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1 And with that, I'11 ask if anyone would Tlike to
2 make a statement on the record here today. Just

3 raise your hand if you do.

4 CHAIRMAN KECKLER: Sir?

5 HEARING OFFICER GREGORY: Yes.

6 CHAIRMAN KECKLER: I spoke with one of the

7 ladies there. The 15 gentlemen that are sitting

8 here -- or ladies and gentlemen are Council

9 representatives. As a result, I will provide you
10 with the sign-up sheet from the Council and that
11 will work for the 15 seated in this area and them
12 comments will be made as part of the Tribal Council.
13 So the ones that are not part of the group sitting
14 here, then you can i1l out them forms. But the
15 others will be part of the Council and the
16 correspondence will come back to here.
17 HEARING OFFICER GREGORY: Sounds good. The
18 cards are mainly just to identify who's doing the
19 talking. It's for the record.
20 CHAIRMAN KECKLER: Okay. Wwhat I've got, is
21 I've got Steve vance first and then I've got Bryce,
22 so if you don't mind.
23 HEARING OFFICER GREGORY: Wherever they want to
24 speak from. Sure.
25 MR. STEVE VANCE: (Speaking in Native Lakota)

COURT REPORTING SERVICES (605) 718-1107
34 2143

1 Greetings to everybody. My name is Steve Vance.

2 I'm with the Tribal cultural Preservation Ooffice. I
3 carry the title of what they say THPO, Tribal
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4 Historic Preservation Officer.
5 I would just Tike to remind Council and public
6 and Ellsworth, Langley, you know, the Air Force,
7 thaf right now we're making comment on the effects
8 to Cheyenne River. That is our boundaries. But
9 what I've come to find in working with cultural
10 Preservation is that we've been invited outside of
11 our jurisdiction for comment, and this is why I want
12 to remind everybody that traditional ancestoral
13 territories of the Lakota goes from the Big Horn
14 Mountains to the Mississippi River, from parts of
15 Canada to Oklahoma. So we have ancestors who are
16 buried in wyoming, Colorado, Montana, Minnesota,
17 Nebraska.
18 So through our program, we're invited outside
19 of our jurisdiction to make comments of adverse
20 effects, and this is what comments from Standing
21 Rock have made of -- I was gonna like maybe Tike
22 give a little scenario or example I was thinking,
23 but I would probably get hauled out of here by
24 Sergeant At Arms.
25 while all this was going on and the video and
COURT REPORTING SERVICES (605) 718-1107 -
1 stuff, I kinda picture that maybe if I sat back here
2 with a Tittle remote control helicopter and Tet it
3 buzz around in the corner here while everybody is
4 trying to paying attention. The reason I'm saying |
5 that is because that's a visual effect. Even though
6 you're trying to pay attention up here, you see ZL L}"q
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7 something off to the side that draws your attention.
8 These are some of the comments made by Tribes
9 of the effects. I mean, we're talking about Z_
10 environmental, but sometimes, you know, Lakota L)_ q
11 people, you have to remember on a traditional site,
12 is this nature is why we're here, the sun, the sky.
13 we've made these comments when it comes to the wind
14 turbines or to the cell towers. If a -- if a man or -
15 a woman is hanbleca'ing and they're sitting there
16 and they're looking off into the distance and here's hJ/\ E;
17 this big wind turbine turning in front of them
18 before the sun rises, it has an effect to that NA'7
19 person. Those are the cultural, what they say the
20 traditional cultural properties of where a person
21 will take that time.
22 But I just want the public and Council also to T
23 remember, you know, this is -- you know, it's above
24 us. It's not where we're standing, but yet it has
25 the same effect because you gotta remember where our

COURT REPORTING SERVICES (605) 718-1107 -
ancestors are, where they are. our children, our
grandchildren will be wanting to know that
information.

So I just want to remind everybody that through
our program, you know, we are addressing these
issues. oOur program is not the final say-so in the
EIS. It is you 15 and executive here who must

represent the voice of the people. This is why we

O 00 N O v B~ W N R

brought them here. And I wanted to make that
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Bracketed scans of agency, company, and other organization letters, as applicable, are provided in this
section.
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To: Ms. Linda De Vine
From: Bowman North Dakota County Commissioners

Subject: Powder River Training Areas

We the undersigned Bowman County Commissioners and Auditor are very concerned
about the proposed final impact draft presented at the public hearing, in Bowman, North
Dakota, September 22. Bowman would be directly under Powder River Area 3.

With the Energy sector expanding in our area, we are in the process of building a new | SO-10
airport to accommodate these corporations and associated businesses.

Energy growth, small businesses, and agricultural commodity production are essential |
for the survival of our community. The expanded training areas would greatly impact this S O-6
potential!

We hope the final recommendations include raising the Area 3 floor to 10,000 MSL,
which would greatly REDUCE the impact to our flight operations. D 0 ""f

Alternative C would be our next choice associated with the Powder River proposal. ——

In conclusion, we hope these recommendations and concerns are considered in the final
Powder River Impact study. Thank you for your attention.

County Commissioners: Auditor:

fibme - Fearid

Mo Al
G Bkl

Powder River Training Complex EIS
Appendix G Draft EIS Comments and Responses G-711




Final
November 2014

3002

FROM @ DAKOTAR RURAL ACTION FAX NO. @ 685 697 6238 Jan. 20 2211 95:29PM P1

P.O. Box 549
i P s Brookings, SD 57006

. .y \ . Tel 605.697.5204
Daxora RuraL AcTION S0 ca7 e

GRASSROOTS ORGANIZING FOR THE FUTURE

DRA West

1719 W. Main St., Ste. 303
Rapid City, SD 57702

Tel 605.718.4957

www.dakotarural.org

1/20/11

Linda DeVine, Program Manager
ACC/ATPS

129 Andrews St., Suite 337
Lengley AFB, VA 23665-2701
Fax: (757) 764-1975

—

Dakota Rural Action is submitting these comments on behalf of our over 900 members. We have serious

concems about the proposed cxpansion of the Powder River Training Complex. Including: ! PM -\,’
e The reduction of the ceiling to 500 feet; o
» The increased use of chaff and flarcs and the problems they may cause for cattle and wildfires; — SA- g/ BI'S
o ;I;he imp;wts of low flying on agricultural applicators, wind energy development and the health of | So-12
ivestock;
o The impacts of high speed, low flying aircraft on agricultural chemical drift; “1so-2
e The process the Air Force will use to determine and deal with damage claims, It’s preferred if local ] 50-12

government is the mechanism used to deal with these issuss.

Reducing the ceiling will have severe impacts on agriculture, the dominant industry in the region. Low flying So-2
planes will spook cattle, put producers working around the livestock at risk and cause concern for those L=
applying agricultural chemicals. The Air Force has given these concerns little attentions claiming they won't Sp-13
fly when there are agricultural activitics happening, However, agriculture happens every day of every year and —

more attention is needed in addressing these concemns.
g

The increased uses of chaff and flares causes many concerns mostly surrounding the release of forcign materigls S S
onto private land and the impacts of these materials on the land and property. Fire from the flares is one of the A
most important concems. | aed

The process the Air Force will usc to mitigate and deal with damage claims is also a concem. This process N SO-12
should really upon the local government agencies to determine the proper solution rather than an Air Force

Committee.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Since; jiy,
A dA

Frank J
Dakota Rural Action
Director
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Recreational Aviation Foundation
John McKenna, Jr., President

November 23, 2010

Ms. Linda Devine

HQ ACC/A7PS

129 Andrews Street, Room 337
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Powder River Training Complex
Dear Ms. Devine:

The Recreational Aviation Foundation (RAF) is a national organization with over 2000 supporters representing all
fifty states. One of our missions is to promote aviation safety for recreational pilots.

The RAF is in support of proper training of our armed forces. However, what is proposed in regard to the expansion
of the Powder River MOA is unacceptable. Public safety is compromised, especially with the lack of adequate radar ~ | AM-3
coverage and communication. The RAF recommends that serious consideration be given to using the MOAs nearer —
the air bases from which the planes will be flying, not increasing the risk to Montana pilots and their passengers with PN -2
low level bomber flights. The “see and avoid” concept does not work with the rapid closure rates that will occur. ~ —

The shear size of the proposed MOA expansion could encourage pilots to fly through enroute to their final SA-7
destination. -

Another mission of the RAF is to expand recreational opportunities for pilots. This entails the building of airstrips B

where there are recreational attributes. The RAF is concerned that if and when the organization wishes to build an So-{0
airstrip under the MOA, there will be opposition from the MOA administrators. —

Being familiar with the proposed expansion area, I know there are numerous ranchers who use their small aircraft to ]
inspect their cattle and check stock water facilities. They are not in a position to account for low level, high speed S A-q
training aircraft over their land. Once again, this proposal puts others at risk.

On behalf of the RAF, I urge you to delay the Powder River MOA expansion until all the concerns of Montana’s
aviation community have been resolved to the satisfaction of all concerned parties.

Sincerely,

2 e

ohn McKenna, Jr, President
Recreational Aviation Foundation

Cc: Senator Max Baucus

Senator Jon Tester
Congressman Denny Rehberg
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Air Dakota Flite Inc.

P.O. Box 429 . Hettinger, North Dakota 58639 . 701-567-2069 or 1-800-258-2069
RE: Proposed Buffalo Powder River MOA

Air Dakota Flite, Inc. in Hettinger, ND (HEI) has been in business for over 40 years. We are a
FBO, with crop spraying as the mainstay of our business. For several different reasons, we would
consider a MOA in our area to be a hardship to our business.

Qur first area of concern is with crop spraying. Currently, our trade area for spraying is a radius
of 80-100 miles from Hettinger, more north, east, then west, least to the south. We maintain 500’ AGL 50 -2
when flying to and from fields, then lower for actual spraying. When our sprayers are loaded, they are
near gross weight. Right now our concerns are wind and visibility. With a proposed MOA, our concerns
are significantly increased. In the 1980’s, there was a bomber route through our area using B52s and
some fighter jets. B52s were relatively easy to spot, but even then, there were times, that our spray
pilots had to change course in order to feel safe. Itis also our concern that B1s and B2s will be more .S A'7
difficult to see by our pilots. Unseen aircraft, a loaded spray plane and the wake turbulence could add
up to a major problem. __.J

With our general aviation we have a couple concerns. The first involves our local pilots. Many
of them are “Sunday fliers” or pilots who are generally out enjoying the country only during nice
weather conditions. So, a MOA would seriously curtail their activity. A local businessman flies
routinely, and it would be difficult to schedule his flying with a MOA. In Hettinger, we have a fairly $0-S
active medical center. We have an average of 1-2 flights per week, bringing doctors to our clinic. These
flights mainly use instrument approach and come even in adverse weather conditions. Most of this
charter traffic comes from Bismarck, ND, but we do have one doctor that routinely flies in from Rapid
City, SD. During the past 6 months, we have also seen an increase in air ambulance flights with an
average of 2 per month. We feel that a MOA could affect our general aviation and the interest that is

now enjoyed. _

Likewise, any transient flights to our airport will be seriously curtailed with a MOA. Pilots flying ]
through our area are more likely to check the maps and decide to stay clear of our area. Our business 5@ - (D
will be reduced from lack of pilots using our facilities, fuel sales, etx. Our community also will lose

business. —

Another area of concern involves our current and future pilots. In the past 30+ years, we've had
an area north of Hettinger that we use for our flight instruction, a practice area for our students. If this
area is listed as a MOA, we feel that it will deter the general public from checking into flight instruction. S50-2 Q
It would be difficult to concentrate on learning or instructing if you are worried about military traffic in

the area. —

Seruing The West River Brea
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As a part of our business, we fly an aerial survey for wildlife. This is done for ND Game & Fish
Department and we fly Adams, Bowman and Hettinger counties for antelope and deer count. Thisisa SA—C(?
low level flight and as a pilot, you are watching the ground for animals, not the skies for military aircraft. |

ADFI pilots also have a low level flight for highline patrol. Again, the pilots concern is lookingat ™|
high lines, not for other low level traffic. A MOA would make our low level flights more dangerous to
our pilots. Therefore, this is a great concern for us.

Another low level flight for us is our oil pipeline patrol. Our pilots fly this patrol at 500" AGL and
below and are constantly looking downward for any oil leaks and or obstacles. They follow a marked 5 A’-]
area (trench line) that twists, turns, up and over hills, rivers, around train tracks that spans about 1200
miles of pipeline in southwest ND. We are dependent on weather for this flying and therefore do not
follow any set dates. We fly Monday through Sunday, sun up to sun down. Many times, in past years,
as with spraying, our pilots flying this pipeline have had to take actions to avoid military jets. Again, a
big concern for us!

1

Last, but not least, | am concerned about the possibilities of a wind farm near Hettinger. There ]
has been land leased for the past 4 years north of Hettinger and north of Gascoyne for the expressed
purpose of a wind farm. So, the possibility of having renewable energy developed in our areais a SO -I 7
distinct probability. The major hold up right now is that more investors are needed before the wind
farms can proceed. | feel that having a MOA in our area would basically halt any renewable energy
development in this area. -—-J

| recently attended an informational meeting at Bowman, ND. | met with Linda DeVine and feel |
that it was a good discussion. She told to resubmit our concerns at this time. | would like to see the
ceiling for the proposed MOA be higher than 500 ft. It would be nice if there were established routes,
so we would know where to be watching. There are a lot of questions that we still feel need to be G,E -l
addressed. We truly fee that this would be a hardship for our business and to our local flight traffic. At
this time, with the information we have, we are opposed to a MOA in our service area.

Sch ( ; %«%/M[
7

P.S. Are there any plans to have an informational meeting in the Hettinger, ND area? Also, | would

appreciate some sort of response so that | know mi Ietiiai liii llziii reii'islziii. My phone number is -

Uik, B bhuit
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allegiant

November 10, 2010
Sent via Federal Express

Ms. Linda Devine

HQ ACC/A7PS

129 Andrews St. Room 337
Langley AFB, VA 23655-2769

RE: POWDER RIVER MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA

Dear Ms. Devine,

Please accept this correspondence as Allegiant’s official
comment on the proposed expansion of the Powder River Military
Operations Area (PRMOA).

Allegiant Air currently offers non-stop, commercial air
service to Bismarck, North Dakota from two destinations located
in the Southwest region of the United States. It is our
contention, based on a review of the Environmental Impact
Statement provided by the United States Air Force, that the
proposed expansion of the PRMOA will have a significant impact
on our current flight operations.

Specifically, we have identified two general areas of
concern with respect to the expansion. First, the expansion of
the Powder River Military Operations Area raises serious safety
concerns. Second, the expansion raises concerns about the
efficiency of Allegiant flight operations to Bismarck.

SOC

Travel is our deal’
Geal

8360 S. Durango Drive - Las Vegas, Nevada 89113 702.851.7300 + 702.851.7301 allegiant.com
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At Allegiant, the safety and well-being of both our
passengers and crew 1s paramount. Thus, developments that
present a safety risk are taken very seriously. Accordingly,
we are concerned about the safety risks inherent in the
proposed expansion. No doubt the increased presence of high-
speed military aircraft in close proximity to flight paths of
civilian aircraft increases the risk of such a mid-air :SA—I
collision. Admittedly, while the risk itself may be small, any
increase in such a risk presents a significant concern.
Further, the aforementioned risk is magnified by the fact that
pilots may be precluded in certain situations from flying under
instrument flight rules, thereby further increasing the risk.

Additionally, civilian aircraft risk encountering |
increased air turbulence caused by wake vortices from large
military aircraft. While the risk of injuries resulting from SA'7
such turbulence may be 1low, turbulence is uncomfortable and
generally frightening for both passengers and crew members. _

With respect to operational concerns, we believe that the
expansion of the PRMOA will have a negative impact on the
efficiency of each flight to and from Bismarck. Specifically,
the increased size of the PRMOA airspace would require pilots
to dramatically alter their flight path, resulting in both time 50"8
and cost inefficiencies. For example, a pilot landing at BIS
would be forced to fly around the area completely, or fly above
the area and then descent rapidly once the aircraft was clear |
of the PRMOA. Similarly, a pilot departing BIS to an Allegiant
destination would be forced to maneuver around the PRMOA, or
rapidly ascent after take-off in an effort to get above PRMOA ESC)’7
airspace. Consequently, Allegiant would incur substantial
increases in fuel charges driven by a substantial decrease in
flight efficiency.

—

Further complications will arise when the PRMOA is active. |
During military operations, Allegiant pilots may be required to
operate under visual flight rules (VFR). In inclement weather,
or at times when visibility is 1low, Allegiant would have no -SE)_S?
choice but to take delays as flying in such conditions under

VFR 1is prohibited. Delays to Allegiant aircraft result in
significant costs to the company in terms of both revenue and
reputation.

—_—

S0Q

Travel is our deal.
aeat.

8360 S. Durango Drive Las Vegas, Nevada 89113 = 702.851.7300 702.851.7301 allegiant.com
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SMARCK AERO CENTER
e =

B R R ettt iudad

2301 University Dr. #53

Bismarck, ND 58401

RE: Powder River EIS
TO: Whom it may concern

Bismarck Aero Center (BAC) is a Fixed Base Operator (FBO) located at the Bismarck Airport (KBIS) and is a subsidiary of
Aircraft Management Services (AMS). We have been in business at the KBIS airport for 20 years. As a FBO we wear
many hats and service many areas of aviation. We are an avid supporter of our military and its contribution to our
freedoms. Our main revenue comes from ground support of the flying public. We have many concerns pertaining to the
proposed expansion of the Powder River MOA.

As a provider of aviation fuel 30 % of our fuel business comes from transient aircraft. The implementation of the
proposed changes would encourage our cross country clients to find other stops that were more predictable and less
inhibited by restrictions that reroute IFR traffic. This alone could cost us in excess of $300,000 in gross revenue annually.

There are approximately 80 medical flights that originate in Bismarck monthly. Not all of these flights originate at our
facility; however all of them require maintenance, and purchase fuel and require storage at this airport. These flights
service the small communities such as Hettinger and Bowman in North Dakota and some of the western cities in eastern
Montana with medical services that are not readily available in the small rural communities. These teams can be more |
efficient and flying adds economic value to them and the community. The proposed MOA expansion would cause 50-3
cancellations and delays that would soon render these services too expensive to provide and these services would no
longer be available to the rural communities.

Under this proposal there are provisions to accommodate air ambulance flights. Air ambulance flights are rarely ot
scheduled and as implied are needed on the spur of the moment. The lack of communication in the MOA would imply SK' | ?
that this MOA could not be cleared without delay to a life flight request. These could cause life and death delays. The —
EIS states that most of these flights are conducted below 10,000 feet witch is a statement that is not the norm any more.
Most lifeguard flights today are provided by high performance pressurized aircraft capable of flight in excess of 25,000 SA’I 57
feet. These high flights satisfy the need for increased safety and comfort for the passengers.

Our Upper Midwest economy is spurred by energy development. Oil and energy companies fly daily trips from out of
this area transporting teams of specialists in and out of the area. The expansion of this MOA will cross the direct route SO’?
of many of these flight and cause delays that will have a negative effect on the their respective companies and the state
of North Dakota. ]

Charter operators provide flights into these rural areas that are proposed to underlie the expanded MOA’s. These
operators operate under a more stringent set of rules and the uncertainty and unpredictability of these airspaces will

cause significant delays to these operators.
—

North Dakota has a very high use of agricultural aircraft used to apply pesticides to growing crops. With the amount of ]
productive acres that lie below the proposed expansion and their need for these services, the exposure to conflict with 5 A’ | 5—
military aircraft multiplies exponentially during the application season. Regulation suggests that once these heavy less
maneuverable aircraft apply their load and start back to the airfield to reload that they maintain an altitude of 500 feet
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Ms. Linda DeVine
Page 3
November 11, 2010

Safety Concerns of Non-Participating VFR Traffic —
General aviation traffic operating within the boundaries of the proposed PRTC use see and avoid to mitigate
the risk of a mid air collision. The success of see and avoid is dependent on aircraft below 10,000 feet
operating at or below 250 knots. The USAF plans to operate at speeds up to 540 knots within the PRTC.
While this operation may be legal under the USAF’s waiver with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), 5 A—7
it does not make good sense nor is it a responsible use of this massive airspace area. At best, this operation
will render see and avoid difficult to impossible. Despite the watver permitting operations in excess of 250
knots below 10,000 feet, the requirements for see and avoid remain. The USAF has not explained how, at
more than 500 knots, they plan to see or avoid a VFR aircraft operating legally within the active MOA.

Because the proposed airspace will be accessible to non-participating VFR aircraft, there are increased risks
associated with the release of chaff and flares that the USAF has not adequately identified. The flares burn in 1.3 A'S
excess of 2000 degrees Fahrenheit for at least 500 feet vertically, creating a risk of the flare embers coming
into contact with non-participating aircraft. With the failure rate of these flares at 1%, there is also a potential —
for an un-ignited flare (dud) to come into contact with a non-participating aircraft while in flight. The

damage that would result from such contact would range from minor to disastrous and could potentally

result in loss of life. S A-I 6,

The use of chaff within the proposed MOA poses a similar risk. By design, chaff must form a cloud of
metallic fibers at least 30 meters in diameter. The risks to non-participating civil aircraft unknowingly flying SA-2 b
through one of these clouds includes, but are not limited to: in-flight windscreen blanketing, engine foreign
object damage (FOD), turbine FOD, propeller FOD, aircraft environmental system contamination, and

possible navigation and communication equipment interference.

Summary

AOPA understands and respects the military’s need to train. However, the massive scale of this airspace will

have devastating impacts on the general aviation industry. The size and charted times of use are excessive, ] AM @

unjustified, and must be reduced. We strongly recommend the USAF utilize early and continuous dialogue
with the user community during the development of additional SUA to meet training requirements. Based on
the economic impacts and safety concerns with the proposed expansion of the PRTC, we strongly GE-| [
recommend the USAF go back to the drawing board and involve users in a meaningful dialogue to ensure any
considered airspace expansion includes input from the user community. As proposed, AOPA opposes the =~ ——
PRTC due to the lack of justification for this expansive airspace design and its substantial impact on civil

aviation. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statemem‘—J GE L
for the Powder River Training Complex.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Kramer
Manager
Air Traffic Services
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United States Department of the Interior k_*
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT N

Miles City Field Office TAKE PRIDE
111 Garryowen Road INAMERICA
Miles City, Montana 59301-7000

www.blm.gov/mt

NOV 15 20100

11/15/2010 16:00 FAX 406 233 3650 MCFO BLM

In Reply Refer To:
1600 AMTCO000)

Ms. Linda DeVine

PRTC EIS Project Manager
HQ ACC/ATPP

129 Andrews Street, Suite 337
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2701

Dear Ms. DeVine:

Thank you for the opportunity te provide public comment on the Powder River MOA Training Compiex
(PRTC) draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The United States Department of the Interior
(USDI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Eastern Montana/Dakotas District (EMDD), Division of
Fire and Aviation within the Eastern Montana Fire Zone (EMFZ) has reviewed the proposal and would
like to provide comments. As our agency is a primary user of the current and proposed airspace, we
would like to see the following concerns addressed in the final Environmental Impact Statement
and in your deliberation toward choosing your preferred alternative to implement:

1) PRTC PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES
During the 2008 public scoping period, our office provided you with a request to consider another

alternative as was stated beJow:

“BLM would also like DoD to evaluate one additional alternative. Please consider, in
addition to the existing MOA, adding only one area identified as area PR-3 MOA in the
proposal literature. This MOA location north of the existing MOA would add space for
additional DoD training and also have the least impact on the Eastern Montana Fire Zone
{EMFZ) as far as the number and frequency of aircraft to schedule/deconflict.”

In reviewing the PRTC draft EIS, the military determined this alternative would not provide
adequate training airspace. In consideration of the proposed alternatives, the Fire and Aviation GE-Z
Division of our BLM office would prefer to support the No-Action Alternative over the proposed
Alternatives A, B, and C. This is due to the following considerations: potential increased man —
hours that would be required vo coordinate/deconflict the majority of our emergency response
flights, which now occur in areas not designated as MOA airspace; potential increased man

hours that would be required to coordinate/schedule almost daily fire detection flights during the SA- ] 7
summer that would occur in the majority of the proposed PRTC identified MOA’s; lack of
assurances that DoD aircraft ¢an be contacted immediately in "real time" to ensure they will
relocats or curtail low level training operations and safely yield to higher priority emergency
response aircraft entering active MOA’s.

I ]

Should the DoD elect to adopt an alternative other than the No-Action Alternative, then the Fire
and Aviation Division of our BLM office would prefer the implementation of proposed actious Do- 2
as presented in Alternative B. This is due to the following considerations: our area of highest
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Ms. Linda Devine

of Historic District One; and the Reno-Benteen granite memorial (circa 1928), located in
Historic District Two.

The EIS also notes the possibility of sonic: booms causing "...bric-a-brac balanced on shelf
edges such as mantles or bookcases to be vibrated off and fall and break.” It should be of note
that the National Monument's priceless museum collection and rare book collection is stored
onsite. The museum collection includes aver 119,000 objects, many of which are fragile and
sensitive, and many of which are on displdy in the museum gallery of the Visitor Center. If
sonic booms were to cause exhibit or museum collection items to fall or break, or for windows
or glass exhibit cases to break, it would have serious unacceptable resource protection, security,

and safety impacts.

The EIS also notes the possibility for future threat emitters on 15 acre sites, which would be
subject to further environmental review (ES-30). In the future we would like to be notified if
any threat emitters are proposed in the historic viewshed of the National Monument, which
includes adjacent lands pertaining to the Battle of the Little Bighorn, as these would have an
adverse effect on the cultural landscape/historic viewshed.

Natural Resources

The EIS states: "Flares burn out in approximately 500 vertical feet, or a2 minimum of 1,500 feet
above the ground. There would be a very slight potential for increased fire risk if flares were
accidentally deployed substantially below authorized altitudes.” The National Monument's
prairie grass ecosystem and riparian zone has a very high fire danger from over nine years of
prolonged drought, especially between July and September, and use of chaff and flares should
be restricted over the National Monument and adjacent lands. We also recommend that local
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Big Horn County, and area fire departments be involved in training
and fire protection from chaff and flares. .

One of the NPS primary missions is to preferve natural resources unimpaired. Baseline data
about wildlife species at the National Momument is incomplete. However, we are concerned
about the potential for low level flights to impact all types of wildlife species with increased
ambient noise, startle-cffect, and sonic booms. The National Monument has several species of
concern, including Sage Grouse, wild Turkey, and several nesting sites for Canadian Geese,
Great Blue Herons, and other water fowl in the riparian zone along the Little Bighorn River in
the Custer Battlefield sector. These species may be adversely affected by low level overflights
and noise including sonic booms and jet engines. ,

Specific Comments

Please provide a citation for footnote 2 in Table 3.2-3 (Average Frequency of Military Aircraft
Noise Events at Selected Noise-Sensitive Locanons) that states the Devils Tower National
Monument published aircraft avoidance area is 5 nautical miles (NM) horizontally and 18,000
feet AGL. The notice on the Billings Sectional Aeronautical Chart, dated 26 August 2010,
states ... for reasons of national welfare pilots are requested to avoid flights within 3 NM of
Devils Tower National Monument.”

7
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trap them, precluding a visual return to their base at Bowman. Also note that approximately 30-
40% of these flights take place during nighttime hours.

While most of the seeding flights are conducted near the cloud bases under visual flight
conditions (VFR), about 15% of District 1 seeding flights are conducted at “cloud top” (in and
around the tops of the growing cumulus areas at altitudes between 15-23,000 ft) under
instrument flight rules (IFR). And some flights that start as VFR operations become IFR flights
when conditions deteriorate. This means that for effective and safe flight operations the WMI
aircraft MUST be able to operate under IFR in this area, as well as the surrounding area if
needed to skirt the severe weather.

This raises several operational and safety issues that could be adversely impacted by the
expanded MOA areas.

1. While the WMI seeding aircraft do mostly operate VFR, by necessity they do not fly a
pre-planned route, speed, or altitudes. VFR flight plans are not filed as the route,
altitude, duration, or even the eventual destination of the flight are all unknowns when
the aircraft is launched. Where the storms go, so must go the airplanes. While the WM
aircraft are always coordinating with each other they are not always going to fly a
predictable flight path which could increase collision hazards with military aircraft
during MOA operations.

2. When the WM aircraft are called to operate as IFR flights for certain mission
parameters, they will need to be able to do so immediately. Thunderstorms do not
occur at preplanned times, and this means that the WMI crews have little advance
notice when they are called to fly. Even the best forecasting cannot accurately predict
the exact onset and timing of thunderstorm formation or movements, and even though
the WMI aircraft are guided by the NDCMP ground based weather radar at Bowman this
does not afford extra time at the start of storm formation. Therefore while the draft EIS
mentions coordination with Ellsworth AFB to “deconflict” the airspace, WMI aircraft will
need that to happen very quickly. We simply are not in a position to plan ahead.

3. As already pointed out, when the weather conditions deteriorate making it unsafe to
remain VFR, WM I aircraft will need to be able to “airfile” IFR flight plans and transition
to those plans IMMEDIATELY. This is a safety issue; to operate safely around severe e
weather means that all options must be available to the WMI aircraft crews. Since the
only reason they will be flying around the thunderstorms is to protect crops and
property for the taxpayers in the target area, they must be able to “stick with it” as long
as possible before they must abandon the area. When the weather is clear, WM

SA-3

SA-]

— AM-13

SA-119
So-18

T 1sA-3

AM-13
SA-19

aircraft will not be operating except if transiting between storms or bases. SO -Z 8
ek
Tel: 1-701-235-5500 ¢ Fax 1-701-235-9717 « 3802 20th StN o Fargo, ND 58102 » USA
www.weathermodification.com
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Simply stated, the WM aircraft must be afforded every opportunity to operate in the area of S A = ’5
the proposed PR-3 MOA without undue delays or prohibitions on IFR flights, and in a safe
manner without added collision hazards while operating in an already potentially hazardous =~ =

flight environment. Coordination with Ellsworth AFB would of course be welcome but AM - [ 3
“deconfliction” of the airspace cannot be delayed for any appreciable amount of time. SA _ 1 7
Procedures and protocols must be put in place that will allow these operations in a timely

manner. SD" 28

Weather Modification, Inc. has been safely operating in and around severe weather conditions
around the globe with our aircraft since 1961 without an injury accident. We pride ourselves in
providing a safe and reliable service to our customers, and those same customers — in this case,
taxpaying citizens of the State of North Dakota - deserve the freedom to be protected from the
hailstorms and drought that threaten their livelihoods.

Thank you for the opportunity to again provide comments regarding this matter.

Hans Ahlness
Vice President — Operations
Weather Modification, Inc.

Tel: 1-701-235.5500 » Fax. 1-701.235-9717 « 3802 20th St N « Fargo, ND 58102 ¢ USA

www.weathermodification.com
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The following comment codes are used in the preparation of the Comment Response Matrix provided in

Table 1.8-1.

AM = Airspace Management EJ Environmental Justice PN Purpose and Need

AQ = AirQuality GE General PR Physical Resources

Bl = Biological Resources LU Land Use SA Safety

CM = Cumulative NA Native American SO Socioeconomics

CU = Cultural Resources NO Noise

DO = Description of Proposed NP National Environmental

Action and Alternatives Policy Act
Powder River Training Complex EIS
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

AM = Airspace Management

AM-1 | 1034, 2007, 2051, 2062, | Concern about coordination between the Air As explained in DEIS and the FEIS Section 1.5, the FAAis a
2081, 2096, 3025 3033, | Force and the FAA for the recall of military cooperating agency and will make decisions regarding airspace
3049, 3074 aircraft from the airspace as necessary in a establishment. FEIS Section 2.3.1 describes mitigations
timely manner. associated with the scheduling of the airspace. The Air Force

will establish procedures acceptable to the FAA to recall military
aircraft from the airspace prior to the Air Force operating in the
proposed Low MOAs. Military aircraft would be recalled in a
timely manner for a number of reasons such as IFR arrivals and
departures to airports within the airspace, as well as to support
emergencies.

AM-2 | 1082, 2009 Concern about impacts from increases in As described in FEIS Section 2.5.2, the increased size availability
military air traffic from Ellsworth AFB to the of a local training airspace would allow an increase in training
proposed airspace. activity; however, total flight operations would not be expected

to exceed those analyzed and published (12,000) in the 2008
Ellsworth AFB Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ)
Study, which is available on the Ellsworth AFB website
(http://www.ellsworth.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-
090428-076.pdf).

AM-3 | 1044, 1058, 1060, 2007, | Concern for the lack of radio and radar FEIS Section 4.1 acknowledges the limitations of radio

2010, 2020, 2025, 2034, | coverage and communication. Can the Air communication and radar coverage within the airspace. FEIS
2043, 2062, 2063, 2068, | Force work with the FAA to place radio and Section 2.3.1 describes the scheduling of the airspace. The Air
2071, 2073, 2077, 2091, | radar equipment? Concern regarding the Force acknowledges that limited radio and navigation coverage
2103, 2107, 2109, 3003, | uncertainty of low-level flights. exists in many of the areas proposed for the PRTC and is

3009, 3012, 3023, 3024, committed to not schedule low MOAs until adequate

3025, 3028, 3053, 3054, communication to withdraw a training aircraft is established. To
3056, 3061, 3064, 3065, partially address this concern, the Air Force will coordinate with
3070 FAA to establish procedures to announce to other aircraft when

military aircraft enter or exit training airspace below 12,000 feet
MSL and to monitor other aircraft transmissions when operating
below 12,000 feet MSL during non-LFE training. The Air Force
and FAA will continue coordination to enhance the situational
awareness of aircraft operators as to whether PRTC low altitudes
MOAs (airspace below 12,000 feet MSL) are active. This may

#TOZ 19qWBAON
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
include practices for use of existing data, equipment, and
procedures as well as integration of advancements in software
and/or equipment.
AM-4 | 1060, 1100, 2010, 2025, | Concern that not all of the airports and airfields | FAA sectional aeronautical charts for Cheyenne and Billings,
2066, 2072, 2116, 3012, | are identified in the Draft EIS-particularly the which encompass the proposed airspace, were used to identify
3021, 3023, 3028, 3061, | Black Hills Airport. Concern that not all of the public airports and private airfields under the proposed airspace.
3080 registered aircraft are accounted for in the Airports or airfields which were not recognized on FAA charts
Draft EIS data and that not all of the flights are are not included in the analysis. DEIS Section 3.1 included public
accounted for in the analysis. airports, including the Black Hills Airport, and private airfields.
Airport operations reported to the FAA are included in the
impact analysis.
AM-5 | 1039, 2014, 2117, 2060, | Concern that the airspace will impact airport FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains the mitigations incorporated to adjust
2062, 2096, 3025, 3028, | access and the setback distances are not MOA boundaries, activation of PR-1A and PR-1C High MOAs and
3043, 3044, 3052, 3053, | adequate to support major airports on the edge | ATCAAs only during LFEs, distance setbacks for other commercial
3054 of the airspace. Suggestions to expand the airports, and setbacks on a Victor airway to support access and
setback distances or apply setback distances to | transit of the airspace. MOA and ATCAA scheduling, setback
airports under the airspace. distances allow for preferred civil aviation climb or descent
rates. As described in FEIS Section 2.3.1 and in accordance with
FAA Order 7400.2K, the Air Force will avoid private airfields by
1,000 feet AGL and 1NM radius and public airports by 1,500 feet
AGL and three NM radius.
AM-6 | 1058, 1066, 1095, 1107, | Concern the airspace is a large area that will be | DEIS Sections 1.2 and 1.3 described the reason for the airspace
1116, 1118, 2014, 2094, | blocked off to civilian aircraft access and will to provide the best training for aircrews, and FEIS Section 4.1
2118, 3023, 3052, 3061, | impact general and commercial aviation. acknowledges that the airspace will impact general aviation and
3063, 3077, 3081 Concern the size of the airspace and proposed commercial aviation. As described in FEIS Section 2.0, the full
times of use are excessive for Air Force extent of the proposed airspace would be active for LFEs.
purposes. Suggestions for additional review During non-LFE times the Gap MOAs/ATCAAs would not be
and coordination with communities and active. FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains that the ATCAAs would be
agencies. capped at FL260 and that advance scheduling of airspace and
announcement by NOTAM of MOA activation would allow near
real-time information to be available.
AM-7 | 2020, 3023 Is the Air Force going to fly lights off at night? The proposed airspace does not include lights out night training

This would prevent VFR access.

in the existing or proposed MOAs.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
AM-8 | 1090, 2022, 2089 Do you fly with transponders or use methods to | Bomber aircraft have transponders. B-1 aircraft do not have
electronically see other aircraft? equipment to electronically see other aircraft.
AM-9 | 1067, 2020, 2037 Is this going to become restricted airspace? This proposal does not include the creation of restricted
airspace. The Air Force is only considering the creation of
Military Operations Areas and Air Traffic Control Assigned
Airspace as described in FEIS Sections 2.4 through 2.7.
AM-10 Comment response code not used.
AM-11 | 1067, 2020, 3058, 3061 Concern that the proposed activities would be There is no proposal for restricted airspace, and B-1s currently
more appropriately conducted in a Restricted train in the Powder River MOAs and associated ATCAAs. DEIS
Area. Section 1.3 explained why the local MOA and ATCAA airspaces
are needed, and DEIS Section 2.3 presented the detailed
alternative screening process for the airspace. DEIS Section 1.2
explained that training locations with restricted airspace would
continue to be used for specific military training missions.
AM-12 | 1004, 1008, 1011, 1012, | How will people know when the airspace is hot? | FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains that there would be airspace advance
1033, 1034, 1044, 1059, | How much notice will be given? How will it be scheduling and 2-hour NOTAM activation allows near real time
1070, 1073, 1090, 1091, | scheduled? The Air Force has taken all the information. The NOTAM system is the way FAA communicates
1094, 1111, 2034, 2041, | flexibility at the expense of civil aviation. The with civil aviation. Quarterly LFE exercises of one to three days
2059, 2060, 2072, 2081, | NOTAM system is inadequate. Requests for would be scheduled at least 30 days in advance. IFR flights
2085, 2087, 2091, 2095, | prior notice of LFEs or training flights in specific | would be accommodated by using the stacked MOAs. Pilots who
2100, 2103, 2106, 2109, | areas. elected to not fly see-and-avoid through a scheduled airspace or
2115, 3021, 3025, 3026, were required to fly weather IFR or other IFR could see an
3039, 3040, 3052, 3054, inability to obtain unrestricted access as an adverse impact. The
3055, 3056, 3059, 3073, Air Force will continue to coordinate with FAA to support
3074 procedures to announce to other aircraft when military aircraft

enter or exit training airspace below 12,000 feet MSL and to
monitor other aircraft transmissions when operating below
12,000 feet MSL during non-LFE training. The Air Force and FAA
would continue coordination to enhance the situational
awareness of aircraft operators as to whether PRTC low altitudes
MOAs (airspace below 12,000 feet MSL) are active. This may
include practices for use of existing data, equipment, and
procedures as well as integration of advancements in software
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
and/or equipment.

AM-13 | 2041, 3006, 3075 Concern for the inability to fly IFR while the FEIS Section 4.9.3.1.2 describes cloud-seeding coordination
MOA is activated to conduct cloud seeding requirements. The Air Force would coordinate with the North
operations. Would like the Air Force to train in Dakota Atmospheric Resource Board to establish procedures
PR-3 in morning block. whereby Air Force training requirements and weather

modification operations can be mutually compatible.

AM-14 | 1009, 1096, 1109, 1117, | Concern aircraft are flying below 500 feet and The B-1 has an altitude setting capability which established

2042, 2066, 2075 people are being ‘buzzed’. What kind of terrain following at specific altitudes. The terrain-following

enforcement is available? capabilities are tested prior to B-1 launch to ensure that the
aircraft fly at the set altitudes. As described in DEIS Section 1.4,
low-altitude proficiency training for terrain-following flights
would occur down to 500 feet AGL. Should an aircraft be
reported as flying below the authorized altitude, recent aircraft
data can be reviewed to determine deviations and appropriate
corrective actions can be taken.

AM-15 | 1007, 2044, 2124 Concern people’s buildings are being used as As described in FEIS Section 2.3, the Air Force avoids low-level
targets. overflight of ranches and residences as noted in the Powder

River Training Complex Briefing Guide, 14 February 2011, which
is required reading for every military user of the Powder River
MOA prior to each flight.

AM-16 | 2059, 3026 Concern that the proposal makes provisions for | Civil aircraft regularly use GPS for point-to-point navigation. GPS
Victor airways which are being phased out in point to point VFR could continue to fly see and avoid. Training
favor of point-to-point navigation. Proposal in an active MOA would be adjusted to support IFR transit and
needs to consider point-to-point navigation IFR arrivals and departures to airports under the proposed
impacts. airspace. The Air Force and FAA would continue coordination to

develop procedures to handle those nonparticipants (i.e.,
aircraft not participating in MOA training) operating IFR entirely
within the PRTC while simultaneously supporting the expeditious
completion of the training flight and the return of the affected
airspace to the NAS.

AM-17 | 2066, 2072, 2106, 2124 There is no discussion of Remotely Piloted There are no proposed remotely-piloted aircraft (RPA)

Aircraft.

associated with PRTC action. No RPA aircraft would be based out
of Ellsworth AFB. The RPA personnel based at Ellsworth AFB
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
operate RPA remotely through satellites.

AM-18 Comment response code not used.

AM-19 | 2087, 2094 The DEIS does not consider other aircraft in the | DEIS Section 4.1 explained that other light aircraft and
area such as hot air balloons, paragliders, and paragliding occurs within the area. Frequently, such recreational
other small aircraft. It also does not discuss activity occurs during weekends when B-1s would not normally
other users who do not reside within or be training. DEIS Section 4.1.3.1.3 described the airports on the
adjacent to the proposed airspace. periphery of the proposed PRTC. DEIS and FEIS Section 3.1

contain FAA-documented air traffic use through the airspace
during the times the proposed airspace would be active. This
includes local flights and transient users who do not reside in, or
adjacent to, the proposed airspace. As noted in FEIS Section 4.1,
all flight activity, including FAA IFR information, public airports
and private airfields, was used to explain potential impacts.
Section 4.9 considers other users of the airspace.

AM-20 | 1056, 2089, 2095, 3080 Will corridors be open 24 hours a day to allow FEIS Section 3.1.3.4.1 describes the Victor airways and explains
VFR and IFR traffic? Suggestions for non- that Victor airways would be avoided during day-to-day training
military corridors are created separate by and be open 24 hours a day to allow IFR traffic. VFR traffic could
altitude for different classes of aircraft use. use the Victor airways or fly see-and-avoid in an active MOA.

During LFEs, from one to three days per quarter for up to ten
days per year, Gap MOAs and ATCAAs would be activated an
estimated four hours per day. IFR traffic could not be routed
through an active MOA. The high and low MOAs would permit
IFR routing by adjusting training aircraft operations in the
airspaces.

AM-21 | 1060, 1118, 2051, 2118, | Concern that IFR traffic would not be permitted | FEIS Section 2.3 explains that the proposed ATCAA ceiling is

2119, 2095, 3012, 3023,
3037, 3061, 3077

through the airspace when active. Concern that
commercial and GA traffic would have to avoid
the airspace while it is active and have to re-
route to destination. The corridors do little to
mitigate the impacts to airports and GA.

lowered from FL600 to FL260 and that there would be airspace
advance scheduling and NOTAM activation to allow for near real
time information. The NOTAM system is the way FAA
communicates with civil aviation. Section 4.1 explains that IFR
and VFR traffic can operate on the Victor airways. VFR can fly
see-and-avoid through an active MOA. IFR traffic could not fly in
an active MOA. The Air Force would work with ATC to adjust
operations to accommodate IFR traffic. IFR flights would be
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

accommodated by using the stacked MOAs for training aircraft.
Quarterly LFE exercises of one to three days would be scheduled
at least 30 days in advance. The Air Force will continue to
coordinate with FAA to support procedures to announce to
other aircraft when military aircraft enter or exit training
airspace below 12,000 feet MSL and to monitor other aircraft
transmissions when operating below 12,000 feet MSL during
non-LFE training. The Air Force and FAA would continue
coordination to develop procedures to handle those
nonparticipants (i.e., aircraft not participating in MOA training)
operating IFR entirely within the PRTC while simultaneously
supporting the expeditious completion of the training flight and
the return of the affected airspace to the NAS.

AM-22

2095

Wants to ensure the airspace approved is
charted.

FEIS Section 1.6 explains that FAA will make decisions regarding
airspace establishment. The FAA will be responsible for charting
the approved airspace in accordance with FAA processes (see
FEIS Section 2.12) and applicable regulations.

AM-23

Comment response code not used.

AM-24

2105, 3060

Aircraft avoidance area above 2,000 feet above
the Little Bighorn Battlefield National
Monument is voluntary.

At the request of the National Park Service, the Little Bighorn
Battlefield National Monument will be avoided by low-level
flights (below 5,000 feet AGL) from one hour before to one hour
after posted hours of operation and at other times as arranged.
Supersonic flight would not be authorized in the proposed PR-1C
airspace to reduce even remote possibilities of sonic booms at
the National Monument.

AM-25

2106

Why is the Air Force training with
countermeasures particularly in the context of
the current conflict and Al Qaeda’s capabilities?

B-1 and B-52 aircrews train with all capabilities of the aircraft to
be prepared for all contingencies. FEIS Section 2.8 describes the
need for realistic training with countermeasures and Section
2.8.5 describes the countermeasures.

AM-26

2109, 3052, 3058, 3061,
3064

Would like to see more stratification in the
MOAs to create more flexibility.

As presented in FEIS Table 2.5-1, the Air Force and FAA have
stratified the MOAs and created eight MOAS in PR-1 to create
flexibility for transit of the area.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
AM-27 | 2094, 2122, 3049, 3056 How many aircraft will train simultaneously As described in FEIS Section 2.4.3, during normal training

during LFEs and non-LFE training? Will there be | periods, there would be one to two aircraft training in each MOA

limitations to the number of military aircraft complex for a total of four to eight aircraft training in the four

occupying the airspace at one time? What MOA complexes. During LFEs, there would be approximately 20

types of aircraft will train in the airspace? aircraft training for two two-hour periods per day for one to
three days per quarter up to 10 days per year. As discussed in
FEIS Section 2.8, transient (occasional) users of the training areas
include B-1s and B-52s from other bases; B-2s from Whiteman
AFB; RC-135s from Offutt AFB; F-15s, F-16s, F-22s, and other
fighters, tankers, and other aircraft various bases typically from
the surrounding area.

AM-28 Comment response code not used.

AM-29 Comment response code not used.

AM-30 | 2134 Do the aircraft carry ammunition? Ammunition would not be carried for training in the proposed
PRTC. Defensive countermeasures (chaff and flares) would be
carried in the proposed PRTC as described in Section 2.8.5 of the
FEIS.

AM-31 | 3026 Airspace use figures are inaccurate. Airspace use figures are derived from FAA IFR data, airport
reports of operations, and airfield numbers of based aircraft.
The airspace use numbers have been updated to 2013 reports
and are accurate.

AM-32 | 3074 Would like to see using AGL unless necessary to | Variations in ground elevation under the airspace make using

use MSL. only AGL impractical. Altitudes are defined in accordance with
FAA Order 7400.2. MSL, AGL, and FL are explained in Section
2.4.2 of the FEIS.
AM-33 | 3056 Concern for coordinating firefighting or FEIS Section 2.3.1 describes mitigations incorporated in the

reconnaissance activities during fire season.
Would like avoidance measures for fire traffic
established June to September for no low-level
flying training. Would DoD schedulers be able
to reserve a 3-4 hour time slot in the late
morning/early afternoon to facilitate VFR fire

proposal. The Air Force will work with tribes, individuals, and
others to establish reasonable seasonal avoidance areas. The Air
Force commits to expanding the current Memorandum of
Understanding for routine fire reconnaissance flights as is done
in the current Powder River airspace and the current
Memorandum of Understanding. The Air Force would
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

reconnaissance flights? This would support
fire reconnaissance and response.

coordinate with BLM to update the Memorandum of
Understanding to include the proposed PRTC. As suggested in
Letter 3056 from the BLM at Miles City, the updated
Memorandum of Understanding may be a part of a larger
Memorandum of Understanding.

AQ = Air Quality

AQ-1

1048

Would quantities of fuel used for proposed
training change air quality in Eastern Montana?

Section 4.4.3 of both the DEIS and FEIS provide analyses of
potential air quality impacts that would occur from the project
alternatives within all areas, including Eastern Montana.
Appendix K includes the supporting air emission calculations.
The results of the analyses determined that air emissions from
each project alternative would produce less than significant air
quality impacts to all areas of the project region, including
Eastern Montana.

AQ-2

1073

Need to study the effects of the increased
number of planes that will use the area. Sulfur
has been shown to modify cloud properties.

Sulfur oxides generated from the combustion of aviation fuels
can convert to sulfates and sulfuric acid in the atmosphere,
which can then take the form of cloud condensation nuclei and
promote the development of both liquid cloud particles and ice
crystals. Alternative A would generate small increases in SO,
emissions compared to existing conditions — an increase of
about three tons per year (see Table 4.4-1 of the DEIS and FEIS).
These emissions would be spread over about 27,000 square
miles of atmosphere and therefore would be adequately diluted
to the point that they would not result in substantial changes to
cloud formation at any locality.

AQ-3

1050, 1073

Because of Air Force training in the area, air
quality is not as good as it once was. The
proposed actions will greatly increase air
pollution. The only air sampling currently done
within the existing training areas is the Crow
Indian Reservation in Montana. How much will
air emissions increase from existing levels due
to increased Air Force activities in the area.

While the Lame Deer PMyj site is the only air monitoring station
overlain by the proposed PRTC, due to its rural nature, the
project region for the most part has very good air quality, as
described in Section 3.4 of the DEIS and FEIS. Regarding the
impact of proposed training activities to ambient air quality,
please see the response to comment AQ-1 from letter 1048.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response

AQ-4 | 3037,3050 What is the justification for activation of the The modified alternatives proposed in the FEIS no longer include
MOA/ATCAAs beyond the LFEs — this will the use of airspaces above FL260. Air emissions above FL260
require rerouting hundreds of flights per day would not degrade air quality. This lower airspace ceiling would
around the airspace. The excess fuel associated | minimally affect the routes of commercial airlines in the future
with these altered flight trajectories and and therefore would not result in an increase in emissions from
associated increased emissions do not appear future commercial airlines operations within the project region.
to be addressed in the EIS.

AQ-5 | 3079 Concern about the potential emissions of toxins | Section 4.4.3 of both the DEIS and FEIS provides analyses of
from the proposed aircraft trails and their potential air quality impacts that would occur from the project
effects on human health. alternatives within all areas, including the Northern Cheyenne

Reservation. The results of the analyses determined that air
emissions from each project alternative would produce less than
significant air quality impacts to all areas of the project region.
In addition, Section 4.4.3 of both the DEIS and FEIS concluded
that potential emissions of toxic air contaminants generated by
the project training would result in less than significant impacts
to public health at all locations within the project region.

AQ-6 | 3079 The EIS should perform a Prevention of The federal PSD requirements only apply to major stationary
Significant Deterioration (PSD) increment sources of emissions and not mobile sources, such as the project
consumption analysis for the Northern aircraft. Therefore, the air quality analysis in the EIS did not rely
Cheyenne Reservation to determine the on the requirements of the PSD regulation to determine the
significance of air quality impacts from the significance of project air quality impacts. However, the air
proposed training activities. quality analysis in the EIS uses the Montana and National

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as criteria to determine
the significance of project air quality impacts. One of the main
objectives of the PSD regulation and increment consumption
analysis is to also ensure that proposed major stationary sources
do not contribute to an exceedance of a NAAQS. PSD is
addressed in Section 3.4.2 of the DEIS and FEIS and the
relationship of PSD to the Northern Cheyenne Reservation is
addressed in Section 4.4.3 of the FEIS.

AQ-7 | 3079 Analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed | Determination of the significance of an activity on visibility in a

action to visibility on and near the Northern

federal Class | area such as the Northern Cheyenne Reservation
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

Cheyenne Reservation as well as acute visibility
impacts from individual jet contrails.

is typically associated with evaluation of stationary source
emissions. Nevertheless, Section 4.4.3 of the FEIS has been
revised to include an evaluation of cumulative impacts to
visibility within the Reservation from the project. The results of
the analysis determined that the minimal increases in emissions
from the project would not substantially contribute to
cumulative visibility impairment within the Reservation.
Individual aircraft exhaust trails are composed of particulate
matter and organic compounds that dissipate quickly and would
not have a lasting effect on visibility. Water vapor from project
aircraft emissions that would occur within the higher and coldest
altitudes of the atmosphere also could develop into ice crystals
and could form contrails. These contrails also would dissipate
quickly and would not have a lasting effect on visibility within
the Reservation. Therefore, the project would not produce
significant impacts to acute visibility within the Reservation or
any other portion of the project region.

Bl = Biological Resources

BI-1

1010, 1061, 1069, 1092,
2005, 2069

Animals acclimate to noise and continue
producing as under normal conditions.

As explained in both the DEIS and FEIS Sections 3.6 and 4.6, B-1
aircraft have been training in what constitutes PR-2 for several
decades. There is no demonstration or claim that this training
has affected birthrates or animal reproduction under the
airspace.

BI-2

1043, 1082, 2006, 2071,
2092, 2116, 2121

Concern that noise and vibrations will impact
animal’s fertility and ability to reproduce.

As explained in FEIS Section 4.6.3 and in cited scientific studies,
close, loud, sudden noises combined with a visual stimulus
produce the most intense reactions for livestock and wildlife.
However, given the infrequency of low-level overflight and sonic
boom effects at any given location under the airspace, noise and
startle effects are unlikely to reach the level at which it would
affect animals’ ability to reproduce.

BI-3

1100, 1119, 2006, 2021,
2026, 2074, 2100, 2116,
3012, 3039

Concern on the impact to Sage Grouse and may
cause it to be listed as endangered.

FEIS Section 3.6.3.3 explains that the greater sage grouse is
currently a candidate species. Section 4.6.3 explains that human
surface activity has been shown to disturb sage grouse leks.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

Infrequent random overflights or rare sonic booms during ten
days of LFEs would not be the type of noise that has been
demonstrated to affect sage grouse leks. FEIS Section 2.8.5
quantifies the distribution of chaff and flare residual materials.
Such a concentration would not be expected to impact the
greater sage grouse.

Bl-4

1002,
1056,
1086,
1111,
2044,
3010,
3071,

1007,
1059,
1096,
1115,

1011,
1063,
1097,
2023,
2079, 2093,
3035, 3041,
3079, 3080

1054,
1083,
1103,
2036,
2099,
3060,

Concern of the startle effect on animals and
that livestock and wildlife will not acclimate to
the noise. Livestock and wildlife could be
startled leading to injury or weight loss or cause
wildlife to take refuge in other areas or to be
driven from a Reservation. Concern for negative
impacts during sensitive cattle operations such
as branding, calving, or shipping in the spring
and fall. Requests to avoid overflight of homes
and corrals.

FEIS Section 2.3.1 (4b) presents mitigations and explains that the
Air Force would continue the current practice of establishing
reasonable temporary avoidance areas when notified by
potentially affected individuals. This process is identified in FEIS
Section 4.8.3.1.

FEIS Section 4.6 describes the startle effects on animals,
including threatened and endangered and other special status
species. Low-level overflights may elicit a temporary behavioral
response in wildlife, such as a change in posture or running a
short distance; however, studies have also shown rapid
habituation after initial responses in species such as pronghorn,
elk, and bighorn. There is no evidence that overflight activity as
proposed would drive animals away from a region such as a
Reservation. Under the current use of Powder River training
airspace ranching and recreational activities including hunting
occur with minimal disruption. Overflights may affect but are
not likely to adversely affect threatened and endangered
species.

FEIS Sections 4.6 and 4.9 describe startle effects upon domestic
and ranch animals. Although infrequent, startle effects to
individual animals could be an adverse impact. As described in
Section 4.9 in the event of damage there is an established
procedure for claims which begins by contacting Ellsworth AFB
Public Affairs.

BI-5

1100, 2026, 3002

Concern with chaff and flare residual materials

FEIS Section 4.3 explains that chaff dispersion is projected to be
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

in pastures near birthing livestock. Suggests
chaff and flares are not released at 2,000 feet
AGL when cattle and sheep are lambing.

0.00377 ounces per acre annually. Chaff rapidly breaks down
and becomes indistinguishable from soil. Section 4.6 explains
chaff and flare effects and notes that any contact with chaff or
flare residual materials would be highly unlikely. Chaff and flare
plastic, Mylar, and/or paper residual materials can be deposited
anywhere on the ground. As described in Sections 4.3 and 4.7
these residual materials could annoy people finding and
identifying them, but there would be no physical effect on any
animals, including birthing animals.

BI-6

1039, 2057

Concern migration patterns will be disrupted.
Suggestion for a mitigation measure to limit
low-level operations in Powder River 4 during
spring and fall bird migration.

FEIS Section 2.3 explains the mitigation measure for Modified
Alternative A includes no PR-4 or Gap C Low MOA. Alternative C
does not include PR-4 low level overflights. Modified Alternative
B includes a PR-4 and Gap C Low MOAs, in which noise impacts
would be slightly more intense under the PR-4 MOAs as stated in
FEIS Section 4.2.3.2. In other areas, flights at altitudes below
3,000 feet AGL, where most birds migrate, would be random and
occur approximately twice per day for 15 to 20 minutes for each
mission requiring low-altitude training. There is no reason to
believe that this infrequent activity would in any way disrupt
migration patterns. FEIS Sections 3.3.3.4 and 4.6.3 address bird
strike hazards and potential effects on migratory bird species or
migration patterns including along the Central and Mississippi
flyways

BI-7

1039, 1113

Shadehill Reservoir, an important waterfowl
refuge and staging and over-wintering area for
ducks and geese, has been omitted from maps
showing surface water.

As a result of the scale of the maps used to present the PRTC
and the size of Shadehill Reservoir, the surface water map in the
DEIS did not specifically call out the reservoir. The location of
that reservoir has now been identified on FEIS Figure 3.5-2.

BI-8

3060

Would like seasonal avoidance areas or other
conservation measures to minimize impacts to
federally listed threatened, endangered, or
candidate species, particularly to reduce
impacts to endangered whooping cranes,
greater sage-grouse, and Sprague’s pipit. A full

FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains that the mitigation measure for
Modified Alternative A includes no Low MOA under PR-4 or Gap
C, where the possibility of affecting whooping crane is greatest.
Modified Alternative C also does not include PR-4 low level
overflights or a PR-4 and Gap C MOAs. Modified Alternative B
does include PR-4 and Gap C Low MOAs, in which noise impacts
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Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

analysis on direct and indirect effects from chaff
and flare exercises on threatened and
endangered species should be considered.

would be slightly more intense than currently as stated in FEIS
Section 4.2.3.2. It would be possible to define avoidance
measures in consultation with USFWS to avoid impacts on the
whooping crane should Alternative B be selected. In other
areas, flights at altitudes below 3,000 feet AGL, where most
birds migrate, would be random and occur approximately twice
per day for 15 to 20 minutes for each mission requiring low-
altitude training. Sprague’s pipit and greater sage grouse, both
candidate species for federal listing, are potentially present over
fairly broad areas under proposed project airspace. Analysis of
the potential for overflight effects on avian species in Section
4.6.3 of the FEIS indicates a low possibility of adverse effect on
these species from the proposed action or alternatives. Section
4.3 of the FEIS explains that chaff dispersion is projected to be
0.00377 ounces per acre annually. Chaff rapidly breaks down
and becomes indistinguishable from soil. There are multiple
studies which have not found either direct or indirect effects of
chaff or flares on biological species (see FEIS Appendices C and
D).

BI-9

3060, 3074

Sprague’s pipit has been added as an ESA
candidate species since the publication of the
Draft EIS and needs to be addressed under the
Threatened, Endangered, and Other Special
Status Species section of the EIS. Sensitive
plant and wildlife data for wildlife species at the
Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument
and Custer National Forest is incomplete.
Recommend preparing a Biological
Assessment/Evaluation.

A discussion of Sprague’s pipit as an ESA candidate species has
been added to FEIS Sections 3.6.3.3 and 4.6.3.1 and included in
Tables 3.6-4 and 4.6-1. Information on sensitive plant and
wildlife species at the Little Bighorn Battlefield National
Monument and portions of Custer National Forest lying
underneath airspace that would be used by the project has been
reviewed, and Tables 3.6-4 and 4.6-1 have been updated with
this information. The updated EIS analyses of Threatened,
Endangered, and Other Special Status Species conclude that
project elements “may affect but are not likely to adversely
affect” threatened and endangered species. The Air Force
submitted the updated analysis dated 30 May 2014 (FEIS
Appendix E) to the USFWS and received their concurrence as
noted in their letter to the Air Force dated 27 June 2014 found in
Appendix E of the FEIS.
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CM = Cumulative

CM-1 | 2026 The Keystone XL Company plans to install a 36- | FEIS Chapter 5.0, Cumulative, includes the pipeline. There is no
inch high-pressure pipeline though Harding ground construction associated with the proposed changes in
County. airspace. FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains flare release altitude

limitations and overflight avoidance of construction and mining
sites where sensitive electronics could be affected. It would be
almost impossible for chaff, flares, or electronic emissions to
impact any pipeline.

CM-2 | 1001, 2045, 2083, 3041, | Would like more discussion regarding threat The proposed PRTC has no new ground assets. As explained in

3056, 3060 emitters or other ground assets. Request for FEIS Section 2.5.7, new ground-based threat emitters are not
information on how additional NEPA analysis part of the proposed action. FEIS Section 5.1 explains that threat
would be conducted on the future emitters and | emitters, if sited, would have separate NEPA evaluation.
notification of whether emitters would be
placed within the Little Bighorn Battlefield
National Monument viewshed.

CM-3 | 2053, 2108 Concern the full impact of the proposal will not | As explained in FEIS Section 3.8, the existing Powder River MOAs
be known for several years and that it may be have a somewhat greater proportion of rangeland and smaller
too late to mitigate any impacts once they are proportion of agricultural land than the entire potentially
known. affected area. Most land use types are represented under

existing airspace and have effectively been overflown for
decades by B-1 training aircraft at the same altitudes proposed
for the expanded airspace. The only differences are tribal land
and designated urban land which are not under existing MOAs
(See FEIS Section 3.9.).

CM-4 | 1061 Southeast Montana is being considered for Existing and potential wind farms are considered throughout the

wind energy development with new wind farms
on high ridges and plateaus. Future wind
turbines may be considered in project’s
planning phase.

analysis, including FEIS Sections 3.8, 3.9, 4.8, and 4.9. Existing
wind farms are mapped and avoided, and future wind farms,
when approved, would also be mapped and avoided. (See FEIS
Appendix J for lighting.) The proposed action would not inhibit
the development of future wind farms or other industrial land
uses. (See FEIS Section 4.8.)
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CU = Cultural Resources

CU-1 | 1082, 2009 Some towns in the document are misclassified All ghost towns beneath the airspace were reviewed; some were
as ghost towns. found to include permanent resident populations, but are still
classified ghost towns. These are noted in Table 3.7-4 of the
FEIS.
CU-2 | 2053, 2057, 2093, 2105, | Concern for disruption of the use or character Following consultation regarding the proposed action with

3031, 3060, 3069, 3074

of cultural, sacred, and historic sites (including
newly listed sites such as the Evangelical
Lutheran Trinity Church) and activities and
protection of those sites and activities,
including protecting landscapes, soundscapes,
and scenery. Suggests consultation with all
tribes and reservations to which Little Bighorn
Battlefield National Monument is highly
significant. Suggests additional definition of
undertaking to allow a survey to be conducted.
Concern the analysis does not include impacts
to the North Cave Hills, South Cave Hills, or Slim
Buttes cultural landscapes in Harding County,
SD.

ACHP, SHPOs from MT, WY, ND and SD, Crow Tribe, Northern
Cheyenne Tribe, Standing Rock Sioux Tribe, Cheyenne River
Tribe, FAA and NPS, the Air Force created a modified PRTC
proposal (“Modified Alternative A”). The “Programmatic
Agreement among 28th Bomb Wing, Ellsworth Air Force Base,
the State Historic Preservation Offices of Montana, North
Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming, and the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation Regarding the Proposed Development,
Implementation and Operation of the Powder River Training
Complex” (FEIS Appendix N) is among consulting parties
comprised of signatories (28 BW, SHPOs from MT, ND, SD and
WY, and the ACHP) and invited signatories (FAA, NPS, and Crow
Tribe). The Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Northern Cheyenne
Tribe and Standing Rock Sioux Tribe have also been invited to
sign, but have not yet elected to do so. The modified alternative
and the Programmatic Agreement address areas of avoidance,
modes of flying, and procedures for notification regarding
special avoidance areas or times for sensitive resources and
other communications. Some locations under the ATCAAs and
the Gap MOAs would never see low level overflight or, at most
could see LFE low level overflight one to three days per quarter
up to 10 days per year. Although Section 106 consultation has
concluded for the purposes of the EIAP, the Air Force will
continue to consult with the tribes and other stakeholders. FEIS
Section 3.7 explains consultation conducted by the Air Force,
including Government-to-Government consultation. The Section
also includes newly listed sites. FEIS Section 4.7 explains the
stipulations agreed to in the Programmatic Agreement. FEIS
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

Section 2.3.1 explains that the Air Force will also work with
individuals and organizations to identify sensitive noise areas
and periods of avoidance.

CuU-3

2083, 2103

Concern the Native American lands are being
given more concessions such as avoiding
cultural and religious activities.

Modified Alternative A describes changes in airspace use that
address cultural resources concerns expressed by all
stakeholders, not just Native Americans. FEIS Section 3.7
explains that Native American lands have a special relationship
requiring Government-to-Government consultations. The
Programmatic Agreement described in CU-2 stipulates
avoidance, minimization and mitigation procedures available to
the signatories, including not only the tribes but the ACHP, the
SHPOs and others. Potential environmental consequences to
public, private, and tribal lands are all addressed in the FEIS. (See
FEIS Section 4.8.)

Cu-4

2124, 2142

Would like economic relationship with the Air
Force.

The Air Force is willing to explore opportunities to enhance
economic relationships with tribes.

DO = Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

DO-1

2052, 2121

Would like more clarity on the proposed flying
levels of the alternatives.

FEIS Sections 2.5-2.8 describe each alternative’s altitudes and
estimated time at altitudes for training. Section 2.4 presents the
scheduled MOA times and altitudes. Section 4.9 explains the
average number of low-level overflights. An average of six to
nine low-level overflights of any given location, depending on
alternative, is seen as an unavoidable adverse impact.
Information would be made available on airspace use for
training.

DO-2

2105, 3056, 3060

Would prefer Alternative B or some variation of
the preferred alternative that excludes low-
level flights-specifically to avoid low-level flights
over Little Bighorn Battlefield National
Monument, interference with emergency
response aircraft flights over the Ashland
Ranger District of the Custer National Forest,
and least impact to Greater sage grouse in
Wyoming and Montana.

FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains mitigations to reduce potential
effects on the Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument.
Section 4.3 explains that military training would be halted in the
affected airspace due to any ground safety emergency that
involves a life-flight. Section 4.8 explains land use impacts.
Section 4.6 explains overflight effects on the greater sage
grouse.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
DO-3 | 1013, 1014, 1015, 1016, | Would prefer the floor no lower than 5,000 feet | Chapter 1.0 of the FEIS explains the purpose and need for the
1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, | AGL and no supersonic flight. airspace, the requirement for training down to 500 feet AGL,
1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, and the need for realistic battlefield tactics at supersonic speeds
1025, 1026, 1027, 1028, during one to three days of quarterly LFEs. Chapter 2.0 of the
1029, 1030, 1031, 1032, FEIS describes the alternatives and estimated time airspace
1033 would be scheduled for training. MOA segments and multiple
MOA have been included to allow for IFR transit.
DO-4 | 1096, 1114, 2043, 2076, | Would prefer the floor no lower than 10,000 to | Chapter 1.0 of the FEIS explains the purpose and need for the
3001, 3043, 3057 15,000 feet MSL, particularly in new MOAs. airspace, the requirement for training down to 500 feet AGL,
and the need for realistic battlefield tactics at supersonic speeds
during one to three days of quarterly LFEs. Chapter 2.0 of the
FEIS describes the alternatives and estimated time airspace
would be scheduled for training.

DO-5 | 3043, 3057, 3060 Alternative C would have less impact on the FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains the mitigation measure for Modified
economy and quality of life, as well as bird Alternative A includes no PR-4 and Gap C Low MOAs. Modified
migration routes including the endangered Alternative C does not include PR-4 low level overflights. Low
whooping crane. altitude overflight would be avoided in PR-4.

DO-6 | 3062 Would like more discussion on Alternatives FEIS Sections 2.10 and 2.11 explain selection standards and
Considered but not Carried Forward were not application of those standards. FEIS Sections 2.10.5.4 through
further analyzed. 2.10.5.6 explain the need for training locations that are in close

proximity to Ellsworth AFB.

DO-7 | 2126, 2130, 2132 Requests the proposed eastern border of PR-4 FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains the mitigation measure for Modified

to be modified so it does not overlap tribal
lands.

Alternative A includes no PR-4 or Gap C Low MOAs. Modified
Alternative C does not include PR-4 or Gap C low level
overflights. Tribal lands with PR-4 would not be subject to low
level overflights with either of these alternatives.

EJ = Environmental Justice

EJ-1

1039, 1076, 2050

Concern the Air Force is discriminating by
acknowledging the tribe’s various religious,
cultural, and traditional activities and are not
making the same concessions to other
individuals who have voiced opposition. EO

DEIS Section 3.7 explained that Native American lands have a
special relationship requiring Government-to-Government
consultations. Potential environmental consequences to public,
private, and tribal lands are all addressed in FEIS Section 4.8. As
described in DEIS Section 3.10 and Appendix F of the FEIS, EO
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

12898 as described in Appendix F of the Draft
EIS, essentially insures the fair treatment of all
people regardless of race, color, national origin,
or income.

12898 directs that all agencies “To the greatest extent
practicable and permitted by law, and consistent with the
principles set forth in the report on the National Performance
Review, each Federal agency shall make achieving
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies,
and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations in the United States and its territories and
possessions” (available at http://www.archives.gov/federal-
register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf). See also response to
EJ-2.

EJ-2

1009, 1054, 1106, 1108,
2077, 2128, 3014, 3035,
3079

Concern that low-income (or low population)
areas under the airspace will become the
location used for this proposal. Impacts of the
PRTC would be more heavily felt by the tribal
community than other groups.

Both the DEIS and FEIS in Section 1.4 and 1.5 discuss the purpose
and need of the Proposed Action, including the selection criteria
used to choose the locations for implementing the Proposed
Action. Reasonable alternatives, modified as a result of public
hearings on the DEIS, public comments received, and extensive
consultations and special outreach with the public, agencies, and
tribal representatives, are presented in FEIS Section 2.3.1.
Analysis of the effects of these modified alternatives is
presented in FEIS Sections 3.10, 4.9, and 4.10. Section 3.10
guantifies the minority and low-income population and youth
population under the airspace. Any person under the airspace,
minority or non-minority, could experience an average of one
sonic boom per day during the not more than 10 days per year
of LFE training. Individuals under the low MOAs could also
experience low-altitude overflights of a training aircraft between
500 feet to and including 2,000 feet above the ground. Low-
altitude overflights in low MOAs would result in unavoidable
uncertainty, startle, and adverse noise impacts. These impacts
would apply equally to any minority or non-minority persons
regardless of income or age under any of the low MOAs.
Modified Alternatives A and C avoid low-altitude overflight of
Native American Reservations, including the Northern Cheyenne
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
Reservation, except for portions of the Crow Reservation.
Modified Alternative B does not include low-altitude overflight
of the Crow or Northern Cheyenne Reservations but does
include low altitude overflight of portions of the Cheyenne River
and Standing Rock Reservations. Section 4.10 explains that low-
altitude training in PR-1A, PR-1C, and PR-1D MOAs
overlie portions of the Crow Reservation that have a minority
population in excess of 50 percent. An adverse impact not
adequately or acceptably mitigated, which cannot otherwise be
avoided, presents the potential for a disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effect on that
population. Under Modified Alternatives A and C,
implementation of the mitigations identified in this EIS, including
those developed through extensive consultations and outreach
with the affected populations to resolve adverse effects under
the NHPA, would adequately or acceptably mitigate adverse
impacts to such a degree that they are not significant under
applicable standards. Consequently, these modified alternatives
in conjunction with specified mitigations would not result in
disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects for environmental justice purposes.
GE = General
GE-1 | 1010, 1040, 1041, 1042, | In support of the proposal. Thank you for your interest and participation in the NEPA
1061, 1062, 1065, 1069, process. Your comment has been entered into the record.
1072, 1075, 1077, 1090,
1092, 1110, 2002, 2003,
2005, 2012, 2038, 2065,
2069, 2087, 2098, 2120,
2122, 2123, 2136, 3009,
3013, 3015, 3016, 3017,
3018, 3019, 3027, 3034,
3038, 3055
GE-2 | 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005, | Not in support of the proposal. In favor of the Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your

#TOZ 19qWBAON

leuld



968-9

sasuodsay pue sjuswwo) SsI13 Heiq o xipuaddy

S13 x3jdwio) Bujuied] J3AIY 19pMmod

Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

1006, 1009, 1011, 1012,
1034, 1035, 1036, 1037,
1039, 1043, 1045, 1046,
1047, 1049, 1050, 1051,
1052, 1053, 1054, 1056,
1058, 1063, 1065, 1073,
1084, 1085, 1086, 1089,
1093, 1094, 1096, 1104,
1106, 1108, 1111, 1116,
1118, 2017, 2033, 2053,
2054, 2058, 2062, 2071,
2072, 2076, 2080, 2082,
2083, 2090, 2091, 2092,
2093, 2106, 2107, 2108,
2119, 2121, 2124, 2126,
2127, 2128, 2129, 2131,
2132, 2133, 2135, 213§,
2139, 3004, 3005, 3010,
3011, 3012, 3020, 3022,
3025, 3033, 3035, 3036,
3039, 3042, 3050, 3051,
3052, 3054, 3056, 3059,
3060, 3063, 3067, 3078,
3079, 3080

No Action Alternative.

comment has been entered into the record.

GE-3

1046, 1064, 1085, 1093,
1105, 2008, 2067, 3065

Statements that the proposal is unfair,
unnecessary, present an unreasonable burden
on people affected, and undeserved by the
people affected. Concern the Air Force
proposal is unjustified for training
requirements.

The Air Force appreciates your participation in the public
involvement effort for the Powder River Training Complex
proposal. The environmental process described in Section 2.12
of the FEIS is designed to include public and agency perspectives
for review by decision-makers. Section 2.4 describes the
proposal, and Section 1.2 describes the reason for the training
requirements. Sections 2.10.4 and 2.10.5 explain the limitations
on current training. The screening criteria for identifying
alternative training locations are described in Section 2.11.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
GE-4 | 2009 Comment that the Ellsworth Task Force has not | The Air Force appreciates your participation in the public
volunteered Rapid City to be overflown. involvement effort for the Powder River Training Complex
proposal. Your comment has been included in the FEIS, which
will be considered before the Air Force makes a final decision.
GE-5 1004, 1009, 1051, 1063, | Concern the Air Force and FAA will disregard FEIS Section 2.3.1 describes the mitigations incorporated into
2011, 2029, 2046, 2070, | the public comments and taxpayers to get what | the PRTC proposal in direct response to public and agency
2074, 2100, 2127, 3070 | they want and forget the meaning of ‘good concerns. This includes advanced notifications to the public of
neighbor’. Statements that the Air Force is not | LFEs. The Record of Decision (ROD) will be legally binding. Any
trusted due to denial of negative impacts in the | and all mitigations contained in the ROD will become the legal
past and lies and broken promises from other obligation of the Air Force. With the execution of the
government agencies, Concern for too much Programmatic Agreement, in particular stipulation #VII, the Air
government interference near food and Force would provide a summary report detailing the training
livestock production. Suggestions for annual activities held and other issues. The Air Force has programs
meetings between Air Force and citizens to designed for community relations, including the Mid-Air Collision
listen to local concerns and give local residents Avoidance program. Under this or another suitable program,

a chance to listen to Air Force concerns. the Air Force will consider all requests for meetings in
communities beneath the proposed PRTC airspace. The Air Force
will monitor the effectiveness of these programs through the
mitigation and monitoring program to be established as part of
this proposal.

GE-6 1093, 2009, 2116 Concern the military is trying to instill fear in The purpose of the proposed PRTC is to provide the best training

the American people and looking for wars to
fight to get what they want.

possible for aircrews. FEIS Sections 2.10.4 and 2.10.5 explain the
limitations on current training. The selection criteria for
identifying alternative training locations are described in FEIS
Section 2.10 and 2.11.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
GE-7 | 1039, 2015, 2031, 2054, | Questions the sovereignty of the U.S. FEIS Section 1.6 explains that navigable airspace is under the
2139, 3014 government for airspace above private jurisdiction of the FAA.
property. “Reasonable and ordinary use is the
airspace above your property” is often litigated
and routinely protected as a property right.
Resolution adopted by the Standing Rock Tribe
in 2008 states the use of the airspace was
reserved for the tribe pursuant to the Treaties
of 1851 and 1868 at Fort Laramie.
GE-8 1007, 1036, 1083, 2015, | Concern that a live person at the base cannot The Air Force Public Affairs Office is charged with the
2031, 2044, 3043 be reached to handle complaints, questions, or | responsibility of handling public inquiry. FEIS Sections 2.8.5.2
damage claims. Whom do we contact for rapid | and 3.3.3.2 identify the process for addressing claims.
response? Previous attempts to resolve a
complaint have received a poor response or
damage claims are not paid.
GE-9 | 1004, 1040, 1041, 1054, | Supports a well-trained military and supports its | The Air Force appreciates your participation in the public
1062, 1087, 1088, 1097, | mission. involvement effort for the Powder River Training Complex
1107, 1112, 2034, 2044, proposal.
2045, 2047, 2048, 2068,
2072, 2076, 2088, 2094,
2097, 2100, 2117, 2120,
2123, 2134, 2136, 2142,
3013, 3015, 3024, 3030,
3046, 3071
GE-10 | 2039, 2072, 2121 Can a test-run be done first for feedback before | There is no provision for a test-run of MOAs in the applicable
charting the MOAs? Are there any procedures FAA requirements. However, the area under PR-2 has been
to suspend it or modify it once the airspace is overflown by B-1 and other training aircraft for many years. FEIS
charted if there is a problem? Section 2.3.5 describes the process, after adoption of mitigations
to monitor the effectiveness of the mitigations to determine the
need, if any, for adjustments.
GE-11 | 1041, 1042, 1077, 1096, | Would like to work together with the Air Force To the address the needs of all airspace users and other

1097, 1107, 2041, 2091,
2094, 2098, 3006, 3007,

to maintain all missions. Must address the
needs of all airspace users. Monitoring and

stakeholders, as expressed during public outreach, agency
review and tribal consultation, Air Force developed many
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response

3008, 3013, 3037, 3050, | evaluation of the Proposed Action should be mitigations, which are listed in FEIS Section 2.3.1.

3052, 3053, 3056, 3060 | ongoing. Previous coordination with
stakeho!ders may havg led to additiona.ll ' FAA Order 7400.2 states: “Although the FAA must protect the
alternatives but th.e Air Force was u.nW|II|ng. public’s right of freedom of transit through the airspace, full
Requests for the Air Force to coordinate the consideration shall be given to all airspace users, to include
development of an alternative. national defense; commercial and general aviation; and space

operations.”

GE-12 | 1057, 3032 Requests information on the proposal. Individuals who requested copies of the EIS have received
copies. FEIS Section 1 describes the reason for the training
requirements and Section 2.2 describes the components of the
proposed airspace. FEIS Section 2.10.5 identifies the limitations
on current training. The selection criteria for identifying
alternative training locations are described in FEIS Section 2.11.

GE-13 | 1068 Who conducted the studies discussed in the The FEIS provides the list of preparers for the technical analysis

document? in Chapter 7.0, and lists the reference studies used in this

analysis as well as the sources of those studies in Chapter 6.0.

GE-14 | 3037, 3078 Do not support non-LFE portion of the proposal. | As described in Chapter 1.5 of the FEIS, the Air Force needs

LFE use of the airspace appears manageable but | additional airspace for realistic, high-quality, local training in

non-LFE use impacts a large volume of airspace | addition to LFE training. The Air Force worked closely with the

on a daily basis and will put burden on FAA to address impacts to commercial traffic. FEIS Section 2.3.1

hundreds of civil aviation and non-DoD flights describes the mitigations to address public and agency concerns.

every day.

GE-15 | 3060 The footnote for Table 3.2-3 should include FAA AC-91-36D recommends no overflight below 2,000 feet AGL

“Federal Aviation Administration Advisory
Circular, FAA AC-91-36D).”

over the Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument. A
mitigation has been incorporated into the proposal (see FEIS
Section 2.3.1).
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
GE-16 | 3062 Would like a discussion on BRAC commission A response is unnecessary because the comment raises a
voting to retain Ellsworth AFB and its B-1 fleet concern which is outside the scope of the proposed action nor
without determining its current airspace could does the comment address the adequacy of the DEIS or the
meet its mission needs. merits of alternatives discussed in it. The BRAC Commission
report can be found at http://www.brac.gov/finalreport.html.
LU = Land Use
LU-1 1011, 1039, 1045, 1063, | Concern the quality of life, privacy, and integrity | FEIS Sections 3.8 and 4.8 explain the existing land use and
1076, 1098, 1108, 1109, | of the land would be impacted. Wants the potential consequences, and Sections 3.9 and 4.9 explain the
1111, 2013, 2032, 2033, | integrity and stewardship of the land and social and economic relationship of the people, communities,
2048, 2083, 2099, 2103, | quality of life maintained. and land. Section 4.9 describes the estimated average extent of
2111, 2116, 2130, 3039, overflight at low altitudes and the mitigations are described in
3048, 3080 Section 2.3. Section 4.8 describes the consequences to different
land uses, including private and public lands. Some individuals
expressed the perspective that any low level training would be
an adverse impact.
LU-2 | 1037, 1043, 1045, 1046, | Concerned about the sudden overflight and FEIS Sections 3.2 and 4.2 explain the existing conditions and
1050, 1056, 1059, 1074, | noise impacts to the serenity of the land and noise consequences. Section 4.9 describes the estimated
1078, 1080, 1082, 1103, | people’s way of life including recreation. average extent of low-level overflight and potential startle
1106, 1108, 1111, 1113, | Permanent avoidance areas may be needed. effect. The Air Force has incorporated mitigations, including
2013, 2030, 2035, 2045, establishment of reasonable temporary or seasonal avoidance
2050, 2067, 2071, 2077, areas or other measures identified in Government-to-
2080, 2105, 2108, 3010, Government consultation with affected tribes (see FEIS Section
3011, 3041, 3044, 3060, 2.3). Some individuals see military training and related startle or
3069, 3080 noise impacts as unacceptable to their quality of life and an
adverse impact.
LU-3 1035, 1074, 1094, 1105, | Concerns the proposal will damage or eliminate | FEIS Section 4.8 explains that B-1 training aircraft have
2006, 2035, 2048, 2132 | ranches/farms and the ranching/farming overflown ranches and farms under the existing Powder River A
lifestyle. and B MOAs (which are essentially PR-2) for decades. The
ranching/farming/hunting lifestyle continues under this airspace
and, in many ways, the ranches and farms are comparable to, or
the same as, ranches and farms under the proposed additional
airspace. FEIS Section 4.9 explains that the average number of
low-level overflights per year would be approximately six to
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
nine. This level of training activity could cause annoyance but,
based upon the experience under the existing MOAs, would not
significantly impact ranches, farms, or the ranching lifestyle.
Individuals under the proposed airspace could see sudden
overflight startle impacts as a significant impact.

LU-4 2045, 3026 Crop land acres have not been adequately FEIS Section 3.8 lists agricultural land area from available GIS
identified in the analysis. Does not account for | data under the existing Powder River MOAs and under each
crop acres coming out of the Conservation proposed MOA. Section 4.8 explains why the proposed PRTC
Reserve Program (CRP). would not adversely affect land use under the airspace.

LU-5 2046, 2113, 3074, 3079 Concern of losing prime hunting areas. FEIS Section 4.8 describes the importance of hunting land use
under the proposed airspace. Section 4.9 explains an average of
six to nine low-altitude overflights could occur per year in any
given location under a low MOA. Prime hunting areas are
located under the existing Powder River A and B MOAs
(essentially the same as PR-2) where B-1s have been training for
decades. Section 4.8 explains that low-altitude training and
hunting coexist throughout the west.

LU-6 | 2130 The land use numbers are not shown on the In FEIS Section 3.8, Table 3.8-2 presents land use numbers

maps and can’t see on the maps how much calculated using geographic information systems. GIS data do
acreage is included in the area. not always coincide; however, the overall land use numbers
presented in the report represent the best available information.

LU-7 1061, 1062, 2069, 3009 Property is under the current airspace or FEIS Section 4.8 explains that aircraft have overflown what is
overflown by aircraft near Minot. No effectively the proposed PR-2 for decades. Section 2.3.1 explains
observable negative impact. Ranchers have that the Air Force will continue to work with ranchers to
requested no-fly zones during sensitive times establish avoidance areas through identified mitigation
for livestock with a phone call to Ellsworth AFB. | measures.

LU-8 2074 Question if the Air Force adheres to county land | FEIS Section 4.8.1 explains that PRTC would not place restriction
use plans. Statement that individual county on land use or land use plans. Plans for energy development or
land use plans should be taken into related structures which could project into the airspace are
consideration in the EIS analysis. considered in Section 4.9. (See also FEIS Appendix J.)

LU-9 | 2121, 2143, 3060, 3079 Concerned about the visual effects of large FEIS Section 4.9 describes the estimated average frequency of

aircraft flying over, contrails, and chaff and flare

low-flying aircraft. Sudden overflight visual and startle impacts
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

debris.

from aircraft and rare visual impacts from residual pieces of
chaff or flares are adverse impacts. Aircraft emissions
associated with the use of proposed airspace would not impact
visibility (FEIS Section 4.4.3.1 and Section 5.1.2.1.4). At lower
altitudes, individual aircraft exhaust trails can be visually
detected for a brief period due to emissions of particulate
matter and organic compounds. Below 3,000 ft AGL, these
exhaust emissions rapidly dissipate (see FEIS Section 4.4.3.1).

Contrails, or condensation trails, are an existing condition above
the proposed PRTC airspace. Contrails are visible water vapor
trails from aircraft engines associated with specific
meteorological conditions and produced by high-altitude aircraft
overflight. Commercial overflights of the four-state region are
the primary contributors to these temporary artificial clouds.
Overflight of military training aircraft could create condensation
trails depending on flight altitude and meteorological conditions.
Although contrails could be seen as an intrusion into an
otherwise clear sky, such contrails, whether formed by
commercial or military aircraft overflight, would not have an
adverse effect upon tribal or other lands under the proposed
airspace. By eliminating military flights above FL260 the
Modified Alternatives would greatly reduce the potential
formation of contrails. Effects of the visual intrusion of PRTC
training activities on historic properties are addressed in FEIS
Section 4.7.2.1.

NA = Na

tive American

NA-1

2053

Concern the consultation with the tribal
governments will be labeled simply a fiduciary
responsibility. There is no guarantee that
comments will be implemented.

Ellsworth AFB has conducted Government-to-Government
consultations with tribal governments and explained all aspects
of the proposed airspace changes. Over the course of the past
six years, Ellsworth AFB has consulted with tribal governments in
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, and invited the tribes
to be signatories to a Programmatic Agreement that includes
stipulations specifying measures that resolve tribal concerns.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

The Air Force will also continue to consult with the tribes on a
Government-to-Government basis.

NA-2

2103, 3043

Separate and private hearings were conducted
at the reservations and comments were not
submitted specifically to aeronautics
commission. Concern the tribal governments
comments will not be made available or
included in the Final EIS.

All written comments and transcripts received on the DEIS are
included in the FEIS. (See Section 2.12). The FAA is a cooperating
agency (see Section 1.6) in this EIS and has participated in the
public hearing process. The FAA reviewed the EIS and related
appendices and, subsequent to the Air Force Record of Decision
(ROD), the Air Force anticipates that the FAA will adopt the FEIS,
issue its own ROD and then publish the new airspace in the
Billings Sectional Aviation Chart.

NA-3

2053

Concern the tribal government is not
recognized as having a legal or constitutional
relationship with the United States.

Ellsworth AFB has made special efforts to conduct Government-
to-Government consultations with tribal governments as was
described in DEIS Section 3.7. The obligation for federal
agencies to engage with Native American tribes on a
Government-to-Government basis is based on federal, statutes,
executive orders (EOs), regulations, and policies. These include
NHPA of 1966, the Native American Religious Freedom Act,
Presidential Memorandum on Government-to-Government
Relations (April 29, 1994), EO 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites) and EO
13175(Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments), and DoD Instruction 4710.02 (DoD Interactions
with Federally Recognized Tribes). These consultations, between
Ellsworth AFB and the tribes, have included explanations of all
aspects of the proposed airspace changes, and have resulted in
some of the changes made in Modified Alternative A. As
described in FEIS Section 4.7, the Air Force has executed a
Programmatic Agreement that stipulates measures that resolve
adverse effects to historic properties, religious ceremonies and
important tribal events under the PRTC (refer to Appendix N).
Furthermore, the Air Force will continue to consult with the
tribes on a Government-to-Government basis.

NA-4

2053, 2054, 2055, 2132,
3060, 3071, 3079

The importance of the Native American
ceremonies and religion is not adequately
identified or analyzed in the Draft EIS. Military

DEIS Section 3.7 explained the importance of ceremonies and
Government-to-Government consultation. FEIS Sections 2.3 and
4.7 explain the provisions of the Programmatic Agreement,
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
interference with and encroachment of sacred which includes avoidance areas and times, and specifies that
rights and religious practices is offensive, when Native American ceremonial and religious sites are
distracting, disrupting, and disrespectful. identified, the Air Force will consult to determine reasonable
Ceremonies take place throughout the year-not | avoidance altitudes and times. Further consultation has resulted
just spring and summer. Suggestion for further | in the mitigations described in FEIS Section 2.3.
consultation with affected tribes including
tribes which conduct ceremonies at Little
Bighorn Battlefield National Monument.

NA-5 | 2053, 2143, 3071 Suggests mitigations for no training during FEIS Sections 2.3 and 4.7 explain that during Government-to-
ceremonies throughout tribal homeland and Government consultations, the Air Force explained that when
over sacred grounds. Suggests no low-level Native American ceremonial and religious sites are identified,
overflights or sonic booms over Standing Rock the Air Force will consult to determine reasonable avoidance
Indian Reservation from June-August. altitudes and times. Also, as discussed in FEIS Sections 4.7.2.1,

and 4.7.2.3, a “Programmatic Agreement among 28th Bomb
Wing, Ellsworth Air Force Base, the State Historic Preservation
Offices of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyoming,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the
Proposed Development, Implementation and Operation of the
Powder River Training Complex” (Appendix N) is among
consulting parties comprised of signatories (28 BW, SHPOs from
MT, ND, SD and WY, and the ACHP) and invited signatories (FAA,
NPS, and Crow Tribe). The Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Northern
Cheyenne Tribe, and Standing Rock Sioux Tribe have also been
invited to sign, but have not yet elected to do so. As explained in
FEIS Section 2.3.1, Modified Alternatives A and Cinclude a
minimum training altitude of 12,000 feet MSL above the
Standing Rock Indian Reservation, Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe,
and Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservations. Supersonic training
would be scheduled once per quarter for 1 to 3 days for a
maximum of 10 days per year. An average of one sonic boom
per LFE day could be experienced at any given location under
the proposed airspace.

NA-6 | 2053, 2103, 2139, 3071 Request for more information on the frequency | FEIS Section 2.3 explains that there is no proposed deployment

and amount of fuel or chaff dropped and flight

of ordnance on tribal lands or any other lands under the
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
time over tribal lands. Suggestion to limit the airspace. The Air Force has identified fuel jettison areas and
use of chaff over tribal lands and start using none are over tribal lands. FEIS Section 2.8 describes chaff and
new technologies for invisibility. flare deployment as defensive countermeasures and explains
the quantity of chaff (0.00377 ounces per acre per year) or flare
residual materials (one plastic or Mylar piece per 149 acres per
year) which could be randomly distributed anywhere under the
training airspace, including on tribal lands. FEIS Section 2.8 also
contains information on the frequency of aircraft use of the
airspace as part of the Proposed Action.
NA-7 | 2054, 2056, 2057, 2058, | Concern there is not enough respect for the The Air Force has sought to work with Native American tribal
2129, 2130, 2140 Native American lands and their quality of life. representative to identify sensitive sites. DEIS Section 3.7
explained the importance of ceremonies and on-going
Government-to-Government consultation. FEIS Section 4.7
explains that when Native American ceremonial and religious
sites are identified, the Air Force will consult to determine
reasonable avoidance altitudes and times.
NA-8 | 2053, 2055, 2058, 2124, | Concern the proposal is in violation of treaties, DEIS Section 3.7 described the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868.
2139 specifically the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868, for | There is no ground construction proposed as part of the Powder
the absolute and undisturbed use and River Training Complex. FEIS Section 1.6 explains that the FAA
occupation of tribal lands. Suggestions that has sole responsibility of navigable airspace in the United States
these treaties include airspace over tribal lands | and associated offshore and other areas.
NA-9 | 2124, 2126, 2131, 2132, | Were the meetings with the Native Americans Meetings with tribes are conducted on a Government-to-
2137, 2140, 2141, 2143 | Government-to-Government meetings? If not, Government basis. Meeting participants are invited at the
why weren’t they advertised as public hearings? | direction of the tribe. Such Government-to-Government
Thought the purpose of the meeting was for the | meetings are in addition to advertised public hearings on the
Air Force to give a presentation and was not DEIS. (See DEIS Section 3.7.) The results of Government-to-
going to include public comment or a court Government consultations have been incorporated into the
proceeding hearing. If a public hearing had analysis as described in FEIS Sections 4.7, 4.10, and others.
been advertised more people would have
attended.
NA-10 | 3079 Concerned about the sudden overflight and FEIS Section 2.3 explains the mitigations incorporated to support

noise impacts to the serenity of the land and
Native American way of life. Permanent

reasonable seasonal and temporary avoidance areas. Also FEIS
Section 4.7.2.3 describes the stipulations of the Programmatic
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

avoidance areas may be needed.

Agreement the Air Force has executed, including avoidance
areas, times and dates, and a process for continued consultation
as specific concerns arise regarding additional identification of
Native American ceremonial and religious sites or other areas of
concern. The Air Force will consult to determine reasonable
avoidance altitudes and times. See Appendix N for the full text
of the Programmatic Agreement.

NA-11

2124

Suggests a Memorandum of Agreement as part
of a Government-to-Government relationship
between the tribes and the Air Force.

Modified Alternative A incorporates a number of changes in
airspace use in response to tribal concerns. Also, as described in
FEIS Section 4.7.2.3, the Air Force, SHPOs and ACHP developed a
Programmatic Agreement that resolves adverse effects that
could result from the proposed action, through stipulations
concerning avoidance, minimization or mitigation of adverse
effects to historic properties, religious ceremonies and
important tribal events under the PRTC. Refer to FEIS Appendix
N for the complete and final text of the Programmatic
Agreement.

NA-12

3071

History of Native Americans portrayed in the
DEIS includes incorrect information. Suggested
corrections are provided.

Additional edits incorporated into the EIS in response to specifics
provided by the tribes.

NA-13

2124

Concern for illegal dumping of hazardous
materials, chemical, nuclear, and other waste is
being dumped.

As explained in Chapter 2.0 of the FEIS, no ground construction
is included as part of the Proposed Action. Chapter 5.0 of the
FEIS explains that threat emitters, if sited, would have separate
NEPA evaluation. There are no proposed ground assets and no
proposed construction or other wastes.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
NO = Noise
NO-1 | 2008 Concern with the noise increase from aircraft in | As described in Section 2.5 of the FEIS, although the sorties may
holding patterns waiting to land. increase from FY2011 activity, total flight operations would not
be expected to exceed those analyzed and published in the 2008
Ellsworth AFB Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ),
which is publically available at
http://www.ellsworth.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-
090428-076.pdf. The AICUZ study, which is incorporated by
reference, identifies the noise levels associated with flight
operations in the vicinity of Ellsworth AFB.
NO-2 | 1038, 1103, 1111, 2008, | Concern for the disruptive nature of sonic As described in FEIS Section 4.2, low-level overflights and sonic
2105, 3060, 3069, 3074 | booms and low-level overflights including booms would be infrequent. Overflights exceeding 65 dB SEL
startle effect and damage to buildings, would occur once on 4 out of 10 days on average. An average of
windows, and other property. one sonic boom per day could be experienced on the not more
than 10 LFE days per year. Startle effects generated by noise
would be relatively rare, and the likelihood of significant
structural damage from a sonic boom is very low, although it
could occur. Any claims from Air Force-related damage would
begin by contacting Ellsworth AFB Public Affairs.
NO-3 | 1115, 2008 Concern for the accuracy and scientific integrity | FEIS Appendix | describes the noise models and accuracy of
of the B-1 aircraft noise predictions. Concern those models. DEIS Section 3.2 described the noise from B-1
the effects are underestimated. When the B-1s | afterburner use, and Appendix |, Table I-1, presents the noise
use their afterburners, the noise is greater than | level without afterburners. The numbers are measured
reported. numbers. FEIS Section 4.8 presents the consequences of SEL
noise.
NO-4 | 1039, 1056, 1082, 2009, | The noise numbers are misleading and vague Section 3.2 of both the DEIS and FEIS explain that both average
2110, 3060, 3080 because they are averages and generalized. and single event level noises are included to provide a complete
They are not always consistent. No specific noise picture to the public, agencies, and decision-makers. FEIS
discussion is provided as to how thresholds of Appendix | explains FAA noise policies. DEIS and FEIS Section
significance were defined in determining 3.2.2 discussed factors involved in defining significance with
impacts of noise on the resources described in regards to noise impacts.
the document. The 55 DNL dB threshold cited
in the DEIS does not adequately address
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response

disruption of tranquility or disruption of Neither the Air Force nor the FAA has specific significance

solitude at national parks. No specific thresholds for properties like the Little Bighorn Battlefield

discussion is provided as to how thresholds of National Monument, which call for special consideration in

significance were defined in determining determining noise impacts (see DEIS Section 3.2.2). Noise

impacts of noise. impacts on such properties are determined based on the context
and intensity of the impacts on the resource on a case-by-case
basis. FEIS Section 4.2.3 includes specific noise results for the
National Monument, using single-event metrics (i.e., SEL and
Lmax) in addition to DNL. In a Programmatic Agreement under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (see
Appendix N of the FEIS), the Air Force and the National Park
Service have agreed that the Air Force will partially mitigate the
effects of the PRTC on the National Monument (e.g., noise) by
implementing specific measures, including a minimum training
altitude of 5,000 feet AGL from one hour before to one hour
after posted hours of operation.

NO-5 | 1003, 1037, 1045, 1078, | Concern with the increase in noise, including FEIS Section 2.5 describes training periods and the hours when
1096, 1109, 2017, 2021, | sonic booms and vibrations, with low-flying training could occur. After dark flights are required for realistic
2023, 2030, 2032, 2067, | aircraft and impacts to sleep, hearing, startle training. FEIS Section 4.2 describes noise impacts, including sonic
2085, 2092, 2110, 2111, | effects to humans and wildlife, annoyance, booms, and presents the change in average noise levels. FEIS
3048, 3064, 3079 prayer, ceremonies, and other day-to-day Section 4.2 identifies the calculated number of times per training

activities. Suggestions for limitations set on day when different sound levels would be exceeded. FEIS

aircraft noise including restrictions of noise to Section 4.2 also explains that individual aircraft operating at low

reasonable hours. Suggestions for analysis to altitude may have single events as loud as 133 dB sound

use single-event noise rather than using exposure level (for a B-1 using afterburners at 500 feet AGL). As

average noise. explained in FEIS Section 4.7.3.1, training aircrew avoid buildings
during this fly-up maneuver. Supersonic would be proposed
above 20,000 feet MSL for bombers and above 10,000 feet AGL
for fighters. FEIS Section 2.8 describes the minimum altitude for
supersonic maneuvers. FEIS Appendix | explains noise measures
in more detail.

NO-6 | 2018 Does altitude have a factor in the decibels of DEIS Section 3.2 and FEIS Section 4.2 provide noise effects based

noise reaching the ground?

upon aircraft altitude above ground level. This means that an
aircraft flying at 10,000 feet MSL above 3,000-feet MSL terrain
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
would have a noise effect comparable flying at 7,000 feet AGL.

NO-7 | 2018 Are there any ultrasonic magnetic waves DEIS Section 3.2 and Appendix | of the FEIS explain that sonic

involved in sonic booms? booms are created by sound pressure waves, not magnetic
waves. There are no ultrasonic magnetic waves involved in sonic
booms. The compression of air does result in sound effects
beyond those audible to the human ear. Some sounds inaudible
to humans can be heard by animals.

NO-8 | 2018 What would the decibels be at 10,000 feet AGL? | FEIS Appendix |, Table I-1 and I-2 describe the decibel levels for

different aircraft types flying at different altitudes AGL. FEIS
Section 2.11 presents sonic boom overpressures for various
altitudes AGL. FEIS Section 4.2 provides noise effects based
upon aircraft altitude AGL. This means that an aircraft flying at
10,000 feet MSL above 3,000-feet MSL terrain would have a
noise effect comparable flying at 7,000 feet AGL.

NO-9 | 2101, 3079 There are several different units used to DEIS Section 3.2 explained that different noise measures are
describe noise. Want to see single event sound | used to reflect different noise effects. FEIS Appendix | explains
exposure levels. How do decibels relate to psf? | noise measures in more detail and Table I-1 provides typical
How can we understand the meaning of the noise levels for common sounds. Both average noise and single
sound measurements? event sound exposure level noise are included in FEIS Section 4.2

to provide a complete picture to decision-makers and the public.
NO-10 | 1007, 1042, 1110, 2045, | Do not want flights over homes or corrals also FEIS Section 2.3 explains that the Air Force will work with
2107, 3008, 3016, 3017 | suggest avoidance areas similar to those given individuals, tribal governments, and organizations to identify
to Native American sacred grounds to include sensitive noise areas and periods of avoidance.
round-up areas, birthing areas, watering holes,
etc. Not all the sensitive noise areas have been
identified and want assurance all avoidance
areas will be respected.
NO-11 | 2112, 2116, 3064 Concern for the noise effects associated with FEIS Section 4.2 describes studies conducted regarding

Post Traumatic Stress Disorder and other health
issues.

performance effects of noise and other noise-related issues.

NP = National Environmental Policy Act

NP-1

1009, 1064, 1068, 1074,

Questions if citizens can vote down the

Section 1.5 explains that the FAA has jurisdiction over navigable
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
1096, 1117, 2024, 2032, | proposal or sue the Air Force. Concern the Air airspace. FEIS Section 2.10 explains that federal environmental
2071, 2125, 3012 Force can do this without the consent of and airspace regulations will be followed in the decision-making
citizens and is an infringement on citizens’ process.
rights. Suggests the Air Force is ignoring the
concerns expressed by citizens.
NP-2 1068, 1076, 2032, 2043, | Concern that comments and objections are not | FEIS Section 2.10 explains that federal environmental and
2050, 2083, 2124, 2132 being listened to and that elected officials are airspace regulations will be followed in the decision-making
not representing citizen concerns. Hope that process. Section 2.10 also explains the opportunities for public
recommendations will be added in the Final EIS. | concerns to be incorporated into the decision-making process.

NP-3 1071, 2047, 2068, 2107, | Appreciation for the holding public hearings and | The Air Force appreciates your participation in the public

2108, 3044, 3048 providing a venue to provide comments and involvement effort for the Powder River Training Complex
learn more about the proposal. proposal.

NP-4 | 2050, 2074, 2083, 2094 What is the role of the cooperating agency and FEIS Section 1.6 of the FEIS explains that FAA is the cooperating
do they work in our best interest? Suggests agency and will make decisions regarding establishing airspace.
that a state law that gives Montana the role of
cooperating agency and that the Air Force
should coordinate with the state. Statement
that as the cooperating agency and final
authority, the FAA has the most influence in the
decision.

NP-5 | 2057, 2072, 3066, 3072 How long is the comment period for the Draft Section 2.12.2 of the FEIS describes the DEIS public comment

EIS? Does the FAA see our comments?

process and Section 2.12.3 of the FEIS describes the
environmental process. The initial comment period opened on
August 20, 2010 and was scheduled to end on November 15,
2010, but by request, the comment period was reopened and
extended to January 31, 2011, nine weeks beyond the original
timeline. Closure of the comment period for the DEIS was
described in the public announcements. (See Appendix E.) FAA
reviews the FEIS and determines whether to adopt it. Section 1.6
of the FEIS (Section 1.5 of the DEIS) explains that FAA is a
cooperating agency and will make decisions regarding
establishment of any airspace.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
NP-6 | 2064, 3047 Can the Air Force and the FAA cooperating FEIS Section 4.9.3.1.4 discusses towers and FAA requirements
agency provide a commitment that will not limit | for tall structures.
wind energy projects?
NP-7 | 1012, 2066, 3073 If this goes through, can we ensure compliance | The FEIS and ROD will be legally binding. Any and all mitigations
with the project ROD? Concern the Air Force contained in the ROD will become the legal obligation of the Air
won’t abide by their own rules. Force. (See Section 2.10.)
NP-8 | 1108, 1116, 1117, 2072, | How were the meetings advertised? How was Section 2.12.2 of the FEIS describes the DEIS public comment
2095, 2116, 2123, 2130, | the public made aware of the proposal? process and the methods used to advertise meetings. In
2141, 3025 Concern the meetings were not publicized addition, Appendix E of the FEIS describes the advertising for the
widely enough or early enough to allow people | 19 public hearings and four Native American meetings held
to attend. during the public comment period.
NP-9 1009, 2075, 2101, 3012 The language in the document seems vague, DEIS and FEIS language reflects the predictive nature of the
such as “expected to”, “may be”, analysis conducted to identify potential effects of the action on
“approximate”, as well as using different units future conditions.
of measure. Measurement units in the DEIS and FEIS are similar to those
used in other NEPA documents and when possible are consistent
throughout the document, but are tied to the type of
measurement being made. For example, measurements
involving airspace use nautical miles, and measurements of
ground areas are reported in acres or square miles. (See also
response to NO-9.)
NP-10 | 2083, 2130, 3048, 3056, | What is the process of government FEIS Section 2.10 explains the NEPA process. DEIS Section 3.7
3076 consultation? Would like to see other explained the Government-to-Government consultation. FEIS
agencies/entities/citizens involved in the Appendix E explains other agencies and entities which have been
comment process and what their comments invited to participate in the NEPA process. Appendix E also
are. Will a Memorandum of Understanding be identifies the public hearing locations and times to support
created amongst all agencies possibly participation by any and all involved parties.
impacted?
NP-11 | 1039, 1045 This proposal does not follow Air Force Policy FEIS Section 2.10 identifies the policies and directives followed

Directive 32-70 or EO 11991 in protecting or
enhancing the environment. Concern the EIS is
swayed towards the needs of the Air Force not

in the preparation of this EIS. Section 2.11 identifies one of the
goals to be reduced environmental conflicts. Section 2.3
provides a list of mitigations.
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for the concern of the environment.

PN = Purpose and Need

PN-1 | 1059, 2003, 2065, 2097, | Aircrews need to be combat ready and The Air Force appreciates your participation in the public
3045 additional airspace is needed. involvement effort for the Powder River Training Complex
proposal.
PN-2 1002, 1003, 1004, 1009, | Why can’t you train somewhere else such as FEIS Section 2.10 describes the training requirements and
1011, 1034, 1037, 1046, | Nevada, Utah, the Hays MOA, in deserts, or limitations for B-1 and B-52 aircraft. Section 2.11 explains how
1050, 1056, 1058, 1063, | over water? Why do you need the entire area? | the training location alternatives have been identified. Section
1064, 1065, 1067, 1068, | Suggests keeping flights in South Dakota and 2.11 explains that training in other locations is done to the
1073, 1084, 1085, 1093, | North Dakota. Other planes who want to use extent possible. Other aircraft are included in LFE training (See
1096, 1098, 1101, 1102, | the airspace will have to use fuel to get here. Section 2.8). Section 1.0 of the FEIS discusses the purpose and
1107, 1109, 1111, 1118, | Concern there is already enough disruption need of the Proposed Action, including the training
2006, 2024, 2046, 2047, | from military flights and substantial restricted requirements for the Air Force.
2048, 2076, 2077, 2083, | areas already in place. The existing airspace is
2086, 2092, 2095, 2100, | large enough.
2101, 2102, 2106, 2109,
2113, 2117, 2121, 2122,
2128, 2134, 3003, 3012,
3014, 3016, 3017, 3018,
3028, 3056, 3080
PN-3 1034, 1058, 1101, 2006, | Concern that this expansion is not necessary for | FEIS Section 1.0 describes the need for a trained military force.
2034, 2046, 2047, 2083, | national security. Suggestion that training be Section 2.10 describes the B-1 and B-52 missions for which
2098, 2106, 2113, 2116, | concentrated on ground training rather than aircrews need to be trained. Section 2.11 details the training
2121, 3024, 3077 aircraft. The Air Force needs to consider how to | requirements and limitations of existing training airspace.
use America’s resources wisely and the Section 2.11 explains how the training location alternatives were
potential harm outweighs the benefits. What identified. All airspace is reviewed on an annual basis by the
airspace will be given up? FAA and the Air Force to determine its ongoing need and
capabilities to meet the training airspace needs. This review
process is separate from NEPA.
PN-4 | 2104, 2114, 3002, 3021, | Why is it necessary to fly down to 500 feet FEIS Section 2.10 describes the low-altitude training associated
3039, 3071 (including Native American reservations)? Can with the B-1 aircraft. B-1 crews must maintain proficiency in low

they fly at 1,000 feet minimum?

level employment down to 500 feet AGL to fulfill current and
future combat requirements. According to FEIS Section 2.8,
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
approximately 15-20 minutes of a two hour mission would take
place below 2,000 feet AGL. The vast majority of this training is
currently accomplished at 1,000 feet ATL with a minimum
amount of time spent at 500 feet AGL to maintain aircrew
proficiency in the unique dynamics of flight at 500 feet AGL.
The Standing Rock, Cheyenne River, and Northern Cheyenne
Reservations would not be overflown below 12,000 feet MSL
under Modified Alternatives A or C.
PN-5 | 1056, 1066, 2072, 2075, | How many days do you need to train in the FEIS Section 2.5 describes the training requirements and
2102, 3012, 3028, 3052, | airspace? Information in the Draft EIS seems presents the proposed scheduled time for the airspaces to be
3059, 3071, 3080 contradictory as to whether LFEs would be 10 activated for training. Day to day training would be for 240 days
days or 12 days per year. Thought the airspace | peryear. LFE training would be up to 10 days per year (of the
would be used for 10 days but Draft EIS says 240 days).
over 200 days.
PN-6 | 1058, 2106, 2114 The Bombers have been around a long time. DEIS Section 1.2 explains that the B-1 aircraft continue to be
Won't they be replaced soon? upgraded with multiple advanced technologies to ensure their
usefulness and applicability into the future.
PN-7 | 1064, 3025, 3062 Suggestion that with today’s technology, flight As explained in FEIS Section 2.11.3.3, sophisticated flight

simulators can provide additional training.
Existing airspace would be adequate with use of
flight simulators. Flight simulators need further
discussion.

simulators will continue to be used to the extent possible. Even
the best simulators lack realism of actual flying and aircrews do
not receive the same physical training challenge in simulators as
during aircraft flight. Extensive aircrew use of simulators is
already included in the flight requirements for the proposed
PRTC.

PR = Physical Resources

PR-1

2124, 2132, 3012

Would like to see more water and soil data.
Water and soil information is inaccurate. pH in
MT area is high to very high in Alkaline.

DEIS Section 3.5 mapped soil types and described pH. Almost all
(99 percent) of the regional soils have a pH greater than 5.0
(extremely acidic) or less than 8.5 (strongly alkaline). There is no
proposed surface construction (See FEIS Section 2.8.6). FEIS
Section 4.5 explains that the only feasible soils or water
consequences could be from minute particles of chaff. Chaff
concentrations are calculated to be approximately 0.00377
ounces per acre per year. (See FEIS Section 2.4.6.3.) The soil pH
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

is nearly entirely outside the range to react with chaff coatings,
and the chaff particles rapidly become indistinguishable from
silica and aluminum soil elements. No soils or water impacts
would be anticipated. (See also FEIS Appendices C and D.)

SA = Safety

SA-1

1006,
2001,
2059,
2080,
2107,
3056,

1044, 1054, 1102,
2018, 2028, 2042,
2063, 2066, 2072,
2084, 2085, 2095,
2121, 3005, 3054,
3075, 3079

Concern for mid-air collisions when flying at low
levels. What are the safety statistics in the
area? What safety measures will prevent
mishaps?

FEIS Section 4.3 describes the flight safety of the B-1 and B-52
aircraft, including the Class A accident statistics. These include all
aircraft operations, including training below 2,000 feet AGL. The
Air Force and FAA would continue coordination to enhance the
situational awareness of aircraft operators as to whether PRTC
low altitudes MOAs (airspace below 12,000 feet MSL) are active.
This may include practices for use of existing data, equipment,
and procedures as well as integration of advancements in
software and/or equipment.

SA-2

2007

Safety concerns in flying between Billings and
Rapid City.

DEIS Section 3.1 explained that Victor airway V86 can be used
between Billings and Rapid City, which would be outside the
proposed MOA airspace and beneath existing and proposed
ATCAAs. IFR or VFR aircraft could use this airway. VFR aircraft
could fly see-and-avoid through an active MOA direct between
Billings and Rapid City.

SA-3

1058,
2007,
3050,

1060, 1073, 1096,
2076, 2095, 2103,
3054, 3073, 3075

Safety concerns when rerouting during
inclement weather or multiple flights on Victor
airways without adequate communication.

DEIS Section 3.1 described Victor airway use during inclement
weather flying IFR if MOA airspaces are activated. The stacked
and additional MOAs are designed to provide for IFR access and
training aircraft temporary relocation out of a specific airspace
to allow for IFR transit. FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains that the
announcement by NOTAM in advance of MOA activation
provides as current information as possible. Pilots who could not
fly VFR due to weather or contract requirements, sought to
obtain real-time information on a MOA activation, and were not
able to obtain such information see the lack of information as an
adverse impact.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
SA-4 2007, 3056 Would like better communication with Denver
Center, MNP, and SLC to increase safety. Will The communication capabilities within the PRTC region are
ARTCC communication boundaries be consistent with established requirements for the National
simplified? Airspace System. Frequency coverage for aircraft operators will
continue as currently established.
The existing airspace management procedures used by Denver
and Salt Lake Air Route Traffic Control Centers (ARTCC) for
controlling PR A/B MOA will be revised and expanded to include
Minneapolis ARTCC. Any additional coordination requirements
necessary for the management of the PRTC will be added to
agreements between the air traffic control facilities and the Air
Force. The existing procedures within the Aeronautical
Information Manual (AIM) covering contact with air traffic
control facilities and details published on charts and other Flight
Information Publications (FLIP) should be followed to contact
the air traffic control agency responsible for any particular MOA.
SA-5 1043, 1050, 1054, 1058, | Concern about fires caused by flares and the FEIS Section 2.3.1 describes altitude limitations of flare use and
1063, 1068, 1082, 1084, | need to restrict use of flares. Not enough the cessation of use under certain fire danger ratings. FEIS
1086, 1100, 1101, 1102, | analysis has been done. Extreme fire danger Sections 3.3 and 4.3.3.1.3 describe the different types of flare
1106, 1108, 1109, 2009, | ratingis too high; should be lower rating. Need | failures and the potential impacts from flares deployed in fire
2029, 2035, 2049, 2071, | to consider suppression capabilities in regional danger conditions, including the National Fire Danger Rating
2074, 2092, 2099, 2107, | areas. Please provide an historical comparison. | System and the conditions under which Ellsworth AFB would
2116 2121, 2124, 2125, | Would like flares dispersed no lower than suspend flare use. Ellsworth AFB mutual aid agreements are
2140, 3002, 3008, 3014, | 10,000 feet. also described in that FEIS section. Regional response, including
3025, 3035, 3039, 3041, federal agencies, would occur for any fire, including an unlikely
3048, 3052, 3055, 3056, flare-caused fire. (See also FEIS Appendix D.)
3060, 3062, 3064, 3071,
3074, 3079
SA-6 | 1050, 1082, 1084, 1100, | A more thorough discussion on how fires from The FEIS extensively and adequately discusses the potential for

2009, 2100, 3079

flares will be handled needs to be addressed.

fires from any source and how such fires would be handled. FEIS
Section 2.3.1 describes altitude limitations of flare use. FEIS
Sections 3.3.3.3 and 4.3.3.1.3 describe the different types of
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

flare failures and the potential impacts from flares deployed in
fire danger conditions. Section 3.3 explains that fire danger
ratings are relative, not absolute, and are location-specific, and
that land management agencies estimate fire danger for a given
rating area. FEIS Section 4.3.3.1.3 also describes Ellsworth AFB
mutual aid agreements with local and regional emergency
response agencies, which are activated for any fire, including an
unlikely flare-caused fire (See also FEIS Appendix D.)

SA-7

1005, 1037, 1039, 1058,
1060, 1065, 1066, 1070,
1073, 1080, 1083, 1091,
1096, 1100, 1107, 1111,
1116, 1118, 2010, 2018,
2019, 2020, 2021, 2022,
2025, 2035, 2061, 2063,
2068, 2071, 2072, 2073,
2075, 2081, 2085, 2091,
2094, 2096, 2103, 2104,
2106, 2107, 2109, 2113,
2117, 2119, 3003, 3004,
3005, 3010, 3012, 3022,
3023, 3025, 3028, 3039,
3041, 3051, 3052, 3054,
3058, 3061, 3064

Concern for private pilot’s safety when they are
flying in slow planes with much faster aircraft in
the area, including impact from wind vortices.
Similar concerns for high-performance GA flying
into 3 NM circle airports and/or flying in
thunderstorm conditions.

Training B-1 aircraft would use see-and-avoid as well as
electronic capabilities to identify general aviation aircraft
approaching the B-1’s path of flight. FEIS Section 4.1 explains
that see-and-avoid procedures are the responsibility of all pilots,
including military pilots. Section 4.9 explains that uncertainty
regarding low-level overflight and wake vortices could have the
potential to affect low-flying aircraft, including highline patrol,
pipeline patrol, and crop dusting aircraft. Section 4.3 describes
the potential safety risks associated with military training aircraft
and impacts from lack of communication. This safety risk is seen
as an adverse impact. Section 4.3 describes training aircraft
accident rates and safety concerns where worsening weather
would require a VFR flight to go IFR but a scheduled MOA would
prevent IFR flight. The stacked and additional MOAs are
designed to provide for IFR access and training aircraft
temporary relocation out of a specific airspace to allow for IFR
transit. GA uncertainty about flying into scheduled training
airspace is further addressed in AM-1. The random and
unpredictable B-1 overflight which could occur at any given
location an average of six to nine times per year or more at or
below 2,000 feet AGL was seen by pilots at hearings as an
adverse impact. (See Section 4.9). The Air Force and FAA would
continue coordination to enhance the situational awareness of
aircraft operators as to whether PRTC low altitudes MOAs
(airspace below 12,000 feet MSL) are active. This may include
practices for use of existing data, equipment, and procedures as
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Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

well as integration of advancements in software and/or
equipment.

SA-8

2010, 3004, 3042

Concern for pilot’s safety while doing frequent
wildlife surveys.

DEIS Section 3.1 described the wildlife and wetlands surveys and
photography and identifies specific weather conditions and time
periods when such surveys would need to occur. Section 4.9
explains the need to coordinate with Ellsworth AFB to deconflict
military operations.

SA-9

1002, 1007, 1039, 1045,
1055, 1100, 1108, 2013,
2073, 2079, 2095, 2115,
3003, 3011, 3065

Concern for safety during recreation and
ranching.

FEIS Section 4.8.3 explains land use and recreation impacts and
describes startle effects upon domestic and ranch animals.
Recreation, including parasailing could occur at specific
locations. Often these locations are identified on FAA
aeronautical charts. Section 4.8 explains that the Air Force would
not normally schedule the airspace from Friday noon through
Sunday night to support heavy use recreational activities.
Recreation can also include camps for youths and adults. The Air
Force will work with ranchers and others to identify seasonal
avoidance areas. (See Section 2.3.) Section 5.0 discusses
recreational cumulative effects.

SA-10

1108, 2016, 2051, 2107,
3012

Aircraft and bird strike safety concern.

FEIS Section 4.3 explains bird-aircraft strike risk and actions
taken to reduce risks.

SA-11

1058, 1066, 2020, 3061

Concern for safety if training includes flying
lights out.

Training would not be with lights out in the proposed PRTC MOA
airspace.

SA-12

1100, 2025, 2026

Concern for the danger of flares on wells and
gas pipelines.

FEIS Section 2.8.5, Section 4.3.3.1.3, and Appendix D explain
flare release altitude limitations of 2,000 feet AGL. Flares burn
out in 500 feet or at 1,500 feet AGL. It would be extremely
unlikely that a burning flare would strike the ground at all (see
Section 4.3.3.1.3) and even more unlikely that a still-burning
flare could fall at any specific location, such as a well.

SA-13

1100, 2026, 3060, 3074

Can chaff and flare use be limited to winter
months to avoid peak fire season?

PRTC training requirements are necessary during summer
months, but the Air Force would discontinue flare use when the
fire rating is very high or extreme. FEIS Section 2.8 describes
chaff and flare use, including flare release restrictions. Chaff
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does not burn and does not pose any fire risk.

SA-14

1039, 1043, 1045, 1050,
1052, 1054, 1063, 1079,
1104, 1106, 1108, 2035,
2036, 2056, 2057, 2063,
2082, 2099, 2101, 2103,
2116, 3048

Concern of the health risks of ingesting the
chaff and flare debris or from dud flares.

FEIS Section 2.8 and Section 4.3.3 describes the chaff and flare
residual materials. Proposed chaff deployment would result in
an estimated average of 0.00377 ounces of what is effectively
soil per acre per year. Chaff and flare plastic or paper pieces
have never been recorded as ingested by animals (see FEIS
Appendices C and D). Appendix C explains that airborne chaff
does not abrade to respirable particles. During controlled tests,
animals rejected eating concentrations of chaff. Chaff fibers are
dispersed in the air and upon contact with the ground, break
down to become silica and aluminum particles indistinguishable
from the composition of soil. The animal fat micro-coating of
chaff fibers breaks down when exposed to sunlight. (See Section
4.5.) Section 2.8 describes the extremely low risk of any dud
flares (one per three years in the entire airspace).

SA-15

1043, 2041, 3026, 3043,
3075

Concern for safety during cloud-seeding
operations or agricultural applications.

FEIS Section 4.1 explains that military training pilots would be
briefed where weather modification activity is planned.
Information on this weather modification activity would need to
be coordinated with the Air Force and the industry. Air Force
would use see-and-avoid procedures to work with weather
modification activities. (See also responses to SO-2 and SO-28.)

SA-16

2041, 2072, 2077, 3006,
3044, 3048, 3052

Concern with use of countermeasures
interfering with radar. How will the 60 NM chaff
deployment restriction be applied?

Aircrew pre-flight briefings (see FEIS Section 2.10.4.4) identify
avoidance areas and distances for deployment of defensive
countermeasures. FEIS Sections 2.3 and 2.8.5.1 describe the
chaff deployment restriction relative to FAA radars. Weather
radars have the ability or identify and distinguish chaff. FEIS
Section 4.3.3.1.2 discusses the deployment of chaff after

receiving clearance from FAA Frequency Management Authority.

SA-17

1007, 1009, 1082, 2042

Concern pilots are showing off and flying
recklessly.

FEIS Section 2.10 describes the detailed activities required for
pilot training and briefings in advance of missions. Pilots are
training as they are expected to perform in combat and are not
flying recklessly or showing off.
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
SA-18 | 2059, 3026, 3043 Most medical flights are above 10,000 feet and | FEIS Section 2.3 explains that medical flights would be given
may be operating at FL180 to FL250. priority. Section 4.1 recognizes that medical flights typically are
above 10,000 feet MSL. The MOA stratification is designed to
permit IFR transit, including emergency flights.
SA-19 | 1008, 1011, 1043, 1063, | Concern there isn’t adequate communication FEIS Section 2.3 explains that medical flights would continue to
1094, 1096, 1106, 2073, | capabilities when medical or other emergency be given priority, as they are expedited currently in the existing
2074, 3008, 3020, 3026, | flights are needed. How will they be given Powder River MOAs. FEIS Section 4.1.3.1.4 notes that the Air
3049, 3056, 3068, 3070, | priority? Force currently immediately shift aircraft or end training in the
3074, 3075 airspace to accommodate emergencies. Also Section 2.3
identifies that MOA segments are designed to permit IFR transit,
including for emergency flights. The stacked and additional
MOAs are designed to provide for IFR access and would allow
training aircraft temporary relocation out of a specific airspace
to allow for IFR transit. FEIS Section 4.1.3.1.4 describes the lack
of radio coverage and communication within the airspace.
Section 2.5 describes the scheduling of the airspace.
SA-20 | 1072, 1109, 2077, 2140 What are the response measures if an aircraft DEIS Section 3.3 described the response measures if an aircraft
crashes? crashes.
SA-21 | 1008, 1011, 1094, 1106, | Concern pipelines won’t be checked frequently | FEIS Section 2.5 presents the proposed schedule for training
2072, 2077 enough for leaks due to inability to access the airspace activation. Pipeline checks could always be performed
airspace. below 500 feet AGL or when training airspace was not
scheduled. As with any temporary avoidance area, when
informed of an activity, the Air Force would work with the entity
to avoid the area and/or altitude.
SA-22 | 1082, 1105, 2080 Concern for increased heart and other health There is no particular flight path for aircraft training within the
problems for those who live under a flight path. | airspace. DEIS Section 3.2 described the random nature of flight
training activity throughout the airspace. FEIS Section 4.9
describes the calculated six to nine annual average number of
overflights for any given location within the airspace, although
specific locations could be overflown more or less frequently.
Individuals overflown may be annoyed, but there would be no
flight paths with individuals regularly overflown.
SA-23 | 2074 Concern for the sonic boom’s effect on FEIS Section 4.2 describes the overpressure from sonic booms.
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pipelines.

All pipelines are constructed to withstand substantially greater
pressures than could possibly be generated by a sonic boom.

SA-24

2084, 3049

Concern of increased risk and inability to avoid
towers when training or overflight damage to
wind machines.

DEIS Section 3.3 explained that towers are mapped and lighted.
Training aircraft identify and avoid all towers during flight
operations. Permanent avoidance areas are established for
towers. No damage to tall structures or wind machine
operations would occur (see Section 3.3.3.3).

SA-25

2096

Concern the additional time pilots will be in the
air trying to get around an active MOA will
increase safety risks.

Pilots can transit an active MOA using see-and-avoid or receive
IFR priority to arrive or depart an airport under an active MOA.
FEIS Section 4.3 explains that general aviation unable or
unwilling to transit an active MOA using see-and-avoid, unable
to communicate for IFR flights, and unwilling to exercise ground
hold or reschedule during the time the MOA would not be active
could potentially expend up to 4 hours of additional travel time
either in ground delay and/or re-routing around an active MOA.
If a pilot chose to re-route and fly the additional time, there
would be no quantifiable safety effect associated with a non-
guantifiable estimate of whether or not a pilot would elect to re-
route, ground hold, fly IFR, or fly see-and-avoid. FEIS Section 4.1
also explains that communication capabilities would be available
prior to training in a low MOA. VFR pilots unwilling to fly see-
and-avoid, ground hold, or reschedule could see any additional
flight time as an adverse impact.

SA-26

1046,
3052,

2109,
3064

2121, 2084,

Concern chaff and flare use will create airborne
FOD hazards.

There has not been a recorded instance of chaff or flare plastic
or paper residual materials damaging an aircraft, even in
extensive use training ranges such as Nevada Test and Training
Range or Utah Test and Training Range. Chaff fibers, thinner
than a human hair, rapidly disperse in the air. Plastic and paper
pieces (described in FEIS Appendices C and D) fall to the ground
as described in FEIS Section 2.8.

SA-27

1003,
1098,
1117,

1050,
1104,
2020,

1058,
1108,
2036,

1086,
1113,
2084,

Concern for the impacts from Chaff and Flare
use on the environment, air quality, and people
below. Concern that additional study needs to

FEIS Section 2.8 describes the lifecycle of chaff and flares.
Section 4.8 describes the chaff and flare impacts, including
residual materials which fall to the ground. FEIS Section 4.6
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2092, 2101, 3056

be done to determine the effects of chaff on
animals and humans. Will the Air Force provide
chaff and flare education to fire investigators?

describes the extent of distribution of such residual materials.
FEIS Appendix C explains that long-term studies to identify chaff
have demonstrated that chaff breaks down quickly to particles
of aluminum and silica, which are the most common elements in
the soil. The degraded chaff particles are effectively
indistinguishable from existing soil particles. FEIS Appendix D
provides expanded details on flare type, usage, and impacts. As
described in Section 2.8 and Section 4.3 of the FEIS, the Air Force
will work with local fire departments under the proposed
airspace to educate them on chaff and flare deployments and
residual materials.

SA-28

1098, 2101

The analysis assumes chaff will be distributed
evenly throughout the airspace, is this fact or
will it be concentrated within routine training
routes? Can the amount of chaff deployed be
quantified?

FEIS EIS Section 2.8.5 describes the quantity of chaff deployed
and chaff distribution. Chaff is not limited to any specific area. It
is used in response to air- and/or ground-based threats. Winds
at deployment altitude would disperse chaff fibers which are
thinner and lighter than human hair. Aircraft training flights and
chaff distribution would be random and not localized.

SO = Socioeconomics

SO-1 1001, 1009, 1037, 1043, | This will decrease home/ranch values. If the As described in FEIS Section 4.9, the presence or absence of
1045, 1051, 1056, 1082, | military is going to take our land, we should be training airspace over existing ranches and farms is not
1084, 1063, 1069, 1073, | compensated for it. considered in land appraisal value within the ROI. (See also SO-
1076, 1086, 1096, 1097, 19.)
1098, 1100, 1103, 1104,
1111, 1115, 1119, 2004,
2006, 2011, 2013, 2015,
2021, 2029, 2031, 2036,
2045, 2050, 2054, 2071,
2078, 2080, 2082, 2091,
2092, 2101, 2102, 2106,
2108, 2113, 2121, 3012,
3014, 3043, 3048, 3080
SO-2 | 1005, 1008, 1011, 1068, | Spraying crops will be limited or impacted by FEIS Sections 4.3.3 and 4.9 explains the safety elements

1073, 1083, 1094, 1096,

low-altitude training overflights or wake

associated with wake vortices and crop-spraying aircraft. Section
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
1114, 2004, 2015, 2031, | vortices which will have an economic impact on | 4.9 describes the average overflight of any given area. Potential
2045, 2059, 2107, 3002, | our crops. Would like mitigations during crop safety risk to agricultural application aircraft is an unavoidable
3004, 3039, 3070 spraying months. adverse impact. Economic concerns related to agricultural uses
are addressed in FEIS Section 4.9.3.1.2; impacts to crop-dusting
etc., are discussed in Section 4.8, Land Use.
SO-3 1073, 1082, 2004 Concern the tax base will go down when As described in FEIS Section 4.9, the presence or absence of
property tax goes down impacting the regional training airspace over existing ranches and farms is not
area. considered in land appraisal value within the ROI.
SO-4 | 2006 The quiet and serene environment is part of the | FEIS Section 4.2 explains noise consequences. FEIS Section 4.9
value of the land. describes the estimated average number of times per year a
location could experience low-level overflight. Section 4.1
explains that individuals under the existing Powder River A and B
MOAs (proposed PR-2) have been startled by low-altitude
training aircraft. During hearings, individuals expressed the
concern that even infrequent low-altitude overflights, and the
uncertainty of such overflights, would have an adverse impact;
that impact would be unavoidable.
SO-5 | 1063, 1096, 1108, 1119, | Concern for the economic impact to the areas No areas under the proposed MOAs would become off-limits to
2010, 2043, 2059, 2063, | that become off limits to pilots, including civilian pilots. FEIS Section 4.9 explains that emergency flights
2071, 2073, 2095, 3004, | medical teams. will be given priority. Different MOA segments facilitate IFR
3012, 3020, 3026, 3036, flights through activating or deactivating different MOAs (See
3043, 3052, 3054, 3058, Section 4.1.) Section 2.5.1 explains the schedule for flight
3061, 3063, 3068 training. If a MOA or ATCAA were scheduled, civilian aircraft
seeking to fly IFR in the airspace or change from VFR to IFR due
to weather would contact ATC and the Air Force training aircraft
would temporarily use a different MOA. To support IFR flights.
Economic concerns about flying VFR through active MOAs are
addressed in Section 4.9.3.1.2.
SO-6 1009, 1051, 1096, 2010, | Concern for the economic impact to businesses, | The Air Force and FAA would continue coordination to develop
2020, 2044, 2071, 2073, | such as during LFEs, due to people not able to procedures to handle nonparticipants (i.e., aircraft not
2094, 2096, 2101, 2117, | or want to fly to the area. participating in MOA training) operating IFR entirely within the
3001, 3004, 3008, 3054, PRTC while simultaneously supporting the expeditious
3063, 3074, 3081 completion of the training flight and the return of the affected
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airspace to the NAS. The Air Force does not propose to schedule
PRTC during weekends or holidays, which are high GA use.
Increased civil aircraft flights at times, such as the beginning of
hunting season, would function as described for IFR and VFR
flights (see Section 4.1.3.1 for review of IFR and VFR civil flights).
Section 2.5 describes the LFE activity and hours when LFE
operations would occur. As described in Section 4.1, civil
aviation could schedule around the quarterly LFEs conducted 1
to 3 days a quarter, for not more than 10 days per year. During
an LFE there could be a period of 2 to 4 hours per day of
training. This would not be expected to have a significant impact
upon businesses in the area. Hunting and other forms of
recreation coexist with military training under the existing
Powder River MOAs. Normal flights could occur during LFE days
when the airspace was not active. AM-1 addresses the overall
need for communication and coordination. For noise effects on
hunting see Section 4.9.2. Effects to reservations are discussed
in the Cultural (Section 4.7) and Environmental Justice (Section
4.10) sections.

SO-7

1005, 1037, 1046, 1047,
1051, 1056, 1060, 1101,
1107, 1114, 1116, 2004,
2007, 2062, 2071, 2072,
2073, 2094, 2095, 2096,
2108, 2109, 2122, 3005,
3010, 3025, 3026, 3028,
3033, 3037, 3043, 3048,
3050, 3051, 3052, 3054,
3059, 3061, 3063, 3064,
3065, 3073, 3078, 3081

This will increase fuel consumption, increasing
costs to private pilots and commercial airlines

when they have to fly around the active MOAs.

GPS and NexGen radar make Victor airways
obsolete.

Civil aircraft flights above FL260 would not be affected by the
proposed PRTC. FEIS Section 4.1 explains that there could be
increased fuel consumption for civil aviation if a pilot did not
schedule around the times of the NOTAM-announced activated
airspace, chose not to fly see-and-avoid, could not fly in an
inactive MOA segment, or decided to fly IFR around an active
MOA. If a pilot chose not to do any of the above actions, an up-
to-4-hour delay or re-routing could be seen by civil aviation
pilots as an adverse impact (see also response to SO-6 and SO-
9). When training airspace was not activated, a pilot’s use of GPS
for direct VFR flights would not be affected.

SO-8

1006, 1037, 1096, 2004,
3005, 3014, 3020, 3022,

This will cause long delays which will increase
costs to civil aviation.

FEIS Section 4.9 explains the extent of delay which could be
anticipated if GA elected to not fly see-and-avoid during the
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
3026, 3036, 3050, 3052, time period when a MOA was scheduled, were unable to fly IFR,
3054, 3064, 3068 or were unwilling to fly IFR under ATC direction, Table 3.1-7
presents the estimated daily civil operations within the airspace
during proposed scheduled training hours. Delays of 2 to 4 hours
for those who elected not to fly VFR see-and-avoid and could
not fly IFR could be seen as an adverse impact.
SO-9 1009, 1037, 1045, 1056, | Concern tourism, including hunting and FEIS Section 4.8 explains that hunting and recreation regularly
1065, 1108, 2014, 2015, | recreation, will decrease when MOAs are in use. | occur under the existing Powder River A and B MOAs (proposed
2071, 2082, 2105, 2107, PR-2). MOA activation is not expected to impact tourism,
2108, 2113, 3023, 3026, hunting, or recreation, as described in Section 4.8. The
3043, 3064, 3065, 3070, mitigations described in FEIS Section 2.3.1 explain avoidance
3080 elements of the Little Bighorn Battlefield National Monument.
The frequency of low level overflight (2,000 feet AGL or below) is
estimated to average 6 to 9 times per year at any given location.
In the unlikely event that a hunter or game was startled, the EIS
notes that the hunter would likely be annoyed. (See FEIS Section
4.8.) FEIS Section 4.9 describes the potential GA flight delays
which could occur as a result of GA pilot decisions when a MOA
was scheduled. Air Force training operations would be
temporarily adjusted to allow IFR arrival and departures to/from
airports beneath PRTC (see FEIS Section 4.1).
SO-10 | 1006, 1058, 1060, 1063, | Concern for the economic impact on regional FEIS Section 2.3.1 describes military training exclusion areas for
1068, 1081, 1095, 2014, | airports, including future development of public airports under the proposed airspace, which generally are
2040, 2059, 2072, 2073, | airports/airstrips. a three-nautical mile circle with an altitude of 1500 feet. FEIS
2074, 2090, 2099, 2117, Section 4.3 explains that public airports and private airfields
3001, 3003, 3005, 3012, dependent on transient air traffic could be impacted. As a
3020, 3023, 3036, 3045, consequence, if an individual chooses not to, or is unable to, fly
3052, 3054, 3057, 3061, when the MOA is active, local airport users could experience
3064, 3079, 3080 delays of up to 4 hours. Pilots unable to fly IFR and unable or

unwilling to fly VFR in an active MOA could experience an up-to-
4-hour delay (see FEIS Section 4.1.3.1.3).

The Air Force and FAA would continue coordination to develop
procedures to handle those nonparticipants (i.e., aircraft not
participating in MOA training) operating IFR entirely within the
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
PRTC while simultaneously supporting the expeditious
completion of the training flight and the return of the affected
airspace to the NAS.
SO-11 | 1005, 1008, 1011, 1058, | Concern for the economic impact this will FEIS Section 4.9 describes the average extent of overflight, and
1086, 1094, 2017, 2021, | create on ranchers checking on their animals by | Section 2.10 describes the average time when military aircraft
2078, 3054 plane. would be at altitudes 2,000 feet or below. FEIS Section 2.3
explains that the Air Force would provide for reasonable
temporary avoidance when provided information of a ranching
activity such as weaning and branding. Ranchers could access
NOTAMs to determine when an airspace was active. Individuals
who chose not to fly see-and-avoid during the period of a low-
level scheduled MOA and could not delay or reschedule their
flights to check on animals during the time when the MOA
would not be scheduled, see the additional limitation as an
adverse impact; that impact is unavoidable.
SO-12 | 1001, 1083, 1094, 1101, | Who do we contact for damage claims? Will FEIS Section 4.3 explains that, for example, penned range cattle
1104, 2015, 2031, 2048, | claims be handled locally? Ellsworth AFB does could be spooked by sudden noise or low-level overflight. FEIS
2049, 2116, 3002, 3064, | notrespond to calls. Section 2.12 explains that the Air Force will work with ranchers
3070 to establish reasonable avoidance areas. The section also
includes the damage claims process which begins by contacting
Ellsworth AFB Public Affairs. (See also GE-8.)
SO-13 | 1001, 1013, 1014, 1015, | Concern for the economic impact of animals FEIS Section 4.3 describes the potential impact to animals and
1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, | getting spooked and hurting themselves or explains that the Air Force will work with ranchers under a
1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, | others, taking out a fence, reduced fertility, etc. | variety of circumstances, particularly when provided timely
1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, | How will we be compensated? Would like notification, to identify sensitive times and locations to avoid
1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, | mitigation measures in place to avoid round up, | scheduling low-altitude overflight during those times. (See also
1032, 1033, 1035, 1043, | birthing areas, finishing enterprises, etc. BI-2.) FEIS Section 4.9 describes the average number of low-
1055, 1063, 1084, 1096, level overflight at any given location under the airspace. Low-
1097, 1098, 1099, 1103, level overflight is seen as an unavoidable adverse impact
1106, 1109, 1111, 1117, without mitigations. FEIS Section 2.12 describes how damage
2015, 2031, 2048, 2071, claims would be handled. Mitigations described in FEIS Section
2078, 2085, 2086, 2091, 2.3.1 include: “Temporary avoidance areas would be
3002, 3035, 3041, 3043, coordinated with ranches to reduce the potential for impact

during concentration of range animals for branding, calving,
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
3064 weaning, and/or other ranch operation.”
SO-14 | 1004, 1058, 1063, 1101, | This project is too costly. Who pays for it? How | As explained in FEIS Section 2.10, the PRTC airspace provides for
2020, 2086, 2101, 2116, | isit a fuel savings for the Air Force if transient substantially improved training with available fuel resources.
3073 aircraft train in the airspace from other bases?
SO-15 | 1005, 1008, 1011, 1094, | Concern for the economic impact from the FEIS Section 4.9 describes the average extent of overflight, and
1100, 1119, 2025, 2026, | inability to perform predator control. Section 2.5 describes the average time when military aircraft
2030, 2061, 2081, 2116, would be at altitudes 2,000 feet or below. FEIS Section 2.3
3039, 3043, 3070 explains that the Air Force coordinate with ranches to identify
temporary avoidance areas to reduce the potential for impact
during concentration of range animals for branding, calving,
weaning, and/or other ranch operation. Ranchers could access
NOTAMs to determine when an airspace was active. Individuals
who chose not to fly see-and-avoid during the period of a low-
level scheduled MOA and could not delay or reschedule their
flights during a time when the MOA would not be scheduled,
may see the additional limitation as an adverse impact.
SO-16 | 1008, 1038, 1043, 1063, | Concern for the economic impact on wool value | FEIS Section 2.8 and Appendix C explain that chaff fibers rapidly
1096, 1100, 1113, 2027, | from chaff or chaff and flare materials. break down and become the equivalent of soil. Wool processing
2071, 2078, 2081, 2091 procedures include methods for cleaning the wool for sail, burrs,
or other materials. Chaff particles are indistinguishable from soil,
so, in the unlikely event that a chaff particle alighted on a sheep,
such particles would be removed along with other materials in
the wool cleaning. There is no basis for believing that chaff or
flare inert plastic or paper pieces would become attached to
sheep or to any other animal. (See FEIS Appendices C and D for
relative sizes of the plastic pieces.) The normal procedures for
cleaning the wool would clean out any extremely unlikely pieces
of chaff or flare residual materials.
SO-17 | 1005, 1082, 1096, 2035, | Concern for the impact of future wind farms, oil | FEIS Section 4.9 explains that the Air Force would not oppose
2038, 2045, 2059, 2064, | and gas development, or communications the development of wind farms which would not impact military
2072, 2074, 2079, 2101, | towers. readiness or training. Future wind farms approved by FAA would
2116, 3004, 3007, 3008, be mapped for flight avoidance. FEIS Section 4.8 explains that
3010, 3014, 3029, 3030, the proposed action would not inhibit wind farm development
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

3033, 3044, 3048, 3049,
3054, 3070

under the airspace. Sections 4.9 and 5.0 explain that no impacts
to oil and gas development or other surface development would
occur from aircraft overflights. Section 2.3 explains that an
adopted mitigation would be the avoidance of known blasting
operations (see Sections 4.9 and 5.0). Communications towers
are designed to withstand wind forces substantially in excess of
aircraft wake vortices. Towers are mapped and avoided. (See
Section 3.3.) The proposed action does not include any Air Force
construction projects under the airspace.

SO-18

2044, 2057, 2080, 2100

Concern that low-level or supersonic flights will
damage houses or household items or disrupt
lives and sleep.

FEIS Section 4.8 explains that vibration from infrequent sonic
booms or an average of 6 to 9 low-level flights per year could
vibrate bric-a-brac. Section 2.12 describes the Air Force
procedure for damage claims. Sudden overflight or sonic booms
during LFEs 1 to 3 days once a quarter for up to 10 days per year
could be seen as an adverse impact.

SO-19

2045

More analysis needs to be done on impacts on
property values. The document only uses
appraisers in Montana.

FEIS Section 4.9 explains that MT, ND, SD, and WY state laws
were reviewed to determine the appraisal process for property
valuation, and appraisers were interviewed in MT. There are no
property appraisal procedures or laws that would affect
appraisal processes in any location under the proposed MOA
(see Section 4.9.3.1.1). MT was used in the example because
much of the existing Powder River A and B MOAs overlie MT.

SO-20

2045

Feedlots/CAFOs have not been adequately
identified or considered in economic impacts.

FEIS Section 2.3.1 explains that the Air Force will work with
ranchers and farmers to identify noise-sensitive locations and
establish reasonable avoidance areas around those locations
when they are in use.

SO-21

2045

EIS should explain how landowners and
residents have been affected by past training.

FEIS Section 4.8 explains that B-1 training has occurred in
Powder River A and B MOAs (proposed PR-2) for decades.
Section 4.9 explains that ranch and farm activities as well as
recreational activities, including hunting, all occur under the
existing MOAs. Impacts have been avoided when seasonal
avoidance areas were identified, for example, by ranchers.
There is no quantifiable difference among the economic
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

activities under the existing airspace or the proposed airspace,
except that the percentages of ranching and agricultural land
uses are somewhat different, and there are no designated urban
or tribal areas under the existing airspace. Altitudes and
avoidance areas proposed in the Modified Alternatives are
designed to reduce effects on these areas. FEIS Section 5.0
describes past, present, and foreseeable actions and discusses
cumulative effects.

S0O-22

1060, 1105, 1108, 2045,
2059, 3008, 3012, 3023,
3024, 3025, 3033, 3036,
3037, 3051, 3061, 3064,
3078

The EIS does not adequately or accurately

discuss regional or national economic impacts.

FEIS Section 4.8 explains that B-1 training has occurred in
Powder River A and B MOAs (proposed PR-2) for decades.
Section 4.9 explains that ranch and farm activities as well as
recreational activities all occur under the MOAs. Public airports
and private airfields, as well as energy development, are located
under the existing training airspace. There is no substantial
difference between the ranching and agricultural land uses
under the existing airspace and under the proposed airspace,
with the exception that the percentages of ranching and
agricultural land uses differ somewhat. (See Section 3.8). The
differences between the existing airspace and the proposed
airspace are that there are no designated urban or tribal areas
under the existing airspace. FEIS Section 4.1.3.1.3 explains that
since the vast majority of the commercial jet route traffic is
above FL260 and could have been significantly impacted by the
higher altitude ATCAA flight training activities, proposed ATCAAs
above FL260 were removed from the PRTC proposal.

SO-23

2071

Would like property values of homes in
metropolitan areas near airports compared to
those outside of flight path.

There are no areas under existing or proposed MOAs where
noise levels approach those in metropolitan areas near airports.
There are no proposed flight paths over any locations. FEIS
Section 4.9 explains the random nature of flight activities within
the existing and proposed MOAs. FEIS Section 4.2 explains that
there are no areas under the proposed airspace where day-night
(DNL) noise levels would approach the noise levels where
property values are identified as being affected in metropolitan
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code

Letter/Transcript Number

Description

Response

areas.

SO-24

1058, 1106, 1116, 1118,
2071, 2095, 2098, 2102,
2106, 2107, 2113, 2117,
3065

The economic benefits go to South Dakota and
North Dakota but not Montana or Wyoming.

Direct economic benefits from a military installation are
primarily experienced by the community or communities nearest
the installation. In this case, Ellsworth AFB is located in the
northwest part of South Dakota. The existing electronic
capabilities are located in South Dakota, Wyoming, and
Montana. National defense training requirements, not the
distribution of economic benefits, drives the physical
configuration and location of the proposed action. FEIS Section
1.0 describes the driving forces behind the purpose and need for
the Proposed Action.

SO-25

1003, 1106, 2072, 2124

Concerns about base closure.

The potential for base closure is beyond the scope of this action.

SO-26

2073, 3004, 3012, 3043,
3052

Concern that flight instruction schools will be
economically impacted.

FEIS Section 4.9 describes how regional airports would be
avoided during B-1 flight training by a three-nautical mile by
1,500-feet avoidance area. If the avoidance areas do not permit
flight instruction, students would not be expected to fly see-and-
avoid in an active MOA. MOA scheduling information and
announcement by NOTAM of MOA activation would help with
planning for flight instruction. If the mitigations in FEIS Section
2.3.1 were deemed to be inadequate for flight instruction,
operators could see the random low altitude flights as an
adverse impact.

SO-27

1119, 2100

Concern if the Sage Grouse is listed as
endangered, thousands of people will be put
out of business.

DEIS Section 3.6 explained that the greater sage grouse is
currently a candidate species. FEIS Section 4.6 explains that
human surface activity has been shown to disturb sage grouse
leks. Infrequent random overflights or rare sonic booms during
LFEs would not be the type of noise that has been demonstrated
to affect sage grouse leks.

SO-28

2041, 3006, 3043, 3075

Concern for the economic impact to cloud
seeding operations as well as flight safety for
VFR and IFR air operations for private and
commercial purposes; affecting weather

DEIS Section 3.1 recognized that weather modification flights
have to respond rapidly to meteorological conditions. FEIS
Section 4.1 explains the mitigation measures for potential
impacts to other airspace users. These measures would require
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Table 1.8-1. Comment and Response Matrix

Code Letter/Transcript Number Description Response
modification operations (cloud seeding), crop increased communication between weather modification
spraying, and fire suppression throughout the entities and the Air Force during scheduled MOA periods.
region Scheduling of airspace, announcement by NOTAM of activation,

and effective communication should reduce impacts to cloud
seeding operation, crop spraying, and fire suppression. (See FEIS
Sections 4.1, 4.8, and 4.9.)

S0-29 | 1041 Few problems under airspace. One phone call DEIS Section 4.8 explained that aircraft have overflown what is
establishes temporary no-fly zone for ranching effectively the proposed PR-2 for decades. FEIS Section 2.3.1
operations. explains that the Air Force will continue to work with ranchers to

establish avoidance areas.

SO-30 | 2059 Acreage listed in the agricultural table does not | Values in a Section 3.9 table in the DEIS were misaligned by one

seem accurate.

row. Table has been corrected in the FEIS.
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