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Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: March 4, 2011

To: John Warner, Group Manager, Operations Support Group, AJV-W
From: Kent D. Peterson, Alaska District Manger, TWA-A11

Subject: JPARC Response for the Anchorage Terminal Airspace

After completing an initial review of the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex Proposal, the
Alaska District has determined there are four concerns within the Fairbanks Terminal Airspace
and one concern within the Anchorage Terminal Airspace.

Fairbanks

Proposal 2: Realistic Live Ordinance Delivery

Alternative A, B and C will have an impact on the ability of Fairbanks ATCT and
Anchorage ARTCC controllers to use the Charlie arrival and departure gate. Of the
three, proposal A may allow use of this gate but would require review of the procedures
to ensure that aircraft do not encroach on the proposed expansion of R-2202 B, C, and D.
Proposals B and C would eliminate the use of this gate during active times of R-2202/R-
2211.

Proposal 3: Joint Combined Arms Live Fire (JCALF)

The expansion of the Yukon Training Area would release airspace north of Eielson AFB,
clockwise to the southeast of Eielson. This would be an expansion of R-2205 and would
have an impact on departures at Eielson. Current procedures would not be separated
from the proposed area. Reroutes of Eielson traffic to avoid this area would impact a
significant part of VFR/IFR traffic working in and around the Fairbanks, North Pole and
Ladd Army Airfield.

Proposal 4; Night Joint Training

Currently, Anchorage ARTCC controls the Fairbanks Airspace between 2300L and
0600L, daily. In the event the night joint training was approved, an evaluation of which
air traffic facility (Fairbanks Airport Traffic Control Tower or Anchorage Air Route
Traffic Control Center) could provide the best service would need to be accomplished.

L-2 Final
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Proposal 5: Remotely Piloted Aircraft (RPA)/Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)Access

All of the corridors require separation from these areas and would require further
mapping so controllers can ensure separation is maintained. Corridor A, C and F are
proposed to be eight nautical miles wide from 3000 feet AGL to 17,999 MSL. These
would restrict the ability to use T-232, V-444 and J-502/J-515. Additionally, corridor A
is in an area of very high VFR/IFR training area for the Fairbanks ATCT airspace. This
would impact the ability and options for controllers when conducting these operations.
Corridor B is proposed to be five nautical miles wide from 1000 feet AGL to 5000 feet
AGL. This would impact arrivals and departures at both Ladd Army Airfield and Eielson
Air Force Base. Chena Beacon is the missed approach fix for Fairbanks and would be
impacted by the implementation of this corridor. Corridors A and B would impact JFR
operations in and out of the Fairbanks airspace as well as Ladd Army Airfield. All of
these corridors effectively establish a wall that restricts non-participating aircraft from
operating during times of activation. Depending on the separation requirement, the
protected airspace may result in a much larger impact than described.

Corridor D would restrict the use of Charlie departure and arrival gate between Fairbanks
ATCT and Anchorage ARTCC.

Although corridor G is well outside of Fairbanks ATCT airspace, it may impact the
ability of aircraft to use T-232 and V-444.

Anchorage

Proposal 1: Fox 3 Military Operations Area (MOA) Expansion and New Paxon MOA

The close proximity of the proposed Fox 5 and 6 Military Operating Areas (MOA) to
Anchorage Terminal Radar Approach Control's (A11) airspace will require new or
modified transfer procedures between Anchorage ARTCC (ZAN) and Al1. Being only
10.5NM north of Al1's airspace, the proposed airspace may lead to some impact or
changes for the military flyers in regards to recovery routes, airspace delays, and/or entry
and exit fix modifications.

A further analysis will be required to determine the exact impacts of the JPARC Proposal. If you
have any questions, please contact myself at 907-271-2701, Don Schrader (Fairbanks) 907-474-
0050, or David Chilson (Anchorage) at 271-2710.

March 2013
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U.S. Department

of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

MR 10O 20

Kathleen I. Ferguson, P.E.

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations)
SAF/IEL

1665 Air Force Pentagon

Washington, DC 20330-1665

Dear Ms. Ferguson:

Thank you for your letter requesting the Federal Aviation Administration participate as a
cooperating agency in the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed Joint Pacific
Alaska Range Complex (JPARC).

The FAA is pleased to participate in the EIS process in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended, and its implementing regulations. Since the
proposal involves special use airspace (SUA), the FAA will cooperate following the guidelines
described in the Memorandum of Understanding between the FAA and the Department of
Defense Concerning SUA Environmental Actions, dated October 4, 2005.

Modification of the SUA resides under the jurisdiction of the Western Service Center,
Operations Support Group, Renton, WA. The Western Service Center will be the primary focal
point for matters related to both airspace and environmental matters. Mr. John Warner is the
Manager of the Operations Support Group. FAA Order 7400.2, Chapter 32 indicates the
airspace and environmental processes should be conducted in tandem as much as possible;
however, they are separate processes. Approval of either the acronautical process or the
environmental process does not automatically indicate approval of the entire proposal. I have
enclosed Appendix 2, 3, and 4 of FAA Order 7400.2 for additional details.

A copy of the incoming correspondence and this response is being forwarded to Mr. Warner
of the Western Service Center, Operations Support Group. Mr. Warner can be contacted at
(425) 203-4500 for further processing of your proposal.

Sincerely, M
zﬁ AN o/

L2

Dennis E. Roberts
Director, Airspace Services
Air Traffic Organization

3 Enclosures
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4/10/08 JO 7400.2G

Appendix 2. Procedures For Processing SUA Actions
Environmental Process Flow Chart

(This Chart is for use with Appendix 4 and the numbers correlate to the numbers
in the Environmental column of that table.)

Proponent SUA Pre-action Concept
(see App. 3,1.)

See Appendix 3

1. Proponent Submits Cooperating Agency Status Request
to FAA Office of System Operations Airspace & AIM
i
2. Proponent submits Preliminary Draft Env.
Documents to Service Area Env. Spec.

v

3. Proponent Prepares Draft Env. Documents.

v

4. Proponent & Service Area Env. Spec. review
comments on Draft Env. Document.

v

5. Proponent prepares & submits Final Env. Document to
Service Area Env. Specialist.

v

6. Service Area Env. Specialist prepares
Draft FAA Env. Documents.

7. Service Area Env. Spec. submits Draft FAA Env. Document &
Proponent Final Env. Document to Service Area Airspace Specialist.

N

See Appendix 3,
9-11.

v
8. HQ Env. Specialist submits Env. Document to
Chief Counsel for review.

\
9. HQ Env. Specialist forwards Final Env. Document &
Draft Final Airspace Package to HQ), Airspace & Rules Group
v

See Appendix 3,
12 -13.

Procedures for Processing SUA Actions Environmental Process Flow Chart Appendix 2-1
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4/10/08 JO 7400.2G
Appendix 3. Procedures For Processing SUA Actions
Aeronautical Process Flow Chart

(This Appendix is for use with Appendix 4 and the numbers correlate to the numbers in
the Aeronautical column of that table.)

1. Proponent SUA
Pre-Action Concept

v

2,
Potential
Environmental
Issues?

See Appendix 2

3. Proponent Prepares Prelim. SUA Proposal &
Holds Informal Meetings w/Facility

4. Proponent Submits Proposal
To Service Area

v
Non-Rulemaking f--=------14 5 fF--=-=----=-- Rulemaking
L6. Service Area Circularizes Proposal I 8. Service Area Airspace Spec. forwards Proposal
v to HQ, Airspace & Rules, for NPRM

I Service Area Airspace Spec. receives Env. | R ot el mm=oom oo R ettt
! Document from Service Area Env. Spec. ' i Service Area Alrspace_ Spec. receives Env. |
1 (see App. 2,7.) i ' Document from Service Area Env. Spec. '
bommmmmmmmSees Vo ! L ool gsse_é$_- 27 .. '

7. Service Area Airspace Spec. forwards T

Proposal and FAA & Proponents Env. Doc. to 9-HQ Alrspacet Stpe;. f“fw“;ds NPRM
HQ, Airspace & Rules comments to Service Area
10. Service Area Airspace Spec. forwards final
recommendation, Proposal, and FAA & Proponent’s
Env. Doc. to HQ, Airspace & Rules
J
Vv

11. HQ Airspace Spec. forwards airspace package and FAA &
Proponents Env. Document to HQ, Env. Programs.

v
See Appendix 2,
8&9.
Vv Vv
12. Non-Rulemaking 13. Rulemaking
Notice Published in NFDD N Final Rule Published in FR

[ 14. Action Sent for Charting ’

Procedures for Processing SUA Actions Aeronautical Process Flow Chart Appendix 3-1
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4/10/08 JO 7400.2G

Appendix 4. FAA Procedures for Processing SUA
Actions Aeronautical and Environmental Summary
Table

The aeronautical and environmental processes may not always occur in parallel.
P y p;
This Appendix is for use with Appendix 2 and Appendix 3, and the numbers correlate to numbers on those
Pp! PP pp
charts.)
(See note below.)

AERONAUTICAL ENVIRONMENTAL !

1. Proponent shall present to the Facility a | 1. Proponent shall discuss with the Service
Pre-draft concept (i.e., new/ revisions to Area, at the earliest time, the potential for
SUA needed or required). environmental impacts associated with the

proposal.
2. If there is the potential for environmental

impacts, Proponent shall make a request
to the FAA for a Cooperating Agency (CA)
status when Proponent decides to initiate
the environmental process. Proponent shall
forward the request to the Director of the
System Operations Airspace and AIM.
The Director will transmit the request to
the Environmental Programs Group who
prepares and forwards the response to
Proponent. The Environmental Programs
Group will send a courtesy copy of the
response to the responsible Service Area.
The  Service Area  environmental
specialist works as the FAA point of con-
tact throughout the process in development
of any required environmental documenta-
tion.

3. Proponent submits a Preliminary Draft EA
or EIS to the Service Area environmental
specialist.

The Service Area environmental specialist
shall provide comments, in consultation
with the airspace specialist and the
Environmental Programs Group, back to
Proponent.

FAA Procedures for Processing SUA Actions Aeronautical and Environmental Summary Table Appendix 4-1
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JO 7400.2G

2. Proponent

forwards the aeronautical
proposal to the FAA Service Area for
review and processing by the airspace
specialist.

Proponent prepares a Draft EA or EIS with a
45-day public comment period.

As the FAA CA point of contact, the
Service Area environmental specialist
reviews the associated draft environmental
documentation to ensure that the Proponent
addressed adequately all environmental
concerns submitted on the Preliminary
Draft. If required, the Service Area
environmental specialist forwards the
draft environmental documentation to the
Environmental Programs Group for review
and comment by the headquarters
environmental specialist and the Office
of Chief Counsel.

The Service Area airspace specialist, in
accordance with this order, determines the
type of airspace action(s) necessary, either
Non-Rulemaking or Rulemaking. FAA
Service Area and Proponent determine if
informal Airspace Meetings are required.

4/10/08

For Non-Rulemaking:

The Service Area airspace specialist sends
out a circularization with a 45-day public
comment period. The Service Area air-
space specialist reviews and prepares, in
consultation with the Proponent, responses
to the aeronautical comments from the
study and circularization in accordance with
Chapter 21 of this order.

5.

The Proponent reviews comments
received on their Draft EA/FONSI or EIS
and prepares their responses to the
comments, in consultation with the FAA

and other cooperating agencies, if
necessary, and in accordance with
Chapter 32 of this order.

Proponent prepares and submits their Final
EA/FONSI or EIS/ROD to the Service Area

environmental specialist.

The Service Area environmental specialist
prepares a Draft FAA FONSI/ROD or Draft
FAA Adoption Document/ROD.

The Service Area environmental specialist
submits the Draft FAA FONSI/ROD or
Draft FAA Adoption Document/ROD and
the Proponent’s Final EA/FONSI or EIS/
ROD to the Service Area airspace specialist
for inclusion with the airspace proposal
package.

The Service Area airspace specialist then
sends the completed package containing
the aeronautical proposal, response to
comments, Proponent’s Final EA/FONSI,
and the Draft FAA FONSI/ROD to the
Headquarters Airspace and Rules Group
with their recommendation.

Appendix 4-2

FAA Procedures for Processing SUA Actions Aeronautical and Environmental Summary Table
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4/10/08

JO 7400.2G

For Rulemaking:

The Service Area airspace specialist sends
the proposal to the Airspace and Rules
Group who prepares a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM). The Headquarters
Airspace and Rules Group submits the
NPRM for publication in the Federal
Register with a 45-day comment period in
accordance with Chapter 2 of this order.

The Headquarters airspace specialist
sends comments received on the NPRM to
the Service Area airspace specialist for
resolution.

The Service Area airspace specialist
thensends the completed package
containing the response to comments,
final service area recommendation, the
proposal, Proponent’s Final EA/FONSI or
EIS/ROD, and the Draft FAA FONSI/ROD
or Draft FAA Adoption Document/ROD to
the Headquarters Airspace and Rules Group
for preparation of the Final Rule.

The Headquarters airspace specialist
forwards the draft final rule package or draft
non-rulemaking case summary (NRCS)
with all supporting documentation to the
Headquarters Environmental Programs
Group for review (after all aeronautical
comments have been resolved).

9.

The Headquarters environmental specialist
reviews the package for environmental
technical accuracy; then submits the
environmental documentation to the Office
of the Chief Counsel, Airports and
Environmental Law Division, for legal
sufficiency review (having collaborated
throughout the process).

10.

The Chief Counsel’s environmental
attorney’s comments are incorporated into
the final FAA environmental decision and
signed by Headquarters Environmental
Programs Group Manager.

The package is then returned to the
Headquarters Airspace and Rules Group.

10.

11.

For Non-rulemaking:
The non-rulemaking action is published in
the National Flight Data Digest.

For Rulemaking:

The Final Rule is published in the Federal
Register. The Final Rule will contain a
reference to the decision rendered and
location of documentation for the
associated environmental process.

FAA Procedures for Processing SUA Actions Aeronautical and Environmental Summary Table

Appendix 4-3
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Consult the

EIS

of 9

4/10/08

following documents throughout the process for further information:

Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508

FAA Order 1050.1E, “Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures”
FAA Order 7400.2, “Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters,” Part 5

FAA Order 7400.2, Chapter 32, “Environmental Matters” and the associated appendixes (for
specific SUA environmental direction)

NOTE: The time periods below are for a non-controversial aeronautical proposal and its associated
environmental process. The time periods are for FAA review/processing only. Times for proponent and/or
environmental contract support processing must be added.

ENVIRONMENTAL: The estimated time of completion for EA processing is 12 to 18 months or, for

processing, 18 to 36 months.

AERONAUTICAL (Non-Rulemaking): A minimum 4 months is required from submission of the
Formal Airspace Proposal by the Proponent to the Service Area through completion of the
circularization process. Additionally, a minimum of 6 months is required from submission of the
Formal Airspace Proposal by the Service Area to Headquarters through completion of the charting
process.

AERONAUTICAL (Rulemaking): A minimum 6 weeks for Service Area processing, and a minimum

months to complete rulemaking once the formal package is received at Headquarters.

Appendix 4-4 FAA Procedures for Processing SUA Actions Aeronautical and Environmental Summary Table
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Federal Aviation

Administration
Memorandum
Date: WAR 1.1 201
To: Lori Andriesen, Program Manager, ATV-W21

From: é&Vatk.ins, Air Traffic Manager, Ancherage ARTCC
Subject:  Comments for the future Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC) Expansion

Attached are comments for the proposed JPARC Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

If you have any questions regarding this information, please contact Mark Edge, Military
Operations Specialist, ZAN-530.ME at (907) 269-1121.

March 2013

Final
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MOA:

ANCHORAGE ARTCC (ZAN)
INITIAL COMMENTS FOR THE

JOINT PACIFIC ALASKA RANGE COMPLEX (JPARC) PROPOSED

ENVIROMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The following are initial comments for the future JPARC EXPANSION EIS based on the
information provided to Anchorage ARTCC and in accordance with FAA J(7400.2,
paragraph 21-4-3.

1. Proposed Fox 3 Military Operating Area (MOA) Expansion and New Paxon

a. Fox 3 MOA: No comment at this time.
b. Fox 4 MOA: No comment at this time.

¢. Fox 5 and 6 MOA: The lateral boundaries of Fox 5/6 MOAs extend too far
south and west, therefore, do not allow the following:

(1) Sequencing of northbound Anchorage departures en route to the
Fairbanks area. Typically, northbound traffic requires sequencing to the
east of V438 and J115. The sequencing to the west of these airways
would be unadvisable and also be a possible safety risk as all aircraft
southbound to the Anchorage Terminal Area are sequenced between
Talkeetna, Alaska and Anchorage, Alaska.

(2) Sequencing of arrivals and departures between the Anchorage Airport
and Gulkana, Alaska. With the current Fox 5 MOA information given to
ZAN and the boundaries of Anchorage TRACON, there is very little
room for vectoring aircraft left or right of course.

d. Paxon MOA: With the information provided, the establishment of a Paxon
MOA would close 3 low altitude airways (V481, V515, and V444). The
outcome of closing these airways would be as follows:

(1) Small or low flying aircraft would be forced to either proceed from
Gulkana/Northway, Alaska to Delta Junction/Fairbanks, Alaska VFR.
As most of this airspace is requested in conjunction with adjacent pieces
of airspace, circumnavigation of the airspace is unlikely. Terrain in this
area is very high and could preclude a small aircraft from flying around
this airspace VFR.

(2) The lack of low altitude radar and frequency coverage may eliminate
the ability for small or low flying aircraft to proceed to the previously
stated airports on anything other than established airways.

L-12
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2. Proposed Realistic Live Ordinance Delivery:
No comment at this time.

3. Proposed Joint Combined Arms Live Fire:

With the information provided, the establishment of the BAX Restricted Area would
close 3 low altitude airways (V481, V515, and V444). The outcome of closing these
airways would be the same as previously stated under the Paxon MOA.

4. Proposed Night Joint Training:
No comment at this time.

5. Proposed Remotely Piloted Aircraft (RPA)/Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAY)
Access:
No comment at this time.

6. Proposed Enhanced Access to Ground Maneuver Space:
No comment at this time.

7. Proposed Joint Air — Ground Integration Complex:
No comment at this time.

8. Proposed Intermediate Staging Bases:
No comment at this time.

9. Proposed Missile Live Fire for AIM — 9X and AIM — 120 in the Gulf of Alaska:
No comment at this time.

10. Proposed Joint Precision Airdrop System Drop Zones:
No comment at this time.

March 2013
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L.2 GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION

L.2.1 Government-to-Government Consultation Follow-up Letter and Minutes

HEADQUARTERS ALASKAN COMMAND (ALCOM)
JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICHARDSON ALASKA

Abn
EAUMIS]

Lieutenant General Dana T. Atkins
Commander, Alaskan Command
9480 Pease Avenue, Suite 110
JBER AK 99506

Mr, Eric Olsen

Council Member, Sun’aq Tribe of Kodiak
312 West Marine Way

Kodiak, AK 99615

Dear Mr. Olsen

appreciate your participation,

detailed information on our website www jparceis.com.

Sincerely

\
DANA T. ATKINS

Lieutenant General, USAF
Commander

Enclosure: Minutes of Consultation

cc: MG Palumbo

Guardian of the North

Thank you for joining me and Brigadier General Palumbo on 28 February 2011 for formal
government-to-government consultation regarding our proposed enhancements to the Joint
Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC). We were honored by the respect and integrity you and
the other tribal leaders exhibited during your visit, We hope you gained a better nnderstanding
of our proposals. We have enclosed minutes to accurately reflect our discussion and agreements.
We have a much better understanding of your concerns now and are pleased we came to some
agreements to address them. Ialways learn so much whenever 1 meet with tribal leaders and

If you require any other information on JPARC or the consultation, please contact my
Native Affairs and Natural Resources Advisor, Dr. Jerome Montague at (907) 552-2769 or
jerome, montague @elmendorf.af.mil. You can also track JPARC developments and find more

L-14 Final
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HEADQUARTERS ALASKAN COMMAND (ALCOM)
JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RIGHARDSON ALASKA

PR 8 o0

Lieutenant General Dana T. Atkins
Commander, Alaskan Command
9480 Pease Avenue, Suite 110
JBER AK 99506

Mr. William Miller

President, Dot Lake Tribal Council
P.O. Box 2279

Dot Lake AK 99737

Dear Mr. Miller

Thank you for joining me and Brigadier General Palumbo on 28 February 2011 for formal
government-to-government consultation regarding our proposed enhancements to the Joint
Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC). We were honored by the respect and integrity you and
the other tribal leaders exhibited during your visit. We hope you gained a better understanding
of our proposals. We have enclosed minutes to accurately reflect our discussion and agreements.
We have a much better understanding of your concerns now and are pleased we came to some
agreements to address them. Ialways learn so much whenever I meet with tribal leaders and
appreciate your participation.

If you require any other information on JPARC or the consultation, please contact my

Native Affairs and Natural Resources Advisor, Dr. Jerome Montague at (307) 552-2769 or
jerome.montague@elmendorf.af.mil. You can also track JPARC developments and find more

Sincerely

bt 7 .
DANA T. ATKINS

Lieutenant General, USAF
Cominander

Enclosure: Minutes of Consultation

cc: MG Palumbo

Guardian of the North

March 2013
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HEADQUARTERS ALASKAN COMMAND (ALCOM)
JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICHARDSON ALASKA

AR 8 200
Lieutenant General Dana T. Atkins
Commander, Alaskan Command
9480 Pease Avenue, Suite 110
JBER AK 99506

Mr. Doug Wade, Chairman
Chickaloon Village

P.O. Box 1105

Chickaloon AK 99674

Dear Mr. Wade

Thank you for joining me and Brigadier General Palumbo on 28 February 2011 for formal
government-to-government consultation regarding our proposed enhancements to the Joint
Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC). We were honored by the respect and integrity you and
the other tribal leaders exhibited during your visit. We hope you gained a better understanding
of our proposals. We have enclosed minutes to accurately reflect our discussion and agreements.
We have a much better understanding of your concerns now and are pleased we came to some
agreements to address them. Ialways learn so much whenever I meet with tribal leaders and
appreciate your participation.

If you require any other information on JPARC or the consultation, please contact my
Native Affairs and Natural Resources Advisor, Dr. Jerome Montague at (907) 552-2769 or
Jerome.Montague @elmendorf.af.mil. You can also track JPARC developments and find more
detailed information on our website www.jparceis.com.

Sincerely

DANA T. ATKIN

Lieutenant General, USAF
Commander

Enclosure: Minutes of Consultation

cc: MG Palumbo

Guardian of the North

L-16 Final March 2013
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HEADQUARTERS ALASKAN COMMAND (ALCOM)
JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICHARDSON, ALASKA 99506

Minutes of Government-to-Government Consultation Between Alaskan
Command and Chickaloon Village, Dot Lake Tribal Council and Sun’aq
Tribe of Kodiak Concerning Proposed Enhancements to Joint Pacific
Alaska Range Complex, 28 February 2011, Joint Base Elmendorf-

Agenda
10:00 AM
10:30
11:30

12:30PM

12:40
12:45

1:25

1:45
1:55

2:15

2:35
2:55

3:00

4:00

Richardson, Alaska

Tour of Joint Operations Center (Mr. Jurewicz)
Tour of F-22, AIM-9 and AIM-120 missiles display (Lt Col Davis)
Tour of 212™ Rescue Squadron (SMSgt Nelson)

Welcome and introductions (Lt Gen Atkins) (working lunch at Arctic Warrior
Event Center-Billy Mitchell room)

Prayer (Mr. Olsen)
Command Video

Summary of the agency’s consultation policy outlining rights and responsibilities
(Dr. Montague)

Break
Summary of proposed missile firing in Gulf of Alaska (Maj Cabral)

Suminary of activities in proposed Paxon Military Operating Area (MOA)
(Maj Cabral)

Summary of activities in proposed Fox 5 MOA (Maj Cabral)
Break

Consultation (Lt Gen Atkins, Mr, Miller, Mr Olsen, BG Palumbo, and
Mr, Wade)

Adjourn

Guardian of the North

March 2013
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Attendees

Mr. Gene Agnew, Chickaloon Village, Transportation Department

Lt Gen Dana Atkins, Commander, Alaskan Command (ALCOM)

COL Thomas Bell, Deputy Director, Joint Exercise and Training Directorate, ALCOM
Maj Michael Cabral, Chief, Joint Exercise Division, ALCOM

Mr, Jeff Fee, Director, Joint Exercise and Training Directorate, ALCOM

Mr. William Miller, President, Dot Lake Tribal Council

Dr. Jerome Montague, Native Affairs and Natural Resources Advisor, ALCOM
M. Eric Olsen, Council Member, Sun’aq Tribe of Kodiak

BG (P) Raymond Palumbo, Deputy Commander, ALCOM

MAT Russell Price, Deputy Director, Logistics and Engineering, ALCOM

Mr. Rickhart Rowland, Natural Resources Director, Sun’aq Tribe of Kodiak
Ms, Joan Smart, Community Relations Specialist, ALCOM

Mr, Doug Wade, Chairman, Chickaloon Village

Discussion

Dot Lake: Dot Lake indicated there has been supersonic low-level over flights even within the
4000’ AGL restricted area around his village. The most disturbing over flights are low level, fast
and/or with sonic booms. Low and slow is not really too bothersome. In the past Army
personnel caused the most trouble. Once off-duty officers landed a helicopter on a lake near the
tribe to go ice fishing. Their main concerns are not disturbing the non-migrating caribou during
the calving season on the Macomb Platean and not disturbing the moose during the two-week
hunting season in the fall. The tribe indicated they were grateful for ALCOM’s distinct
recognition of tribal sovereignty and the opportunity to consult one-on-one with the
commanders. In previous consultation with the military, tribal members suggested that the DoD
will only listen to their concerns and not do anything about them. Their experience after
consultation over military training routes in 2004 was the Air Force really did re-route MTRs
away from their village.

ALCOM replied that non-Alaskan pilots are sometimes less familiar with the airspace and make
mistakes. If we find out about it, we retrain the pilots to ensure future compliance with the rules.
Now out planes have displays which show exactly where they are. Further, air traffic controllers
are also now helping pilots stay within their bounds. Using military planes for recreation is a
violation of federal law.

Chickaloon: Chickaloon asked how our radio frequency jamming exercises affect civilian use.
The tribe discussed how there were many violations of game laws by Service members many
years ago such as shooting caribou and moose with non-expanding full metal jacket bullets that
do not kill cleanly. These occurrences still leave a bad taste in their mouth and even recently
some Soldiers shot two swans and other animals out of season. The tribe asked the military to
oppose development near them. Their main environmental concerns were protection of Dall
sheep tambing and caribou calving areas near them from disturbance by aircraft, The tribe
indicated some other tribes did not consult but had concerns.

ALCOM indicated the Air Force cannot jam or interfere with civilian frequencies. Service
members committing crimes outside military areas may be prosecuted by civilian or military
v : 2 : e
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authorities. The military is the benchmark in the nation for race relations and controlling drug
abuse. The military now has no conscripts and is better educated, with over one quarter of
enlisted members having bachelor’s degrees. This is a very different atmosphere than you might
have experienced in the ‘60s and ‘70s. A few of the tribes who were offered to consult for
JPARC did not wish to consult but none-the-less had some concerns. These concerns are
attached and will be considered in any final proposal.

Sun’aq: Sun’aq had many concerns over training activities in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) both
with the Navy’s GOA Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and what was proposed with the
JPARC EIS. Their concerns centered around effects of military training (from explosions, sonar
and contaminants) on salmon and marine mammals while at sea before they get near their
subsistence areas. They further indicated salmon are badly disturbed even from the shadow of
aircraft flying over. They wondered if the training area could be moved further offshore or
moved from place to place. How do you protect marine life from non-exploding missiles? They
outlined how the Kodiak missile launch facility was initially sold to the public for one use but
has now expanded into many different uses than was originally proposed. Will you do this with
JPARC? Also will you use local knowledge when developing and implementing your proposal?
This tribe also indicated they were grateful for ALCOM’s distinct recognition of tribal
sovereignty and the opportunity to consult one-on-one with the commanders.

ALCOM reminded all that this consultation was only for Air Force activities in the GOA (100
non-exploding air-to-air missile firings annually) and that the consultation and public comment
period was over on the Navy’s proposed activities in the GOA (these began in 2007). Our
missiles are non-exploding and the rocket motors burn out in 17 seconds, usually before impact
with the water. Therefore, the amount of contaminants resulting is miniscule. Further, most air-
to-air missiles ace fired mid-altitude (20,000 feet). No aircraft will be casting a dark shadow on
marine life. The over water training areas cannot be moved further offshore due to the fact that
these areas must be near enough to bases so that fuel costs would not be prohibitive. The
training areas cannot be moved around because an EIS needs to be prepared for every training
area and that is cost prohibitive. ALCOM understood the “bait and switch” concern expressed
during the comparison with the Kodiak Launch facility. This was not a directly applicable
comparison since the launch facility was a private enterprise and JPARC was the Department of
Defense (DoD). Nonetheless, the tribes would be protected from this in that any new proposal
would require new government-to-government consultation and a new EIS. Lastly, ALCOM
indicated it would be foolish to not use and benefit from the local knowledge.

Consultation Agreements
ALCOM:

Agreed to extend existing flight restrictions along the Alaska Highway further east on the
highway near the north boundary of the proposed Paxon MOA.

Agreed to develop flight restrictions during the caribou calving season over the Macomb Plateau.
Agreed to consider some flight restrictions during the 2-week fall moose hunting season.

Agreed to provide Chickaloon Village with the decibel Jevel of a supersonic F-22 at 5000" AGL.
3
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Agreed to consider some flight restrictions during caribou calving and Dall sheep lambing
periods near Chickaloon,

Agreed to allow the three tribes to contact COMALCOM directly if the tribe felt it necessary.

Agreed to allow the three tribes to re-initiate consultation if, after JPARC enhancement is
implemented, the tribe(s) observe negative effects on wildlife.

Chickaloon:

Agreed that while they were opposed to any development near them, the JPARC enhancements
seemed minimally invasive and is progress they will not fight pending evaluation after it is
implemented.

Dot Lake:
Agreed the proposed flight restrictions addressed their concerns.
Sun’aq:

Agreed that although the tribal council opposed this proposal, after what was learned during the
consultation, they have no concerns with the JPARC proposal but continue to have reservations
about Navy activities.

The Tribe With Concerns But Did Not Seek Government-to-Governiment
Consultation with Alaskan Command Concerning Proposed JPARC
Enhancements:

Cheesh-na Tribal Council: This tribe indicated the proposed area was not close enough to them
to cause direct concerns but they would like us to consider avoiding low-level flights over swan
nesting areas and avoiding low-level flights over waterfow] concentrations anywhere. There are
1-3 jet flights up the Copper River each year, and they do not like it. They also do not like the
Nabesna Road.
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L.2.2 [Initial Alaska Native Gover nment-to-Gover nment Consultation L etter with
Enclosure and Mailing List
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analysis. If you think your tribe will be affected, please specify which tribal right(s) or
protected tribal resource(s) will be affected and how it (they) will be significantly
affected. If you reply by indicating an effect to a right, resource or Indian land, we
invite you to consult with us on a Government-to-Government basis as a way to discuss
issues before we move forward with further environmental analysis and public
comment. Additional information on this project can be found by visiting
www jparceis.com. We look forward to working with you to address any concerns you
have on this project. Also, please let us know if you think tribes other than those listed
in enclosure3 may have concerns with JPARC. Please contact my Native Affairs
Advisor, Dr. Jerome Montague, at Jerome.montague@elmendorf.af.mil or (907) 552-2769
if you have any questions.

Sincerely

DANA T. ATKINS
Lieutenant General, USAF
Commander

3 Enclosures:

1. JPARC Proposed Activities and Maps
2. DoD American Indian/Alaska Native Policy and Alaska Implementation Guidance
3. JPARC Tribal Consultation Address list
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED
JOINT PACIFIC ALASKA RANGE COMPLEX ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ACTIONS

The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) faces an exceptional challenge to meet compelling and
increasingly urgent warfighter needs. In an era of persistent combat operations, the DoD continues to
generate new technologies, learn from battlefield experiences, update tactics, and train intensively. Each
of these challenges drives the need for continued development and enhancements to the range and
airspace infrastructure to more accurately replicate the modern battlefield for training and testing. With
the planned continued development and enhancements, the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC)
would provide the critical future training and testing required in a manner that maximizes modern
battlespace realism.

1.1 Background to the JPARC

Studies by the U.S. Joint Forces Command and others predict that U.S. military combat operations will
require response to a blend of conventional and irregular threats from peer or near-peer potential
adversaries. Adding to the challenge, the physical conditions in the regions of potential conflict are
characterized by harsh climates. Joint forces and joint training are key strategy clements in responding to
theses threats.

Currently, Alaska’s military assets use extensive air, land, and sea arcas to replicate realistic conditions
for relevant combat training and testing of combat systems. However, expanded weapons and sensor
capabilities, expanded mobility, and improved communications have all driven the need for larger
operational footprints. Ranges and airspace used for training must respond as technology continues to
expand the military footprint, and as combat operations continue as complex, full-spectrum, blended
engagements that call for agile joint forces to deploy into complex terrain.

Our forces must always be ready to operate immediately as a joint team in all domains—land, sea, air,
maritime, and information. The JPARC would provide a training venue with the land, water, and airspace
for joint Services home training. Alaska provides a unique backdrop with an uncluttered electromagnetic
environment, minimal encroachment, and a strategic location within the sovereign bounds of the United
States.

The expanse and availability of the ranges and airspace would allow commanders to train for
full-spectrum engagements from individual skills up to tactical and operational joint tasks. The vision for
the JPARC builds on these inherent strengths and drives continued tactical relevance to the evolving
operational conditions, latest technology, and mission priorities that require joint training approaches.

Developing the JPARC would build on a firm foundation of extensive training, decades of testing, and
range infrastructure already in place. Future investments would come from the individual Services—
Ammy, Air Force, and Navy—that would jointly benefit from these capabilities. In recognition of the
value of collaboration among JPARC Stakeholders, the U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) directed the
creation of the Alaska Joint Training Program of Excellence, with the JPARC as its centerpiece.

1.2 Proposed JPARC Actions and Alternatives

The following projects are those currently proposed to be addressed in the Joint Pacific Alaska Range
Complex Environmental Impact Statement (JPARC EIS). The proposed JPARC would create improved
training and testing opportunities through continued development and enhancement of Alaska’s current
training areas and capabilities. The military Services jointly propose to enhance and/or establish new
Military Operations Areas, Restricted Areas, airspace corridors, ground maneuver training areas, training
facilities and supporting infrastructure to provide adequate airspace and controlled-access land to train
under realistic and varied conditions.
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Attachment A: JPARC Overview of EIS Proposed Actions and Alternatives
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Attachment B: Proposed Fox MOA Expansion
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Attachment G: Additional Proposed Ground Changes
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Alaska Native Government-to-Government
Consultation Letter Mailing List

Larry Sinyon, President, Cheesh-na Tribal Council (old Native Village of Chistochina)
Doug Wade, Chairman, Chickaloon Native Village
Solomon John, First Chief, Circle Native Community
Dorothy Cook, President, Eklutna Native Village

Roy S. Ewan, President, Gulkana Village

JoAnn Polston, Chief, Healy Lake Traditional Council
Phyllis Amodo, First Chief, Kaguyak Village

Debra Call, President, Knik Village

Gordon Pullar, Council President, Lesnoi Village

Nora David, First Chief, Mentasta Traditional Council
Speridon Mitch Simeonoff, President, Native Village of Akhiok
Veronica Nicholas, President, Native Village of Cantwell
Larry Evanoff, President, Native Village of Chenega
Ronald Mahle, President, Native Village of Chitina

Joyce Roberts, First Chief, Native Village of Eagle

Robert Henrichs, President, Native Village of Eyak

Darin Gene,President, Native Village of Gakona

Carl Pete, President, Native Village of Kluti-Kaah

Wally Kvasnikoff, First Chief, Native Village of Nanwalek
Alex Ambrosia, President, Native Village of Ouzinkie
Patrick Norman, First Chief, Native Village of Port Graham
Arnold Kewan, President, Native Village of Port Lions
Roy Denny, President, Native Village of Tanacross

Lori Johnson, President, Native Village of Tatitlek

John Goodlataw, President, Native Village of Tazlina
Donald Adams, President, Native Village of Tetlin

Frank Stanifer, President, Native Village of Tyonek
William Lord, First Chief, Nenana Native Association
Belinda Thomas, President, Northway Village

Crystal Collier, President, Seldovia Village Tribe

Brenda Schwantes, Chairman, Sun’aq (Shoonaq)

Ruth Dawson, Chairman, Village of Afognak

William Miller, President, Village of Dot Lake

Conrad Peterson, President, Village of Old Harbor
Victoria Demmert, President, Yakutat Tlingit Tribe
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L.2.3 Alaska Native Gover nment-to-Gover nment Section 106 Consultation Notification
Letters
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L.3 ESA CONSULTATION

L.3.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1.8,
TMISH & WYLDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office

© 101 12" Avenue, Room 110
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

March 4, 2011

ALCOM Public Affairs
9480 Pease Avenue, Suite 120
JBER, AK 99506

Re: Scoping Comments for JPARC Modernization and Enhancement EIS

Denr Lieutenant General Aikins:

Thank you for the opporiunity to learn of the Toint Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC)
Modernization and Enhancement Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) at the public scoping
meetings and at the Fairbanks agency meeting on January 21, 2011,

We understand your intent is to prepare an EIS that evaluates the potential environmental
consequences associated with modernizing and enhancing current military ground and air training
assets in Alaska. The actions would expand and/or establish new Military Training Areas (MOAs),
restricted airspace, airspace corridors, cxpand access fo training arens, and develop new ranges and
factlmes to support training activities,

We also appreciate the invitation to serve as.a cooperating agency for this EIS. Instead, as T
explained during our initial December 8, 2010 teleconference, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) would prefer to serve as a participating agency for this EIS, and has determined that the
Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office will serve as the primary point of contact that will
coordinate reviews and comments for the Service in Alaska.

erein we identify environmental resources for consideration in the EJS, and convey any initial
coneorns regarding those resources. We look forward to working with you and your environmeutal
planners to more fully identify issues and pofential impacts lor consideration in the environmenial
jmpact analysis process.

Endangered Specics:

Currontly, onc federally-listed species under the jurisdiction of the Service oceurs within the
vicinity of the JPARC, That species is the short-tailed albatross (Phoebasiria albatrus), which is
listed as endangered under the Endangercd Species Act of 1973( 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq; 87 stat
884, as amended; ESA), It is a pelagic seabird whose range includes the Gulf of Alaska, and it
typically occurs in the project area during the April through October lime period. This endangered

Final

March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

species oceurs in the area of the Proposed Action #9: Missile Live Fire for AIM-9X and AIM-120
in the Gulf of Alaska.

Tn 2010 the Service reviewed proposed Navy Training Activities in the Gulf of Alaska (two 3-week
activity periods from April through October) and determined the activities were not likely to
adversely affect endangered short-tailed albatvosses. For that review the Navy produced a Gulf of
Alaska Navy Training Activities Biological Bvaluation (BE), dated February 24, 2010 for the
Temporary Maritimoe Activities Area. Atthis point the Service doces not know specifically how the
training activities proposed for this EIS compare, bus recommend that the JPARC review the
Protective Measures developed for short-tailed albatross in that 2010 Gult of Alaska Navy Training
BE to Jearn what steps can be taken to avoid adverse elffects to that endangered species. The
JPARC will need 1o evaluate of the effects of the Gulf of Alaska activities on the short-taited

albatross,

Migratory Birds:

Interior Alaska is significant nationally for its concentrations of migratory birds that breed, nest,
and molt here during (he brief spring and sumnier months, The Service has a sxgmﬁcant amount of
information from systomafic acrial surveys since 1957 about the location and timing of nesting
Dbirds in Interior Alaska, and we Jook forward 1o sharing that information with you for the
preparation of your Alternatives and production of your EIS. For example, the Service annally
conduc(s the Alaska-Yukon Waterfow! Breeding Population Survey (for example, Mallek and
Groves 2008) and also surveys on specific species, such as the Alaska Trumpeter Swan Status
Report (Conant et al. 2007).

For the purposes of this scoping letier, we wish to make you aware of the high concentrations of
breeding birds in many of the MOAs and Training Areas within the JPARC. As one cxample,
aerial surveys in 2005 of the Gullkana area (which encompasses most of the Proposed Fox 3 MOA
Expansion and New Paxson MOA) detected 2,440 breeding pairs of trumpeter swans, and 1,228
swan cygnets (chicks) (Conant et al. 2007), with Figure 1 showing the density of trumpeter swans
during the spring and summer season in that area. Many ofier waterfow! also nest, molt and raise
their young in that area.

The Service has concerns about the proposed low altitude flight training areas and thelr potential to

disturb nesting and molting birds, The Service can provide years of breeding waterfowl survey

information for much of the JPARC area, and can make specxf ic timing recommendations for your
activities to avoid conflicts with breeding birds.

Eagle Nests;

Bald and Golden Eagles, as well as their nests, are protected from fake, including disturbance. The
Service maintains a raptor-nest database that can provide an indication of past nest activity in
proposed project areas. We would be happy to consult this database for your site-specific projects.
This database, however, cannot guarantee future nesting activity, so we recommend conducting
nest surveys in (he early spring prior to construction and when the nests are active and ensily
identified. Shouid an active eagle nest be observed in the project area at any time during the
project, we recommend reviewing our eagle permit website ’
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Census Unit;
Guif Coast
Copper Canyon
Ml Guikana

Wl Kenai

[ Cook Infet

Lower Tanana

Wl Kuskekwim

Il Koyukuk

Yuken Flats

B Southeast Mainland
Ml Upper Tanana

Figure 1. Density of Trompeter Swans during the spring and swinmer of 2005 (Conant et al, 2007).
Each of the 7,787 points represents a swan observation.

(hitp://alaska.fws. gov/eaglepermit/index.him), and contacting our Regional Office
(permitsR7IMB@fws.gov or 907-786-3685) if you have questions,

Land Clearing:

Migratory bird nests, eggs or nestlings could be destroyed if work is conducted in nesting habitats
during the spring and summer breeding season. Please refer to our-recommended time periods,
which vary by region, for avoiding vegetation clearing to protect nesting migratory birds
(http://alaska, fws. gov/fisheries/fieldoffice/anchorage/pdfive getation clearing,pdf). The Migratory
Bird Treaty Act prohibits the willful killing or harassment of migratory birds. When practical for
awthotized military readiness activities, and for all other activities, the Service recommends that
clearing, excavation and fill activities in potentially suitable nesting habirats be completed prior to
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the nesting season to avoid jmpacts (o breeding migratory birds, [fthis is not possible, (hen other
measures for avoiding impacts to breeding migratory birds should be initiated. For example,
vegetated areas could be cleared prior to the nesting season, This would render the area unsuitable
for breeding birds prior to their arrival and facilitate work dwring the breeding season without
impacts to birds. However, we do not recommend large arcas (greater than 5 acres) be stripped of
vegetation more than one month prior to initiating work, which could result in even greater damage
¢aused by excessive erosion.

We no {onger recommend conducting nest surveys during the breeding season as a way to avoid
adversely impacting breeding birds, Because nesting birds are secretive, identifying active nests is
very difficult, so there is a high likelihood that active nests will be undetected. Nests surveys are a
poor substitwte for project scheduling that avoids threatening nesting birds. If work cannot be
conducted outside the nesting season, or the area cannot be made unsuitable for nesting prior to the
breeding season, the project sponsor should demonstrate how they are preventing the willful killing
or harassment of migralory birds.

Impacts to Wetlands, Fish, Wildlifc and Other Habitats:

Quantifying temporary, indirect and permanent impacts for on-the-ground projects such as
Proposed Actions 6 and & (enhanced access to gronnd maneuver space, and interimediate slaging
bases) are not possible at this stage in the planning process, however, we offer the following as
ways to avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts.

Wetlands and Ripasjan Areas: The Service considers fens, emergent wetlands, ponds, slonghs,
watercourses, and riparian areas as higher-vatue habitat types where disturbance should be avoided
or minimized. Disturbance should also be avoided or minimized in other habitats, such as the
relatively abundant scrub-shrob wetlands, but the impacts to fish and wildlife are relatively less and
will bie reflected in our recommendations 1o the Corps for wetland pemnits.

Fish and Wildlife: We typically recommend wider buffers for anadromous fish streams than for
tesident fish streams (e.g., hiip://alaska.fws.gov/fisheries/fieidoffice/faivbanks/pdf/
1_mmzcover.pdf). The Sérvice recommends {hat design criteria for all stream crossings focus on
protecting stream health by maintaining riparian and floodplain processes. All new constructed
crossings should maintain the normative physical processes within the strearm~-floodplain-riparian
corridor by: 1) promoting patural sediment transport patterns, 2} providing wnaltered fluvial
(riverine) débris movenient, and 3) maintaining or restoring functional continuity and connectivity
of the stream-floodplain-riparian corridor, '

To avoid and minimize impacts 10 aquatic and riparian habitats, all crossings should consist of a
bridge or culvert that spans the floodplain, thereby providing for long-term dynamic channel
stabilily, retention of existing spawning habitats, maintenance of food (benthic invertebrate)
production, and minimization of risk of failure, All crossing designs should be based on site-
specific information such as: estimates of peak discharge, flow velocilies and paiterns; channel
stability; suspended sediment and bed load transport; flooding regime (50-year to 100-year flood
frequency and magnitude); cross-section profiles of channel morphology; and water surface
elevations,
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The Service would like to emphasize the importance of providing free and efficient fish passage for

all life stages of fish, while also providing for hydrologic functions such as flushing flows,
sediment bed loads, channel meandering and wetland integrity. Longiludinal connectivity
(between upstream and downstream sections of a river), vertical connectivity (between the susface
and ground water), and lateral conneciivity (between a river and its floodpiain and surrounding
slopes) must be sustained to allow for proper hydrologic functioning.

Mitigation:

Service policy regarding impacts 1o fish and wildlife habitat includes (irst avoiding, then
minimizing, and finally compensating for the remaining unavoidable impacts. These impacts
include direct, indirect and temporal impacts. If thero are unavoidable impacts for proposed
projects, then the Service recommends compensatory mitigation {or the unavoidable impacts by
restoring or permanently protecting equal or higher-value wetlands nearby. The type and extent of
recommended mitigation for these impacts would normally be based upon the scarcity and value of
the wetland habitat impacted by the propased project as wel} as any associated indifect or temporal
impacts caused hy the project. For the more common wetlands, Jike scrub-shrub, we typically
recommend lower compensation ratios. For higher-value wetlands, such as wetlands associated
with watercourses, the Service recommends a strategy of no net loss when practicable. If this is ot
possible, then we typically recommend higher compensation ratios. Since habitat protection does
not meet our natipnal goal of no net loss of wetlands (i.e., no new wetlands ate created or restored
1o offsef the proposed foss of wetlands), we typically recommend higher mitigation ratios to help
offset the consequences of not meeting this goal when habitat preservation is used for
compensatory mitigation. . This includes recommending higher mitigation ratios for in-lieu fee
programs that only provide habitat protection.

Conclusion: '

We look forward to sharing any information we may have regarding fish and wildlife resources in
the vicinity of your activities. If you have any questions regarding this issue please contact
Charleen Veach at 907/456-0272 or charleen_veach@fws.gov,

Sincerely,

Jewel Bemneit, Chief
Conservation Planning Assistance Branch

cce: Ann Rappoport, USFWS, Anchorage
Christy Bverelt, USACE, Fairbanks

Citations: .
Copan, B, I.1. Flodges, D.J. Groves, and J.G, King, 2007. Alaska Trumpeter Swan Status Report
2005. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Waterfowl Management, Juneau, Alaska, 49 pp.

Mallek, E.J, and D. J. Groves. 2008. Alaska-Yukon Waterfow] Breeding Population Survey.
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L.3.2 Stateof Alaska Department of Fish and Game

STATE OF ALASKL =

333 Raspberry Road

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME Anchorage, AK 99518-1566

PHONE: (907) 267-2228
EAX: (907) 267-2433

March 1, 2011

ALCOM Public Affairs
9480 Pease Ave, Ste 120
JBER, AK 99506

Subject: Issue ldentification — Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (Department) reviewed the December 8, 2010,
“Department of the Air Force and U.S. Army; Notice of Intent To Prepare an Environmental impact
Statement (EIS) for the Modernization and Enhancement of Ranges, Airspace, and Training Areas in
the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex in Alaska”. We understand the intent of the EIS is to analyze
the environmental effects and consequences of the proposed changes and their alternatives. This
will include the environmental consequences to airspace, noise, safety, biological resources,
socioeconomics, transportation, cultural resources, water resources, wetlands, air quality, land use,
hazardous materials, recreation and visual resources, environmental justice and risks to children,
subsistence, and cumulative impacts.

The Department appreciates the need and importance for the military to conduct training exercises
that, as closely as possible, mimic battlefield conditions. The training conducted can save lives and
contribute to the success of the military’s national defense mission. Through the development of the
EIS, we would like to work with the military to provide and assist in the interpretation of data where
possible, and in understanding the area for fish, wildlife, their use and management.

The Department has specific concerns related to the potential impacts of the proposal to wildlife, the
ability to perform management and research related to the management and research of fish and
wildlife, and the ability of the public to access the area for activities related to the use of fish and
wildlife for general and subsistence purposes. The expansion of low-level flight training exercises
and other large-scale training exercises (including live fire) across the area under consideration could
disturb wildlife in Game Management Units (GMU) 13 and 20. This area comprises one of the most
popular and productive ecosystems in the state for the purposes of hunting, trapping, fishing and the
harvests of trees, plants and other vegetation for subsistence and general use by the public.

The following comments are provided to assist the planning process in identifying issues for analysis
during the EIS process.

Potential Effects to Wildlife
The frequency of low-level fiights as indicated in the EIS, and other large-scale training related noise

could be a disturbance factor for wildlife of all species. Land mammals such as moose, caribou,
bears, wolves and Dall sheep can experience reduced productivity due to disturbance during the
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critical periods of birthing, breeding and use of wintering areas. Avian species such as waterfowl and
raptors are especially vulnerable during spring and fall migration. Repeated low-level flight
disturbance may also alter activity patterns, increasing vuinerability of both land and avian species to
predation, particularly for young of the year. Additionally, to our knowledge, impacts of F-22 jet over
flights to wildlife have not been evaluated, although noise generated by the F-22 is likely comparable
to most aircraft of its class and impacts would likely be similar. This presents concerns, especially
given the large expansion of the MOA.

The Nelchina Caribou Herd (NCH) has a very large range within Interior Alaska, and encompasses a
significant portion of the area under consideration. The calving grounds of the NCH are relatively
concentrated, with the Proposed Fox 5 area centered over it. The NCH typically concentrates in the
eastern Talkeetna Mountain foothills from May through July. The NCH moves efficiently throughout
this area to utilize new, highly nutritious emergent vegetation and to avoid insects. Caribou calves
are born during the month of May, and for their first two months are highly vulnerabile to disturbance.
External stress during this period can affect caribou physical condition, reducing their survival and
productivity. Low-level flight training exercises or other large scale training exercises (including live
fire exercises, if any) in this mountainous-foothill terrain could affect the conservation of this herd, and
impair the ability of those who rely on it for consumptive and other uses.

The proposed Paxson MOA with its floor of 500 ft AGL may create a disturbance for Dall sheep in the
Delta River canyon. The mountainous terrain north of Black Rapids is an important Dall sheep
lambing area and important ewe/lamb habitat. Low-level jet aircraft flights, large scale training and
live-fire exercises through this area could have the potential to increase lamb mortality.

Human generated waste can attract wildlife, particularly bears, cause them to become habituated to
humans, and result in negative interactions. With the addition of up to 1000 ground-based troops
using the training area, consideration of how to deal with human generated waste and reducing the
potential for negative interactions with wildlife should be analyzed in detail.

Potential Effects to the Departments Administrative Activities for Management and Research
Purposes.

The Department is responsible for the sustainability of all fish and wildlife in the State of Alaska,
regardless of land ownership or desighation, and has the authority, jurisdiction, and responsibility to
manage, control, and regulate fish and wildlife populations — including for subsistence purposes —
unless specifically preempted by federal law. To perform these responsibilities, the Department has
extensive management and research programs that include frequent access by staff to the lands,
water, and airspace throughout the State, including the proposed JPARC expansion area.

After reviewing the information provided, Department staff identified concerns related to their ability to
perform management and research activities for the administration of fish and wildlife resources in the
area. These activities could be altered or potentially compromised by implementation of proposed
flight and access restrictions and include potential safety issues due to air space and ground level
separation and conflicts with military and Department aircraft operating simultaneously in the area.
Additional concerns include restrictions related to the access and use of flight corridors, restrictions
involving entry into areas for research and management purposes by air and ground access, and the
poor radio communications capabilities that currently exist between civilians and the military in remote
areas.

These concerns are exemplified by a review of the Department’s extensive research and

management activities for fish and wildlife in the Nelchina and Copper River basins in GMU 13. This
area, almost completely encompassed by the JPARC expansion areas, comprise one of the most

Page 2
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popular and productive ecosystems in the state for the purposes of hunting, trapping, fishing, and
berry picking; as well as other traditional and cultural uses. The area is easily accessed from
Fairbanks, Anchorage, the Matanuska-Susitna Valley and Copper River basin communities via the
Parks, Richardson, Glenn, and Denali highways. Common big game species in this area include
black bear, brown bear, wolves, wolverine, moose, caribou, and sheep, and extensive fisheries
resources consisting of both resident and anadromous species. Monitoring and managing the vast
fish and wildlife resources in this area takes a tremendous amount of aerial survey work using both
fixed wing and rotor aircraft throughout the year. Surveys are typically flown between 500’ and 7000’
above ground level (AGL) and are dependent on being able to rapidly deploy during good weather
conditions, when they exist, and the ability to radio track, capture or make direct observations
wherever animals of interest are located.

The Department is conducting long-standing, comprehensive management and research projects for
moose in portions of GMU 20. Proposed restricted access corridors and expansion within GMU 20
would impair the ability of the Department to continue these projects, increase costs due to the need
to circumvent airspace, schedule additional flights and cause researchers to reduce, abandon or
forgo future projects monitoring moose or other species if predictable, adequate access to airspace
cannot be assured.

Without continued free access to the airspace in the region, particularly below 7,000’ (AGL),
necessary fish and wildlife population management in this area could be reduced. A reduction in the
quantity and quality of data could result in a need to manage species on a more conservative basis,
leading to fewer opportunities for harvest, including subsistence harvest. Of particular concern is the
active management of the Nelchina Caribou Herd, GMU 13 and 20 moose and wolf populations, and
Gulkana River Chinook and sockeye salmon, all of which are highly sought by the public.

Potential Effects to Public Uses

As noted above, the JPARC expansion areas and proposed corridors encompass some of the most
popular and productive ecosystems in the state for the purposes of hunting, trapping, fishing, and the
harvests of trees, plants and other vegetation for subsistence and general use by the public. The
area includes the Nelchina Public Use Area (AS 41.23.040), established by the legislature in 1985 to
protect fish and wildlife habitat for continuing purposes, perpetuate and enhance public enjoyment of
fish, wildlife and their habitat and to perpetuate and enhance general public recreation in a quality
environment.

Public use of this area is an important regional component for outdoor activities. The use is extensive,
occurs on a year round basis with access via highway vehicle, ORV, boat, showmachine and aircraft.
In GMU 13, for exampile, in 1996-97, 6135 hunters sought moose (933 accessing the area by
aircraft), and 19,397 caribou hunters used the area. From 2004-08, the annual average angler use
was; Chena River — 20,235 days fished, Tangle Lakes complex — 4,108 days fished, Gulkana River
(includes Crosswind Lake) — 19,812 days fished, Tyone River drainage (include Lake Louise and
Susitna Lake) — 6,630 days fished.

Proposed access restrictions that could accompany the expansion may have a chilling effect on the
ability of the public to freely use and enjoy the area. Public access and spontaneous use associated
with good weather days could be curtailed, as would public access of desired areas due to corridor
closures, the need to request entry authorizations, and other restrictions to airspace, necessitating
the public to incur additional costs in fuel and time to avoid military operations. Additionally, Alaska is
notorious for poor weather related flying conditions and the ability of private pilots to comply with flight
restriction under poor flying conditions may pose a hazard to both military and private pilots operating
in the area.

Page 3
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With extensive, widely dispersed, year round public use of the area, low-level jet aircraft flights and
large scale training exercises could have the potential to place the general public and the military in
close proximity, resulting in concerns for public safety through unintentional contact.

The entire expansion area also encompasses a well-developed remote cabin system, often centered
on lakes and rivers, with both year round and seasonal residents. These residents could expect to
experience visual and sound disturbance associated with training exercises. Access to these cabins
could be disrupted by the proposed flight restrictions.

Subsistence uses within the JPARC area is also extensive and consists of the traditional and cultural
uses of fish, wildlife and plants harvested throughout the year. The use of these resources is
dependent on their continued sustainability and access. Throughout the planning process, we
recommend holding meetings in local area communities to understand the effect of the proposed
actions on subsistence uses.

Information Development and Analysis

Through the EIS process the Department encourages the development, presentation and analysis of
additional data to assist in informing the decision making process. We recommend detailed maps
and information be developed showing proposed flight corridors, restricted areas, seasonality of use
and areas where air and ground training may be conducted, including live fire exercises. These uses
should then be analyzed in relation to the primary issues we have identified; potential affects to
wildlife; potential affects to the Departments management and research activities and effects to the
public’s ability to access and use the area.

We are interested in working with the Department of Defense during the development of the EIS.
Department staff have expertise regarding fish, wildlife and their use within the area and may be able
to assist in the evaluation of spatial and temporal management options to facilitate the public's use of
the area as well as ensuring our continued research and management efforts to ensure the
sustainability of the resources in the area. Please contact Brad Palach at brad.palach@alaska.gov or
267-2145 to assist in coordinating your efforts.

Sincerely,

Sy

Craig Fleener

Deputy Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game
State of Alaska
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L.4 SHPO CONSULTATION

March 2013 Final L-67



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-68 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-69



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-70 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-71



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-72 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-73



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-74 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-75



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-76 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-77



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-78 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-79



JPARC Modernization and Enhancement
Environmental | mpact Statement

L-80 Final March 2013



Appendix L — Agency and Government Correspondence

March 2013 Final L-81





