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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains the Army's responses to cornments received on the Draft 
Legislative Environmental lrnpact Statement (LEIS) for the Alaska Army lands 
withdrawal renewal. A sumrnary of the public comment process, including the 
approach to analyze the comments is presented in Chapter 9.1. Comment letters 
and verbatim transcripts from the public hearings are reproduced in Chapter 9.2. 
The Army's responses to the comments are also located in Chapter 9.2. 
Publications cited in the responses can be found in the Bibliography in Chapter 
6. Each comment letter or transcript was assigned an alphabetic code. 
Comments were coded in the order of acquisition. Within each comment letter 
or transcript, individual points presented were assigned a topic code. Topic 
codes used in the comment/response process are defined in Table 9.a. Each 
topic code was subsequently assigned a unique numeric code. For example, 
comment~response ACC-A001 refers to the first commer~t (001) dealing with the 
topic of access (ACC) presented ill comment letter or transcript A. An index of 
individual commer~ts and responses grouped by topic code and the commentor's 
last name is located in Chapter 9.3. This process resulted in 439 coded 
comments, which formed the basis for the responses in Chapter 9.2. 

Individual responses were prepared for all input received during the public 
comment period. Like comments may have received identical responses. 

9.1 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 
The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft LElS was published in the Federal 
Register on November 6, 1998. Announcements of the availability of the Draft 
LElS and plans for public hearingslopen houses were subsequently published 
in the Fairbanks News-Miner, Delta Wind, and Anchorage Daily News 
newspapers. The Army distributed 500 copies of the Draft LEIS, including those 
sent to community libraries throughout the project area. 

The public comment period began November 6, 1998, with publication of the 
NOA, and closed February 7, 1999, for a total of 90 days. Verbal comments 
were recorded at public hearings held ill Fairbanks, Delta Junction, and 
Anchorage. Some 37 written and 10 oral comments were provided by Federal, 
State, and local governmental agencies; special interest organizations; 
businesses; and individuals. 
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Of the written and oral comments received dl~ring the 90-day comment period, 
two were frorn Federal agencies, five from State agencies, one from local 
governments and agencies, eight frorn special interest organizations, one from 
local businesses, and 30 from individuals. A majority of the written comments 
came from Fairbanks and Delta Junctior~ residents. Eleven comrnents 
postmarked after February 7, 1999, were reviewed and included in this analysis. 

Public hearings were held in three communities in Alaska (with the number of 
attendees who registered shown in parentheses): Anchorage (4), Delta 
JunctionIFort Greely (14), and FairbanksIFort Wainwright (46). It is likely that 
sorne individuals chose not to register, so attendance may have been slightly 
higher than is indicated. 

All comment letters and hearing transcripts were analyzed for their content and 
the different perspectives they offered. Where comments presented new, 
substantive information or ideas that warranted changes, the text of the LElS 
was revised accordingly. Reference to the revised sections is rnade in the 
responses to specific comments. Some comments did not require a resporlse or 
change to the LEIS. These expressions of opinion or preference were noted. 

9.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LEIS AND ARMY 
RESPONSES 
This chapter contains comments received during the Draft LElS comment period 
and the Army's responses to them. Publications cited in the responses can be 
found in the Bibliography in Chapter 6. Comments were coded and are 
presented in the order of acquisition. Topic codes used in the comment/response 
process are defined in Table 9.a. 

Table 9.a Definition of Topic Codes Used in the Comment/Response 
Process 
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

(The following is the statement of Ms. Jennifer 
East-Cole, taken at 3:44 p.m. on January 5, 
1999, in Delta Junction, Ft. Greely, Alaska.) 

MS. EAST-COLE: I think I have several points, 
several comments I want to make. The first one is that I ALT-AO01 
think a 50-year long - 50-year contract is too long. 
There are too many things that can go on in that period 
of time, and it's just too inflexible of a length. 

I have a concern - my second problem is I have 
a concern about the long-range plan for this area. Is 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT A 

ALT-AOQI: Noted. The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for 
substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments which will 
continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible operational military 
planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource 
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 io 15 years places a substantial 
burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations; 
U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect 
resource values and implement natural resource management measures. 
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there a possibility that they will increase the magnitude 
and frequency of bombing? And if there is, this is a 
serious concern. 

I was told by some of your representatives that USE-A0011 

this bombing range will stay status quo, but that's only 
as it relates to the size of the area. And again, my 
concern is will the frequency of bombing increase and the 
types of bombs, can that change? 

My third concern is I really don't see this 
helping the economy of the DeltaJFi. Greely area. They S O C - A ~ ~ ~  
are shutting down the base, so most of these people are 
going to be coming up from Fairbanks. It's going to help 
Fairbanks' economy, but I really don't see it doing anything for 
Delta. 

My fourth concern is I feel like all Delta 
stands to gain by this is that it would increase the POL-A001 
pollution. noise pollution, water pollution, soil 
pollution. People drink the water, and it can damage the 
people. The people hunt the animals that range out on 
that bombing range. If the animals eat - eat food and 
the people eat the animals, what's that going to do to 
the people's health? 

Also, too, the pollution can -there's a 
serious destruction of wildlife and fish habitat. In FISH-A001 

particular, my concern is there's a 30-mile stretch along 
the Tanana River that is just to the north of the bombing 
range, and this is critical salmon habitat, as noted by 
Fish and Game. How would this affect that salmon 
habitat? 

My fifth concern is that if they continue to use 
this area as a bombing range, there will just be more p 0 ~ - ~ 0 0 2  
duds out there and more damage done to the area, which 
just means that more money would have to be put into it 
to clean it up. It's already going to cost - it's 
almost cost prohibitive now to clean up this area. 

If the contract is extended another 50 years, I 
do not see this area ever being cleaned up. And so much p 0 ~ - ~ 0 0 3  
of what my concerns about the fish and the wildlife and 

L!SE-8003 :The Military Lands Withdrawal Act, which authorized ihe withdrawals at Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely in 1986, 
reserved the withdrawal lands for military maneuvering, training, equipment development and testing, and training for artillery 
firing, aerial gunnery, infantry tactics, and other defense-related purposes. The Act did not restrict the amount of military activity 
permitted. Presently, the Army and Air Force do not have plans to increase the magnitude or frequency of bombing on the 
withdrawal renewal lands. Proposed militaryactivities on the withdrawal lands forthe renewal period will be consistent with those 
conducted during :he past 15 years. 

SOC-A001: The Base Realignment and Closure is not within the scope of this LEIS. NEPA documents, including 
Environmental Assessments are being prepared to analyze the impacis of the realignment on Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. 
The Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions to Fort Wainwright was published in June 
1997. It is anticipated the Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Funciions from Fort Greely will 
be published in October 1999. 

POe-bB001: No expansion or addition of lmpact Areas would occur under the Preferred Alternative. With continued military 
use of the withdrawal lands, impacts to water, soil, and wildlife would occur. Existing and proposed mitigation should decrease 
adverse impacts. 

Our investigation to identify contaminants and their environmental fate revealed a lack of data for interior Alaska. Agencies 
responsible for monitoring contaminants have not conducted studies specific to the withdrawal areas. Information available on 
chemicals used in munitions expended on the withdrawal lands has been incorporated into Appendix 2.C. The baseline data 
presented in the table is not an analysis of contamination on the withdrawal lands, but rather-a general description of the 
environmental fate of each chemical. 

Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring and remediaiion 
program for physical resources. Please refer to Chapter 4.23 for specific guidelines for ihe monitoring and remediation program. 

F!SH-A001: Please refer to proposed mitigation in Chapter 4.23 concerning pollution. At the present time no State or Federal 
agency has expressed concern about military actions affecting the critical salmon habitat. Through the proposed mitigation, the 
Army will determine if contaminaniion from military activity occurs 

POL-A002 and A003: Routine decontamination operations are conducted each year on the Stuart Creekand Oklahoma/ 
DeltaCreek lmpact Areas by the Air Force. Each year, all unexploded ordnance and inert residue are cleared to a radius of 1,000 
feet from each of the Air Force's tactical targets. The access ways into the tactical targets and 100 feet on eiiher side of the 
access ways are also cleared each year. The Air Force's routine decontamination operations are conducted on the Army's 
lmpact Areas they utilize for training. An ordnance clearance history by the Air Force is in Appendix 2.C. 

The Army does notcurrently conduct routine decontamination operations on the Stuart Creekand Oklahoma/DeltaCreek lmpact 
Areas. However, all unexploded ordnance accumulated during Army training in the Lakes lrnpact Area is accounted for when 
training is completed. This allows public access into these lmpact Areas. The Washington lmpact Area is cleared of ordnance 
periodically to allow for Cold Regions Testing Center (CRTC) testing. The Mississippi lrnpact Area is classified as a High Hazard 
lmpact Area with unexploded ordnance. The Washington and Texas Ranges are shooting ranges utilized by the Army for firing 
artillery. These Ranges are regularly cleared of artillery residue by the Army. 

Proposed mitigation is outlined in Chapter 4.23 

Guidel~nes for detection and clearance of ordnance state that "environmental impacts from unexploded ordnance clearance 
could range from minimal to significant depending upon the amount of vegetation that must be removed, depth and areal extent 
of remediation, and excavation method used. All of these factors must be considered and balanced against potential risk and 
the degree of risk reduction that could be achieved (Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board et al. 1996). 

Cost and lack of unexploded ordnance characterization and excavation technologies are two major impediments to efficient and 
effective clearance of unexploded ordnance. As technologies improve, the effectiveness of remediation should increase and the 
time, cost, and environmental impacts for remediation should decrease. 
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pollution to the people is going to become more of a 
cumulative effect over time. 

And that's it. And thank you for allowing me to 
comment. And I - if you could please respond, I would 
love to hear from you. 

Sincerely, Jennie East-Cole. 
(Statement concluded at 3 5 0  p.m., 
January 5, 1998.) 
(The following is the statement given by 
Mr. Jack Morris at 6:05 p.m., 
January 5, 1999.) 
MR. JACK MORRIS: Okay. My name is Jack Morris 

from Delta Junction. And I have three or four issues 
that I would like to have recorded, and questions. 

The first one we would deal with is public 
access to the buffer areas of the 2202 impact area. It's ACC-A001 
been my concern that as impact area uses increase, that 
recreation and public access to the buffer areas will be 
limited to the point that eventually we have none. 

And it - I think we need formal language 
written. There is a range policy 350-2 that talks about 
the language of September 1 through the 25th of having ACC-A002 
range cleanup. I would like to see that formal language 
increased to have range cleanup and allow hunting, moose 
hunting in the buffer zone of 2202, specifically in the Delta 
Creek and Little Delta areas. 

At the present, it says that there will be a 
range cleanup during September 1 through 25, but it does 
not specifically state that the buffer zone will be 
allowed public access, specifically hunting during that 
time. I would like to see that issue changed. 

It's been brought to my attention that the 
corridor accessing the west fork of the Little Delta by 
use of the Little Delta River is always going to remain ACC-BOOS 

open. It is a VFR federal flight path, and it's a - we 
can fly through there any time there's VFR, and that 
there is no plan in the future to ever close that 
corridor to access behind the 2202 impact area. 

The second item that I would like to talk on is 

ACC-AOOI : The Army may increase the use of the Impact Areas which would increase closure of the 
Buffer Zones. Presently, the Army and Air Force do not have plans to increase the magnitude or 
frequency of bombing on the withdrawal renewal lands. Proposed military activities on the withdrawal 
lands for the renewal period will be consistent with those conducted during the past 15 years. 

Ace-A002: The Army cannot ensure the Buffer Zone will remain open for hunting during the month 
of September. Historically, September has been utilized for range maintenance. The military utilizes this 
period for annual Impact Area decontamination and target maintenance. To date, it has not resulted in 
the training lands being closed to the public. The Army acknowledges that the month of September is 
critical for hunting on the withdrawal lands and tries to accommodate the needs of the public. 

A@C-A003: The military has no intention of increasing the size of the Restricted Areas. Civilian pilots 
can fly through or around them but should contact the Special Use Airspace Information Service (1 -800- 
758-8723 or 907-372-6913) to receive an update on military activity. 
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in 1990, the Army environmental hygiene group did a 
water - tried to set up a water baseline on munitions 
contaminations of 100 Mile Creek and Delta Creek. What 
they did is they took water samples out of 100 Mile 
Creek, Delta Creek, and compared them to water samples 
out of the Little Delta River. The water on the 100 Mile 
Creek, for munitions to enter into this flowing water, it 
would have to come by seepage through the tundra. So 
there's a lot of filtering. In other words, there are no 
active munitions in that river. Delta Creek, on the 
other hand, has active munitions in the creek channel. 

Now, in 1990, when this survey was taken, the 
amount of active munitions in the Delta Creek was not a 
near percentage of what there is now. I would like to 
see a new baseline, a new water sample taken. I know 
that during spring overflow, the overflow is backing into 
the Delta Creek targets, the craters are filling full of 
water. And then when breakup comes, these waters are 
washed out of these craters, down the Delta Creek, and WATER-A001 
into the Tanana River. 

I would like to see right after breakup, say, in 
June, new water samples taken, specifically of the Delta 
Creek, up by where the targets are. Not down at the 
mouth, but up by where the targets are, so that we can 
have an additional baseline comparison to see what's 
happening. Using the Little Delta as the water to 
compare it to, I think that will work fine because it's 
in the buffer zone and there are no munitions. That's 
the - that's two. 

The third item that I wanted to address was 
roads and trails. Last winter, the winter of '97, '98, 
the 2202 lookout tower above the 100 Mile Creek, off of 
the Delta impact area, had a road built four or five 
miles to the north that dropped down on Delta Creek, then 
a road was built up Delta Creek across from the Sullivan 
Roadhouse, then the road went to the north and picked up 
the old Cat Trail, and proceeded in a northwesterly 
direction to Srnithersville, where there was an 

WATER-AOol: A water quality sampling program will be established for the withdrawal lands. The 
study effort will include an analysis of surface water bodies, with monitoring stations located directly 
upstream and downstream of the installations. 

SOIL-AOOI: In 1997, the Army built "Simpsonville", a mocktown or CALFEX range, on the west side 
of Fort Greely's OklahomaIDelta Creek Impact Area to conduct air and ground assaults on targets. The 
Army used existing trails and roads (which were originally constructed by the Air Force) to access the 
area. The trails have been reclaimed by replacing the vegetative mat, but as a result, increased the 
saturation of soil in the area during the summer. These sections of trail will most likely be used 
indefinitely by the Air Force during the winter. The Army conducted these operations by permit under 
the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under the Section 404 permit, reclamation of 
damaged land is required. 

"Simpsonville"was used for the first time during the winter of 1997-1998. In the process, a new trail was 
created, which directly accesses Delta Creek, and pallets may have been used. The Army will use 
"Simpsonville" again this winter, and their activities will be monitored by a member of the U.S. Army 
Alaska's Natural Resources Division. The Army will be responsible for any impacts to the environment 
and necessary reclamation including the installation of water bars on the trail leading to Delta Creek to 
minimize future soil erosion. 

A second CALFEX range is proposed to be built closer to Main Post. The new site will be closer and 
easier to access, thus eliminating much of the traffic to "Simpsonville". A wetlands permit was obtained 
for the construction and use of "Simpsonville" and states that if the range is abandoned, then all debris 
must be removed and the land reclaimed. 
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encampment. 

I talked to Steve Reidsma about this, and he's 
agreed that there is problems with that road. I noticed 
that this summer we had a tremendous amount of erosion, 
especially where the road entered the Delta Creek. 
The - on the tundra, parallel in Delta Creek on the way 
to Smithersville, they left pallets buried in the 
lowlands where they were getting stuck when they pulled 
out of there late in the summer. 

I would like to see these issues addressed. 
Steve says they are aware of it and that they are going 
to take and close that Smithersville, and that they are 
going to go in there and try to stop the erosion. But I 
would like it to be noted that we are aware of it and 
that there is a problem and it needs to be done there. 

I think that's it. 
(Off record, then back on record.) 
MR. JACK MORRIS: Oh, let me add one more thing. 
I want to compliment the range control at 

Eielson for the communications network that they have set ACC-A004 ACC-A004:   he militaryappreciates your acknowledgement of the special use ~i rspace information 
Service. Input from the public on this and other military communication methods is encouraged. 

up for the local pilots, so that we can communicate on 
the same frequency, and so that we can work together for 
access into these areas. I think it's a wonderful system. 

I really enjoyed coming to this meeting tonight 
because I got to make contact with people that if we - 
when we have problems in the future, I've got someone I 
can contact. And the thing that I was surprised about is 
that these people are aware of some of these problems 
that I'm talking about. They are aware of them and are 
working to change these. That is a very positive thing. 
Okay. 

(Statement concluded at 6: 13 p.m., 
January 5, 1999.) 
(The following is the statement by 
Mr. Whit Hicks at 6:20 p.m., 
January 5, 1999.) 
MR. WHIT HICKS: Just after reviewing the 

volumes that you've put out and then the posters up in 
the room, it kind of all stops at the socioeconomic 
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stand, at least as far as this region goes. It seems 
that the withdrawal is trying to be separated from 
realignment, which is not - it's an impossible thing to 
do, in reality. If you take - take out any economic 
benefit, at least to the DeltaIGreely community, then 
every other impact is negative. 

Some of the specifics I see from that, reduced 
public use, restricted minimal entry, a high level of 
environmental impact from explosives and from the road 
construction that's happened on around the - in the 
impact areas. I don't think that there's accurate or 
enough information on the impact and wildlife, another 
reason. And the other impacts are perhaps more minor, 
but they - they are still negative if there's no return 
to the community. 

A couple of issues, aside from the economics, 
having a 50-year withdrawal, I realize it's been studied 
and analyzed from every direction, maybe except from 
mine. That's a pretty absurd thing to do, given the 
dynamics of world economy and this country's economy anc 
our local economy, and other things that we haven't even 
considered yet, a 50-year blanket withdrawal without a 
real serious review on a 5 to 10-year basis is - that 
should be unacceptable. 

It seems that the military has had a - there's 
been a dual standard as far as environmental permitting 
and the activities that - the impact that's been allowed 
to happen by the DOD. There's obviously a dual standard 
there. And I don't know how that can - how that can be. 
It shouldn't be. If anything, our military should be 
held to a higher standard, even, than private industry. 
But that is absolutely not the case, based on what we've 
seen here. 

Well, all in all, if you're going to use - if 
there's going to be an impact, a negative impact to the 
region, which there is environmentally, just the public 
access, removing the access for minimal entry, which is 
restricting a revenue base for this community, then you 
need to pay for it. Any other - any other business or 

SOC-A002 SOC-A002 and A003: The realignment process of Fort Greely required public hearings and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents be completed. The impact of realignment is 
beneficial to the Fairbanks area and detrimental to the Delta area. 

The importance of the military to the Delta Area was highlighted in Chapter 3.1 9 with the negative effects 
of real~gnment discussed. The present study examined the effect of non renewal by indicating the impact 
on the Fairbanks North Star Borough Economy, not Delta Junction. There was no assertion that the 
Delta area would benefit economically from continued withdrawal as it had in the past. 

Let it be stated unequivocally that the primary economic benefits to continued withdrawal are within the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough. Whereas Delta has had substantial economic benefits from the military 
presence in the past, this will be reduced after realignment is completed. Yet, the land will still be 
reserved from mineral entry, agriculture, or other alternative uses. 

ALT-A002 ALT-A002: Noted. Periodic review of the Army's use and management of the withdrawal lands would 
occur under the Preferred Alternative. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plansfor Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Plans are written 
for a 5 year period with public, Federal and State agency participation in the development process. 

USE-A002 USE-A002: Federal agencies are generally held to the same level of standards when implementing 
projects and programs on their lands. This LEIS was completed as a requirement of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This Act establishes policies and goals for the protection of the 
environment. The NEPA process includes the systematic examination of possible and probable 
environmental consequences of implementing a proposed action. The Army is required to comply with 
NEPA, as are all other Federal agencies. 

All Army actions fall into one of the following environmental review categories. The category determines 
the NEPA documentation to be completed. Categories are: 1) Exemption by Law, e.g. national security 
exemptions which prohibit or exempt compliance with NEPA; 2) Emergencies, e.g. immediate actions to 
promote national defense or security and actions necessary for the protection of life or property are 
excluded from NEPA to avoid delay of action; 3) Categorical Exclusions are actions which do not require 
NEPA documentation because they do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the 
environment; 4) Environmental Assessment; and 5) Environmental Impact Statement. 
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entity in the country would have to pay, or return 
something for that use. And that's just not happening 
here. 

If you're insistent upon looking at it on - the 
interior as a region, you can use Fairbanks numbers and 
make it look very positive economically. But if you're 
going to separate it from the realignment, then let's go 
ahead and take the bigger picture where there is no 
Ft. Greely and no economic -positive economic impact to 
our community at all, then it's just a lose-lose 
situation. We have our land mass, we have it impacted, 
we don't have access to minimal entry or tourism on those 
properties. And that's not just to the community. 

That's about all I have. 
(Statement concluded at 6:25 p.m., 
January 5 ,  1999.) 
(No further statements were given on 
January 5, 1999.) 
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Fort Greely Lands Withdrawal Renewal 

First, I support a strong military and I view its role as a protective one. 

However, we now have the Army asking for a 50 year continuation of withdrawal from 
public use of over 660,000 acres to continue the 'mission' of Fort Greely. The effect ALT-5003 
would be to make this area impervious to outside concerns, even concerns expressed 
locally in the Delta Junction area, and prevent further reviews for the next 50 years! 

How can this be so important, if the current Base Realignment indicates there will be 
very few military personnel located in this area? If vou want to leave us, do so clearlv 
and comoletelv! We have the most powerful military in the world, but Delta residents 
did not expect it to turn on them. Essentially, we have the US Army waging a 
very successful economic war on the Delta area, taking away jobs, jobs 
with which they once paid for the wanton destruction they do to this area. 
Afterward they will continue the destruction and abuse of the land and the local 
people, perhaps at an increased rate! SOC-BOO4 

If the US Army is intent upon removing civilian employment from the Delta area, then it 
would seem the best thing to do would be to completely close Fort Greely, and give it 
to the BLM. The next few generations of Delta residents could be gainfully employed 
cleaning up the Army's mess on the 660,000 + acres! 

The picture on the front cover of the impact statement shows the natural beauty of this 
area. This is the view all tourists, visitors and local residents have from the 
RichardsonIAlaska Highway. Why should this area be a bombing range? Deita would 
be better served by a loop road beginning south of Donnelly Dome, running eastward ALT-B004 
across the front of the Alaska Range, going north and then returning eastward to Delta 
Junction itself. This would create a 'tourist loop' unexcelled anywhere, including 
Denali National Park. The caribou, moose, sheep, grizzly, black bear and other 
populations could recover their natural habitat, and be there for tourists to see. In 
addition, local subsistence hunters could access these game populations, to feed their 
families (Although the military might deny it, most hunters and fishermen do not want 
to deal with the military for access. Generally speaking, the local subsistence hunting SUB-BOOI population does not consider the military 'user friendly'.) 

The military currently shakes our homes with their explosions, which we are also 
forced to hear. Tourists who stop here in the summer often can't believe our NQISE-BOQI explanation of the 'thunder' they hear! Finding the tranquil, pristine wilderness they 
seek so terribly flawed, they frequently decide to look elsewhere in Alaska. And now 
the military is removing their economic support by way of local jobs, and expecting us 
to continue to endure their 'gifts'. 

The military also provides us with smoke from their forest fires. This is a wonderful 
opportunity to test your lungs. We do not appreciate summers spent breathing smoke. 
Never, during any of these fires, has the military attempted to find those vulnerable to FIRE-BQOq 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT B 

ALT-BOOS: Noted. Periodic review of the Army's use and management of the withdrawal lands 
would occur. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. The plans are written for a 5 
year period with public, and Federal and State agency participation in the development process. 

SOC-B004: Noted. Thank you for your comments 

ALT-B004: If Congress does not renew the military land withdrawals in Alaska, future management 
of the withdrawal lands will be determined by the agency who has jurisdiction over the lands. This 
could be the Bureau of Land Management or State of Alaska. 

SUB-BOO1 and 8002: You make the point that the hunting regulations on Fort Greely, e.g., 
requirements to check-in and check-out, discourage subsistence users. It is not the intent of U.S. 
Army Alaska to discourage use, but rather to provide a means to allow use without significant 
disruption of the military mission or undue exposure to human safety hazards created by military 
operations. 

U.S. Army Alaska is planning to implement hunter education certification, as required by Department 
of Army Regulation 210-21 on January 1, 2000. The Army recognizes there is a lack of instructors in 
the Fort Greely area and is working with the Alaska Departrneni of Fish and Game to get classes 
scheduled on Fort Greely. 

There are fewer requirements for recreational or subsistence huniing on Fort Greely than are normally 
found on military installations with similar missions within the United States. U.S. P.rmy Alaska will 
continue to review means to minimize both the inconvenience involved with public use of Fort Greely 
and costs of administering the user-access program, but continuation of the military mission and 
minimizing human safety risks will continue to be important factors. 

NOISE-BOO1 : Noise impacts from the military would continue under the Preferred Alternative as 
has occurred on the withdrawal lands over the past 50 years. Subsonic aircraft flights are the dominant 
military noise source (subsonic flights occur at speeds below the speed of sound level and so not 
produce sonic booms). 

Overall, few noise complaints have been received by the Army for artillery, explosions, or small arms 
firing. Most noise complaints have been from helicopter overflights while traveling from the Fort 
Wainwright Airfield to the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or Fort Greely. As Army use of the 
relatively loud UH-I "Huey" helicopter shifts to the quieter UH-60 Blackhawk helicopter, noise 
complaints are expected to decrease (Zeman, pers. com. 1998). Noise complaints received by the 
U.S. Air Force for jet aircraft in the vicinity of the Yukon Training Area and Fort Greely average 24 
complaints per year (Gifford 1998). The noise is usually from low flying a~rcraft entering or exiting an 
Impact Area. 

Mitigation measures are listed in Chapter 4.22 and Chapter 4.23. 

FIRE-BO01: The Army is concerned about smoke and air quality duringfires. Military personnel and 
their families are subjected to the same exposures as the civilians of Delta Junction and Fairbanks. 
The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) is the regulatory agency responsible 
for air quality and smoke management on both State and Federal lands. Written approval is required 
from ADEC for prescribed burns, other than those used to combat wildland fire. ADEC is responsible 
for issuing air quality advisories and declaring air episodes. A representative from ADEC is on the 
Alaska Wildland Fire Coordinating Group. During a wildland fire, air quality and smoke management 
issues are addressed. Press releases are issued with recommended actions that individuals can take 
to protect their health. 

The Army does take measures to decrease the potential of fires from incendiary devices. Information 
on these measures can be found in Chapter 4.15 under Existing Mitigation. Also read the response 
FI RE-C002. 



B 
the conditions they create and attempt to provide assistance to them! During this most 
recent fire there were reports that live ordinance had been found six miles north of the 
Fort Greely boundary. How safe are we if the military has difficulty dropping their 
bombs on the 660,OM)+ acres they now have? 

Between Delta and Fairbanks the Richardson Highway consists of two lanes. l have 
personally met almost one hundred military vehicles in convoys while I drove between 
between my home in Delta and Eielson Air Force Base. During this trip there were two 
occasions where people attempted to pass and came close to hitting me. Convoy 
vehicles were too close together, and they could not get back into their own lane. 
Does the cost of increased transportation of military personnel justify their regular 
transport between Greely and other bases? How about using air transport and 
clearing our highways? Perhaps the military should build a four lane highway 
between Eielson and Greely to eliminate the potential for injury and loss of life to 
civilians traveling this route! Perhaps Fort Greely should be closed! 

If this draft environmental impact statement is complete, how was the Dry Creek 
community overlooked? It is larger than both Healy Lake and Dot Lake, and located 
physically closer. This is a relatively large group of people who do harvest wild game 
for personal consumption. 

On page 2-10, would you please explain how the 13 Firing Ranges located in the West 
Training Area are EAST OF THE DELTA RIVER? 

On page 3-17 you mention that the "Geology and geochemistry in this area of the 
withdrawal are similar to the Pogo deposit (Smith et al. 1998)." As the Pogo mine is 
regarded as perhaps !he richest gold deposit in Alaska, and perhaps the world, what 
possibility is there for potential development? Gold mining could certainly provide 
jobs that the military is currently taking away from the Delta area. 

Page 3-89--It seems the military is ignoring archeological work that must be done in 
these areas. Current efforts by the military are more in line with obliterating them. 

P 3-97 Socio economics--Again, the Dry Creek community is ignored. They are larger 
than Dot Lake and Healy Lake, as well as being closer. Don't you even know they are 
there? If not, why not? 

Subsistence: 3-106 et al--Federal agencies tell residents of Delta Junction that there 
is no federal land near Delta for them to provide a subsistence priority on. Yet the 
Federal Government has 660.000+ acres butted up against our city limits! Wake up, 
military, you do nothing to encourage subsistence hunters to use military lands. In fact, 
present policies discourage it. You will soon put into place a requirement for hunter 
education certif~cation, yet there is no current way Delta residents can comply since 
there is no hunter education certification available here. This can be construed as an 
indirect means of denying access, as can other procedures, such as having to 

SOC-BOO5 

USE-BOB4 

MIN-BOB1 

CULT-BOO1 

SOC-BOO6 

SUB-BOOZ 

REC-BOO1 

USE-B003: During the 1998 Carla Lake fire, live ordnance was located approximately 2 km north (the outer 
limit of the Buffer Zone) of the Kansas Lakes Impact Area, close to the Oklahoma Impact Area, and 
approximately 3 km inside the military reservation boundary. The ordnance was from the 1940s or 1950s. An 
explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) team was called in and the ordnance was destroyed. 

F 
OTH-B001: Movement of troops and vehicles occur between Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Large 
convoys occur primarily during the military's major training exercises. Miliiary use of Fort Greely will continue 

under the Preferred Alternative. Affects on convoys as a result of the BRAC action at Fort Greely 
are outside the scope of this withdrawal renewal action. Those affects should be addressed in the 
NEPA documents being prepared in accordance with BRAC. 

SOC-Boo5 and B006: As indicated in the report, there is no specific Delta "area" that may be 
conveniently referred to because most of the area is unincorporated, including the area referred 
to as "Dry Creek". Many places in interior Alaska are referred to by milepost, by topography, etc. 

The religious community of Whitestone Farms was mentioned in the report, which is principal to 
the settlement of Dry Creek. But its location was incorrectly placed near Big Delta. The state 
Department of Community and Regional Affairs lists the current population of Dry Creek at 134. 
It is West of Tok and East of Delta on the Alaska Highway. 

USE-B004: The West Training Area of Fort Greely extends from the Little Delta River on its 
western boundary to east of the Delta River near the Richardson Highway (see Figure I .a) . The 
13 Firing Ranges on the West Training Area are located east of the Delta River (see Figure 2.c). 

MiN-BOOl: Rocks in the southwest part of the Fort Greely withdrawal (Figure 3.5.b) are similar 
to those in the Pogo area. However, the areal extent of exposed rocks is actually quite small 
compared to the size of the withdrawal. Most of the withdrawn lands are covered by floodplain 
deposits and thick overburden, and there are very few outcrops. It should be noted thai the Pogo 
deposit is some 400 feet below ground, and its geology is very complicated. If not for the extremely 
high grade of the ore at Pogo, development would not have been economically viable. 

CULT-BOO1 : U.S. Army Alaska has completed a five-year Draft Integrated Cultural Resources 
Management Plan for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely in cooperation with the Alaska State 
Historic Preservation Office. The draft plan sufficiently addresses both the inventory and 
protection of archaeological sites. The Army complies with all applicable laws concerning cultural 
resources sites. 

REC-B001: The Provost Marshall's Ofice plans to implement Army Regulation (AR) 210-21, 
dated May 1997, which states that any person hunting with a firearm on U.S. Army Alaska 
(USARAK) lands must first attend an 18 hour, National Rifle Association certified (or equivalent) 
hunter safety course. Persons who only fish or trap on Army lands are exempt. This regulation is 
set to be in place January I ,  2000. 

Currently Alaskais the only state in the country that does not require a hunter safety course to hunt 
statewide. The Siate does plan to require this in the future. Implementation for the Interior 
(Fairbanks, Delta Junction area) is scheduled for January 1, 2001. USARAK is petitioning the 
Army for exemption or a delay of hunter certification requirement in AR 210-21. 

The current Army regulations are to ensure public safety and were not writien to harass the public. 
The Army is able to inform the public on present closures and military activity, at the time of contact. 
Persons calling in, giving information on their intended general location, have been rescued in the 
past based on the call in information. Civilians who choose not to comply with current regulations are 
notified several times before action is taken to deny access. 



A telephone first to check in to go on military land, telephone immediately after you leave 
to say you are off. Failure to comply results in future denial, etc .... Penalties and 
threats are a great method of discouraging people from using military lands. 

P4-71 Please quote the source of the statement, and clarify "the planned opening of 
the Delta Junction Closed Area by ADF&G and the Army to moose hunting would 
increase opportunities for ha~esting moose on Fort Greely." As a member of the Delta SUB-BOO3 SUB-B003: You are correct. This wording originally appeared in the Fort Greely Integrated 
Junction Fish and Game Advisory Committee, I can tell you that no such plan currently Natural Resources Management Plan but has since been removed. Thank you for pointing this 
exists. Again, there is too much red tape for locals to deal with for extensive hunting out. 
and trapping. Locals often complain because military hunters do not even have to buy 
an Alaska hunting license to hunt on military land. We also realize that they take game 
on adjacent State land because they do not know where the boundaries actually are. 

Subsistence is a term that does not even receive real consideration by the militarv 
including within this document. They do not give any form of preference id 
subsistence users. The only priority they give is to military personnel. I do not see that SUB-BOO4 SUB-B004: Chapter 4.20 did not clearly state that access for subsistence users would improve 

the No Action Alternative has any negative effects. Please explain them to me if I am under State as well as ELM control. The wording has been changed accordingly. 

incorrect. Reversion to the BLM is the only way a local subsistence priority could be 
put into effect. I know this from my membership on the Eastern lnterior Federal 
Subsistence Advisow Council. Please do not mislead others! BLM lands are 
generally far more accessible to the public than are military lands. 

Finally, since Fort Greely no longer plans to contribute substantially to the local SOC-BO07 SOC-BO07: Noted, 
economy. I would prefer to see it closed completely. All neighbors should be good 
neighbors, and one that is completely negative is not appreciated! 

I am a member of the  follow^ orqan~zatlons, ut am representlnq myself personally 
on this response. I wish I had the t h e  to more completelydo so! 

Delta Fish & Game Advisory Committee 

Eastern lnterior Federal Subsistence Council 

Delta Junction City Council 

Gerstle River Test Site Expansion Area RAE 



RESPONSES TO COMMENT C 

OTH-COOS: U.S. Army Alaska appreciates Mr. Sheehan's time and effort to provide 
comments and concerns throughout the preparation of this LEIS. 

ACC-C005: The Executive Summary states that the issue of access will not be resolved. This 
statement was made because the public is requesting access changes that the Army cannot 
implement, due to the military mission or safety factors. As you realize, the Army cannot 
identify specific areason the withdrawn lands to be permanently open to public use. This would 
hinder military training activities and jeopardize the military mission. The Miliiary Lands 
Withdrawal Act PL 99-606 Section 3.3 "Closure to Public"states "If the Secretary of the military 
department concerned determines that military operations, public safety, or national security 
require the closure to the public use of any road, trail, or other portion of the lands withdrawn 
by this Act, the Secretary may take such action as the Secretary determines necessary or 
desirable to effect and maintain such closure. Any such closureshall be limited to the minimum 
areas and periods which the Secretary of the military department concerned determines are 
required to carry out this subsection." 
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USE-COO6: U.S. Army Alaska is requesting to renew the land withdrawals underthe same stipulations 
and conditions of the Military Lands Withdrawal Act in 1986 and for the same military purposes which 
have been conducted over the past 15 years. This statement has been added to the Executive 
Summary. The renewal legislation passed by Congress will specify who has the authority to relinquish 
all or any of the lands withdrawn. The Military Lands Withdrawal Act specified the Secretary of the Army 
files a Notice of Intention to relinquish with the Secretary of the Interior. 

USE-C007: Training exercises conducted on Alaska military lands are regulated by U.S.Army Alaska 
Range Regulation 350-2. It provides procedures for planning, requesting, and operating ranges and 
training areas, and highlights certain environmental aspects to be taken into consideration. This 
regulation is described in detail throughout various sections in Chapter 4. Specific natural resource 

protection requirements include the restriction of off-road maneuvering during spring thaw 
(1 April to 15 May) and summer months (usually May to September) in designated creek 
bottoms, wetlands, and alpine areas above 2,000 feet in elevation. Vehicles are also 
instructed to remain on marked trails and designated routes until directed otherwise during 
tactical deployment. 

To guide and regulate the actions of Army personnel using and managing training lands, 
the Army has developed the lntegrated Training Area Management (ITAM) program. This 
program is described in detail in Appendix 2.D. 

Stream crossings conducted during the winter months can only occur at designated ice 
bridge locations. Ice bridges are permitted to be constructed each season in the same 
location and each site has a specific amount of water scheduled for use. Nenr applications 
for permits must be submitted to the State of Alaska when the existing permits expire or for 
an activity that significantly deviates from the approved permit. 

Impacts to wetlands are minimized by various Army, Federal, and State laws and 
regulations. The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
require permits before construction work using mechanized equipment occurs. 

It is also Department of Army policy to avoid adverse impacts to existing aquatic resources 
and offset those adverse impacts where they are unavoidable. The Army will continue to 
"strive to achieve a goal of no net loss of values and functions to existing wetlands, and 
permit no overall net loss of wetlands on Army controlled lands" (US. Army Regulation 200- 
3, Land, Forest, and Wildlife Management). 

Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long- 
term monitoring and remediation program for physical and biological resources as outlined 
in Chapter 4.23. 

The Army is protecting sensitive wildlife species and their habitat through the lntegrated 
Natural Resources Management Plans. Changes reflecting new management areas are 
identified in Chapter 3.12. The Army and Bureau of Land Management manage the 
resources as directed in the Military Lands Withdrawal Act PL 99-606. 

The Army has completed a floristic survey of Fort Wainwright and is conducting a survey on 
Fort Greely. If threatened or endangered species are found, necessary protection and 
management will be implemented. Please refer to Chapter 4.1 1 Vegetation and review the 
Existing and Proposed Mitigation. 

OTH-C003: Coordination with State and Federal agencies is occuring now through the 
development of the lntegrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright 
and Fort Greely, obtaining permits, and complying with Federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations. This will continue to occur throughout the withdrawal renewal period. 

USE-C008: No new Impact Areas are being proposed in this LEIS. U.S. Army Alaska 
policy states that new contaminated Impact Areas will not be created on withdrawal lands 
without approval per Army regulations and the Bureau of Land Management (AR350-2) 
and applicable Federal laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act. 



MIT-6002: Please refer to the response for POL-A002. 

USE-@009: No decision has been made on retaining Range Control and Explosive 
Ordnance Disposal personnel at Fort Greely after the realignment becomes final in 2001. 

USE-601 0: Non-dud ammunition records are kept for an indefinite period with other range 
statistics. Records on dud-producing expenditures are kept permanently per Army 
Regulation (AR385-63). U.S. Army Alaska recognizes the inconsistencies in its record 
keeping on Range Use at Fort Wainwright and will correct that situation. 

LEE-6011: U.S. Air Force use of U.S. Army Alaska ranges is coordinated through 
Interservice Support Agreements and Memorandums of Understanding. The Air Force's 
Range Regulations were developed in compliance with the provisions of these agreements. 
If additional guidance is needed, the Air Force institutes guidance through their Range 
Regulations. 

FIRE-C002: U.S. Army Alaska Range Control offices and fire departmenls, with input from 
the Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Fire Service (AFS), have developed a Fire 
Prevention System based on the Canadian Forest Fire Danger Rating System (CFFDRS). 
The Army and the Air Force iollow fire indices and stops the use of pyrotechnics, during 
periods of high fire danger. The Army also ceases live firing during high hazard periods. 
Each Impact Area is managed according to its fire hazard. lmpact Areas are not proposed 
to be reduced in size. 



OTH C004: Stream freezing and low flows are discussed extensively for the withdrawal area 
water bodies in Chapter 3.8.1.3 Low Flow/Aufeis.An additional statement describing the Delta 
River was added to Chapter 2.1.3 Preferred Alternative under the section heading Fort Greely 

USE-CO12 West and East Training Areas Army Facilities. 

OTH-C005: A legal boundary description and property history for Fort Greely are in Appendix 
1 .A of the LEIS. The legal boundaries were published in the Federal Register. See Appendix 1 .A 
for the legal descriptions. No surveys of the Fort Greely boundary have been completed and are 
not required. 

Army Regulation 385-63 requires marking range boundaries every 200 meters. A waiver for Fort 
Greely concerning this regulation is on file at the Directorate of Plans, Training, Security, and 
Mobilization at Fort Richardson. The cost of placing signs every 200 meters around the Impact 
Areas is estimated to cost millions of dollars. Fort Greely Range Control announces temporary 
closures and areas that are off-limits permanently via weekly radio announcements. Please 
review Figure 3.16.b for locations of access restriction signs and gates. 

USE-COl2: Noted. NEPA documents, including Environmental Assessments, are being 
prepared to analyze the impacts of the realignment on Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. The 
Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions to Fort 
Wainwright was published in June 1997. It is anticipated the Environmental Assessment for 
Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions from Fort Greely will be published in October 
1999. 

No decision has been made on retaining Range Control and Explosive Ordnance Disposal 
personnel at Fort Greely after the realignment becomes final in 2001. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT D 

WATER-DOO2: The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Cold 
Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory (CRREL) are in the early stages 
of developing a study matrix. CRREL and the Army are evaluating study 
proposals for assessing the impacts of ice bridges on groundwater. 

FISH-D002: Maintaining and enhancing fishing opportunities are discussed in 
Chapter 4.1 3 under the Preferred Alternative and Proposed Mitigation. Proposed 
Mitigation states that fishing opportunities forthe public will be maintained, habitat 
for stocked fish will be improved, and wild fisheries habitat suveys will be 
conducted. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT E 

MIN-E002: It is noted that some mineral potential exists. See Chapter 3.5 Mineral 
Resources. 

REC-E002: The Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area covers approximately 247,952 
acres. The Beaver Creek-South Fork Area is approximately 13,440 acres. In 1975 the 
Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State 
Recreation Area, which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land referred to as the 
Beaver Creek-South Fork Area. This State action did not transfer title of the land nor 
was it supported by Federal agencies. The Army and Air Force considered an 
alternative to relinquish this portion of the Yukon Training Area (see Chapter 2.3.3) to 
Alaska State Parks, but eliminated it from further study due to the excessive impacts to 
military training and the importance of this area's training infrastructure in achieving 
combat readiness. The State of Alaska has not identified this land as high priority for 
conveyance to the State. 

FOR-E001: The Army plans to implement a project to inventory forest resources on 
Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, and develop a forest ecosystem management plan. 
The study would identify potential timber harvest areas and the feasibility of timber 
sales. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) controls timber rights on the withdrawal 
lands under Public Law 99-606. Any timber harvesting would require the efforts of U.S. 
Army Alaska and the BLM. 

ALT-EOO5: Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975 the Alaska 
State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State Recreation Area, 
which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land referred to as the Beaver Creek- 
South Fork Area. This State action did not transfer title of the land nor was it supported 
by Federal Agencies. The Army and Air Force considered an alternative to relinquish 
this portion of the Yukon Training Area (see Chapter 2.3.3) to Alaska State Parks, but 
eliminated it from further study due to the excessive impacts to military training and the 
importance of this area's training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness. 

ALT-EOOG: The Army and Air Force developed the Preferred Alternative and 
determined other alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft LEIS based on military 
operational parameters and training needs (see Chapter 2.1). The Army and Air Force 
eliminated alternatives from further consideration if they impaired their ability to 
complete their missions in Alaska (see Chapter 2.3). The Center for Ecological 
Management of Military Lands analyzed the viable alternatives as determined by the 
Army and Air Force. 
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Alaska land, as bombmg ranges. cannot be fought because of the manly concerned about the fue eral money be better spent 
Another or so acres of the rlsk to firefighters of exp ldng  danger to residents around the cleamng up the mess the militray relocate mllitary training to other public lands and 
Tanana Flats is also used as a duds town of Delta But he says the has already made7 commit resources at these alternate sites as High 
bombing range, but it is not part Obmously, the mhtary has to Army IS labehng aU of the The  advertised "public 
of this apphmbon In the past, train somewhere But there n a country between the Delta fiver heamg," wbch IS really an 

Hazard Impact Areas without the technology to 
these renewals have been for 5- lot to question here. Why, for ex- and the 0k;fahoma Range an '.im- "open house," on the proposed completely decontaminate an Impact Area at an 
15 years, but now the ample, i s  it necessary todrop live pact area, though it had not 50-year extension of bombing 
wants to be permitted to con- bombs and rockets when aerody- been a bombing range in the ranges WIU be Jan 5 at  the Dia- 

econom~cally feasible cost. It is also cost prohibitive 
tinue bombmg for 50 years aamically-alikedummies-which past Rather,i thadbeenusedas r n o n d ~ i ~ o w C l u b ~ D e l t a J u n c -  USE-F013 forthe mllitarytodeploy ~ n i t s t 0  other locationsfor 

What effect are all these ex- the military also uses--provide a maneuvenng area or a buffer tion from 2-8 p.m. a second takes 
p l d n g  bombs, rockets and mis- the same training? Shouldn't live zone When the current range place Jan. 6 a t  the C a r h n  USE-FOI 4 training. Also see Mr. O'Neill's two other comment 
sJ-r nonexpldng duds-- munitions 'be dropped in more manager asswed hlm that he &d Center from 2-6 p.m letters, H and T in thls section. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F 

USE-F013: Training ordnance is used extensively 
by the military. Most bombing by the Air Force on the 
withdrawal lands is with training bombs (see Tables 
2.i and 2.1). The experience of training with live 
ordnance is a necessary requirement for combat 
readiness. Expending live ordnance tests and 
evaluates both logistical and operational training 
programs. It tests and analyzes all necessary steps of 
an ordnance system to ensure its effectiveness 
during combat. As with all simulated military training, 
the more realistic the training, the better our forces 
are trained for combat. 
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

(The following is the statement by 
Mr. Robert Layne from the State 
of Alaska. Division of Natural 
~esources,  Division of Land, given 
at 2:58 p.m., January 6, 1999.) 

MR. ROBERT LAYNE: I guess I should begin by 
saying I already gave you a deposition back the last time 
you had meetings in December of - I think of last year 
for our division. And our primary interest in what's 
going on here with this renewal, it's Ft. Greely that 
we're primarily interested in right now. The ownership 
of the Delta River is something that the State of Alaska 
claims through the Statehood Act and Submerged Lands Act, 
and we believe that we have ownership of that corridor as 
it runs through Ft. Greely as a navigable waterway. 

And it's our concern that the activities that 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT G 

LAND-6001 : The State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources, Division of Land has 
indicated interest in the Delta River, including an ownership interest in the lands submerged 
under the high mean water mark of the Delta River. The United States Army Alaska is 
reviewing the Division of Land's ownership claim. 

Please refer to Executive Summary and Chapter 1.8. Additional information regarding water 
quality and the jurisdiction of submerged lands has been added to these sections. Chapters 
3.1.1 and 4.1 describe submerged lands and their relation to land use. A reference to current 
issues has been added to Chapter 4.1. Chapter 4.8.2 describes the issue relating to water 
quality, monitoring, and decontamination of submerged lands. 



have been going on there over the last 50 years and are 
ongoing are potential public safety and health hazards. 
And we are - would like to see some -basically, you 
know, that some of these things are at least looked into, 
and ultimately that we would like to have the corridor 
cleaned up and made safe. 

The reason that I say that we believe that we 
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own that is because Statehood occurred in 1959. This 
land was not withdrawn to the public domain to Ft. Greely 
until 1961, two years later. So we feel we have a solid 
position on that. 

And we have no - there's a high incidence of 
cancer and other problems in the Delta area that may or 
may not be associated with some of these activities. And 
the fact that the waterway is navigable is important in 
that if there are unexploded ordinance or dangerous 
chemicals out there, that they are accessible to the 
public, as the river corridor is at nearly all times. 

And also to the wildlife that inhabits that 
comdor. And those things that they pick up, the 
wildlife, who spend most of the time out there, are 
ingested by the local populations, and others; and so 
therefore, those things can be carried into the system 
that affects humans as well as animals. 

So we, you know, we are trying to work with the 
military. We have sent them some correspondence to the 
effect that we own the land and that we would like to see 
it cleaned up and that we would like to have some control 
over what goes on there. 

And to date, we haven't received a very positive 
response to our requests. But we're still working with 
that. We're still willing to work with the military in 

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727 

any ongoing negotiations. But as we consider locking 
this land into another 50 years of this kind of use, 
which basically equals the entire time it's been used, we 
have some major concerns about how this is going to 
influence not only that particular corridor that runs 
through Greely, but that which is influenced by it 
downstream. And those are very important things. 

We have population centers there and we have 
some of our most important salmon spawning grounds 

POL-6004 POL-G004: The State Epidemiologist was not aware nor had information relating to a 
high incidence of cancer in the Delta area. The Tumor Registrar at Fairbanks Memorial 
Hospital indicated the incidence of cancer at Delta Junction is not abnormal nor 
statistically significant compared to the Northern Region of the State of Alaska (1997 
most current data available) (Pam Peters, pers com. 1999). 

Recent surface water quality surveys have not been completed for the withdrawal lands 
by the military or any other State or Federal entity. The most recent water quality 
investigation of Fort Greely was a baseline study conducted by the U.S. Environmental 
Hygiene Agency in 1990 to determine if munitions fired into the Impact Areas were having 
any adverse effect on water and sediment quality. No explosives were detected in the 
water samples and the data indicated the stream chemistries were not adversely affected 
by munitions. Please refer to Chapter 4.8.2 Water Quality, Munitionsand Appendix 3.8.D 
for further information. 

Prior to this study, water samples were collected from the Delta River above Jarvis Creek 
near Fort Greely by the U.S. Geological Survey in 1986 (See Appendix 3.8.D). All 
analyzed munitions values were below detectable limits. No other water samples 
collected within the withdrawal areas were analyzed for munitions. 

Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-A002. Proposed mitigation would 
implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring and 
remediation program for physical resources as outlined in Chapter 4.23. 

FISH-G003: Please review response POL-A001 and the mitigation for Pollution in 
Chapter 4.23. The proposed mitigation for wild fisheries found in Chapter 4.1 3.2 states that 

FISH-Go03 wild fisheries habitat surveys will be conducted. 
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downstream in there, and so the things that are going 
into the waters and influencing those areas are of 
concern to us. That's about it. 

Also, the Delta River, the Little Delta River 
and all these tributaries that come into the Tanana 
there, where they come into the Tanana is some of the 
most important spawning ground within the interior of 
Alaska. That whole part of it. 

And so obviously, whatever goes into the water 
there is going downstream and can - if it's in solution, 
it could be picked up by the fish; and if it gets into 
the sediments, it can be picked up by the fish. So those 
are some side issues to the issues that were already 
there, you know, from public safety involved with 
unexploded ordinances. 

Also, it's my - I'm given to understand that 
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there are a number of landfills that have been put into POL-GO05 
the Delta River corridor over time, which, as the river 
changes and conditions change, may or may not be exposed 
and carried downstream to further influence this. So 
these are also concerns about what's going on. 

(Statement concluded at 3:03 p.m., 
January 6, 1999.) 
(The following is the statement given 
by Christine Storey at 3 5 7  p.m., 
January 6, 1999.) 

MS. CHRISTINE STOREY My comments are mainly 
with the Chena River recreation area, Chena Hot Springs 
Road. And I would like the Aimy to give more 
consideration to giving that land back to the state so it 

ALT-GO07 

can be used for the park. I think the Army has enough 
land elsewhere. That's it. 

(Statement concluded at 3 5 8  p.m., 
January 6. 1999.) 
(The following is the statement given 
by Mark Backes at 4:24 p.m., 
January 6, 1999.) 
MR. BACKES: Opening statement, huh. Oh, man. 

Well, gosh. I think the military should put the land 
back to the people. For one, I think they are polluting 

ALT-GO08 

the land, and their cleanup efforts are poor, unless they 

POL-GOO5 The Army received a permit from February 1, 1984 to November 1988 to 
operate a landfill at the edge of the Delta Creek Assault Strip, which is located in the 
floodplain of Delta Creek. All combustibles were burned prior to burial. The landfill was 
primarily used for training debris disposal, including human waste, packaging, and daily Lise 
items during large training exercises. Targets are placed on gravel bars no less than 50 feet 
from flowing water in the Delta River and Delta Creek. During clean-up, debris is removed 
from the riverbeds and not buried within the floodplain. 

The only items that are placed within the Delta River corridor are those related to targetry, 
which include items constructed to resemble helicopters, aircraft, hangars, tanks, bunkers, 
armored personnel carriers, and vehicles. They are constructed of plywood, steel drums, 
concrete, or salvaged metal vehicles. Clearance of Air Force targets on the Stuart Creek 
and OklahomaIDelta Creek Impact Areas are conducted on an "as needed" basis during 
annual decontamination operations. 

ALT-GOO?': Noted. Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975 the 
Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State Recreation 
Area, which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land referred to as the Beaver Creek- 
South Fork Area. This State action did not transfer title of the land nor was it supported by 
Federal agencies. The Army and Air Force considered an alternative to relinquish this 
portion of the Yukon Training Area (see Chapter 2.3.3) to Alaska State Parks, but eliminated 
it from further study due to the excessive impacts to military training and the importance of 
this area's training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness. 

ALT-GOO$: Noted. Routine decontamination operations by the Air Force are defined in 
Chapter 2.1.3. 
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are forced to actually clean up. And so for sure, they 



should clean UD before thev mess UD anv more. And I 
L ,  

think they shoild have a y&rly cleanup problem - or 
process, rather than let it get so bad they can't afford MIT-GO03 MIT-G003: Please refer to the response for POL-A002. 

to do it and don't want to let it go back because it's - 
too messed up. 

I think access to the land. I think it's verv - 
very important for people of ~ l a s k a  because dur 
recreational use and hunting and fishing is limited by ACC-Go07 ACC-6007: The use of the withdrawal lands by the Army does limit access for 

recreational activities. The Army permanently restricts access to approximately 9% of the the access, and when you have large - large areas like withdrawal lands, leaving approximately 91% available to public access. Please refer to 
these, these areas that are nonaccessible, it's pretty Chapter 3.16 for more information on access. 
remote. I guess. to use the stuff, I mean. 

And-as fa; as, you know, if there would be, you 
know, if these lands would turn back to the state and 
possibly the military people would, you know, have to 
relocate and that, you know, they are - I kind of see a 
little bit of problem there because they are saying that 
they put a lot of money into the government, but they 
also take a lot of resources out of the government. 

For one, they take the Permanent Fund with them, 
which is a lot of money. And they have ways of taking it 
with them when they leave. And I don't think that's 
really fair. I don't think they even personally deserve 
to even get the Permanent Fund. They are getting paid 
extra money to live here, they are getting their travel 
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paid to get here, they are getting their housing, they 
are getting moved at expense to the government, and plus 
they are getting the Fund. And I think if that's the 
case, I don't think people that are getting paid to be 
here, COLA and whatever, that's - that should be enough. 

They are not considered a resident, I don't 
believe, because they are not here on their own will. 
They are here because of their job. And someone is 
paying their way. So I think it's a little - it's a 
little corrupt. 

And as far as the Air Force, I think the Air 
Force are a pretty good group of people, but I think all 
in all, the Army is a poorer class of people and I think 
they cost us, the government, a lot of money, just 
because you have to police them more. And they do cause 
trouble in town, surrounding areas. 

They do have a pretty bad reputation, the Army 
boys do, out in the woods, too, for not taking care of 
things. And maybe they learned from the government 
themselves because the government's pretty wasteful and 
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trashes the country, and maybe that's where they get 
their ideas from, but not all. But I mean, there are a 
few and that makes it bad for everybody. And it's kind 
of like everything in life. 

So, I guess I would like to see the land come 
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back to the state. I would like to see it cleaned up, 
for sure. Even if they don't decide to put it back in 
the state's hands, it should get cleaned up. And then 
start from square one again. 

And you know, they are trying to be nice to the 
people now. You know, they are forgiving people for 
having cabins on their land and trespassing right at this 
point, but you know, what will it be next year? On a 
50-year lease, everything could change, they get a new 
commander or something. 

So if they are going to let the people use it 
now, you know, then that should be in writing so they can ALT-GOO9 
use it for the next - for the duration of the lease, or 
contract, however they work. I don't know. 

I don't think I have anything else to say. 
THE REPORTER: Thank you very much. 
(Statement concluded at 4:28 p.m., 
January 6, 1999.) 
(The following is the statement given by 
Mr. Andy Montoya at 4:36 p.m., 
January 6,1999.) 
MR. ANDY MONTOYA: I just don't approve. I 

don't understand why they are taking the cabins away. 
You know. We've had them forever. And now that they are 
changing their ways, we are losing our playground. ACC-GO08 
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Places we go, we go out and stay a week at times. 
I just don't understand why they are doing that. 

Because it's unusable land unless you have got a snow 
machine or an air boat. The military can't use it. You 
know. They are - people aren't going to walk around out 
there. I just wonder why. 

I don't have a lot to say, other than, you know, 
I just wanted to find out if they were going to leave the 
cabins or not. But I guess not, huh? 

I'm pretty much done, I believe. I don't like 
to see what they are doing to our playground. 

(Statement concluded at 4:38 p.m., 

ALT-GOO9 and ACC-G008: Under the Military Lands Withdrawal Act, the military lands 
are withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws, except where the 
land is subject to valid existing rights. Trespass structures constructed on the withdrawal 
lands are illegal. U.S. Army Alaska does not authorize trespass structures on its lands. 



January 6,1999.) 
(The following is the statement given by 
John Balko at 7:16 p.m., January 6, 1999.) 
MR. JOHN BALKO: You guys are leaving in 40 

minutes and I haven't read this since it came out a week 
ago. I'm just concerned about all these unexploded WATER-6003 
munitions and exploded munitions, what kind of affect we 
are going to have on the ground water. 

You two being female, the child bearing,species, 
I mean, you should be more concerned about this than I 
am. Because you should be. Children, pregnant women, 
elderly. All this is upstream, it's only going to come 
downstream. There's no other choice. 
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What surveys have been done for ground water? 
For streams, rivers. I mean, all this is upstream from 
our water supply. 

And I would just like to make comment that 
before we go, granting the military another 50 years, 

POL-6006 

another year to go drop additional bombs, futuristic 
weapons, what are they going to contain? Before we go 
lease this out, you know, maybe we should make studies 
and see what effect this is having. 

I understand there's already a study for 
Ft. Greely - or correction, I 'm sony, the Delta area, 
saying that the residents there have a higher cancer rate 
than the rest of the State of Alaska. Is there a 
connection? Is there a connection between the bombing 
range there and the Delta area and what's upstream from 
Fairbanks? I think we need to look at this before we go 
blindly rushing into just blindly giving the military 
another 50 years. 

Granted, we need a strong military, I think we 
need to have a place for them to practice their bombing OTH-GOO6 
runs, but at the same time, we need to look out for 
ourselves and for our children. That's all. 

(Off record, then back on record.) 
MR. JOHN BALKO: No, that's not all. Keep on 

going. 
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WATER-6003: Very limited information is available which describes the quantity and 
quality of the groundwater that underlies the withdrawal areas. No groundwater wells have 
been drilled in the vicinity of either Stuart Creek or OklahomafDelta Creek Impact Areas. 
Samples collected at various wells near the withdrawal areas, as listed in Appendix 3.9.A, 
were not analyzed for munitions. Thus, the effect of munitions on groundwater is unknown 
for the withdrawal areas. 

Mitigation has been proposed to review existing groundwater quality and quantity data to 
determine the scope of a future groundwater monitoring network. Please refer to Chapter 
4.9.2 and Chapter 4.23. 

POL-6006: The State Epidemiologist was not aware nor had information relating to a high 
incidence of cancer in the Delta area. The Tumor Registrar at Fairbanks Memorial Hospital 
indicated the incidence of cancer at Delta Junction is not abnormal nor statistically 
significant compared to the Northern Region of the State of Alaska (1 997 most current data 
available) (Pam Peters, pers com. 1999). 

Although it is impossible to predict what future military operations or weapons will involve, 
current trends in warfare have moved toward a highly mobile air and ground force 
supported by massive firepower capable of attacking over much wider and deeper areas. 
The increased range, speed, and firepower inherent in combat units equipped with modern 
weapon systems have increased the need for maneuver acreage. 

Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long- 
term monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23). 

OTH-GOO6: Noted. Referto Chapter4.23 for existing and proposed mitigation. Thank you 
for your concern. 

Having just spent 20 years in the Navy, based 
all over the Lower 48, I've seen the results of blindly 
rushing in for housing developments, with a clear-cut of 
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every tree, and the effects this has between -between 
slapping additional students in overcrowded schools, 
roads that weren't meant to handle an additional 200 
family units in the small area. 

Before we go blindly rushing into unstudied or 
unevaluated growth, you know, maybe we should look at 
this as the bombing range also. Before we go blindly 
giving this land over for another 50 years, it just 
doesn't make sense if we do this without considering our 
health. That's all. 

(Statement concluded at 7: 19 p.m., 
January 6, 1999.) 
(The following is the statement given 
by Hugh  atea at 7:41 p.m., January 6, 
1999.) 

MR. HUGH FATE: By and large, we are very 
fortunate to have the military presence in Alaska. They 
are good neighbors, but there are some caveats here. 

One is the request for renewal of lands 
expanding 50 years. I am not secure in the feeling that 
a 50-year lease of lands that are taken out of 
circulation, basically, at the same time that the 
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population of Alaska is expanding is a good thing for the 
State of Alaska, nor is it a good thing for the people 
who like to recreate in the wilderness. As more people 
come in, the less wilderness there is to enjoy one's self 
in, and at the same time, the pressure on any of these 
withdrawals would increase, possibly mandating the 
military to close its boarders. 

As I see it, in particular, the Ft. Greely west 
area is important for our Cope Thunder Air Force and the 
MOAs, but the MOAs cover only a very small military 
withdrawal. Airspace is one thing, but securing 
topography is an entirely different thing. 

And we see this again as an example in - in 
Ft. Greely west withdrawal, where there are several lakes 
and several areas that are tremendous for recreation and 
hunting that are within the withdrawal that really 
shouldn't be. 

That withdrawal extends so far to the west, and 
I'm sorry we don't have a map to show it here to describe 
it, but they have a line drawn across, for example, a 

ALT-GO10 ALT-6010: Noted. The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need 
for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arcticand Subarctic environments 
which will continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible 
operational military planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. 
Moreover, the resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 
10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to 
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen 
the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement 
natural resource management measures. 

ACC-6009: A legal boundary description and property history for Fort Greely are in 
Appendix l .A of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The legal boundary was 
published in the Federal Register. A legal description of the lands withdrawn, and maps 
showing the boundaries of these lands, were filed with the Committee on Energy and 

ACC-6009 Natural Resources of the United States Senate and the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the United States House of Representatives. The northwest boundary of Fort 
Greely West Training Area does divide Koole Lake and South Koole Lake into Army 
withdrawal land and State property. The Army does not deny access to the lakes from the 
State side of the lakes or from the Winter Trail access to the lakes. Please refer to Chapter 
4.16 and 4.17. 



little lake called Coo Lake that people like to go and 
fish in, and it bisects the lake. So on the north side 
is the state land, on the south side is the military 
land. They couldn't even follow the contour of the lake, 
allowing the people to recreate uninhibitedly on the 
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entire lake. 
These are things that should be looked at. And 

to pursue this withdrawal in the face of these conflicts 
for another 50 years flies in the face of good judgment 
and common sense. So these are basically the things that 
should be looked at. 

And once again, I want to emphasize that we do 
need a certain amount of military withdrawal up here. 
They have been good neighbors, we want to continue to be 
good neighbors, but we want to look at this very, very 
closely, instead of just making a carte blanche 
withdrawal for the next 50 years based upon what has 
happened in the preceding 50 years. End of statement. 

Oh, you might also mention in this, if you will, 
that I am the co-trustee of the Birch Lake town site. 
There's a federal trustee and there's a civilian trustee. 
One is in Anchorage. And this was set up during the 
period when the township was formed at the time when 
Birch Lake was sought after by the military. The entire 
eastern side of Birch Lake at one time was sought after 
by the military. 

And so from personal experience, we know what 
can really happen. We prevailed, the civilian people who 
had property, even though it was not proven up on, it was 
kind of squatted on or homesteaded up on, they had the 
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opportunity to buy their property after the town site was 
formed, which they did, and the town site exists today. 

And there was funds put in this town site for 
not only improvement for the town site, but certain 
things that were required by the federal government to 
meet certain standards. There's still money in that 
fund, and this is why I'm the trustee there. There's a 
federal and another person who is a resident - not 
resident, but a property owner at the town site. 

We're concerned because so many people from our 
little town site go over and recreate in these areas, 

G 
plus the fact that we've had the experience of these 
supposed takeovers from the military. So we are 
sensitive to it. Second end of second statement. 

(Statement concluded at 7:47 p.m., 
January 6, 1999.) 
(No further statements were given on 
January 6, 1999.) 
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January 6,1999 

TO WHOM lT MAY CONCERN: 

The following comments are offered on the US Army's 
Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal renewal: 
Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statemen f. 

Retired Lieutenant Colonel Ed Sheehan gave written and oral comments on this 
topic for the record at several public meetings a year ago. Mr. Sheehan was 
the former Acting Post Commander and the former head of the Army's 
Northern Warfare Training Center. During his 38-year association with Ft. 
Greely, he had indirect authority over bombing range activities for 17 years. 

Many of the comments Sheehan made were ignored completely in the LEIS. 
Others were not adequately addressed in the minimal and formulaic responses 
in the "Response/ReferenceU section of the LEIS (p. SCP-1). Generally, the 
response simply referenced a section of the report where generic EIS 
verbiage could be found. Sheehan's comments deal with serious issues 
presented by perhaps the person most qualified to comment on the Army's 
bombing activities. They require a straightfonvard, point-by-point response. 

If Sheehan's comments are accurate, it seems unwise to extend the military's 
occupation of this public land for next half century. Obviously, if this EIS is to 
achieve any credibility, it must respond honestly to these comments: 

1. Is it true as Sheehan says that "there's been more destruction in the past USE-HO15 
15 years than has been done in the history of that land, rivers, or what 
have you. I can bring you around, anybody can bring you around and 
show you this. Mass destruction, needless destruction .... And most of it is 
done with total disregard of existing EIS's ..." 7 (LEIS p. SCP-81) 

2. Is it true, as Sheehan says, that there have been "all manner of live fire USE-HO16 
blunders including numerous violation of Ft. Greely environmental 
statement..."? (LEIS p. SCP-83) 

3. Is it true as Sheehan says that there are safety problems in the Delta 
River Impact Area when airplanes use laser-equipped ordnance: "I 
would like to have anyone show me how the Army ... or the Air USE-H017 
Force ... can fire a laser from an aerial platform while flying or shooting 
north-south or south-north, and still meet DOD safety requirements. It 
can't be done"? (LEIS p. SCP-84) 

cp 4. 
Is it true as Sheehan says that these lasers can create a public safety 

cd 
problem due to "refraction and reflection, and ricochet problems with USE-HO18 

cd tungsten carbide cores and spent uranium cores, you have to be very, 
very careful to keep that stuff on post. And you all know as I know that 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT H 

USE-H015: The destruction on the ranges has occurred at the same rate and it is 
cumulative. Approximately four years ago, the Army adopted a four part approach to 
reversing the destruction. The program is called Integrated Training Area Management 
(ITAM). Scientific data is collected on the extent of the damage, mitigation measures are 
implemented, training schedules are modified, and troops are educated on maneuver 
damage avoidance. (See Appendix 2.D for a detailed discussion of the ITAM program.) 

USE-HOI6: Inherent to military training and testing is the possibility of munitions misfires 
and malfunctions. Rules and regulations exist to remove ordnance which lands outside 
approved Impact Areas. The Army is unaware of any "violations of the Fort Greely 
environmental statement" to which the commentor refers. The Army is subject to all 
applicable environmental laws and regulations. 

USE-HO17 and H018: Laser employment is only conducted on approved targets. Each 
target has been evaluated for laser use in accordance with Department of Defense health 
and safety standards. Approval is based on despecularized conditions, which means no 
reflective materials on the target or within 2,000 feet of the target. Reflection occurs only in 
areas of standing water (mirror-like pools), but the energy is reflected back into the air atthe 
same angle that it hits the water. Due to absorption and divergence, the reflected beam 
poses no threat to airborne individuals. The only threat would be to individuals looking 
directly into the main beam. All individuals within 2,000 feet of the targets utilize protective 
eyewear so there is no threat from lasers. All military training is restricted when caribou or 
bison are present on the ranges. 

Army range policy does not allow Depleted Uranium for general use on Impact Areas. It is 
only authorized under a special use permit. 



you can lase and blind animals and blind people if it's not being done 
right and you can do it at tremendous distances"? (LEIS p. SCP-84) 

Is it true as Sheehan says that the Ft Wainwright Yukon Training Area 
lacks "the terrain required by regulation to keep fired munitions and 
laser beams within prescribed impact areas, boundaries and on post"? 
(LEIS p. SCP-45) 

Is it true that the military is, in effect, expanding the bombing areas 
because it has labeled The Lakes area as a bombing area though 
Sheehan says "It is not now and never has been a bombing area ... I drew 
those boundaries. I know what's supposed to be done there"? (LEIS p. 
SCP-86) 

Is the military's record keeping of bombing activities so lax that it can 
be characterized as, in Sheehan's words, "continued, uncontrolled 
contamination"? (LEIS p. SCP-58) 

Is it true as Sheehan says that "there are more duds in the Delta River 
than there are in Oklahoma Range. And I'm telling you chat in all of the 
60's and early 70's, the Air Force used Oklahoma as much as they are 
using it right now ... and they didn't pick up the duds before they left"? 
(LEIS p. SCP-86) 

Does the military intentionally drop bombs right in the water of the 
Delta River? Does it also drop bombs right in Delta Creek? Does the 
milirary realize that its own LEIS defines these explosive residues-not to 
mention the more-than-residual compounds found in duds-as a 
pollutant that can leave the bombing area via watercourses? Does it 
realize that the most important chum spawning grounds in the Tanana 
watershed is around the mouths of these two streams? 

Is it true, as 1 understand Mr. Sheehan to say, that the military issued 
bogus clean-up documents: "This dud picking up business started about 
'82. Before that, they used to send statements, certificates that said there 
were no duds or all duds were cleaned up"? Does it also drop bombs right 
in Little Delta River? (LEIS p. SCP-86) 

How many duds of what description fall into these various impact areas 
annually? Does the military keep records of each bomb, rocket or 
missile that does not explode? If not why not? 

If it does not keep these records, and if it refuses to do so, can it say what 
percentage of each type of ordnance is statistically predicted to be a dud 
based on a reliability ratio for each type of ordnance? If not, why not? 

The military claims that, on average, one-fifth of the impact areas are 
"cleared each year of live ordnance." On what basis is the claim made 
that the ranges are "cleared of live ordnance"? How many duds of what 
type are actually collected each year? How does this number compare 
with the actual or predicted number of duds? Isn't it true that as 
Sheehan says, "you can never clean up the Delta River, which is one of 
the big impact areas, and you can never clean up the Little Delta 
Creek"? (LEIS p. SCP-24) 

With respect to unexploded bombs and rockets, what are the chances 
that the military will ever tell the public how seriously its activities are 
likely to contaminate the public's land? And isn't that what this 
environmental impact statement is supposed to do? 

USE-HO19: The lrnpact Area is the ground and associated airspace within the training 
complex used to contain fired or launched ammunition and explosives and the resulting 
fragments, debris, and components from various weapon systems. A weapon system 
lrnpact Area is the area within the surface danger zone used to contain fired, or launched 
ammunition, and explosives and the resulting fragments, debris, and components. Indirect 
fire weapon system lrnpact Areas include probable error for range and deflection. Direct fire 
weapon system lrnpact Areas encompass the total surface danger zone from the Firing 
Point or to a position downrange representing the maximum distance (AR350-2) and 
appropriate Department of Defense Range Safety Regulations. 

USE-HO2O: This LElS is not proposing to create new lrnpact Areas on Fort Greely or 
change the use of existing lrnpact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, and 
Michigan Lakes lrnpact Areas (see Figure 2.c) are designated as lrnpact Areas. All are used 
for limited periods and are normally used for non-dud producing ammunition or explosives, 
which are cleared and returned to other training support purposes following termination of 
firing. This use of the Lakes Impact Areas will continue through the proposed withdrawal 
renewal. 

USE-HO21 : Non-dud ammunition records are keptforan indefinite period with other range 
statistics. Records on dud-producing expenditures are kept permanently per military 
regulations. U.S. Army Alaska recognizes the inconsistencies in its record keeping on range 
use at Fort Wainwright and will correct that situation. 

USE-H022: Routine decontamination operations are conducted each year on the Stuart 
Creekand OklahomdDelta Creek lrnpact Areas by the Air Force. Each year, all unexploded 
ordnance and inert residue are cleared to a radius of 1,000 feet from each of the Air Force's 
tactical targets. The access ways into the tactical targets and 100 feet on either side of the 
access ways are also cleared each year. The Air Force's routine decontamination 
operations are conducted on the Army's lrnpact Areas they utilize for training. 

A discussion of the existing and proposed mitigation efforts can be found in Chapter 4.23. 

USE-H023: Air Force target arrays are placed on gravel bars no less than 50 feet from 
flowing water along the Delta Creekstream corridor. Army targets are also located within the 
OklahomdDelta Creek lrnpact Area and the Mississippi and Washington lrnpact Areas, 
through which the Delta River flows. The Army's proposed mitigation would implement a 
program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation 
program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23). An investigation of potential 
contamination migration routes is also included within this program. 

FISH-H004: Please refer to proposed mitigation in Chapter 4.23 concerning pollution. At 
the present time no State or Federal agency has expressed concern about military actions 
affecting critical salmon habitat. Through the proposed mitigation, the Army will be studying 
if contaminants occur from military activity. 

USE-H024: Current decontamination efforts on the withdrawal lands by the Air Force are 
documented. The Air Force completes a form indicating the type, amount, or weight of the 
live ordnance and munition residue it removes from the lrnpact Areas. Appendix 2.C 



contains a compilation of the decontamination reports filed by the Air Force since 1986 on its 
decontamination efforts of the Stuart Creek and OklahomaIDelta Creek Impact Areas. 

USE-H025 and H026: Based on the live ordnance the rnilitary uses on Alaskan ranges, the dud rate 
would not exceed 5%. Records on dud-producing munition expenditures are kept permanently per military 
regulations. 

USE-H027: Current decontamination efforts on the withdrawal lands by the Air Force are documented. 
The Air Force completes a form indicating the type, amount, or weight of the live ordnance and munition 
residue it removes from the Impact Areas. Appendix 2.C contains a compilation of the decontamination 
reports filed by the Air Force since 1986 on its decontamination efforts of the Stuart Creek and Oklahoma/ 
Delta Creek Impact Areas. 

USE-H028: Current, on-going decontamination efforts by the military are described in the response to 
POL- A002. 

Cost and lack of unexploded ordnance characterization and excavation technologies are two major 
impediments to efficient and effective clearance of unexploded ordnance. As technologies improve, the 
effectiveness of remediation should increase and the time, cost, and environmental impactsfor remediation 
should decrease. 

USE-H029: This LEIS discloses all known impacts from the military's use of the withdrawal lands. 
Additional data needs to be collected to more completely assess the military's impacts on the environment. 
Chapter 4.23 discusses the proposed data collection and monitoring programs which will be implemented 
if the withdrawals are renewed. These programs will provide U.S. Army Alaska the scientific data to 
determine the extent of damage and formulate mitigation measures to reverse and prevent further 
environmental damage. This data is a critical component for the Army's Integrated Training Area 
Management Program (see Appendix 2.D for a detailed discussion of the ITAM program). 
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U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

COMMENT SHEET 

DATE: 1-6 -99 
COMMENTOR'S NAME: 

COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS: 0 
94.30/ 

COMMEwoR REPREsENTlMG: SELF:- ORGANIZATION:)( 

ORGANIZATION 
NAME: 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT J 

I J ~ ~ J A ~  A+t- 19.M.41 id ACC-JO10 ACC-J010: Temporary closures can occur due to military activity. Temporary 

and permanent closur&s of roads or trails may occut to meet resource 
management objectives. Several planned resource management projects will 
improve trails. U.S. Army Alaska does not have plans to close any of the existing 
roads on Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or Fort Greely. 



SP K 
0 
03 U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

COMMENT SWEET 

D A E  / f i / ~ q  
COMMENTOR'S NAME: 

COMMENTOR REPRESENTING: S E W J  O R G A N I Z A T I O N L  

ORGANIZATION 
NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT K 

ALT-KO1 I :  Noted. Please refer to Chapter 2.3.3 for a discussion of the 
importance of this area's training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness 
and the excessive impacts to military training with the loss of the Beaver Creek- 
South Fork area. Loss of the Beaver Creek-South Fork Area would severely 
hamper the use of northern target formations, which would reduce the 
effectiveness of military training by affecting the military's ability "to conduct 
realistic combat training. This ultimately degrades the combat capability of 
military units in Alaska. Due to the excessive impacts to military training and the 
importance of this area's training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness, 
the Army and Air Force eliminated this alternative from further study. 





ALASKA ARMY LANDS WITHDRAWAL 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

OPEN HOUSE 

Thursday, January 7, 1999 
2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Volume 1 of 1 

Proceedings Held 
at 

Egan Center Board Room 
555 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Reported by: 
Deirdre J.F. Radcliffe, Verbatim Shorthand Reporter 

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7 100 

P R O C E E D I N G S  
(First statement convened at 3:06 p.m.) 
PAMELA MILLER: I'm Pamela K.  miller, and 

I'm a biologist and program director of Alaska 
Community Action on Toxics, which is a nonprofit 
organization dedicated to protecting environmental 
and human health from the toxic impacts of 
contaminants, and I'd just like to register some oral 
comments today, and I'll be submitting more detailed 
written comments by the comment deadline. 

But I want to say I have a very 
fundamental concern about the extension of the 
withdrawal for the continued use of these training 
areas by the military for bombing and other training 
activities involving artillery, primarily because 
there has been no ecological assessment of the 
impacts of past and present testing on those ranges, 
and I'm concerned not only about the safety hazards 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT M 

POL-MOO7 POL-M007: Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-A002. Proposed 
mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long- 
term monitoring and remediation program for physical resources as  outlined in 
Chapter 4.23. 



I to humans but also the chronic and cumulative 
1 long-term impacts of the toxicological hazards 

associated with the munitions testing and the 
potential contamination of surface and groundwater. 

And my opinion about this is that the 
military should not be allowed continued use of these 
lands until a comprehensive assessment has been done 

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7 100 

3 

to determine what the impacts have been, major extent 
of the contamination that exists on the land, and the 
potential migration of contaminants into surface 
groundwater and into other potential exposure 
pathways, including wildlife and humans. 

So I guess that's all I'd like to say 
right now. I will be submitting written comments. 

(Statement concluded at 3:08 p.m.) 

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7 100 
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CERTIFICATE 
I, DEIRDRE J.F. RADCLIFFE, Verbatim Shorthand 

Reporter and Notary Public in and for the State of 
Alaska, do hereby certify: 

That the foregoing proceedings were taken before 
me at the time and place herein set forth; that the 
proceedings were reported stenographically by me and 
later transcribed under my direction by computer 
transcription; that the foregoing is a true record of 

1 the proceedings taken at that time; and that I am not 
a party to nor have I any interest in the outcome of 
the action herein contained. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
and affixed my seal this day of 
1999. 

DEIRDRE J.F. RADCLIFFE 
Notary Public for Alaska 

My Commission Expires: 5- 19-02 



U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

COMMENT SHEET 

DATE: 1/7/99 

COMMENTOR'S NAME: 
Jack @. McCombs 

COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS: P. 0. 7'12' 

F a i r  banks ,  AK 99707 

# COMMENTOR REPRESENTING: SELF:- ORGANIZATION:- 

ORGANIZATION 
NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

COMMENTS: 

1 )  50 Year renewal  f a r  t o o  long  a pe r iod  o f  withdrawal.  
Things  change r a p i a ~ y  i n  

1' p'rPrY 

l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  F t .  Wainwright w i l l  n o t  even e x i s t  
n. S tevens ,  q r o b a b l y  

ALT-NO13 
Lt 

wouldn ' t  e x i s t  even now. TEN YEARS MAX. 

2 )  P u b l i c  a c c e s s  must be mainta ined t o  The o l a  ~c i lnsu11 
t r a i l  ( Johnson r d a d ,  newly developed and named 
B r i g a d i e r  coad ,  e t c . )  t o  ihe ---- 

hed i n  t h e  1930 ' s  
upper Sa l cha  r i v e r  
l a s t  25 y e a r s  o r s o  

e Secome dependpnt 
he lr home s l e  
n s i t i o n s  and d u r i n g  

emergencies.  

RESPONSES TO COMMENT N 

ALT-NO13: Noted. The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based 
on the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and 
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national 
defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited 
by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource 
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 
years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to 
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing 
to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values 
and implement natural resource management measures. 

ACC-NO11: The Army would not permanently close Brigadier Road if it retained 
the Yukon Training Area. The road could be closed temporarily due to military 
activity within the training areas and for activities in the Stuart Creek Impact Area 
where the road crosses the Buffer Zone. 



U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL 
ENVlRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

COMMENT SHEET 

COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS ,w .;2) nfi c 

COMMENTOR REPRESENllNG:  SELF:^ ORGANIZATION:- 

ORGANIZATION 
NAME: 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT 0 

ALT-0014 ALT-0014: Noted. The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on 
the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and 
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national 
defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited 

ALT-0015 by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource 
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 
years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to 
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing 
to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values 
and implement natural resource management measures. 

ALT-0015: Army and Air Force needs require renewal of the existing 
withdrawals in their entirety. Please see Chapter 2.3 for a discussion of the 
alternatives eliminated from consideration in this withdrawal renewal action, 
which includes the reasons for their elimination. 



ALASKA TRAPPERS ASSOCLATION 
P. 0. Box 82177 

Fairbanks, Alaska 99708 

January 14, 1999 

Ms. Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 

Re: Draft Legislative EIS - Alaska Army b ~ d s  Withdrawal Renewal 

Dear Ms. Herdrich: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS and your process for presenting 
it to the public. Our non-profit group was established more than 25 years ago. We have just 
over 1000 members and represent trappers across Alaska. We strive, through various activities 
and programs, to ensure that furbearers, trapping and trappers are treated fairly. 

We have some general comments about process and presentation as well as some more 
specific ones about the impacted furbearer resources and trapping. 

1. We were very disappointed to find out the meeting in Fairbanks on January 6 that was 
widely billed .as a public hearing, was actually nothing more than a public relations exercise by OTH-POOT 
the military and your organization. We often deal with bureaucracies pushing unpopular 
activities and plans, so we are aware that agency personnel are trained to use the "open house 
tacticn to deflect criticism. But there are times when public hearings are appropriate. When 
your monitor at the doorway encouraged us to sign in for the "public hearing," we believe you 
should actually hold a public hearing and take testimony. 

2. It is unrealistic to summarily dismiss other obviously workable and publicly popular 
(though perhaps not as palatable to the military) alternatives. To suggest that the only options 
are no withdrawal or withdrawal for 50 years is disingenuous at best. A more reasonable ALT-PO16 
approach is to discuss other, shorter time frames. We suggest that a 10 year withdrawal is far 
more appropriate considering the dynamics of military training requirements and the general 
land management situation. 

3. It is also obvious that the military should consider relinquishing the many areas it does not 
actually use. The tactic of claiming that the areas are all too contaminated and it is impossible ALT-PO1 7 
to clean them up or certify them as clean, is just too transparent to be used anymore. 

4. Our reluctance to endorse a withdrawal of a longer duration is based on our extensive 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT P 

OTH-P007: The advertisements in the Fairbanks News Miner, Anchorage Daily 
News, and the Delta Wind newspapers announced Public Meetings the first week 
in January to obtain comments on the Draft LEIS. The ad further explained the 
meetings will be conducted as Open Houses to give the public the opportunity to 
meet with representatives on an individual basis. The dates with the locations 
clearly stated Open House with a time period from 2-8:00 p.m. 

During the scoping process, both Open Houses and Public Hearings were held to 
obtain testimony. The positive feedback from individuals participating in the 
Scoping Open Houses led the Army to utilize an Open House meeting format to 
obtain comments on the Draft LEIS. In addition, the Open House format allowed a 
six hour time period during which the public could provide comments. During Public 
Hearings, individuals are usually limited to the amount of time they can speak. The 
Open House meeting format did not limit the amount of time an individual spent 
addressing their concerns or comments with the representatives present. In 
addition, U.S. Army Alaska provided a court reporter at each Open House for the six 
hour duration to record the testimony of those attending. 

All individuals attending the Open Houses were asked to sign a log so their names 
and addresses could be added to the distribution list to receive a copy of the Final 
LEIS. 

ALT-POI 6: Noted. The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on 
the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and 
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national 
defense preparedness. A creditable operational military planning horizon is limited 
by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource commitment, 
both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a 
substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to 
continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the 
withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect: resource values and implement 
natural resource management measures. 

ALT-P017: Please see Chapter 2 for discussions on Military Operational 
Parameters and the military's use of the withdrawal lands. 

Contaminated areas on the withdrawal lands are those used as Ranges or Impact 
Areas. The level of necessary decontamination efforts determines its cost. In 
addition, extensive decontamination efforts impose significant impacts on the 
environment. Total decontamination efforts must be weighed against the feasibility 
of incurring a tremendous cost, both monetarily and environmentally. 



experience with the impacts of military control on our user group. With continued military 
control comes a dizzying array of confusing and discriminatory regulations. For example, 
trappers are required to attend a military orientation and safety course, sign liability waivers, 
and call in to the MP station before entering the lands to trap. Meanwhile, any number of 
recreational snowmachiners, dogmushers, ATV's, etc use the areas without restriction or 
requirements. 

5. Though a minor point, we found it disconcerting when we visited the Open House, to find 
the Wildlife Station adorned with a photograph of a coastal brown bear. Don't your wildlife 
"experts" know that these bears are not found anywhere in the area being considered? 

6. Trapping and furbearers are dealt in a disappointingly superficial way. To not deal with 
these subjects in depth is irresponsible and makes other sections of the EIS suspect. 

Trapping is the primary civilian use of these areas for 5 to 6 months of every year. 
This fact alone would indicate that the subject deserves a more complete discussion. You 
cannot evaluate impacts on this activity by simply ignoring it. As far as we could tell, no 
impacts to furbearers (under either alternative) were discussed at all. 

7. At the Open House in Fairbanks, our representative pointed out this failing to the lady at 
the Wildlife Station. She at first claimed that only ADFG managed furbearers and trapping 
and that no data was available. When we informed her that we knew that the military was 
requiring trappers to fill out harvest reports, she then said that the military had not furnished 
any such information and that she "did not have time to look for it." 

We would submit that much more appropriate and detailed information and data are 
available. Just because one of your employees finds it difficult to locate does not give you 
license to ignore it in your EIS. 

In short, we feel that the "fix is in" for a 50 year withdrawal and that nothing the public 
says will change anyone's mind; the EIS as submitted is just fulfilling a legal requirement. 
The EIS does not deal responsibly or adequately with the furbearer resource. Finally, you 
should seriously consider the option of renewing the withdrawal for a more reasonable period 
of time. We suggest 10 years. 

REC-PO03 REC-POO3: The following is required to trap on the withdrawn lands. 
A. Register your trap line. 
B. Receive a Hunting, Trapping, and Fishing card from the Army. This requires 
filling out a form and signing a safety waiver stating that you will be aware of the 
military regulations. A supplement copy of the regulations is provided to 
trappers at the desk and a permanent copy is also available. 
C. Place signs at the start of your trap lines. 
D. Call in and out when entering and leaving Army lands. 
E. Fill out a harvest report at the end of the season. 

These requirements do not appear to be extreme, confusing, or discriminatory. 
REC-PO04 These requirements are basically the same for all hunters. Black bear baiters 

also must register bait stands, mark the area with a sign, and send in an 
additional harvest report for spring black bears. 

REC-P004: No one representing the Alaska Trappers Association attended 
the scoping meetings, nor did anyone contact us with concerns about trapping 
on withdrawal lands. The trapping information given in the DLElS is very brief. 
At the time the DLElS was being written, the harvest reports for the posts were 
not available. Because the Army would not significantly change its regulations 
on trapping and since concerns were not raised during scoping, minimal 
discussion of trapping was included in the Draft LEIS. The public expressed 
concern about sensitive wildlife habitat and therefore more time was given to 
this topic to cover this significant issue. Please review Chapter 3.17.2 for 
trapping harvest numbers for Fort Wainwright. Harvest numbers are not 
available for Fort Greely. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Very truly yours, 

Pete Buist 
President 



Y' Q 
P 
a Alaska Army Land Withdrawal CommenffConserns Submittals 

Monday, 25 Januaty 1999 

Name: Bill Barron 

Orginizetii: 

Address: Box 59 

Deb Junction, AK 99737 

Conment: My family and I are opposed to any lease extension for the Fort Greely West I Yukon Training Area. KT-Q018 

During the summer of 1998 there was a wildfire in that area. Military authoritii did nd permit 
firefghters to enter the ranges because of the danger. As a result the fire grew out of control and FIRE-QOO~ 
threatened to jump the river and destroy Delta Junction. This fire destroyed thousands of acres of 
land. 

Secondly, the Fort Greely ranges are not secure and are open to the public. If the area is so 
dangerous, then why is not completely secured ? ACC-Q012 

Finally, the troop convoys on the road from Fairbanks create hazardous traffic situations both in the 
winter and in summer. The Richardson Highway is in poor condition and dangerous in the winter. QTH-QO08 
The recreational vehicles in the summer are numerous and add to the problem. 

Please do what is necessary to restore these ranges to the way they were before the army destroyed 
them. 

Thanks 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT Q 

ALT-(2018: Noted. Thank you for your comments. 

FIRE-Q003: Firefighters were removed from the 
military land during the 1998 Carla Lake fire due to 
ordnance being found in the fire area. An air attack 
was continued. While removal of ground personnel 
may have contributed to the fire escaping military 
lands on May 27th, it cannot be known for certain. The 
events of June 8th show that given an almost identical 
situation in terms of containment and weather 
conditions, the ground-based attack on State of 
Alaska land, with 750 personnel assigned, also failed 
to contain the Carla Lake fire. The community of Delta 
Junction was never threatened by the fire (Dave 
Jandt, Fire Management Officer, Military Lands, 
Alaska Fire Service, 1999). 

ACC-QO12: Army Regulation 385-63 requires 
marking range boundaries every 200 meters. A 
waiver for Fort Greely concerning this regulation is on 
file at the Directorate of Plans, Training, Security, and 
Mobilization at Fort Richardson. The cost of marking 
the Impact Areas every 200 meters is estimated to 
cost millions of dollars. Fort Greely Range Control 
announces temporary closures and areas that are off- 
limits permanently via weekly radio announcements 
Please review Figure 3.16.b for locations of access 
restriction signs and gates and Chapter 3.1 6 and 3.17 
for more detailed information on area closures. 

QTH-Q008: Movement of troops and vehicles occur 
between Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Large 
convoys occur primarily during the military's major 
training exercises. Military use of Fort Greely will 
continue under the preferred alternative. Affects on 
convoys as a result of the BRAC action at Fort Greely 
are outside the scope of this withdrawal renewal 
action. Those affects should be addressed in the 
NEPA documents being prepared in accordance with 
BRAC. 



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
3305 Arctic #202. Anchorage, Alaska 99503 FAX. (907) 563-9225 Telephone (907) 563-9229 

January 23, 1999 

Ms. Cindy Hirter 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 

Re: -4luska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal, Dra$ Legislative Environmental Impacr 
Statement (LEIS) 

Dear Ms. Hirter, 

The Alaska Miners Association appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the 
proposal to extend existing withdrawal of about 871,500 acres of public land in Alaska for 
military purposes as outlined in the referenced LEIS. The LEIS proposes to extend the existing 
withdrawals that expire November 6,2001 for a period of 50 years, or November 6,205 I .  

The Alaska Miners Association appreciates and supports the Military role in Alaska. However, ALT-ROI 9 
we have several concerns about both the length of the proposed withdrawal and the lack of any 
reasonable consideration of mineral values of the withdrawn land. 

Length of the Proposed Withdrawal 

The LEIS notes that the State of Alaska also has valid state selections for recreation, minerals, 
wildlife, forestry, agriculture, and settlement values on these lands. The LEIS did not consider 
(1) changing nature of the Army and its potential need for these lands, and (2) the impact of ALTmRO2O 
delaying for 50 years the State of Alaska's opportunity to fulfill its Congressional entitlements 
under a varicty of Federal Laws. 

Our specific concerns are directed to the m~neralized land that are outside the "High Hazard 
Impact Area" and the "Impact Area Buffer Zone" shown in Figures 2.b through 2.e when 
compared to geology and minerals shown in Figures 3.4.a and .b and 3.5.a through 3.5.c. 

The LEIS seems to premise the recommended 50-year cxtended withdrawal period for the of 
these public lands simply on the basis that the land has been withdrawn for about 50 years. 
There is no analysis about how the role of U.S. Military has changed in the past 50 years or on KT-RO21 
how it is projected to change by 2051. Based on the changes in even the last 10 to 15 years in 
Alaska, it is entirely plausible that new weapons, communication and guidance systems and a 
smaller, more specialized military force would no longer need the entire 871,500 acres in the 
near future. To extend the closures for 50 years without an effective evaluation of these two 
issues, (1) and (2) above, would make the LEIS defective and would be arbitrary and 

F capricious. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT R 

ALT-RO19: Noted. Thank you for your comments. 

ALT-RO2O: Refer to Chapters 1.2 and 2.1.3 for a discussion of the military's 
continuing need for the withdrawal lands. 

The State of Alaska has top-filed on the military withdrawal lands; these top filings are 
not valid State selections. For comparisori analysis in this LEIS, it was assumed the 
lands would be adjudicated to the State under the No Action Alternative. It is 
impossible to predict the likelihood these lands would be adjudicated to the State. At 
this time, the withdrawal lands top filings are not designated high priority selections by 
the State. However, the State updates its conveyance priorities annually, so the 
selection status could change. 

ALT-RO21: The trend in warfare has moved toward a highly mobile air and ground 
force supported by massive firepower capable of attacking over much wider and 
deeper areas. The increased range, speed, and firepower inherent in combat units 
equipped with modern weapon systems have increased the need for larger training 
areas. See also Military Operational Parameters, Chapter 2.1.1. 

The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for substantial 
land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments which 
will continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible 
operational military planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 
vears. Moreover, the resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for 
renewal every 10 to 15 years places asubstantial burden on the Army. Considering the 
large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is 
proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource 
values and implement natural resource management measures. 
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Recommendation: The period for withdrawal should not exceed a period of ten (10) years, or 
no longer than November 6, 201 1. This will require the federal government to reevaluate the 
role of the Military in Alaska and how these withdrawals fit. It will also allow the State of 
Alaska to reevaluate its outstanding land entitlements to see if it still wishes to get title to all or 
parts of the existing withdrawal. 

Minerals Alternative 

P.L. 96-606 provides for mineral prospecting and mineral extraction of large portions of many 
military bases. In our comments to the Bureau of Land Management Military Withdrawals 
Planning Team on February 14, 1994 we noted "Many ... bases, like Fort Wainwright, are used, in 
some areas, for maneuvers and live ammunition firing. The two activities, military training and 
mining, can with forethought and p lming  take place on the same or adjoining lands ...." The 
LEIS considered and rejected Alternative 2.3.4 that would give the Bureau of Land Management 
the exclusive authority, without military concurrence, to grant use of the withdrawn lands for 
mineral extraction under General Mining Laws, material sale, and mineral leasing laws. 
agree that as long as there is a viable military mission requiring these land that nonmilitary uses 
require input from the military. It is reasonable and responsible to eliminate that alternative from 
W e r  consideration. 

The LEIS shows there are significant areas within the 871,500 acres having suspected economic 
mineral values that are lightly used and are not associated with either the high hazard or buffer 
zones. Given this fact, there is clearly an unevaluated alternative that provides reasonable access 
to public land under the General Mining Laws, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws that must 
be given full and thoughtful consideration. We made this very observation to the to BLM in 
1994. For this reason, the LEIS is defective in not considering a viable alternative that is 
now working successfully on other military bases and to do so is arbitrary and capricious. 

Recommendation: We respectfully request that full consideration be given to an alternative 
having public land in a military withdrawal open to the operation of the General Mining Laws, 
materials sale, and mineral leasing laws in full consultation with the appropriate base commander 
having the responsibility of determining when there would be a conflict between the military 
mission and exploration and extraction of minerals. We are ready and willing to assist in 
developing such an arrangement and procedure. Minerals uses in the high hazard and buffer 
zones are likely not appropriate, but this should be evaluated to validate that fact. 

The LEIS on page ES-7 argues that "mining activities, if not done carefully, can destroy habitat 
and affect water quality" is a reason why the existing military withdrawals should be extended 
for 50 years. The Alaska Miners Association strongly objects to the inference that mining under 
federal and state law and regulation would be done other than "carefully" when under the full 
requirements of both the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of Defense and State of Alaska. The 
Alaska State reclamation law specifically to all lands in the state and this includes military lands. 
The statement should be deleted from the final LEIS. 

ALT-R022 ALT-R022: Noted. See previous two responses. 

ALT-R023 ALT-R023: Noted. 

MIN-Roo3 MIN-R003: Please refer to Chapter 2.3.4 for a discussion of an 
alternative where the Bureau of Land Management would retain 
authorization for mineral extraction on the withdrawal lands. 

ALT-R024: The statement "if not done carefully" was omitted from the 
Final LEIS. The commentor correctly states that mining is subject to 
stringent State and Federal environmental regulations, and the same 
point is made in the Draft LEIS (Chapter 4.5). Permits would not be 
issued for mining activities on any State or Federal lands without an 
assessment of potential impacts and mitigating measures. 

ALT-R024 The analysis of the No Action Alternative describes potential impacts if 
Congress does not grant the withdrawal renewals. The discussion is not 
provided to support the withdrawal renewals, but to provide a 
comparison of potential impacts under each alternative. 
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Federal Leeislation to Extend the Existing Militarv Withdrawal 

The Alaska Miners Association assumes that federal legislation will be proposed to implement 
the final LEIS. As discussed above, any federal legislation to extend the existing withdrawals ALT-R024 
should be not extend beyond the year 201 1 and should contain a provision for shared decision c0nt. 
making by Department of the Interior, Department of Defense and State of Alaska to provide 
reasonable access for mineral prospecting and mineral extraction when determined compatible 
with the primary military mission. 

Several provisions unique to Alaska need to be considered in the legislation: (1) application of 
the General Mining Laws, mineral sale, and mineral leasing laws to certain areas, (2) completion 
of modem geologic and geophysical studies of the areas to evaluate the areas for mineral 
development that have been selected by the State of Alaska. These are discussed below: 

Mineral Information 

The LEIS indicates that the mineral values of the withdrawn lands are not known because the 
land has been withdrawn from location and entry under the federal mining laws since the 1950's. 
The methods used to locate mineral occurrences and evaluate their prospective economic values 
have changed as much as military weapons systems over the same period. The Fort Knox mine 
to the north and west of Fairbanks and the recent Pogo mineral property northeast of Delta 
Junction are two examples of new geologic models. These models did not exist even 15 years 
ago and today they are providing new jobs and economic opportunities to these comrnunitites 
where military facilities and activities are being reduced or eliminated. It is like comparing the 
technological ability of a Corsair to complete a mission with and A- 10 or a Cobra gunship. The 
State of Alaska Geological and Geophysical Surveys has an excellent reputation for working 
cooperatively with a variety of Native Corporations, local entities, industry, and Bureau of Land 
Management to conduct airborne geophysical surveys that provide a threshold identification of MIN-R004 MIN-R004: The (Chapter 4.5) also emphasizes the role of modern 
potentially economic mineral deposits. methods in locating important mineral deposits. 

Recommendation: In addition to opening various lands to operation of the General Mining 
Laws, the LEIS and draft legislation should include recommendation for joint airborne 
geophysical surveys and associated on-the-ground techmcal evaluation of lands not opened. This 
would be done jointly during the next 6 years by the military, Bureau of Land Management, and 
Alaska Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey and would allow meaningful 
consideration of the mineral potential of the military lands not opened to operation of the General 
Mining Laws and prepare the military for the next review of the lands prior to expiration the then 
existing withdrawal. 

State Selection and Federal Minine, Materials Sale. and Mineral Leasing Laws. 

A valid State selection segregates the federal land selected from location and entry under the 
General Mining Lzws, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws. Under Alaska mining law, a 
person may enter selected land and by posting and notice create a prospective future private 
mineral right. That future right is consummated only when two things happen: (1) The State 

p receives title to the land from the federal government [such cannot occur until the military 
a withdrawals expire or the area is no longer needed for military purposes and the withdrawal is 

Conducting airborne geophysical surveysfor mineral resource development is 
not a requirement for the military use of the withdrawal lands. 

MIN-ROO5 MIN-R005: Please refer to the response to comment P.LT-R020. 
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removed] and (2) The land has not otherwise been closed to mineral entry under State law. 
Mineral properties located under this provision can be developed into operating mines only with 
specific approvals of both the State and Bureau of Land Management, and in this case the local 
base commander. MlN-R005 

con%. 
The state selection. therefore. creates a dilemma that can onlv be solved in the federal leeislation. 

u 

There are at least two way that the federal legislation can resolve this dilemma: 

(1) Explicitly recognize the existing provision of State mining law to create prospective 
future private mineral property right with Department of the Interior, base commander, and State 
of Alaska controlling the on-the-ground mineral activity with due deference to the Military 
mission, or 

(2) Explicitly recognize the existing state selection but permit entry and mining 
operations under the General Mining Lzvis, mining, mzterials szle, 2nd minera! leasing laws with 
a provision that the federal mining claims be converted to state mining claims automatically 
when the land is transferred to State ownership. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the Alaska Miners Association supports the Military mission in Alaska and many 
of our members are veterans of WW II. Korea. Viet Nam. Desert Storm. as well as other 
conflicts. We strongly believe that theie is reasonable, cdrnpatible oppdrtunity for mining 
activities to occur on some of the lands now proposed for withdrawal and we have addressed 
these above 

Attached is a copy of the most recent report on mining in Alaska which includes comments about 
the significance of the Fort Knox and Pogo projects. The available minerals information for the 
military lands suggests the sirong possibility for Fort Knox and Pogo style mineral deposits may 
lie in the lands now being considered for continued withdrawals. 

Please contact use if we can be assistance in clarifying our comments or in drafting federal 
legislation to implement an extension of the existing withdrawals that would not exceed 20 years. 

Sincerely. 

Steven C. Borell, P.E. 
Executive Director 

enclosure - Alaska's Mineral Industry, 1997. Special Report 52 (only with letter to addressee) 

cc: Senator Ted Stevens 
Senator Frank Murkowski 
Congressman Don Young 
Governor Tony Knowles 
DNR Commissioner John Shively 



ALASKA Y INERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
3305 Arctlc #202 Anchorage, Alaska 99503 FAX (907) 563-9225 Telephone (907) 563-9229 

February 5. 1999 

Ms. Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 

Subject: Additional Comments on - Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal, Draft Legislative 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms Herdrich. 

There are additional documents that should be considered as part of your evaluation of this Alaska Army 
Lands Withdrawal, Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and some analysis of the 
mineral potential of the subject areas that need to be considered in your evaluation of t k s  withdrawal. 

Past Army Planninn Documents and Promises 

The two additional documents that must be considered and our comments on these documents and the 
promises made in them 2re as follows: 

Docurnentl: Proposed Resource Management Plan for the Fort Greely Maneuver Area and Fort Greely 
Air Drop Zone, Final Environmental Impact Statement. Dated 1994. This document was developed by 
the Department ofthe Interior, Bureau of LandManagernent, Steese-White Mountains District and theU.S. 
Army 6th Infantry Division (Light). 

On page 17 this document contains the following statement (our bold for emphasis) regarding mineral 
resources: 

"Proposed Action 22 The withdrawal area will remain closed to the operation of the 
Mining Law of 1872, the mineral Leasing Act of 1920 as amended, the Mineral Leasing 
Act for Acquired Lands of 1947, and the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. Pursuant to Sec. 
12(a) of the Military Lands Withdrawal Act, the Army and BLM, by 1996 and at least 
every five years thereafter, will jointly reconsider whether it would be appropriate to 
open portions of the withdrawal to the operation of the mineral Iaws." 

On page 56 this commitment to joint review and evaluation is repeated: "...reexamine what areas may 
be suitable for opening by 1996 and at least every five years thereafter." This inanagement plan also 
states that no consideration was given to lode mining or coal development. This means that some of the 
most importani mineral projects in Alaska were not considered in the Army/BLM joint findings. One 
example is the Pogo Project located about 35 miles northeast of Delta Junction. With an estimated 
resource of more than 5.2 million ounces of gold, Pogo is now the highest priority exploration taiget area 

0 in North America and the surrounding lands z e  nearly all covered with state mining claims. This has z!l 
2 

occurred over the past 5 years. Regarding coal, in 1994 the State of Alaska held a competitive coal lease 
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sale in the Jarvis Creek Coal Field to the south of Delta Junction. Given the mineral endowment of the 
area and the tremendous interest by mineral companies it is crucial that lode minerals and coal be evaluated 
in all planning and the Final LEIS. 

Document 2: Proposed Resource Management Plan for the Fort VJainw~ight, Yukon Maneuver Area, 
Final Environinental Impact Statement. Dated 1994. This document was developed by the Department 
of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Steese-White Mountains District and the U.S. Army 6th 
Infantry Division (Light). 

Pages 16 and 46 of this Fort VJainwright 1994 document repeats the statements the Fort Greely document 
referenced above regarding joint ArmyBLM evaluation of the minerals every five years. 
The Fort Knox Mine is near Fort VJainwright and the lands being considered in the EIS are prospective 
for the same type of mineral deposit found at Fort Knox. Fort Knox is one of the largest gold mines in the 
U.S. and is producing at a rate of 400,000 ounces per year while providing more than 250 skilled, 
permanent, year-around jobs. These jobs are extremely important, especially considering the recent and 
on-going redactions in the military actiiity ill Alaska. Therc are also numerous adjacent mineral properties 
such as True North and these were also evidently ibmored in the joint Army/BLM finding. 

The Final LEIS should: 1) include a complete evaluation of the mineral potential of the lands inside the 
two military withdrawals; 2) evaluate and discuss the fmdings regarding mineral development 
compatibility with Army uses as promised in these documents; 3) specifically show the rationale used by 
Armv/BLM and the extent that mineral exoloration and oroduction were or were not comoatible with 
military use inside and outside the ha~a rdh f fe r  areas sho\\m in thc 1998 LEIS; 4) present and discuss how MiN-Wo21 
the mineral compatible findiny cornmltmcnr will be completed for thc five-year period 1996-300 1 ; 5 )  fully 
justify the change from a joint5 year evaluation to the 50 year closure being and 6) as discussed 
below the adverse impacts to mineral lands outside the withdrawals where access would likely be through 
the withdrawal. 

Finally, will the 1996-2001 mineralsreconsideration be available for consideration prior to the introduction 
of legislation to extend the existing withdrawals, and ifnot, why? Given the inconsistencies between the r\nlN-R022 
current proposed 50 year withdrawai and past promises ofjoint ArmyBLM evaluation every five years, 
to not fully evaluate the mineral potential and address the other related issues would be arbitrary and 
capricious and constitute a fatal flaw for the Final LEIS. 

Analysis of Mineral Potential 

Alaska exploration geologist Tom Bundtzen, of Pacific Rim Geological Consulting, talked at length with 
one of the Army's consultants Carol Klein about mineral resource potential during the fall of 1997. He 
provided her with a run-down of the geology and resource potential of the areas now being proposed for 
withdrawal and suppliedreferences, maps, and a list of other experts that she could contact. Mr. Bundtzen 
provided me with additional comments on the minerals discussion in the Draft LEIS which I summarize 
below. 

1. Given the recent discoveries of the Pogo, Fort Knox, and many other granite-hosted gold-polymetallic 
deposits in the Yukon-TananaUpland, the mineral industry will be very interested in exploring the Eielson 
Pluton and other plutonic bodies in both the VJainwright and Greely withdrawn areas. This is especially ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 0 2 3  
the case for the Fort Wainwright-Yukon Training area, if it was open to mineral entry. The statement that 
appears on page 3-16 "The geochemistry of the Eielson Pluton is not considered favorable for gold 
deposits" is based on an iron oxide fugacityialkaline ratio, which has been used by some to predict gold 
favorability. However, negative geochemical results would not deter modem exploration from looking 

MIM-R021: The publication provided by Alaska Miners Association provides 
details about the mining industry's activities, expenditures, jobs, and 
production in Alaska in 1997. The LElS (Chapter 3.5) acknowledges the high 
level of activity in Alaska's mining industry, and recognizes the importance of 
the Fort Knox and Pogo projects. However, lands within the withdrawals were 
not previously identified as high priorities by the mining industry. Access issues 
notwithstanding, the withdrawals are largely covered by floodplain deposits 
and thick overburden which, in the past, made them somewhat less attractive 
for exploration. 

1) Conducting an evaluation of the mineral potential is not a requirement forthe 
military use of these withdrawal lands. 

2) Mineral development compatibility with Army uses has been evaluated by 
the military and the BLM on a case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate to 
open the withdrawal lands to the mining lawsthat do not conflict with the military 
mission. 

3) The primary use of the withdrawal lands is to complete the military mission. 

4) An evaluation of the compatibiiity of mineral development with Army uses 
during 1996-2001 is not within the scope of the LElS because these lands are 
currently withdrawn until November 6,2001. This LElS proposes to renew the 
withdrawal beginning November 6, 2001. 

5) The 50 year withdrawal renewal has no bearing on the 5 year joint 
evaluation. 

6)To this date, no access through the withdrawal property has been requested. 
If this issue does arise, the Army and ELM will address it appropriately. 

MlN-R022: This request is outside the scope of the LEIS. This LElS only 
address issues that will occur after 2001. These requests are evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis. 

MIN-R023: The additional input from AMA is appreciated. As discussed in the 
response to MIN-R021, the withdrawals are largely covered by floodplain 
deposits and thick overburden which, in combination with the land status, has 
made them somewhat unattractive as exploration targets in the past. However, 
the mineral industry's current interest is noted. 

Regarding the Eielson Pluton, Chapter3.5 Locatable Mineralswill be amended 
to note that geochemistry is not always a conclusive indicator of gold 
favorability. 



at the Eielson pluton for its potential to host gold mineralization. Plutonic rocks that host gold 
mineralization at Donlin Creek in southwest Alaska, for example, do not always show a positive gold 
favorability using this method. 

2. As indicated in the Draft LEIS, the potential to host massive sulfide deposits that contain lead, zinc, 
copper and precious metals is moderate to high for both the Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright areas. For 
example Grayd Resources recently announced a significant grade and tonnage estimate for their 
volcanogenic massive sulfide (VMS) deposits on Dry Creek, about 6 miles west ofthe western boundary ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 0 2 4  MIN-RO24: Changes have been made in Figures 3.4.a, 3.4.b, and 3.5.b to 
of the Fort Greely military withdrawal. It is certain that both withdrawn areas would be explored for conservatively extend some of the geologic units beyond the withdrawal 
massive sulfide deposits of either the shale-hosted (like Red Dog) or VMS types, if these lands were open boundaries. The text in Chapter 3.5 has also been amended to include a 
to mineral entry under either the federal or state mining laws. The VMS deposits are associated with abelt 
of Devonian-Ivlississippian metamorphosed volcanic rocks that crop out more-or-less continuously across discussion of current exploration for VMS mineralization in the Bonnifield District. 

the Fort Wainwright withdrawal and along the southern and western boundaries of the Fort Greely 
withdrawal. A parallel belt of black shales may contain shale hosted minerlization. The deposit 
description summaries are correctly stated in the Draft LEIS, however, the potential areas as depicted on 
Figure 3.5a silould be exlended Lo include the lands described abovc bccause they me nfiderlain by 
lithologic units having a high potential for economic mineral deposits. 

3. One of the chief concerns with the Draft LEIS is the lack of any discussion on surface access. This 
means surface access to high potential mineral lands adjacent to the military withdrawals and how the 
withdrawals impact those exploration and development activities outside the two withdrawals. The 
uplands on three sides of the Fort Wainwright withdrawal are currently a beehive of exploration activity 
by more than 15 mining companies searching for Pogo, Fort Knox or other deposit types in the historic 
Goodpaster Mining District. The entire western flank of the For Greely area is the focus of extensive 
exploration for VMS deposits as indicated above. 

3. Because much of the geological data was collected more than 25 years ago (before modem systematic 
mineral exploration was deployed), there is a compelling need for a systematic, field-based mineral 
resource assessment. A mineral resource assessment that would utilize detailed 1 :63,360 mapping, and 
airborne geophysics is essential to help better quantify the mineral resource potential ofthe areas proposed 
for withdrawal. A mineral resource assessment is also essential for the military and BLM to hlfill the 
promises for periodic mineral review referenced above. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. If we can be of assistance in 
development of a plan to effectively evaluate the mineral potential of these two withdrawal areas, logical 
access roates acrozs the withdrawal areas, or other such isslues please contact us. 

Steven C. Borell, P.E. 
Executive Director 

%\nlN-W025 MIN-R025: As discussed in Chapter 4.16 Public Access, public access on the 
withdrawn lands is a significant issue with residents of Fairbanks, Delta Junction, 
and ihe surrounding communities. Under the Preferred Alternative, the Army 
would continue to provide public access onto and through the withdrawn lands, 
subject to necessary constraints for safety and security. 

MlN-R026 MBN-R026: The statement will be omitted from the Final LEIS. The commentor 
correctly states that mining is subject to stringent State and Federal 
environmental regulations, and the same point is made in the Draft LEIS (Chapter 
4.5). Permits would not be issued for mining activities on any State or Federal 
lands wi iho~t  an assessment of potential impacts and mitigating measures. 

The analysis of the No Action Alternative describes potential impacts if Congress 
does not grant the withdrawal renewals. The discussion is not provided to support 
the withdrawal renewals, but to provide a comparison of potential impacts under 
each alternative. 

Conducting an evaluation of the mineral potential, including airborne geophysical 
surveys, is not a requirement for the military use of these withdrawal lands. 

cc: Senator Ted Stevens 
Senator Frank Murkowski 
Congressman Don Young 
Governor Tony Knowles 
DNR Commissioner John Shively 
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January 26, 1999 

Ms. Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Educational Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collir,~, CO 80523 

The following comments are offered on the Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal 
renewal: Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statemenl: These comments 
are in addition to comments I submitted on January 6, 1999. 

Recordkeeping 

In recent statements reported in the Alaska press, fumy Secretary Louis 
Caldera has presented the Army as a "good environmental steward," and noted 
efforts to remedy "mistakes of the past and make sure we don't repeat those 
mistakes." One of the mistakes of the past is the matter of recordkeeping. In 
the past, as one military historian has written about nerve gas testing at the 
Gerstle River Test Site, records were either destroyed, not kept or lost: 

When the program terminated in the late 196Q1s, records of the testing 
inexplicably disappeared, apparently destroyed. What files remain confirm 
sloppy record-keeping which failed to identify the type of weapons being tested or 
how and when they were disposed of. ((Neilson, Johnathan M.; Armed Forces on a 
Northern Frontier: The Military in Alaska's History, 1867-1987; Greenwood Press; 
198s; p. 210.) 

I wonder if the secretary is aware that the US Army in Alaska is currently 
sending tens of thousands of munitions annually into public lands and failing 
to record the quantity and type of these munitions? Incredibly, on page 2-23 
of the LCS, the Army indicates that only records for the last two years are 
available. And that fact is followed by this rather amazing notation: 

For both years reported, Army records had 595 entries that ammunition was used 
in training, but 439 entries showed either no data, unknown, or not available. 
Therefore, ammunition expenditure amounts are understated. 

Well, they would be understated, wouldn't they, if Army personnel are failing 
to record the information 74% of the time? This raises some questions: 

a 1.)  Is the Amy destroying these records every two years? 

& cn 2.)  Or is the Aray refusing to make these records available to the 
preparers of this report? 

RESPONSES 80 COMMENT B 

USE-T03"8SSE-T031: You are correct in your concerns about record keeping on 
range use of the withdrawal lands. U.S. Army Alaska recognizes the 
inconsistencies in its record keeping on range use at Fort Wainwright and 
will correct that situation. 

Non-dud ammunition records are kept for an indefinite period with other 
range statistics. Records on dud-producing expenditures are kept 
permanently per Army regulation. U.S. Army Alaska provided two years of 
Range Data for the Yukon Training Area to the preparers of ihis LEIS. 
Impacts of continued military use of the withdrawal lands were assessed 
based on available records and reasonable assumptions concerning 
munition expenditures. 

All munition records, except those subject to security concerns, are 
availab!e to the public upon proper request. 



3.) Is the Army deliberately failing to record the munitions expenditure 
information 74% of the time? If not, how does the Army explain a 74% 
failure rate? 

4.) How can the impact of continued and expanded bombing 
activities be assessed unless the Army will disclose what types of 
munitions they are shooting into Alaska's public Iands, and in what 
quantities? 

5.) How can we ever hope to clean up what are, essentially, live 
minefields if munitions records are not established and maintained? 

The Army should be required to provide what records they have regarding 
munitions expended on the ranges. And that information should be used in 
the LEIS to assess the adverse impact to public lands of the proposed action. 
That is what the law requires. 

And, as would be obvious to anyone who valued the environmental health of 
Alaska public lands, the Army should be required to maintain permanent 
records of quantities and types of munitions expended. 

Socioeconomics 

Fires 

The "Socioeconomics" section should deal with the economic costs of fires that 
are caused by bombing or that cannot be fought because of possible 
unexploded ordnance in the area. 

1.) What is the dollar cost to fight these fires? 

2.) What is the cost when fires cannot be fought because of the 
presence of unexploded ordnance? 

3. What is the cost in lost resources such as: 

a) the loss of commercially valuable timber? 
b) the loss of wildlife habitat? 
c) the loss of traplines? 
d) the loss of recreational use? 
e) the loss of scenic values relating to the area's earning power 

as a tourist destination? 

A proper socioeconomic analysis will attempt to assign a value to these losses 
for past fires influenced by military activities. A cursory examination reveals 
substantial costs not addressed by the LEIS: 

100 Mile Creek Fire 

In June of 1996, military bombing started a fire on the Oklahoma bombing 
range. Because of the presence of unexploded ordnance there, the 100 Mile 

SOC-TOO8 and TOO9: Please refer to Appendix 3.19.D for information on 
the dollar cost to fight fires on the withdrawal lands. 

Loss of Wildlife Habitat 
According to Bruce Dale of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
wildlife populations are suffering from fire suppression ratherthan excessive 
fire. Animals are adapted to different stages of vegetation development. The 
mature black spruce forest does not support the vegetative diversity that a 
patchwork of burns does. The burns on withdrawal lands have provided 
forage for moose. 

Traplines, Recreational Use, and Tourism 
The Alaska Trappers' Association, the Snow Travelers' Association, and the 
Airboater's Association were contacted regarding the withdrawals. Military 
fires were not mentioned as a concern. The central concern for nonmilitary 
users was access. The Alaska Visitors' Association was also contacted, and 
could offer no data or opinion on tourism losses from military fires. 

The survey of military personnel (Appendix 3.1 9.C) clearly indicates that 

SOC-TOO~ tourism is increased because of the military presence. Thus, a significant 
amount of tourism in the Delta area will be lost as troops are moved to 
Fairbanks. They will receive their visitors in Fairbanks instead of Delta. 

Timber 
The last 50 years experience does not show losses of commercial timber on 
State lands to be an issue. The Carla Lake fire would serve as an example 
where potentially a significant amount of commercially valuable timber could 
have burned. The Federal government is ordinarily liable for activities which 
cause losses to commercially valuable timber. This is a mitigation issue. 

The Draft LEIS indicated the State harvests a very small fraction of the 
allowable cut. Recent opposition to State timber sales in interior Alaska 
serves to demonstrate that were the withdrawal lands of commercial timber 
quality, very little would in fact be sold. 



TOMY W O v  ES, WER$dOFd 

'. P.O. Box 605 
Delta Juuctron, AK 99137 

, PHONE: (907) 8954484 
DlVlSlON OF WILDLIFE CONSWVATION FAX. (907) 8954833 

EMAIL: saubois @ 
fishgame. state.ak. us 

Ms. Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational ~du&tion ~ u i l d i n ~  
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 

Dear Ms. Herdrich: 

I would like to make the following comments about the Draft Legislative Environmentai 
lmpact Statement for the Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal. 

1. I have attached copies of Fort Greely maps 3.12.c, 3.12.d, 3.12.f, and 3.12.9 and 
corrected the range distribution illustrated for grizzly bear, moose, caribou, and bison 
respectively. 

2. The EIS appears to subdivide the Lakes impact area into several new impact areas. 
Contaminating additional aweage with munitions will prevent use of the area for on-the- 
ground wildlife management activities and hunting by the public. I am opposed to live 
weapon firing into any areas on Ft. Greely that are currently uncontaminated with 
ordinance. 

3. The prolonged 50 year duration of this land withdrawal makes it hard to comment on the 
impacts of the withdrawal for wildlife species that utilize early successional vegetative 
stages, such as moose and bison. The habitat for these species may change 
dramatically during the 50 year life of this withdrawal. Therefore, comments that are 
pertinent currently, could be significantly outdated and irrelevant before this plan 
expires, and important habitat areas may develop without being covered in the plan. 

4. It is also difficult to comment on this EIS from the wildlife perspective without the Army's 
1998-2002 Draft lntegrated Natural Resources Management Plan for Ft. Greely being 
finalized. 

Sincerely, 

Steve DuBois 
Wildlife Biologist 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S 

WILD-S001: The range distribution information has been added to the 
maps. See additions to Figure 3.1 2.c Sensitive Grizzly Bear Habitat, Figure 
3.12.d Sensitive Moose Habitat, Figure 3.12.f Sensitive Caribou Habitat, 
Figure 3.12.9 Sensitive Bison Habitat. 

USE-S830: This LElS is not proposing to create new Impact Areas on Fort W'LD-SOO1 
Greely or change the use of existing Impact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona. 
Nevada, Oregon, and Michigan Lakes lmpact Areas (see Figure 2.c) are 
designated as lmpact Areas. All are used for limited periods and are 
normally used for non-dud producing ammunition or explosives, which are 

USE-S030 cleared and returned to other training support purposes follovving 
termination of firing. This use of the Lakes lmpact Areas will continue 
through the proposed withdrawal renewal. 

WILD-S082: This Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) is not intended 
WILD-SOB2 to be a management plan for wildlife or any other resource. The 

Cooperative Agreement for Management of Fish and Wildlife Resources on 
Army Lands in Alaska, the Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plans, required by the Sikes Act (1 6 USC 670a et seq.), and the Delta Bison 

w,LD-S003 Management Plan, are the documents governing wildlife management. 
The EIS does present mitigation for wildlife resources. The mitigation is in 
Chapters 4.12, 4.13, 4.14, and 4.23. The proposed mitigation includes the 
need for review of the Cooperative Agreement so changes can be made for 
management of wildlife species. 

WILD-S003: The sensitive wildlife habitat maps within the LElS give the 
latest information from the Alaska Fish and Game biologists. This 
information has been added to the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan, which will assist in the analysis of wildlife impacts. 



Creek Fire was left to bum unchecked until it moved off the bombing range 
and threatened structures on state land. Ultimately, it burned 64,000 acres. 
The BLM has stated that $661,000 of public money was spent to fight this fire. 

Carla Lake Fire 

Last year $15 million of public money was spent to suppress the Carla Lake 
Fire. It was started by lightning on the bombing range, then grew 
substantially when fire crews were pulled off the job. The crews had to retreat 
after encountering an unexploded mortar round near their canp,  which was 
outside the bombing range buffer zone. $15 million dollars of public money 
seems an amount that ought to have been noticed by the Army in preparing a 
report that so carefully notes the economic benefits of bombing. 

Haidukovich Fire 

Crews were also pulled off the 1994 Hajdukovich Fire in the Gerstle River Test 
Site area because it burned on to land that had been used by the military to test 
nerve gas munitions. Neither the BLM nor the State of Alaska would allow its 
crews into the area for fear of unexploded nerve gas rounds going off. It was a 
fire where the deployment of ground forces may have made a big difference, 
according to BLM. As it was, $3 million of public money was expended in the 
effort. 

Charlev River Fire 

In the early 1990's, a fire caused by flares dropped over the upper Charley 
River in the Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve burned 35,000 acres. A 
man I met who had been trapping that area for twenty years found his 
trapline, and thus his livelihood, destroyed. Some reckoning of these obvious 
socioeconomic costs ought to be part of this analysis. 

Crime 

Also ignored in the LEIS is the fact that posting thousands of 18- to 20- 
something-year-old males to a community will have an effect on the crime 
rate. When when such a group of young men are all "fighting men," trained 
in the use of firearms, then the effect on the community's crime rate can b e -  
and, in Fairbanks, probably is-significant. The LEIS fails to consider this 
socioeconomic impact, as required by law. 

What is the social cost in criminal activity currently borne by the residents of 
the Fairbanks/Eielson area by virtue of the of the two military bases' 
proximity? Said another way, what proportion of crime in the 
Fairbanks/Eielson area is attributable to military personnel? If the proposed 
land withdrawal extension is denied and training activities are scaled back, by 
what amounts can residents of the area expect crime to drop? To answer these 
and other relevant questions, crime statistics from the bases should be 
gathered and related to crime statistics for the wider area. 

SOC-TOO9 SOC-TOO8 and TOO9 cont.: 

Crime 
There are no statistics to show that military personnel contribute significantly to 
crime. Military personnel should not be characterized as prone to drunken 
driving, larceny, and theft, any more than persons in mining, forestry, fishing, 
or the tourist service industries (whichever occupations are employed in 
alternative uses of the withdrawal lands). Fairbanks compares favorably with 
the rest of the United States as far as crime is concerned. 



Jules V. Tileston 
4780 Cambridge Way 

Anchorage, AK 99503 

January 28, 1999 

Cindy Hirter 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 

Subject: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal, Draft Legislative Environmental . 
Impact Statement (draft LEIS) 

Dear Ms. Hirter: 

I have reviewed the draft LEIS proposing a 50-year extension of existing military withdrawals on 
about 871,500 acres of land near Fairbanks and Delta Junction, Alaska. The existing withdrawal 
expires on November 6, 2001. If Congress enacts legislation to implement the proposal, the 
withdrawal would next expire on November 6, 205 1. 

For the record, I have been in Alaska since 1972. I am a former Bureau of Land Management, 
Alaska Deputy State Director for Resources and most recently retired from the State of Alaska 
Department of Natural Resources as the Director, Division of Mining and Water Management. 

During the public meeting in Anchorage on January 8, 1999 I inquired about the reason for the 50- 
year period, state selections, and consideration given to minerals. It is my understanding that: 

* The 50-year period was selected primarily because that is about the same time the current 
withdrawals will have existed by the year 2001. It is hrther my understanding that there was 
no analysis showing how the military mission in Alaska would be in the intervening years ' 

State selections cover the entire areas within the proposed 50-year extension of existing 
withdrawals. 

Minerals, except for mineral materials (sand and gravel) used by the Military were not now 
available. Therefore, no consideration was necessary. 

I appreciate and generally support the role of the Military in Alaska. But I believe the draft LEIS is 
seriously, if not fatally flawed in its consideration of the three points above. 



U 
Withdrawal Time Frame and State Entitlements \ 

The draft LEIS notes that the State of Alaska also has valid state selections for recreation minerals, 
wildlife, forestry, agriculture, and settlement values on these withdrawn lands. The draft LEIS did 
not consider the impact of delaying for 50 years the State of Alaska's opportunity to fulfill its 
Congressional entitlements under a variety ofFederal Laws including the Alaska Statehood Act and 
the Alaska National Interest Conservation Lands Act. Setting aside the issue for the federal cost for 
eventually cleaning up the "High Hazard Impact Area" and "Impact Axes Buffer" zones 
(hazardbuffer areas) shown in the existing withdrawals, there are significant acreages where other 
uses appear to be entirely compatible with Military use. 

I am strongly opposed to an arbitrary and capricious 50-year postponement for the State of Alaska ALT-kB025 
and through the State, local governments to have an opportunity to get their Congressionally 
approved entitlements. Accordingly, I respectively recommendthal the exisringmilitary withdrawals 
be for not more than 15 to 20 years. 

This much shorter period also recognizes the fact that the Military mission in Alaska has, and 
continues to, evolve significantly. During the past 15 to 20 years some withdrawn lands have been 
determined to no longer be needed for Military purposes and the State now has ownership. Only 
recently the base at Adak and at Delta Junction, Alaska have been declared unnecessary for the future \ 

Military mission. I do not intend to imply that 871,500 acres are now excess, or that they will be 
excess. However, the draft LEIS provides no meaningful way to evaluate the projected future 
Military mission in Alaska until the year 205 1 ! 

An alternative not adequately considered in the draft LEIS is the option of transferring signzficant 
portions of the land outside the hazarauffer areas to the State of A lmk~ for public recreation and 
mining with a proviso that the Military mission identzfied in the draft LEIS continues to be the 
superior use in accordwith a land useplan jointly developed by the local Base Commander and the 
state. 

Consideration of Mineral Resources 

The draft LEIS considered a single minerals alternative that can be paraphrased as "Open to the 111 
operation of the federal mining and mineral leasing laws under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Bureau 
of Land Management." I agree that this alternative is appropriately discarded from detailed 
consideration. But the draft LEIS is seriously flawed because it neither considers, nor evaluates any 
other minerals alternative. The draft LEIS ignores the fact that P.L. 96-606 does provide for other 
uses and that other military bases have concurrent access to mineral resources. MIN-u006 

\ 

The LEIS notes that there is little current information on the type, location, and prospective value of 
minerals within the 871,500 acres. The recent discovery of the Pogo deposit, the new Fort Knox 
Mine at Fairbanks and the Red Dog Mine near Kotzebue are current examples of how mineral 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT U 

ALT-U025: Refer to Chapters 1.2 and 2.1.3 for a discussion of the 
military's continuing need for the withdrawal lands. 

The State of Alaska has top-filed on the military withdrawal lands; these 
top filings are not valid State selections. For comparison analysis in this 
LEIS, it was assumed the lands would be adjudicated to the State under 
the No Action Alternative. It is impossible to predict the likelihood these 
lands would be adjudicated to the State. At this time, the withdrawal 
lands top filings are not designated high priority selections by the State. 
However, the State updates its conveyance priorities annually, so the 
selection status could change. 

The LElS states that present military uses will continue for the duration 
of the withdrawal renewal. At any time during the withdrawal period, if 
the military determines the withdrawal lands or portions of the lands are 
excess, those lands will be relinquished to the Bureau of Land 
Management under the terms of the legislation which withdrew the 
lands. The Military Lands Withdrawal Act states the procedures the 
Army must follow to relinquish any or all of the withdrawal lands. Since 
the Army is not proposing to change the terms of the withdrawal in this 
renewal, the Army is recommending these requirements be included in 
the proposed renewal legislation. 

The alternative of military use under State of Alaska ownership was not 
considered in this LEIS. The impacts of State ownership of the 
withdrawals are analyzed under the No Action Alternative. 

MBN-U086: The commentor correctly states that mining is subject to 
stringent State and Federal environmental regulations, and the same 
point is made in the Draft LElS (Chapter 4.5). Permits would not be 
issued for mining activities on any State or Federal lands without an 
assessment of potential impacts and miiigating measures. 

The analysis of the No Action Alternative describes potential impacts if 
Congress does not grant the withdrawal renewals. The discussion is not 
provided to support the withdrawal renewals, but to provide a 
comparison of potential impacts under each alternative. 



F' kl 
exploration and mining have changed in Alaska. Each of these new mines has also produced new or 
revised geologic theories on where economic mineral deposits are likely to be discovered since the 
original withdrawal of these lands 50 years ago. Comparing hazardhuffer zones shown in Figures 
2.b through 2.e with mineral resources in Figures 3.4.a and .b and 3.5.a through 3.5.c shows there 
are significant potential economic mineral resource areas that are not in conflict with a live-fire 
Military mission. 

271e final LEIS should evaluate the experiences of other Military bases where exploration and 
production of mineral values are considered ok That new minerals alternative should also be based 
on the fact that mining operations in Alaska are controlled by both federal mining and mineral leasing ' 
laws and by Alaska Mining Law. There are active partnerships between the State and Bureau ofLand 
Management that provide for environmentally responsible mining operations that Governor Knowles 
describes as being "Open for Business" and "Doing It Right." That new minerals alternative also 
shouldmake it clearthat theappropriateBaseCommander has the responsibility for determining what M ~ N - U Q Q ~  MIN-U006 cons . Mineral development compatibility with Army 
is or is not compatible with the Military missions described in the draft LEIS. cant. uses has been evaluated by the military and the BLM on a case- 

In order to determine whether there is likeiihood of sign5cant mineral resources on the withdrawn 
lands, the final LEIS and draft legislation should include a provision that the Military, Bureau of Land 
Management and Alaska Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey implement apartnership 
to fund and conduct airborne geophysical surveys and any necessary on-the-ground technical 
evaluation during the next 10 to 15 years. This will allow meaninghl ccnsideration about how 
mineral lands do  or do not fit the Military mission 5 years prior to  the expiration of the new 
withdrawals. 

A valid State selection segregates the federal land selected from location and entry under 
federal mining, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws. Under Alaska mining law, aperson may enter 
selected land and create by posting and notice a prospective future private mineral right. That future 
right is consummated only when two things happen: 

(a) The State gets title to the land from the federal govement  [in this case when the military 
withdrawals expire, or if earlier when no longer needed for Military purposes] and 

(b) The land has not otherwise been closed to mineral entry under State law. Mineral 
properties located under this provision may not be developed into operating mines and mineral 
exploration generally requires the specific approvals of both the State and Bureau of Land 
Management and in this case the local base commander. 

The existing state selection, therefore, creates a dilemma that can only be solved in the federal 
legislation. There are at least three ways that the federal legislation can resolve this dilemma: 

by-case basis whether it is appropriate to open the withdrawal 
lands to the mining laws that do not conflict with the military 
mission. 

An evaluation of other military lands in regard to mineral 
exploration and production is outside the scope of this LEIS. 

The alternative of a military use under State ownership was not 
considered. The impacts of State ownership of the withdrawals are 
analyzed under the No Action Alternative. The State of Alaska has 
not identified these lands as a high enough conveyance priority for 
this alternative to have been evaluated. 

The statement "if not done carefully" is omitted from the Final LEIS. 

Except for the hazard/buffer areas and areas occupied by base facilities, transfer the 
existing withdrawal to State ownership with a Military mission being the superior land use. 



0 Explicitly recognize the existingprovision of State mining law to create prospective fitture 
private mineral property right with Bureau of Land Management, Base Commander, and State of 
Alaska controIIing the on-the-ground mineral activity with due deference to the Military mission. 

MIN-U006 
cont. 

Explicitly recognize the existing state selection but permit entry and mining operations 
under Federal mining, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws with a provision that the federal 
mining claims be converted to state mining claims aulomatically when the land is transferred to 
State ownership. 

Finally, I strongly object to the assertion that "mining activities, if not done carefully, can destroy 
habitat and affect water quality" (draft LEIS page ES-7) as a reason to extend the existing Military 
withdrawals for 50 years. To suggest that mining under federal and state law and regulation would 
be done other than "carefully" when under the full requirements of both the Secretary of the Interior, 
Secretary of Defense and State of Alaska is inappropriate and should be deletedfiom the final LEIS. 

Summary \ 

I generally support and appreciate the historic role of the Military mission in Alaska. The Mission, 
however, is changing rapidly and there is no substantive discussion about why the withdrawal should 
be extended until November 6.2051. The adverse impacts to the State and local governments from 
not getting a timely opportu&y to  reduce outstandkg land entitlements granted by Congress to  
Alaska have not been considered at all. 

There are likely significant economic mineral deposits that are not located in the hazardhuffer areas 
that have not been given serious consideration. There are several federal legislative means to  have 
both a continuing viable Military mission and an expanding viable, environmentally responsible 
mineral exploration and mining on substantial parts of the existing withdrawal. The Military, Bureau 
of Land Management and the State should develop an active partnership to update the 50-year old 
minerals data through airborne geophysical and associated on-the-ground documentation. 

I would be pleased to  provide any clarification to my comments and recommendations if you have 
questions. 

Sincerely , 

- w n  ;) LAb- 
3 V. Tileston 

cc Senator Stevens, Senator Murkowski, Congressman Young, Governor Knowles, Commissioner 
Shively, Alaska Miners Association 



Jules V. Tileston 
4780 Cambridge Way 

Anchorage, AM 99503 

January 29, 1999 

Ms. Cindy Hirter 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523 

9sbjzct: Supplelnental Corninn& on the A!as+n .4rr77y Laiz& Witi~~irawai, 
Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (draft LEIS) 

Dear Ms Hirter, 

Please include these supplemental comments to my comments dated January 28, 1999. 

I just came across two documents that I believe require consideration in the Final LEIS: 

Fort Greely--ProposedReso1irce Management Planfor the Fort Greely Maneuver Area and 
Fort Greely Air Drop Zone, Final Environmental Impact Statement, BLM/AIVPT/94/011- 
1600+080 prepared by the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
SteeseIWhite Mountains District Office and the U S .  Army 6th Infantry Division (Light), 
dated 1-994 and 

Fort Wainwright, Yukon Maneuver Area--Proposed Resource Management Plan, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, BW.IAK/iPir./94/0II-I600~-080 prepared by the 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Steesewhite Mountains District 
Office and the U.S. Army 6th Infantry Division (Light), dated 1994 

Page 17 of the Fort Greely 1994 document considering minerals resources says: 

"Proposed Action 22 The withdrawal area will remain closed to the operation of the 
Mining Law of 1872, the mineral Leasing Act of 1920 as amended, the Mineral 
Leasing Act for Acquired Lands of 1947, and the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 
Pursuant to Sec. 12(a) of the Militaw Lands Withdrawal Act. the AmvandBLM. bv 
I996 and at lemf evew five vears thereafter. will jointlv reconsider whether it would 
be appropriate to oDen portions of the withdrawal to the operation o f  the mineral 
&' (Underlining and emphasis supplied) 

Proposed Action 23 says that the land will remain closed to all form of mineral material disposal, both 



sale and free use, other than that which supports military activity. (pages 17 and 18) 

Page 56 repeats the commitment to jointly "...reexamine what areas may be suitable for opening by 
1996 and at least every five years thereafter." The 1994 document alsc says that no consideration 
was given to lode mining or coal development. The Pogo project and Fort Knox Mine and adjacent 
mineral properties such as the True North are lode deposits and therefore ignored in the 1996 joint MiM-u007 
ArmyBLM finding? Also in 1994, the State of Alaska held a competitive coal lease sale in the Jawis 
Creek Coal Field to the south of Delta Junction. Accordingly both lode and coal mines should be 
considered in the Final LEIS. The lode mines on the basis of existing mining activity in the vicinity 
of the two withdrawals and coal from the aspect of whether it could be used to generate power for 
a large mine operation. 

Pages 16 and 46 of the Fort Wainwright 1991 document repeats the statements the Fort Greely 
document referenced above, except these are now Proposed Action 15 and Proposed Action 16, 
respectively. 

The Final LEIS should discuss the findings about mineral compatibility promised in Proposed Action 
22 and Proposed Action 15. In particular the joint Army/BLM finding and the extent, if any, new M1N-U008 

mi~eral information such as the True North and other mineral properties near the Fort Knox Mine 
and the exploration work at the Pogo mineral property were or were not considered. Also the Final ALT-Uo26 
LEIS should specifically show the rationale used by Army/BLM and the extent that mineral 
exploration and production were or were not compatible with the Military use outside the 
hazardhuffer areas shown in the i998 LEIS. The Final LEIS should also present and discuss how 
the mineral compatible finding commitment will be completed for the five-year period 1996-2001. ~ l ~ - ~ 0 0 9  
Finally, will the 1996-2001 minerals reconsideration be available for consideration prior to the 
introducf on of legislation to extend the existing withdrawals, and if not, why? 

Sincerely, 

\ 

' 1  \ WL/~ &L--Le%. 

Jules V Tileston 

C i  
cc Senator Stevens, Senator Murkowski, Congressman Young, Commissioner Shively, Alaska 
Miners Association 

MlN-U007: Mineral development compatibility with Army uses 
has been evaluated by the military and the BLM on a case-by- 
case basis whether it is appropriate to open the withdrawal lands 
to the mining laws that do not conflict with the military mission. 

MlM-U008: Changes have been made in Figures 3.4.a, 3.4.b, 
and 3.5.b to conservatively extend some of the geologic units 
beyond the withdrawal boundaries. The text in Chapter 3.5 has 
also been amended to include a discussion of current exploration 
for VMS mineralization in the Bonnifield District. 

ALT-U026: Mineral exploration has not been precluded by the 
withdrawal. All requests for mineral exploration have been 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 

MlN-Ls809: An evaluation of the compatibility of minera! 
development with Army uses during 1996-2001 is not within the 
scope of the LEIS because these lands are currently withdrawn 
until November 6, 2001. This LElS proposes to renew the 
withdrawal beginning November 6, 2001. 
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v 
automotive batteries. No effort was made to allow him to 
continue contamination the soil for the next 50 ye?rs. he 
was expected to clean it up ! Do we have a different 
standard for the government/military ? 

5. If public access and use is real!y to be encouraged on 
the lands in question, how can that be reconciled with the MlT-VO06 
obvious fact there are no standards for clean up or the 
amount of pollutants allowed to accumulate ? 

6. I am very disturbed by constantly finding in the stbuy 
that there is no baseline data for pollution and 
contaminates. It's hard to be1 ie:,e that In d l !  the years pOL-VO08 
that these areas have been in use by the mi 1 i tary. no 
studies have been done. Seems to me I can recall the 
President. the Army's Coriander-in-Chief . ordering that a1 1 
agencies of the Federal Government were to tak.e the ieaa and 
set the example for being environmentally correct and 
responsible. No baseline studies ? 

7. A quick look at Table 3.6.a Tire and Trick Date for the 
most Common Military Vehicles used On Fort Wainwright Yukon SOIL-VOO~ 
Training Area and Fort Greely (Richmand in Rlaisdeli i99;j 
is most instructive. Thirteen of the 21 possible responses 
ace listed as unavailable. Nobody knew. or bothered to try 
and find out, the width of a truck and it's contact area :' i 
would suggest that somebody could have made a trip (or a 
phone tali) to any new truck dealer for at ieast some of the 
missing data. 

8. The LEIS is woefully inadequate in addressing the danger 
of fire and fire suppression, especially in view of tne FIRE-V004 
Fort Greely realignment and closure and lack of personnel 
available to assist in preventing and controlling wildfire. 
It is interesting to note that the LEIS reports that "The 
majority of pollutants produced on Fort Greely resuit from 
forest fires. . "  

9 .  The LEIS does not address. as it probably cannot. the air 
quality issues that may arise as the result of weaponry now AIR-VoOI 
in development. This again raises the issue of the iong term 
withdrawal requested. a ~ d  calls to question how and when 
those issues co~1cVwould be addressed, certainly not after 
50 years ? 

10. In the Issues section of the LEIS there are 2 issues 
that are blown off with the statement that "This issue will 
not be resolved in this LEIS." I can see where Access might 
well not  be. however. under Submerged Lands there are 2 
issues : 

? a. impacts on water quality of submerged lands 
(wcoperty below the hign mean water mars) due to - LAN D-V002 

'2-1 mi l i tary use. and 

MIT-V006: See previous page. 

POL-V008: No baseline studies to assess the effects of munitions on soils, 
groundwater, vegetation, or wildlife have been completed for the withdrawal lands or 
the surrounding areas by the military or State and Federal agencies. The Army's 
proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a 
long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical resources as outlined in 
Chapter 4.23. 

SOIL-V002: Please refer to Table 4.6.a. Additional information has been added to 
this table. 

FIRE-V004: Fire Department personnel do not fight wildland fires. They are 
responsible for fires on the Main Post. The Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Fire 
Service is responsible for wildland fire suppression on the withdrawal lands. When 
fires on the withdrawal lands are called in, the Fire Department records coordinates, 
and then contacts the Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Fire Service (AFS). The 
ability of the Fire Department to record wildland fire locations will not change after the 
realignment. NEPA documents, including Environmental Assessments are being 
prepared to analyze the impacts of the realignment on Fort Wainwright and Fort 
Greely. The Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military 
Functions to Fort Wainwright was published in June 1997. It is anticipated the 
Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions from 
Fort Greely will be published in October 1999. 

AIR-V001: Military activities conducted on the withdrawal lands are expected to be 
consistent with those conducted during the past 15 years. A description of these 
activities can be found in Chapter 2.1.3. The Army is proposing to renew the 
withdrawal areas with the existing military land uses. Fielding of future military weapon 
systems would require appropriate NEPA documentation. Chapter 4.2 Climate and 
Chapter 4.23 Existing and Proposed Mitigation discuss air quality mitigation 
measures currently used by the military on withdrawal lands. 

LAND-VOO2 and V003: The jurisdiction of submerged lands on the withdrawal 
properties will not be resolved in this LEIS. The State of Alaska, Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Land, has indicated interest in the Delta River, including an 
ownership interest in the lands submerged under the Delta River. U.S. Army Alaska 
is reviewing the Division of Land's ownership claim. The Division of Land has also 
requested cleanup of the Delta River. U.S. Army Alaska has noted that training uses 
of the area will continue. 
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V 
responsibie for restoration. or to what degree restoration 
~ ~ o u l d  be accomp I i shed. 

I'm concerned that throughout the LEiS are statements that 
ignore or gloss over issues that, were they conrained in i 
non-military LEIS. would stop any such project in it's 
tracks (no pun intended). 

!5. Chapter after chapter. page after page, the LEIS stat.es 
that some aoverse impacts have or can be assessed using 
baseline studies either 3t Greely or Wainwright . but not 
both. and I have to ask. why not ? Water is as important a!: POL-V009 
issue on both areas. s o ~ l s  are also. etc. An example is on 
page 4-27 regarding water: Ft. Greely had a baseline 
munitions study: Ft. Wainwright did not: data has not been 
coiiected regarding damage caused by the Air Force at STudrk 
Creek and Oklahoma/Delta Creek impact areas... . 

16. I read time after time that "damage control steps nre 
included in training plans....". range regulations. etc. 
Seems to me that this is a case of the fox guarding the her. MIT-v008 
house. I have to question why the Army has to fill and ievei 
foxholes when the Air Force can boiilb with abandon, ignoring 
their bomb craters. etc.? 

Does the pubiic have fuil access to the training p!ans. 
range regulalions, etc. so they can be evaluated and USE-V034 
concerns addressed ? 

17. Pre:erred Alternative: Retention of the iands by U.S> 
Army Alaska would have some negative effects ... '  

Under the No Action Alternative. in most cases. "Land uses 
woulo be subject ro local. State and Federal Requlations anti AkT-V827 
ilould involve soecific olanninq orocedures. (Emphasis 
added). 

State and iocai governments have to provide speclfic 
plann~ng. but Feoerai Government does not ? 

18. There should be a shorter time frame for rhe withdrawal 
so as to he able to review where we are 5 to 10 years down 
the road and deal with what then is the current status of 
weaponry and training needs. The fact that a 50 Fear renewa! ALTmVO28 
would match the cbrrent time of use is hardly a valid reasoc 
:or repeating what may nave been 50 years wortn of mistakes. 

I cou!d go on but enough trees have already been used in the 
process of getting us to this point. The above are ~ u s t  one 
mans observations and opinions. but they are serious 
concerns to this one man. 

ArJa:i;, I il.liv SuPFiorr r b r  m l  i ! : s r y  in A!.isia ancl tho rest 
of :he United States. I alsc supoort the r:ghts ond :<e: 
being of all it's inhaDi:an:s. and nut environmenral issues 
at or near the tcp of my concerns I l s t .  i sincereiy hope 
:hat ny observatio~s will be taken as seriousiy as they were 
i-r?:ten. and not blown off wich some bureaucratic babc!ing 
jbout the flag. rno?+?rhooa and apple pic as is ofre? shove0 
noun our throats when vaiio concerns ace raise0 over :be 
znrklngs of government and the future of the earkh. There is 
only one earth. and as oast  misdeeds have shown. even i f  
:hey have ween :or the most part ignored. we oftentimes orllv 
pet one chance to do !t right. Let's do this one r ight. 

POL-VO89: Baseline studies have not been conducted for all resources at Fort Wainwright and Fori 
Greely. All existing baseline studies for resources studied at both installations are included in the LEIS. 
Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring 
and remediation program for physical resources as outlined in Chapter 4.23. 

MIT-V008: The Army and the Air Force have specific regulations regarding training and its 
impacts, including bombing. Craters from bombing are expected to result in the High Hazard 
lrnpact Areas. The Army digs foxholes in Training Areas, not impact Areas. Training Areas are 
accessible by soldiers and the public, and are maintained under management guidelines for 
those specific areas. lrnpact Areas are managed differently due to the unexploded ordnance 
hazard. 

USE-V034: The U.S. Army Alaska Range Regulation (350-2) is a safety and procedure 
regulation for the Alaska Ranges. It is unclassified and available. The Army develops its 
training plans to comply with AR350-2. 

AQT-V827: U.S. Army Alaska is required to follow applicable Federal, State, and local laws 
and regulations. See Chapter 1 .1 0.3 and the individual resource sections in Chapters 3 and 4 
for pertinent laws and regulations. 

ALT-V028: The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for 
substantial land mass tosupporttraining of soldiers in Arcticand Subarctic environments which 
will continue in the filture to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible operationai 
militay planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals evey 10 to 15 years. Moreover, ihe 
resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal evey 10 to 15 years 
places a substantia! burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to 
continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period 
and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement natural resource management 
measures. 

Periodic review of the Army's use and management of the withdrawai iands would occur under 
the Preferred Alternative. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fod Greely. Plans 
are written for a five year period with public, Federal and State agency padicipation in tile 
development and review process. 

Sincere: L> 

CC: Senator Stet'ers 
Senator Murkwrski 
F'e;.resentatsve lounp 

Fairbanks. Alaska 4070E\-iRi; 



RESPONSES TO COMMENT W 

Whit Hicks 
P.O. Box 1417 
Delta Jct., AK 99737 

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins,CO 80523-1 500 

February 3, 1999 

Dear Ms. Herdrich, 

I oppose the 50 year withdrawal by the Department of Defense (DOD) of the 
Delta East and Delta West training areas. I have the several concerns and therefore, 
will offer suggestions to remedy the perceived problems. 

Concerns: 
(1) Fifty years is too long to withdraw land from any other possible use. The base 

realignment of Fort Greely will devastate the local economy for years to come. 
In order to pursue potential alternatives to DOD use of this land mass, the 
community should have the opportunity to reconsider the land withdrawal after 
a shorter period of time. 

(2) Environmental remediation and clean-up has been irresponsible and negligent. 
The Little Delta river is an important part of the salmon ecosystem, as is the 
entire impact area in the Delta West training area. There has been unlawful 
road construction through wetlands, dumping in the flood plan of the Little Delta 
river, and stream crossings made with heavy equipment. 

(3) Insufficient geophysical and geological data have been collected within the 
proposed withdrawal area. Potential mineral and non-mineral resources are 
not accurately identified and no proper assessment of value has been 
ascertained. 

(4) No terms for compensation for use of the land to the local community (Delta 
region is 80% outside of the City of Delta Junction) has been negotiated with 
the community members. 

(5) There is unnecessary withdrawal of land. The size of the land withdrawal is 
excessive. Buffer zones are necessary; however, much of the land proposed for 
withdrawal need not be withdrawn for the proposed uses. 

Suggestions for solutions: 

(1) Reduce the withdrawal proposal to 10 years, at which time the the public can 

ALT-W029: Noted. Thank you for your comments. 

MlT-W009: Training exercises conducted on Alaska military lands are 
regulated by USARAK Range Regulation 350-2. All actions undertaken by 
the U.S. Army are required to consider their impact to the surrounding 
environment and to take certain precautions to avoid impact. These include 
the refilling and leveling of any foxholes, trench systems, tank traps, 
hulldown positions, or explosive excavations; conducting vehicular stream 
crossings in designated areas only; limiting cross-country vehicular travel 
to established roads and dry trails during spring thaw; and avoiding cross- 
country movement in creek bottoms, marshes, and moist tundra areas 
during summer months. By limiting these activities, the chance of erosion 
occurring and subsequent sedimentation leading to poor water quality will 
be lessened. There have been isolated instances where Range Regulation 
350-2 has not been satisfied. However, remediation has been implemented 
as mandaied. 

ALT-WO~CJ In addition to these environmental considerations, damage control steps 
are also included within individual training plans to minimize natural 
resources damage. These steps include the protection of known sensitive 
areas, repair of unavoidable maneuver damage, coordination and 

M I T - W ~ ~ ~  permitting of any ground disturbing activities, and scheduling of natural 
resources and hazardous material inspections of training areas to ensure 
regulation compliance. Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plans are being developed to ensure land 
stewardship and environmental protection. 

MIN-WO10 
Please refer to Appendix 2.D for a description of the current natural 
resources management programs for the withdrawal areas. 

EPX-WO10 Impacts to wetlands are regulated by various Army, Federal, and State 
laws. The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act require permits before construction work using mechanized 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 0 3 0  equipment occurs, in order to maintain wetland integrity. Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act requires permits prior to commencing any work or 
building of structures in navigable water of the United States. Such work 
includes dredging and bank stabilization. Section 404 permits are required 
forthe discharge of dredged or fill material into a water of the United States, 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 0 3 1  including wetlands. These permits usually contain special provisions which 
require the permittee to maintain natural drainage patterns to prevent 
flooding or excessive drainage of nearby wetlands, stabilize construction 



areas to prevent erosion, prevent encroachment upon adjacent wetlands, and implement a plan 
to avoid future disturbance and reestablish vegetation when such disturbance cannot be 
avoided. 

The Army received a permit from February I ,  1984 to November 1988 to operate a landfill at the 
edge of the Delta Creek Assault Strip, which is located in the floodplain of Delta Creek. All 
combustibles were burned prior to burial. The landfill was primarily used for training debris 
disposal, including human waste, packaging, and daily use items during large training 
exercises. Targets are placed on gravel bars no less than 50 feet from flowing water in the Delta 
River and Delta Creek, and during clean-up, the debris is removed from the riverbeds and not 
buried within the floodplain. 

MlN-WOI 0: Conducting an evaluation of the mineral potential, including airborne geophysical 
surveys is not a requirement for the military use of these withdrawal lands. 

SOC-WOI 0: Noted. This is outside the scope of this LEIS. 

ALB-W030: See Chapter 2 for a discussion of military use of the withdrawal lands and Military 
Operational Parameters. 

ALT-WO3I : Noted. Refer to Chapters 1.2 and 2.1.3 for a discussion of the military's continuing 
need for the withdrawal lands. 



review the actkdities by DOD over the past ten years and negotiate terms for 
extending the withdrawal i'or the next ten years. 

(2) Deveiop and imp!emersl an environmental cleanup plan for the withdrawal area. 
Before any further withdrawal agreements are approved by the people d the 
United States, the DO5 should develop a plan to cleanup and remediate all 
impacts to the area that occur as a result of training activities during the MST-WO10 
withdrawal period. Even more important to the environment and the citizens d 
the region, is the need to cleanup and remediate impacts that have already 
occurred. DOD should designate 20% of its Alaska training budget lo cleanup 
and remediation of its training areas. Before the withdrawal, the DOD should 
negotiate with the local communities, a reasonable amount of cleanup and 
remediation and at the end d the next ten year withdrawa!, DOD must present 
the accomplishments before Fu~her withdrawal is granted. 

&]IT-W010: Please refer to responses for POL-BOO1 and POL-A002. 
Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseiine data 
to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical 
resources (see Chapter 4.23). 

(3) There is insufficient geophysicai and geological data available in the proposed 
v~ithdrawal areas. DOD should fund a thorough geological and geophysical M!N-Wolf MBN-WOI 1 : Conducting an evaluation of ihe mineral potential, including 
survey using the best modern technology available with the USGS to determine 
the resource base within the withdrawal areas. Since this potential revenue will 
be withdrawn from the local communities revenue base DOD should 

airborne geophysical surveys is not a requirement for the military use of 
these withdrawal lands. 

compensate the region for its value 

(4) DOD should come to the table with the entire surrounding community to discuss 
fair and legal compensation for %ne use of this massive land area. The City of SOC-W81f SO@-WOI 11 : Noted. This is outside the scope of this LEIS. 
Delta Junction represents only about 25% d the local population. The greater 
ccmmunity is in the process of forming a borough which will encompass the 
entire Delta East and West withdrawal areas. DOD representatives should 
come to the table wdith the borough planning committee before and withdrawal 
plans are finalized. 

(5) "It has always been withdrawn" is not a reasonable justification for tying up land 
that is not needed for military training. Some of the land being requested for ALFW032 ALT-W032: See Chapter 2 for a discussion of military use of the 
withdrawal need nct be withdrawn to accomplish the military training objectives. withdrawal lands and Military Operational Parameters. 
For example, most of the land east of Jawis Creek, excluding the drop zones 
should be reclaimed and returned to the state for management. Other areas 
should also be examined to determine if they are critical to military training. 

I believe my concerns are valid and represent many, if not most of the local 
residents in our community. I will share my concerns with as many other agencies and 
individuals as I possibly can. Please help this community to have a voice that can not 
be ignored. We have the most at stake. 

Si nz& 

P' 
Whit Hi s 
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February 1, 1999 

Ms. Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, CO 80523-1500 

Dear Ms. Herdrich, 

RE: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal Draft LElS 

The State of Alaska resource agencies have reviewed the above referenced document. -We 
offer the following comments. 

As stated in comments submitted by the Alaska Department on Natural Resources (DNR) 
during the scoping phase of this process (letter from DNR Commissioner Shively to you 
dated January 23, 1998), we are concerned about the continuing military withdrawal status of 
lands within the boundaries of Chena River State Recreation Area. DNR expressed 
numerous reasons for supporting the eventual transfer of these lands fiom federal ownership 
to state ownership. In the draft LEIS, a strong argument is made fcr the military's continuing 
use of these lands (known as Beaver Creek-South Fork of the Chena area) in the Yukon 
Training Area. Therefore, we will not encourage use or development of this area until it is 
no longer of such critical need for military purposes. However, we believe we have 
communicated a clear need for these lands for recreation use and we continue to desire 
transfer to state ownership at some appropriate time in the future, after the area is cleaned up 
as necessary. We appreciate your continued designation of the area as a Prohibited Tactical 
Training Arca (PTTA), so presumably the amount of contamination will be minimized. 

Perhaps more importantly, however, we strongly believe an extension of the lease from BLM 
to the Army for a 50 year duration is much too long. Land use patterns can change 
dramatically in relatively short periods of time, and it may be desirable to revise public 
policy decisions to respond to those changes. -We request that the timeline for review of the 
:and lease renewal remain, as it has been, at 15 years. A full EIS may not be required at that 

RESPONSES FOR COMMENT X 

ALT-X033: Noted. Thank you for your comments. 

ALT-X034: The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the 
need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Amic and 
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to 
national defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning 
horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the 
resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 
10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large 
costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska 
is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect 
resource values and implement natural resource management measures. 

Periodic review of the Army's use and management of the withdrawal lands 
would occur under the Preferred Alternative. In accordance with the Sikes 
Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing integrated Natural Resoiirces 
Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greeiy. f lans are written for 
a five year period with public, Federa! and State agency participation in the 
development and review process. 





January 31,1999 Y RESPONSES TO COMMENT Y 

Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Mgmt of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Bldg 
Colorado State University 
Ft. Collins, CO 80523 

Dear Ms. Herdrich; 

The following are a list of guestlons I have concerning the 
requested 50 year lease of the trainlng areas in Alaska noted 
below: 

248,000 acre Yukon Training Range near Ft. Wainwright 
660,000 acre training area near Ft. Greely 

1. Why 50 years? Why not 5 years or 10? 
2. Do we know what kind of weaponry will be tested on this land 
in 50 years? Do we even know xhat kind of weaponry will be tested 
in 5 years? Do we know that 5 or 10 years, or 20 years from now 
biological weaponry won't be tested on this land? The military 
has used the civilian population as test subjects in the past 
wirhout their knowledge. What is to stop them from doing it 
again? Kt ieast, with a shorter icase, the actions of the test 
personnel would be subject to review every few years rather than 
giving them a free hand for almost a lifetime. 
3. How can we sign control of such a vast area away, not knowing 
how it will be used? Will there be danger KC the people living 
around it? Wouldn't a 5 year lease give the state more control 
over how the land is used? 
4. Why can't there be a corridor on either side of the rivers and 
streams? I have seen munitions stored in the river botcoms below 
high wzter lines and blown up there, releasing who knows what 
into the water shed. 
5. Why is it necessary to remove basic hunting camps from these 
areas? I am speaking of basic tent frames, etc. Hunting, trapping 
and fishing are allowed, if a person is willing to sit through a 
training film and sign a statement releasing the army from 
liability. Wnar can a Pew small camps which are used only during 
hunting season possibiy hurt? The effect cn such a vast area of 
40-50 little camps seems miniscule. 
6. Why is ir; necessary for training in t!le field to take place in 
the monrh of September? The vast majority of civilian use would 
be during this mcnth.It seems that there must be maintenance of 
weaponry or equipment that could be taught during that time. 

I understand that the military needs this land to train. I don't 
dispute this fact. My argument is wlth the time. 50 years is too 

MT-Y035: The Army's selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for 
substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments 
which will continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible 
operational military planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. 
Moreover, the resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal 
every 10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs 
to prepare this LElS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to 
lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values and 
implement natural resource management measures. 

USE-W35: Military weaponry development evolves with technology. The need for 
testing and training of Army and Air Force personnel will continue in the future. The 
withdrawal legislation authorizes the military use the lands for training and testing. Any 

ALT-Yo35 withdrawal renewal term will authorize military weaponry testing. Changes to the military's 
mission in Alaska would require appropriate NEPA documentation. 

The Army's use and management of the withdrawal lands will periodically be reviewed 
USE-YoS5 during the withdrawal renewal period. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska 

is preparing Integrated Natural Resources Management Plansfor Fort Wainwright and Fort 
Greely. These plans are written for a five year period with public, and Federal and State 
agency participation in their development. 

USE-Yo36 See Chapter 4.23 for existing and proposed mitigation 

USE-Y036: Under the Preferred Alternative, the withdrawal lands will remain in Federal 
ownership. This LElS describes the military's use of the withdrawal lands in Chapter 

'ER-YQ04 2.1.3. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans, which the Army is 
completing for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, describe the management, 
rehabilitation, and restoration the military will prescribe on the withdrawal lands. The 
Plans cover a five year term and their development is coordinated with State and Federal 

ACC-YOf4 resource agencies, and the public. When the Plans expire, they are reviewed, updated, 
and approved under the same process for an additional five year term. 

WATER-K004: Targets are placed on gravel bars no less than 50 feet from flowing 
water in the Delta River and Delta Creek. During clean-up, debris is removed from the 

USE-YO37 riverbeds and not buried within the floodplain. Remediation efforts have been proposed 
and are described in Chapter 4.23. 

Ace-Y014: Under the Military Lands Withdrawal Act, the military lands are withdrawn 
AkB-Y036 from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws, except where the land is subject 

to valid existing rights. Trespass structures constructed on the withdrawal lands are illegal. 
U.S. Army Alaska does not authorize trespass structures on the its lands. 

USE-W37: Historically, September has been utilized for range maintenance. The military 
utilizes this period for annual Impact Area decontamination and target maintenance. To 
date, it has not resulted in the training lands being closed to the public. Please contact the 
Military Police to obtain access to military lands. 

ALT-Y036: Noted. Thank you for your comments. 



2 long ro lock up iand withour some kind of renew by the pubiic. 
We live here. We are being adversely affected by the impending 
closure of the Ft. Greely Army post. The abllity to hunt and inake 
use of the land near Delta Junctlon will become more important 
than it already is as family incomes take a hit from loss of jobs 
and the need to hunt for food for the table becomes vital to a 
family's existence. For many people, hunting 1s a way of life and 
as incomes decrease. traveling to disrant areas to hunr will 
become difficult, lf not ~mposslble. The ability to hunt in these 
areas, with hunting camps as an aid will become more and more 
important to a family's livelihood and I can see no harm coming 
from their existence. 

I will be interested to hear from you concerning the answers to 
these questions. 

Sincerely, 

Earl F. Malcolm 

cc: 
Rep. Don Young 
Sen. Frank Murkowski 
Sen. Ted Stevens 
G c v .  Tony Knowles 

REC-yQ05 REC-Y005: The primary use of the withdrawn lands is for military purposes. The 
Armv allows huntina in areas that are safe for the wublic and do not interfere with 
miliiary activities. &lta Junction is surrounded by State land where hunting is 
allowed. 



Co~smrncnrs lt2anla 2 / r/ 7 ?- 
June Tlioansson, rcprckalfing self 
3175 Cliinook Drivc 
FaidmnLs, AK 99709 

3 )  '8hc should bc appmved be kncnycnrs only. f i e  population offsirt\anku is cattlin~rit>g ro gao\v, 
amly parily as a r m k  rrrolili~aq- cchmyes This wit3 $ace incraPn$ stress Qn w~mndiuli: i r r w  usd 
nd c>nIy- for residents but cspcUIy fo~ tcrr&km N&ofthe hughswith rcspea to mitfaq 
lands dcscnvrcvic~vevery ten years. Alm. cnvir~mntaUcdoS;Eal kno*iedt;e and technolvgy are 
Tapidb ct~laragint;, inore fiqrtenr review wii litcil'ttalc u t i M i n  u f t h  kt& ~;qmi~ix. 

2) No addillam8 weas dec&m'mkrm dudd beabwsd Tn &!are arms undvege8b!e is dnngcroitr 
to b m a n  and m l u g i d  hcJ111, ~(pclcpmd wch mas k unthi&bb in this am of inemsing a~areners 
ofthe pewasice rprea6 a114 &nl~ dxutiins. Agcn, mr;reas@ pqwhticns increase the risk b r  
&fnqe. 

3) Rc: 2.3 3 Bcavw Creek - SwtA F:ortr dthc ChmKver 
This area should bc relinquished to the Srae vfhtasL3. Wdsion &'Parks. as estahllshed by nhc 
Begisla'ure pan ago. Wih nb ~ & n g  pp1afh-1 d h  Pairbank!: arm (\*+&h iwtudus imma'iint; 
miPtaryX tibe Clterra Sfato bacafiian Arcs bhevlni a d .  Military fighrs hrcasc: tk <quality d t h c  
recrurional or I O U I ~ ~  ~ Q C ( ; ~ M  rmd h . s  wildiPs. Ra~urirg this arcra wil M p  d&&e l lx cSitls 
of i~mcasil~g I~nveri population. 

4) C~!nsider s h a d  usc ~Pair t d d y  a w s  mer Yukon F h s  Tidnie A m  

RESPONSES 80 COMMENT Z 

A L T . . Z Q ~ ~ ~  ALB-Z037: Noted. Thank you for your comments. 

USE-Z038: No expansion or addition of Impact Areas would occur under the 
Preferred Alternative. U.S. Army Alaska policy states that new contaminated 
Impact Areas will not be created on withdrawal lands without approval per 
Army regulations and the Bureau of Land Management (AR350-2) and 
applicable Federal lavvs, including the National Environmental Policy Act. 

ALT-Z038 ALT-Z038: Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975 
the Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River 
State Recreation Area, which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land 
referred to as the Beaver Creek-Souih Fork Area. This State action did not 

ACC-Z-Jq5 transfer title of the land nor was it supported by Federal agencies. At this time, 
the State has not designated these lands as high priority for conveyance. 

The Army and Air Force considered an alternative to relinquish this portion of 
the Yukon Training Area (see Chapter 2.3.3) to Alaska State Parks, but 
eliminated it from further study due to the excessive impacts to military training 
and the importance of this area's training infrastructure in achieving combat 
readiness. 

Also see the letter from the State of Alaska (comment letter X in this section) 
dated February 4, 1999 received during the comment period on this LEIS. 

ACC-Z015: All areas covered by Military Operations Areas (MOAs) are open 
to civilian pilots flying under Visual Flight Rules (VFRs). Restricted Areas are 
closed to civilian aviation during periods of scheduled activity. Civilian pilots 
can contact the Special Use Airspace Information Service (SUAIS) (1-800- 
758-8723 or 907-372-6913) at Eielson Air Force Base to hear the latest 
update on military activity in the MOAs. The Yukon Training Area is covered 
by parts of three MOAs and Restricted Area R2205. Please review Figure 1 .b 
for specific boundaries of these areas. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENT AA 
4 
a United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

1689 C. Street. Room 119 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501 -51 26 

ER 981772 February 5, 1999 

Ms. Cindy Herdrich 
Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands 
Vocational Education Building 
Colorado State University 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80523 

Dear Ms. Herdrich: 

In response to your request of October 15, 1998, we have reviewed the Alaska Army Lands 
Withdrawal Renewal Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement PIS) .  We offer the 
following comments for your consideration in preparing the Final EIS. 

General Comments 

We believe the Draft EIS is inadequate as a basis for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to 
make recommendations concerning Congressional action regarding the granting of the proposed 
withdrawal. The Draft EIS does not meet certain requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act; for example, a section discussing specific mitigation measures is absent, as is a 
discussion of formal monitoring and enforcement activities. 

The Final EIS should discuss hazardous or solid wastes, which are subjects of concern to the 
pubiic and to BLM. In addition, discussions of Native American religious concerns, prime or 
unique farmlands, and wild and scenic river values should be added, even if they are addressed by 
negative declarations. We do not believe the Draft EIS adequately addresses cumulative impacts, 
particularly the unavoidable, eventual cost of cleaning up the land--or portions of the land--and 
either restoring it to the public domain or disposing of it. Also, there is no discussion of indirect 
impacts. We recommend that these issues be discussed in the Final EIS. 

We believe Section 1.1 should be expanded to address the relationship between the preferred 
alternative and BLM policies, plans, and programs. This would give the reader a better 
understanding of how and why BLM is involved in management decisions on withdrawal areas. 

We are concerned about the possible effects of a 50-year lease and we believe the Draft EIS 
should analyze more than two alternatives. Analyzing only a no-action alternative and a 50-year 
withdrawal fails to give decision makers enough information to assess potential effects of taking 
an intermediate course, such as authorizing the withdrawal for a shorter period, or establishing 
somewhat different boundaries to allow for greater public use. Adding alternatives for a shoner 

POL-AA010: Please refer to Chapters 2.1.3.3 and 2.1.3.4 for a discussion of fuels 
and munitions use on the withdrawal lands. 

CULT-AA802: Archeological sites on lands proposed for withdrawal have produced 
no human remains, funerary items, or other objects of cultural patrimony requiring 
consultation with Native Alaskans, per the Native American Graves and Repatriation 
Act of 1990 (NAGPRA). In addition, U.S. Army Alaska does not curate any artifacts 
subject to consultation per NAGPRA (Alaska State Historic Preservation Office, 
1998). Coordination with Native Alaskans during preparation of the Integrated Cultural 
Resources Management Plan (Alaska State Historic Preservation Office, 1998) and 
during this project has identified no sacred sites or other resources of religious 
significance on lands proposed for withdrawal that would require consultation per the 
American Indian Religious Freedoms Act of 1978 or Executive Order 13007, Indian 
Sacred Sites. This coordination was through the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc. and 
the Native Alaskan groups listed in the distribution for completion of this LElS (Chapter 
8). 

OTH-AA010: No prime or unique farmlands occur on the withdrawal lands. 

WATER-AA005: Please refer to Chapters 3.8.4 and 4.8.4 National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. Changes have been made regarding your comments. 

OTH-AA011: Please refer to the introductory paragraph to Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences. 

OTH-AA012: See Chapter 1.5 which defines the reasons the Bureau of Land 
Management is a Cooperating Agency on this document. Also, see Chapter 1.1 0 and 

P'E-Mo10 Table 1 .b which providesa listing of the laws and regulations relating to the withdrawal 
CULT-MOO2 renewals. 
OTH-MOf O 

WATER-AAQQ5 ALT-AAo39: NEPA requires the preparer of an EIS to define and consider 

O T H - M O ~ ~  reasonable alternatives. Reasonable alternatives are those that are technically 
implementable. The Army and Air Force eliminated alternatives from further analysis 
if they could not be implemented without adversely affecting the military's mission in 
Alaska (see Chapter 2.3). In addition, NEPA requires a range of alternatives be 

OBH-MQ12 analyzed in an EIS. Neither NEPA nor the CEQ Implementing Guidelines defines 
range by indicating a specific number of alternatives. Rather, the nature of the project, 
the scope of proposed actions, and the differing levels of impacts all contribute to the 

ALT-MQ39 definition of range. For the LElS to analyze the proposed action under a range of 
alternatives consisting of various lengths of renewal periods would offer little effective 
impact analysis since the scope of actions would remain virtually the same under each 
time period. Chapter 2.1 and 2.3 describe the methods used by the Army and Air 
Force in establishing the alternatives to be analyzed in this LEIS. 



period or with different boundaries would substantially strengthen the document and address a 
major cause of public controversy over the action. 

Our concerns about the length of the proposed withdrawal would be reduced if there were 
mechanisms identified and hlly discussed to ensure adequate mitigation and monitoring. We are 
aware that The Barry M. Goldwater Range in southern Arizona has developed a cooperative 
management council consisting ofthe heads of several agencies to coordinate management among 
defense and natural resource management agencies. This council, which operates by consensus, 
will produce a report every 5 years that evaluates the need for the withdrawal and assesses how 
well the goals and objectives of the council are being met. If the Final EIS were to integrate a 
proposal for such a council into the preferred alternative and include as one of the council's roles 
adequate monitoring of the activities that occur during the lifetime of the withdrawal, we would 
support such a council and would be interested in actively participating. Such an action would 
reduce our concerns about the length of the proposed withdrawal. 

Section 810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (AMLCA) requires that any 
agency withdrawing public lands evaluate the effect of the withdrawal on subsistence uses and 
needs. If the agency determines that subsistence uses and needs may be significantly affected, the 
agency inust hold public hearings and take several other steps prior to initiating the withdrawal. 
This determination is usually contained in an appendix because the requirements of AMLCA 
diier substantially from those of NEPA. We believe the determination in section 4.20 of the 
Draft EIS fails to meet all the &TCA requirements, and that it should be expanded and moved 
to an appendix. Section 1.20 should be rewritten to meet NEPA's requirements. In addition, 
section 4.20 erroneously concludes that "As there is no subsistence activity as legally defined 
under ANILCq the preferred alternative would result in no significant adverse effects on the 
customary or traditional subsistence uses of withdrawal lands on Fort Wainwright and Fort 
Greely." This statement is incorrect in that subsistence resources are hunted on both forts by 
qualified subsistence users as authorized by the Federal Subsistence Board. We suggest this be 
corrected in the Final EIS. 

Attached are detailed comments on specific sections of the Draft EIS. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIS, which represents a very significant 
action having wide-ranging effects on land management patterns in the Interior of Alaska. We 
would be pleased to assist the Amy in making modifications for the Final EIS. Please contact 
Bob Schneider, BLM field office manager, at (907) 474-2302 to further discuss these comments 
and any way we may be of assistance. 

AQT-AAOLeO ALT-AAO4O: Periodic review of the Army's use and management of the withdrawal 
lands would occur. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. 
These plans are written for a five year period with public, and Federal and State agency 
participation in the development and update process. The Army and Bureau of Land 
Management have entered into discussions relating to the cooperative management of 
Federal lands used by the Army. Also see proposed mitigation in Chapter 4.23 for 
monitoring programs which will be implemented on the lands if the withdrawals are 
renewed. 

SUB-AAOOG SUB-AAOOG: We have made~changes to Chapter 3.20 and 4.20 based on your 
comments. 

Regional Environmental Officer - Alaska 

Attachment 



AA 

ATTACHMENT 

Specific Comments 

In the following comments strikeout is used to show suggested deletions and s W e d  bog& is used 
for suggested additions 

Vol. I, pg. ES-1, Executive Summary 
We suggest a complete citation is needed This LEIS is required by the Military Lands OTH-AA013 
Withdrawal Act public Law 99-606, $00 Sta t  3457, eases,) 

Vol. I, pg. ES-3, para. 1 
We suggest this rewording " way or allher authorization for . " [See Sec 3(a)3(B) of P L. 99- OTH-AA014 
606 as source for this change ] 

Vol. I, pn. ES-5, para. 2 
webelieve this section needs clarification - perhaps by adding at the end of the paragraph: 

.the lands of this withdrawal renewal. However, i t  does impact lands along the OTH-AA015 
Ncbardson Highway located between the Ft Greely East and West Training Areas. 

Voli. I, pg. ES-5, para. 5 
We suggest deleting the first sentence: Two alternatives AkT-fi041.9 
were considered in detail.. . . 

Vol. I9 pg. ES-6, para. 5 
We suggest the second alternative of partial land withdrawal reference the land utilization 
maps . Alaska Therefore, the Army and Air Force eliminated this alternative from hrther AkT-M042 
study Military utflizathd areas areshovvn on F ig~res  I,b, 2,b md Z.c, 

Vol. I, pg. ES-6, para. 7 
The title of the fourth alternative is improperiy labeled. The BLM does not "retain" the land; the AkT-AAQ43 
Federal Government retains the land. The BLM manages Federal land. The alternative could be 
more properly worded: 

"4 Lana Opes& to IttineraiLeasing and Location " This alternative would allow the 
Bureau of Land Management the* to grant use of the withdrawal lands for mineral 
extraction Surface use of the laddwauid still f q u i z e  pridt 
A m y  EorlrCurr'enee, iimitirtg t b ~  opportunities for mindfal exlr;sctioa except bgslaat 
drt?ling, or  simiLr wtwthn methods. 

QTH-AA013: Added in Final LEIS 

OTH-AA014: Change made to Executive Summary. 

OTH-AAOI5: Clarified in the Executive Summary the land on Fort Greely which will be 
surplused after BRAC is completed. Also added reference to Figure ES.a 

ALT-AA041: Reworded Executive Summary. 

ALT-AA042: Added reference to Figure ES.a. 

ALT-AA043: Changed titles on 2.3.4 and Executive Summary tc Bureau of Land 
Management Retain Authorization for Mineral Extraction. 

This comment also applies to: 
Alternative Considered page 2-36 paragraph 1 (2.3.4 Bureau of Land Management Retain 
Subsurface Mineral Rights). 



Vol. 1, pg. ES-6, Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study 
The scope of actions would NOT remain virtually the same during varying time periods. 
Changes in policy within the government at all levels and departments are continuous. 
Environmental management of lands under the care of the Army is subject to change with 
each new individual assigned to a responsible position affecting the implementation of 
resource management plans. Selection of shorter time periods would provide greater 
flexibility to the people of the United States to influence the management of the withdrawn 
lands. We believe additional alternatives should be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Vol. I, pg. ES-6 
We believe the Final EIS needs more explanation as to why 15- or 20-year renewals were not 
considered in detail. The "Preferred Alternative of Withdrawal Renewal" for 50 years is over 
three generations. Granted, Congress has the decision authority; however, we believe 
Congress should be provided facts and information as to why alternatives with 15- or 20-year 
time periods would not meet the military objectives. 

Vol. I, pg. ES-6, para. 4 
The last sentence of the first alternative to renew the withdrawal for varying lengths of 
renewal periods, is not the BLM preferred alternative, this should be corrected. We believe 
that sufficient studies have not been completed to evaluate the environmental impacts from the 
last 50 years of military use and that the evaluation is not sufficient to warrant more than the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act mandate of 20 years maximum. A 15- to 20-year 
withdrawal, which has a monitoring plan - especially on the existing high impact areas - is 
preferred. Evaluation of the decontamination efforts implemented to date has not been 
completed - or at least is not evident in the Draft EIS. Alternate high impact areas may need 
to be evaluated to allow existing areas to be reclaimed. The proposal as written doubles the 
amount of land closed to the public in the Ft. Greely west area with almost no justification. 
These same comments apply to Sections 2.1.3 Preferred Alternative, page 2-5 and 2.3.1 
Alternatives Considered, page 2-32. 

Vol. I, pg. ES-7, Section 5, Acquiring Alternate Training Lands. 
We believe that the military plans for the eventual clean-up and decontamination of impact 
areas should be explained. It may be desirable to limit the areas of actual impact of explosive 
ordinance so that clean-up and decontamination may be less cost prohibitive. It appears that 
many of the target areas (Figs. 2.d & 2.e) are located in or very near wetlands. These are the 
areas that are the most diEcult to clean up, besides having the potential for water quality 
contamination. 

Vol. I, pg. ES-7, para. 4 to end of page 
The following are suggested to clarify the presentation: 

1. The No Action Alternative would occur if Congress does not grant the requested 
withdrawal renewal. The lands would no longer be available for military use after 
November 5,2001. T f i e s e t a n d s i r r t o r ? j ~ t ~ ~  . . 

AkB-M044 ALT-AA044: Periodic review of the Army's use and management of the withdrawal 
lands would occur. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing 
lntegrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort 
Greely. These plans are written for a five year period with public, and Federal and 
State agency participation in the development process. Also see proposed mitigation 
in Chapter 4.23 for monitoring programs which will be implemented on the lands if the 
withdrawals are renewed. 

AkT-AA045: The Army's selection cf a 50-year renewal period is based on the 
AkT-M045 need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic 

environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national defense 
preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited by 
withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource commitment, both 
dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a substantial 
burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue 
existing operations, U .S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period 
and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement natural resource 

AI-T=AA046 management measures. 

ALT-AAQ46: U.S. Army Alaska is the preparerof this LEIS. Its Preferred Alternative 
is to renew the withdrawals for 50 years. The Bureau of Land Management's 
preferred term for withdrawal renewal i ~ i l l  be included in its recommendation to 
Congress. 

Sufficient studies have not been completed to fully evaluate the environmental 
impacts from military use. Proposed mitigation ir! this LEIS will collect the necessary 
data to assess impacts and determine the rehabilitation and restoration to be 

~ ~ ~ - ~ o ~ ~  implemented ihrough the lntegrated Natural Resources Management Plans under 
the Army's ITAM (Integrated Training Area Management) program. 

M1T-AAO11: Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-A002. Proposed 
mitigation would implement a prog;am to gather baseline data to develop a long-term 
monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23). 

Impact Areas are permanently dedicated areas where shelling, bombing, explosive 

AkT-rn047 demolition, and direct fire from weaponry occurs. Areas that receive impact from 
ammunition are limited to the locations in the vicinity of Army and Air Force Target 
Arrays. Thus, current decontamination efforts are concentrated in these areas. 

ALT-AA047: No Change Necessary. 




