonic booms, and visual intrusions. Furthermore, we believe these
impacts would be difficult if not impossible to mitigate.

ES-10: We agree with the DEIS analysis that shows increases in sonic booms over special use
areas (such as wilderness study areas and areas of critical environmental concern) would make
the potential consequences of the Mountain Home AFB alternative greater than for any other
location. These impacts would be contrary to previous Air Force commitments to mitigate and
minimize conflicts of military overflights with identified resource values and existing public land
Uses.

2-16: Table 2.1-10 indicates that a huge increase in the use of chaff (from 9,725 to 41,951
bundles per year) and flares (from 5,184 to 22,374 per year) would occur under the Mountain
Home AFB alternative. Such drastic increases in chaff use would be inconsistent with Mitigating
Measure (1)(d) in the ETI Record of Decision dated March 10, 1998, which states that the USAF
will meet with BLM to discuss the issue of increasing chaff beyond baseline levels within the
Mountain Home AFB airspace. Increased chaff use would also be inconsistent with a
commitment in the BLM/USAF MOU approved on June 11, 1998, to continue to discuss and
resolve the use of chaff.

2-39: In the last sentence of the first paragraph in the middle column, rather than saying the
“Increase of 55 sonic booms per month has a higher potential for noise consequences than
Elmendorf,” it would be more clear to say . . . than any other alternative.”

478
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2-42: The first column above Human Resources should be labeled “Airspace.”
2-49 and -50: In our review copy of the DEIS, this page (front and back) appears three times.
MH3-13; In Table MH3.2-2, the fifth number in the fourth column should be 852 instead of 85.:' 479

MH3-16: The increase in CDNL from 52 to 58 in the Owyhee and Jarbidge MOAs is not ] 480
addressed in the related text.

MH3-30: We agree with that chaff causes littering of the environment. We have received
complaints from the general public about finding fibers or bundles of chaff scattered in pristine
areas. A major increase in chaff use would aggravate the already existing problems.

MH3-35: During the last several years, substantial dectines in bighorn sheep and sage grouse
populations have coincided with increased military activities within the Mountain Home AFB
airspace. Until the cause(s) of decreased wildlife populations can be determined, we recommend
that the effectiveness of existing restrictions be validated and increased military overflights be
avoided.

MH3-39: We agree that a substantial increase in sonic booms has the potential to adversely
affect special status wildlife species within the Mountain Home AFB airspace, including sage
grouse and California bighorn sheep; therefore, we recommend that such an increase not be
allowed.

MH3-44: The Native American Concerns identified on this page are extremely important and
should be given the utmost consideration.

MH4-1: Since Congress has deterrnined that the F-22 is to replace and supplement the F-15C,
the EIS should describe the related effects. The reasonably foreseeable actions connected with
eventual replacement of all F-15C"s with F-22's should be discussed under camulative effects for
all alternatives.

MH3-50: A 58 percent increase in the humber of sorties, a 50 percent increase in night afrcraft
operations, and a quadruple increase in the number of sonic booms would drastically impact the | 481
recreational experiences of visitors to public lands underlying the Mountain Home AFB airspace.
Considering the magnitude of these increases and the large expanses of tand affected by each

sonic boom, the impacts would be difficult if not impossible to effectively mitigate.

Summar;
In view of previously expressed concerns, existing conflicts, and projected impacts relating to

military use in southern Idaho, we strongly recommend that Mountain Heme Air Force Base be
eliminated from further consideration as a potential site for initial beddown of the F-22 wing.
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Furthermore, we recommend that F-22 use of the Mountain Home AFB airspace not be allowed OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
in the future untit or unless the related environmental impacts are adequately analyzed and Office of Envis Policy and
mitigated, Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. Qu;.:\}lm. n::; 244

Philedelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2934

Sincerely, IN REPLY REFER TO:
June 6, 2001
M/’Q '7%-4—— ER 01/305
Mar Hahn
State Rjrgctor Ms. Brenda Cook
) Headquarters Air Combat Command: CEVP

cc: 129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Lionel Boyer, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665-2769
Marvin Cota, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes
Ted Howard, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes Dear Ms. Cook:
Terry Gibson, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes ’ ] ) . ,
John Schleicher, Environmental Flight, Mt Home AFB The_UASA Department of the Interior (Department) hgs reviewed the_ U.s. A{r Force’s Draft
Billy Richey, Idaho Governer’s Office, Speciat Asst for Military Affairs Enwromentﬂ Impe_xct Statement (DEIS_) for the Initial F-22 Operaticnal Wm.g l}ﬁddown o_f 72
Craig Gerkhe, GOLD : Operational F-22 Aircrafis at Langley Airforce I.Base (AFB), near Norfolk, Virginia; or Eglm.
Kate Kitchell, District Manager ) AFB, Florida; Elmendorf AFB, Alaska; Mountain Home AFB, Idaho; and Tyndall AFB, Florida.

General Comments

The Department finds that the DEIS adequately addresses most areas or issues which fall under
our legal jurisdiction or special expertise. Some additional information is requested, as explained
below. Please give careful consideration to the following comments in completing the final
document.

The National Park Service (NPS) is required by law to preserve park resources unimpaired for
future generations. Naturally-occurring sounds are an integral part of those resources and are
indicators of the health of park ecosystems. Many people visit specific parks to hear the sounds
of nature and to enjoy such values-as serenity, tranquility and solitude. However, these naturai
sounds are rapidly disappearing in many places, overwhelmed by mechanical noise from a wide
variety of sources, including aircraft. Only in recent years has the NPS addressed park
“soundscapes” from a system wide perspective. Recent legislation, policies and directives call for
broad focus on soundscapes. To facilitate accomplishment of that objective, the agency has
established a Soundscapes Program Center in Fort Collins, Colorado. This office, as well as
other NPS offices, provided the vast majority of the comments contained in this letter.
Unfortunately, the allotted review time was insufficient to accommodate a thorough review of the
over one-thousand page DEIS. As such, you may receive supplemental comments through June
directly from the NPS as they continue to review the document. We request that you carefully
consider any such comments.

The NPS commented on the phase two scoping document and is pleased to note that the DEIS
addresses a number of it’s substantive issues and concerns, However, based on the louder noise
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generated by F-22 engines, the fact that there would be more F-22 flights than there have been

F-15C flights, and the projection that the time spent in supersonic flight during air combat training

will more than triple in the F-22, the NPS remains concerned about potential impacts on national

park resources and/or on park visitors. ] 482

Specific impacts of noise are difficult to pinpoint at this stage. Later in this letter, the NPS's
Alaska Region identifies some of the potential impacts on parks there if the F-22s were to be
bedded down at Elmendorf AFB. In addition, the Gulf Islands National Seashore indicates, based
on its proximity to both Eglin AFB and Tyndall AFB, that the park could potentially be affected
by a decision to beddown the F-22s at either of those two bases. The Pacific West Region’s
notes, with respect to the possibility of bedding down the F-22s at Mountain Home AFB, that
there are no references in the DEIS to the National Park units in Idaho, such as Craters of the
Moon, Hagerman Fossil Beds, or City of Rocks. There are also a number of park units in the 483
general vicinity of Norfolk, Virginia, but it is unclear which ones, if any, are likely to be affected. |

There are several additional “unknowns” that are of potential concern to the NPS and the
Department. For example, the DEIS does not reveal whether additional F-22s may be added to
the Air Force’s inventory at some point in the future. The DEIS should indicate whether the
preferred site (Langley AFB) or any of the alternative sites could be used via this NEPA 484
document for beddown of additional F-22s. Such action could broaden and increase adverse
environmental effects to park resources and visitation.

Another “unknown” that is of concern is the statement in the Executive Summary that “Under

current and foreseeable F-22 training requirements, about one-third of the sorties would occur at
overseas airfields during deployments or at other locations in preparation for deployments." The

DEIS should specify the locations and expected environmental impacts, especially to units of the :I 485
National Park System, of deployments to other locations.

The NPS Alaska Region is committed to assuring protection of the park units, especially Denali
National Park and Preserve and Yukon-Charley National Preserve that are under the Susitna and
Yukon 1-5 Military Operations Areas (MOA), respectively. We concur with the DEIS that in
comparison to the other alternatives (Table 2.4-2) the Elmendorf AFB alternative’s use of the
airspace would have the most impact on aircraft operations and human resources and a moderate
impact on natural resources. We also agree that the increase in sonic booms would have a
moderate to high level of impact as addressed under Noise 3.2.2, Land 3.12.2 and Environmental
Justice 3.14.2 affecting subsistence users and other local rural residents.

Even if Elmendorf AFB is not chosen for the proposed action, it seems possible that in subsequent

F-22 beddowns, the F-22 could be based at Elmendorf AFB. If this occurs, we recommend that

the USAF conduct a separate NEPA evaluation, in addition to this EIS, prior to siting any F-22s | 486
at Elmendorf AFB. In our opinion, a supplemental EIS, at 2 minimum, would be necessary to

fully assess any potential impacts on NPS units in Alaska.

0aso1e
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As with the MOA EIS, we also anticipate that the USAF will work closely with the NPS and :l 487
other agencies throughout the NEPA process..

With the development of the F-22 program, we would expect other beddowns to occur in the
next several years possibly prior to a beddown at Elmendorf AFB. The DEIS only addresses the
use of the Alaska MOAs by F-22 aircraft under the Elmendorf AFB alternative and not F-22s
from Langley AFB or other air force bases. We are concerned that F-22s from other air force
bases will use the Alaska MOAs during military flying exercises and this could occur prior to
assessing potential impacts of the F-22 on park resources, users and values. If the USAF plans to
have the F-22 use the Ataska MOAs prior to a beddown at Elmendorf, this should be addressed in
the final EIS (or possibly the MOA EIS will need to be supplemented). We also recognize that
the DEIS states that there will not be a change to the airspace structure (established by the MOA.
EIS and subsequent Record of Decision) associated with the F-22 Operational Wing training.
Clarification on if and when F-22s from other air force bases will use the Alaska MOAs is “l488
necessary, .

In the DEIS, information is lacking to support and we do not concur that an increase in sonic

booms would not have an effect on the park recreational visitors, We also are not ready to

conclude that per Table 2.4-1, 3.6.2 and 3.7.2 “Increase of | to 28 sonic booms per month is not

expected to have an adverse long-term effect on wildlife.” Sonic booms cause a startle response

in many wildlife species and this type of disturbance is not something the animal is likely to

habituate to since it is an activation of the sympathetic nervous response. Even though these :I 491
uld

489
490

booms are expected to occur at a higher altitude with less ground effects, the aircraft design co
result in inadvertent supersonic speeds at lower altitudes.

With the information provided in the DEIS, including the lack of specific F-22 sound propagation
measurements for all power settings coupled with the existing non-conclusive results of the on-
going wildlife studies in the Yukon MOA, we cannot conclude, as does the DEIS; that “No
perceptible increase in subsonic noise levels expected; negligible impacts to wildlife” {Table 2.4~
1). We remain concerned that impacts could occur resulting from the 27 percent increase in
aircraft use of the Susitna and Yukon 1-5 MOAs, even though, as described in the DEIS, the
potential impacts of this increased use would be offset by the aircraft flying at higher altitudes. 492
This combined with a louder engine in the F-22 compared to the F-15C adds to our concern.

The DEIS lacks adequate discussion of the potential effects subsonic noise would have on Alaska
park visitors who use the land for recreation and wilderness experienices. It is necessary to 493
provide additional information and analysis on how the increase in the use of the MOAs would _|
affect park visitors. Under Airspace Noise, 3.2-2 and Table 2.4-1, DNL is used as a metric and _
the result is that the subsonic noise level would remain under 45 DNL. This metric does not seem
applicable to areas such as wilderness where ambient sound levels are low, and park users, either
local or recreational visitors could be disrupted by over-flying aircraft. A more accurate analysis 494
and comparison between the present use and the projected use may be to use the L, metric
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combined with the number of sorties. This would provide the magnitude of sound and the J 494

frequency of interruption of ambient sound levels.

The NPS is drafting a backcountry management plan for Denali National Park and Preserve that
includes aviation as a major topic. Within this area the effects of military overflights will continue [495
to be a concern not only for park management, but also for many backcountry users. In many _|
locations in the western half of Denali National Park and Preserve some of the "great silent

places" in the national park system can be found, and military overflights are the only interruption
in that natural quiet. This plan accepts a certain level of military overflights as a baseline; to meet _
the plan objectives it would be difficult to accommodate greater levels of use. A concern to NPS
is informing air tour operators and general aviation that flying limits can be expected while 496
allowing increases in military operations. -
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) recommends a review of current USGS research on ]
environmental conditions resulting in aircraft-bird strikes. Application of the research is to
develop an expert system (on CD-ROM) that will provide information on probability of bird
location by elevation, Universal Transverse Mercator Location, and time of year to help flight 497
personnel avoid bird strikes and enhance the safety of aircraft and passengers, as well as birds
flying aloft in the vicinity. Both migratory and flocking birds could be a concern if sucked into an
airplane engine, especially on takeoff. Potentially hazardous birds include the goldfinch _
(Carduelis tristis), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), and European starling (Sturnus vuigaris).
Information about this project can be retrieved from the USGS URL, http:/biology.usgs.gov,
under Coop Units, Utah Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, or under Current Projects,
aircraft-bird strikes,

Specific Comments

Page ES-2: The maps do a good job of showing the locations of the five bases that are involved

in this proposal. In terms of identifying specific potential impacts, if any, on units of the National

Park System, it would be helpful to have maps which also showed the MOAs and MTRs that the] 498
F-22s would fly out of each base.

Page ES-3: Under “Purpose and Need,” the Executive Summary indicates that the

“Establishment of this initial Operational Wing would take place over a period of approximately 5

years with construction beginning in 2002.” In four of the proposed alternatives, F-22s would

replace F15Cs. It is not clear, however, where those F-15Cs will be. moved as they are replaced,] 499
or what aircraft they may be replacing,

Page ES-4: In the section titled “Fulfilling the Need,” the box at the bottom of the page refers to

the beddown of “72 PAI F-22 operational aircraft over a period of approximately five years and

replace any existing operational F-15C aircraft at the base.” In a number of places in the

document, including the narrative under the maps on page ES-2, reference is made to “three

squadrons, each with 24 operational F-22 Primary Aircraft Inventory (PAI), plus two Backup —| 500

Ms. Brenda Cook Page 5

Aircraft Inventory (BAT) to ensure full wing capability.” Since that adds up to 78 aircraft (not J 500
72), please explain why the box on page ES-4 identifies only 72 PAL

Page ES-4: This page also notes that there would be an increase in the number of sorties
regardless of where the F-223 are bedded down because each F-22 is expected to fly an average
of 20 sorties per month, or 240 per year, versus an average of 18 sorties per month, or 216 per __
year flown by the F-15Cs. The projected total of 17,280 sorties per year appears accurate (72
aircraft times 240 flights) but we were unable to reconcile that number with Table 2.1-4 from the
DEIS itself. That table projects a total of 11,187 F-22 sorties no matter which base is selected.
The Executive Summary says that “Under current and foreseeable F-22 training requirements, 501
about one-third of the sorties would occur at overseas airfields during deployments or at other
locations in preparation for deployments." Accordingly, we subtracted 5760 sorties, or 1/3 of the
total, from 17,280 sorties, arriving at a figure of 11,520, which is 333 more flights than are
projected in the referenced table. Please explain the apparent discrepancy. -

Page ES-5: Based on the statement, “The chaff and flare use during an F-15C training sortie is

representative of the potential chaff and flare use by an F-22 training sortie,” it appears that there |
will be no increase in chaff and flare use. However, it would be more meaningful if information is | 502
provided on the current level of chaff and flare use and any environmental effects. —

Page ES-5: “Air-to-ground training also includes ordnance delivery training,” but such activity

would total less than 3 percent of the Initial Operational Wing’s activity.” It should be ]
acknowledged that all three of the areas mentioned as possible sites have national park units in the | 503
general vicinity and could be impacted. -

Page ES-5: With regard to supersonic flight, the Executive Summary states that “Because of the
mission of the F-22 and the aircraft’s capabilities, the USAF anticipates that approximately 25
percent of the time spent in air combat training would involve supersonic flight as compared to
approximately 7.5 percent of the time for the F-15C.” But even that increase would be based on a
one-for-one replacement scenario. As noted above, the document states that there will be more
F-22s flying more sorties than there are F-15C aircraft and sorties. The DEIS notes that
supersonic flights will often be conducted at higher altitudes in the F-22 than has been the case
with the F-15C, which should offset some of the additional noise. However, because sonic booms
can startle wildlife and visitors, the increased incidence and impact of sonic booms is of concern
and should be mitigated.

Page ES-5: The first paragraph in the Environmental Consequences section states that “Because
the F-22 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. The data used in this DEIS
represent the best available information on the aircraft components, engines, flight characteristics,
training airspace, and other requirements.” The Department would like to be kept apprised as
actual data is accumulated and analyzed on the impacts of the F-22 on noise, air quality, safety,
etc. We would also be very much interested in Air Combat Command’s thoughts with regard to
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future mitigation of impacts should they prove to be more significant than currently projected, If
not provided in the final EIS, it may be necessary to prepare a supplement pursuant to 40 CFR
1502.9(c).

Page ES-7: “The greatest potential for consequence in connection with aircraft operations is from
noise effects. The larger engines of the F-22 produce more noise than the F-15C. However,
these engines permit the F-22 to exit the airfield area and reduce power more quickly than the
F-15C. As such, the noise effects of the larger engines would be somewhat offset . . . .”
However, regardless of where the F-22s are bedded down, each F-22 is expected to fly an
average of 20 sorties per month, or 240 per year, versus an average of 18 sorties per month, or
216 per year, that has been flown by the F-15Cs. It is difficult for the Department to agree that
the noise generated by the larger and louder engines, coupled with an increased number of sorties,
will be offset by quicker aircraft travel out of the airfield area. Though of shorter temporal
duration, the noise will be more intense and probably more noticeable and disruptive. This
consequence should be acknowledged.

505

Page ES-7: “The training airspace associated with each base would have no discernible change in
subsonic noise because the F~22 would fly more often at higher altitudes (above 30,000 feet 30
percent of the time) compared to the F-15C (above 30,000 feet 8 percent of the time). The
increased sonic booms from the higher performing F-22s would have a greater potential for
impacting training airspace over land than over water. This was noted as a concern and a
potential environmental consequence by Alaska natives regarding Elmendorf AFB’s training
airspace and Native Americans regarding Mountain Home’s training airspace. These potential
environmental consequences do not exist for Langley AFB, Eglin AFB, or Tyndall AFB, where
supersonic activity would be over water,” Because some coastal park units, such as Gulf Islands
National Seashore and Biscayne National Park, have water-based resources as well as land-based 506
resources, we would be interested in how far over water the F-22s will have to be before
supersonic flight can commence.

Pages ES-8 & 9: Resource Category: Cultural and Traditional Resources. Native Peoples in
Alaska and in the area of Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, expressed concern that overflights may
affect traditional resources. Since Native lands are in close proximity to & number of parks in the
western states, including Idaho and Alaska, the NPS would echo those concerns.

Page ES-10, Resource Category: Human Resources. It is possible that units of the NPS could bil 507
affected by operations employment and secondary jobs, although that cannot be accurately

determined based on the information currently available. For example, Gulf Islands National

Scashore could be affected by the addition of a significant number of direct and secondary jobs at

Eglin and Tyndall AFBs. On the surface, the smallest human resources impact on the National

Park System would appear to be at Langley AFB,

Pages ES-11 & 12, Resource Category: Community and Infrastructure. “Hazardous materials
and waste are more directly affected by the increase or decrease in the number of aircraft

003016
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associated with the Initial F-22 Operational Wing beddown and are, therefore, less dependent

upon population changes than other community and infrastructure resources.” The proposed

action and alternative bases are all large-quantity hazardous waste generators. Of all the basing
locations, Langley AFB would generate the smallest total increase of hazardous wastes. The NPS 508
would like to have more specific information about the nature, volume and location of such

hazardous materials and waste.

Section LA3 Natural Resources: Impacts at Langley AFB include 16 acres of previously
disturbed land. There are no anticipated impacts to federally listed species or jurisdictional
wetlands. Construction would include areas in the 100-year floodplain because there are no
practicable alternatives at Langley. The DEIS states that the nesting season for the bald eagle,
Haliaeetus leucocephalus, in Virginia is November 15 to July 15. The correct dates are
December 15 to July 15. In addition to a 1,320-foot horizontal buffer to protect nesting eagles,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) recommends a 1,000-foot vertical buffer as well.

509

Section EG3 Natural Resources: Impacts at Eglin AFB include 10 acres of previously disturbed
land. There are no anticipated impacts to federally listed species or jurisdictional wetlands.

Section TY3 Natural Resources: Impacts at Tyndall AFB include 73 acres of previously

disturbed land. There is a potential to impact 26 acres of jurisdictional wetlands; no

compensation plan is provided. There could be impacts to one federally listed species and to 14 510
state listed or species of concern. Further coordination with the FWS on this alternative should

be made with the following office:

Panama City Field Office
Attn: Stan Simpkins

1601 Balboa Avenue
Panama City, Florida 32405

Section MH3 Natural Rescurces: Impacts at Mountain Home AFB include 440 acres. A ] 511
jurisdictional delineation is required to determine wetland impacts. There are no anticipated

impacts to federally listed species, though one species of concern could be impacted: Lepidium
papilliferum. 1f the USAF selects the Tyndall AFB alternative, the FWS would be interested in

working with the USAF to evaluate impacts to federally listed species. The FWS recommendsa |512
survey for this species within the action area. Further coordination with the FWS on this

alternative should be made with the following office:

Snake River Basin Office

Attn: Marilyn Hemker

1387 Seuth Vinaell Way, Room 368
Boise, Idaho 83709
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Section EL3 Natural Resources: Impacts at Elmendorf AFB include 46 acres. There are no alternatives could possibly become equally workable options with appropriate mitigation.

anticipated impacts to federally listed species or jurisdictional wetlands.
Once the Air Force selects an alternative and provides one specific proposed action, the FWS will
Page EL-3-15, First paragraph: Figure EL-3 2.2 is referenced but the figure shown is EG-3.2.2. provide comments in accordance to the Endangered Species Act and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act.

Page EL-3-19, Second paragraph, second sentence: Figure EL-3.2.2 is referenced but the figure

shown is EG-3.2.2. If you have any questions or for further recommended coordination, please contact the following:
Mearvin Jansen, NPS, Soundscapes Program Center, (970) 225-3563; and, Eric Davis, FWS (804)

Table EL5.0-1, Aircraft Sorties, Overflight effects on wildlife and subsistence resources: Add: :l 513 693-6694, extension 104,

Continue mitigation, monitoring and research.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS.
Table EL5.0-1, Aircraft Sorties, Overflight effects on recreation: We recommend adding a ] 514

management action to provide educational programs and brochures for recreational visitors, Sincerely,

Page NR-4-7, Caribou and NR-4-8 Dall Sheep: Background information on at least two species ‘ ) W 144
of large herbivores could be substantially improved (Dall's sheep and Caribou). We recommend a N

discussion of the on-going study on the effects of military overflights on movement, activity 515 Michael T. Chezik

habitat use and behavior of Dall Sheep in the Yukon MOAs. Listed below are three other studies Regional Environmental Officer
on caribou that found negative impacts of military jet overflights that were not cited. : .

Maier, J.AK., S M, Murphy, R.G. White, and M.D, Smith. 1998. Responses to caribou
to overflights by low-altitude jet aircraft. Journal of Wildlife Management 62:752-
766.

Maier, J.AK. 1996. Ecological and physiological aspects of caribou activity and
responses to aircraft overflights. Ph.D. Dissertation. University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Fairbanks, Alaska. 138 pp.

Harrington, F H., and AM. Veitch. 1992. Calving success of woodland caribou exposed
to low-level jet fighter overflights. Arctic 45:213-218.

Page NR-4-15, Observations of Noise Effects on Marine Mammals, paragraph 2: Change
“National Parks Service” to National Park Service.

Summary Comments

The Department finds that the DEIS adequately addresses most areas or issues that fall under our
jurisdiction or special expertise. Additional information or clarification regarding noise effects to
units of the National Park System is needed to better evaluate and compare each alternative and
to avoid or minimize impacts. Information regarding impacts to wetlands, to include a
compensation plan, is needed to evaluate the Tyndall AFB and Mountain Home AFB alternatives.

Based on the information presented thus far, the Department believes that the USAF’s proposed
F-22 beddown at Langley AFB would have the least environmental concerns, though the other
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bee:  DOJ, Office of the Secretary, Washington, DC 20240 (Terence Martin) , Rashington, BE 205154605

NPS, Philadelphia, PA (Cynthia Wilkerson)

GS, Reston, VA (Celso Puente) June 18, 2001

BLM, Washington, DC (Carol MacDonald)

BIA, Washington, DC (Don Sutherland) Colonel Stephen Goldfein, Commander

FWS, RS, NEPA, Hadley, MA (Bill Archambault) Langley Air Force Base

FWS, R9, BFA, Washington, DC (Stephanie Nash) 159 Sweeney Boulevard

FWS, R4, NEPA, Atlanta, GA (Bruce Bell) Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665

Dear Colonel Goldfein:

Enclosed please find a copy of a resolution of the
board of supervisors of Prince Edward County regarding the
U.8. Air Force F-22 Operational Wing Beddown. The
resclution was approved following the June 12, 2001 meeting
of the board of supervisors, during which citizens
expressed disapproval and misunderstanding of the possible
changes in the use of the Farmville Military Operations
Area.

You have graciously acknowledged and approved ny
previous request for a June 25, 2001 extension to the
public comment period. I now ask that you give every
consideration to Prince Edward County’s request for an
additional extension to July 10, 2001. I also ask that you
respond favorably to the board’s request to hold another
public informational meeting in Prince Edward County.

Thank you for your consideration of my constituents in
the Fifth Congressional District. With kind regards, I am

Sincerely,

Virgil Goode, Jr.

103 Scuth Main Street
Farmville, VA 23901
434-392-8332 FAX 352-6448

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

Comments Page 3-192



Initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown Final EIS

VO Zi/7Ul NED UG: LU FAA [0//643870 PUBLICAFFAIRS

“ "VIRGIL H. GOODE, <R

5T DISTRCT, Vinainia

COSOLY
Congress of the Hnited States *

NP
k . W Bouse of Representatities
Q ar 70 Bashington, BE 20515-4605
YA
S
June 20, 2001

Colonel Stephen Goldfein, Commander
Langley Air Force Base

159 Sweeney Boulevard

Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665

Dear Colonel Goldfein:

1 wanted to share with you a letter written to me by Angela Whittaker expressing
her opposmqn\_ to having the F-22’s flying over Farmville. Ms, Whittaker lives in the
Farmvlllle Military Operations Area. As I have expressed to you in the past, | hope that
you will not be sending the F-22’s over Farmville and other areas in our part of Virginia.
Thank you for your consideration and T hope you will heed my concern, the concerns of
Ms. Whittaker and the concerns of many other residents about this problem. With kind

regards, I am
Sincerely-yours,
m(’ j/‘ g, Sgoﬁa
/
Virgil'® Goode, Jr.
VHGjr/sas

Ce: Ms, Aniela ‘Whittaker

FRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

ooz

003018
Lake and Peninsula Borough
P.O. Box 495
King Salmon, Alaska 99613
Telepbone: (907) 246-3421
Fax: (907) 246-6602 N
E-mail; lpboro@brisiclbay.com \\;‘gk
L= B

June 12, 2001

Ms. Brenda Cock, F-22 EIS Project Manager
HQACC/CEVP

128 Andrews Street, Suite 102

Langley, AFB, VA 23665-2769

Subject: Comment on Initia} F-22 Operational Wing Beddown Draft EIS State ID No. AK 0105-
11AA DEIS NEPA Review

Dear Ms. Cook:

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

for the initial F-22 Operational Wing Beddown at Elmendorf AFB; Alaska in regards as to how it
could affect the Lake and Peninsula Borough, which is located Southwest of Anchorage and

_Elmendorf AFB Alaska on the Alaska Peninsula.

The Lake arid Peninsula Borough is comprised of 17 communities and 1824 residents in an area
roughly the size of West Virginia. Among the wide open spaces are volcanoes and black sand
beaches, volcanoes and meuntain ranges, lowland tundra, wetlands, abundant flora and fauna,
and many wild and scenic rivers. The peninsula is bordered on'the west by Bristol Bay, and on .
the East by the Pacific Ocean. Lake Iliamna, located in the North of the Borough, is the largest
freshwater lake in Alaska, and a nursery to the largest red salmon runs in the world. The
Borough contains three National Parks, three National Wildlife Refuges, and many State Critical
Habitat Areas. There is also a high concentration of brown bear, caribou, and waterfowl. In
addition to the economic activity of commercial fishing, sport hunting and fishing and other
types of recreational activities are becoming a larger part of the economy and many visitors
escape to this area because of its remoteness and wildness.

The Borough is located adjacent to Bristol Bay Boreugh and home to the now closed King

Salmon Air Force Station. This closed military installation is still however used by the current

F-15 squadrons located on Elmendorf AFB for alert status and the F-15 Aircraft and other

military aircraft frequently land at the King Salmon runway. These aircraft fly directly through

the airspace above the Lake and Peninsula Borough to land in King Salmon. The EIS did ot

disclose if Elmendorf AFB is selected if they intend to continue to use this now moth balled —| 516

C:\Data\Comments on Drakt EiS for F-22 Beddown.doc
Chignik Bay » Chignik Lageon » Chignik Lake « Egeglk « Igiugig + llamna « Ivanof Bay « Kokhanok » Levelock
Newhalen « Nondaiton » Pedro Bay * Perryville » Pliot Point » Paps Vannoy = Port Alsworth » Port Heiden « Ugashik
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forward operating Base (FOB) for a possible alert location for the F-22. However, we will J 516
assume the F-22 will assume the present role of the F-15 in Alaska and will use this FOB for

certain operational and contingency alert situations. Therefore this EIS applies to the

Environmental Consequences mentioned in this Draft EIS as they pertain to this region.

A large portion of the Lake and Peninsula is of Alaska Native heritage 76% therefore the

subsistence issue is of concern to the Borough, As mentioned in the EIS many of the residents of

these Alaska Native villages depend upen hunting, trapping, and fishing for their livelihood.

Therefore we are concerned that increased noise, particularly sonic booms, could impact their
traditional resources and subsistence way of life. There is some concern in regards to over 517
flights near villages and in areas of traditional use.for subsistence harvesting.

In addition the Borough contains three National Parks, three National Wildlife Refuges, and
many State Critical Habitat Areas. We want to maintain the present condition of all or improve
the habjtat from present conditions and to ensure pristine habitat for fish, birds and wildlife.

However, this does not mean we are opposed to the possibility of Elmendorf AFB being selected

as the primary selection for the initial beddown of the F-22. If Eimendorfis the base of choice

for the F-22 Beddown we wish for this transition to have as little affect as possible on the 18
~ cultural and traditional values of the Alaska Natives of the Lake and Peninsula Borough, and the 5

habitat maintained in the National Parks, Wildlife Refuges and State Critical Habitat Areas of

this region.

If you have any questions concerning the above comments please contact Borough Manager,
Walt Wrede of me at 907-246-3421.

Sincerely,
At Lo

Marvin R. Smith
Community Development Coordinator

cc: Maureen McCrea, DGC
‘Wayne Dolezal, ADF&G
Deb Leggett, NPS

Ca\Data¥Comments on Dreft EIS for F-22 Beddown.doc

 STATE OF ALASKA

@THCENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE
550 W, 7TH AVENUE, SUITE 16860
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 98501
PH: (907) 269-7470/FAX: (907} 268-398'1

A AaR L

009015

TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION
00 CENTRAL OFFICE
E, PO BOX 110030

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0030
PH; (907) 465-3562/FAX: (907) 465-3078

June 14, 2001

O PIPELINE COORDINATOR'S OFFICE
411 WEST 4TH AVENUE, SUITE 2C
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 985071-2343
PH: (907) 271-4317/FAX: (807) 272-3828

Ms. Brenda Cook

HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley AAFB, VA 23665-2769

Dear Ms. Cook:

SUBJECT:  INITIAL F-22 OPERATIONAL WING BEDDOWN
STATE1D. NO. AK 0105-11AA
NEPA RESPONSE

On April 30, 2001 the Division of Governmental Coordination (DGC) received the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposal to locate, or beddown, 72 operational
F-22 aircraft at an existing Air Force base. The U.S. Air Force prepared this document to satisfy
the requirements of the NEPA. I distributed the information you provided to the State agencies
and appropriate coastal districts that participate in reviews associated with consistency with the
Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) and requested that they send responses directly to
you. .
In addition to meeting your obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
federal agencies also must meet obligations under the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
(15 CFR 930.33, .34, and .37) and the ACMP. Specifically, the CZMA requires the following:

1. Effects determination. Federal agencies must determine if the activity will result in effects to
the land or water uses or natural resources of the coastal zone. This project is located on
federal land. Though by definition federal land is excluded from the coastal zone, federal
agencies must comply with the consistency provisions of section 307 of the CZMA when
federal actions outside the coastal zone have spillover impacts.

2. Negative determination or consistency determination. The effects analysis resuits in either a
negative determination or a consistency determination:

A. Negative determination. If the federal agenéy dewmﬁes that the activity will not affect

% orinted on recvelad naner
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review is not required. However, DGC consults with the State resource agencies, through
anon-ACMP review, concerning the federal agency’s determination of no effect.

B. Consistency determination, If the federal agency determines that the federal activity wiil
affect the coastal zone, it prepares a consistency determination, and an ACMP review by
the State is required.

The State has not received your analysis of effects with respect to the enforceable policies of the
ACMP and your subsequent determination -- either a negative determination or a consistency
determination. 1 called your office on May 5, 2001 to discuss how the USAFT plans to meet its
obligations under the CZMA. Because I did not hear back from your office, I initiated the
review of the draft EIS only for its adequacy under NEPA, and not the CZMA. At least 90 days
before the USAF makes its final decision to use Elmendorf Air Force Base as a base of
operations, you must submit the required analysis of consistency with the enforceable policies of
the ACMP and provide the State of Alaska with your determination.

T look forward to receiving your response. Please contact me at (907) 269-7473, or email
maureen_mecrea@gov.state.ak.us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Maureen McCrea
Senior Project Review Coordinator

ce:

Karlee Gaskill, DNR/DMLW -
Tim Rumfelt, DEC

Don McKay, DFG/DHR
Dan Golden, DOT/PF
Thede Tobish, MOA.

Ken Hudson, MSB

Arne Erickson, BBB

Andy DeValpine, BBCRSA
Marv Smith, L&PB

John Oscar, Cefialiulriit
Rex Blazer, DGC

S:\dge\a-files\maureen'0105-11 NEPA response
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During Interim: (June - Dec.) During Session: {Jan. - May)

716 West 4th Avenue, Suite 500 State Capitol
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2133 Tupeau, Alaska 99801-1182
(907) 265-0200 (907) 465-4993

Fax (907) 465-3872

Fax (907) 269-0204

Senator Drue Pearce

June 14, 2001

Barbara Cook

HC ACC/CEVFP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley, AFB VA 23665-276%

Dear Ms. Cook,

I would like to register my strong support to the United States Air Force to select Elmendorf
Air Force Base for deployment of the F-22 Raptor aircraft. This aircraft will complement
existing defense capabilities and significantly boost Alaska's economy. An Alaska
deployment puts the world's top fighter aircraft on a forward base at one of the most strategic
locations in North America and complements the U.S. military's first strike capabilities.

The Alaska Legislature took official action this past session and unanimously passed a
resolution encouraging the United States Air Force to select Elmendorf Air Force Base for
deployment of the F-22 Raptor. I have enclosed a copy for your review and am hopeful that
you give Elmendorf Air force Base your full consideration.

Alaska State Senator

enclosure

Senator_Drue_Pearce@legis.state.ak.us

Comments
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HOUSE CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 3(MLYV)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE SPECTIAL COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AND VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Offered: 2/21/01
Referred: Rules

Spensor(s): SENATORS LEMAN, Kelly, Wilken, Cowdery, Taylor, Pearce

REPRESENTATIVES Murkowski, Masek, Foster, Green, Wilson, James, Harris
A RESOLUTION

Relating to the deployment of F-22 Raptor aircraft at Elmendorf Air Force Base.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the United States Air Force is developing the F-22 Raptor to replace
many of the United States Air Force's aging F-15 aircraft as the United States' front-line air
superiority fighter; and

WHEREAS the F-22 Raptor combines the capability for low-range observation,
supercruise capability, increased range, and enhanced offensive and defensive avionics to give
its pilots first-look, first-shot, and first-kill capability against the aircraft of a potential eneray;
and

WHEREAS the F-22 Raptor is being developed to counter lethal threats posed by
advanced surface-to-air missile systems and next-generation fighters equipped with launch-
and-leave missiles; and

WHEREAS the F-22 Raptor is widely regarded as the most advanced fighter in the
world, and has reduced support requirements and maintenance costs; and

‘WHEREAS the United States Air Force plans to begin deploying the F-22 Raptor in
2005 and to procure 339 F-22 Raptor aircraft by the end of 2013; and

SJR003b -1-

HCS SIR 3(MLV)
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WHEREAS military aircraft in Alaska deploy anywhere on the globe on short notice
to deliver whatever ordnance or capability is required; and

WHEREAS the United States Air Force is in the process of completing the
environmental analysis necessary to deploy the F-22 Raptor in an area, and this analysis will
cover the use of land in the area, the air space available above the area, the ability to train in
the area, the safety of deploying in the area, the socioeconomic effects of deployment on the
area, the biological and cultural Tesources of the area, the effects of noise on the area, the
effects of deployment on the quality of air and water in the area, and the cumulative effects of
deployment on the area; and ’

WHEREAS impact ranges and areas for military land training maneuvers are located,
for the most part, directly underneath Alaska air space and provide excellent opportunities for
joint military training; and

WHEREAS Elmendorf Air Force Base has an excellent record of environmental
compliance and cooperation with its surrounding communities; and )

WHEREAS Alaska's strategic location for the defense of North America and for joint
training and experimentation opportunities together with unmatched community support, have
been frequently noted by senior military leaders in Alaska, as well as civilian and military
leaders at the highest levels;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature encourages the United Siaics

complement existing defense capabilities.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Donald Rumsfeld, United
States Secretary of Defensé; the Honorable F. Whitten Peters, Secretary of the Air Force;
Lieutenant General Norton A. Schwartz, Commander, Alaskan Command, U.S. Air Force;
Admiral Dennis C. Blair, Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, U.S. Navy; and tc the
Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the
Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

HCS SJR 3(MLV) -2- SJRO03b
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Predmont Planning District Commission

“IMPROVING LOCAL GOVERNMENT THROUGH REGIONAL PLANNING AND COOPERATION"

June 19, 2001

Ms. Brenda Cook

HQ ACC/CEVP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 102
Langley AFB VA 23665-2769

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Initial F-22 Operational Wing
Beddown

Dear Ms. Cook:

The Commission recently received a request to make a presentation from Ms. Dianne Obler, a
representative from a citizen’s group here in the Farmville interested in the F-22 issue. That
group was granted a block of time to appear before the Piedmont Planning District Commission at
its regular June 7, 2001 meeting.

The Commission has agreed to summarize their presentation and to submit to to your office for
consideration. A summary of the presentation by Ms, Obler and other spokespersons from the
group is enclosed along with several specific requests. Also enclosed are several local news
articles relating to the subject.

The Commission concurs with the first request that an extension of the comment period be

granted so that interested parties may submit further comment. The Commission has taken no :| 520

specific action, either for or against, requests two, three and four.

While this matter could come up again at our July meeting, the Commission is primarily interested
in helping to disseminate accurate information on the subject to the citizens of this region. We

Sincerely yours,

Jack E. Houghton
Executive Director

ENCLOSURES

SERVING
COUNTIES OF AMELIA, BUCKINGHAM, CHARLOTTE, CUMBERLAND, LUNENBURG, NOTTOWAY, PRINCE EDWARR:
AND TOWNS OF BLACKSTONE, GREWE, DILLWYN, FARMVILLE, KENBRIDGE AND VISTRRIA

102+1/2 HIGH STREET + P.Q. BOX P+ FARMVILLE, VIRGINIA 23001 « (204) 392-8104, 392-8105, FAX 392:5933
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Piedmont Planing District Commission
F22 Beddown
Citizen’s Comments
June 7, 2001

fj_engra! (;g YIMMENTS:;

Ms. Barbara Lietzler - Ms. Lietzler stated she did not have a prepared statement. Ms. Lietzler
stated she was at the May 26" Air Force meeting. Ms. Lietzler stated that 10 jets went over her
house yesterday and ten went ovet het the day before, She stated that that they are very loud and
she would like it to be stopped. Ms. Lictzler stated she lived in the Abilene area of Prince Edward
County. (House marked on VDOT map) Ms. Lietzler stated she did not care which branch of the
military was flying over her house she just wants it stopped.

Ms. Joan Kruzicki - Ms. Kruzicki stated she moved here in August from Virginia Beach because
the jet noise was so oppressive there. Ms. Kruzicki stated she spent a year researching where she
was going to move, She wanted to move somewhere quiet that had some economic development.
Ms. Kruzicki stated she is a special education teacher and wanted to move somewhere that valued
education and has a good quality of life. Ms. Kruzicki stated she looked far and wide before
moving to this area. Ms. Kruzicki stated this area is so beautiful and a wonderful place to live.
Ms. Kruzicki stated the planes fly over house all the time and are loud. Ms. Kruzicki stated that 521
10 one is going to be able te sell their property with the loud jets flying over it. Ms. Kruzicki
stated that Virginia Beach had an impact study done that basically lied and said there was no
impact. Ms. Kruzicki stated that property values and the quality of life went down once the jets
started flying over here. Ms. Kruzicki stated there are citizens that are suing the City of Virginia
Beach over this impact study. Ms. Kruzicki stated that at least there the City of Virginia Beach
did benefit economically, here there is no monetary benefit from the flyovers. Ms. Kruzicki feels
that the noise is a form of pollution. Ms. Kruzicki stated other people will not move here if they
find out about the jet noise. Ms. Kruzicki also stated she did not care who is flying over she
wanted the MOA closed in this region. Ms. Kruzicki stated she will move if the F22's come to
this area. Ms. Kruzicki stated she is a northner and there are a lot of other people who have
moved to this area who came here to escape the noise and won’t stay if this continues. Ms.
Kruzicki lives in the Rice area of Prince Edward County.

Ms. Diane Obler thanked Mr. Houghton and the Commission for listening to the groups
comments without being on the scheduled agenda. Ms. Obler stated since the May 29" meeting
she has been calling AFB officials trying to get more information on the F22's beddown at
Langley. Ms. Obler stated she called Langley, Shaw, Seymour Johnson, Oceana, and thereis a
big cover-up because no one wanted to tell her anything. However, when she spoke with Mr.
John Clemens, Langley AFB, Operation Department Air Space Manager, whom she spoke with
over an hour, stated at one point “I don’t do anything without consulting the Piedmont Regional
Plarning Commission, believe me I know what happens when I don’t consult with them first.”
Ms. Obler stated that is when she discovered whotn she should consult with that would have a say
in this situation. Ms. Obler stated she also learned from Mr, Clemins that the PDC was

Page 1 of 3
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instrumental in getting the Town of Farmville excluded from the MOA. Ms. Obler stated that she
knows that the PDC can get things done and that Langley listens to the PDC. Ms. Obler stated
that in listening to the Commission meeting business she stated she heard it stated that number
one asset in this region is people and this region wants to attract people possibly in the technology
industry to this area. Ms, Obler stated that noise pollution does not make this area an attractive
place to settle. Ms. Obler stated if you want high quality people to settle in this area, if you are
concerned with economic growth you do not want aircraft noise pollution. Noise pollution will 522
be a detriment to economic growth. Ms. Obler stated that she understands that the PDC heips
localities prepare submissions to various bodies, and stated that they need help in preparing a
submission to Langley AFB, Secretary of the Air Force, Senator Warner, and Congressman
Goode. Ms. Obler stated that the PDC represents this area and can help them in preparing a
proposal.

Ms. Obler stated she wanted to share with the PDC some facts that she learned from the May 29"
meeting and from Mr. Clemins at Langley AFB.

*  Farmville is the primary land MOA for Langley AFB and it also services Oceana,
Seymour Johnson, Shaw and Richmond. Ms. Obler stated there are a lot of AFR 523
trying to fly in the 45 mile area of the MOA.

s The Farmville MOA is one of only two in Virginia. The other one is in Northern
Virginia and there is one other small one at Ft. Pickett. The Farmville MOA has been
in existence for 17 years. Ms. Obler stated that the citizens of this region have been
putting up with the jets and it is now time for some other citizens in other areas to
have to put up with the jet noise.

o Ms. Obler stated she was told that the F-22's will be louder than the F-15's.

*  There are five sites being considered for the F-22 beddown. Of the five sites there is
one in Alaska and another is in Idaho. These two sites have four or five MOA’s for fly 524
zones. Langley has only one MOA, the Farmville MOA. The other two sites are low

populated areas compared to the Farmville MOA.

Whereas, most citizens in the Farmville MOA did not learn of the proposal to beddown the new
F22 aircraft at Langley AFB until the public information meeting on May 29, 2001.

Whereas, our congressional representative, Virgil Goode was not informed by Langley, AFB of
the May 29, 2001 meeting so that he could attend or send representation and

Whereas, Sarah Tetry acting on behalf of Representative Goode has spoken twice at length with
SM Sgt. Kevin Wallsten information officer at Langley, AFB and he has stated that to his

Page 2 of 3
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knowledge no elected officials in the Farmville MOA were informed of the May 29™ meeting by 525
Langley AFB and he has admitted that this oversight was the result of a breakdown in the
communication process on the part of Langley, AFB.

1. We petition the Piedmont Planning District Commission request an extension of the deadline 526
for public input on the F22 beddown at Langley, AFB from June 10 to July 10 in order that
concerned citizens may have adequate time to circulate petitions throughout the Farmville
MOA area and to attend meetings of elected officials in all cities, towns and counties in the
Farmville MOA, most of which meet only once per month. This request should be faxed to
(757) 764-9199 attention, Ms. Brenda Cook and Allton Chavis, Chief of Environmentat
Analysis at Langley, AFB.

2. We further petition that this planning commission request of Ms. Cook, Mr. Chavis and cther
persons with authority over this matter, that the new F22 not be bedded down at Langely,
but go to alternate sites already being considered, either in Alaska or Idaho.

3. If petition #2 is not granted, we then request that any F22's bedded down at Langely, AFB
not be permitted to fly in the Farmville MOA, as this is a change in usage from the original
parameters outlined when the Farmville MOA was established.

4. I petition #3 is not granted, we then request that each County in the Farmville MOA be
compensated in the amount of $2 million anmually for the quality of life which has been
sacrificed due to the military aircraft noise pollution which our citizens are suffering from.
More information can be obtained from the June 6* Farmville Herald Editorial. Mr.

rest of the State our citizens should be compensated just as if we take garbage from other
areas we would be compensated.

Citizens Present:
Ms. Barbara Lictzke,
Mr. Kemper Beasley, 111, {Congressman Goode’s Office

Mr. William E. Thompson,
Mr. Charles Obler,

Ms, Joan Kruzicki,
Ms. Angela Whittaker,
Ms. Jane Capon,

Mr, Steve Capon,
Ms, Dianne Obter,

Page3 of 3
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Senator Loren Leman

HOUSE CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 3(MLYV)
June 21, 2001

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
Ms. Brenda Cook

“HC ACC/CEVP TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
129 Andrews St., Suite 102 .
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769 ) BY THE HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AND VETERANS® AFFAIRS
) ' ' Offered: 2/21/01
Dear Ms. Cook: Referred: Rules
Isupport the deployment of the F-22 Raptor at Elmendorf Air Force Base at the arliest Sponsor(s): SENATORS LEMAN, Kelly, Wilken, Cowdery, Taylor, Pearce

possible date. Alaska offers uncrowded air space and impact ranges and areas for
military land training maneuvers directly beneath Alaska air space. This provides an
excellent opportunity for joint military training,

REPRESENTATIVES Murkoewski, Masek, Foster, Green, Wilson, James, Harris

A RESOLUTION

The Alaska Legislature expressed its support for the F-22 Raptor déployment at
Elmendorf Air Force Base by passing my Senate Joint Resolution 3. Ihave enclosed 2
copy of the resolution which outlines the positive elements of an Elmendorf deployment.

I Relating to the deployment of F-22 Raptor aircraft at Elmendorf Air Force Base.

2 BEIT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
Elmendorf AFB is part of my legislative district and I am familiar with its capabilities
and future promise. - The addition of the F-22 Raptor to Elmendorf will enhance our

: 1 WHEREAS the United States Air Force is developing the F-22 Raptor to replace
national security.

many of the United States Air Force's aging F-15 aircraft as the United States' front-line air
-Sincerely, superiority fighter; and

3
4
5 .
%VW . 6 WHEREAS the F-22 Raptor combines the capability for low-range observation,
e .
8
9

’ supercruise capability, increased range, and enhanced offensive and defensive avionics to give
Senator Loren Leman

Senate Majority Leader its pilots first-look, first-shot, and first-kill capability against the aircraft of a potential enemy;
and

10 WHEREAS the F-22 Raptor is being developed to counter lethal threats posed by

11  advanced surface-to-air missile systems and next-generation fighters equipped with launch-

12 and-leave missiles; and )

13 WHEREAS the F-22 Raptor is widely regarded as the most advanced fighter in the

14 world, and has reduced support requirements and maintenance costs; and

15 WHEREAS the United States Air Force plans to begin deploying the F-22 Raptor in

16 2005 and to procure 339 F-22 Raptor aircraft by the end of 2013; and

SJR003b A HCS SJR 3(MLYV)
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WHEREAS military aircraft in Alaska deploy anywhere on the globe on short notice
to deliver whatever ordnance or capability is required; and

WHEREAS the United States Air Force is in the process of completing the
environmental analysis necessary to deploy the F-22 Raptor in an area, and this analysis will
cover the use of land in the area, the air space available above the area, the ability to train in
the area, the safety of deploying in the area, the socioeconomic effects of deployment on the
area, the biological and cultural resources of the area, the effects of noise on the area, the
effects of deployment on the quality of air and water in the area, and the cumulative effects of
deployment on the area; and '

WHEREAS impact ranges and areas for military land training maneuvers are located,
for the most part, directly underneath Alaska air space and provide excellent opportunities for
joint military training; and

WHEREAS Elmendorf Air Force Base has an excellent record of environmental
compliance and cooperation with its surrounding communities; and

WHEREAS Alaska's strategic location for the defense of North America and for joint
training and experimentation opportunities together with unmatched community support, have
been frequently noted by senior military leaders in Alaska, as well as civilian and military
leaders at the highest levels;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature encourages the United States
Air Force to select Eimendorf Air Force Base for deployment of the F-22 Raptor to
complement existing defense capabilities.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Donald Rumsfeld, United
States Secretary of Defense; the Honorable F. Whitten Peters, Secretary of the Air Force;
Lieutenant General Norton A. Schwartz, Commander, Alaskan Command, U.S. Air Force;
Admiral Dennis C. Blair, Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, U:S. Navy; and to the
Honorable Ted Stevens and the Homorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the

Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.
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July 3, 2001

Mr, Charlie H. Ellis I}

EIR Program Manager

Department of Environmental Quality

Post Office Box 10009

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Re: Initial F-22 Operational Wing

Beddown at Langley Air Force
Base DEQ# 01-067F (ENV:GEN)

Dear Mr. Ellis:

Pursuant to your request of April 27, 2001, the staff of the
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission has reviewed the Draft
Environmental !mpact Statement for the Initial F-22 rational Win
Beddown. We have contacted the City of Hampton concerning the
project.

Attached is a copy of a letter we received from the City of
Hampton identifying its concerns. In summary, the City is supportive of
the project. However, it seems that the impact from increased noise
levels cannot be adequately assessed at this time. This is due to the
fact that noise levels in the EIS were estimated using F-18 data not F-
22 data. Noise data for the F-22 is not yet available. Accurate noise
data is needed in determining the noise contours used by the City in its
planning.efforts. The F-22 noise data should.be provided to the City as
soon as it becomes availabie.

We appreciate the opportunity tc review this project. If you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Arthur L. Collins

Executive Director/Secretary
HRV:th
Attachment

cc: Mr. Donald Whipple, HA
Ms. Brenda Cook

ARTHUR L, COLLINS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR/SECRETARY

:|527
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‘ If you have any additional questions regarding these comments, please
069023 feel free to contact Donald A Whipple, City Planner at 727-6140,
Sincerely,

” City of Hampton -
 The | Tazsforens

Terry P. O’Neill
Director of Planning

Jime 12, 2001

Hugo Valverde

Hampton Roads District Commission
723 Woodiake Drive

Chesapeake, VA 23320

Re:  Comment on the Environmental Impact Review for the proposed

F-22 Operational Wing Beddown at Langiey Air Force Base cc. George Wallace, City Manager

Steve Shapiro, Director of Codes Compliance
Dear Mr. Valverde:

As 2 potential host community for the first operationa) wing of F-22
Raptors, the City of Hampton is very supportive of the proposed F-22 Operational
Wing Beddown at Langley Air Force Base. Langley Air Force Base and the City
of Hampton have a long and rich history of mutual support that we hope continues
well into the future.

Our staff has reviewed the environmental review document. The primary
public concern centers around the impact (if any) from noise. The document
makes some assertions as to the anticipated noise levels associated with the F-22
based upon data generated from the F-18. City staff has been informed by Air
Combat Command staff that F-22 specific noise data is not yet available,
Depending on the tesults of specific tests on the F-22, it may be necessary for the
City of Hampton to amend its noise contour districts. These districts.Tequite ........
certain types of building construction within these zones to mitigate noise to
acceptable jevels for the designated land use. It is difficult for us to assess the
extent of these noise impacts without specific information relative to the
expansion or contraction of noise contours from F-22 operations. It is alse 528
difficult for us to address specific questions from property owners who inquire as
1o the nature of the noise impacts to their property without this type of specific
data. -

We will continue to communicate directly with the appropriate Air
Combat Command staff to obtain the F-22 noise data so we may analyze any 529
necessary adjustments to the City’s noise contour districts surrounding Langley
Air Force Base, -

HRPDC

JUK 24 2001
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING .
22 LINCOLN STREET, HAMPTON, VIRGINIA 23669 PECEIvL

“Oldest Conlinuous English-Speaking Seftlement in America -1616”

Sann ACL)
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