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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNSI)
Fort Carson, Colorado
Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB) Stationing Implementation

1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The Installation, which encompasses Fort Carson and Pifion Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS),
must take those actions necessary to support the CAB stationing decision made at
Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA). The purpose and need of the proposed action
is to implement effectively and efficiently the stationing decision, to include ensuring adequate
facilities requirements are met. The Installation must provide for the training readiness,
deployment, administrative functions, and Soldier and Family Quality of Life elements for those
assigned to and supporting the incoming CAB that is to be home-stationed at Fort Carson.

2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
2.1 No Action Alternative

In summary, under the No Action Alternative, the CAB stationing decision would not be
implemented. Force structure, assigned personnel and equipment, and training operations
would include construction and other changes associated with past Grow the Army and
transformation decisions and activities; however, no CAB-related construction or renovation
would occur. As explained in Section 2.2.1 of the environmental assessment (EA), the Record
of Decision for the Realignment, Growth, and Stationing of Army Aviation Assets, signed by the
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, on March 25, 2011 (hereinafter referred to as the 2011
CAB Stationing ROD) documented the Army’s decision to station a CAB at the Installation;
therefore, the No Action Alternative was included in this document only to provide baseline
conditions and a benchmark from which to compare environmental impacts of the proposed
action.

2.2 Proposed Action

As part of the proposed action, Fort Carson would construct garrison support facilities for the
CAB at the Wilderness Road Complex (WRC) construction site off of Wilderness Road just west
of Butts Army Airfield (BAAF). Several hundred acres of ground disturbance and
demolition/renovation/construction at the BAAF site would be required to construct facilities to
support approximately 2,700 Soldiers, 113 helicopters, between 600 and 700 wheeled vehicles
and trucks, and other associated support equipment. Minor construction of concrete helicopter
pads on the existing gravel-surfaced airfield parking apron would occur at the PCMS Combat
Assault Landing Strip. The proposed action includes CAB training activities at Fort Carson and
PCMS and CAB maneuvers and support of air-ground integrated maneuvers at Fort Carson and
PCMS. The proposed action is anticipated to also result in the 2,700 CAB Soldiers being
accompanied by slightly more than 4,000 Family members.

3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED STUDY
The alternatives considered but dismissed were to train the CAB at other locations, to construct

facilities for the CAB at a different location on Fort Carson, and to only use existing or renovated
facilities for the CAB on Fort Carson. For the first, studying an alternative to conduct regular
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installation-level training at locations other than Fort Carson and PCMS would essentially
constitute re-examining the decision documented in the 2011 CAB Stationing ROD, and,
therefore, was not within the scope of the EA. For the second, the February 2009 Final
Environmental Impact Statement for Implementation of Fort Carson Grow the Army Stationing
Decisions, herein referred to as the 2009 Fort Carson Grow the Army FEIS, already analyzed
alternate locations for construction of CAB facilities and determined that the Operational
Readiness Training Center (ORTC) area, since re-named the WRC, and BAAF were the only
locations for CAB facilities that met the CAB stationing implementation screening criteria. For
the third, using only existing facilities or a combination of existing/renovated facilities would not
accommaodate the requirements of CAB Soldiers and units as insufficient facilities currently exist
to support CAB stationing implementation.

4 PUBLIC REVIEW

Pursuant to Title 32 CFR Part 651.14(b), the Army must make an EA and Draft FNSI available
to the public for review and comment for a minimum of 30 days prior to a final decision. To
encourage public participation and input, the Army adopted an “enhanced” National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for this proposed action. The Army included an extra
30-day public comment period and held public meetings to allow the public and interested
stakeholders to comment upon and discuss the Draft EA, in addition to the minimum 30-day
public comment period required by Army regulation for review of the Final EA and Draft FNSI,
as described below.

4.1 Draft EA Public Comment Period

The Draft EA was made available for a 30-day public comment period ending February 2, 2012.
The documents were posted on the World Wide Web, with links to each document provided at
http://aec.army.mil/lusaec/nepa/topics00.html. Printed copies of the documents were made
available for viewing during the applicable 30-day public comment period at twelve local
libraries. During the review period for the Draft EA, public meetings inviting comments were held
on January 23, 24, and 26, 2012 in Trinidad, La Junta, and Colorado Springs, respectively.
Interested parties were invited to review and comment on the documents within 30 days of the
respective publication. Commenters were asked to send comments via email, regular mail,
and/or telephone. Comments by the public, government agencies, other appropriate entities,
and stakeholders were fully considered in the drafting of the Final EA and FNSI.

4.2 Final EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact

The Final EA and the Draft FNSI were made available for public comment during a second 30-
day public comment period ending on June 14, 2012. The public was invited to send comments
by e-mail to USARMY.JBSA.AEC.MBX@mail.mil or mail to: Public Comments USAEC, Attn:
IMPA — AE (Kropp), 2450 Connell Road (Building 2264), Fort Sam Houston, Texas 78234-7664.
For questions regarding comment submittals, interested parties were invited to call (210) 466-
1590.

4.3 Agency Consultations

In addition to encouraging involvement by the general public, the Installation coordinated and/or
consulted with, and received input from, various Federal, state, and county agencies and
entities, as well as Tribes. Correspondence with interested governmental agencies is contained
in Appendix B of the Final EA. As noted in Section 4.8 of the Final EA, while consultation on
proposed construction activities is complete, Section 106 consultation with the Colorado State
Historic Preservation Officer (COSHPO), Tribes, and other consulting parties on CAB training
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operations is ongoing. However, the areas of concern have been sufficiently narrowed as to
anticipate that cultural and historic impacts will be less than significant, and will be adequately
addressed through continuing consultation. One of the concerns raised by the COSHPO at the
start of consultation on CAB training operations was the potential impact of helicopter rotor
downwash (the "wind" generated at ground level by a helicopter's rotors during overflight) on
known and unknown cultural resource sites located both on and off of the Installation. The Army
has recently provided rotor downwash data to the COSHPO which will enable objective
assessment of potential impacts and help identify appropriate safeguards. The Army anticipates
that such impacts will be extremely minor and readily mitigated, especially considering the lack
of observable negative impacts on cultural resources from historic helicopter operations. We
have already proposed a modification to Route Hawk, the long-established low-level training
route, in order to diminish potential impacts where it crosses the Santa Fe Trail. Additional
adjustments and mitigation techniques will be considered, based on continued consultation,
observation, assessment and feedback from interested and potentially impacted parties. The
Army will continue its consultation with the COSHPO, Tribes, and the other consulting parties on
CARB training operations.

5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed action and No Action
Alternative were identified in the analysis and public comment process during the development
and finalization of the EA. The Final EA analyzed the effects of the proposed action and
alternatives on the following Valued Environmental Components (VECS): land use, air quality
and greenhouse gas (GHG), noise, geology and soils, water resources, biological resources
(including special status species and wetlands), cultural resources, socioeconomics, traffic and
transportation, airspace, utilities, and hazardous and toxic substances. The Final EA also
identified mitigation measures to address potential adverse impacts from implementation of the
proposed action.

Impacts to air quality and soils at Fort Carson and to soils at PCMS are expected to be
significant, but mitigable to less than significant. Cumulative impacts of implementing the
proposed action along with other past, present, and foreseeable future actions are expected to
be significant, but mitigable to less than significant, for air quality, soils, and biological resources
at Fort Carson, and for soils, water resources, and biological resources at PCMS. Potential
impacts of the proposed action could include the generation of fugitive dust and other pollutants
during construction and training, increase in soil erosion and stormwater runoff during
construction and training, loss of or harm to vegetation and a reduction in the acreage of native
plant communities, and loss of or harm to wildlife and wildlife habitat as a result of construction
and training.

6 MITIGATION MEASURES

The Army is committed to sustaining and preserving the environment at all of its installations. In
keeping with that commitment, the Installation has an active environmental management
program for both Fort Carson and PCMS that employs a full array of best management
practices (BMPs) and environmental management programs to ensure environmental
compliance, stewardship, and sustainability of those areas potentially impacted by CAB
stationing implementation. BMPs include, for example, Army aviators abiding by noise
abatement and minimum altitude restrictions in noise sensitive areas, as outlined in applicable
Federal and Army aviation regulations. The Installation would continue to implement and
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monitor all existing mitigation measures, BMPs, and environmental management programs to
minimize the impacts of CAB stationing implementation.

Mitigation measures and BMPs identified as an Army requirement in the 2011 CAB Stationing
ROD were carried forward in the Final EA for CAB Stationing Implementation and are included
in Tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 of the EA. | adopt and incorporate those measures in my decision

here.

Many of those measures are ongoing in nature. Completed measures are detailed below.

Fort Carson Utilities. The measure was “Conduct a study evaluating the capacity of
sanitary sewer lines and lift stations providing service for CAB infrastructure.” This study
was completed in February 2011 and appropriate recommendations were incorporated
into the CAB Stationing Implementation EA.

Fort Carson Utilities. The measure was “Continue to implement recommendations of
the 2006 Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Capacity Evaluation, which includes
aeration system and equalization basin channel improvements.” The recommended
upgrades from the 2006 WWTP Capacity Evaluation have been completed.

Fort Carson and PCMS Biological Resources. The measure was: “Study the impacts
of aircraft training on breeding raptor populations and develop and implement mitigation
strategies based on results, as appropriate.” After further review, it was determined
additional studies were in fact not necessary. The Installation has a current process in
place by which eagle nesting areas are tracked and active nests (eyries) are identified.
Active nests are protected within a 0.5-mile (0.8-kilometer) radius in which aviation
operations are prohibited. Also prohibited are contractor, construction, and recreation
activities.

The Installation also proposes to adopt and monitor the following specific, additional measures
at Fort Carson listed in Table 1 below.

Table 1. New Mitigation and Best Management Practices Commitments for CAB
Stationing Implementation at the Installation

Impact by Resource Proposed Additional Mitigation and BMPs
Air Quality and GHG at Fort Carson
* Operation of additional combustion sources  Ensure internal combustion units (e.g.,
has the potential to result in impacts to air emergency generators) purchased for CAB
guality emissions from proposed stationary facilities and equipment meet the Emission Limit
sources. Tier Standard as defined by New Source

Performance Standards llll, specifically Subpart
JJJJ for newly purchased spark ignition and
Subpart Dc for newly purchased boilers.

Utilities at Fort Carson

* Increased energy consumption due to » Develop a central energy plant to replace
construction of additional facilities. individual heating and cooling units at every CAB

facility structure with a centrally controlled and
balanced plant. If economically feasible, develop
the central energy plant, which would initially use
natural gas for fuel, so that it could be transitioned
to run alternate fuels in the future.
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undertaking and thercfore should be avoided. Further, we request that the Army reconsider
how these activites could hasten or exacerbate surface crosion within other types of histonc
properties located within the APE. For example, we believe that hovering in close proximity of
archacological sites containing rock art may affect these sensitive features through sand blasting
or scouring and/or loosening of the fragile rock pancls through the introduction of increased

vibration.

3. We would also like to make you aware of two projects that are located in close proximity 1o the
PCMS to ensure that this information is adequately considered during Secuon 106 consultation:
a. A Stare Historical Fund (SHF) grant to the Nadonal T'rust for Historic Preservation for the

preparation of approximately 14 National Register (NR) nominations under an amended
Santa I‘c Trail 1821-1880 Multiple Property Documentaton Form (MPDF) for trail
scgments and associated resources. While the trail largely does not run on PCMS lands
themselves, portions of the trail may be present within the defined boundaries of Route
Hawk and adjacent areas. This ongoing project involves a number of collaborating partners
including History Colorado, Natonal Park Service, U.S. Army Corps of Iingineers, Santa Fe
Trail Associaton, U.S. Forest Service, and local officials and property owners.

b. Additionally, Colorado Preservation, Inc. has engaged in survey in Las Animas and Otero
that has identified NR-cligible districts and sites in proximate areas related to the history of
homesteading. These are likely within the proposed expanded APL. These districts and sites
contain both architectural and archaeological historie resources.

¢ We suggest that you include the above referenced organizations in discussions as part of the
required identification of historic properties per 36 CI‘R 800.4. Many of these groups likely
possess information not contained in our statewide database and are best able 1o relay
specific issues of local concern.

4. We understand that the Army has already contracted for a study regarding the effects of
helicopter flyovers on historic properties and we would like to thank the Army for this proacrive
approach. However, we request that this study include a comprehensive analysis of the direct,
indirect, and cumulative effects of hovering and takeoff/landings on the range of historic
property types located within Fort Carson/PCMS. This study should include variables such as,
but not limited to, the type of helicopters used, payload, type of activity, and the horizontal and
vertical distance to historic properties. This empirical data will enable our office and other
consulting parties the opportunity to better understand and comment on the adequacy of the
Army’s proposed avoidance measures.

5.

Finally, we believe that CAB activities should be restricted from arcas of the PCMS that have not
yet been surveyed for cultural resources. The draft EA indicates that approximately cleven-
percent (or approximately 26,000-acres) of the PCMS remain unsurveyed. As high
concentrations of archacological and historic sites have been identificd within the surveyed
portions of the PCMS, we reasonably anticipate similar site densitics in these remaining
unsurveyed areas.

Please note that it is the responsibility of the I'ederal agency to comply with Section 106 as set forth in 36
CER 800. 'This obligation includes the identification of any historic propertics (L.e. cultural resources which
arc cligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places) within the API and determining whether
the undertaking will have an effect upon such propertics. ‘The State Historic Preservation Office, Native

American tribes, representatives of local governments, and applicants for Federal permirs, licenses or other
approval are entitled 1o consultative roles in this process.
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Additional information provided by the local government and/or consulting parties might cause our office to
re-evaluate our consultations with your office. Please note that this letter does not end the 30-day review
period provided to other consulting parties.

Also note that information regarding significant archaeological resources is excluded from the Freedom of

Information Act. Therefore, legal locations of these resources must not be included in documents for public
distribution.

We look forward to consultation with the Army and other parties, as appropriate, regarding the effect of the
undertaking on historic properties. If we may be of further assistance please contact Mark T'obias, Section
106 Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4674 or mark.tobias@state.co.us.

Sincerely,

Zthoad 2t

Lidward C. Nichols
State Historic Preservation Officer
LECN/MAT

Appendix B: Agency Coordination B-18
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, FORT CARSON
o 1626 ELLIS STREET, SUITE 200, BUILDING 1118
f, FORT CARSON, COLORADG 808134145
Y RepLyTo
ATTENTION OF

a5
Taris of B

[Please note that your return correspondence should be addressed to the
undersigned at 1626 Evans Street, Building 1219, Fort Carson, Colorado, 80913.]

Directorate of Public Works

Subject: Follow-up to Initiation of Section 106 Consultation for Proposed Combat
Aviation Brigade Training Activities (CHS #61091 )

Mr. Ed Nichols

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1200 Broadway

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Mr. Nichols:

Thank you for your correspondence, dated January 30, 2012, regarding the above-
mentioned undertaking. The purpose of this letter is to respond to some of the
questions/concerns raised from Fort Carson's initial correspondence of December 29,
2011, and during the meeting held with Richard Wilshusen and Mark Tobias, of your
office on May 1, 2012.

After additional review, Fort Carson has expanded the Area of Potential Effect
(APE) for Combat Aviation Brigade training to include Route Hawk and continues to
include both Fort Carson and Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS). See enclosures 1
(Fort Carson), 2 (PCMS) and 3 (Route Hawk) for the new APE.

Fort Carson did not include areas outside of this APE because they are not
believed to be affected by Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB) training activities. The area
between Fort Carson and PCMS does not have established air corridors. Helicopters
typically in routine transit maintain an altitude of 1,000 feet above ground level (AGL) or
higher. Military aircraft in transit must comply with Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) regulations applicable to all helicopters in flight. Additionally, local military
regulations contain a host of additional restrictions and generally require a minimum off-
post altitude of 500 feet AGL unless they are operating for training purposes along
Route Hawk, a designated low-level training route. The frequency of CAB flights from
Fort Carson to PCMS and returning is expected to be up to 20 days per month: with an
average of eight daily flights along the route,

Appendix B: Agency Coordination B-19
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The Army does not consider CAB activities outside of this defined APE relevant

to our consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).
In our opinion, CAB aircraft outside of this APE are flying high enough or infrequently
enough to not be a concern under the Act.

To address some of your questions/concerns related to Route Hawk the following

information is provided.

Route Hawk is designated as a low-level training route. It is one mile wide.
Helicopters fly in excess of 100 knots (115 miles per hour), no lower than 100
feet AGL with the goal of flying at 150 feet above the high points of terrain
features along the route. Pilots performing low-level flight training on Route
Hawk typically only fly low-level in one direction; either from Fort Carson to
PCMS or from PCMS to Fort Carson. Not all flights utilizing Route Hawk fly at
low-levels; however, utilizing Route Hawk at any level allows for reporting in at
designated checkpoints. Route Hawk is not a nap-of-the-earth (NOE) flying
route. NOE flying is only conducted on Fort Carson or PCMS.

Fort Carson provided your office helicopter rotorwash data for the UH-60
(Blackhawk) and CH-47 (Chinook) by email on April 10, 2012. The data we
provided reliably shows anticipated rotorwash along Route Hawk of not more
than 17 knots at ground level from the heaviest helicopter type at the lowest
permissible altitude. Based on follow-on discussions on May 1, 2012 with
members of your staff, Fort Carson believes that concerns related to helicopter
rotorwash should be resolved along Route Hawk, as well as any other areas
within the APE with known or unknown cultural resources as long as helicopters
operate at 100 feet or more above the terrain. There are no known cultural
resources or historic buildings along Route Hawk. Typical winds along the route
are very often greater than the anticipated rotorwash from the occasional passing
helicopter.

Helicopter takeoff/landing concerns should also be resolved based on the
helicopter rotorwash data provided. Fort Carson will establish into policy
documents that UH-60s will not land or takeoff any closer than 100 meters from
historic properties or unsurveyed areas, and for CH-47s the distance will be 150
meters. This minimum stand-off distance is based on the assumption that a
short duration wind speed of 17 knots or less would have no reasonable adverse
effects on historic properties.

Your staff identified 2 projects in progress in the vicinity of PCMS. Fort Carson
has made initial contact with these organizations and is in the process of
coordinating an information sharing meeting. We have subsequently proposed
some initial changes to Route Hawk in order to reduce flight time in the vicinity of

Appendix B: Agency Coordination B-20
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the Santa Fe Trail. We are committed to continued interaction and consultation
with interested parties to diminish impact and avoid the most sensitive portions of
the trail. While we cannot avoid crossing the trail altogether, we believe
continued discussions with all concerned parties can identify additional measures
to minimize impacts on the trail.

Any questions/concerns that are yet unresolved will continue to be addressed in the
course of our continuing consultation on CAB operations. Fort Carson is willing to
address any reasonable concern and take appropriate actions as necessary.

The point of contact for this issue is Wayne Thomas, Chief, NEPA and Cultural
Management Branch, (719) 526-1852 or FAX (71 9) 526-1705, or by email at
george.w.thomas16.civ@mail.mil.

Sincerely,
02 ado
{ =
Carlos Rivero-deAguilar
Chief, Environmental Division

e

Signed: —& Jpo 2012

Enclosures

Appendix B: Agency Coordination B-21
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Enclosure 3B - Route Hawk

MODIFIED ROUTE HAWK
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Keith Goodwin - Commissioner Dist. |
Kevin Karney - Commissioner Dist. 2
Jim Baldwin - Commissioner Dist. 3
Michael L. Nicklos - County Attorney
Jean Hinkle - County Administrator

O)(s(\ 5 Office of the Commissioners

RECEIVED FEB 27 2012
February 21, 2012 p

P s

Department of the Army y
DPW Environmental Division

ATTN: Wayne Thomas, Chief

NEPA and Cultural Management Branch

1626 Evans Street, BLDG 1219

Fort Carson, Colorado 80913-4362

RE: Section 106 Consultation for Proposed Combat Aviation Brigade Training Activities
Dear Mr. Thomas:

The Otero County Board of Commissioners in consultation with the Otero County Historic
Preservation Board has reviewed the letter and report received from the Fort Carson/PCMS
Cultural Resource Management staff concerning the proposed combat aviation Brigade training
activities.

We agree that this action does constitute an undertaking in accordance with Section 106 (CFR
800.16[y]. As such, it is the responsibility of Fort Carson/PCMS to insure that historic resources
will not be adversely affected by any actions related to the undertaking. Following are our
comments concerning the proposed action.

We do not concur with the Army’s finding of no adverse affect to historic properties. In
addition, we have serious concerns about both the Section 106 Review and the Environmental
Assessment (EA) prepared for the CAB training. The following are our preliminary concerns:

1. The Section 106 consultation, and associated EA, identifies the Area of Potential Effect
(APE) as totally within the borders of the PCMS. However, maps included in the EA
clearly show that the Route Hawk flight path and Military Operations Area (MOA)
extend well beyond the PCMS boundaries, and that large areas of private lands in Otero
and Las Animas Counties are included in the MOA and Route Hawk. No consideration
was given in any of the documents to the potential adverse effects to historic resource on
land surrounding the Maneuver Site and within the MOA of Route Hawk. We believe
that the APE should be expanded to include the 50-500 feet above ground level for the
proposed training route between Fort Carson and the PCMS, and all other geographic

EOUAL HOUSING

(719)383-3000 P.O. Box 511 La Junta CO 81050-0511 (719)383-3090 Fax oerortumity  (719)383-2456 TDD
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area or areas for which aerial training will occur outside the formal boundaries of Fort
Carson and the PCMS.

A large section of the Santa Fe National Historic Trail lies underneath the Route Hawk
flight path and within the designated Military Operations Area (MOA). This segment of
the Trail maintains an extremely high level of historic integrity. In addition, several
important historic sites related to the Trail also lay within the Route Hawk and MOA.
Section 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects, of Section 106 of the states "An adverse
effect is found when an undertaking MAY alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National
Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association.” Item (V) states that this includes
“Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features”. We recommend that the Army use the cultural
landscape approach, as required, and consider the potential impacts to the viewshed,
soundscape and atmospheric elements of the Trail and associated historic sites.

The information provided states that the Combat Landing Strip for the CAB is located
within the Cantonment Area at the PCMS. This area is directly across Highway 350 from
the Santa Fe National Historic Trail, yet the potential impacts to the Trail from increased
aviation and mechanized vehicle use of the Landing Strip and Cantonment Area were not
considered. Again, much further consideration should be given to the potential negative
impacts to the cultural landscape and historic integrity of the Trail.

There are numerous documented National Register Eligible Sites, Districts and Historical
Rural Landscapes on private lands lying within the Route Hawk flight path and MOA.
The introduction of low altitude helicopter flights has the potential to have significant
adverse effects on these sites. We recommend that the potential adverse effects to those
sites within the expanded APE be thoroughly considered.

We believe that the Army’s proposed aviation restrictions within the vicinity of historic
properties on the PCMS are inadequate. Implementing hovering restrictions only “over
historic properties with standing architecture with structural integrity”, and limiting
landings / takeoffs and support operations “within 100 meters of all National Register-
cligible properties™ will potentially expose numerous sites to adverse effects. We
recommend that restrictions be developed providing for avoidance of all National
Register eligible properties with existing structural elements. Hovering and
takeoffs/landings near archaeological or rock art sites also should be restricted to
eliminate potential adverse effects from surface erosion, blowing sand/soil and vibrations.

In addition, the proposed CAB training over and near Historic Rural Landscapes and the Santa
Fe National Historic Trail have the potentially to undermine ongoing Heritage and Agri-
Tourism efforts in the region. These potential negative impacts also should be thoroughly
considered, and organizations associated with these efforts should be given the opportunity to
comment on this proposed action and possible negative impacts.
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Based on the above information, Otero County does not concur with the Army’s finding of no
adverse effect.

Sincerely,

.

evin K. Karney,
Otero County Board o

ommissioners

Keith Goodwin

s Sallls.

Baldwin

cc: Senator, Michael Bennet
Senator, Mark Udall
Representative, Scott Tipton
Representative, Cory Gardner
Katherine Kerr, Advisory Council for Historic Preservation
Amy Pallante, Section 106 Compliance Manager, State Historic Preservation Office
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
National Trails —Intermountain Region
P.O.Box 728
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0728

IN REPLY REFER TO:

February 3, 2012

Carlos Rivero -deAguilar

Chief, Environmental Division
Department of the Army
Directorate of Public Works

1626 Evans Street, Building 1219
Fort Carson, Colorado

Dear Mr. Rivero-de Aguilar,

The National Park Service National Trails Intermountain Region (NTIR) office has reviewed the
2012 Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) titled “Fort Carson Combat Aviation Brigade
Stationing Implementation”. The Santa Fe National Historic Trail (NHT), one of the NHTs that
our office administers, s very likely to be adversely affected by the proposed flights.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) that the Army has defined only encompasses the boundaries
of Fort Carson and the Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS). The APE should include the
geographic area within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly affect the character or
use of historic properties along the flight routes. It is recommended that the APE be expanded to
include the geographic flight area between the two military installations where effects such as
noise, vibrations, and visual impacts that could result from the undertaking be appropriately
considered.

Even though these are not earth-disturbing activities, low-altitude military overflights of
National Historic Trails (NHTs) have the potential to adversely affect NHT settings. The trail
setting, or cultural landscape, extends above the ground into the sky, as well as across the
landscape to the horizon from our trails in these sparsely populated and undeveloped areas.
Effects of the low altitude flights may be irregular and of short-duration, but could occur
frequently and repeatedly. The effects of the flights can be visual, auditory, and vibratory.
Artificial illumination of currently very dark night skies from the helicopter’s lights and engines,
vibrations, noise, and the startling of animals, game, and humans will degrade the visitor
experience of the trail setting adversely. In addition, vibrations from helicopter low-altitude
flights could have severe and adverse effects on trail-related resources, such as buildings.
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The segment of the Santa Fe Trail from Timpas to Tyrone represents the longest undeveloped
section of the Trail. The historic views and quiet atmospheric conditions of this segment are
critical to experiencing the trail and its historic integrity. This segment of the Trail lies
underneath the helicopter path between Fort Carson to the PCMS. There are significant National
Register eligible trail segments and historic sites in this area. Two are considered “high potential
historic sites” meeting the criteria in the National Trails System Act of 1968. Segments and sites
along portions of the proposed flight path “afford high quality recreation experience in a portion
of the route having greater than average scenic values or affording an opportunity to vicariously
share the experience of the original users of a historic route.”

NTIR requests that the Army consider prohibiting low-altitude overflights within five miles of
the NHT corridors. Even this will not entirely eliminate effects from overflights in the
surrounding area, but it will reduce the likelihood of severe adverse effects on the trail, trail-
associated resources, and trail settings. This office can provide maps and GIS data showing
where the known trail corridors lie. In addition, a major investigation of Santa Fe Trail related
cultural resources will be taking place this spring and summer through funding and support from
this office, the Colorado Historical Fund, and the United States Forest Service. The project is in
partnership with many entities including the National Trust for Historic Preservation, Santa Fe
Trail Association, Scenic ByWays, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and Las Animas and Otero
counties. Information from this work can help inform the U.S. Army as to the extent and nature
of Santa Fe Trail related cultural properties within the recommended expanded APE.

Thank you for considering our comments. Please contact Michael Elliott of NTIR for further
information, or if you have any questions, at 505-988-6092 or michael_elliott@nps.gov.

Sincerely,

Aaron Mahr Yafiez
Superintendent
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, FORT CARSON
1626 ELLIS STREET, SUITE 200, BUILDING 1118

T FORT CARSON, COLORADO 809134145
¥ RePLY TO
ATTENTION OF

[Please note that your return correspondence should be addressed to the
undersigned at 1626 Evans Street, Building 1219, Fort Carson, Colorado, 80913.]

Office of Directorate of Public Works

Subject: Initiation of Section 106 Consultation for the Proposed Construction of Tie
Down/Cold Refueling Pads at the Existing Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site Airfield

Mr. Ed Nichols

State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Historical Society

1200 Broadway

Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Mr. Nichols:

This letter is intended to initiate Section 106 consultation on the proposed
construction of helicopter tie down/cold refueling pads at the existing Pinon Canyon
Maneuver Site (PCMS) airfield. This action is associated with the stationing of a
Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB) at Fort Carson. Fort Carson initiated Section 106
consultation on the expansion and construction activities planned for Butts Army Airfield
(BAAF) in August 2010. At that time no construction activities were planned for PCMS.
Recently, however, the scope was altered to include the above-mentioned helicopter
support structures. As such, Fort Carson is initiating a supplemental Section 106
consultation for this specific project. The Fort Carson Cultural Resources Manager
(CRM) has determined that the subject action constitutes an undertaking in accordance
with Section 106 [36 CFR 800.16(y)] of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

Fort Carson's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) personnel have
completed review of this undertaking. The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this
project was established in accordance with 36 CFR 800.16[d], and incorporates a 400
foot buffer around the southern and central portion of the airfield. The Fort Carson CRM
proposes a determination of “no historic properties affected” in accordance with Section
106 (36 CFR 800.4(d)(1)) of the NHPA for the actions necessary to complete this
undertaking. Comments regarding this undertaking should be received by Fort Carson
no later than 30 days from receipt of this letter. Please note that comments submitted
via email are acceptable and are included in our administrative record in the same
manner as written correspondence.

Should potential impacts to historic properties be identified in the future due to a
change in the submitted scope of work and/or proposed location, or should activities be
proposed beyond the scope of this undertaking, additional Section 106 consultation will
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be initiated as required. In the event that subsurface cultural materials are encountered
during any phase of the project, Fort Carson’s Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological
Resources or Burials Standard Operating Procedures will be implemented and Section
106 consultation initiated.

Due to the nature and scope of this undertaking, in accordance with 36 CFR
800.2(c)(3), Fort Carson has identified the Colorado Council of Professional
Archaeologists, Colorado Preservation, Inc., the Las Animas County Commissioners,
Dr. Lawrence Loendorf, Not 1 More Acre!, the Otero County Commissioners, the
Southern Colorado Environmental Council, and Loretta Martin, Director of the Louden-
Henritze Archaeology Museum as additional interested parties for this action. The point
of contact for this issue is Wayne Thomas, Chief, NEPA and Cultural Management
Branch, (719) 526-1852 or by email at george.w.thomas16.civ@mail.mil.

incerely,

Carlos Rivero-deAguilar
Chief, Environmental Division

Signed: {//2‘9///2—

Enclosures
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January 31, 2012 ! X

Carlos Rivero-deAguilar l
Chief, Environmental Division

Department of the Army

Ileadquarters, United States Army Garrison, Fort Carson

1626 livans Street, Building 1219

Fort Carson, Colorado 80913

Re: Initiation of Section 106 Consultation for Proposed Construction of Tie Down/Cold Retueling Pads a
the lixisting Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS) Airfield (CHS #61211)

Dear Mr. Rivero-deAguilar,

Thank you for your correspondence dated January 20, 2012 (received by our office on January 25, 20 12)
regarding the subject project.

l'ollowing our review of the documentadon provided, we concur that a finding of no historic properties
affected is appropriate for the proposed project. ‘This determination is based on the neganve culiaral
resource surveys within the area of potential effects (APL) along with the previously noted disturbances
where project components will be emplaced.

Please remember that the consultation process does involve other consulting parties such as local
governments and T'ribes, which as supulated in 36 CFR 800.3 are required to be notified of the undertaking,
Additional information provided by the local government, Tribes or other consulting partics may cause our
office to re-evaluate vur comments and recommendations.

Should unidentfied archacological resources be discovered in the course of the projects, work must be nterrupied
until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the Natonal Register of 1 istoric Places chigibility enitena (36
CIR 60.4) in consultation with our office.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 1f we may be of further assistance please contact Mark Tobias,
Section 106 Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4674 or mark.tobias(@stare.co.us.

Sincerely,

Cotoad A IN I

lidward C. Nichols
State Histonc Preservation Officer
FCN/MAT

LOLORARO.G T
IIFEnvED Tt evn s e o

HISTORY COLORADO CENTER 1200 BROADWAY
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Keith Goodwin - Commissioner Dist. |
Kevin Karney - Commissioner Dist. 2
Jim Baldwin - Commissioner Dist. 3
Michael L. Nicklos - County Attorney
Jean Hinkle - County Administrator

o)<\(\ § Office of the Commissioners

April 2, 2012

Department of the Army

DPW Environmental Division

ATTN: Wayne Thomas, Chief

NEPA and Cultural Management Branch
1626 Evans Street, BLDG 1219

Fort Carson, Colorado 80913-4362

RE: Section 106 Consultation for Proposed Construction of Tie Down/Cold Refueling Pads at
Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site

Dear Mr. Thomas:

The Otero County Board of Commissioners in consultation with the Otero County Historic
Preservation Board has reviewed the letter and report received from the Fort Carson/PCMS
Cultural Resource Management staff concerning the proposed construction of Tie Down/Cold
Refueling Pads at the Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site.

We agree that this action does constitute an undertaking in accordance with Section 106 (CFR
800.16[y]. As such, it is the responsibility of Fort Carson/PCMS to insure that historic
resources will not be adversely affected by any actions related to the undertaking.

We are concerned that this action is associated with the stationing of a Combat Aviation
Brigade (CAB) at Fort Carson. The CAB proposal forces the Environmental Assessment (EA)
outside of the scope. While we are not opposed to the Tie Down/Cold Refueling Pads at PCMS
we are opposed to the CAB installation without the full evaluation of this proposal in an
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). The installation of a CAB and associated maneuvers such
as “Nap-of-the- Earth” flying, Contour Flight and Low Level Flight routes further adds
conflicting issues not addressed in the EA and need to be addressed in an EIS. The EIS will
identify complications and issues associated with the CAB and address mitigation to those
issues.

EQUAL HOUSING

(719)383-3000 P.O. Box 511  La Junta CO 81050-0511 (719)383-3090 Fax oFFORTUNITY  (719)383-2456 TDD
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In the attached letter addressed to Colonel McLaughlin dated January 30, 2012 the Otero
County Commissioners respectfully requested a full EIS to be done as it relates to the CAB
proposal.

At this time we do not want to address the CAB portion of this request, however we are not
opposed to the Tie Down/Cold Refueling Pads at Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site.

Based on the above information, Otero County does not concur with the Army’s finding of no
adverse effect.

Sincerely,

il Koo
Kevin K. Karney, Cham
Otero County Board of Commissiondys

fi(ué% c:--L/c. ¢ ‘1’-1_

Keith Goodwin

im Baldwin

ce: Mark Tobias, Section 106 Compliance Officer, State Historic Preservation Office

Attachement
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Bent County Bourd o

January 30, 2012

ounty Commissioners

Colonel Robert McLaughlin, Garrison Commander
US Army Fort Carson

1626 Ellis Street, Building 118

Fort Carson, CO 80913

RE: Support of Las Animas County Request for PCMS EIS

The Bent County Board of Commissioners have received notice of the proposed Fort Carson
Aviation Brigade Stationing Implementation Environmental Assessment; from the Las
Animas County Commissioners. We are in full support of their request for a full environmental
impact statement (EIS) to determine the precise effects of the aviation brigade upon the Pinon
Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS); due to the obvious and inevitable environment impacts that the
aviation brigade will cause to the PCMS.

We also, seek your support of a site-specific EIS to support Las Animas County community in
understanding the brigade's effects to PCMS. It seems that this analysis is warranted as being
requested in order to comply with Section 1.6 of the PCMS Transformation Environmental
Assessment, as it will establish the actual impacts to the PCMS and thereby enact National
Environment Protection Act (NEPA) safeguards to prevent irreversible damage to terrain.

The Bent County Board of Commissioners requests your full support of the PCMS EIS; ensuring
compliance to all rules and regulations regarding the use of the PCMS.

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.

Respectfully yours,

Al A
e
Bill Long, Chairman €
BENT COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Post Office Bor 80 - Las Animas, Colorado 81034 - 7194561600 - Fax 7194560375
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Keith Goodwin - Commissioner Dist. |

Kevin Karney - Commissioner Dist. 2 q L‘fé’? Ny
Jim Baldwin - Commissioner Dist. 3 9 W{

Michael L. Nicklos - County Attorney
Jean Hinkle - County Administrator

O
A
Cf)

January 30, 2012 O C

t Office of the Commissioners

o
OV

Colonel Robert Mclaughlin, Garrison Commander
US Army Fort Carson

1626 Ellis Street, Building 118

Fort Carsan, CO 80913

Dear Colonel McLaughlin,

Otero County has received a draft copy of the proposed Fort Carson Aviation Brigade Stationing implementation
Environment Assessment. Due to the obvious and inevitable environmental impacts that the aviation brigade will
cause to the Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS) landscape, the Otero County Board of Commissioners requests your
support in commissioning a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to determine the precise effects of the aviation
brigade upon PCMS and surrounding area.

Your support of a site-specific EIS will assist this community in understanding the brigade’s effects to PCMS. This
Board believes that a PCMS-specific analysis is warranted in order to comply with Section 1.6 of the PCMS
Transformation Environmental Assessment as it will establish the actual impacts to PCMS and thereby enact National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) safeguards to prevent irreversible damage to terrain. Until further analysis is
performed, the effects upon PCMS are more speculative than defined.

As Garrison Commander, charged with ensuring compliance to all rules and regulations regarding the use of PCMS,

this Board requests your support of the suggested PCMS EIS. We look forward to receiving a formal Notice of Intent to
perform the EIS. Thank you in advance for your consideration.

w

Kev n K. Karney, éhalrmaa

Keith Goodwin

fm Baldwin

Cc: Senator, Mark Udall
Senator, Michael Bennet
Representative, Scott Tipton
Representative, Cory Gardner
Katherine Kerr, Advisory Council for Historic Preservation

Amy Pallante, State Historic Preservation Office C—
(719)383-3000 P.O. Box 511  La Junta CO 81050-0511 (719)383-3090 Fax oprorTUNITY  (719)383-2456 TDD
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Las Amimas County

Board of County Commissioners

Gary D. Hill James Vigil Mack Louden

Commissioner Commissioner Commissioner

March 20, 2012

Colonel Robert F. McLaughlin, Garrison Commander
4th Infantry Division Garrison Headquarters
Fort Carson, Colorado 80913

In Re: 2001 Letter of Agreement (LOA)
Pinon Canyon Military Operations Area

Dearest Colonel:

The Las Animas County Board of Commissioners hereby expresses its concern with regard to the above
referenced Letter of Agreement (LOA) which allows for aircrafl operation and maneuvers as low as 100
AGL in the Agreement-defined Pinon Canyon Military Operations Area (MOA), more fully described in
LOA Attachments | & 2.

The 2001 LOA MOA is nearly identical to the defined operations area included in the Draft Fort Carson
Aviation Brigade (CAB) Stationing Implementation Environmental Assessment (EA). The Board of
Commissioners asserts that aircraft operation at 100 AGL is an outright invasion of private property
rights; a heart-felt belief passionately expressed to you by numerous landowners and residents in the
potential area of effect at a recent community meeting held in Trinidad.

There is added concern and question as to why the LOA (executed and effective June 24, 2001) was not
previously disclosed, noted or referenced within the detail of the draft CAB EA.

The 2001 LOA does not contain sufficient safeguards to protect the rights of landowners so that they may
freely enjoy their property. This Board requests that the 2001 LOA be revisited and appropriate low-level
flight restrictions be formulated to protect the people residing around PCMS. Such would be a significant
illustration of the Army’s commitment to observe the rights and concerns of PCMS-area residents.

Inserting safeguards into the 2001 LOA would further serve as a demonstration of the Army’s intent to
redefine the PCMS MOA so CAB maneuvers (Nap of the Earth, Contour Flight and Low Level flight) are
not implemented above the private and public land sectors of Las Animas, Huerfano and Otero counties.

200 E. First St. Rpom 110, Trinidad, Colorado 81082 Phone (719)845-2568 Fax (719) 845-2598
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Colonel Robert McLaughlin March 20, 2012
In Re: PCMS 2001 Letter of Agreement Page 2

As expressed repeatedly by various interest groups, and echoed by the Board of Commissioners, it is felt
that there is sufficient training area above the PCMS to carry out CAB maneuvers within its confines so
as not to effect or infringe upon the rights of those owning property or living in the vicinity of the PCMS.

In addition, the Board requests the opportunity to discuss the proposed new Route Hawk flight path so
residents can be assured that the adopted air route does not impede upon the existent agricultural industry
in the present flight zone between PCMS and Fort Carson.

In summary, the Las Animas County Board of Commissioners is committed to pursuing the protection of
private property rights of those landowners and residents living near the PCMS so low-level flight
operations do not impact our way of life any more than the sheer existence of the maneuver site. The
Board asserts that flights as low as 100 AGL causes impediment to the comfortable use of private
property and has a direct effect to quality of life, land, water and wildlife. Impinging upon the rights of
those affected by the existence of PCMS is not an option to the residents.

We hope that Fort Carson will consider the concerns of Las Animas, Huerfano, and Otero county
landowners and citizens as CAB operations and maneuvers (in the fashion proposed in the Draft Fort
Carson Aviation Brigade Stationing Implementation EA) will have a dramatic effect upon residents
and their way of life.

The Board awaits your prompt response.

Mack Louden, Commissioner
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT COMMAND
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, FORT CARSON
1626 ELLIS STREET, SUITE 200
FORT CARSON, CO 80913

REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF

Office of the Garrison Commander 23 April 2012

Las Animas County Board of Commissioners
200 E. First Street
Trinidad, CO 81082

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for your comments about the Letter of Agreement (LOA) dated June 24,
2001. The LOA documents how the Denver Center, Fort Carson and the Tactical
Fighter Wings will coordinate use of the Military Operations Area (MOA) in the vicinity of
Pifion Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS). The LOA also establishes procedures for
matters such as airspace coordination, entry procedures and radio procedures.

The PCMS MOA is not under the control of the Army or Fort Carson. The Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency that designates and establishes a MOA.
FAA Denver Center is the controlling agency of the PCMS MOA. Fort Carson manages
the MOA, meaning that when an appropriate agency wants to activate the MOA they
contact Butts Army Airfield (BAAF). The MOA was designated and established as
permanent with an effective date of March 13, 1986. Fort Carson is not seeking that the
FAA make any additions and modifications to existing airspace designations.

Regarding the reference to "100 feet AGL," which appears within the MOA. That
reflects the FAA's designation of the boundaries of the MOA. It is not an expression of
the Army's intent to regularly fly at 100 feet over the private property within portions of
the MOA. The Army does not propose to conduct "nap of the earth” flights over private
property. We strive to “fly neighborly" and will be responsive to concerns of private
property owners, and we will not infringe upon their property rights. During the first
round of public comments for the implementation of stationing the Combat Aviation
Brigade, we made many responsive comments, clarifications and changes which will
soon be made available for further public comment.

Army aviators must follow a variety of laws and regulations to ensure their own
safety, the safety of other aviators, and the safety of the general public, as well as to
minimize annoyance and infringement of a property owner’s enjoyment of his or her
own land. Army helicopter pilots must follow Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), to
include adherence to certain minimum safe altitude requirements when appropriate and
applicable. In addition to following these FAA rules, Army aviators stationed at Fort
Carson also follow the requirements of Army Regulation 95-1, Flight Regulations, and
Fort Carson Regulation 95-1, Local Flying Rules and Procedures. The latter regulation
provides that Army helicopters maintain a minimum slant distance of 2 nautical mile
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(over three thousand feet) away from persons, buildings, animals, and manmade
structures at all times.

| appreciate your interest and concerns on this issue. My staff and | will continue to
assist clarifying any further concerns of the Board.

Sincerely,

Robert F. McLaughlin
Colonel, U.S. Army
Garrison Commander
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D-1. Army Response to Comments Received on the Final EA/Draft FNSI

The Army thanks commenters for participating in this National Environmental Policy Act
process. An earlier stage of this process included the publication of a Draft Environmental
Assessment in January 2012, for which the Army received numerous comments that enabled
the development of an improved analysis document. The second and final 30-day public
comment period resulted in three additional public comments received on the May 2012 Final
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI).

No new issues of substance were raised during the second public comment period.

After a careful review of the three public comments received on the Final EA / Draft FNSI, the
Army stands by the responses made to similar comments received on the Draft EA and the
analysis contained in the Final EA, to include analysis contained in other documents
incorporated by reference therein.

With respect to comment #3, as was the case for comment #281 submitted against the Draft EA
(see Appendix C), the Army disagrees with many of the assertions and conclusions put forth in
the comment letter. No new issues of substance pertaining to the proposed action were raised
in the June 2012 comment letter. Most of the comments raised in the comment letter pertained
to matters other than CAB stationing implementation. Comments received on matters other than
those pertaining to the CAB stationing implementation are not addressed herein; and the Army’s
lack of comment on any other matter is not intended to indicate the Army’s agreement or
accession to the commenters’ point of view. Included among these other matters are
environmental impacts from heavy maneuver training at PCMS and the stationing and use of
unmanned aerial systems which, as explained in the Army’s responses to Draft EA comments,
are not part of the proposed action.

Section 2.3.3.5 was edited; however, to clarify that the rest and recovery of PCMS land does not
call for the closure of PCMS for a continuous 7 months. Additionally, we corrected an earlier
response to comment #281 which had erroneously identified the INRMP as a “voluntary” plan.
This correction aligns with other Army responses which clearly recognize the requirements of
the Sikes Act.

The Army reconsidered whether an environmental impact statement (EIS) is warranted for the
proposed action in light of comments received on the Final EA/Draft FNSI. This review did not
result in any new information that would warrant an EIS; therefore, the Army has determined
that an EA for the proposed action is sufficient. Please see the Army’s response to Draft EA
comment #105 for a more detailed explanation as to why an EA is sufficient for the proposed
action, and an EIS is unnecessary.
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Public Comments on the May 2012 Final EA/Draft FNSI
ID: 1 | Date: 6/2/12 | Name: M. Clark Method: Email | Other Notes: N/A
Comment Response

To whom it may concern,

This message is in regards to the statement that the helicopter unit
moving to Ft Carson would not have any significant impact on the
natural and human environment.

As a resident of the Crystal Park community in western El Paso
County | can tell you unequivocally that there has been, and unless
things change, will continue to be significant impact on the natural
and human environment in this area. Helicopters have been flying
over both lower and upper Crystal Park and helicopter training has
taken place outside of the prescribed landing zones much to the
detriment of our community.

The Garrison Commander has said that the helicopter pilots are told
not to fly over our community, and are supposed to fly around it as
prescribed by their flight plan, instead they fly directly overhead.
The explanation for this is that the pilots will do what they will, by
saying this the Commander is implying that he can't control his
troops or those training at the base, if they decide not to follow
directives given them. | have no doubt that if not corrected this
activity will increase as the unit becomes fully functional.

Here is another example of the local impact these units are having.
Last summer on labor day weekend, training exercises were carried
out over upper Crystal Park at 0230 and 1430 that literally woke me
from a dead sleep. The sights and sounds of these helicopters
flying over and echoing off the surrounding hillsides destroys our
viewshed and soundscape. These units have also been sighted

Thank you for your comment. Please see page D-1 of this appendix.
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and videotaped training outside of their designated landing zones,
which are located in the Pike National Forest adjacent to our
community.

| can't stress enough the impact the helicopters have had on our
community, especially when you factor in the training from
helicopter units from other Army posts, National Guard units, etc.
When we call to complain we are told to be sure to identify the
helicopters since they are not all from Fort Carson. | find it difficult
to clearly identify all helicopters as they fly over but since they are
all from the same Army Post, it shouldn't matter; we are being
assaulted on a regular basis and what we are hearing is that it's
up to us to identify not only the time and place but the type of
helicopter as well, sort of like the Commander has no control over
what is happening under his command. To me a military helicopter
flying overhead is a military helicopter flying overhead, whether it's
from Fort Carson or any other military unit using Fort Carson as a
training ground.

To close | will say that the finding of no significant impact to be
absolutely incorrect as far as our community is concerned. We see,
hear and even feel the helicopters flying over and landing near our
community, which significantly affects our quality of life. Many of
the people living here do so because of the peace and quiet such a
location provides and to have that disturbed in such a manner is
definitely a significant impact on the natural and human
environment.

Thank you for considering my comments and please confirm that
you have received this email.

ID: 2 | Date: 6/8/12 | Name: Michael Adams

Method: Mail | Other Notes: N/A

Comment

Response

This Colorado native respectfully requests the Garrison
Commander file a Notice of Intent for an environmental impact
statement. This region has provided the military with adequate
training grounds. | hope the statement will show that a majority of

Thank you for your comment. Please see page D-1 of this appendix.
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citizens don’t want 113 more helicopters in the air. | ask that you put
the good of the citizens 1st & do what is best for them, not the
military.

Please.

ID: 3 Date: 6/13/12 | Name: Stephen Harris, Alpern Method: Email Other Notes: N/A
Myers Stuart LLC on behalf of Not
1 More Acre!

Comment Response

See next page for start of comment letter. The full comments are Thank you for your comment. Please see page D-1 of this appendix.
contained on pages D-5 through D-40. Copies of the exhibits
provided with the letter are not included within this Appendix.
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