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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

DRAFT
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE RANGE COMPLEX
MOUNTAIN HOME AFB, IDAHO

Pursuant to provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Title 42 United States (U.S.)
Code (USC) Sections 4321 to 4347, implemented by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations,
Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1500-1508, and 32 CFR § 989, Environmental Impact
Analysis Process, the U.S. Air Force (USAF) assessed the potential environmental consequences
associated with operational changes at the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). The Complex
comprises Saylor Creek Range (SCR), Juniper Butte Range (JBR), target and emitter sites, and overlying
special use airspace located primarily in Owyhee County in southwestern Idaho.

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to sustain the primary mission of 366™ Fighter Wing (366 FW) by
providing the most up-to-date air-to-air and air-to-ground support training opportunities and long-term
viability of MHRC associated airspace and ranges for 366 FW and other Department of Defense (DoD)
aircrews. Supporting current, emerging, and future integrated-based training operations, especially
relating to the integration of air and ground operations is critical for sustaining 366 FW mission. These
operational changes are needed to maintain pace with emerging and future combat training needs
through continued upgrade and modernization of range facilities, targets, and impact areas at the
MHRC. The Environmental Assessment (EA), incorporated by reference into this finding, analyzes the
potential environmental consequences of activities associated with operational changes at MHRC, and
provides environmental protection measures to avoid or reduce adverse environmental impacts.

The EA considers all potential impacts of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative. The
EA also considers cumulative environmental impacts with other projects in the region.

The USAF distributed the Draft EA on June 1, 2016 and announced its availability for public review in the
Idaho Statesman, Times News, and Mountain Home News newspapers on June 1, 2016. The Draft EA
was distributed to agencies and regional libraries on TBD 2016 for public comment over a 30-day period.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Under Alternative 1, the USAF would implement operational changes and improvements in the MHRC to
enhance integrated air-to-air and air-to-ground training. These changes would involve upgrading
ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated
ground-based and airspace units within the MHRC. Changes to ground-based operations within the
MHRC under Alternative 1 would include convoy training underneath MHRC airspace on Highway 51
between Bruneau and Grasmere and on Clover Three-Creek Road between SCR and JBR and satellite
communications jamming. On SCR, improvements would include additional firing positions within the
Joint Use Land (JUL) area for inert artillery, mortars, rockets, and High Mobility Artillery Rocket System
(HIMARS); changes to the number and type of munitions used; employment of smoke generators for
target concealment, and establishment of a new maintenance facility and control tower within the
Exclusive Use Area (EUA). Also on the SCR EUA, a graveled Assault Landing Strip would be built to
support landing and takeoff operations of aircraft (e.g., helicopters, Osprey, and C-130s) already flying in
MHRC airspace. At JBR, nine landing zones (LZs) would be established and up to six No-Drop (ND) targets
added. Lastly, existing ND-1 would be improved.

Finding of No Significant Impact 1
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ALTERNATIVE 2

Under Alternative 2 ground-based operations and improvements for training, ranges facilities, and
targets would be similar to Alternative 1. However, artillery, anti-tank rockets, M203/320 grenades, and
HIMARS would be eliminated and no FPs would be established outside of SCR EUA boundaries.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No-Action Alternative represents the continuance of existing military training as identified in the
current Comprehensive Range Plan. No changes to ground-based or air-to-ground operations would
occur, and no improvements to facilities, targets, or munitions would be implemented. This alternative
would restrict the ability to train in a realistic manner, particularly where joint forces are operating in
the same battlefield environment.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The analyses of the affected environment and environmental consequences of implementing the action
alternatives presented in the EA concluded that by implementing existing environmental protection
measures already established for the MHRC, Mountain Home AFB would be in compliance with all terms
and conditions and reporting requirements for implementation of the reasonable and prudent measures
stipulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and with the conditions stipulated in the
Programmatic Agreement between Mountain Home AFB and the Idaho State Historic Preservation
Agency (2015). No mitigation measures are required to implement either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2,
as no significant or adverse impacts were identified.

The Air Force has concluded that no significant or adverse effects (as presented in Sections 4.2 through
4.10 in the EA) would result to the following resources: acoustic environment; land management and
use; safety; hazardous materials and waste, toxic substances and contaminated sites; air quality;
transportation; natural resources; and cultural resources. No significant adverse cumulative impacts
would result from activities associated with Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 when considered with past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects within the region (see Section 4.11). In addition, the
EA concluded that the action alternatives would not affect airspace management and use, earth
resources, water resources, socioeconomics, as well as environmental justice and protection of children
and elderly.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on my review of the facts and analyses contained in the attached EA, conducted under the
provisions of NEPA, CEQ Regulations, and 32 CFR Part 989, | conclude that the operational changes at
MHRC would not have a significant environmental impact, either by itself or cumulatively with other
projects in the region. Accordingly, an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. The signing of
this Finding of No Significant Impact completes the environmental impact analysis process.

Date

SIGNATORY NAME, Rank/Title
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

1.1 Introduction

The United States (U.S.) Air Force (USAF) and 366th Fighter Wing (366 FW) at Mountain Home Air Force
Base (AFB) prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzing possible operational changes at the
Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). The Complex comprises Saylor Creek Range (SCR), Juniper
Butte Range (JBR), target and emitter sites, and overlying special use airspace located primarily in
Owyhee County in southwestern Idaho. As warfighting has changed in recent years, more emphasis has
been placed on coordinated integrated training (e.g., air-based Air Force forces training with ground-
based Army or Marine Corps forces), especially between air and ground units. Military training ensures
that deployed forces are well trained and equipped to conduct integrated combat operations. As
missions change, training assets need to adapt to evolving training needs. The target arrays at SCR have
been stagnant over the last 5 years. The JBR target array has not changed since the range opened in
April 2002. Other units (e.g., Special Forces, U.S. Army) have requested integrated training with 366 FW
to prepare for deployments abroad. To meet these changing warfighting requirements for integrating
ground and air capabilities, range facilities, targets, and types and numbers of munitions used need to
be improved within the MHRC. The Proposed Action includes operations, facility, target, and munitions
improvements across the MHRC.

This EA was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (Public Law 91-190), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500-1508), and the USAF’s implementing regulations (32 CFR § 989) to determine
the potential environmental consequences of implementing the Proposed Action at the MHRC. In
addition to the Proposed Action, NEPA requires the USAF to analyze the No-Action Alternative. Under
the No-Action Alternative, the USAF would continue to perform military training identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan.

1.2 Background

Mountain Home AFB is the home to 366 FW. It is located in southwestern Idaho and is approximately
50 miles southeast of Boise and 8 miles southwest of Mountain Home (Figure 1-1). Mountain Home AFB
also includes the Small Arms Range, Rattlesnake Radar Station, Middle Marker and C.J. Strike Dam
Recreation Annex, and the MHRC. At present, Mountain Home AFB has three fighter squadrons—two
F-15E squadrons from 366 FW and one squadron of F-155Gs from the Republic of Singapore Air Force
(Table 1-1).

Table 1-1. Composition of 366 FW in 2011

Aircraft Type Aircraft Squadron Designation
F-15E 18 389th Fighter Squadron
F-15E 24 391st Fighter Squadron
F-15SG (Singapore) 14 428th Fighter Squadron
Total 56
Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 1-1
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Figure 1-1. Mountain Home Range Complex Project Location
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The base has a 68-year history of adapting to the effects of changing USAF missions, from the World
War Il long-range, heavy bombers (B-24s, B-29s, and B-47s), to Cold War-era modern fighters (F-16s and
F-15Cs) and bombers (B-1Bs), to the current F-15E/F-155G squadrons. Mountain Home AFB has
expanded, constricted, closed, and re-opened several times. Since 1990, the number of aircraft based at
Mountain Home AFB has varied from a high of 76 to its present level of 56. There are currently two
primary missions at Mountain Home AFB: to rapidly deploy to conflicts and trouble spots around the
world, and to be the foreign military pilot training location for the Republic of Singapore F-155Gs (USAF
2013).

The MHRC supports air-to-air training, air-to-ground bombing and gunnery training, and Electronic
Combat (EC) training activities. The MHRC is managed by 366 FW and comprises over 9,026 square
nautical miles of airspace and multiple ground-based training ranges, all of which are critical to the
readiness of combat aircrews from Mountain Home AFB. Aircraft based at Mountain Home AFB conduct
over 90 percent of their flight training in the MHRC. Additionally, other aircraft from Air Combat
Command, Air National Guard, sister services, and foreign allies regularly train in the MHRC, which
makes the property and training opportunities provided by the MHRC a valuable Department of
Defense (DoD) asset.

The MHRC airspace includes six Military Operations Areas (MOAs) and an associated Air Traffic Control
Assigned Airspace (ATCAA), allowing aircraft to train at altitudes up to 50,000 feet mean sea level (MSL)
(Figure 1-2). The MHRC also incorporates two air-to-ground weapons ranges (SCR and JBR),
No-Drop (ND) targets, emitter sites, and Grasmere EC site (Figure 1-3). The ranges provide aircrews a
realistic layout of simulated targets similar to those they might encounter during actual combat, such as
an airfield, an industrial complex and radar, missile stations, as well as gun and artillery sites.

An air-to-ground range, SCR encompasses approximately 109,466 acres in Owyhee County in
southwestern ldaho, approximately 25 miles southeast of Mountain Home AFB. The land within SCR is
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under public land laws, including mining and mineral leasing
laws, and is reserved for the exclusive use of the USAF. On SCR, the Exclusive Use Area (EUA) is a
designated impact area that consists of approximately 12,840 fenced acres in the center of SCR. The
remaining acreage surrounding the EUA is the Joint Use Land (JUL), which is managed by the USAF,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and State of Idaho (Mountain Home AFB 2015). Overall
management and use of the withdrawn lands are the responsibility of the USAF, including land
rehabilitation, prevention, fire suppression, and ordnance clean-up. However, the BLM and State of
Idaho provide grazing management in the JUL on federal and state lands, respectively, leased by the

USAF.

SCR is a day/night, multi-use air-to-ground and EC training range
complex with 116 targets, with 87 capable of being ground
scored by the Weapons Impact Scoring System (WISS). Target
types include simulated vehicles, airfield, urban village, aircraft,
petroleum tanks, convoys, main battle tanks, ammunition
bunkers, anti-aircraft artillery, and surface-to-air missile (SAM) Anti-Aircraft Artillery Target at
(Figure 1-4). Some of the targets can be infrared heated when Saylor Creek Range

requested, and can be night-lighted using propane mantles.

Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 1-3
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Figure 1-2. Mountain Home Range Complex Airspace
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Figure 1-3. Mountain Home Range Complex Ranges, No-Drop
Targets, and Emitter Sites
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Figure 1-4. Saylor Creek Range Targets and Facilities in the Exclusive Use Area
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Authorized ordnance includes inert heavyweights up to 2,000 pounds (see Appendix A for detailed
descriptions of munitions), cold spot and hot spot ordnance, chaff, flare, and combat lasers. Smokey
SAM and Smokey Gun provide realistic visual training for aircrews. Within the EUS, SCR has conventional
strafe pits and tactical strafe targets that can be scored by the Improved Remote Strafe Scoring System.
There also is a moving target system in the EUA consisting of a Jeep Cherokee with a tow target, which
operates on the urban village road in the northwestern part of the SCR EUA (see Figure 1-4), and along a
road parallel to the North/South Road north of the Range Control Officer (RCO) tower.

The SCR EUA includes the North Tower Area and
West Gate Area. Key facilities at the North Tower
Area are the RCO Tower (Building 45), Vehicle
Maintenance  Shop  (Building 61), Old
Maintenance Complex (Building 51), Emergency
Generator  (Building 58), Pump House
(Building 55), and Vehicle Storage (Buildings 67
and 68). These key buildings use commercial
power with diesel-generator emergency backup.
The North Tower Area has an underground
3,000-gallon non-potable water tank for Building 51 and two above ground 250-gallon propane tanks to
heat Buildings 51 and 61. In addition, there is one above ground, 500-gallon gasoline tank and one
above ground 1,200-gallon diesel fuel tank with power pumps. There is a Helicopter Pad (or Helo Pad)
and fenced residue holding area at the North Tower Area. Key facilities at the West Gate Area include
the New Operations and Maintenance Building (Building 66) and Range Squadron Maintenance Building
(Building 65). Building 66 is connected to an emergency back-up power generator. The West Gate Area
has an underground 5,000-gallon non-potable water tank for Buildings 65 and 66. Buildings 67 and 68
are vehicle storage facilities. There are three WISS towers in the impact area (North, West, and Pence
Butte) constructed of stacked concrete blocks. Additionally, the RCO Tower has WISS cameras mounted
on it to ground score nearby targets (Mountain Home AFB 2015).

Range Control Officer Tower at Saylor Creek Range

JBR is an air-to-ground training range composed of
12,112 acres—662 acres fenced off for an impact area and
the other 11,450 acres leased to support grazing. JBR is
located approximately 25 miles southeast of SCR in
Owyhee County, Idaho (see Figure 1-3). It was established
with the JBR Withdrawal Act in 1998 to augment SCR. This
range is a day/night multi-use air-to-ground and EC
training range complex. Although all 12,112 acres are
considered an impact area, targets can only be placed in a
662-acre fenced off area in the center of the range
(Figure 1-5). The impact area supports 88 targets, with 71 Juniper Butte Range Operations and
capable of being scored by the WISS. Target types include Maintenance Complex

simulated SAM, weapons/supply storage buildings,
petroleum tanks, railroad cars, and battle tanks. Some of the targets are ND targets or are limited to one
bomb per day, per aircraft. Targets are infrared heated by small electrical heaters in the targets.

Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 1-7
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Figure 1-5. Juniper Butte Range Targets and Facilities
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The only authorized ordnance in the JBR impact area is the cold-spot Bomb Dummy Unit (BDU)-33, as
well as chaff and flares.

Key facilities at JBR include the Operations and Maintenance Complex (Building 10), Water Pump House
(Building 20), and Generator Building (Building 30). All key facilities have commercial power with
generator back-up. JBR has an above ground, 10,000-gallon non-potable water tank for Building 10, an
above ground 50,000-gallon gravity-fed water tank for firefighting, four above ground 1,000-gallon
propane tanks for the emergency back-up generators, and four 250 gallon fuel tanks (three gasoline and
one diesel). There is a fenced residue holding area at JBR for the storage of BDU-33s. The BLM has a
small diesel tank outside the fenced area of the main compound on the east side (Mountain Home AFB
2015).

The MHRC also includes five ND target complexes,
ten 1-acre EC threat emitter sites, Grasmere EC site,
and twenty 0.25-acre threat emitter sites (see
Figure 1-3). Electronic bombing sites ND-1, ND-4,
ND-5, and ND-7, are all withdrawn for USAF use.
ND-9 is on leased private property. The 20 quarter-
acre threat emitter sites (AA-AV) are held by right of
way issued from the BLM to the USAF. The 1-acre EC
threat emitter sites (BA-BK) were created by the JBR
Withdrawal Act, Public Law 105-261. The Grasmere

Mountain Home Range Complex ND-9

zT EC site is held by right of way permit from the BLM.

The ND sites have propane enclosures which also simulate small building targets. The 640-acre
ND target, ND-1, has three enclosures with two 1,000-gallon propane tanks each (six tanks total), as well
as a simulated Forward Edge of Battle Area with tank and vehicle targets. Both ND-4 and ND-5 have
simulated industrial sites and each has two enclosures with two 1,000-gallon propane tanks (four tanks
total each site). ND-7 has one enclosure with two 1,000-gallon propane tanks (two tanks total). ND-9
supports a simulated SAM site but does not have propane tanks (Mountain Home AFB 2015).

Principal users of the MHRC are the F-15Es and F-155Gs from Mountain Home AFB and the A-10s from
the Air National Guard’s 190 Fighter Squadron at Gowen Field in Boise. Additional users include F-16Cs
and F-35As from Hill AFB, B-1Bs from Ellsworth and Dyess AFBs, EF-18s from Naval Air Station Whidbey
Island, and UH-60s/AH-64s helicopters from the Idaho Army National Guard. The 366 FW also regularly
conducts large force employment exercises and hosts bombing competitions. In addition to air-to-
ground training, MHRC supports integrated ground training such as Joint Tactical Air Control (JTAC)
training; Survival, Evasion, Resistance, and Escape (SERE) training; security forces training; and vehicle
convoy training.

Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 1-9
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13 Purpose and Need for the Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to sustain the primary mission of 366 FW by providing the most
up-to-date air-to-air and air-to-ground support training opportunities and long-term viability of MHRC
associated airspace and ranges for 366 FW and other DoD aircrews. Supporting current, emerging, and
future integrated-based training operations, especially relating to the integration of air and ground
operations is critical for sustaining 366 FW mission. In addition to the JTAC and SERE training, these
integrated training missions include:

Air Strike Control. This provides Air Force specialists, who are imbedded with Army and Marine units on
the frontline, with training on how to call in an air strike on the right target at just the right time.

Combined Arms Training. This approach to warfare integrates different arms of the military to achieve
mutually complementary effects. For instance, all at the same time, the Air Force hits the enemy target
from aircraft, the Army and/or Marine Corps hits it with artillery, and the Navy deploys weapons at the
target from ships and/or aircraft.

Close Air Support. Close air support is the use of military aircraft in a ground-attack role against targets
in close proximity to friendly forces, in direct support of and requiring detailed integration with the fire
and movement of ground troops (USAF 2007b). In this role, aircraft serve a purpose similar to that of
artillery. Close air support is a part of modern combined arms doctrine. Close air support requires
excellent coordination between aircrews and ground forces. This coordination is typically handled by
specialists such as Joint Fire Observers, JTAC, and airborne Forward Air Controllers.

Providing these improved facilities, targets, and use of munitions would address new training
requirements or scenarios that have arisen through recent combat engagements, especially those
relating to Air Strike Control, Combined Arms Training, and Close Air Support. The Proposed Action
would meet several objectives:

e Provide realistic training for air to ground and ground based training missions by providing
realistic targets.

e Improve and increase realistic joint training for JTAC, SERE, and other ground-based units.

e Provide aviators Combined Arms Training, Air Strike Control, and Close Air Support realistic
scenario opportunities.

o Make the best use of limited national assets.

These operational changes are needed to maintain pace with emerging and future combat training
needs through continued upgrade and modernization of range facilities, targets, and impact areas at the
MHRC. The MHRC facilities and targets have not been updated in several years. The proposed
improvements will ensure that the targets and facilities will meet current training needs. The Proposed
Action is also needed to meet new training requirements or scenarios relating to integrated training.
Deconflicting air and ground missions, while providing Close Air Support to ground troops, is a critical
feature of modern warfare. The Proposed Action will ensure that both air and ground based units “train
like they fight” in preparation for any future combat engagements.

14 Decision To Be Made

This EA evaluates the potential environmental consequences of implementing the Proposed Action on
MHRC to maintain pace with emerging and future combat training needs by continually upgrading and

1-10 Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action
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modernizing training facilities, targets, and impact areas. Based on the analysis in this EA, the USAF will
make one of three decisions regarding the Proposed Action: 1) choose the alternative action that best
meets the purpose of and need for this project and sign a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI),
allowing implementation of the selected alternative; 2) initiate preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement if it is determined that significant impacts would occur through implementation of the action
alternatives; or 3) select the No-Action Alternative, whereby the Proposed Action would not be
implemented. As required by NEPA and its implementing regulations, preparation of an environmental
document must precede final decisions regarding the proposed project and be available to inform
decision-makers of the potential environmental impacts.

1.5 Intergovernmental Coordination/Consultations

Per the Intergovernmental Coordination Act of 1968, and Executive Order (EO) 12372,
Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, interagency and intergovernmental coordination was
conducted. The USAF sent letters to interested and affected government agencies, government
representatives, elected officials, and interested parties potentially affected by the Proposed Action on
March 15, 2016. Appendix C contains the recipient mailing list. Appendix D contains the agency and
intergovernmental coordination letters as well as letters to interested parties, chamber of commerce
and libraries. These letters announced the USAF’s intent to prepare an EA, summarized the Proposed
Action and preliminary alternatives, and solicited comments. No responses were received within the
30-day comment period, which was designated to ensure proper consideration in the draft EA analysis.
However, any comments received after this period were considered during the impact analysis process
as much as possible. The Air Force also announced its Notice of Intent to prepare the EA on March 17,
2016 in the Idaho Statesman (Boise area) and Times-News (Twin Falls area); the Notice of Intent also
appeared in the Mountain Home News on March 23, 2016.

An advertisement was posted in the I/daho Statesman, Mountain Home News, and Times-News on
June 1, 2016 notifying the public of the availability of the Draft EA and unsigned FONSI for review in local
libraries (Appendix D). Information about the Draft EA, FONSI, and public comment period was also
posted to Mountain Home AFB’s public website (http://www.mountainhome.af.mil/Home/
EnvironmentalNews.aspx). Copies of the Draft EA and unsigned FONSI were sent to agencies, American
Indian Tribes, as well as to interested groups and the public.

1.5.1 State Historic Preservation Offices, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and Bureau of Land
Management

On April 20, 2016, the Idaho State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) was sent a letter notifying them
of the Proposed Action and the USAF determination that the action would have no effect on historic
properties because construction would be minimal and that the activities would be covered under the
existing Program Agreement Regarding the Management of Historic Properties at Mountain Home AFB.
The letter to the Nevada and Oregon SHPOs indicated that the Proposed Action would not involve
construction in either Nevada or Oregon and airspace operations not be changed. Therefore, the USAF
determined that there would be no effect to historic properties in Nevada or Oregon.

The letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) requested concurrence of the USAF
determination that section 7 consultation would not be needed to implement the Proposed Action. The
activities proposed would remain consistent with operations evaluated in the 2010 Biological Opinion.

Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 1-11
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Appendix D provides copies of the letters and any agency response. A response was received on May 16,
2016 from the USFWS. The USFWS agreed that if the six no-drop targets and the nine new landing zones
proposed for JBR were located in areas that did not contain slickspot microsites or habitat components
important to insect pollinators, then MHAFB may determine that the new actions would have “no
effect” on slickspot peppergrass and no additional section 7 consultation was necessary.

Potential effects to grazing or natural resources were also discussed with the BLM during the annual
meeting on May 11, 2016. Government-to-Government

EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (6 November 2000), directs
Federal agencies to coordinate and consult with Native American tribal governments whose interests
might be directly and substantially affected by activities on Federally administered lands. Consistent
with that executive order, Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction (DoDI) 4710.02 (DoD Interactions
with Federally-Recognized Tribes), and AFl 90-2002 (Air Force Interactions with Federally-Recognized
Tribes), Federally recognized tribes that are historically affiliated with Mountain Home AFB geographic
region will be invited to consult on all proposed undertakings that have a potential to affect properties
of cultural, historical, or religious significance to the tribes. The tribal coordination process is distinct
from NEPA consultation or the interagency coordination process and requires separate notification of all
relevant tribes. The timelines for tribal consultation are also distinct from those of other consultations.
The Mountain Home AFB point-of-contact for Native American tribes is the installation Commander. In
accordance with these requirements, Government-to-Government consultation was requested in letters
sent on March 31, 2016, to five federally-recognized tribes. These included the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes
of Duck Valley Indian Reservation, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Northwestern Band of the Shoshone,
Paiute-Shoshone Tribes of Fort McDermitt Indian Reservation, and Burns Paiute Tribe. The letters
requested consultation with the Tribes, asked for input on any concerns or information of traditional
resources within the MHRC potentially impacted by the Proposed Action, and requested meetings at
their convenience to discuss their concerns (see Appendix D). No responses were received, but follow-
up discussions with Tribes as part of Mountain Home AFB’s Government-to-Government consultation
program is ongoing. Copies of the Draft EA were sent to each of the tribes on June 1, 2016 for their
review and comment.

1-12 Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the Proposed Action, evaluates all reasonable alternatives, and alternatives
considered and not carried forward. In accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14[d]) and the
USAF Environmental Impact Analysis Process regulation (32 CFR § 989.8), this chapter details the
process the USAF followed to identify reasonable alternatives that met the purpose of and need for the
Proposed Action. This chapter also discusses the No-Action Alternative, as required under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR § 1502.14[d]).

2.1 Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action the USAF would implement operational changes and improvements in the
MHRC to sustain the primary mission of 366 FW and the long-term viability of MHRC training assets for
366 FW and other DoD military personnel. Operational changes would involve upgrading ground-based
operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance integrated ground-based and airspace training
within the MHRC. The Proposed Action would meet training requirements associated with air strike
control missions, SERE training, JTAC training, Combined Arms Training missions, and Close Air Support
missions. To better aircrew air-to-ground training, the USAF proposes improvements and additions to
facilities in the SCR, improvements to targets on JBR, changes in ground-based operations in the MHRC,
and increases in existing and new use of munitions. No new airspace would be established and no
changes to existing airspace configurations would occur under the Proposed Action.

2.2 Selection Standards

Alternatives form the core of the NEPA process. In compliance with NEPA, 32 CFR § 989, and CEQ
regulations, the USAF must consider reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action. Only those
alternatives determined as reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill the need for a Proposed Action
warrant detailed analysis. To be considered reasonable, an alternative must not only fulfill the purpose
of and need for the action, it must be technically feasible. It must also involve an action that is
reasonably foreseeable. Through rigorous evaluation, an agency needs to examine a range of
alternatives, determining those deemed reasonable and those not carried forward for detailed analysis.

Selection standards served to assist Mountain Home AFB in defining the minimum standards that any
alternative must meet to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. They helped to identify
a reasonable range of alternatives to be analyzed within the EA. Selection standards in this EA were
developed based on feasibility, level of public controversy, and consistency with existing public laws,
plans, or agreements.

All viable alternatives must meet the purpose and need, which is to support current, emerging, and
future integrated-based training operations and comply with:

all applicable DoD Directives, Instructions, and Regulations;

e the SCR Public Land Order (PLO) No. 1027 of November 2, 1954, as amended by PLO No. 3192 of
August 2, 1963 and PLO No. 4902 of September 16, 1970 (see Appendix E);

e the JBR Withdrawal Act, Public Law (PL) 105-261;

e the Enhanced Training in Idaho (ETI) Record of Decision (ROD) and Supplemental ROD mitigation

measures and management actions; and

Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 2-1
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

e the Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for SCR and JBR, Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan for SCR and JBR, and Biological Opinions with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service associated with SCR and JBR range activities.

The INRMP and ICRMP have specific measures for avoiding sensitive species and significant cultural
resources. These measures include planning training exercises and construction areas to avoid resources
and placing restrictions on cantonment, vehicle use, and other aspects of exercise requirements so that
the mission is achieved with the least amount of impact to resources. Digging and ground disturbance is
not allowed without prior evaluation and approval (MHAFB 2012: 4-6).

Additional selection standards include avoidance of public controversy and feasibility. Due to the history
of establishing JBR in the early 2000s, the USAF recognizes proposals likely to cause public controversy.
These proposals include removing areas from grazing, hunting, and recreating; increasing noise levels
and/or lighting that could disturb traditional ceremonies and recreating; increasing noise levels over
canyons to disturb wildlife; remove soils and exposing archaeological resources that have been
heretofore undiscovered; impacting native vegetation such as slickspot peppergrass; and disturbing
habitat of the sage grouse. The feasibility selection standard identifies whether there is enough time,
budgeted funds, and/or the facilities that can be called upon to implement the alternative within the
timeframe of this EA.

2.3 Screening of Alternatives
The following alternatives were reviewed against the selection standards.
2.3.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

This alternative would improve ground-based operations such as convoy training, upgrade and/or
replace facilities in the SCR EUA, increase the number and add the types of munitions used at SCR EUA
(i.e., small arms, mortars, artillery, grenades, anti-tank rockets, as well as other defensive
countermeasures such as star clusters and flares), introduce artillery firing points (FPs) in the SCR JUL,
modify targets on the JBR to improve air-to-ground training, as well as upgrade ground-to-air operations
(e.g., conduct radar, global positioning, and frequency jamming) within the MHRC. Also included is an
assault landing strip in the SCR EUA and landing zones (LZs) in JBR to support SERE and Special Forces
training. Rotary-wing aircraft currently operating in the overlying SCR and JBR restricted airspace would
occasionally land at the specified LZs instead of on existing roads as is currently done.

2.3.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

This alternative would be the same as the full improvement option across the MHRC. However, it would
not include the use of artillery, certain types of grenades, and anti-tank rockets in the SCR EUA and
would not include artillery and mortar FPs in the SCR JUL.

2.3.3 Alternative 3: Full or Partial Improvement and Enhanced Off-Range Ground-Based Training

This alternative would include either the full or partial improvement alternative identified above, with
the addition of JTAC training. This type of training provides a more realistic urban combat environment
for integrated, multi-service training. JTAC training can be provided in either an urban or a simulated
urban environment, such as the urban village targets on SCR and JBR. Urban operations would include
both military and civilian equipment of up to 6 vehicles and 20 personnel. JTAC training would be
conducted in towns such as Grandview, Mountain Home, and Boise.

2-2 Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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2.3.4 Alternative 4: Full or Partial Improvement and Large Vehicle Maneuvering

This alternative would include either the full or partial improvement identified above, with the addition
of maneuvering tracked and wheeled vehicles. The maneuvering would occur throughout the SCR EUA
and JUL to support joint force training requirements for heavyweight tracked and wheeled vehicles, such
as Multiple Launch Rocket Systems (MLRS), High Mobility Artillery Rocket Systems (HIMARS), and
Howitzers.

Table 2-1 compares each of the alternatives against the selection standards in Section 2.2. An x indicates
that the alternative meets the standard, an o indicates it does not. Not applicable is indicated with NA.

Table 2-1. Alternatives Screening Process

Alternatives
1: Full 2: Partial 3: Full or Partial 4: Full or Partial
Selection Standards Improvement and | Improvement and Improvement and Improvement and
Operational Operational Enhanced Off-Range Large Vehicle
Changes Changes Ground-Based Training Maneuvering

Support current, emerging, and
future integrated-based training Yes Yes Yes Yes
operations
ConS|st¢?nt with DoD_Dlrectlves, Yes Yes Yes Yes
Instructions, Regulations
EZTlp(;f;’\gggzslizgilatEd PLO Yes Yes Not Applicable Yes
i::g:_liso\;v_l;:iBR Withdrawal Yes Yes Not Applicable Yes
Consistent with ETI ROD Yes Yes Not Applicable Yes
Management Plans, Biological
Opinions, and Programmatic Yes Yes No No
Agreements
Avoidance of Public Controversy Yes Yes No Yes
Feasibility Yes Yes Yes Yes

Two alternatives meet all of the selection standards—the full and partial improvement alternatives.
These two are carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA and described in detail in Sections 2.4.1
and 2.4.2. Additionally, as required by NEPA, the No-Action Alternative is also examined and described
in Section 2.4.3. Two of the alternatives identified above failed to meet the selection standards and
were eliminated from detailed analysis; justification of their dismissal is presented in Section 2.5.

24 Detailed Description of the Alternatives
2.4.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

Under Alternative 1, the USAF would implement operational changes and improvements in the MHRC to
enhance integrated air-to-ground training. These changes would involve upgrading ground-based
operations, facilities, targets, and munitions. The following provides detailed descriptions of these
proposed changes and improvements.

2.4.11 Ground-Based Operations

Several changes to ground-based operations within the MHRC would occur under Alternative 1.

Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 2-3
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Convoy Training on Public Roads of MHRC

Convoy training is a requirement for the 726th Air
Control Squadron (DoD Instruction 1322.28,
Realistic Military Training Off Federal Property) and
not only benefits ground units, but provides training
for aircrews that need close air support for vehicle
escort training. Additionally, air-to-ground training
can be obtained when the convoy acts as an
opposing force unit and aircrews can electronically
target the convoy from MHRC airspace.

Convoy operations would involve transporting | Mountain Home Range Complex Convoy Training
troops and supplies to specific locations identified
within the MHRC. The training includes tactical convoy operations as well as defensive operations

against ambush, improvised explosive devices, or similar threat scenarios in field and urban
environments. Equipment used in convoy operations includes trucks and other wheeled tactical
vehicles, pyrotechnics to simulate improvised explosive devices, and blank ammunition for simulated
ambushes. This activity would occur on the side of the road and would not block roadways. Prior to
training, the USAF would coordinate with local, state, and federal agencies to ensure safety of non-
participating parties. Before the training events, the Idaho Transportation Department, Owyhee County
Transportation Department, and local BLM and Idaho land management agencies, and the public will be
alerted through either public service announcements or personal communication by the base Public
Affairs office.

Convoy training would be conducted on improved and unimproved roads underneath MHRC airspace on
Highway 51 between Bruneau and Grasmere and on Clover Three-Creek Road between SCR and JBR (see
Figure 1-3). Convoy training would entail up to ten 5-ton trucks, 2 times every 3 months primarily
Monday through Friday, with the exception of 3 to 4 weekends per year to support Air National Guard
Drill weekends. Convoy training would occur between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; however, 70 percent

would occur during daylight hours.

Conduct Global Positioning System (GPS) Jamming and
Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) in MHRC

Navigational warfare is a joint service effort to protect
U.S. and allied forces from GPS disruption, and to
prevent hostile forces from using GPS with minimal
impact on the civil community. The 746th Test
Squadron would support 366 FW training by jamming
GPS and SAR receivers, such as satellites and overflying
aircraft, which replicates enemy threats during training
exercises. This jamming would occur throughout the
eastern portion of the MHRC, including SCR and emitter
Portable trailers, like the one shown here, sites and include airspace overlying MHRC. By using

would be used to disrupt information from GPS, SAR, and satellite communications jamming
Global Positioning System satellites.

2-4 Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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techniques, this capability provides USAF, joint, and allied military personnel with an understanding of
how to recognize, mitigate, counter, and defeat these threats. This jamming training allows the modern
warfighter to operate in an environment where critical systems like GPS, SAR, and satellite
communications are interfered with or denied—preparing them for current and future combat.
Approximately 14 portable jamming units would be distributed throughout the MHRC, including SCR,
emitter sites, and the Grasmere EC. Communications’ jamming would occur for 1 week up to four times
a year. Each training episode would occur twice a day for approximately 2 hours.

The need for this training was punctuated by enemy attempts to jam GPS signals around Baghdad during
Operation Iraqi Freedom. This training would simulate real world situations that occur in contested
environments when GPS, SAR, and satellite communications and data links (or communications) are
denied. Communication jamming activities have occurred intermittently within the MHRC, once in 2012
and twice in 2015. Initial use of jamming resulted in interference with navigation systems, especially
those belonging to local farmers in southwestern Idaho. Notification through the public affairs office to
local officials and the public now occurs before communication jamming activities take place.
Specifically, prior to a training episode, the 746th Test Squadron together with the 366 FW would notify
the Federal Aviation Administration (through their Notice to Airmen) and air traffic control centers (for
active notification and navigational assistance to pilots) as to the dates and timing of the jamming
exercises to ensure commercial and civil aircraft avoidance procedures are implemented. The Mountain
Home AFB Public Affairs would also notify local officials, BLM, and the public through public service
announcements and newspaper advertisements to ensure safe navigational operations during the
jamming exercises. However, in the event of a safety issue, such as visually observing non-participating
aircraft, communications jamming would halt immediately and not resume until the aircraft’s safe
passage through the airspace.

Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 2-5
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Firing Positions within the JUL

Up to six areas outside the EUA of SCR, but within the JUL would be used as firing positions for inert
mortars/rockets/HIMARS to targets inside the EUA (Figure 2-1). HIMARS is a light-weight MLRS that is

High Mobility Artillery Rocket System

mounted on a 5-ton medium tactical vehicle. Mortars and
artillery would be fired from FPs 1 and 5, artillery from FP 3,
and HIMARS and artillery firing from FPs 2, 4, and 6. The
purpose of this training would be to enhance the use of
artillery in concert with aircrew training. Annual
certification training for these weapon systems would occur
elsewhere.

Gravel pads would be constructed at each of the FPs and
vegetation cleared up to 1 acre to prevent fires; access
roads to the FPs would follow existing two-track roads to
the greatest extent possible and also serve as a fire break.
Vegetation around each pad would be planted with forage

kochia or other fire resistant plants. Each gravel pad would be 50 by 50 feet in size, large enough to
permit the weapon system and a support vehicle on the gravel pad. A 6-inch gravel road base would be
added for approximately 10 feet from the to the existing two-track roads to the FP.

Firing would occur no more than 30 days a year, usually on a
weekday between 8:00 a.m. and 2:00 a.m., with the majority
of the firing occurring from noon to 2:00 a.m. Typically, firing
training would occur once during the day and once at night.
Only one FP would be used at a time. On average, the number
of rounds fired on each of the 30 days would be less than 100
including all mortars, artillery, and HIMARS. Approximately
145 120mm, 300 105mm, 215 155mm, and 100 HIMARS
would be fired from the FPs on an annual basis. The inert
mortars/rockets/HIMARS would be fired by onsite personnel Fire Resistant Vegetation — Forage Kochia

and not remotely. Safety procedures would include inspection

of the launch area for possible ignition sites following the release of each rocket launch, and if any fires
are present extinguishing them immediately. Public access to the SCR JUL would be restricted during
firing by blocking portions of Clover-Three Creek Road that go into the SCR. Annually, approximately 380
additional mortars (120mm) would be fired within the EUA along with 80 60mm and 750 81mm mortars.

2-6
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Figure 2-1. Proposed Firing Point Locations in Saylor Creek Range

Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 2-7
Draft —June 2016



O 60 NO UV AW N

R e e
O U WN R O

=
~N

NN R BP
~ O VW ®

40

Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

2.4.1.2 Range and Facility Improvements
Maintenance Building and Control Tower

Building 51 and 61 at the North Tower Area are
currently the primary maintenance facilities
within the SCR EUA. Under Alternative 1, the
maintenance facility and range control tower on
SCR would be relocated. The new facilities would
be established inside the EUA, at the West
Maintenance Complex (Figure 2-2), immediately
adjacent to the west gate (see Figure 1-4). This
would remove all non-essential personnel from the EUA during operations ensuring that no non-mission
essential personnel are in the weapons safety footprint, reducing the risk to personnel, and reducing
weapons delivery restrictions. Building 61 would be demolished and Building 51 would be used as an
equipment staging area. The existing range control tower would remain as a scoring site, but would not
be manned. The proposed maintenance building would be a 4,500-square feet, 60- by 75-feet building.
The new range control tower would have a footprint of 30 by 30 feet and be approximately 75-feet tall.

West Maintenance Complex at Saylor Creek Range

Concealment of Targets Using Smoke Generators

As part of camouflage, concealment, and deception training, targets would be obscured using smoke
generators within the SCR EUA for up to 2 weeks annually. This would create a more realistic battlefield
environment for the aircrews to train against, as enemy troops often deploy smoke to obscure assets
and make targeting more difficult for aircrews.

22 Smoke screens for targets may be produced from a smoke grenade or
a smoke generator. Smoke grenades are canister-type grenades used
as a ground-to-ground or ground-to-air signaling device. The canister
consists of a steel sheet metal cylinder with a few emission holes on
top and on the bottom to allow smoke release when the smoke
composition inside the grenade is ignited. In those that produce
colored smoke, the filler consists of 250 to 350 grams of colored (red,
green, yellow, or violet) smoke mixture (mostly potassium chlorate,
sodium bicarbonate, lactose, and a dye). In those that produce
screening smoke, the filler usually consists of hexachloroethane/zinc
smoke mixture or terephthalic acid smoke mixture.

The smoke generator heats an oil or an oil-based mixture to
evaporate it, then mixes the vapor with cool external air at a
controlled rate so it condenses to a mist. This screen can then be
sustained as long as the generator is supplied with oil, and—
especially if a number of generators are used—the screen can build
M56 Coyote Smoke up to a considerable size. They may be used in fixed posts widely

Generator dispersed over the battlefield, or mounted on specially adapted
vehicles such as the M56 Coyote generator shown above.

2-8 Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Figure 2-2. Proposed Facility Relocation on Saylor Creek Range
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2.4.1.3 Aircraft Operations
Landing Zones on JBR

To support infiltration/exfiltration training requirements of JTAC training, nine LZs, consisting of 50- by
50-feet gravel pads, would be constructed on JBR for use by helicopters and V-22 aircraft (Figure 2-3).
The LZs are sized to support a single V-22 aircraft. Currently, V-22 landings do not occur on JBR but the
aircraft does operate in MHRC airspace. Currently, helicopters occasionally land on existing JBR roads
and two-tracks, however, this is done no more than 10 times per year. Proposed helicopter operations,
therefore, would average 4 weeks per year, with no more than two landings per day. V-22 operations
would occur 2 weeks per year with no more than four landings per day.

Assault Landing Zone

A 75- by 5,000-feet compacted gravel assault landing zone (ALZ) would be constructed in the southwest
corner of SCR EUA (Figure 2-4), with operations occurring in the existing restricted airspace. In addition,
a 200- by 500-feet aircraft parking apron on the southwest side of the strip would be constructed. The
ALZ would accommodate unmanned aerial vehicles, helicopters, Special Forces aircraft, and V-22s.
Fixed-wing aircraft would be authorized during the day only, while rotary aircraft would be authorized
both day and night. Aircraft would land on average 30 days per year with up to three landings/takeoffs
per day. These operations would be conducted by aircraft already operating in MHRC airspace and
would not introduce any increases in the number of operations nor in the type of aircraft using the
airspace.

2414 Target Improvements

As part of a continuous need to update targets, Alternative 1 would include two primary target
improvements:

1. Add up to six additional ND targets on JBR inside the 12,141-acre JBR boundary, but outside the
current 662-acre impact area (Figure 2-5). These targets would be 2 acres in size and placed to
minimize ground disturbance, especially to avoid slickspot peppergrass sites.

2. Modify existing ND-1 target array. This 640-acre site comprises targets that consist of tanks and
armored vehicles. Under Alternative 1, the number of vehicle targets would be reduced and
additional target sets including urban villages, tanks, SAM sites, and anti-aircraft artillery sites
would be built.

These improvements would provide additional JTAC training for ground-based troops and would comply
with all USAF agreements, the JBR Withdrawal Act (Public Law 105-261), and the ETI ROD.

2-10 Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Figure 2-3. Proposed Landing Zones on
Juniper Butte Range
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Figure 2-4. Proposed Assault Landing Zone on
Saylor Creek Range
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Figure 2-5. Proposed No-Drop Targets on
Juniper Butte Range
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2.4.1.5

Munitions Improvements

Table 2-2 lists munitions improvements that would occur under both action alternatives. The No-Action
Alternative, which corresponds to existing use, is also listed. For detailed descriptions of these munitions
types please refer to Appendix A. Overall, use of 5.56mm, 7.62mm, and .50 Cal small arms munitions
would increase within the EUA. New munitions within the EUA would include a few small arms (.22 Cal,
9mm, .45 Cal and 10 gauge), grenades (40mm MK19 Mod 3, M203/320), anti-tank rockets (66mm Light
Anti-Tank Round, 84mm AT4), and physical munitions such as ground burst simulation, flare pens, star
clusters, and artillery simulator. Mortars (60mm, 81mm, and 120mm) would be fired within the EUA and
120mm mortars from FPs in the JUL. Artillery (105mm, 155mm, HIMARS) would be fired from FPs in the
JUL only.

Table 2-2. Current and Proposed Air-to Ground and Ground-to-Ground Munitions

Totals for Saylor Creek Range

Annual Rounds
Weapon Munition Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No-Actu?n
Alternative
Small Arms
5.56mm Ball/Tracer/Simulated Munition 70,000 70,000 30,000
7.62mm Ball/Tracer/Simulated Munition 225,000 225,000 200,000
.22 Cal Ball/Tracer 200 200 0
9mm Ball/Tracer/Simulated Munition 1,000 1,000 0
.45 Cal Ball/Tracer 1,000 1,000 0
.50 Cal Ball/Tracer 65,000 65,000 50,000
10 Gauge (shotgun) Slugs/Buckshot 100 100 0
BDU/Guided Bomb Unit (GBU)
BDU33 5,837 5,837 5,837
BDU50 957 957 957
BDU56 22 22 22
GBU38 52 52 52
GBU31 41 41 41
GBU12 163 163 163
GBU10 11 11 11
Rockets
Rocket Practice 1,088 1,088 1,088
Rocket White Phosphorus 89 89 89
Mortars
Target Practice 600 600 0
Smoke 50 50 0
60mm Infrared (IR) lllumination 50 50 0
Conventional lllumination 50 50 0
White Phosphorus 50 50 0
Target Practice 600 600 0
81mm Smoke 50 50 0
IR lllumination 50 50 0
Conventional lllumination 50 50 0
Target Practice 400 300 0
Smoke 50 35 0
120mm IR lllumination 25 15 0
Conventional lllumination 25 15 0
White Phosphorus 25 15 0
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Table 2-2. Current and Proposed Air-to Ground and Ground-to-Ground Munitions

Totals for Saylor Creek Range (continued)

Annual Rounds
Weapon Munition Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No-Actn.)n
Alternative
Artillery
Target Practice 200 0 0
Smoke 25 0 0
105mm IR lllumination 25 0 0
Conventional Illumination 25 0 0
White Phosphorus 25 0 0
Target Practice 40 0 0
Smoke 50 0 0
155mm IR lllumination 50 0 0
Conventional Illumination 50 0 0
White Phosphorus 25 0 0
HIMARS/MLRS 100 0 0
Grenades
40mm MK19 Mod 3 Target Practice 8,000 800 800
Target Practice 1,000 0 0
M203/320 Smoke 20 0 0
Illumination Stars 20 0 0
Anti-Tank Rockets
iﬁ?—?a:ﬁr:ound 21mm/35mm Subcaliber 25 0 0
84mm Anti-Tank 4 9mm Training Round 1,000 0 0
Physical
Ground Burst Simulation 100 100 0
Artillery Simulator 50 50 0
Star Clusters 50 50 0
Flare Pens 50 50 0

2.4.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training
24.2.1 Ground-Based Operations and Range, Facility, and Target Improvements

Under Alternative 2 ground-based operations and improvements for the ranges, facilities, and targets
would be the same as described under Alternative 1. However, Alternative 2 would differ in the type
and number of munitions used and no FPs would be established outside of SCR EUA boundaries.

24.2.2 Munitions Improvements
Alternative 2 would not employ the following munitions in SCR (see Table 2-1):

e Grenades (M203/M320 Grenade Launcher) using practice, smoke, and illumination munitions.
The use of 40mm MK19 Mod 3 grenades would not increase under Alternative 2.

e Artillery (105mm, 155mm, MLRS, and HIMARS) using training, smoke, illumination, and white
phosphorus marking munitions.

e Anti-Tank rockets (66mm Light Anti-Tank Weapon, 84mm Anti-Tank [AT4]).

In addition, 120mm mortars would not be fired from the JUL under Alternative 2, but would be
employed, along with 60mm and 81mm mortars, in the EUA.
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2.4.3 No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative represents the continuance of military training as identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan. No changes to aircraft and ground-based operations would occur, and no
improvements to facilities, targets, or munitions (see Table 2-2) would be implemented. This alternative
would restrict the ability to train in a realistic manner, particularly where joint forces are operating in
the same battlefield environment.

2.5 Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration

The following alternatives were considered but dismissed due to potential controversy or because they
conflicted with existing laws, plans, and agreements. While each of these actions would meet the
purpose and need, they would not be feasible and/or practical per the criteria identified above.
Therefore, the following were not carried forward for further consideration as viable alternatives.

Alternative 3: Full or Partial Improvement and Enhanced Off-Range Ground-Based Training. Off-range
training on public roads near existing towns would potentially cause a high level of public controversy. It
would also require extensive local and state coordination and agreements to implement. This training
requirement could be met by using a simulated urban environment on either of the ranges.

Alternative 4: Full or Partial Improvement and Large Vehicle Maneuvering. Large vehicle maneuvering
within the SCR would not comply with existing plans for managing natural and cultural resources on the
range.

2.6 Documents Incorporated by Reference

In accordance with CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA and with the intent of reducing the size of
this document, the following material is incorporated by reference. These documents are part of the
administrative record and are available upon request from 366 Civil Engineer Squadron.

e F-35A Operational Basing Final Environmental Impact Statement (USAF 2013).

e Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan for Mountain Home, Small Arms Range, SCR,
JBR, and MHRC Sites (Mountain Home AFB 2012).

e Sustainable Ranges Report to Congress, Department of Defense (DoD 2012).

e F-35A Training Basing Final Environmental Impact Statement (USAF 2012a).

e Proposed Royal Saudi Air Force F-15SA Beddown Final Environmental Assessment (USAF 2012b).

e Proposed Explosive Ordnance Disposal Detonation Site on Juniper Butte Range Final
Environmental Assessment (USAF 2012c).

e Comprehensive Range Plan, Mountain Home Range Complex (Mountain Home AFB 2011a).

e 366th Fighter Wing Plan 3208-11 Hazardous Waste Management Plan (Mountain Home AFB
2011b).

e |daho Joint Land Use Study (Idaho Department of Commerce 2010).

e Wildland Fire Management Plan (Mountain Home AFB 2007).

e Republic of Singapore Air Force F-155G Beddown Final Environmental Assessment (USAF 2007a).

e Employment of the 2.75-Inch Rocket at Saylor Creek Air Force Range Final EA (USAF 2007b).

e Mountain Home AFB Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan (Mountain Home AFB
2006).
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e Vegetation Management at Juniper Butte Range Final Environmental Assessment (Mountain
Home AFB 2002).

e Enhanced Training in Idaho Final Environmental Impact Statement (USAF 1998a).

e Enhanced Training in Idaho Record of Decision (USAF 1998b).

2.7 Summary of Environmental Impacts by Alternative

Table 2-3 summarizes the potential environmental impacts by resource area for Alternative 1,
Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative.
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Table 2-3. Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts

Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No-Action Alternative
Acoustic Environment | e Construction activities would occur within boundaries of ranges e All noise levels would be the | e Noise levels would

where no adjacent communities are found or people reside. same as identified under remain unchanged

¢ Noise from convoy training would occur infrequently in a sparsely Alternative 1, the only from existing
populated area and be consistent with normal commercial truck exception would be the conditions.
traffic that currently exists. elimination of the practice

e With the exception of noise generated by the HIMARS rocket rounds of artillery, mortars,
launches, all other munitions-generated noise would remain within rockets, and missiles at the
JUL boundaries. FPs on SCR. Therefore, no

e No population would be affected by munitions from any of the munitions-generated peak
proposed new FPs. noise would extend outside

e Peak noise levels above 115 decibels (dB) would extend into 1,000 SCR boundaries.

acres past the SCR along the west side but would still be at least
2 miles from the nearest farmhouse along the Bruneau River.

e Noise level changes would be minor and imperceptible to any
residents living within the MHRC affected environment.

e No incompatible land uses would result from noise level changes.

e Short-term startle effects to wildlife inhabiting areas adjacent to
construction activities could occur, but would not be significant as
wildlife would be expected to move to adjacent habitat.

e Proposed munitions employment would not cause significant impacts
to domesticated animals or wildlife.

Land Management e No change to land ownership resulting from construction and e Impacts would be the same | e No change to current
and Use changes in operations. Minor changes to grazing and temporary as described under land use patterns or
public access. Alternative 1, the only management.
e No significant impacts to recreation resulting from noise-level exception would be the
changes. elimination of the practice
e Range and target upgrades would not introduce significant impacts rounds of artillery, mortars,
that would adversely affect adjacent visual landscapes. rockets, and missiles and
construction of the FPs on
SCR.
2-18 Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Table 2-2. Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts

Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No-Action Alternative
Safety e Aircraft mishaps would not perceptibly increase. e Safety impacts would be the | e No change from

No additional safety impacts resulting from bird/wildlife aircraft
strike hazards are anticipated.

All proposed surface danger zones (SDZs) would be wholly contained
within the SCR EUA except for the HIMARS, mortars, and artillery. No
SDZs would fall outside of the SCR boundary.

Fire risk associated with HIMARS would be reduced due to clearing of
1 acre of vegetation around the FP; a fire crew would be present
during launches to extinguish potential fires, and fire-resistant
vegetation would be planted around the FP to retard any fires from
spreading quickly.

same as described under
Alternative 1, the only
exception would be the
elimination of the practice
rounds of artillery, mortars,
rockets, and missiles at the
FPs on SCR. As a result, the
SDZs would remain within
the SCR EUA, and wildfire
risk would remain
consistent with baseline
conditions.

existing conditions.

Hazardous Materials
and Waste, Toxic
Substances, and
Contaminated Sites

No new hazardous materials or hazardous waste streams would be
introduced.

The ability to continue storage and disposal of spent munitions would
not be significantly impacted.

Alternative 1 would not involve the use or disposal of toxic materials.
No identified contaminated sites would be disturbed.

e Impacts would be the same
as described under
Alternative 1, the only
difference would be fewer
munitions expended.

e No change from
existing conditions.

Air Quality

Proposed construction emissions would not exceed 250 tons per year
for any criteria pollutant.

Proposed operations would not result in net emissions increases for
any of the criteria pollutants in excess of 250 tons per year.

In terms of greenhouse gases (GHGs) emissions of equivalent carbon
dioxide would incrementally increase; however, emissions would not
exceed the 25,000 metric tons per year guideline identified for GHG
emissions.

e Impacts would be the same
as described under
Alternative 1, the only
difference would be fewer
munitions expended and
therefore, a lesser amount
of emissions.

e No change to local or
regional air quality.
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Table 2-2. Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts

Resource Area Alternative 1 Alternative 2 No-Action Alternative
Transportation e |In general, construction traffic would result in minor, temporary, and e Impacts would be the same | e Traffic within the
intermittent increases in the use of roadways during construction as described under MHRC would remain
activities. Alternative 1. unchanged from
e Increase in traffic as a result of the convoy operations would be current conditions.

minimal, increasing annual traffic counts by a maximum of 80 vehicle
trips on Highway 51 and Clover Three-Creek Road; increasing Average
Daily Trips by less than one vehicle trip.

Natural Resources e Given the limited scope of disturbance and the lack of native e Impacts would be the same | e No change from
vegetation and high-quality habitats in areas proposed for as described under current conditions.
construction, there would be no significant impacts to vegetation Alternative 1.

under Alternative 1.

e No adverse impacts would occur to wildlife during construction or
operations.

e No wetlands would be impacted.

e No threatened, endangered, or special-status species would be
affected by construction or changes in operations.

Cultural Resources e There would be no impacts to historic properties or unevaluated sites | ® Impacts would be the same | e No change from

from Alternative 1. as described under current conditions.

Alternative 1.
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 Analysis Approach

NEPA requires focused analysis of the areas and resources potentially affected by an action or
alternative. It also provides that a NEPA document should consider, but not analyze in detail, those
areas or resources not potentially affected by the proposal. Therefore, a NEPA document should not be
encyclopedic; rather, it should be succinct and to the point. Both description and analysis in an EA
should provide sufficient detail and depth to ensure that the agency (i.e., USAF) took a critical look at all
resources potentially impacted by an action. NEPA also requires a comparative analysis that allows
decision makers and the public to differentiate among the alternatives. This EA focuses on those
resources that would be affected by the proposed operational changes in the Idaho MHRC.

CEQ regulations (40 CFR §§ 1500-1508) for NEPA also require an EA to discuss impacts in proportion to
their potential magnitude and present only enough discussion of peripheral issues as necessary to
demonstrate why more study is not warranted. The analysis in this EA considers the current (baseline)
conditions of the affected environment and compares those to conditions that might occur should the
USAF implement one of the alternatives.

3.1.1 Resources Carried Forward

Based on the components of the Proposed Action and comments resulting from interagency
coordination, the USAF identified the area or environment potentially affected by the proposed
operations changes at the MHRC. As a result, eight resource categories were identified for detailed
analysis based on their potential to be impacted by Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and the No-Action
Alternative. These included the acoustic environment; land management and use; safety; hazardous
materials and waste, toxic substances and contaminated sites; air quality; transportation; natural
resources; and cultural resources.

3.1.2 Resources Not Carried Forward and Justification

Several resources were not evaluated in this EA because it was determined that implementing any of
the alternatives would have negligible to no impacts, justification of these determinations follows. The
resources not carried forward for detailed analysis are airspace management and use, earth resources
(including soils and topography), water resources (including groundwater, surface water, floodplain, and
wetlands), socioeconomics (including population, economics, housing, public and emergency services,
and utilities), environmental justice, and protection of children and the elderly. A brief explanation of
the reasons why each resource was eliminated from further consideration in this EA is provided below.

3.1.2.1 Airspace Management and Use

Under the Proposed Action there would be no changes to airspace management or use. Aircraft
operating at the proposed training facilities (e.g., LZs and ALZ) already fly in MHRC airspace so no new
aircraft would be introduced. Additionally, the number of aircraft operations would not change; rotary-
and fixed-wing aircraft would instead land on the ALZ as part of existing training instead of only flying
above in MHRC airspace. This would be the case for rotary-wing aircraft (i.e., helicopters and
V-22s) landing at proposed LZs; instead of just operating in MHRC airspace they would incorporate use
of the LZs as part of existing training. Management of the airspace would remain consistent with existing
practices where see and avoid is predominantly employed over the ranges. Therefore, because there are
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no impacts to airspace management and use, this resource category was eliminated from further
analysis.

3.1.2.2 Earth Resources

Implementing Alternative 1 or 2 would involve minimal excavation or removal of up to 18 acres of soils
as a result of constructing the maintenance area, ALZ, LZs, FP gravel pads, and roads to the FPs. The
majority of the construction would occur on annual grasslands, which are not considered high-quality
habitat areas, are not near or adjacent to any permanent water bodies, have been exposed to increased
human activity, or on already disturbed barren soils. Implementing best management practices to
stabilize soils and control sedimentation during construction and demolition activities would minimize
potential impacts from erosion and sedimentation. No prime farmland soils are located in the areas
proposed for construction. Construction and demolition activities would, therefore, not significantly
alter the soils and topographic features of the area and were eliminated from further analysis.

3.1.2.3 Water Resources

No water resources are located within the immediate vicinity of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, or the
No-Action Alternative, and would not involve withdrawals from, or discharges to, groundwater; affect
surface waters such as streams; involve development to impact floodplains; or affect wetlands. In 2007,
a Wetland Delineation and Request for Jurisdictional Determination Report was completed for areas on
Mountain Home AFB, SCR, and JBR. None of the six wetlands identified on SCR and JBR are considered
jurisdictional (i.e., do not receive protection under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) nor would they
be affected by proposed construction (Mountain Home AFB 2012). Therefore, no impacts to water
resources would occur and water resources were eliminated from further analysis.

3.1.24 Socioeconomics

Under Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative, there would be no changes in military
or civilian personnel; therefore, population numbers, housing, public schools, healthcare facilities,
emergency (fire and police) services, or the provision of potable water, wastewater treatment, power,
and communications would not be affected. Over a period of 1 year, there would be minor construction
that would provide minimal short-term economic benefits to the local economy. The work would be
performed by contractors from the regional work force or from elsewhere in Idaho. Because these are
temporary jobs that would be filled by the existing regional work force, there would be no major effects
on area population, increases in housing demand, or in providing public, emergency, and utility services
in the region. Therefore, only negligible effects to the socioeconomic character of the surrounding
communities are anticipated, and this resource was eliminated from further analysis.

3.1.25 Environmental Justice and Protection of Children and Elderly

Populations that are subject to environmental justice considerations (i.e., low-income and minority
populations) as well as children and the elderly are not located within or near the affected environment
of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative. The closest population that could support
low-income and minority populations, as well as children and the elderly is located 25 miles northwest
of SCR and 50 miles northwest of JBR. Therefore, no impacts to low income and minority populations,
children, or the elderly are anticipated and this resource was eliminated from further analysis.

3-2 Chapter 3 Description of the Affected Environment
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3.2 Acoustic Environment

This section discusses the noise environment under baseline conditions. Sound is a physical
phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel through a medium, such as air or water and are
sensed by the human ear. Sound is all around us. Noise is generally described as unwanted sound.
Unwanted sound can be based on objective effects (such as hearing loss or damage to structures) or
subjective judgments (community annoyance). Noise analysis thus requires assessing a combination of
physical measurement of sound, physical and physiological effects, plus psycho- and socio-acoustic
effects. The response of different individuals to similar noise events is diverse and influenced by the type
of noise, the perceived importance of the noise, its appropriateness in the setting, the time of day, the
type of activity during which the noise occurs, and the sensitivity of the individual. Noise may also affect
wildlife through disruption of nesting, foraging, migration, and other life-cycle activities.

Noise and sound are expressed in logarithmic units of dB. A sound level of 0 dB is approximately the
threshold of human hearing and is barely audible under extremely quiet listening conditions. Normal
speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB; sound levels above 120 dB begin to be felt inside the
human ear as discomfort. Sound levels between 130 to 140 dB are felt as pain (Berglund and Lindvall
1995). The minimum change in the sound level of individual events that an average human ear can
detect is about 3 dB. On average, a person perceives a doubling (or halving) of the sound’s loudness
when there is a 10-dB change in sound level.

3.2.1 Noise Metrics

All sounds have a spectral content, which means their magnitude or level changes with frequency,
where frequency is measured in cycles per second, or hertz. To mimic the human ear’s non-linear
sensitivity and perception of different frequencies of sound, the spectral content is weighted. For
example, environmental noise measurements usually employ an “A-weighted” scale that filters out very
low and very high frequencies in order to replicate human sensitivity. It is common to add the “A” to the
measurement unit (e.g., dBA) to identify that the measurement has been made with this filtering
process. In this document, the dB unit refers to A-weighted sound levels. Impulsive sounds such as a
sonic boom or ordnance detonation produce sound waves with predominately low frequency sounds
and “C-weighting” filters less low frequencies, thus creating a more realistic representation of the noise
experienced. “C-weighting” is typically applied to impulsive sounds and is denoted by the unit “dBC.”

In accordance with DoD guidelines and standard practice for environmental impact analysis documents,
the noise analysis herein uses the following A-weighted noise descriptors or metrics: Maximum Sound
Level (Lmax), Sound Exposure Level (SEL), and Onset-Rate Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level (Lgnm)-
Ordnance noise levels are expressed in Peak metrics.

3.2.1.1 Maximum Sound Level

The highest A-weighted integrated sound level measured during a single event in which the sound level
changes value with time (e.g., an aircraft overflight) is called the maximum A-weighted sound level or
Lnax- During an aircraft overflight, the noise level starts at the ambient or background noise level, rises to
the maximum level as the aircraft flies closest to the receptor, and returns to the background level as
the aircraft recedes into the distance. L.« defines the maximum sound level occurring for a fraction of a
second. For aircraft noise, the “fraction of a second” over which the maximum level is defined is
generally 1/8 second, and is denoted as “fast” response (American National Standards Institute 1988).
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Slowly varying or steady sounds are generally measured over a period of 1 second, denoted as “slow”
response. In this EA, L.« is one of the metrics used in the analysis of speech interference.

3.2.1.2 Sound Exposure Level

The SEL is a composite metric that represents both the intensity of a sound and its duration. Individual
time-varying noise events (e.g., aircraft overflights) have two main characteristics: a sound level that
changes throughout the event and a period of time during which the event is heard. SEL provides a
measure of total sound exposure of the entire acoustic event, but it does not directly represent the
sound level heard at any given time. During an aircraft flyover, SEL captures the total sound energy from
the beginning of the acoustic event to the point when the receptor no longer hears the sound. It then
condenses that energy into a 1-second period of time and represents the total sound exposure received.
SEL is the best metric to compare noise levels from overflights. For sound from aircraft overflights,
which typically last more than 1 second, the SEL is usually greater than the L., because an individual
overflight takes seconds and the L., occurs instantaneously. Analysis of speech interference and sleep
disturbance employs the SEL metric.

3.2.13 Onset-Rate Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level

Military aircraft operating in MHRC airspace generate a noise environment that is somewhat different
from that around airfields. Rather than regularly occurring operations like at airfields, activity in airspace
is highly sporadic. Individual military overflight events also differ from typical community noise events at
airfields in that noise from a low-altitude, high-airspeed flyover can have a rather sudden onset, with
rates of up to 150 dB per second. The cumulative daily noise metric devised to account for the “surprise”
effect of the sudden onset of aircraft noise events on humans and the sporadic nature of airspace
activity is Lgnmr- The term ‘monthly’ in Ly, refers to the noise assessment being conducted for the
month with the most operations or sorties—the so-called busiest month.

3.2.14 C-Weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level

Supersonic noise is described using C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) (or CDNL). This
metric captures the cumulative, impulsive characteristics of supersonic noise during a day-night average.
In addition, the metric considers changes in the number of sonic booms per month as a measure of
effects. Peak overpressures measured in pounds per square foot provide a measure of potential impacts
from sonic boom:s.

3.2.15 Peak Noise Level

For impulsive sounds, the true instantaneous sound pressure is of interest. For munitions, explosions,
and sonic booms, this is the Peak pressure of the shock wave and can be represented in dB and/or in
physical units of pounds per square foot. The Peak noise level more closely resembles how the human
ear perceives sound and is completely unweighted. The Peak metric is typically used for noise generated
by small- and large-caliber weapons and is measured by the single event Peak level that is likely to be
exceeded by 15 percent of the firing events, or Peak 15. Peak noise levels used for planning purposes for
small arms begin at 87 dB above which incompatible lands uses occurs. Large caliber weapons and
artillery Peak noise levels do not have a significance level; however, it can be anticipated that noise
complaints will be moderate at Peak noise levels of 115 dB. Below 110 dB, these low frequency sounds
are barely noticeable because the human ear does not hear low frequencies as well as middle or high
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frequency sounds. Weather conditions can change how loud the sound may be at a particular location.
Large-caliber weapons generate low frequency noise which is not affected as much by the weather as
high frequencies, therefore, sound levels may change due to different weather conditions.

3.2.2 Affected Environment

The affected acoustic environment includes people, locations, and wildlife exposed to elevated noise
levels generated by existing airspace and ground-based training that may change under Alternative 1,
Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative. Prediction of aircraft noise in an airspace environment
requires two sets of data. The first is a quantitative understanding of aircraft operations: numbers of
aircraft, their speeds, altitudes, and locations. The second derives from the physical modeling of the
noise itself, which is then accumulated for all aircraft operations. These sortie-operations (i.e., each
aircraft flight within a single airspace unit) in the MHRC, which have been described in Chapter 2, were
derived from the Mountain Home Airspace Manager and from previous environmental documents (refer
to Section 2.6 for a list and brief description of these documents).

Table 3.2-1 presents historic baseline operations in the MHRC airspace (USAF 2013). The information is
broken down into total annual average aircraft operations (includes aircraft operating out of Mountain
Home AFB, the Idaho National Guard, and other transient users) and then presents a subset of this
information for Mountain Home AFB F-15E/SG aircraft. SCR and JBR lie under the Jarbidge North MOA.

Table 3.2-1. Airspace Annual Average Operations and Noise Levels

Airspace Unit it . dB Lun

Jarbidge North/Restricted

Areas 3202/3204/South 10,800 7,898 64
MOAs’

Owyhee North/South MOAs 9,700 7,770 64
Paradise East MOA 3,695 3,347 <45
Paradise West MOA 4,756 4,407 <45

Total’ 28,951 23,442 -

Source: USAF 2013.

Notes:

YIncludes only based F-15E/SG aircraft for Mountain Home AFB.

*Jarbidge includes operations at SCR underlying R-3202 and JBR underlying R-3204.

*Totals provided only as a general trend of activity and not directly linked to the number of operations generated from the airfield.

3.2.2.1 Subsonic Aircraft

The primary noise metric calculated by MR_NMAP for this assessment is Ly,m. This DNL quantity is
presented for each of the six MHRC MOAs—Jarbidge North and South, Owyhee North and South,
Paradise North and South MOAs) (Figure 3.2-1). These airspace units would be used by aircraft
conducting improved air-to-ground training proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2, and continued air-to-
ground training found under the No-Action Alternative. Noise levels for the Jarbidge North MOA include
operations in restricted airspace over both the SCR and JBR. The Jarbidge North and Owyhee North
MOAs are the most intensely used airspace units in MHRC and noise levels in these two MOAs are 64
Lgnmr (see also Table 3.2-1).
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Figure 3.2-1. Baseline Noise Environment for Airspace Used by Mountain Home AFB
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Although Lg,m: provides the most widely accepted cumulative metric, it does not offer an intuitive
description of noise conditions. People often desire to know the loudness of individual aircraft during a
flyover. The SEL metric, as a single-number representation of a noise energy dose, meets this need.
Table 3.2-2 presents SEL values at representative altitudes in feet above ground level (AGL) for aircraft
currently using the MHRC. Typically, the noise environment is dominated by aircraft performing the
majority of operations, in this case the F-15s.

Table 3.2-2. Sound Exposure Level in decibels for Aircraft at Various Altitudes®

Aircraft Type Airspeed Altitude in Feet AGL
(knots) 500 1,000 2,000 5,000
F-15E 550 115 110 104 95
F-155G 550 115 110 104 95
A-10 325 94 88 81 71
C-130 160 95 90 84 75
V-22 220 92 88 84 77
H-47 110 96 94 89 84

Note: 'Level flight, steady high-speed conditions.

3.2.2.2 Supersonic Aircraft

Supersonic operations are permitted in Owyhee North and Jarbidge North MOAs and ATCAAs at
altitudes above 10,000 feet MSL, except over the Duck Valley Indian Reservation where it is prohibited.
Supersonic flight is also permitted above 30,000 feet MSL in the ATCAAs above all the other MOA
airspace; however, sonic booms generated at these high altitudes rarely reach the ground. Under
existing conditions, supersonic operations in the Jarbidge North and Owyhee North generate an
estimated 44 and 42 booms per month, respectively.

3.2.2.3 Munitions

Noise metrics used to depict munitions use depend upon the size of the weapon and whether or not
explosives are used. The peak noise metric is used because during ordnance noise events the duration of
each event is very short and a time averaging noise metric (such as DNL) does not capture the effect of
the noise. For munitions noise, people notice the single event or series of single events with a startle-like
reaction rather than annoyance (as measured by time-averaging) that is associated with aircraft noise.

Only inert, air-to-ground BDUs and electronically guided bomb units are authorized on SCR and only
inert BDU-33s on JBR. As presented in Table 2-1, the number of munitions used under the No-Action
Alternative presents continuation of existing conditions. As inert bombs do not generate noise events,
noise associated with these types of ordnance is not discussed in this EA. Other ordnance, such as small-
caliber weapons and target practice artillery and grenades do produce noise events and their use is
listed in Table 2-1 under the No-Action Alternative (i.e., continuation of existing conditions). Generally,
noise created by these weapons, and particularly small arms, extend down range, in the direction of fire,
with a lesser amount of noise generated behind the firing line. On SCR, small arms are generally aimed
towards the center of the EUA and produce negligible noise levels outside SCR JUL boundaries. Peak
noise levels from .50 caliber small arms firing (the loudest noise generator under existing conditions)
decrease to below 87 dB Peak noise level in approximately 1.5 miles from the FPs; the distance to the
JUL boundary is well over 4 miles from the FPs. No populations or housing areas are affected by noise
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generated at SCR. Only inert BDUs are used on JBR, small arms and target practice artillery are not
permitted. Therefore, no noise events are generated on JBR under existing conditions.

3.3 Land Management and Use

Land use, as addressed in this section, includes land ownership and planning, local government planning
and zoning, and management of state and federal public lands. Aircraft-related noise is discussed as it
pertains to land use compatibility in areas underlying MHRC airspace. The primary land status category
under MHRC airspace is federal public lands, although small portions of lands are state or privately
owned. Federal land in the affected area consists predominantly of that managed and administered by
the BLM and DoD. Special Land Use Management Areas, such as Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study
Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern also are located under MHRC
airspace and are typically administered by federal agencies. State, federal, and privately managed lands
are addressed in this section.

3.3.1 Affected Environment
3.3.11 Land Management and Use under the MHRC Airspace

Both SCR and JBR are located within the sparsely populated Owyhee County. Over 75 percent of the
land within the county is federally owned by the BLM. The remaining land is private at 17.5 percent and
6.7 percent is state-owned land. Less than 1 percent is owned by city and county jurisdictions
(Figure 3.3-1). Over 93 percent of the land within Owyhee County is used for grazing, with the remaining
areas consisting of mainly agricultural and forest lands (Idaho Department of Commerce 2010).

The land within SCR includes that leased from the State of Idaho as well as land that is withdrawn from
all forms of appropriation, including mining and mineral leasing laws, under PLO No. 1027 of
November 2, 1954, and as amended by PLO No. 3192 of August 2, 1963, and PLO No. 4902 of September
16, 1970. Overall management and use of the withdrawn lands are the responsibility of the USAF,
including land rehabilitation, prevention, suppression of fires, and ordnance cleanup. The EUA is a
designated impact area that consists of 12,840 fenced acres in the center of the range. The remaining
acreage surrounding the EUA is the JUL and is jointly managed and used by the USAF and BLM. The BLM
manages grazing within the JUL and has issued grazing permits for this area.

JBR was established with the JBR Withdrawal Act under PLO No. 105-261 in 1998 to augment SCR. JBR is
fenced into four main areas to separate the grazing areas from the targets. In September 2001, the
MHRC was completed as part of the ETI initiative and included establishment of JBR, five 1-acre ND
target complexes, ten 1-acre EC threat emitter sites, use of Grasmere EC site, and 20 0.25-acre threat
emitter sites. Electronic bombing sites ND-1, ND-4, ND-5, and ND-7 are all withdrawn for the use of the
USAF; ND-9 is on leased private property. The 20 quarter-acre threat emitter sites are held by right of
way issued from the BLM to the USAF. The ten 1-acre EC threat emitter sites were created by the JBR
Withdrawal Act, PLO No. 105-261 and withdrawn for USAF use. The Grasmere EC site is held by lease
agreement with the BLM.
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Figure 3.3-1. Land Management within the
Mountain Home Range Complex
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In a 1996 Settlement Agreement between the USAF and the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes, the USAF agreed,
absent compelling national security circumstances, military contingencies, or hostilities, not to fly below
10,000 feet AGL over the present boundaries of Duck Valley Indian Reservation. However, military
aircraft voluntarily do not fly below 15,000 feet AGL for training operations. Additionally, no supersonic
operations are permitted over the Duck Valley Indian Reservation (USAF 1998a), military aircraft avoid
the town of Owyhee, Nevada in a radius of 5-nautical miles (USAF 1998a), and 366 FW complies with all
other terms contained within the 1996 Settlement Agreement. Exceptions are made during
emergencies, such as aircraft mechanical problems or avoidance of weather.

3.3.1.2 Special Land Use Areas

The BLM, in accordance with Section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976,
reports to Congress on the federal lands under its management suitable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. Inclusion of land into the National Wilderness Preservation System is
intended to preserve areas in a primitive state that possess little evidence of human activity. The
Wilderness Act of 1964 identified criteria for evaluating areas for wilderness characteristics and gave
direction on how designated wilderness areas should be managed. The major factors evaluated for each
Wilderness Study Area included wilderness qualities such as naturalness, size, solitude, and special
features; additional wilderness quality factors include multiple resource benefits, balancing the
geographic distribution of wilderness areas, diversity of natural systems, and manageability. Subject to
certain exemptions, use of motor vehicles or other motorized equipment, landing of aircraft, and
construction of structures and roads are prohibited in designated Wilderness Areas. Each federal agency
is responsible for evaluating, nominating, managing, and protecting designated and potential wilderness
areas within the lands they manage. There is one designated Wilderness Area—the Bruneau-Jarbidge
Rivers Wilderness—that underlies MHRC airspace and is located to the south of SCR and west of JBR
(Figure 3.3-2).

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S. Code [USC] §§ 1271-1287)—Public Law 90-542, approved
October 2, 1968, (82 Statute 906) established a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and prescribed
the methods and standards through which additional rivers may be identified and added to the system.
Located under MHRC airspace and west of SCR are the Bruneau and Sheep Creek Rivers, which were
designated Wild and Scenic Rivers in 2009.

Other special land uses include the Saylor Creek Wild Horse Herd Management Area, which is located
adjacent to the eastern boundary of SCR and encompasses 94,992 acres. The BLM is required to manage
this herd. The Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area borders the
northwest corner of SCR and underlies portions of the MHRC airspace. This National Conservation Area
was established by Congress in 1993 to protect a unique desert environment that supports North
America’s highest density of nesting raptors and is managed by the BLM. The Hagerman Fossil Beds
National Monument is located about 30 miles east of SCR and is managed by the National Park Service.
Two state parks, Bruneau Dunes and Three Island, are located about 5 miles to the northwest and
10 miles to the northeast, respectively, from SCR boundaries.

With the exception emitter site AA, no other MHRC ranges, facilities, emitter sites, and targets are
located in special land use designated areas.
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Figure 3.3-2. Special Land Use Areas within the
Mountain Home Range Complex
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3.3.13 Range Management

Grazing occurs on SCR, outside of the EUA, and across lands underlying MHRC airspace. Grazing is
administered by the BLM and Idaho Department of Lands, including permits, fee collection, and
maintenance. However, to provide for safety while managing the lands, and ensure compliance with
applicable laws, the BLM and Mountain Home AFB have agreed to confer and coordinate training and
grazing activities occurring within SCR boundaries.

Grazing within JBR is allowed and used as a management tool to reduce standing biomass and reduce
wildland fire risk. The USAF has a grazing lease agreement with one lessee, which is managed by 366
Civil Engineer Squadron. Grazing is permitted on 10,790 acres of JBR for a maximum period of 60 days
between April 1 and June 30. Grazing is prohibited on the emitter sites and all but one ND target area.
Grazing on ND-1 is administered under a BLM grazing permit and is under the control of the BLM
(366 OSS/OSR 2006).

3.3.14 Recreation

All of the SCR JUL is open for public uses including hunting, camping, and off-highway vehicle use. In
addition, the Idaho Centennial Trail crosses through the western portion of SCR JUL and is open to all
forms of travel including foot, horseback, bicycle, and off-highway vehicle. The Bruneau River Canyon,
which includes the Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers Wilderness Area and Bruneau River Wild and Scenic River, is
located approximately 1 mile west of SCR JUL boundaries. About 4.5 miles west of the SCR EUA, is the
Bruneau Canyon Overlook and Bruneau River Take-Out. The region is used for various recreational
pursuits including rafting, fishing, hiking, hunting, and primitive camping. To the north of SCR is Bruneau
Dunes State Park, which contains two small lakes and an improved camping area. Hiking, picnicking,
fishing, and camping opportunities are provided in this state park; however, no swimming is allowed.

JBR and associated ND targets and emitter sites are not located immediately adjacent to any local, state,
or federally designated natural areas. No hunting is allowed within any impact areas supporting military
training. The closest special use area is the Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers Wilderness Area at almost 10 miles
west of JBR boundaries. Outside of JBR boundaries, the majority of the land is managed for grazing by
the BLM and State of Idaho. Hunting and prospecting are the primary recreational pursuits in this high
elevation desert region.

3.3.15 Visual

Visual resources describe the scenic values of landscapes. The BLM, the primary administrative entity for
lands underlying MHRC airspace, uses its Visual Resource Management system to inventory scenic
values and establish management objectives for those values on public lands. Visual Resource
Management classes identify the degree of acceptable visual change within a characteristic landscape. A
classification is assigned to public lands based on the guidelines established for scenic quality, visual
sensitivity, and visibility (BLM 2015). The following outlines the classes and identifies whether the
affected environment coincides with these areas.

Class I. Provides primarily for natural ecological changes only. It is applied to wilderness areas, some
natural areas, and similar situations where management activities are to be restricted. Under MHRC
airspace, Class | BLM-identified areas include the Bruneau and Jarbidge Rivers, as well as Clover
Creek (BLM 2015).
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Class Il. Changes in the basic elements caused by a management activity may be evident in the
characteristic landscape, but the changes shall remain subordinate to the visual strength of the
existing character. There are several streams identified as Class Il areas under MHRC airspace
(BLM 2015).

Class Ill. Contrasts to the basic elements caused by management activity may be evident and begin
to attract attention in the landscape, but the changes shall remain subordinate in the existing
landscape. The Lower Bruneau Canyon is found under MHRC airspace (BLM 2015) and about half of
the emitter and ND sites are located adjacent to areas identified as Class 11l (USAF 1998a). However,
none of these sites are visible from the canyon.

Class IV. Contrasts may attract attention and be a dominant feature in the landscape in terms of
scale, but the change shall repeat the basic element of the characteristic landscape. Both SCR and
JBR, as well as the other half of emitter and ND sites, are found within areas designated as Class IV
(USAF 1998a).

3.4 Safety

This section addresses ground, flight, and ordnance safety associated with activities conducted by DoD
and allied forces operating on MHRC. These operations include activities at the ranges, as well as
training conducted in the MHRC airspace.

Flight safety evaluates aircraft flight risks such as aircraft mishaps and Bird/Wildlife-Aircraft Strike
Hazards (BASH). Ground safety, particularly at the SCR EUA and JBR fenced-off area, examines munitions
safety and fire risk and management most commonly related to use of defensive countermeasures and
ordnance.

Ground safety associated with construction is not addressed within this EA; all construction would be
compliant with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and antiterrorism/force
protection requirements, and no changes to existing ground safety procedures would occur. Day-to-day
operations and maintenance activities conducted on MHRC are performed in accordance with applicable
USAF safety regulations, published USAF Technical Orders, and standards prescribed by USAF
Occupational Safety and Health requirements.

3.4.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for safety includes MHRC airspace with primary focus on the potential for
aircraft mishaps, i.e., crashes and BASH. Because construction and weapons use are included with this
action, potential fire risk and management from these activities are also evaluated.

3.4.11 Aircraft Mishaps

Aircraft mishaps are classified as A, B, C, or D (Table 3.4-1). Class A mishaps are the most severe with
total property damage of $2 million or more or a fatality and/or permanent total disability. Comparison
of Class A mishap rates for various aircraft types, as calculated per 100,000 flying hours, provide the
basis for evaluating risks among different aircraft and levels of operations. Historic data from fiscal year
1972 to the present indicate that the average historical mishap rate for every 100,000 flying hours was
2.37 for the F-15s. In the past 5 years, Class A mishap rates have decreased and for the F-15s it was 2.11
(Air Force Safety Center [AFSC] 2016).
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Table 3.4-1. Aircraft Class Mishaps

Mishap Class Total Property Damage Fatality/Injury

A $2,000,000 or more and/or aircraft destroyed | Fatality or permanent total disability
Permanent partial disability or three or more
persons hospitalized as inpatients
Nonfatal injury resulting in loss of one or
C $50,000 or more but less than $500,000 more days from work beyond day/shift when
injury occurred
Recordable injury or iliness not otherwise
classified as A, B, or C

B $500,000 or more but less than $2,000,000

D $20,000 or more but less than $50,000

Source: DoD 2011.

Aircraft flight operations in the MHRC are governed by standard flight rules. Additionally, under the
Commander 366 FW, the 366 Operations Group is the designated operating agency for the range and is
responsible for operational monitoring, administration, and general safety of the MHRC. MHRC activity
must comply with AFI 13-212, Range Planning and Operations, Volume 1 and supplements/addendums
(USAF 2012d). Aircraft mishap rates are calculated using 100,000 flight hours. These mishap rates do not
differentiate between accidents at the airfield or while training in the airspace. Therefore, the mishap
rate for the MHRC reflects the same 1.06 accident rate as at the airfield. Safety records indicate only one
Class A mishap occurred within the MHRC since 2000.

Please note, that in emergency situations, all models of F-15 aircraft can jettison fuel to reduce aircraft
gross weight for flight safety. When circumstances require it, fuel jettisoning is permitted above
5,000 feet AGL and only over unpopulated areas. AFl 11-2F-F15v3, F-15 Operations Procedures, covers
fuel dumping procedures, and local operating policies define specific fuel dumping areas for the base.

As noted in Section 2.4.1.1, GPS, SAR, and communications jamming has occurred twice in the past.
Prior to these training episodes, the 746th Test Squadron together with the 366 FW notified the Federal
Aviation Administration (so that pilots are alerted through the Notice to Airmen) and air traffic control
centers (for active notification and navigational assistance to pilots) as to the dates and timing of the
jamming exercises to ensure commercial and civil aircraft avoidance procedures were implemented. The
Mountain Home AFB Public Affairs also notified local officials, BLM, and the public through public service
announcements and newspaper advertisements to ensure safe navigational operations during the
jamming exercises. However, in the event of a safety issue, such as visually observing non-participating
aircraft, communications jamming halts immediately and does not resume until the aircraft’s safe
passage through the airspace.

3.4.1.2 Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard

Bird/wildlife aircraft strike hazards, or BASH, and the danger it presents is a primary safety concern for
aircraft operations. BASH constitutes a safety concern because of the potential for damage to aircraft or
injury to aircrews or local populations if an aircraft crash should occur in a populated area. Aircraft can
encounter birds at nearly all altitudes up to 30,000 feet MSL; however, most birds fly close to the
ground. According to the AFSC BASH statistics, more than 50 percent of bird/wildlife strikes occur below
400 feet, and 90 percent occur at less than 2,000 feet AGL (AFSC 2007). Of these strikes, approximately
67 percent occur in the airfield environment (AFSC 2007). Waterfowl present the greatest BASH
potential due to their congregational flight patterns and because, when migrating, they can be
encountered at altitudes up to 20,000 feet AGL. Raptors also present a substantial hazard due to their
size and soaring flight patterns. In general, the threat of BASH increases during March and April and
from August through November due to migratory activities.
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The Air Force BASH program was established to minimize the risk for collisions of birds/wildlife and
aircraft and the subsequent loss of life and property. In accordance with AFl 91-202, U.S. Air Force
Mishap Prevention Program (USAF 1998c), each flying unit in the Air Force is required to develop a BASH
plan to reduce hazardous bird/wildlife activity relative to airport flight operations. The intent of each
plan is to reduce BASH issues by creating an integrated hazard abatement program through awareness,
avoidance, monitoring, and actively controlling bird and animal population movements. Some of the
procedures outlined in the plan include issuing bird hazard warnings, initiating bird/wildlife avoidance
procedures when potentially hazardous bird/wildlife activities are reported, and submitting BASH
reports for all incidents.

The 366 FW maintains an aggressive program to minimize BASH potential. Over the past 20 years,
aircraft based at Mountain Home AFB have experienced an average of less than 10 bird strikes per year.
Most of these incidents resulted in little or no damage to the aircraft, and none resulted in a Class A
mishap.

3.4.1.3 Munitions

Aircraft delivered inert BDUs and small-caliber munitions are currently used in the SCR EUA; only cold-
spot BDU-33s are authorized in the JBR impact area. There are designated safety buffers that surround
each target area to ensure personnel safety when the targets are active. Inert practice bombs dropped
from aircraft have a safety buffer known as a weapons danger zone (WDZ). The size and shape of WDZs
are calculated based on a number of parameters including type of ordnance used, speed and altitude of
aircraft, and distance from the target when ordnance is dropped. Small arms and ground-based
ordnance also have safety buffers, but are known as SDZs. The size and shape of these SDZs are also
calculated according to the weapons used, distance from target, and the distance the munition can
travel (USAF 2012e). A Hazard Area is a composite of all WDZs, SDZs, Laser SDZs, and Directed Energy
Weapon Danger Zones for all authorized weapon delivery events, and represents operational hazards as
well as residual hazards following munitions deliveries. For purposes of this EA, SDZs are the focus of the
analysis because the only changes proposed apply to ground-delivered munitions. As such, Figure 3.4-1
illustrates a composite of all the SDZs at SCR. As depicted, all SDZs remain within the confines of the SCR
EUA.

34.14 Fire Risk and Management

Contractors operating JBR and SCR provide fire management and response for the ranges and associated
facilities. The fire management and response staff and equipment meet the requirements of the USAF
Fire Protection Operation and Fire Prevention Program (AFlI 32-2001). However, under the Support
Agreement between 366 FW and the BLM Lower Snake River District (July 2008), the BLM provides
firefighting support for all lands outside the SCR EUA, JBR, emitter sites, and ND targets. For lands within
the SCR EUA and JBR, the BLM only supplies help when requested.

Fire activity underlying the MHRC airspace, resulting from lightning, occurs regularly during the May
through November fire season. Fires in SCR EUA and JBR impact area from training activities are usually
small because of expeditious detection and response. Outside of the managed ranges, wildfires tend to
be larger. This is because the majority of Owyhee County is quite remote, fires are not detected until
they have spread quite far and are creating a great deal of smoke, and the response time is long due to
the distances involved (Mountain Home AFB 2007).
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Figure 3.4-1. Existing Surface Danger Zones for
Small-Caliber Weapons
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Fire prevention within SCR EUA and JBR impact area includes reduction of ignition sources, management
of vegetation and fuels, and maintenance of firebreaks. Fire risk is higher in the impact areas due to
ordnance use and around the range facilities resulting from maintenance activities. Mountain Home
AFB, therefore, employs a program of annually reducing fine fuels in the SCR EUA and JBR impact area
and commonly implements aggressive fire suppression June through August. During dry years, the fire
season can extend from May to November (Mountain Home AFB 2012). Both SCR and JBR support fire
suppression equipment and personnel, ensuring rapid response to any fires that may start. Mountain
Home AFB also precludes the use of flares, “hot-spot” training ordnance, and pyrotechnic devices during
high, very high, and extreme fire risk conditions. Implementing these fire management and suppression
programs has substantially reduced both the number and extent of fires occurring on the ranges
(Mountain Home AFB 2012).

3.5 Hazardous Materials and Waste, Toxic Substances, and Contaminated Sites

Hazardous materials are chemical substances that pose a substantial hazard to human health or the
environment. They are regulated under several federal programs administered by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), including the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, Toxic
Substances Control Act, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). DoD installations are
required to comply with these laws along with other applicable federal, state, and DoD regulations, as
well as with relevant orders including EO 13148, Greening the Government Through Leadership in
Environmental Management.

Hazardous materials may include flammable and combustible liquids, compressed gasses, solvents,
paints, paint thinners, pesticides, petroleum, oil, and lubricants, and other toxic chemicals including
hazardous wastes.

Hazardous waste is waste considered dangerous or potentially harmful to our health or the
environment. Hazardous wastes can be liquids, solids, gases, or sludges. Waste commercial products,
like cleaning fluids or pesticides, or the by-products of manufacturing processes are determined to be
hazardous wastes if they characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity.

Toxic substances are specific substances whose manufacture, processing, distribution, use, or disposal
are restricted by the Toxic Substances Control Act (40 CFR §§ 700-766) because they may present
unreasonable risk of personal injury or health of the environment. They include asbestos containing
materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls, and radon.

In 1986, Congress created the Defense Environmental Restoration Program to address contaminated
sites. The Defense Environmental Restoration Program addresses the identification and cleanup of
hazardous substances and military munitions remaining from past activities at U.S. military installations
and formerly used at defense sites. Within the Defense Environmental Restoration Program of the DoD
there are several program categories; the Installation Restoration Program, Formerly Used Defense
Sites, Military Munitions Response Program, and Base Realignment and Closure.

3.5.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for hazardous materials and waste, toxic substances, and contaminated sites
consists of the facilities and targets associated with SCR EUA, JBR impact area, emitters, and ND sites.
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3.5.1.1 Hazardous Materials and Waste

Hazardous materials used at SCR, JBR, and the emitter sites include diesel, gasoline, or liquefied
petroleum gas (propane) fuel for generators; oil; and lead acid batteries. Materials are stored in
approved containers and have Material Safety Data Sheets. Each agency or shop using a hazardous
material is responsible to have these Material Safety Data Sheets readily available for all personnel using
the products.

MHRC is a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator that produces trace amounts of hazardous
wastes. The trace amounts of hazardous wastes generated on MHRC are limited to rags used for
petroleum or antifreeze spill clean-up as well as lead and silver solder residue.

Range residues are inert ordnance items dropped on SCR and JBR and are considered non-hazardous
solid wastes. Items are stored in fenced residue storage areas on SCR and JBR until they are
demilitarized, certified, and transferred to recycling centers or permitted landfills by a certified range
residue removal contractor.

3.5.1.2 Toxic Substances

Regulated toxic substances typically associated with buildings and facilities include asbestos containing
material, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated biphenyls. In coordination with the Asbestos Program
Officer, qualified civil engineering personnel at Mountain Home AFB determine the presence of asbestos
containing material in facilities scheduled for maintenance, repair, and construction or demolition. The
Bioenvironmental Engineer Office is responsible to determine the presence of lead-based paint prior to
any construction activities. Materials, especially discarded oil products, may be screened for
polychlorinated biphenyls contamination prior to disposal. Building 1296 is a polychlorinated biphenyls
storage area (Mountain Home AFB 2012).

3.5.1.3 Contaminated Sites

Potential hazardous waste contamination areas are investigated as part of the Defense Environmental
Restoration Program. The DoD developed the Defense Environmental Restoration Program to identify,
investigate, and remediate potentially hazardous material disposal sites on DoD property prior to 1984.
As part of Defense Environmental Restoration Program, DoD created the Environmental Restoration
Program and the Military Munitions Response Program. These programs were instituted to satisfy the
requirements of Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act and RCRA for
former and current hazardous waste sites.

On SCR, there is one RCRA Solid Waste Management Unit site that is not covered under the Federal
Facilities Agreement and three Areas of Concern. Site OT-37 originally consisted of six burial sites then
OT-19 was added for a combined ten sites. Two other burials sites AOC 6 and 11 have been investigated.
All the sites are currently in a No Further Action Required status and there are no land use controls
designated for these sites (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 2015).

3.6 Air Quality

Air quality is defined by ambient air concentrations of specific pollutants determined by the USEPA to be
of concern related to the health and welfare of the general public and the environment. Pollutant
emissions typically refer to the amount of pollutants or pollutant precursors introduced into the
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atmosphere by a source or group of sources. Pollutant emissions contribute to the ambient air
concentrations of criteria pollutants, either by directly affecting the pollutant concentrations measured
in the ambient air or by interacting in the atmosphere to form criteria pollutants. The Clean Air Act of
1963 and amended in 1970 identified six common air pollutants of concern, called criteria pollutants.
The criteria pollutants are carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), ozone (Os),
particulate matter (PM), and sulfur dioxide (SO,). Criteria pollutants are the only air pollutants with
national air quality standards that define allowable concentrations of these substances in ambient air
(Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 2016). Air quality in a region is classified as nonattainment,
attainment, or unclassified. Nonattainment is an area that has exceeded an allowable concentration of a
criteria pollutant within the last 3 years. Attainment is the category given to an area with no violations in
the last 3 years, and Unclassified is the category given to an area with insufficient data.

Primary pollutants, such as CO, SO,, Pb, and some particulates, are emitted directly into the atmosphere
from emission sources. Secondary pollutants, such as O;, NO,, and some particulates, are formed
through atmospheric chemical reactions that are influenced by meteorology, ultraviolet light, and other
atmospheric processes. Suspended PM less than or equal to 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PMyg)
and PM less than or equal to 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM,s) are generated as primary
pollutants by various mechanical processes (for example, abrasion, erosion, mixing, or atomization) or
combustion processes. However, PM, and PM, s can also be formed as secondary pollutants through
chemical reactions or by gaseous pollutants that condense into fine aerosols. In general, emissions that
are considered “precursors” to secondary pollutants in the atmosphere (such as volatile organic
compounds [VOCs] and oxides of nitrogen [NO,], are considered precursors for O3) are the pollutants for
which emissions are evaluated to control the level of O3 in the ambient air.

Under the Clean Air Act amendments, the USEPA established National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(40 CFR § 50) for the specific pollutants and are listed in Table 3.6-1; Idaho has adopted these same
standards. These standards represent the maximum allowable atmospheric concentrations that may
occur while ensuring protection of public health and welfare, with a reasonable margin of safety. Short-
term standards (1-, 8-, and 24-hour periods) are established for pollutants contributing to acute health
effects, while long-term standards (quarterly and annual averages) are established for pollutants
contributing to chronic health effects.

Table 3.6-1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Air Pollutant Averaging Time Nati.onal Ambient Air Quality Standards
Primary Secondary
0 8-hour 9 ppm None
1-hour 35 ppm None
Pb Rolling 3 month average 0.15 pg/m’ 0.15 pug/m’
NO, Annual 53 ppb 53 ppb
1-hour 100 ppb None
50, 3-hour None 0.5 ppm
1-hour 75 ppb None
PMy0 24-hour 150 pg/m’ 150 pg/m’
PM, < Annual 12 ug/mz 15 ug/mz
: 24-hour 35 pg/m 35 ug/m
0; 8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm

Legend: ppm = parts per million, ppb = parts per billion, ug/m?® = micrograms per cubic meter.
Source: USEPA 2016a.

Chapter 3 Description of the Affected Environment 3-19
Draft —June 2016



O 00 o b WN B

[
i D W N L O

IR
(o)}

NN NN R BB
W N P O O 0 N

N NN
o 0 b

w W w w w NN N
H WO NEFE O LV

Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

In addition to the ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants, national standards exist for
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) which are regulated under Section 112(b) of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments. The National Emission Standards for HAPs regulate emissions from stationary sources
such as energy plants and paint shops (40 CFR §§ 61 and 63). Mobile source HAPs are called Mobile
Source Air Toxics (MSATs) representing compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road
equipment that are known or suspected to cause serious health and environmental effects.

Unlike criteria pollutants, there are no ambient air quality standards for MSATs. The primary control
methodologies instituted by federal regulation for MSATs involve technological improvements for
reducing HAP content in fuel and altering engine operating characteristics to reduce the volume of
pollutants generated during combustion. MSATs would be the primary HAPs emitted by mobile sources
during construction and aircraft operations. The equipment used during construction would likely vary
in age and have a range of pollution reduction effectiveness. No new stationary sources would be
introduced and construction would be operated intermittently over a large area, producing short-
term negligible amounts of HAPs. Therefore, neither National Emission Standards for HAPs or MSAT
emissions are considered further in this analysis.

3.6.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for generated emissions includes MHRC. MHRC is located in Owyhee County,
Idaho, and is under the jurisdiction of the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality. MHRC is located
within the Idaho Intrastate Air Quality Control Region #63 which consists of 22 counties in central Idaho,
including Owyhee County. Air quality in Owyhee County is generally considered very good because it is
remote, sparsely populated, and supports little industry. Consequently, ambient pollutant
concentrations have rarely been monitored. The nearest monitoring stations are located in Boise,
approximately 50 miles northwest of Mountain Home AFB and in a highly urbanized area.

Air quality in this region is designated as either in “attainment” or “unclassifiable/attainment” with the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for all criteria pollutants (40 CFR 81.313); therefore, no
conformity analysis is required.

Ground-based emissions sources derived from ground-based MHRC operations include generator
operations and munitions use. Generator operations include diesel and liquefied petroleum gas
generators at various locations on the MHRC and emissions were reported in the 2015 Air Emissions
Inventory. Small arms emissions at SCR EUA are presented in Table 3.6-2. Emissions were based on the
number and types presented in Table 2-1 and calculated using the USEPA Emission Factors, Chapter 15,
Ordnance Detonation (USEPA 2016b). Emissions generated by BDU-33 employment are negligible;
mobile source emissions generated by government owned-vehicles and maintenance equipment also is
minimal.
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Table 3.6-2. Operational Emissions for MHRC

Pollutants in Tons per Year
co NO, VOCs SO, PM;, PM,; | COe
Stationary Sources 2.48 8.21 1.15 0.47 0.54 0.54 71.01
Munitions 0.53 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.34
Total Baseline Emissions | 3.01 8.25 1.15 0.47 0.55 0.55 71.35

Legend: CO,e = carbon dioxide equivalent.
Note: 'CO,e is measured in metric tons per year.

1

3.6.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHGs are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions occur from natural processes as well
as human activities. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.
Science indicates a trend of increasing global temperature over the past century due to an increase in
GHG emissions from human activities. The climate change associated with this global warming is
producing negative environmental, economic, and social consequences across the globe. Review of the
USEPA GHG inventory website (https://ghgdata.epa.gov/ghgp/main.do) indicates that GHG emissions
are not measured in Owyhee County. However, in nearby ElImore County (where Mountain Home AFB is
located), GHG emissions total 3,724,199 metric tons in June 2015 (USEPA 2015).

In an effort to reduce energy consumption, reduce GHGs, reduce dependence on petroleum, and
increase the use of renewable energy resources the Air Force has implemented a number of renewable
energy projects. The Air Force has established fiscal year 2020 GHG emissions reduction targets of 34
percent from a FY 2008 baseline for direct GHG emissions and 13.5 percent for indirect emissions.
Examples of Air Force-wide GHG reduction projects include energy efficient construction, thermal and
photovoltaic solar systems, and energy conservation programs (USAF 2012f). The Air Force continues to
promote and install new renewable energy projects.

3.6.3 Climate Change Adaptation

In addition to assessing GHG emissions, the analysis must also assess how climate change might impact
Alternative 1 and its mission. It must also identify what adaptation strategies could be developed in
response. This is a global issue for DoD. As is clearly outlined in the Quadrennial Defense Review Report
of February 2010, the DoD needs to adjust to the impacts of climate change on facilities and military
capabilities. DoD already provides environmental stewardship at hundreds of installations throughout
the U.S. and around the world, working diligently to meet resource efficiency and sustainability goals as
set by relevant laws and EOs. In 2008, the National Intelligence Council judged that more than 30 U.S.
military installations would face elevated levels of risk from potentially rising sea levels. DoD’s
operational readiness hinges on continued access to land, air, and sea training and test space.
Consequently, the DoD is completing a comprehensive assessment of all installations to assess the
potential impacts of predicted climate change on its missions and adapt as required.

The Quadrennial Defense Review Report goes on to illustrate that DoD would work to foster efforts to
assess, adapt to, and mitigate the impacts of climate change. Within the U.S., the DoD would leverage
the Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program, a joint effort among DoD, the
Department of Energy, and the USEPA, to develop climate change assessment tools.

Due to its location, lands within the MHRC are not subject to rising sea levels; however, according to the
USEPA Climate Change website, over the last century, the average annual temperature in the Northwest
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has risen by about 1.3 degrees Fahrenheit over the last century, with temperatures projected to
increase by approximately 3 to 10 degrees Fahrenheit by the end of the century. Precipitation has also
been in a decline in both the amount of total snowfall and the proportion of precipitation falling as
snow. Changes in average annual precipitation in the Northwest are likely to vary over the century;
however, summer precipitation is projected to decline by as much as 30 percent, with less frequent but
heavier downpours (USEPA 2016c).

3.7 Transportation

Ground traffic and transportation refer to roadway and street systems, the movement of vehicles on
roadway networks, and mass transit. A surface transportation network may include many different
types of facilities that serve a variety of transportation modes, such as vehicular traffic, public transit,
and non-motorized travel (e.g., pedestrians and bicycles). The relative importance of various
transportation modes is influenced by development patterns and the characteristics of transportation
facilities. In general, compact areas that contain a mixture of land uses tend to encourage greater use of
public transit and/or non-motorized modes, especially if pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities provide
desired connections and are well operated and well maintained. More dispersed and segregated land
uses tend to encourage greater use of passenger cars and other vehicles, particularly if extensive parking
is provided.

3.7.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for transportation includes the Owyhee County road network that provides
access to the MHRC facilities, ranges, emitter sites, and ND targets.

Regional and Local Circulation

Primary roads that provide access to the MHRC include State Highways 51 and 78, as well as Interstate
84. Located west of SCR and JBR, State Highway 51 is a two-lane highway that travels in a north-south
direction. It was classified by the Idaho Transportation Department under the Rural Functional
Classification Map for 2015 as a minor arterial road. In 2014, the most recent information available, it
had an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) count of 110 vehicles at the intersection of State Highway 51 and
State Highway 78 and at the town of Riddle (ldaho Transportation Department 2014, 2015). State
Highway 78 is classified as a major collector road and runs primarily west-east and is located northwest
of SCR. In 2014 it had an ADT count of 110 vehicles at the intersection of State Highway 51 and State
Highway 78, as well as at the town of Grand View. Interstate 84 is classified as a principal arterial
highway that runs east-west across the state, and provides access from the north to State Highway 78
(see Figure 1-3). In 2014, it had an ADT of 170 vehicles at the intersection with U.S. Highway 30, which is
classified as a minor arterial road (Idaho Transportation Department 2014, 2015).

Most of the remaining roads within the MHRC are either unimproved or simply graded to provide access
to ranchers, recreationists, and land managers. Traffic volumes on these roads are primarily low. The
primary access road for SCR and JBR is Clover Three-Creek Road, which runs north-south from Bruneau
to Three Creek. This road is a well-maintained gravel road that enters SCR from the northwest and
crosses the southwest portion of the range. In 2015, Idaho Transportation Department did not assign
Clover Three-Creek Road a functional classification; however, it is an important connector road through
the sparsely populated region of Owyhee County (Idaho Transportation Department 2015). The most
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recent ADT count that Idaho Transportation Department has available for this road is 96 vehicle trips
taken in 1996 (Idaho Transportation Department 2016).

3.8 Natural Resources

Natural resources include living, native, and naturalized plant and animal species, both terrestrial and
aquatic, and the habitats within which they occur. For purposes of this EA, natural resources are divided
into three major categories: vegetation, wildlife, and special-status species. Plant communities and
associations are referred to as vegetation, while animal species are generally referred to as wildlife.
Habitat can be defined as the resources and conditions present in an area that produce occupancy,
including survival and reproduction, by a given organism (Hall et al. 1997). Special-status species are
defined as: 1) federally listed plant and animal species and their habitats that are protected under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC § 1531 et seq.); and 2) other special-status species, including
state-listed species that are not federally listed, other species of special concern identified by state and
federal agencies, species covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC §§ 703-712), and the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC §§ 668-668d).

The existence and preservation of natural resources are intrinsically valuable; however, these resources
also provide recreational, aesthetic, and socioeconomic values to society. The analyses in this EA focus
on species or vegetation types that are important to the function of the ecosystem, of special societal
importance, or are protected under federal or state law or statute.

3.8.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for natural resources includes areas impacted by construction, noise, or
disturbance associated with Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and the No-Action Alternative. These natural
resources are described in detail in the Mountain Home AFB Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plan and summarized below (Mountain Home AFB 2012).

3.8.1.1 Vegetation

SCR is located within the Intermountain Sagebrush Province/Sagebrush Steppe Ecosystem. This
ecosystem is characterized by diverse landforms and vegetation types including flat sage-brush covered
plateaus to mountainous woodlands and grasslands (Mountain Home AFB 2012). An ecosystem survey,
conducted at SCR in 1996, found areas within the EUA to be highly disturbed as a result of wildland fires,
training activities, prescribed burning, reseeding, weed invasion, and road maintenance. These areas
tend to be dominated by weed species including cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), annual kochia (Kochia
sp.), and Russian thistle (Salsola kali). The majority of areas within JUL at SCR has been burned since
2000 (approximately 54,000 acres) and supports various species seeded by Mountain Home AFB,
primarily crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum) or cheatgrass/Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda)
communities (Mountain Home AFB 2012).

JBR and associated emitter sites and ND targets are also located within the Intermountain Sagebrush
Province/Sagebrush Steppe Ecosystem. Historically, Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata
wyomingensis) stands dominated the landscape with other minor plant communities including
rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus and C. viscidiflorus). However, current vegetation is a mixture
primarily of shrub-steppe and non-native plant species resulting from wildfires and grazing. Juniper
Butte has burned on multiple occasions and the sagebrush native grasslands that were once present
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have converted to other grasslands. These resulting grasslands are dominated by rabbitbrush, as well as
non-native crested wheatgrass and intermediate wheatgrass (Thinopyrum intermedium), both of which
were seeded following various fire events (Mountain Home AFB 2012).

3.8.1.2 Wildlife

Mountain Home AFB actively manages wildlife and habitats on Air Force lands within the MHRC, ranges,
emitter sites, and ND targets. Management is carried out in cooperation with the BLM, USFWS, and
Idaho Fish and Game. Wildlife habitat is managed in a variety of ways including vegetation
manipulation/removal, post-fire rehabilitation, and grazing practices. Since 1996, a variety of wildlife
studies has been conducted on SCR, JBR, and associated emitter sites and ND sites, which include
raptors, sage grouse, small mammals, and general wildlife surveys. As of 2012, 71 species had been
recorded during surveys at SCR, 60 species at JBR, and 76 species at the ND targets and emitter sites
(Mountain Home AFB 2012). Common wildlife species known to occur on MHRC lands include elk
(Cervus canadensis), pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), coyote
(Canis latrans), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura), and western rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus). There is no suitable habitat for
amphibians on SCR, JBR, ND targets, and emitter sites, and no observations have occurred in these
areas.

3.8.1.3 Special-Status Species

Table 3.8-1 lists federally listed threatened or endangered species present within Owyhee County,
Idaho. One flora species, slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum), is a proposed endangered
species with proposed critical habitat (USFWS 2016a) and is known to occur throughout JBR. Since 2000,
annual surveys for the peppergrass have occurred at JBR and 16 permanent monitoring transects have
been established (Mountain Home AFB 2012). A letter was sent on April 20, 2016, to the USFWS
notifying them of the USAF’s preparation of an EA and avoidance of any special status species.

Table 3.8-1. Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species Present
within Owyhee County, Idaho

Common Name/Scientific Name Federal Status Present \.mthm Affected
Environment?
Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) T No, habitat not present
Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) T No, habitat not present
Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum) PE Yes, occurs on JBR
Gray wolf Northern Rocky DPS (Canis lupus) D No, potential habitat present
Snake River physa snail (Physa natricina) E No, habitat not present
Bruneau Hot springsnail (Pyrgulopsis bruneaunsis) E No, habitat not present

Legend: E = Endangered, T = Threatened, PT = Proposed Endangered, D = Delisted due to Recovery,
DPS = Distinct Population Segment.
Source: USFWS 2016b.
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Table 3.8-2 lists special-status fauna species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, or Idaho Fish and Game Species of Greatest Conservation Need that are
known to occur at SCR, JBR, ND targets, and emitter sites.

Table 3.8-2. Special-Status Species Known to Occur at Saylor Creek Range, Juniper Butte Range,

No-Drop Targets, and Emitter Sites

Common Name Scientific Name Status Location
Birds
Sage sparrow Amphispiza belli BCC, PIF, BLM3, IDPNS | All
Black-throated sparrow Amphispiza bilineata BLM4, IDPNS Emitter site Al
Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos BCC, PIF, IDPNS All
Western burrowing owl Athene cunicularia BCC, PIF BLMS5, IDPNS | All
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis BCC, PIF, BLM3, IDPNS | All
Greater sage-grouse Centrocercus urophasianus BCC, PIF, BLM2, IDPNS | All
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus BCC, PIF, BLM3, IDPNS | All
Long-billed curlew Numenius americanus :JDS:I\\ZSTS' BLMS, PIF, SCR
Sage thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus BCC, PIF, BLM5, IDPNS | All
Western pipistrelle Pipistrellus hesperus BLMS, IDPNS SCR, JBR
Brewer's sparrow Spizella breweri BCC, PIF, BLM3, IDPNS | All
Mammals
Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii BLM3, IDPNS Possibly SCR
Western small-footed myotis | Myotis ciliolabrum BLMS5, IDPNS SCR, JBR
Long-eared myotis Myotis evotis BLMS5, IDPNS SCR
Yuma myotis Myotis yumanensis BLMS5, IDPNS SCR
Kit fox Vulpes macrotis BLM4, IDPNS JBR, Emitter sites

Sources: Mountain Home AFB 2012; Idaho Fish and Game 2016; USFWS 2008; Partners in Flight (PIF) 2004.

Notes: USFWSTS=BCC=Bird of Conservation Concern, PIF=DoD PIF Priority Species, SSS=ldaho Fish and Game special-status species in Owyhee
County, BLM3=Bureau of Land Management Type 3 sensitive species, BLM4=Type 4 sensitive species, BLM5=Type 5 sensitive species,
and IDPNS=Idaho Protected Nongame Species.

3.9 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources include, but are not limited to, buildings, structures, objects, prehistoric and historical
archaeological resources, or any other physical evidence of human activity considered important to a
culture for scientific value, traditional use, or other reasons.

Significant cultural resources are those generally over 50 years of age that are listed in, or determined
eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) based on having met one or more of
the following criteria for significance defined in 36 CFR 60.4:

(a) Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
history or prehistory;

(b) Association with the lives of persons significant in our past

(c) Represent unique or distinctive architectural characteristics of a type, period, method of
construction or possess high artistic values or the work of a master;

(d) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history of prehistory.

In addition to historic significance, a cultural resource must also retain integrity, which is the ability to
convey said historic significance. The NRHP criteria recognize sevens aspects of integrity: location,

design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. A resource must retain several, if not
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all of these aspects, to be considered eligible for listing in the NRHP. For archaeological resources,
eligibility is generally determined under Criterion D for the ability to provide important information in
prehistory and/or history. The assessment of integrity for archaeological properties depends on the
data requirements of an applicable research design. This includes the identification of appropriate
physical remains in an intact depositional (horizontal or vertical) context. Once a federal agency has
determined a cultural resource to be significant, the agency has a responsibility to manage the resource
as a historic property.

While there are multiple laws, regulations, and executive orders that govern the identification and
management of cultural resources on MHAFB, the main regulatory drivers are Section 110 and 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) [54 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.] and associated
regulations [36 CFR 800]. Section 110 of NHPA requires all federal agencies to identify historic
properties on their landholdings while Section 106 of NHPA requires all federal agencies to take into
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and seek to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
adverse effects to these properties (36 CFR 800.1(a)). Section 106 also requires agencies to consult with
federally recognized Indian tribes and other stakeholders with a vested interest in the undertaking.
Mountain Home AFB consults with federally-recognized tribes on a recurring basis, to include
non-scheduled consultations when required (see Section 1.5.2 for information on stakeholder
consultation).

In meeting the requirements of Section 106 of NHPA, MHAFB has entered into a Programmatic
Agreement (PA 2015) with the State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPQO) that defers routine
compliance authority to a professionally qualified Cultural Resources Manager (CRM) for undertakings
determined to have no historic properties present or no adverse effect on identified historic properties.
In the event of adverse effect to historic properties, MHAFB is required to consult with the SHPO and
stakeholders, as appropriate. MHAFB provides annual accounting of the applied use of the PA to SHPO.

3.9.1 Affected Environment
3.9.11 Prehistoric and Historic Contexts

The prehistory of southwestern Idaho began approximately 12,000 years ago with small bands of people
that are generally considered big game hunting cultures. Subsistence practices and settlement patterns
shifted as time continued, as well as the technologies the people of southwestern Idaho utilized. The
lifeways of Native Idahoans shifted markedly with the influx of Euroamericans emigrating west. Multiple
lines of evidence (historical, linguistic, and ethnographic) suggest that American Indian Tribes with
historic ties to southern Idaho include the Shoshone, Paiute, and Bannock.

Mining, cattle ranching, and sheep ranching become important Euroamerican industries in the 19th
century that have persisted to some degree today. The city of Mountain Home developed as a result of
the Oregon Short Line Railroad and served as a commercial center for surrounding ranches. The city
continued to expand when the railroad was completed.

The military history of Mountain Home began in 1942 when the Mountain Home Air Force Base and SCR
were established in response to World War Il. During World War I, pilots used SCR, among four other
precision bombing ranges in the region, for bombing training. After World War Il, the base was
deactivated and the Mountain Home Army Air Field became a subbase for Gowen Field. However, the
pilots from Gowen Field continued to use the ranges and the PBRs until 1949, when the base was
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reactivated as a Strategic Air Command (SAC) base. During the Korean War, Mountain Home AFB
supported three separate Air Resupply and Communications wings that trained in psychological warfare,
covert operations, and unconventional warfare for deployment overseas. SCR was reduced to nearly its
present size in 1963 and was further changed to its present configuration in 1970. The Tactical Air
Command assumed control of Mountain Home AFB and SCR in 1966 until it became an Air Combat
Command installation in 1992. See Appendix E for an expanded discussion of the prehistory and history
of the area.

3.9.2 Area of Potential Effects

In conformance with Section 5 of the PA and 36 CFR 800.3 and 800.4(a)(1), the MHAFB has established
the undertaking and determined the Area of Potential Effects (APE). The APE consists of the geographic
area within which the undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of
an historic property. Because the undertaking includes multiple locations and activity types within the
broader Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC), the APE is defined as the Saylor Creek Range, emitter
sites, Grasmere EC, and Juniper Butte Range and all established access routes between these facilities.

3.9.2.1 Archaeological Resources

As documented in the 2011 MHAFB Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), all
MHAFB landholdings have been fully inventoried for historic properties. This resulted in the
identification of 839 archaeological resources within the APE.

On SCR, eight hundred twelve (812) archaeological resources have been recorded. Of these, seventy-
seven (77) sites have been determined ineligible while seven hundred thirty-five (735) are considered,
or have been formally determined, eligible for listing in the NRHP. In 2007, the 14 archaeological sites
located within the SCR EUA (but outside of the target areas) were tested for NRHP eligibility. Only one
site, 10-OE-5377, was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. Site 10 OE-5377 is a multi-component
open campsite/sheep camp (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

On Juniper Butte, 26 archaeological sites have been identified. Of these sites, nine (9) have been
formally determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Table 3.9-1). One NRHP-eligible archaeological
site is located on emitter site BA; however, the site is currently preserved in situ through capping with
gravel (Mountain Home AFB 2011c). No cultural resources have been identified on the Grasmere EC.

Table 3.9-1. Archaeological Sites on JBR

Trinomial Prehistoric/Historic NRHP Eligibility
10-OE-7129 Multi-Component Eligible
10-OE-7132 Multi-Component Eligible
10-OE-5873 Prehistoric Eligible
10-OE-5884 Prehistoric Eligible
10-OE-7115 Prehistoric Eligible
10-OE-7128 Prehistoric Eligible
10-OE-5853/7114 Unknown Eligible
10-OE 7112/7113 Unknown Eligible
10-OE-7116 Unknown Eligible
Chapter 3 Description of the Affected Environment 3-27
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3.9.2.2 Architectural Resources

Buildings and facilities on SCR were constructed between 1968 to the present and buildings on JBR were
constructed in 2002. None of these facilities are greater than 50 years old and none meet the criteria for
exceptional Cold War significance. Site 10-OE-8098, the remnants of a World War Il control tower
located in the northwestern portion of SCR, is eligible for listing in the NRHP. One Civilian Conservation
Corp constructed dam (Pothole Reservoir Dam) also located on SCR is eligible for listing in the NRHP
(Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

3.9.3 Traditional Cultural Properties

No traditional cultural properties are identified to date on SCR or JBR; however, the ranges fall within an
area of concern to several American Indian Tribes with historical ties to the area.
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Draft — June 2016



Chapter 4

Environmental Consequences






N

O 00 N O Ul b W

10

11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37

38
39

Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
4.1 Introduction

Chapter 4 presents the scientific and analytical basis of the potential environmental consequences of
two action alternatives and the no-action alternative. To define the potential consequences, this chapter
overlays the components of the action alternatives described in Chapter 2 onto the affected
environment described in Chapter 3. Each of the environmental resources described in Chapter 3 is
affected to a different degree and has a different method of analysis. NEPA requires a comparative
analysis that allows decision-makers and the public to differentiate among the alternatives. This EA
focuses on those resources that would be affected by the operational changes and improvements
proposed in the MHRC.

Irreversible and irretrievable effects are discussed in Section 4.10.3. Cumulative effects of the
alternatives with other past, present, and foreseeable future actions are presented in Section 4.11.

4.2 Acoustic Environment

Noise impacts result from perceptible changes in the overall noise environment that increase annoyance
or affect human health. Annoyance is a subjective impression of noise wherein people apply both
physical and emotional variables. To increase annoyance, the cumulative noise energy must measurably
increase. Human health effects such as hearing loss and noise-related awakenings can result from
exposures to noise. The evaluation criteria used in this noise analysis include the potential for:

e Employees to be subjected to continuous noise exceeding OSHA limits. This evaluation criteria is
based on OSHA standards (29 CFR Section 1910.95(b)(1), whereby employees should not be
subjected to continuous noise exceeding 90 dBA for durations lasting more than 8 hours per day
(OSHA 2016) and intermittent noise of; 92 dB at six hours; 95 dB at four hours; 97 dB at 3 hours.
As the noise level get louder the allowable duration lessens until 115 dB at % hour or less.

e A long-term increase in cumulative noise levels to 65 dB DNL or greater, where it would be
generally incompatible with residential land use. This evaluation criteria is based on research
that indicates about 87 percent of the non-working population is not highly annoyed by outdoor
sound levels below 65 DNL (Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 1980). The nearest
residences are farmhouses located near the Bruneau River and in the communities of Bruneau
and Grasmere.

4.2.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

Under Alternative 1, many activities would generate potential noise impacts within the affected
environment of MHRC. These include ground-based construction activities, military vehicle operations,
and weapons use; and airspace-generated operations include aircraft overflights. The following is a
description of the proposed activity and the magnitude of impact that would be anticipated to the
acoustic environment if Alternative 1 were implemented.

42.1.1 Effects of Noise on Population
Construction

Construction would generate noise levels from operating heavy equipment including graders,
excavations, and pavers as well as smaller equipment such as generators and pneumatic tools.

Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences 4-1
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Construction activities would occur within the boundaries of the SCR EUA, JBR, and ND-1 where no
adjacent communities are found or people reside. Therefore, no significant impacts to populations
would be introduced by the short-term and temporary construction activities.

Training

Convoy Training is proposed between the towns of Bruneau and Grasmere on paved Highway 51 and on
the gravel Clover Three-Creek Road between SCR and JBR (see Figure 1-3). This region of Owyhee
County that surrounds SCR and JBR is primarily open grassland. It is very sparsely populated, with the
nearest community, Bruneau, located about 17 miles northwest of SCR and almost 50 miles northwest
of JBR. Convoy training would entail up to 10 vehicles (5-ton trucks), two times every 3 months primarily
Monday through Friday, with the exception of 3 to 4 weekends per year to support Air National Guard
Drill weekends. Convoy training would occur from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; however, 70 percent would
occur during daylight hours. Noise levels for a 5-ton truck would be similar to a mid-sized dump truck,
which emits a maximum noise level of about 75 dB at 50 feet from the truck (Federal Highway
Administration 2006).

At Bruneau, noise associated with Alternative 1 would be generated by trucks conducting convoy
training. It would be expected that noise levels could be as high as 75 dB during the brief moments
when the convoy trucks pass by a residence. However, this would occur very infrequently and be
consistent with normal commercial truck traffic that currently exists, such as large trucks hauling cattle.
Thus, noise related to convoy training would be less than significant to populations if Alternative 1 were
implemented.

Target Improvements would involve the addition of six ND targets in the JBR and refurbishment of
existing ND-1. Aircraft-generated noise would be expected from aircraft operating overhead in MHRC
airspace. However, aircraft currently use this airspace and no new types or number of aircraft would be
added. As presented in Figure 3.3-1, noise levels would remain consistent with those found under
existing conditions, and remain below 65 dB Ly, Aircraft training at the new and improved ND targets
would not introduce significant impacts to the acoustic environment if Alternative 1 were implemented.

Communications Jamming and Smoke Generators are proposed and would generate noise levels
consistent with a heavy truck. In this remote landscape, no residences would be affected by noise.
Therefore, no significant impacts to the acoustic environment due to these training activities are
anticipated if Alternative 1 were implemented.

Munitions

Firing Positions within the SCR JUL would be used to fire mortars, HIMARS, and other weapons from the
JUL into the EUA. Rounds would be inert and the launch noise would be the only noise experienced.
Alternative 1 would add and/or increase munitions use on SCR as shown in Table 2-1. Currently, small
arms used on SCR are 5.56mm, 7.62mm, and .50 cal. Under Alternative 1 their use would increase by
133, 12, and 30 percent, respectively. In addition, small amounts of .22 cal, 9mm, and shotgun
munitions would be used on SCR. All of the proposed small arms FPs would be adjacent to the existing
maintenance facility and weapons would be fired to the north. The greatest increase of small arms
range noise would be the 5.56mm, but this type of munitions is the quietest of the rounds expended. All
of the small arms noise would be expected to remain within the SCR EUA with low-frequency noise
levels at 110 dB Peak. Low frequency peak noise levels are not heard as well as mid- to high- frequency
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sounds and because the nearest population center is 17 miles away, it is unlikely that any noise
generated in the SCR would be heard. Less than significant impacts to the acoustic environment from
small arms use is anticipated if Alternative 1 were implemented.

The HIMARS rocket launch system would be the loudest artillery proposed for use on SCR. Rocket launch
noise would be loudest when the weapon is fired and continue until the rocket propellants are
expended, which is about 4 seconds. The HIMARS is a rocket launched weapon used for long distance
artillery, capable of distances over 16 miles (see Appendix A). However, for training ranges, a Reduced
Range Practice Rocket is employed, which has a range from 8 to 10 miles. An inert warhead is used so
that the only noise generated is associated with the rocket launch. The proposed HIMARS FPs would be
FP 2, 4, and 6 as shown in Figure 4.2-1.

HIMARS noise was not modeled directly for MHRC because it has not been used at the range. However,
Joint Base Lewis-McCord (in the State of Washington) employs the Reduced Range Practice Rocket
proposed for MHRC, and it was used as a surrogate to generate noise contours for Alternative 1. Based
on this analysis, noise levels over 115 dB peak would extend off SCR JUL along the west side, downrange
from the target. They would also extend east and south, adjacent to the FPs. Noise exposure would
affect about 1,000 acres along the west side; 1,000 acres on the east side behind FP 6; and about 1,000
acres to the south around FP 4. HIMARS rockets would only be used 100 times per year, translating into
8 times a month, and the noise duration of the launches lasts only a few seconds.

As noted above, HIMARS Peak noise levels above 115 dB would extend into 1,000 acres past the SCR JUL
boundary, along the west side. Firing Points 2 and 6, firing at targets 2 and 130 (see Figure 4.2-1) would
generate elevated noise levels in the direction of the farmhouses near Bruneau River. Assuming an even
distribution of FP and target combinations, this would constitute one seventh of the total combinations,
or 14 percent, or 14 annual rounds. Because the nearest population center is 17 miles away, it is unlikely
that any noise generated in the SCR would be heard. Because these elevated noise levels would be
intermittent and not cause hearing loss risks, less than significant impacts to human populations is
anticipated with HIMARS use if Alternative 1 were implemented.

Aircraft Operations

LZs on JBR. The metric used to identify noise levels at the LZs is SEL. In contrast to a time-averaged
metric, such as Lyg,m that is a cumulative measurement of noise through a given time period, SELs were
used because they describe single event noise levels. Table 4.2-1 shows representative SELs that would
be generated directly over the receiver for aircraft using MHRC, and specifically for rotary- and fixed-
wing aircraft now proposed to land at the LZs on JBR.

Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences 4-3
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Figure 4.2-1. Representative Noise Levels from High Mobility
Artillery Rocket System Operations
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Table 4.2-1. Sound Exposure Level in dB under the Flight Track

for Aircraft at Various Altitudes®

Aircraft Type Airspeed Altitude in Feet Above Ground Level
(units) 500 | 1000 | 2,000 | 5,000

Fixed-Wing Aircraft

F-15E 550 115 110 104 95

F-15SG 550 115 110 104 95

A-10 325 94 88 81 71

C-130 160 95 90 84 75

C-23 160 84 79 75 68

C-145 160 84 79 75 68
Rotary-Wing Aircraft

V-22 220 92 88 84 77

CH-47 110 96 94 89 84

Note: *Level flight, steady high-speed conditions.

The SELs indicate that the rotary-wing aircraft proposed to land and depart in the JBR have SELs ranging
between 92 and 96 dB. Helicopter operations, which include landings and departure, would be 4 weeks
per year with two operations per day for an annual average of 56 operations. The V-22 would operate 2
weeks per year with four operations per day, or 56 operations annually. Combined helicopter and V-22
operations would equal 112 operations at the LZs. While landing and departing noise would be
generated, the LZs are over 15 miles from the nearest community of Three Creek, to the south (see
Figure 1-3). Based upon the relative quietness of the helicopters and V-22, the limited number of
operations, and the distance from the nearest receptors, noise generated by rotary-wing aircraft
operations in JBR introduce less than significant changes to the acoustic environment. When compared
to fixed-wing aircraft operating over JBR, the CH-47 helicopter, at 500 feet would generate 19-dB less
SEL than the F-15Es. For perspective purposes, a 20-dB difference is equivalent to a 100-fold increase in
noise levels. This would mean that one F-15E generates the same amount of noise as 100 CH-47
helicopters. Besides the differences in the noise levels of rotary-wing aircraft compared with fixed-wing
fighter jets, the number of rotary-wing operations would be relatively small. Total airspace operations in
the Jarbidge North MOA, which overlies JBR, currently is 10,800 with 7,898 operations by fixed-wing
fighter aircraft, the other 2,902 operations comprise the rotary-wing aircraft and larger fixed-wing
aircraft such as the C-130.

ALZ: Aircraft operating on the ALZ in the SCR EUA would consist of helicopters, V-22, and C-130 aircraft,
the same aircraft that currently operate in MHRC airspace overlying the range. The ALZ would be used
30 days per year with no more than three landings and takeoffs per day. Similar to the LZs, the ALZ is
located at a distance too far from human receptors for noise generated at this location to be heard; and
operations would comprise approximately 1 percent of the total operations in Jarbidge MOA. The SELs
are presented in Table 4.2-1 to illustrate what would be heard by people visiting and any wildlife living in
the area if they were overflown by aircraft. Compared with existing aircraft operating in the MHRC,
noise level changes would be minor and imperceptible to any residents living on or near the MHRC.

In summary, in terms of the acoustic environment and effects to populations, none of the activities
under Alternative 1 would introduce significant noise level changes to the scattered and isolated
populations residing in this area of Owyhee County. Under Alternative 1, no significant impacts from
construction and training-generated noise are anticipated to populations residing in the MHRC.
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42.1.2 Land Use Compatibility
Construction

Noise resulting from construction activities would be temporary and would not result in incompatible
land uses or be inconsistent with current land use agreements. No significant impacts to land use
compatibilities would result from construction-generated noise.

Training

Convoy training would occur on pre-existing roads and trails. Noise introduced by this training would be
infrequent and temporary and therefore, would not introduce any significant impacts to affect land use
compatibilities.

Munitions

Increased noise on SCR from HIMARS operations would occur within the JUL area, which is primarily
used for grazing and some recreational activities. However, these areas within the JUL would be closed
during operational activities. Noise outside of the SCR EUA under Alternative 1 would primarily result
from HIMARS operations. Noise levels over 115 dB peak, extending off the SCR along the west side
downrange from the target, and at the east and south adjacent to the FPs, would occur over
undeveloped BLM land. The temporary and intermittent noise levels generated by HIMARS operations
would not change land use patterns, ownership, or management plans and policies. Therefore, no
incompatible land uses would be introduced by implementing Alternative 1.

Aircraft Operations

As discussed above, there would be no noticeable change in the acoustic environment resulting from
aircraft operations; therefore, no significant impacts to land use compatibility.

4213 Domesticated Animals and Wildlife
Construction

Noise associated with construction activities at SCR, JBR, and ND-1 would be temporal in frequency and
duration. All construction at SCR would occur within the EUA and, therefore, have no effect on
domesticated animals. At JBR, grazing is currently allowed in areas proposed for the LZs. Construction,
however, would occur outside of the permitted grazing period and, therefore, would have no effect on
domesticated animals. Short-term startle effects to wildlife inhabiting areas adjacent to construction
activities could occur, but would not be significant as wildlife would be expected to move to adjacent
habitat.

Training

Noise associated with convoy training would be infrequent and similar to vehicle traffic currently
operating in this remote area. No effects to domesticated animals or wildlife would occur due to convoy
training noise.

Munitions

Single event Peak noise levels greater than 115 dB generated by HIMARS training would extend off SCR’s
JUL into approximately 1,000 acres to the west, 1,000 acres to the east, and 1,000 acres south of the
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range. HIMARS training would occur infrequently, with approximately 100 rockets being fired annually.
Domesticated animals and wildlife could experience short-term startle effects during these training
activities, which could include increased heart rate, running, and temporary displacement (Manci et al.
1988; Bowles 1995). FPs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 are located within known sage grouse habitat, while FP 5 is
approximately 0.6 miles away from known sage grouse habitat. Acoustic communication is very
important in reproductive behaviors of sage grouse as female sage grouse use male vocalizations to find
leks within the habitat, and when choosing a mate. Therefore, noise can interfere with the ability of
females to find and choose mates. Noise can also increase predation risk by masking sounds of
approaching predators (Blickley 2013; Patricelli et al. 2013). Domesticated animals and wildlife
inhabiting areas on and adjacent to SCR, however, have been exposed to range training and operations
noise levels for decades. In addition, HIMARS rockets would only be used 100 times per year and the
noise duration of the launches lasts only a few seconds. Therefore, it is not anticipated that proposed
munitions employment would cause significant impacts to domesticated animals or wildlife if
Alternative 1 were implemented.

Aircraft Operations

As discussed earlier, under Alternative 1, there would be no noticeable change in the acoustic
environment resulting from aircraft operations (see Figure 3.3-1). Therefore, no significant impacts are
anticipated to domesticated animals or wildlife if Alternative 1 were implemented.

4.2.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

4221 Effects of Noise on Population

Noise generated by construction and convoy training would be similar as described under Alternative 1.
No significant impacts to the acoustic environment of populations would result from construction
activities. Bruneau residents may occasionally hear trucks associated with the convoy, but these
instances would be infrequent and not create any significant impacts.

In terms of munitions, all noise levels would decrease but not noticeably, when compared to
Alternative 1. This results from the elimination of artillery, anti-tank rockets, M203/320 grenades, and
the HIMARS. Therefore, no munitions-generated noise would extend outside SCR boundaries and no
significant impacts would be anticipated from implementing Alternative 2.

Aircraft operations under Alternative 2 would be the same as described for Alternative 1. No perceptible
changes in the acoustic environment would be experienced by populations underlying the MHRC
airspace. Therefore, no significant impacts would be expected from aircraft operations if Alternative 2
were implemented.

4.2.2.2 Land Use Compatibility

Under Alternative 2, land use compatibility impacts would be the same as those described for
Alternative 1, with the exception being lower noise levels with the elimination of the HIMARS. No
significant impacts to land use compatibilities would result from construction, training, munitions, or
aircraft operations if Alternative 2 were implemented.
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42.2.3 Domesticated Animals and Wildlife

Under Alternative 2, impacts to domesticated animals and wildlife would be the same as those
described for Alternative 1, with the exception being lower noise levels with the elimination of the
HIMARS in the JUL. No significant impacts would result to domesticated animals and wildlife from
construction, training, munitions, or aircraft operations if Alternative 2 were implemented.

4.2.3 No-Action Alternative

No changes to aircraft and ground-based operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities,
targets, or munitions associated with Alternatives 1 or 2 would be implemented.

4.2.3.1 Population

The acoustic environment under the No-Action Alternative would remain similar to existing conditions
presented in Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.2, and Figure 3.2-1. No construction would occur, no new
training would be introduced, and small arms munitions, BDUs, and guided bomb units would remain
the same as baseline conditions. The majority of aircraft operating in MHRC airspace would be the
F-15E/SGs based at Mountain Home AFB, which generate noise levels of 64 dB Lo, in MHRC airspace
and SELs of 115 dB (at 500 feet) (see Table 3.2-2). As such, no significant impacts to populations
underlying MHRC airspace would result from implementing the No-Action Alternative.

4.2.3.2 Land Use Compatibility

Under the No-Action Alternative, military training would continue as identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan, and presented in Section 3.2.2. Therefore, no impacts to land use
compatibility in terms of the acoustic environment would be anticipated if the No-Action Alternative
were implemented.

4.2.3.3 Domesticated Animals and Wildlife

Under the No-Action Alternative, military training would continue as identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan, and presented in Section 3.2.2. Therefore, no changes in the acoustic
environment of domesticated animals and wildlife would occur when comparing the No-Action
Alternative with existing conditions. In summary, no significant impacts to domesticated animals and
wildlife in the acoustic environment would occur if the No-Action Alternative were implemented.

4.3 Land Management and Use

This analysis examines the extent to which the operational changes would be consistent with state,
regional, and local conservation and development plans and zoning regulations. Changes in land use
from new construction are analyzed to determine compatibility with existing and planned uses. In
addition, the analysis assesses changes in noise levels around the ranges in terms of potential impacts to
recreation. When compared to baseline conditions, land use plans, and land use regulations, the
magnitude of the change represents the level of impacts.

4.3.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training
43.1.1 Land Management

Construction activities would primarily occur on lands currently owned, under the jurisdiction, or
managed by the USAF. For those emitter sites proposed on BLM, state property, or private property,
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agreements would be approved prior to any land-clearing activities. No prime farmland would be
impacted through implementation of Alternative 1.

FP’s 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 would be located on DoD land within the SCR JUL. FP 4 would be located on state
land; however it would be covered under existing lease agreements with the State of Idaho. Operational
changes within the MHRC would be consistent with existing land uses; public laws and orders; the ETI
ROD; Settlement Agreement; and state, regional, and local conservation and development plans and
zoning regulations. In addition, the construction and operation of the FPs would not alter the existing
grazing permits. No new airspace would be established and no changes to existing airspace would occur
under Alternative 1. The proposed new ground-based munitions would require establishment of new
SDZs to provide the required safety buffer for each new weapon added at SCR. However, all proposed
SDZs would be wholly contained within the SCR (see Section 4.4.1 for detailed information about SDZs).
Changes in operations and noise levels would not alter land use patterns, ownership, or management
plans and policies. Alternative 1 would not result in incompatible land uses; therefore, impacts to land
management under Alternative 1 would not be significant.

43.1.2 Recreation

With the exception of the new FPs within the SCR JUL, recreational use of the MHRC would not change
under Alternative 1 when compared to the No-Action Alternative. Recreation use would only be
restricted within the JUL during the times when firing of inert munitions on the new firing positions
would occur. Closure of the area around the FPs would occur at most 30 days a year, and primarily on
weekdays when recreational use is at its minimum. Public notices concerning FP-area closures would be
announced through press releases, land management agencies alerted, and military personnel would
patrol the area to ensure that access to the FP sites is prohibited.

Section 4.2.1, Acoustic Environment, provides a complete description of the changes in the noise
environment. For the most part, Alternative 1 would introduce very little additional noise when
compared to the No-Action Alternative. The only exception would be noise generated by HIMARS
operations, which would extend outside of the SCR to the east, west, and south. Noise levels over
115 dB peak would extend off the SCR at the east, west, and south adjacent to the FPs (see Figure 4.2-1).
Acreages of these areas would be 1,000, 1,000, and 1,000 acres, respectively. Because recreation would
be prohibited within the JUL when HIMARS operations occur, noise would not impact recreation within
the JUL. While these noise increases would be noticeable outside the JUL and there would be some
restriction on recreation within the JUL, they would be temporary, occurring only during the HIMARS
operations, which would occur at most 30 days a year, and primarily on weekdays when recreational use
is at its minimum. Therefore, impacts to recreation from Alternative 1 would not be significant.

43.1.3 Visual

Visual intrusions under Alternative 1 would be minimal, consistent with the No-Action Alternative, and
would not alter the BLM Visual Resource Management Class of the area. There would not be permanent
alterations to the landscape and the degree of contrast would be considered “none” as not attracting
attention to itself. As a result, impacts to visual resources would not be significant under Alternative 1.
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4.3.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

43.2.1 Land Management

Impacts to land management under Alternative 2 would be similar to those found with Alternative 1; no
significant impacts to land management, plans, or policies if Alternative 2 were implemented. No prime
farmland would be impacted through implementation of Alternative 2.

4.3.2.2 Recreation

Impacts to recreational resources under Alternative 2 would be the same as that described under
Alternative 1 with the exception of the number and type of munitions expended. Under Alternative 2,
munitions would be similar to Alternative 1, however, artillery, anti-tank rockets, M203/320 grenades,
and the HIMARS would be eliminated. As a result, noise from munitions expenditures would not extend
outside of SCR JUL boundaries. No significant recreational impacts are anticipated if Alternative 2 were
implemented.

4323 Visual

Impacts to visual resources under Alternative 2 would be similar to those found under Alternative 1; no
significant impacts to visual resources if Alternative 2 were implemented.

4.3.3 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, existing conditions with military training continuing as identified in the
current Comprehensive Range Plan and described in Section 3.3.1. No changes to aircraft and ground-
based operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities, targets, or munitions would be
implemented. As a result, there would be no significant impacts to land management and use under the
No-Action Alternative.

4.4 Safety

This section analyzes the safety issues associated with aircraft mishaps, BASH, munitions use, and fire
risk and management. Construction and convoy training would be typical of any similar construction
project and normal highway traffic safety and not yield extraordinary risks and is not discussed further.

4.4.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training
44.1.1 Aircraft Mishaps

As presented in Section 3.4.1.1, aircraft mishaps are rare in the MHRC and the number would not be
expected to increase under Alternative 1. The communications jamming exercises would present a flight
risk to aircraft operating within the MHRC and vicinity, but as noted in Section 2.4.1.1, prior to these
training episodes, the 746th Test Squadron together with the 366 FW would notify the Federal Aviation
Administration (so that pilots are alerted through the Notice to Airmen) and air traffic control centers
(for active notification and navigational assistance to pilots) as to the dates and timing of the jamming
exercises to ensure commercial and civil aircraft avoidance procedures were implemented. The
Mountain Home AFB Public Affairs would also notify local officials, BLM, and the public through public
service announcements and newspaper advertisements to ensure safe navigational operations during
the jamming exercises. However, in the event of a safety issue, such as visually observing non-
participating aircraft, communications jamming would halt immediately and would not resume until the
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aircraft’s safe passage through the airspace. Therefore, no significant impacts to aircraft mishaps are
anticipated if Alternative 1 were implemented.

4.4.1.2 Bird/Wildlife Strike Hazards

Additional aircraft operations would occur at the LZs and the ALZ; however, with strict adherence to
current BASH plan actions and avoidance measures, no significant increases of BASH incidents are
anticipated. Therefore, no significant safety impacts resulting from BASH are anticipated if Alternative 1
were implemented.

44.1.3 Munitions

Ground-based munitions, as well as mortars, artillery, grenades, and rockets would increase (see
Table 2-1) under Alternative 1. Aircraft munitions and their associated WDZs would remain as currently
designated in the MHRC. However, proposed new ground-based munitions would require establishment
of new SDZs to provide the required safety buffer for each new weapon added at SCR. Figure 4.4-1
shows Alternative 1 SDZs compared to the existing SDZs. All proposed SDZs would be wholly contained
within the SCR EUA except for the HIMARS, 120mm mortars, and artillery, which would be fired from
areas within the JUL. The HIMARS, 120mm mortar, and artillery SDZs in the JUL would be adjacent to the
FPs and follow the round’s path toward the target points, located inside the SCR EUA. All SDZs would fall
within the SCR JUL boundaries. Safety impacts would not be considered significant by introducing new
munitions or ordnance use. This is because the majority of munitions operations would remain within
SCR EUA boundaries, where public access is restricted, and when the FP sites in the JUL are in use, public
notices concerning FP-area closures would be announced through press releases, land management
agencies alerted, and military personnel would patrol the area to ensure that access to the FP sites is
prohibited.

44.1.4 Fire Risk and Management

Under Alternative 1, the majority of munitions do not have a great potential to cause fires and would
not likely increase fire risks. The HIMARS, however, does emit flames during launch. To minimize the
potential of fire risk from HIMARS employment, 1 acre surrounding the FP would be cleared of all
vegetation, fire resistant vegetation would be planted around the FP to act as a fire break, and trained
fire crews would be present during launches to extinguish any fire ignitions. These actions would greatly
reduce the risk of fire in the launch area. In addition to HIMARS, smoke generators would be used in
SCR; however, the fire risk would be minimal. No open flames are created by the smoke generators;
however, if, in the rare occasion that the smoke-generating fuel tank was breached, then there would
be the potential to ignite dry grass and spread. While this would be extremely rare, it would present a
negligible increase in fire risk. Again, trained fire crews would be present during launches to extinguish
any fire ignitions quickly. In summary, no significant fire risk and management impacts from munitions
are anticipated if Alternative 1 were implemented.

Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences 4-11
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Figure 4.4-1. Comparison of Alternative 1 with Existing Composite
Surface Danger Zones
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Past safety concerns regarding fire potential to surfaces under the V-22 during landing operations have
been examined by both the Department of the Navy and the scientific community (Department of the
Navy 2008). Available data indicate that with exhaust deflectors operating at normal capacity, V-22
exhaust should not heat the ground to a temperature high enough to support combustion of plant-
based materials. The combined test flight and operational hours of the V-22 aircraft to numerous
unprepared LZs at bases and ranges throughout the U.S. (including sites in Alabama, Arizona, California,
Florida, Maryland, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, and Virginia) have resulted in only one
documented grass fire. This grass fire was attributed to the exhaust of a CV-22 about 10 miles southwest
of Troy, Alabama, and the probable cause was determined to be an interruption in the operation of the
exhaust deflector system. There have been no fires documented with the exhaust deflectors operating
normally.

The fact that the LZs would be cleared of vegetation and a 50- by 50-foot gravel pad constructed would
minimize the potential for possible grass fires in this area. Therefore, if Alternative 1 were implemented
there would be negligible fire potential at the proposed LZs.

In summary, Alternative 1 would not impose significant impacts to fire risk and management activities.

4.4.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

44.2.1 Aircraft Mishaps

Aircraft operations would be the same as Alternative 1. While there is a flight risk associating with
communication jamming, the Federal Aviation Administration, through their Notice to Airmen, will be
notified and the date and time of the exercise posted; regional and local air traffic controllers will be
alerted to divert air traffic around the affected jamming area; a press release will be sent to local
newspapers indicating the day(s) and time(s) of the training exercises for local community purposes; and
military personnel operating the jamming equipment will immediately discontinue the jamming exercise
if unidentified/non-participating aircraft are observed. Therefore, no significant impacts to aircraft
mishaps are anticipated if Alternative 2 were implemented.

4.4.2.2 Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazards

Impacts from BASH would be the same as described for Alternative 1 and would have negligible impacts
when compared to the No-Action Alternative; therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated if
Alternative 2 were implemented.

4.4.2.3 Munitions Use

Under Alternative 2, all SDZs would be contained within the SCR EUA boundaries. This results from the
elimination of artillery, anti-tank rockets, M203/320 grenades, and the HIMARS. Therefore, no
significant impacts to safety would be anticipated from implementing Alternative 2.

4.4.2.4 Fire Risk and Management

Because the HIMARS rockets would not be used under Alternative 2, fire risks and management would
remain consistent with the No-Action Alternative; therefore, no significant impacts to fire risk and
management are anticipated under Alternative 2.

Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences 4-13
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Mountain Home Range Complex

4.4.3 No-Action Alternative

No changes to aircraft and ground-based operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities,
targets, or munitions associated with Alternatives 1 or 2 would be implemented.

4.43.1 Aircraft Mishaps

When compared to existing conditions, aircraft mishaps would not change under the No-Action
Alternative; therefore, no significant aircraft mishap impacts are anticipated.

4.43.2 Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazards

The No-Action Alternative would not change BASH risks when compared to existing BASH conditions;
therefore, no significant BASH impacts are anticipated by implementing the No-Action Alternative.

4433 Munitions

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no increase or change in the amount or type of
munitions employed in the MHRC. Current SDZ boundaries would remain unchanged and no significant
impacts would be introduced by using munitions.

4434 Fire Risk and Management

Under the No-Action Alternative, fire risk and management would not change when compared to
existing conditions. The No-Action Alternative therefore, would not introduce any new or significant
impacts to fire risk and management.

4.5 Hazardous Materials and Waste, Toxic Substances, and Contaminated Sites

Impacts to hazardous materials, wastes, and toxic substances would be adverse if increased storage,
use, removal, and disposal would exceed the capabilities of existing plans, procedures, and
infrastructure to handle the materials, and cause an increased risk of uncontrolled releases and major
environmental compliance violations. Contaminated sites could be significantly impacted if the action
alters the site such that it no longer meets the condition of federal and state remedial agreements.

4.5.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

Most of Alternative 1 involves activities that do not normally affect hazardous materials, waste, toxics,
or contaminated sites. The exception is the use of munitions and construction-related materials and
wastes. Convoy training, communications jamming, target improvements, and smoke generators would
not likely have any effect on hazardous materials and waste plans and procedures, and therefore not
addressed further in this resource analysis.

451.1 Hazardous Materials and Waste

Construction activities would generate small amounts of wastes such as concrete, metal, and wood. All
wastes generated during construction would be handled in accordance with MHRC protocols according
to the construction contract. No other activity associated with Alternative 1 has a potential to generate
hazardous wastes. In summary, Alternative 1 would not introduce significant impacts to the use,
storage, or disposal of hazardous materials or wastes.

Under Alternative 1 additional ordnance would be fired in SCR at quantities above that currently
expended on SCR. Some of these items, such as HIMARS rockets and artillery shells would be considered
range residue. In accordance with PLOs 1027 and 4902, 366 Explosive Ordnance Disposal shop performs
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

range clearance annually and these items would be included during the annual clearance. As is current
practice with spent munitions, the items would be placed in the fenced residue holding area with the
other range residue. The amount of ordnance would increase, but current practices are already in place
to gather the spent munitions and neither the capacity to handle or store these munitions would be
constrained. Similar to current munitions, these items would be demilitarized, then considered non-
hazardous, certified as such, and then transferred to recycling centers or permitted landfills by a
certified range residue removal contractor. Therefore, no significant impacts to hazardous materials and
waste are anticipated if Alternative 1 were implemented.

451.2 Toxic Substances

Alternative 1 would not require use of toxic materials. The only potential for toxic materials would be if
facility planned for demolition had any asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paint. However, no
facilities with these substances are identified for demolition at this time. Alternative 1 would not
introduce significant toxic substances impacts if it were implemented.

451.3 Contaminated Sites

Alternative 1 would not disturb or add any ordnance to OT-37/0T-19 or AOC burial site 6 located within
the EUA on SCR (Figure 4.5-1). No contaminated sites are identified in JBR. Implementing Alternative 1
would not introduce new types of hazardous materials, exceed Mountain Home AFB’s ability to store
and dispose of hazardous waste in the MHRC, require the use of toxic substances or change how toxic
substances are handled when encountered, or disturb any contaminated sites in the SCR EUA; no sites
occur on JBR. Therefore, no significant impacts to contaminated sites if Alternative 1 were implemented.

4.5.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

45.2.1 Hazardous Materials and Waste

Wastes generated during construction activities for Alternative 2 would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1 and create no significant impacts. Under Alternative 2, the use of artillery, anti-tank
rockets, M203/320 grenades, and the HIMARS are eliminated. Therefore, only negligible changes to
range residue would result from implementing Alternative 2 when compared to the No-Action
Alternative.

4,5.2.2 Toxic Substances

Under Alternative 2, similar to Alternative 1, no toxic substances would be introduced and the potential
to discover such substances would be negligible. Alternative 2 would not introduce significant toxic
substances impacts if it were implemented.

4523 Contaminated Sites

Alternative 2 would not disturb or add any ordnance to existing contaminated sites on SCR and there are
no such sites identified on JBR. Implementing Alternative 2 would not introduce new types of hazardous
materials, exceed Mountain Home AFB’s ability to store and dispose of hazardous waste in the MHRC,
require the use of toxic substances or change how toxic substances are handled when encountered, or
disturb any contaminated sites in the SCR EUA; no sites occur on JBR. Therefore, no significant impacts
to contaminated sites if Alternative 1 were implemented.
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Figure 4.5-1. Location of Contaminated Sites and Proposed
Construction in the Exclusive Use Area
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4.5.3 No-Action Alternative

No changes to aircraft and ground-based operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities,
targets, or munitions associated with Alternatives 1 or 2 would be implemented.

453.1 Hazardous Materials and Waste

When compared to existing conditions, there would be no change to the use, storage, or disposal of
hazardous materials and waste under the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, implementing the No-Action
Alternative would not introduce significant impacts to hazardous materials and wastes.

45.3.2 Toxic Substances

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no change to the operations and management of toxic
substances when compared to existing conditions. Implementing the No-Action Alternative, therefore,
would not introduce significant impacts to toxic substances.

45.3.3 Contaminated Sites

Under the No-Action Alternative, conditions would continue at existing contaminated sites on SCR; none
are identified on JBR. It is anticipated that no significant impacts would be introduced at any of the
identified contaminated sites, if the No-Action Alternative were implemented.

4.6 Air Quality

Air quality impacts within the affected environment were reviewed for potential impacts in light of
federal, state, and local air pollution standards and regulations; please refer to Section 3.6 for detailed
discussion of air quality resource definitions and analytical methodology for evaluating impacts. For
purposes of this analysis, 250 tons per year, per pollutant were used as a threshold to trigger further
evaluation of potential air quality impacts. While the majority of emissions would be generated by
mobile sources, this approach was undertaken for conservative analysis purposes. This particular
threshold is used by the USEPA in their New Source Review standards as an indicator for impact analysis
for listed new major stationary sources in attainment areas. Per this standard, any major new stationary
source that exceeds 250 tons per year, for any listed pollutant, must conduct further analysis to
demonstrate that these impacts would not cause a substantial degradation of air quality under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration regulations.

Under Alternatives 1 or 2, construction and operational activities would result in air pollutant emissions.
4.6.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training
46.11 Construction

Several facilities are proposed to improve operations in the MHRC. Six FPs within SCR, and nine additional
LZs within JBR, would be constructed consisting of 50- by 50-feet gravel pads. In addition, a 60- by
75-feet maintenance building, a 30 by 30 feet control tower, and a 75- by 5,000-feet compacted gravel
ALZ and associated parking apron would be constructed within the SCR EUA. Table 4.5-1 summarizes the
construction emissions associated with Alternative 1. Data presented in the table below indicate that
proposed construction emissions would not exceed 250 tons per year for any criteria pollutant. Indeed,
the total emissions would be fractions of this threshold. Therefore, it is not anticipated that
implementing Alternative 1 construction activities would significantly affect regional air quality.
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Table 4.5-1. Proposed Construction Emissions

Construction Year Pollutants in Tons per Year
co NO, voc SO, PM PM, 5 Co,
2017 0.31 0.72 0.06 0.01 37.85 3.83 70
Major Source Threshold 250 250 250 250 250 250 250

Legend: CO, = carbon dioxide.

4.6.1.2 Operations

Air quality impacts from operations were determined by evaluating the net increase in emissions
associated with the proposed operational changes in the MHRC. Operational emissions would be
primarily produced by mobile sources and would not occur at the same time as construction emissions.
Additional mobile sources under Alternative 1 include: 1) vehicle operations associated with convoy
operations using 5-ton trucks, 2) smoke generators used for target concealment, and 3) additional use of
munitions. Stationary sources include (but are not limited to) existing emissions generated by, for
example, emergency generators, boilers, and fuel storage.

Table 4.5-2 presents a summary of annual emissions that would be generated under Alternative 1 when
compared to existing conditions (i.e., the No-Action Alternative). The operations changes within the
MHRC would result in net emission increases for all pollutants when compared to baseline. However,
these emissions would remain below the major source threshold of 250 tons per year. Alternative 1
would not introduce amounts of pollutant emissions to significantly affect regional air quality or exceed
any major source thresholds.

Table 4.5-2. Proposed Annual Operational Emissions Under Alternative 1

Pollutants in Tons per Year

Activity c0 | NO, | vocs | 50 | PMy, | PM,, | COE’
Convoy Training 23.03 56.27| 6.07 0.00 0.00 2.37 55
Munitions 2.60 0.15| 0.00 0.00 1.76 1.769 11
Total Emissions due to Alternative 1 25.636 | 56.42| 6.07 0 1.76 4.13 66
Baseline Annual Emissions 3.01 8.25 1.15 0.47 0.55 0.55 71

Total Annual Emissions
(Existing Conditions plus Proposed)
Net Change | 25.636 | 56.42| 6.07 0 1.76 4.13 66
Major Source Threshold 250 250 250 250 250 250 -
GHG Threshold - - - - - - 25,000
Net CO,e Life Cycle Change in Metric Tons 66

28.65 | 64.67| 7.22 | 047 | 231 4.68 137

Notes:

"The emission factor for SO is based on the maximum possible sulfur content allowed in JP-8 by the fuel specification MIL-DTL-83133G
(April 2010). Use of JP-8 with lower sulfur content directly translates to reductions in SO, emissions.

’C0,e = carbon dioxide equivalent, is presented in metric tons per year.

46.1.3 Greenhouse Gases

Revised draft guidance from the CEQ, dated December 18, 2014, recommends that agencies consider
both the potential effects of a proposed action on climate change, as indicated by its estimated GHG
emissions, and the implications of climate change for the environmental effects of a proposed action.
The guidance also emphasizes that agency analyses should be commensurate with projected GHG
emissions and climate impacts, and should employ appropriate quantitative or qualitative analytical
methods to ensure useful information is available to inform the public and the decision-making process
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
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in distinguishing between alternatives and mitigations. It recommends that agencies consider 25,000
metric tons of CO,e emissions on an annual basis as a reference point below which a quantitative
analysis of GHG is not recommended, unless it is easily accomplished based on available tools and data.

The USEPA issued the Final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule on September 22, 2009.
GHGs covered under this rule are CO,, methane, NO,, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur
hexafluoride, and other fluorinated gases including nitrogen trifluoride and hydrofluorinated ethers.
Each GHG is assigned a global warming potential. The global warming potential is the ability of a gas or
aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. The global warming potential rating system is standardized to
CO,, which has a value of one. The equivalent CO,, or CO,e, rate is calculated by multiplying the
emissions of each GHG by its global warming potential and adding the results together to produce a
single, combined emissions rate representing all GHGs. Under the rule, suppliers of fossil fuels or
industrial GHGs, manufacturers of mobile sources and engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric
tons or more per year of GHG emissions as CO,e are required to submit annual reports to USEPA.

Emissions resulting from Alternative 1 operations would incrementally increase regional emissions of
CO,e. The net change in operational emissions, however, would not exceed the 25,000 metric tons per
year guideline identified for GHG emissions. No significant impacts to GHG emissions are anticipated if
Alternative 1 were implemented.

46.1.4 Climate Change Adaptation

According to the USEPA, climate changes in the Northwest are predicted to include reduction of annual
precipitation and changes in how much snow is accumulated and when it melts. Warmer winters, with
rain instead of snow, reduce soil moisture, snow accumulation, and the amount of water produced from
snow melt. Changing stream flows will likely strain water management and worsen existing competition
for water (USEPA 2016c). Reduced availability of freshwater is also likely to occur, with implications for
the base and communities in the arid region encompassing MHRC. With drought, temperature
increases, and increased potential for invasive (less fire resistant) species associated with climate
change, and wildfires are predicted to increase (USEPA 2016c). Surrounded by open and agricultural
lands, MHRC could be subject to increased wildfires and the need to employ strategies and policies to
prevent and combat them.

As climate science advances and it better determines if and how human-generated factors may affect
climate, the DoD would regularly reevaluate climate change risks and opportunities to develop policies
and plans to manage its effects on the operating environment, missions, and facilities. Managing the
national security effects of climate change requires the DoD to work collaboratively, through a whole-of-
government approach, with local, state, and federal agencies.

In summary, implementing Alternative 1 would not introduce impacts to significantly affect climate
change adaptation.

4.6.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

46.2.1 Construction

Under Alternative 2, ground-based operations and improvements for the ranges, facilities, and targets,
would be similar to that described under Alternative 1. However, no FP construction would occur under
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Alternative 2. Therefore, construction emissions under Alternative 2 would be slightly less than that
described under Alternative 1, with no significant impacts.

4.6.2.2 Operations

Under Alternative 2, operations would remain similar to Alternative 1, with the exception of certain
munitions operations and the exclusion of the FPs. Alternative 2 would not allow the use of the
following munitions: grenades (M203/M320 Grenade Launcher) using practice, smoke, and illumination
munitions; artillery (155mm, MLRS, HIMARS) using training, smoke, illumination, and white phosphorus
marking munitions; and anti-tank rockets (66mm Light Anti-Tank Weapon, 84mm AT4). As a result of the
fewer numbers of munitions and ordnance employed, pollutant emissions would be less under
Alternative 2 when compared to Alternative 1.

Table 4.5-3 presents a summary of annual emissions generated under Alternative 2 compared to existing
conditions. The operations changes within the MHRC would result in net emission increases for all
pollutants when compared to baseline. However, these emissions would remain well below the major
source threshold of 250 tons per year and not introduce any significant impacts under Alternative 2.

Table 4.5-3. Proposed Annual Operational Emissions Under Alternative 2

Pollutants in Tons per Year

Activity O | NO, | vOCs | SO, | PMy | PM,s | CO&
Convoy Training 23.03 56.27 | 6.07 0.00 0.00 2.37 55
Munitions .32 .06 0 0.00 | 0.03 .01 A4
Total Emissions due to Alternative 1 23.71 56.32| 6.07 0.00 .03 2.38 55.4
Current Annual Emissions 3.01 8.25 1.15 0.47 0.55 0.55 71

Total Annual Emissions (Baseline + Proposed) 26.72 64.57 7.22 0.47 0.58 2.93 126.4
Net Change 23.71 56.32| 6.07 | 0.00 .03 2.38 55.4
Major Source Threshold 250 250 250 250 250 250 -
GHG Threshold - - - - - - 25,000
Net CO,e Life Cycle Change in Metric Tons | 55.4

Notes:

'The emission factor for SO is based on the maximum possible sulfur content allowed in JP-8 by the fuel specification MIL-DTL-83133G
(April 2010). Use of JP-8 with lower sulfur content directly translates to reductions in SOx emissions.

’C0,e = carbon dioxide equivalent, is presented in metric tons per year.

4.6.2.3 Greenhouse Gases

Emissions due to operations activities under Alternative 2 would incrementally increase regional
emissions of CO,e. However, the net change in operational emissions would not exceed the
25,000 metric tons per year guideline applied to GHG emissions or exceed the major source threshold of
250 tons per year. Therefore, no significant impacts to regional air quality are anticipated if Alternative 2
were implemented.

4.6.2.4 Climate Change Adaptation

Impacts to operations from climate change would be similar to that described under Alternative 1. In
summary, implementing Alternative 2 would not introduce impacts to significantly affect climate change
adaptation in this region of Idaho.
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4.6.3 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, military training would continue as identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan and described in Section 3.6. No changes to aircraft and ground-based
operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities, targets, or munitions would be
implemented. As a result, there would be no significant impacts to air quality under the No-Action
Alternative.

4.7 Transportation

Impacts to transportation would be considered adverse if the local road network were to deteriorate
making travel difficult on these primarily graveled roads or limit public access.

4.7.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

Under Alternative 1, construction activities on SCR and JBR would take about 1 year, and occur between
late 2016 and 2017. Construction equipment would be driven to proposed construction areas and kept
on-site for the duration of the respective activity. Construction workers would drive daily in their
personal vehicles to and from the construction site. The access roads to the new FPs within the JUL
would be improved by adding a gravel road base to the existing dirt base, two-track roads. In general,
construction traffic would result in minor increases in the use of roadways during construction activities;
however, increases would be temporary and intermittent, occurring only during active construction
periods and should not deteriorate or preclude public use of the local road network.

Once operational, traffic associated with the FPs would be minimal and intermittent, with an average of
one vehicle trip no more than 30 days per year, usually occurring during the weekday. Convoy training
also would be conducted on improved and unimproved roads underneath MHRC airspace on Highway
51 between Bruneau and Grasmere, and on Clover Three-Creek Road between SCR and JBR (see
Figure 1-3). Convoy training would entail up to 10 vehicles (5-ton trucks), two times every 3 months
primarily Monday through Friday, with the exception of 3 to 4 weekends per year to support Air
National Guard Drill weekends. Convoy training would occur from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; however, 70
percent would occur during daylight hours. Increases in traffic as a result of the convoy operations
would be minimal. Annual daily traffic counts would increase by a maximum of 80 vehicle trips on
Highway 51 and Clover Three-Creek Road; increasing Average Daily Trips by less than one vehicle trip. In
addition, the convoys would not cause any delay or shut down of traffic during operations, but would
move aside to let traffic pass.

As noted in Section 2.4.1.1, GPS, SAR, and communications jamming has occurred twice in the past.
Prior to these training episodes, the 746th Test Squadron together with the 366 FW would notify the
Federal Aviation Administration (so that pilots are alerted through the Notice to Airmen) and air traffic
control centers (for active notification and navigational assistance to pilots) as to the dates and timing of
the jamming exercises to ensure commercial and civil aircraft avoidance procedures were implemented.
The Mountain Home AFB Public Affairs would also notify local officials, BLM, and the public through
public service announcements and newspaper advertisements to ensure safe navigational operations
during the jamming exercises. However, in the event of a safety issue, such as visually observing non-
participating aircraft, communications jamming halts immediately and does not resume until the
aircraft’s safe passage through the airspace. Therefore, implementing Alternative 1 would not introduce
significant impacts to transportation.
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4.7.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

Impacts to transportation under Alternative 2 would be similar to that described under Alternative 1,
with the exception that Alternative 2 does not include constructing new FPs. No significant impacts are
anticipated to transportation if Alternative 2 were implemented.

4.7.3 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, military training would continue as identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan and described in Section 3.7. No changes to aircraft and ground-based
operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities, targets, or munitions associated with
Alternative 1 would be implemented. As a result, there would be no significant impacts to
transportation under the No-Action Alternative.

4.8 Natural Resources

The existence and preservation of natural resources are intrinsically valuable; however, these resources
also provide subsistence, recreational, aesthetic, and socioeconomic values to society and should be
protected to the best means possible, and as required by law. Impact analysis was conducted using
knowledge of wildlife, vegetation, wetlands, and special-status species occurrence data, where
available, based on where construction-related ground disturbance, training, and operations would
likely occur. Contributing factors considered when assessing direct and indirect impacts on natural
resources are based upon determinations of the importance, rarity, and sensitivity of the resource; as
well as the duration and frequency of the impact source. This section analyzes the potential for direct or
indirect impacts to natural resources, as defined in Section 3.8 Natural Resources. Impacts due to noise
associated with Alternative 1 and alternatives are discussed in Acoustic Environment, Sections 4.2.1.5
and 4.2.2.5, Domesticated Animals and Wildlife. A discussion of potential impacts to natural resources
due to BASH and fire risk are found in the Safety, Sections 4.4.1.2/4.4.2.2 and 4.4.1.4/4.4.2.4,
Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazards and Fire Risk and Management, respectively.

4.8.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training
48.1.1 Vegetation

The potential effects to vegetation under Alternative 1, are limited to areas where ground disturbing
activities would take place. A total of approximately 17.46 acres of vegetation would be permanently
removed under Alternative 1. ALZ construction at SCR would occur within 10.92 acres of annual
grasslands in the EUA, in areas that have been highly disturbed by fires and military training, and contain
low densities of native vegetation. These areas also receive increased human activity, and are not
considered high-quality habitat areas. The proposed maintenance building and tower construction
would occur on approximately 0.12 acres of barren land. In addition, 2.08 acres of crested wheatgrass,
2.67 acres of annual grasslands, and 1.25 acres of native/non-native seed mix habitat would be cleared
for the construction of the gravel pads for the FPs within the JUL. Approximately 0.01 acre of crested
wheatgrass, 0.01 acre of annual grassland, and 0.005 acre of native/non-native seed mix habitat would
be removed for construction of roads to the FPs within the JUL.

At JBR, nine LZs are proposed for construction (see Figure 2-3) and would each require clearing an
approximate 2,500 square feet area (0.06 acre), totaling 22,500 square feet (0.54 acre). Eight of the LZs
(totaling 0.48 acre) would be constructed in areas dominated by rabbitbrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass. The
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
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ninth LZ, JB 2 (totaling 0.06 acre), would be located in areas dominated by the native Wyoming big
sagebrush. Larger stands of Wyoming big sagebrush were avoided while determining the location of
JB 2.

In summary, given the limited scope of disturbance and the lack of native vegetation and high-quality
habitats in areas proposed for construction, there would be no significant impacts to vegetation under
Alternative 1 if it were implemented.

4.8.1.2 Wildlife

Wildlife inhabiting areas proposed for construction activities could experience temporary or permanent
displacement as a result of increased human activity and habitat removal. Due to the absence of
high-quality habitat present at areas proposed for construction on SCR, construction-related ground
disturbance would not reduce regional population numbers or distribution of common wildlife, or its
associated habitats. Ground disturbance associated with LZ and ND target construction at JBR would not
represent a significant reduction in habitat for wildlife species inhabiting these areas. General
disturbance to wildlife inhabiting areas with increased munitions training and helicopter landings could
occur; however, wildlife species currently inhabiting these areas are exposed to and have likely
habituated to increased human activity and noise levels. An increased mortality risk to wildlife inhabiting
areas where munitions will be fired and/or dropped could occur, but would be highly unlikely.
Therefore, no adverse significant impacts to wildlife are anticipated as a result of Alternative 1.

4.8.1.3 Special-Status Species

No federally listed threatened or endangered species have been observed on SCR, JBR, ND targets, or
emitter sites. Slickspot peppergrass, currently a proposed endangered species, occurs throughout JBR;
however, proposed LZ and ND target locations would not be established where the plant has been
identified during surveys or within habitats that contain slickspot microsites. All proposed locations;
however, would be surveyed prior to construction-related activities to ensure no slickspot peppergrass
plants are present in areas designated for clearing and/or disturbance. Vegetation removal required for
the proposed HLZs would occur mostly in non-native, disturbed habitat and would not represent a
significant loss to any special-status species that may currently use these areas. However, 0.06 acre of
Wyoming big sagebrush habitat would be removed for the construction of one of the LZ’s on JBR, which
provides habitat for slickspot peppergrass pollinators. Effects to slickspot peppergrass pollinators would
be negligible given the limited scope of disturbance and that adherence to Best Management Practices
and Standard Operating Procedures relating to slickspot peppergrass would continue under Alternative
1, as outlined in the 2012 Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (Mountain Home AFB 2012).
Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to the slickspot peppergrass. Special-status fauna
species would be expected to experience similar impacts as wildlife species, and also to use similar
adjacent habitat areas. In summary, no significant adverse impacts to special-status flora and fauna
species is expected to occur under Alternative 1.

4.8.2 Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated
Training

4821 Vegetation

Proposed construction activities under Alternative 2 are similar to those in Alternative 1, with the
exception being Alternative 2 does not include constructing new FPs. A total of 11.46 acres of vegetation
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would be permanently removed under Alternative 2. As stated under Alternative 1, ALZ construction in
the SCR EUA would occur within 10.92 acres of annual grasslands. Eight of the LZs (totaling 0.48 acre)
would be constructed in areas dominated by rabbitbrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass. The ninth LZ, JB 2 (at
0.06 acre), would be located in an area dominated by native Wyoming big sagebrush. Therefore,
Alternative 2 would not introduce significant impacts to vegetation if it were implemented.

4.8.2.2 Wildlife

Potential impacts to wildlife species under Alternative 2 would be similar to those resulting from
Alternative 1, except artillery, anti-tank rockets, grenades, and HIMARS are eliminated and there would
not be the need to construct FPs at SCR. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to wildlife are
anticipated as a result of implementing Alternative 2.

4.8.2.3 Special-Status Species

Potential impacts to special-status species under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described
under Alternative 1, except artillery, anti-tank rockets, grenades, and HIMARS are eliminated and there
would not be the need to construct FPs at SCR. As found under Alternative 1, disturbance of slickspot
peppergrass would be avoided. Therefore, no significant impacts to special-status species as a result of
implementing Alternative 2 are anticipated.

4.8.3 No-Action Alternative

No changes to aircraft and ground-based operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities,
targets, or munitions associated with Alternatives 1 or 2 would be implemented.

483.1 Vegetation

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no new ground disturbance or vegetation removal
resulting from construction of FPs or ND targets, and no changes to existing MHRC training and
operations would occur. Therefore, conditions would remain consistent with existing conditions and no
significant impacts to vegetation would occur under this alternative.

4.8.3.2 Wildlife

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no new ground disturbance or vegetation removal
resulting from construction of FPs or ND targets, and no changes to existing MHRC training and
operations would occur. Therefore, conditions would remain consistent with existing conditions and no
significant impacts to wildlife would occur under this alternative.

4.8.3.3 Special-Status Species

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no new ground disturbance or vegetation removal
resulting from construction of FPs or ND targets, and no changes to existing MHRC training and
operations would occur. Therefore, conditions would remain consistent with existing conditions and no
significant impacts to special-status species would occur under this alternative.
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4.9 Cultural Resources
Assessment of Effects

Analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources considers both direct and indirect impacts. Direct
impacts may be the result of physically altering, damaging, or destroying all or part of a resource,
altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the importance of the
resource, introducing visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that are out of character for the period
the resource represents (thereby altering the setting), or neglecting the resource to the extent that it
deteriorates or is destroyed.

The APE was determined to include the entirety of the proposed training areas, which allowed for broad
consideration of adverse effect to the volume of archaeological resources during project planning.
Because MHAFB practices prescriptive avoidance of adverse effects to historic properties, the
undertaking was designed to avoid all known archaeological resources within the APE. Therefore, in
compliance with Section VI. (4) of the PA and 36 CFR 800.5(b), MHAFB has made a determination of No
Adverse Effect for the undertaking. Details of avoidance measures are provided in detail for each
project alternative below.

Consistent with 36 CFR 800.13, if previously unidentified archaeological resources are inadvertently
discovered during construction, the Inadvertent Discovery Plan in the ICRMP is followed—the material
remains are left in place, work immediately ceases within 100ft. of the find(s), and the CRM is contacted.
Work may be resumed only after the appropriate actions are taken by the CRM.

4.9.1 Alternative 1: Full Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training
49.1.1 Convoy Operations on MHRC

Under Alternative 1, convoy training would occur on existing roads between Bruneau and Grasmere,
and on Clover Three-Creek Road between SCR and JBR. This training would occur on existing roads and
within the bound of the road berms when conducting threat scenarios. Portable trailers would be used
to disrupt communications from satellites. These trailers would be parked on existing paved surfaces.

Saylor Creek Range and Juniper Butte Range have been intensely surveyed for archaeological resources.
While there are archaeological resources located outside of the defined road margins, operations will
not extend outside of the existing road footprint. Additionally, no additional roads would be
constructed, modified, or removed, and equipment and any associated ground disturbance shall remain
within the designated road footprints. Therefore, no archaeological resources will be adversely affected
as a result of convoy training.

49.1.2 Firing Positions within the JUL

Under Alternative 1, up to six areas within the JUL would be used as FPs for inert mortars, rockets, and
HIMARS to targets inside the EUA. Gravel pads (50 by 50 feet) would be constructed at each of the FPs
to prevent fires.

Saylor Creek Range has been intensely surveyed for archaeological resources. This data was utilized
during project planning to avoid archaeological resources through the placement of a 10 acre protective
buffer around each site boundary. Additionally the firing positions are placed along existing access
roads and no new road construction or secondary access is required to access the proposed locations.

Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences 4-25
Draft —June 2016



O O NOOUL D W N

e N
B W N RO

=
(2]

[
N o

N NN DN R
W N P O O

N
N

N NN
N o »

w w w w NN
W N P O O

w
S

w w w w
00 N O U»n

Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

All construction staging and training equipment shall remain within the designated areas. Therefore, no
archaeological resources will be adversely affected as a result of placement of the firing positions.

49.1.3 Maintenance Building and Control Tower

Under Alternative 1, two new facilities would be constructed in the SCR EUA: a maintenance building
and a control tower. The EUA has been intensely inventoried for archaeological resources and there
none within the proposed buildings footprints or the surrounding area. A more heavily developed
portion of the range, access to the new facilities will be on existing developed roads. Therefore, no
archaeological resources will be adversely affected as a result of construction.

4914 Smoke Generators

Under Alternative 1, smoke generators would be used to obscure targets within the SCR EUA. The EUA
has been intensely inventoried for archaeological resources and there no archaeological resources
within the proposed buildings footprints or the surrounding area. A more heavily developed portion of
the range, access to the new facilities will be on existing developed roads. Therefore, no archaeological
resources will be adversely affected as a result of placement or use of smoke generators.

4.9.1.5 Landing Zones on JBR

Under Alternative 1, nine additional LZs, consisting of 50- by 50-feet gravel pads, would be constructed
on JBR.

Juniper Butte Range has been intensely surveyed for archaeological resources. This data was utilized
during project planning to avoid archaeological resources through the placement of a 10 acre protective
buffer around each site boundary. Additionally the LZs are placed along existing access roads and no
new road construction or secondary access is required to access the proposed locations. All
construction staging and training equipment shall remain within the designated areas. Therefore, no
archaeological resources will be adversely affected as a result of placement of the firing positions.

4.9.1.6 Assault Landing Zone

Under Alternative 1, a 75- by 5,000-feet compacted gravel ALZ would be constructed in the southwest
corner of the SCR EUA. A parking apron (200 by 500 feet) would be constructed on the southwest side of
the strip.

Saylor Creek Range EUA has been intensely surveyed for archaeological resources. There are no
documented archaeological sites within the proposed construction footprint. Additionally the ALZ is
located along existing access roads and no new road construction or expansion is required to access the
proposed locations. All construction staging and training equipment shall remain within the designated
areas. Therefore, no archaeological resources will be adversely affected as a result of construction of
the assault landing zone.

49.1.7 No-Drop Targets

Under Alternative 1, up to six additional ND targets would be added on JBR outside the impact area.
These targets would be 2 acres in size. Additionally, the existing ND-1 target array would be modified to
include less vehicle targets but more target sets including urban villages, tanks, a SAM site, and an anti-
aircraft artillery site.
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Juniper Butte Range has been intensely surveyed for archaeological resources. This data was utilized
during project planning to avoid archaeological resources through the placement of a 10 acre protective
buffer around each site boundary. Additionally the No Drop Targets will be placed along existing access
roads and no new road construction or secondary access is required to access the proposed locations.
All construction staging and training equipment shall remain within the designated areas. Therefore, no
archaeological resources will be adversely affected as a result of placement of the No Drop Targets.

49.1.8 Munitions

Under Alternative 1, additional types and amounts of ground-based inert munitions would be used on
SCR.

Inert munitions are currently used on SCR. Proposed new firing points have been located at least 10
acres from known archaeological sites and along established roads. Munitions shall be fired into
established target areas. Therefore, no archaeological resources will be adversely affected as a result of
use of additional types of inert munitions.

Alternative 2: Partial Improvement and Operational Changes to Enhance Integrated Training

Under Alternative 2, the impacts to cultural resources from ground-based operations and improvements
for the ranges, facilities, and targets would be the same as described under Alternative 1.

Operationally, Alternative 2 training impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, with the exception of
munitions operations and construction of FPs. Alternative 2 would not allow the use of mortars,
artillery, anti-tank rockets, and anti-tank missiles from FPs within the JUL. Although mortars would be
fired within the SCR EUA, impacts would be confined to already disturbed areas. Therefore, no
significant impacts to cultural resources would occur as a result of implementing Alternative 2.

4.9.2 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, military training would continue as identified in the current
Comprehensive Range Plan and described in Section 3.9. No changes to aircraft and ground-based
operations would occur, and no improvements to facilities, targets, or munitions associated with
Alternatives 1 or 2 would be implemented. Therefore, no significant direct or indirect impacts to cultural
resources would occur by implementing the No-Action Alternative.

4.10 Other NEPA Considerations
4.10.1 Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Implementation of either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 would not result in the unavoidable loss of any
resources.

4.10.2 Relationship of Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity

NEPA requires analysis of the relationship between a project’s short-term impacts on the environment
and the effects those impacts may have on the maintenance and enhancement of the long-term
productivity of the affected environment. Impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of the
environment are of particular concern. This means that choosing one option may reduce future
flexibility in pursuing other options, or that committing a resource to a certain use may eliminate the
possibility for other uses of that resource.
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Implementing Alternative 1 or 2 would not result in impacts that would reduce environmental
productivity, permanently narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment, or pose long-term
risks to health, safety, or the general welfare of the public.

4.10.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable resources
and the effects that the uses of these resources have on future generations. Irreversible effects primarily
result from the use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be
replaced within a reasonable time frame. Irreversible effects at MHRC are associated with construction
and fuel use for military training.

For MHRC, most resource commitments are neither irreversible nor irretrievable. Most impacts are
short-term and temporary, such as air emissions from construction, or longer lasting, but negligible (e.g.,
air emissions from mobile sources associated with military training).

The Proposed Action, as found under Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, would constitute an irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of non-renewable or depletable resources, for the materials, time, money and
energy expended during military training activities. Consumption of fossil fuels and energy would occur
during construction and operation activities. Fossil fuels (gasoline and diesel oil) would be used to power
construction equipment and vehicles. Electrical power would be used for lighting and operations. The
energy consumed for project construction and operation represents a permanent and non-renewable
commitment of these resources.

Materials for construction of new facilities would be irretrievably committed. Use of these materials
represents a further depletion of natural resources. Operations and maintenance activities are
considered a long-term non-renewable investment of these resources.

Land that would be physically altered by construction would be committed to the new use for the
foreseeable future and would represent a permanent commitment of the land, for the life of the
project, from open land available recreational purposes to a developed use.

Manpower and funding used to construct any facility would result in irreversible fiscal resource
commitments.

However, under Alternative 1, construction of range facilities and FP sites would occur on up to
approximately 5,400 square feet of land previously disturbed and include the clearing of up to
17.46 acres of vegetation. Under Alternative 2, construction of range facilities would occur on up to
approximately 5,400 square feet of land previously disturbed and include the clearing of up to
11.46 acres of vegetation. These construction and ground-disturbing activities would not adversely
impact wetlands or terrestrial communities. Irretrievable resource commitments are, therefore,
confined to buildings and infrastructure associated with construction. These construction activities
would consume limited amounts of material typically associated with paving and exterior construction
(i.e., concrete, steel, sand, and brick). Energy would also be expended and irreversibly lost as fuel and
electricity would be used during construction.

Training operations would involve consumption of nonrenewable resources, such as gasoline used in
vehicles and jet fuel used in aircraft. Use of training ordnance would involve commitment of chemicals
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and other materials. None of these activities would be expected to substantially affect environmental
resources.

4.11 Cumulative Effects

CEQ regulations stipulate that the cumulative effects analysis within an environmental document should
consider the potential environmental impacts resulting from “the incremental impacts of the action
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). Recent CEQ guidance in Considering
Cumulative Effects affirms this requirement, stating that the first steps in assessing cumulative effects
involve defining the scope of the other actions and their interrelationship with either Alternative 1 or
Alternative 2. The scope must consider other projects that coincide with the location and timetable of
this alternative. It must also evaluate the nature of interactions among these actions.

In this section, an effort has been made to identify past and present actions in the region and those
reasonably foreseeable actions that are in the planning phase at this time. Actions that have a potential
to interact with either Alternative 1 or 2 are included in this cumulative analysis. This approach enables
decision-makers to have the most current information available so that they can evaluate the
environmental consequences of operational changes at MHRC.

4.11.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions Relevant to Alternative 1 or
Alternative 2

The only past and present actions that are relevant to the alternatives are those undertaken by the
military using the airspace and ranges in the MHRC. The majority of the land area comprising the MHRC
is located in Owyhee County. The county is remote with little population, close to 83 percent is
controlled by federal or state agencies, 11 percent is classified as rangeland, and the other 4 percent is
privately owned (Owyhee County 2010). The primary federal land management agency is the BLM
(e.g., grazing, hunting, prospecting, and recreating) and state lands are managed (e.g., grazing and
timber) for school endowments. These agencies would continue to implement their land management
policies accordingly and would not be impacted by implementing any of the alternatives. Therefore, no
actions by other federal, state, and local management agencies would incrementally create cumulative
effects when considered with Alternative 1, Alternative 2, or the No-Action Alternative.

The USAF would continue to coordinate with federal and state agencies that have land management
responsibilities under MHRC airspace and adjacent to ranges, ND target sites, and emitters to ensure
USAF activities do not conflict with their management objectives. These coordination efforts have
occurred over many years and would continue under Alternative 1, Alternative 2, or the No-Action
Alternative.

411.1.1 Past Actions

Mountain Home AFB and SCR have been military installations since 1942. During this time, the base has
grown, been developed, and supported numerous kinds of aircraft. Past actions most relevant to
assessment of the operational changes at the MHRC started in 1992. To support rapid deployment of a
major force to trouble spots around the world, the USAF relocated 366 FW to Mountain Home AFB. A
new concept for peace-time basing, 366 FW consisted of F-16, F-15C, F-15E, and KC-135 aircraft that
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trained and fought together as a unit. 366 FW increased operations in all of the MOAs associated with
MHRC and currently operates and maintains MHRC under the direction of Mountain Home AFB.

In 1998, the USAF established the 12,000-acre JBR southeast of Mountain Home AFB (USAF 1998a). This
range, located underneath the Jarbidge North MOA, enhanced the training capabilities of 366 FW by
providing increased realism, flexibility, and quality in training. In September of 2001, the MHRC was
completed as part of the ETI Initiative. The initiative included JBR, five ND target complexes, 10 one-acre
EC threat emitter sites, and 20 smaller threat emitter sites. The first practice ordnance was dropped on
JBR on April 5, 2002.

In 2007, additional munitions and training ordnance were added to SCR training operations by the Idaho
Air and Army National Guards; these included the 2.75-inch rocket and M156 White Phosphorus
munition. In 2012, an explosive ordnance disposal and demolition site was added to JBR to render safe
BDU-33s and flares to support 366 FW and the Idaho Air National Guard.

Recent changes in the MHRC airspace include the Paradise MOA Expansion, which extended the eastern
boundary of the Paradise MOA in Nevada and Oregon to the east, and lowered the floor altitude from
14,500 feet MSL to 10,000 feet MSL or 3,000 feet AGL, whichever is higher. These changes provide
additional high-altitude ATCAA airspace and lower altitude MOA airspace over prior airspace
configurations. Overall, expansion of the ATCAAs atop the laterally extended MOAs provides
substantially more training airspace for aircraft between 18,000 and 50,000 feet MSL.

4.11.1.2 Present Actions

The only present action is continued training on SCR and JBR, grazing, and limited amount of recreation
under the airspace as presented under the No-Action Alternative.

4.11.1.3 Foreseeable Future Actions

Two actions within MHRC, independent of the Proposed Action and would be implemented irrespective
of a decision on the proposed MHRC operational changes. These projects are still in the planning stages;
however, they could have cumulative impacts on resources within the affected environment. The first
project is the likely extension of the JBR land withdrawal (Juniper Butte Range Withdrawal Act, 112
Statute 2226) that expires in 2023. Per the Act, prior to the extension, the USAF must evaluate the
environmental effects of extending the withdrawal and hold at least one public meeting in Idaho
regarding that evaluation (Section 2915(c)(1-2)). The second project involves special use airspace
modifications. These changes could include extension of special use airspace and/or reconfigurations of
airspace floors and ceilings. These future actions; however, are currently in the pre-planning stages and
no further information is available at this time. If these proposals were to come to fruition the USAF
would complete applicable NEPA documentation and conduct the associated public notification and
involvement.

4.11.2 Analysis of Cumulative Effects

The following analysis considers how the impacts of these other actions might affect or be affected by
either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, and whether such relationships would result in potentially
substantial or consequential additive impacts when considered together.
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411.2.1 Acoustic Environment

Noise generated in the acoustic environment would generally be due to military aircraft operations
flying in the MHRC, land management agency aircraft and vehicles, and private vehicles (e.g., cars,
trucks, 4-wheelers) for managing cattle, recreating, and/or hunting. The majority of aircraft currently
operating in MHRC airspace is military, and generate noise levels of 64 dB Ly, and SELs of 115 as
discussed in Section 3.2.2. When considered cumulatively, noise levels would increase slightly but
remain consistent with existing conditions. Therefore, no significant cumulative impacts to populations,
land use compatibilities, or domesticated animals and wildlife are anticipated.

4.11.2.2 Land Management and Use

Both military training and land management activities would continue as outlined in the USAF
Comprehensive Range Plan and applicable federal and state land management agency Resource
Management Plans; no prime farmlands would be affected. When impacts from either Alternative 1 or
Alternative 2 and past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are considered, there would be
negligible impacts. Land management would not change and use of the lands would remain consistent
with existing conditions; therefore, no significant cumulative land management and use impacts are
anticipated under Alternatives 1 or 2.

4.11.2.3  Safety

Safety conditions would not change when impacts of either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 and past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are considered. Munitions use would change but existing
safety procedures would ensure that risk to human health would not increase. BASH would remain
consistent with current conditions, the risk of aircraft mishaps would not rise, and continued adherence
to existing fuel management activities and fire response procedures would preclude increased fire risks.
Therefore, no significant cumulative safety impacts are anticipated under Alternatives 1 or 2.

4.11.2.4 Hazardous Materials and Waste, Toxic Substances, and Contaminated Sites

No new hazardous materials, hazardous waste, or toxic substances would be introduced or disposed
when considering potential impacts of either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions; nor would contaminated sites would be affected. Therefore, no
significant cumulative impacts to hazardous materials and waste, toxic substances, and contaminated
sites are anticipated.

4.11.2.5  Air Quality

The air quality, in this region of attainment for all criteria pollutants, would remain unchanged when
potential impacts of either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 are considered with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions. Emissions of GHG would be introduced; however, they would not
exceed established USEPA guidelines or increase evolving climate changes. No significant cumulative
impacts to air quality are anticipated.

4,11.2.6  Transportation

Area traffic and road networks would remain consistent with existing conditions when consideration is
given to either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 and past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. As
such, no significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to transportation under either Alternative 1 or 2.
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4.11.2.7 Natural Resources

When impacts resulting from either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 and past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions are considered, there would be no significant cumulative impacts. Vegetation and
wildlife would continue to be managed according to agency Resource Management Plans or by private
landowners. Special-status species would continue to be protected by federal and state regulations and
managed according to USAF and agency Resource Management Plans; no adverse cumulative effects to
these species are anticipated.

4,11.2.8 Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 impacts, when considered with impacts resulting from past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions would not adversely impact archaeological, architectural, or Traditional
Cultural Properties. Adherence to existing management and avoidance procedures would continue to be
implemented; therefore, no significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources are anticipated.

4.12 Potential Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required to implement either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, as no significant
or adverse impacts were identified.
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A.A.S., Administrative Office Technology, 1999
Years of Experience: 17
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M.S. Anthropology, 2014

B.A. Anthropology, 2009

Years of Experience: 9
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B.S. Biology, 2009
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B.A., Political Science/German, 1980

M.A., International Relations, 1983
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6.0 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONTACTED

Brown, Paula Jo. 2015-2016. 366 CES/CEA, Chief/Compliance, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
Campbell, Scott. 2015-2016. 266 RANS, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Dorsey-Spitz, Jenni. 2016. Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Dugger, Pam. 2015-2016. 366 FW/JA, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Durfee, Nate. 2015-2016. 124 ASOS, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Giles, Tracy. 2015-2016. 366 FW/PA, Public Affairs, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Gonzales, Joseph. 2016. Chief, Wing Range Operations, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
Helton, Corey. 2015-2016. 366 SFS/S4C, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Jackson, Bill. 2016. NEPA Specialist, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.

Jackson, Eddie. 2015-2016. 366 CES/CEIE, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Keesling, Grace. 2016. Environmental Scientist, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.

Lawton, Charlie. 2016. NEPA Specialist, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.

Lewis, James. 2015-2016. EMI Services.

Lowe, Lisa. 2016. 366 CES/CEIE. Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Moore, Chris. 2016. NEPA Specialist, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.

Noa, Derek. 2015-2016. 266 RANS, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

O’Donell, Jefferson J. 2015-2016. Colonel, USAF Vice Commander, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
Peters, Jennifer. 2016. NEPA Specialist, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.

Pettit, Cynthia. 2015-2016. Project Manager, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.

Procanin, Scot. 2015-2016. 366 SFS/S30T, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Robertson, Sheri. 2015-2016. 366 Chief, Environmental Management, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Rudeen, Carl. 2015-2016. GIS, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
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Shaver, Noelle. 2016. Cultural Resources Program Manager, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Schmidt, Byron. 2015-2016. 366 OSS/OSOR, Airspace Manager, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Scott, Jamieson Lee. 2015-2016. 366 CES/CEIE, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
Skeesick, Anthony. 2015-2016. 124 ASOS, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
Tutterrow, Jeff. 2015-2016. 366 SFS/S4C, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.
Viall, Curtis. 2015-2016. 366 OSS/OSOR, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

Wayson, Roger. 2016. Noise/Air Quality Specialist, AFCEC/CZN, San Antonio, Texas.
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APPENDIX A: REPRESENTATIVE MUNITIONS AND WEAPONS

Munition

Description

Photo

Bomb Dummy Unit (BDU)-33

Weighing 25 pounds, a BDU-33
is a small cast-iron and steel
non-explosive training ordnance
that can include a spotting
charge to aid in visual scoring of
weapons delivery. On impact,
the spotting charge expels a
plume of white smoke.

BDU-50

A BDU-50 consists of a concrete-
filled steel shell weighing 531
pounds. This type of inert
training ordnance includes a
parachute-like device that
deploys after release in order to
slow its speed.

BDU-56

A BDU-56 consists of a concrete-
filled steel shell weighing 2,000
pounds. This type of inert
training ordnance includes a
parachute-like device that
deploys after release in order to
slow its speed.

GBU-12

500 pound laser guided bomb.

GBU-54

500 pound JDAM bomb.
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Munition Description Photo
GBU-38 500 pound JDAM bomb.
GBU-31 2,000 pound JDAM bomb.
Mk 82 Inert General Purpose and Practice
Bombs - this type of inert
training ordnance consists of a
steel shell filled with concrete
that weighs between 500 and
Mk 84 Inert 2,000 pounds.

60 millimeter Mortar
(M224)

Mortar ammunition is
considered semi-fixed because
the propelling charge is
adjustable. On 60mm rounds,
bags of granular or horseshoe-
shaped propellant are attached
to the fins or boom. It has a
range of 3,500 meters
(maximum effective); 70 meters
(minimum) and weight 46.5
pounds.

81 millimeter Mortar

Mortar ammunition is
considered semi-fixed because
the propelling charge is
adjustable. 81 mm mortars
weight 91 pounds and

(M252) considered a smooth bore,
muzzle loading, high-angle of-
fire weapon. Its range is 5,935
meters (maximum effective); 83
meters (minimum).
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Munition

Description

Photo

120 millimeter Mortar
(M120)

Mortar ammunition is
considered semi-fixed because
the propelling charge is
adjustable. 81 mm mortars
weight 91 pounds and
considered a smooth bore,
muzzle loading, high-angle of-
fire weapon. Its range is 5,935
meters (maximum effective); 83
meters (minimum).

Multiple-Launch Rocket
System (MLRS)

The MLRS is a multi-launch
rocket system that fires guided
and unguided projectiles up to
26 miles. It is mounted to a
Bradely chassis, and carries two
pods, each of which can carry six
standard rockets or one guided
Army Tactical Missile System
(ATACMS) missile.

High Mobility Artillery
Rocket System (HIMARS)

The HIMARS is a lighter version
of the MLRS, only carrying 6
rockets or one ATACMS missile.

105 millimeter Howitzer
Artillery

The 105 mm Howitzer is a
towed artillery piece that
weighs 15,760 pounds and can
fire 6 rounds per minute. The
maximum firing range is 14,000
meters to 19,500 meters
depending on the type of
rounds that are being fired.

155 millimeter Howitzer
Artillery

The 155 mm Howitzer is a
towed artillery piece that
weighs 15,760 pounds and can
fire 4 rounds per minute. The
maximum firing range is 18,100
meters to 30,000 meters
depending on the type of
rounds that are being fired.
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Munition Description Photo

MK19 is a belt-fed automatic
40mm grenade launcher that is
vehicle or tripod mounted. It
weighs 72.5 pounds.

MK19 Grenade Launcher

The M203 grenade launcher is a
single-shot 40mm grenade
M203 Grenade Launcher launcher that attaches to the
M16 assault rifle and the M4
carbine.

The M320 grenade launcher is
the new single-shot 40mm
M320 Grenade Launcher round grenade launcher system
that was developed to replace
the M203 for the U.S. Army.

A small unguided rocket
developed as a threat simulator
for use during military exercises.
Smokey SAM (GTR-18A) It trails a highly visible thick
white cloud of smoke when
fired to simulate a surface-to-air
missile (SAM).

The M72 is a portable one-shot
66mm unguided anti-tank
weapons. It consists of a rocket
packed inside of a launcher
made up of two tubes.

M72 Light Anti-Tank
Weapon (LAW)

The Carl Gustaf is an 84mm
Carl Gustaf Anti-Tank Rocket | man-portable reusable anti-tank
rocket launcher.
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Baseline Munitions Emissions

Table 1. Weapons Emissions (DA PAM 350-38)(AP-42)

Co2 co Pb CH4 PM-2.5 PM-10 NOXx COo2 co Pb CH4 PM-2.5 PM-10 NOx
Total Rds Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib b b b b b b
Small Arms
5.56 mm 30,000 8.70E-04 1.60E-03  5.10E-06 9.70E-06 2.80E-05 3.90E-05  8.50E-05 26.10 48.00 0.15 0.29 0.84 1.17 2.55
7.62 mm 200,000 1.20E-03 2.30E-03 4.90E-06 1.00E-05 3.80E-05 5.10E-05 9.70E-05 240.00  460.00 0.98 2.00 7.60 10.20 19.40
.22 Cal 0 7.50E-05 8.00E-05 1.60E-06 5.20E-07 2.60E-06 3.40E-06 5.00E-06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
9Imm 0 2.00E-04 3.10E-04 6.80E-06 1.40E-06  2.00E-05 2.40E-05 1.50E-05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
.45 Cal 0 220E-04 2.60E-04 1.20E-05 7.80E-07 3.10E-05 3.70E-05 8.10E-06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
.50 Cal 50,000 5.10E-03 1.10E-02  1.50E-05 1.30E-04 1.90E-04 3.10E-04 1.20E-03 255.00 550.00 0.75 6.50 9.50 15.50 60.00
10 Guage shotgun 0 1.30E-03 1.50E-03 2.00E-05 1.30E-05 6.70E-05 7.40E-05 1.30E-05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Small Arms 280,000 521.10 1058.00 1.88 8.79 17.94 26.87 81.95
Subtotal (Ib/yr) 521 1058 2 9 18 27 82
Table 2. Baseline Emissions from Internal Combustion
Sources (2014 AEl)
Item CO2* CO VOC PM-2.5 PM-10 NOXx SOy
External Combustion - 0.020 0.002 0.004 0.004 0.117 -
Internal Combustion 71.01 2.457 1.151 0.534 0.534 8.092 0.469
Open Burn/Open Detonation - 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000
Subtotal (tons/year) 71.01 2.48 1.15 0.54 0.54 8.21 0.47

Table 3. Total Operational Emissions (Tons/year except CO2e which is metric tons per year)

Munitions
Ext/Int/OD/OD Combustion Sources
Total

Sample calculation:

VOCs co NOX SO, PM,, PM, 5 CO2e
0.00 0.53 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.34
115 2.48 8.21 0.47 0.54 0.54 71.01]
1.15 3.01 8.25 0.47 0.55 0.55 71.35]

Munitions pounds per year = total rounds multipled by Ib/round i.e. For 5.56 mm - 30,000 rounds per year times 1.6 E-3 (CO) = 48 Ibs
Pounds of pollutants are calculated for each type of round and then the totals are summed and devided by 2,000 pounds to get tons per year or 2,200 pounds to get metric tons for CO2 and CH4.
CO Example: 1,058 Ibs / 2,000 Ibs per tons = .53 tons

xpressed metric tonnes per year derived from reenhouse Gas Equivalency Calculator: https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator
*E d metric t derived fi EPAG h Gas Equival Calculator: https:// / /! h ivalenci lculat:



Table 1. Convoy Training
Assume 134 miles RT per day per vehicle

Proposed Action Operations Emissions

voc co NOx S0, PM10 PM2.5 co, CH, N,0
Vehicles # vehicles # days mi/day Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi
5-Ton trucks 10 20 134 0.45300 1.71900 4.19900 0.00001 0.00009 0.17700 4.50000| 1.12E-05 1.06E-05
voc co NOx s02 PM10 PM2.5 Co, CH, N,O
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
12140.40 46069.20 112533.20 0.33 2.46 4743.60 120,600 0| 0]
Tons per Year 6.07 23.03 56.27 0.00 0.00 2.37 60.30 0.00 0.00
CO2e in Metric Tons per Year: 55
Table 2. Weapons Emissions (DA PAM 350-38)(AP-42) https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch15/index.html
Cco2 co Pb CH4 PM-2.5 PM-10 NOx COo2 Cco Pb CH4 PM-2.5 PM-10 NOx
Total Rds Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round b b b b b Ib b
Small Arms
5.56 mm 70,000 8.70E-04 1.60E-03 5.10E-06 9.70E-06 2.80E-05 3.90E-05 8.50E-05 60.90 112.00 0.36 0.68 1.96 273 5.95
7.62 mm 225,000 1.20E-03 2.30E-03 4.90E-06 1.00E-05 3.80E-05 5.10E-05 9.70E-05 270.00 517.50 1.10 2.25 8.55 11.48 21.83]
.22 Cal 200 7.50E-05  8.00E-05 1.60E-06 5.20E-07 2.60E-06 3.40E-06 5.00E-06 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00}
omm 1,000 2.00E-04 3.10E-04 6.80E-06 1.40E-06  2.00E-05 2.40E-05  1.50E-05 0.20 0.31 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02}
.45 Cal 1,000 2.20E-04 2.60E-04 1.20E-05 7.80E-07 3.10E-05 3.70E-05 8.10E-06 0.22 0.26 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.01]
.50 Cal 65,000 5.10E-03 1.10E-02 1.50E-05 1.30E-04 1.90E-04 3.10E-04 1.20E-03 331.50 715.00 0.98 8.45 12.35 20.15 78.00]
10 Guage shotgun 100 1.30E-03 1.50E-03 2.00E-05 1.30E-05 6.70E-05 7.40E-05 1.30E-05 0.13 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00}
Total Small Arms 362,300 662.97 1345.24 2.46 11.38 22.92 34.42 105.80)
Mortars
60 mm TP 600 3.20E-03  5.70E-05 3.20E-05 0.00E+00 1.50E-02 1.70E-02 5.70E-04 1.92 0.03 0.02 0.00 9.00 10.20 0.34
60 mm Smoke 50 3.20E-03  5.70E-05 3.20E-05 0.00E+00 1.50E-02 1.70E-02 5.70E-04 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.85 0.03]
60 mm IR 50 3.20E-03  5.70E-05 3.20E-05 0.00E+00 1.50E-02 1.70E-02 5.70E-04 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.85 0.03]
60 mm lllum 50 3.60E-02  4.10E-03 2.40E-04 0.00E+00 4.80E-01 2.00E-01  7.90E-03 1.80 0.21 0.01 0.00 24.00 10.00 0.40)
60 mm WP 50 3.20E-03  5.70E-05 3.20E-05 0.00E+00 1.50E-02 1.70E-02 5.70E-04 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.85 0.03]
81 mm TP (PC +
Projectile) 600 4.77E-02 4.77E-02 4.27E-06 1.41E-04 2.51E-03 3.01E-03 1.20E-03 28.61 28.61 0.00 0.08 151 1.81 0.72]
81 mm Smoke 50 3.40E-01 3.20E-03 8.50E-05 0.00E+00 3.50E+00 3.50E+00 1.50E-03 17.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 175.00 175.00 0.08|
81 mm IR (PC + Proj) 50 3.28E-01  5.27E-02 4.27E-06 141E-04 855E-02 1.13E-01 4.40E-03 16.38 2.63 0.00 0.01 428 5.65 0.22]
81 mm lllum (PC + Proj)* 50 3.28E-01  5.27E-02 4.27E-06 141E-04 855E-02 1.13E-01 4.40E-03 16.38 2.63 0.00 0.01 428 5.65 0.22]
120 mm TP 400 2.79E-01 5.05E-01 3.33E-05 1.01E-03 4.12E-02 4.79E-02 1.29E-03 111.72  202.16 0.01 0.40 16.49 19.15 0.52]
120 mm Smoke 25 9.19E-01 5.17E-01 6.33E-04 1.01E-03 1.29E+01 1.23E+01 1.93E-02 22.98 12.94 0.02 0.03 323.53 308.70 0.48
120 mm IR 25 6.99E-01 5.15E-01 4.06E-05 1.01E-03 2.01E-01 4.08E-01 8.99E-03 17.48 12.89 0.00 0.03 5.03 10.20 0.22]
120 mm lllum 25 6.99E-01 5.15E-01 4.06E-05 1.01E-03 2.01E-01 4.08E-01 8.99E-03 17.48 12.89 0.00 0.03 5.03 10.20 0.22]
120 mm WP 25 9.19E-01 5.17E-01 6.33E-04 1.01E-03 1.29E+01 1.23E+01 1.93E-02 22.98 12.94 0.02 0.03 323.53 308.70 0.48|
Mortars Total 2,050 275.23  288.09 0.09 0.60 893.92 867.80 3.99
Artillery
105 mm TP 200 7.60E+00 1.30E-01  6.80E-04 0.00E+00 7.30E-02 2.00E-01  2.60E-02 1520.00 26.00 0.14 0.00 14.60 40.00 5.20]
105 mm Smoke 25 8.24E+00 1.42E-01 1.28E-03 0.00E+00 1.30E+01 1.25E+01 4.40E-02 206.00 3.55 0.03 0.00 324.33 312.50 1.10
105 mm IR lllum 25 B8.03E+00 1.46E-01 6.81E-04 0.00E+00 1.83E-01 4.80E-01 4.50E-02 200.75 3.65 0.02 0.00 4.58 12.00 1.13
105 mm Conv lllum 25 8.03E+00 1.46E-01 6.81E-04 0.00E+00 1.83E-01 4.80E-01 4.50E-02 200.75 3.65 0.02 0.00 4.58 12.00 1.13
105 mm WP 25 8.24E+00 1.42E-01 1.28E-03 0.00E+00 1.30E+01 1.25E+01 4.40E-02 206.00 3.55 0.03 0.00 324.33 312.50 1.10
155 mm TP 40 4.70E+00 6.00E+00 3.60E-03  3.60E-02 1.40E-01 3.20E-01  7.90E-02 188.00  240.00 0.14 1.44 5.60 12.80 3.16)
155 mm Smoke 50 5.66E+00  6.96E+00 9.64E-01 9.96E-01 1.10E+00 1.28E+00 1.04E+00 283.00 348.00 48.18 49.80 55.00 64.00 51.95
155 mm IR lllum 50 5.26E+00 6.56E+00 5.64E-01 5.96E-01 7.00E-01 8.80E-01 6.39E-01 263.00 328.00 28.18 29.80 35.00 44.00 31.95
155 mm Conv lllum 50 5.26E+00 6.56E+00 5.64E-01 5.96E-01 7.00E-01 8.80E-01 6.39E-01 263.00 328.00 28.18 29.80 35.00 44.00 31.95
155 mm WP 50 5.66E+00 6.96E+00 9.64E-01 9.96E-01 1.10E+00 1.28E+00 1.04E+00 283.00 348.00 48.18 49.80 55.00 64.00 51.95)
HIMARS 100 1.45E+02 1.61E+01 2.10E+00 1.89E-01 5.21E+00 4.99E+00 0.00E+00 14539.00 1605.80 210.49 18.88 520.80 499.10 0.00|
Artillery Total 640 18450.72 3539.23 363.69 180.15 2596.25 2593.40 185.08]




Grenades

MK19 Grenade TP 8,000 2.70E-03 2.60E-03 1.10E-05 5.40E-06 1.20E-04 1.40E-04 9.70E-05 21.60 20.80 0.09 0.04 0.96 1.12 0.78]
M203/320 TP 1,000 2.60E-04 3.40E-04 6.70E-06 3.70E-06 2.30E-05 2.60E-05 3.60E-05 0.26 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.04]
M203/320 Smoke 20 4.70E-02 2.20E-03 1.60E-05 0.00E+00 8.20E-03 9.90E-03  3.10E-04 0.94 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.20 0.01]
M203/320 lllum Stars 20 4.70E-02 2.20E-03 1.60E-05 0.00E+00 8.20E-03 9.90E-03  3.10E-04 0.94 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.20 0.01]
Grenades Total 9,040 23.74 21.23 0.10 0.05 131 1.54 0.82]
Anti-tank Rockets
66 mm Light (AT)
21mm/31mm subcaliber 25 8.50E-02 5.80E-03 1.80E-05 1.40E-04 7.70E-03 8.10E-03  2.10E-03 2.13 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.20 0.05
84 mm AT4 9 mm Training
Round 1,000 2.00E-04  3.10E-04  6.80E-06  1.40E-06  2.00E-05 2.40E-05  1.50E-05 0.20 0.31 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02]
Anti Tank Rockets Total 1025.00 2.33 0.46 0.01 0.00 0.21 0.23 0.07|
Physical
Ground Burst Simulation 100 3.40E-03  2.10E-03 4.10E-06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.90E-01  9.15E-03 0.34 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.00 0.92]
Artillery Simulator 50 2.50E-01 6.80E-03 1.10E-05 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 4.50E-02  3.41E-03 12.50 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.25 0.17|
Star Clusters 50 1.80E-01  7.50E-03 3.80E-06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.00E-02  5.42E-02 9.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.71
Flare Pens 50 1.80E-01 7.50E-03 3.80E-06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.00E-02  5.42E-02 9.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.71
Physical Total 250 30.84 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.25 6.51
Subtotal (Ib/yr) 19446 5196 366 192 3515 3524 302
Subtotal (tons/yr) 8.84 2.60 0.18 0.09 1.76 1.76 0.15]
Notes: 1. Modeled as IR lllum, no data in USEPA AP-42 for illumination projectile. CO2e in Metric Tons per Year: 11.0

2. Assumes full complement of four propelling charge increments

3. Actual AP-42 emission factors used where available, however in some cases the closest similar ordnance item was used.

4. HIMARS emission factos not published in AP-42, used the NEW of 217 pounds aned the emission factors for a 66 mm rocket motor in pounds of pollutant per pound of NEW.

Table 3. Total Operational Emissions

VOCs co NOx S0, PM,, PM, 5 cO2e
Proposed Action 6.07 25.63 56.42 0.00 1.76 4.13 66
Baseline 1.82 3.37 3.1 0.01 0.12 0.12 11

Total 7.89 29.00 59.52 0.01 1.88 4.25 76.77




Alternative A Operations Emissions

Table 1. Convoy Training

Assume 134 miles RT per day per vehicle

voc co NOx S0, PM10 PM2.5 co, CH, N,0
Vehicles # vehicles # days mi/day Ib/mi Ib/mi lb/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi lb/mi Ib/mi Ib/mi
5-ton trucks 10 20 134 0.45300 1.71900 4.19900 0.00001 0.00009 0.17700 4.50000| 1.12E-05 1.06E-05
voc co NOx s02 PM10 PM2.5 co, CH, N,0
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
12140.40 46069.20 112533.20 0.33 2.46 4743.60 120,600 0| 0|
Tons per Year 6.07 23.03 56.27 0.00 0.00 2.37 60.30 0.00 0.00
CO2e in Metric Tons per Year: 55
Table 2. Weapons Emissions (DA PAM 350-38)(AP-42) https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch15/index.html
CcOo2 CcoO Pb CH4 PM-2.5 PM-10 NOx COo2 CcoO Pb CH4 PM-2.5 PM-10 NOx
Total Rds Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round Ib/round b b Ib Ib b b Ib
Small Arms
5.56 mm 70,000 8.70E-04 1.60E-03 5.10E-06 9.70E-06  2.80E-05 3.90E-05 8.50E-05 60.90 112.00 0.36 0.68 1.96 2.73 5.95
7.62 mm 225,000 1.20E-03 2.30E-03 4.90E-06 1.00E-05 3.80E-05 5.10E-05 9.70E-05 270.00 517.50 1.10 2.25 8.55 11.48 21.83
.22 Cal 200 7.50E-05 8.00E-05 1.60E-06 5.20E-07 2.60E-06 3.40E-06 5.00E-06 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
omm 1,000 2.00E-04 3.10E-04 6.80E-06 1.40E-06  2.00E-05 2.40E-05 1.50E-05 0.20 0.31 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02
.45 Cal 1,000 2.20E-04 2.60E-04 1.20E-05 7.80E-07 3.10E-05 3.70E-05 8.10E-06 0.22 0.26 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.01
.50 Cal 65,000 5.10E-03 1.10E-02 1.50E-05 1.30E-04 1.90E-04 3.10E-04 1.20E-03 331.50 715.00 0.98 8.45 12.35 20.15 78.00
10 Guage shotgun 100 1.30E-03 1.50E-03 2.00E-05 1.30E-05 6.70E-05 7.40E-05 1.30E-05 0.13 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00
Total Small Arms 362,300 662.97 1345.24 2.46 11.38 22.92 34.42 105.80
Physical
Ground Burst Simulation 100 3.40E-03 2.10E-03 4.10E-06  0.00E+00 0.00E+00 1.90E-01  9.15E-03 0.34 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.00 0.92
Artillery Simulator 50 2.50E-01 6.80E-03 1.10E-05 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 4.50E-02  3.41E-03 12.50 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.25 0.17
Star Clusters 50 1.80E-01 7.50E-03 3.80E-06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.00E-02  5.42E-02 9.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.71
Flare Pens 50 1.80E-01 7.50E-03 3.80E-06 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.00E-02  5.42E-02 9.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.71
Physical Total 250 30.84 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.25 6.51]
Subtotal (Ib/yr) 694 1347 2 11 23 61 112]
Subtotal (tons/yr) 0.32 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.04]
CO2e in Metric Tons per Year: 0.44
Table 3. Total Operational Emissions
VOCs co NOx S0, PMy, PM, 5 C02e
Alternative A 6.07 23.71 56.32 0.00 0.03 2.38 55
lii 1.82 3.37 3.1 0.01 0.12 0.12 11
Total 7.89 27.08 59.42 0.01 0.15 2.50 66.19




Construction Emissions (same for Proposed Action and Alt A)

Table 1. Site Prep, Excavate/Fill

Basic Conversions
453.59 grams per pound
43,560 Conversion from Acre to SF
0.03704 Cubic feet to Cubic Yards
0.1111 Square Feet to Square Yards
1.4 tons/CY for Gravel
80,000 Ibs/Truck Load for Delivery
1.66 CY for each CY of asphalt/concrete demo
0.33 asphalt thickness for demolition
0.33 asphalt thickness for pavement
2000 pounds per ton
145.00 Ib/ft® density of Hot Mix Asphalt
0.67 asphalt thickness for pavement on runways

Site Prep - Excavate/Fill (CY) 124,440 CY Assume 60% hauled in or out 74,664 CY hauled
Grading (SY) 143,324 SY Assume compact 0.5 feet (0.166 yards) 23,887 CY compacted
Cumulative vocC co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 co,
Off-road Hours of Engine HP Load Factor g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr
Excavator 32 243 0.59 0.34 1.21 4.03 0 0.22 0.22 536
Skid Steer Loader 64! 160 0.23 0.38 1.47 4.34 0 0.31 0.30 536
{[pozer (Rubber Tired) 64 145 0.59 0.38 1.41 4.17 0 0.30 0.29 536
Scraper Hauler Excavator 48 365 0.58 0.38 1.42 4.19 0 0.30 0.29 536
[Compactor 48 103 0.58 0.40 1.57 4.57 0 0.32 0.31 536
Grader 48 285 0.58 0.34 1.21 4.07 0 0.23 0.22 536
Cumulative Speed voC co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 co,
On-road Equipment Hours of Engine HP (miles/hour) Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Dump Truck (12 CY capacity) 48 230 16 0.002 0.009 0.039( 1.82E-05 0.002 0.002 3.382
Delivery Truck 10! 265 45 0.002 0.009 0.039 1.82E-05 0.002 0.002 3.382
vocC co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
3.48 12.23 40.76 1.17 2.25 2.19 5,419
1.99 7.63 22.53 0.60 1.59 1.54 2,781
4.55 17.07 50.38 1.39 3.57 3.47 6,466
8.45 31.80 93.80 2.58 6.64 6.44 12,001
2.50 9.93 28.86 0.73 2.02 1.96 3,386
6.01 21.13 71.20 2.02 3.95 3.83 9,372
VvocC co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
1.27 6.59 30.12 0.01 1.30 1.26 2,598
0.75 3.86 17.65 0.01 0.76 0.74 1,522
Tons/year: 0.01 0.06 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01
Metric tons/year: 20
Table 2. Gravel Work 83 CY
Cumulative voC co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 Co,"
Off-road Hours of Engine HP Load Factor g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr
Dozer 16 0.347 0.59 0.34 1.21 4.08 0.12 0.23 0.22 536)
\Wheel Loader for Spreading 16 0.347 0.59 0.35 1.25 4.23 0.12 0.24 0.23 536
Compactor 16 0.802 0.43 0.36 1.34 4.45 0.12 0.26 0.25 536
Cumulative Speed VoC co NOX S0, PM10 PM2.5 co,
On-road Hours of Engine HP (miles/hour) Ib/mile Ib/mile |b/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Dump Truck (gravel delivery) 16 230 26 0.002 0.009 0.039 1.82E-05 0.002 0.002 3.382]
VOoC co NOX S02 | PM10 | PM25 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 4
0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 4
0.00 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 7
vocC co NOx S02 PM10 PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
0.69 3.54 16.19 0.01 0.70 0.68 1,397
Tons/year: 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Metric tons/year: 1
Table 3. Concrete Work 1,289,920 SF
Tumulative 2 Factors
Hours of voc co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 co,
'Off-road Operation *Engine HP__| “Load Factor g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr
Grader (CAT 120M2 or similar) 16 150 0.61 1.06 3.52 8.24 0 0.47 0.47 568
Steel drum roller/soil compactor 16 401 0.56 0.70 3.18 7.20 0 0.28 0.28 568
Paving/Concrete Machine 16 164 0.53 1.14 3.71 8.87 0 0.49 0.49 568
Curbing Machine 16 130 0.59 1.14 3.71 8.87 0 0.49 0.49 568
Cement and Motar Mixer 1 16 9 0.56 0.92 2.64 5.41 0 0.35 0.35 568
Cement and Motar Mixer 2 16, 9 0.56 0.92 2.64 5.41 0 0.35 0.35 568
Cement and Motar Mixer 3 16! 9 0.56 0.92 2.64 5.41 0 0.35 0.35 568
[Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 16 75 0.55 1.50 4.22 8.33 0 0.80 0.80 568
“Cumulative “Speed voc co NOx S02 PM10 PM2.5 co2
'On-road E Hours of 3Engine HP (miles/hour) Ib/mile Ib/mile lb/mile lb/mile lb/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Cement Truck 16 230 20 0.002 0.009 0.039 0.000 0.002 0.002 3.382
\Water Truck/Oil truck 16, 230 10 0.002 0.009 0.039 0.000 0.002 0.002 3.382
Annual Emissi
voc co NOx S02 PM10 PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
3.43 11.37 26.59 0.18 1.51 1.51 1,834
5.52 25.21 57.00 0.40 2.23 2.23 4,502
3.48 11.36 27.20 151 151 1.51 1,742
3.07 10.02 24.01 134 134 134 1,538
0.16 0.47 0.96 0.01 0.06 0.06 101
0.16 0.47 0.96 0.01 0.06 0.06 101
0.16 0.47 0.96 0.01 0.06 0.06 101
2.18 6.14 12.11 0.09 1.17 1.17 827
voc co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
0.53 2.75 12.55 0.01 0.54 0.53 1,082
0.27 1.37 6.28 0.00 0.27 0.26 541
Tons/year: 0.01 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
Metric tons/year: 6




Table 4. Paving

Pavement - Surface Area 4,500 SF
Paving - HMA 2,250 CF
Cumulative vocC co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 Co,
Off-road Equipment Hours of Engine HP Load Factor g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr
Grader 16 145 0.59 0.38 141 4.16 0.12 0.30 0.29 536
Steel drum roller/vibratory roller 16 401 0.59 0.34 2.46 5.53 0.12 0.34 0.33 536!
Paving Machine 8 164 0.59 0.38 1.44 4.25 0.12 0.30 0.29 536
Asphalt Curbing Machine 5 130 0.59 0.40 1.57 4.57 0.12 0.32 0.31 536
Cumulative Speed VvoC co NOXx SO, PM10 PM2.5 Co,
On-road Hours of Engine HP (miles/hour) Ib/mile Ib/mile |b/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Dump Truck 8 230 17 0.002 0.008 0.036 0.000 0.002 0.001 3.439
Water Truck 1 230 10 0.002 0.008 0.036 0.000 0.002 0.001 3.439
Volume of vocC co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 Co,
Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) HMA Weight of HMA (tons) Ib/ton of asphaltp/ton of asphallb/ton of asphalt/ton of aspha/ton of asphap/ton of asphallb/ton of asphalt
(Standard Hot Mix Asphalt 2,250 2 0.04]- - - - - -
vocC co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
1.14 4.26 12.56 0.35 0.89 0.87 1,617
2.85 20.55 46.19 0.96 2.83 2.74 4,471
0.65 2.46 7.26 0.20 0.51 0.50 914
0.33 1.33 3.86 0.10 0.27 0.26 453
vocC co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
0.21 1.09 4.91 0.00 0.20 0.20 468
0.02 0.08 0.36 0.00 0.02 0.01 34
voC co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 Cco,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
0.06]- 5 B - B 5
Tons/year: 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Metric tons/year: 4
Table 5. Bldg Construction 4,500 SF
Cumulative Factors
Hours of voc co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 co,
Off-road Equipment Operation Engine HP Load Factor g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr g/hp-hr
Crane 40 330 0.58 0.25 1.22 5.26 0.11 0.21 0.20 530)
Telehandler 160 99 0.59 0.51 3.94 4.93 0.13 0.52 0.51 594.61
Scissors Lift 160 83 0.59 0.51 3.94 4.93 0.13 0.52 0.51 594.61
[Skid steer loader 80 67 0.59 1.69 7.97 6.70 0.15 1.19 1.15 690.87
pile driver 0, 260 0.43 0.46 1.55 5.90 0.11 0.31 0.30 529.64|
all terrain forklift 160 84 0.59 0.51 3.94 4.93 0.13 0.52 0.51 594.61
Diesel Generator (Assume 5 500 40 0.43 0.26 1.41 3.51 0.11 0.23 0.22 536.20,
Cumulative Speed voc co NOx SO, PM10 PM2.5 co,
On-road Hours of Engine HP (miles/hour) Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile Ib/mile
Cement Truck 43 230 20 0.002 0.009 0.039 0.000 0.002 0.002 3.382
Delivery Truck 160 365 60 0.002 0.008 0.036 0.000 0.002 0.001 3.439
Annual Emissi
voc co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
4.15 20.58 88.78 1.93 3.51 3.40 8950.74
10.50 81.17 101.55 2.64 10.74 10.41 12251.20
8.80 68.05 85.14 221 9.00 8.73 10271.21
11.80 55.55 46.70 1.04 8.29 8.04 4816.72]
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00]
8.91 68.87 86.17 2.24 9.11 8.84 10394.96
4.98 26.71 66.52 2.05 4.40 4.26 10166.19
voc co NOx S02 PM PM2.5 co,
Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib Ib
1.43 7.38 33.73 0.02 1.45 1.41 2,909
14.60 77.20 346.27 0.17 14.44 13.99 33,010
Tons/year: 0.03 0.20 0.41 0.01 0.03 0.03
Metric tons/year: 41
Table 4. Fugitive Dust
PM 4 PM ,5/PMy, PM 5
PM 3 days of Total Ratio Total
Year tons/acre/mo acres disturbance
2017 0.42 10 180 37.8 0.1 3.8
Table 6. Construction Emissions Summary for 2017
voc co NOx S02 PM10 PM2.5 co,
YEAR T/yr T/yr T/yr T/yr T/yr T/yr MT/yr
2017 0.06 0.31 0.72 0.01 37.85 3.83 70

4.62
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Mountain Home AFB

Congress-State Elected Officials

Prefix First mi Last Title Organization Name
The Honorable James Risch
The Honorable James Risch United States Senator
The Honorable Michael Crapo
The Honorable Michael Crapo United States Senator
The Honorable Harry Reid
The Honorable Harry Reid United States Senator
The Honorable Dean Heller
The Honorable Dean Heller United States Senator
The Honorable Ron Wyden
The Honorable Ron Wyden United States Senator
The Honorable Jeff Merkley
The Honorable Jeff Merkley United States Senator
The Honorable C.L. "Butch" Otter Governor of Idaho
The Honorable Brian Sandoval Governor of Nevada
The Honorable Kate Brown Governor of Oregon
Col. Retired William Ritchie Special Assistant, Military Affairs
The Honorable Lori Den Hartog State Senator, District 22 Idaho Senate
The Honorable Bert Brackett State Senator, District 23 Idaho Senate
The Honorable Dean A. |Rhodes State Senator, District 19 Nevada Senate
The Honorable Ted Ferrioli State Senator, District 30 Oregon Senate
The Honorable Michael Simpson House of Representatives, District 2
The Honorable Raul Labrador House of Representatives, District 1
The Honorable Mark Amodei House of Representatives, District 2
The Honorable Dallas Heard House of Representatives, District 2
The Honorable David H. |Bieter Mayor of Boise
The Honorable Shawn Barigar Mayor of Twin Falls
The Honorable Richard Sykes Mayor of Mountain Home
The Honorable Franklin Hart Mayor of Grand View

Mountain Home City Council

The Honorable John Vander Woude State Representative, District 22, Position A|ldaho House of Representatives
The Honorable Jason Monks State Representative, District 22, Position B|ldaho House of Representatives
The Honorable Richard Willis State Representative, District 23, Position A|ldaho House of Representatives
The Honorable Pete Nielsen State Representative, District 23, Position B|ldaho House of Representatives
The Honorable John Ellison District 33 Nevada Assembly
The Honorable Cliff Bentz State Representative, District 60 Oregon House of Representatives
Mr. Wes Wootan Commissioner, District 2 Elmore County Commission
Mr. Bud Corbus Commissioner, District 1 Elmore County Commission
Mr. Al Hofer Commissioner, District 3 Elmore County Commission
Mr. Demar Dahl Chairperson Elko County Commission
Mr. Garley Amos Chairperson Humboldt County Commission
Ms. Stephanie Williams Commissioner Malheur County Counsel




Mountain Home AFB
Federal-State Agencies

Prefix First Mi Last Title Organization Name
Col. Billy F. |Richey USAF Retired Special Assistant for Military Affairs
Ms. Laura Douglas Boise District Manager BLM Boise District
Mr. Michael Courtney Twin Falls District Manager BLM Jarbidge Field Office
Ms. Jill Silvey District Manager BLM Elko District Office
Mr. Ralph Thomas BLM Stillwater Field Office
District Manager BLM State Office
Mr. Don Gonzales District Manager BLM Vale District Office
Mr. Ken Collum District Manager BLM Winnemucca District Office
Mr. Bill Dunkelberger [Forest Supervisor Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest
Mr. H. Jerome Hansen Regional Supervisor Idaho Fish and Game - Magic Valley Region
Mr. Virgil Moore Director Idaho Fish and Game - Headquarters
Mr. Jose Noriega Acting District Ranger Mountain City Ranger District
Nevada Department of Wildlife, Elko
Nevada Department of Wildlife, Winnemucca
Ms. Carolyn Swed Deputy Field Supervisor Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office
Clearinghouse Coordinator Nevada State Clearinghouse Department of Administration
Acting Wildlife Diversity Program Manager Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
District Ranger Ruby Mountain/Jarbidge Ranger District
Acting District Ranger Santa Rosa Ranger District
Ms. Barbara Schmidt U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office
Mr. Dennis McLerran Acting Regional Administrator USEPA - Region 10
Regional Director USFWS - Pacific Region 1
Field Supervisor USFWS La Grande Field Office
Ms. Rebecca Palmer Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
Ms. Janet Gallimore Idaho State Historic Preservation Officer Idaho State Historical Society
Mr. Dennis Griffin Oregon State Historic Preservation Officer Oregon Parks and Recreation Dept, State Historic Preservation Office
Mr. Craig Gehrke Regional Director The Wilderness Society
Mr. Ken Cole NEPA Coordinator Western Watersheds Project, Southern Idaho Office




Mountain Home AFB
American Indians

Prefix First mMi Last Title Organization Name

Mr. Blaine Edmo Chairman Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Mr. Jason Walker Chairman Northwestern Band, Shoshone

Mr. Lindsey Manning |Chairman Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of Duck Valley
Mr. Tildon Smart Chairman Paiute-Shoshone Tribes of Fort McDermitt
Ms. Charlotte Rodrique |Chairperson |Burns Paiute Tribe




Mountain Home AFB
Chambers of Commerce

Organization Name Address
Mountain Home Chamber of Commerce 205 North 3rd East
Twin Falls Chamber of Commerce 2015 Neilsen Point Place, #100
Boise Metro Chamber of Commerce 250 South 5th Street, Suite 300




Mountain Home AFB

Libraries

Organization Name Address
Mountain Home Public Library 790 North 10th East
Mountain Home AFB Library 480 5th Avenue, Building 2610
Boise Public Library 715 S. Capitol Blvd.
Bruneau District Library 32073 Ruth St., P.O. Box 278
Eastern Owyhee Co. Library 520 Boise Avenue, P.0O. Box 100
Malheur County Library 388 SW 2nd Avenue
Elko County Library 720 Court Street
Humboldt County Library 85 East Fifth Street




Mountain Home AFB
Interested Parties

Prefix First mi Last Title Organization Name
Mr. Charles Cooper Ada County Fish and Game League
Idaho Conservation League
Idaho Rivers United
Lou Lunte Associate State Director The Nature Conservancy
Jessica Ruehrwein Conservation Coordinator  |The Sierra Club
Mr. Brian Goller
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

APPENDIX D: COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Coordination

In accordance with the Programmatic Agreement Regarding the Management of Historic Properties

between the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office and the Mountain Home Air Force Base (2015), no

Section 106 consultation is needed for the Proposed Action and alternatives for this Environmental
Assessment (EA). Notification letters were sent to the Idaho SHPO on April 20, 2016 notifying them that
the U.S. Air Force (USAF) was preparing an EA to analyze operational changes and improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC) and that the USAF had determined that the action would not
have an adverse effect on any historic properties. Coordination letters were also sent on April 20, 2016

to the SHPOs in Nevada and Oregon informing them about the preparation of the EA. No response was

received within the 30-day consultation period.

State Historic Preservation Office Coordination Letters

Addressee Date Sent Response Received
Idaho
Ms. Janet Gallimore
Idaho State Historical Society 20/2016 No
2205 Old Penitentiary Road 4/20/201 F;ZiZ?vnSS
Boise, ID 83712
Nevada
Ms. Rebecca Palmer No
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
901 S. Stewart Street, Suite 504 4/20/2016 F;Zii?vnjj
Carson City, NV 89701
Oregon
Mr. Dennis Griffin
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 20/2016 No
725 Summer Street, NE, Suite C 4/20/201 F;Zii?vnjj
Salem, OR 97301
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

American Indian Government-to-Government Consultation

EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (November 6, 2000), directs
Federal agencies to coordinate and consult with American Indian tribal governments whose interests
might be directly and substantially affected by activities on Federally administered lands. Consistent
with that executive order, Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction (DoDI) 4710.02 (DoD Interactions
with Federally-Recognized Tribes), and AFl 90-2002 (Air Force Interactions with Federally-Recognized
Tribes), Federally recognized tribes that are historically affiliated with Mountain Home AFB geographic
region were invited to consult on the proposed undertaking. Government-to-Government consultation
was requested in letters sent on March 31, 2016, to five federally-recognized tribes. These included the
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of Duck Valley Indian Reservation, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Northwestern
Band of the Shoshone, Paiute-Shoshone Tribes of Fort McDermitt Indian Reservation, and Burns Paiute
Tribe. The letters requested consultation with the Tribes, asked for input on any concerns or information
of traditional resources within the MHRC potentially impacted by the Proposed Action, and requested
meetings at their convenience to discuss their concerns (see Appendix D). No responses were received,
but follow-up discussions with Tribes as part of Mountain Home AFB’s Government-to-Government
consultation program is ongoing.

Copies of the Draft EA were sent to all tribes on June 1, 2016 for their review and comment.

American Indian Consultation Letters \

Addressee Date Sent Response Received

Idaho
Mr. Blaine Edmon, Chairman No
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306 3/31/2016 F;eesc‘:::j
Fort Hall, ID 83203
Oregon
Ms. Charlotte Rodrique, Chairperson No
Burns P?IUte Tribe 3/31/2016 Response
100 Pasigo Street Received
Burns, OR 97720
Nevada
Mr. Lindsey Manning, Chairman
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of Duck Valley No
P.O. Box 219 3/31/2016 ;scs;‘\’/zze
Owyhee, NV 89832
Mr. Tildon Smart, Chairman
Paiute-Shoshone Tribes of Fort McDermitt No
P.O. Box 457 3/31/2016 ':fes'cpe?::;
McDermitt, NV 89421
Utah
Mr. Jason Walker, Chairman
Northwestern Band, Shoshone No
Brigham City Tribal Office 3/31/2016 Response
707 N. Main Street Received
Brigham City, UT 84302
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

United States Fish and Wildlife Service Consultation

The USAF contacted the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on April 20, 2016 requesting
their concurrence that additional Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation on the effects of
implementing operational changes and improvements in the MHRC on slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium
papilliferum) is not needed. A response was received on May 16, 2016 from the USFWS. The USFWS
agreed that if the six no-drop targets and the nine new landing zones were located in areas that did not
contain slickspot microsites or habitat components important to insect pollinators, then MHAFB may
determine that the new actions would have “no effect” on slickspot peppergrass and no additional
section 7 consultation was necessary.

Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination

Per the Intergovernmental Coordination Act of 1968, and Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs, interagency and intergovernmental coordination was conducted. The USAF
sent letters to interested and affected government agencies, government representatives, elected
officials, and interested parties potentially affected by the Proposed Action. Through the process,
concerned federal, state, and local agencies are notified and allowed sufficient time to evaluate
potential environmental impacts of a proposed action. In total, 72 letters were sent to agencies and
officials. The letter and distribution list are included in this appendix. No responses to these
coordination letters were received within the 30-day comment period.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
366TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

April 20, 2016

Sheri Robertson

366 CES/CEIE

1030 Liberator Street Bldg 1297
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

Ms. Rebecca Palmer

Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
901 S. Stewart Street, Suite 504

Carson City NV 89701

Dear Ms. Palmer

The 19th Airlift Wing (19 AW) and the 366th Fighter Wing (366 FW) of Mountain Home Air
Force Base is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing operational changes and
improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading
ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated
aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC (Attachment 1). Construction would be minimal and
would only occur in [daho. There would be no changes to the visual or auditory environment to historic
properties in Nevada as there would be no change to airspace and minimal change to aircraft operations.

The Air Force is in the process of consulting with Federally-Recognized American Indian Tribes
concerning the Undertaking (Attachment 2). It is considered unlikely that traditional resources will be
identified within the area of potential effect; however, should traditional resources be identified by any
American Indian Tribe or group, an amended consultation letter will be sent to your office.

The environmental analysis for the proposed action is being conducted by the 366 FW in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. We solicit your comments concerning the proposal and any potential environmental
consequences of the action. Please provide any comments you may have within 30 days of receipt of this
letter.

Please forward your written comments, further questions, or if you would like to discuss the proposal
further please feel free to contact me at (208) 828-2299 or sheri.robertson@us.af.mil. Thank you for your
assistance.

Sincerely,

HERI L. #OBEKTSON
Chief, Environmental Management

Attachments:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area
List of Federally-Recognized American Indian Tribes
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
366TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

April 20, 2016

Sheri Robertson

366 CES/CEIE

1030 Liberator Street Bldg 1297
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

Mr. Dennis Griffin

Oregon Parks and Recreation Dept., State Historic Preservation Office
725 Summer St. NE, Suite C

Salem OR 97301

Dear Mr. Griffin

The 19th Airlift Wing (19 AW) and the 366th Fighter Wing (366 FW) of Mountain Home Air
Force Base is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing operational changes and
improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading
ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated
aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC (Attachment 1). Construction would be minimal and
would only occur in Idaho. There would be no changes to the visual or auditory environment to historic
properties in Nevada as there would be no change to airspace and minimal change to aircraft operations.

The Air Force is in the process of consulting with Federally-Recognized American Indian Tribes
concerning the Undertaking (Attachment 2). It is considered unlikely that traditional resources will be
identified within the area of potential effect; however, should traditional resources be identified by any
American Indian Tribe or group, an amended consultation letter will be sent to your office.

The environmental analysis for the proposed action is being conducted by the 366 FW in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. We solicit your comments concerning the proposal and any potential environmental
consequences of the action. Please provide any comments you may have within 30 days of receipt of this
letter.

Please forward your written comments, further questions, or if you would like to discuss the proposal
further please feel free to contact me at (208) 828-2299 or sheri.robertson@us.af.mil. Thank you for your
assistance.

Sincerely,

SHER] I OB%L

Chief, Environmental Management

Attachments:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area
List of Federally-Recognized American Indian Tribes



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
366TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

April 20, 2016

Sheri Robertson

366 CES/CEIE

1030 Liberator Street Bldg 1297
Mountain Home AFB [D 83648

Ms. Janet Gallimore

Idaho State Historical Society
2205 Old Penitentiary Road
Boise ID 83712

Dear Ms. Gallimore

The 19th Airlift Wing (19 AW) and the 366th Fighter Wing (366 FW) of Mountain Home Air
Force Base is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing operational changes and
improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading
ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated
aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC (Attachment 1). There would be no change to the
airspace and minimal changes to aircraft operations.

Construction would be minimal. The purpose of this letter is to inform the Idaho State Historic
Preservation Office that the United States Air Force (USAF) has determined that this proposal would
have no effect on historic properties and would be covered under the existing the 2015 Programmatic
Agreement Regarding the Management of Historic Properties at Mountain Home Air Force Base

The USAF is in the process of consulting with Federally-Recognized American Indian Tribes
concerning the Undertaking (Attachment 2). It is considered unlikely that traditional resources will be
identified within the area of potential effect; however, should traditional resources be identified by any
American Indian Tribe or group, an amended letter will be sent to your office.

If you would like to discuss the proposal further please feel free to contact me at (208) 828-2299
or sheri.robertson@us.af.mil. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SHERI LLROBERTSON

Chief, Environmental Management

Attachments:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area
List of Federally-Recognized American Indian Tribes
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 366TH FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

31 March 2016
Colonel Jefferson J. O’Donnell
Comimander
366 Gunfighter Avenue Ste 331
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

Mr, Blaine Edmo
Chairman
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall ID 83203

Dear Mr. Edmo

The 366th Fighter Wing at Mountain Home AFB is preparing an Environmental Assessment
(EA) addressing operational changes and improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex
(MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to
enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC. There would
be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to aircraft operations.

In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tvibal
Governments, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts 800.2, 800.3, and 800.4) the 366 FW would like to initiate Government-to-Government
consultation regarding this proposal. The 366 FW would like to discuss the proposal in detail with you,
and to understand and consider any comments, concerns, and suggestions you may have. In particular,
the United States Air Force requests your input as to the status of any traditional resources that may be
located within the proposed project area (see attached map).

On behalf of the 366th Fighter Wing, I look forward to discussing the Draft EA with you while
being mindful of and addressing your concems. Please let us know when you are available and your
expectations for discussions, Do not hesitate to call me at (208} 828-2366 to arrange dates and times to
your convenience.

Respectfuily

ERS J. O’ DONNELL, Colonel USAF

Attachinent:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area Map
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 366TH FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

31 March 2016
Colonel Jefferson I. O’Donnell
Commander
366 Gunfighter Avenue Ste 331
Mountain Home AFB 1D 83648

Mr, Jason Walker

Chairman

Northwestern Band, Shoshone
Brigham City Tribal Office
707 N. Main Street

Brigham City U 84302

Dear Mr, Walker

The 366th Fighter Wing at Mountain Home AFB is preparing an Environmental Assessment
(EA) addressing operational changes and improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex
(MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to
enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC. There would
be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to aircraft operations.

In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts 800.2, 800.3, and 800.4) the 366 FW would like to initiate Government-to-Government
consultation regarding this proposal. The 366 FW would like to discuss the proposal in detail with you,
and to understand and consider any comments, concerns, and suggestions you may have. In particular,
the United States Air Force requests your input as to the status of any traditional resources that may be
located within the proposed project area (see attached map).

On behalf of the 366th Fighter Wing, I look forward to discussing the Draft EA with you while
being mindful of and addressing your concerns. Please let us know when you are available and your
expectations for discussions. Do not hesitate o call me at (208) 828-2366 to arrange dates and times to
yOur convenience.

Respectfully

DA

FERSQN J. O’'DONNELL, Colonel, USAF

Attachinent:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area Map




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 366TH FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

31 March 2016
Colonel Jefferson J. O’Donnell
Commander
366 Gunfighter Avenue Ste 331
Mountain Home AFB ID 830648

Mr. Lindsey Manning.

Chairman

Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of Duck Valley
P.O. Box 219

Owyhee NV 89832

Dear Mr. Manning

The 366th Fighter Wing at Mountain Hoine AFB is preparing an Environmental Assessment
(EA) addressing operational changes and improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex
(MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to
enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC. There would
be no chiange to the airspace and miniinal changes to aircraft operations.

In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts 800.2, 800.3, and 800.4) the 366 FW would like to initiate Government-to-Government
consultation regarding this proposal, The 366 FW would like to discuss the proposal in detail with you,
and to understand and consider any comments, concerns, and suggestions you may have. In particular,
the United States Air Force requests your input as to the status of any traditional resources that tnay be
located within the proposed project area (see attached inap).

On behalf of the 366th Fighter Wing, I look forward to discussing the Draft EA with you while
being mindful of and addressing your concerns. Please let us know when you are available and your
expectations for discussions. Do not hesitate to call me at (208) 828-2366 to arrange dates and times to

your convenience.

Respectfully

J. O’DONNELL, Colonel USAF

Attachment:
Mountain Honie Range Complex Project Area Map




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 366TH FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

31 March 2016
Colonel Jefferson J. O’Donnell
Commander
366 Gunfighter Avenue Ste 331
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

Mr. Tildon Smart

Chairman

Paiute-Shoshone Tribes of Fort McDermitt
P.O. Box 457

McDermitt NV 89421

Dear Mr. Smart

The 366th Fighter Wing at Mountain Home AFB is preparing an Environmental Assessment
(EA) addressing operational changes and improvements in the Mountain Home Range Complex
(MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and mnunitions to
enthance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC. There would
be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to aircraft operations.

In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts 800.2, 800.3, and 800.4) the 366 FW would like to initiate Government-to-Governinent
consultation regarding this proposal. The 366 FW would like to discuss the proposal in detail with you,
and to understand and consider any comments, concerns, and suggestions you may have. In particular,
the United States Air Force requests your input as to the status of any traditional resources that may be
located within the proposed project area (see attached 1nap).

On behalf of the 366th Fighter Wing, I look forward to discussing the Draft EA with you while
being mindful of and addressing your concerns. Please let us know when you are available and your
expectations for discussions. Do not hesitate to call me at (208) 828-2366 to arrange dates and times to
your convenience.

Respectfully

ERS J. O’DONNELL, Colonel, USAF

Attachment:
Mountain Hoine Range Complex Project Area Map




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 366TH FIGHTER WING (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

31 March 2016
Colonel Jefferson J. O’Donnell
Commander
366 Gunfighter Avenue Ste 331
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

Ms. Charlotte Rodrique
Chairperson

Burns Paiute Tribe

100 Pasigo St.

Burns OR 97720

Dear Ms. Rodrique

The 366th Fighter Wing at Mountain Home AFB is preparing an Environmental Asscssment
(EA) addressing operational changes and improvenients in the Mountain Home Range Complex
(MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to
enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC. There would
be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to aircraft operations.

In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consuitation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts 800.2, 800.3, and 800.4) the 366 FW would like to initiate Government-to-Government
consultation regarding this proposal, The 366 FW would like to discuss the proposal in detail with you,
and to understand and consider any comments, concerns, and suggestions you may have. In particular,
the United States Air Force requests your input as to the status of any traditional resources that may be
located within the proposed project area (see attached tnap).

On behalf of the 366th Fighter Wing, I look forward to discussing the Draft EA with you while
being mindful of and addressing your concerns. Please let us know when you are available and your
expectations for discussions. Do not hesitate to call me at (208) 828-2366 to arrange dates and times to
your convenience.

Respectfully

U

J. O’DONNELL, Colonel, USAF

Attachment:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area Map
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
366TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

April 20,2016
Sheri Robertson
366 CES/CEIE
1030 Liberator Street Bldg [297
Mountain Home AFB 1D 83648

Ms. Barbara Schmidt

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office

1387 S. Vinnell Way, Room 368

Boise ID 83709

Dear Ms. Schmidt

The U.S. Air Force requests your concurrence that additional Endangered Species Act
section 7 consultation on the effects of implementing operational changes and improvements in
the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC) as described below on slickspot peppergrass
(Lepidium papilliferum) is not needed.

On October 29, 2010, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued the Air Force a
Biological Opinion (BO) regarding the ongoing actions by Mountain Home Air Force Base
(MHAFB) that may affect slickspot peppergrass (Consultation No. 14420-2010-F-0405). The
BO considered components of ongoing actions (including conservation measures for slickspot

peppergrass).

The description and analysis in the April 2010 Biological Assessment (BA) and
associated October 2010 BO of ongoing actions and associated conservation measures to avoid
or minimize effects to slickspot peppergrass at MHAFB are basically identical to the proposed
operational changes and improvements in the MHRC. Under the proposed action, there would be
no changes in the type or frequency of aircraft operations. The assessment of Military Training-
Ground Operations and Maintenance Activities on JBR, as described in the April 2010 BA,
concluded that the proposed activities “may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect”
slickspot peppergrass. Proposed operations addressed under the proposed action in the current
Environmental Assessment (EA) would remain consistent with the operations as assessed in the
April 2010 BA and resulting October 2010 BO. In addition, environmental baseline conditions
on the JBR have not significantly changed with regards to habitat conditions for slickspot
peppergrass since the April 2010 BA was completed. Operational improvements on Juniper
Butte Range (JBR) under the proposed action would include the addition of six No-Drop (ND)
targets outside the impact area, modification of the existing ND-1 target array, and the addition
of nine helicopter landing zones (HLZs), consisting of 50- by 50-foot gravel pads for use by



helicopters and MV-22s. These proposed ND targets and HL.Zs would avoid any areas where
slickspot peppergrass occurs.

We feel that the scope and magnitude of potential effects from the proposed operational
changes and improvements in the MHRC as described above, will result in no significant
difference in effects to slickspot peppergrass from the current conditions due to training and
associated activities than are described in the 2010 BA and resulting BO. Therefore, we have
concluded that there will be no significant changes in the intensity or duration of any potential
beneficial or adverse effects of actions relative to the ongoing actions analyzed in the 2010 BO.
We do not believe that we have tripped any section 7 consultation reinitiation triggers at this
time, and we are requesting your concurrence with this finding.

Based on the findings outlined above, please confirm that you concur with the
determination that no further consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is
needed for this action. If you have any questions please contact me at (208) 828-2299 or
sheri.robertson@us.af.mil.

SHERI L*ROBERTSON
Chief, Environmental Management

Attachment:
Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area
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United States Department of the Interior

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office

1387 S. Vinnell Way, Room 368
Boise, Idaho 83709
Telephone (208) 378-5243

http://www.fws.gov/idaho

Sheri Robertson

366 CES/CEIE AY 16 2016
1030 Liberator Street, Building 1297

Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho 83648

Subject: Mountain Home Range Complex Targets and Helicopter Landing Zones—
Owyhee County, Idaho—Technical Assistance
In Reply Refer To: 01EIFW00-2016-TA-0613

Dear Ms. Robertson:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is writing in response to the Mountain Home Air Force
Base’s (MHAFB) request for concurrence with the determination that no further consultation
under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended, is needed for
proposed target and helicopter landing zone actions within the Mountain Home Range Complex,
Owyhee County, Idaho. On April 27, 2016, the Service received a written request for ,
confirmation of concurrence that the addition of six no-drop targets, modification of the existing
ND-1 target array, and the addition of nine helicopter landing zones would be adequately
addressed by the MHAFB 2010 Biological Assessment (USAF 2010, entire) that examined the
effects of ongoing MHAFB actions on Lepidium papilliferum (slickspot peppergrass) as well as
the associated Service 2010 Biological Opinion (USFWS 2010, entire; 14420-2010-F-0405).

Current Section 7 Requirements for Slickspot Peppergrass

The current status of slickspot peppergrass under the Act is proposed for listing as Endangered.
In February of 2014, a Federal Register Notice was published that proposed to reinstate
threatened status to the species. As slickspot peppergrass is currently proposed for listing under
the Act, section 7 conference is only required if a Federal action agency determines that their
action may jeopardize the continued existence of the species. Due to the limited extent of the
proposed new actions by MHAFB in relation to the range of the species, the Service believes it is
extremely unlikely that these proposed actions will jeopardize the continued existence of
slickspot peppergrass. However, a final determination as to whether or not threatened status will
be reinstated for slickspot peppergrass is anticipated to be published in the Federal Register
before the end of 2016. Therefore, the Service applauds MHAFB for anticipating potential
section 7 requirements for upcoming actions located in areas that may support slickspot
peppergrass, and for continuing to design actions that allow for successful accomplishment of the
military training mission while simultaneously providing for the conservation of this species.



Ms. Sheri Robertson 01EIFW00-2016-TA-0613
Mountain Home Air Force Base
Mountain Home Range Complex Targets and Helicopter Landing Zones

Effects Determination Technical Assistance

The proposed six new No-Drop Targets, the modification of the existing ND-1 target array, and
nine new Helicopter Landing Zones are actions which could result in new ground disturbance in
previously undisturbed areas; these actions do not appear to be addressed in the Service’s 2010
Biological Opinion (USFWS 2010, entire). However, in a May 4, 2016 telephone conversation,
MHAFB Wildlife Biologist Jenni Dorsey-Spitz clarified that MHAFB proposes to locate the six
new no-drop targets and the nine new helicopter landing zones in sites that do not contain
slickspot microsites. If no slickspot microsites are present, slickspot peppergrass would not be
expected to occur within the footprint of these new actions site locations. Furthermore, the
Service promotes adherence to conservation measures, such as avoidance of slickspot microsites
located outside of the action footprint during construction or operations activities, to further
avoid potential impacts to slickspot peppergrass and its habitat associated with these new actions.
In addition, the Service recommends that potential effects to habitat components important to
slickspot peppergrass insect pollinators also be considered in the MHAFB’s effects
determination for both construction and operation of the proposed actions.

If the proposed new project sites can successfully be located to avoid impacts to slickspot
microsites and habitat components important to insect pollinators, MHAFB may determine that
these new actions will have “no effect” on slickspot peppergrass. As you know, if a Federal
action agency makes a “no effect” determination for an action, no additional section 7
consultation or conference with the Service is necessary. The Service further recommends that,
if a “no effect” determination is made for a Federal action, the Federal action agency place a
written “no effect” determination rationale in the agency’s project files to ensure the “no effect”
determination is appropriately documented.

Conversely, if the MHAFB determines that, despite implementation of conservation measures to
avoid effects to slickspot microsites and insect pollinators, effects associated with the proposed
actions may occur, the Service would encourage MHAFB to initiate section 7 conference or
consultation for these new actions, as appropriate. It is our intent to continue to work
cooperatively with MHAFB so any section 7 conference or consultation, if needed, will be
concluded in a timely manner. The Service is available to provide additional technical assistance
to MHAFB regarding potential section 7 needs for ongoing or new actions.

National Seed Strategy for Rehabilitation and Restoration

As a participating agency in the Plant Conservation Alliance, the Service is committed to
implementation of the goals identified in the 2015 - 2020 National Seed Strategy for
Rehabilitation and Restoration. This Strategy is national in scope and engages both Federal and
non-Federal partners working together toward habitat restoration on public, tribal, state,
municipal, and private lands. The Strategy recognizes the importance of healthy native plant
communities as an essential foundation for ecosystem integrity and diversity. We encourage
each of our partners, including MHAFB, to protect native plants by ensuring that native plant
populations and their communities are maintained, enhanced, and restored. The National Seed
Strategy can be viewed on-line at:
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Planning and Renewable Resources/fish _wildlife
and/plants/seedstrategy.Par.66250.File.dat/SeedStrategy081215.pdf.




Ms. Sheri Robertson 01EIFW00-2016-TA-0613
Mountain Home Air Force Base

Mountain Home Range Complex Targets and Helicopter Landing Zones

Conclusion

Thank you for your continued interest in the conservation of threatened and endangered species.
Please contact Barbara Schmidt at (208) 378-5259 if you have any questions regarding potential
section 7 consultation requirements for the proposed MHAFB actions.

Sincerely,

7@ ) (_Pennis Mackey
Acting State Supervisor

cc: MHAFB, Mountain Home (Dorsey-Spitz)
IDFG, Jerome (McDonald)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
366TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

March 15, 2016
Sheri Robertson
366 CES/CEIE
1030 Liberator Street Bldg 1297
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

The Honorable James Risch
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Risch

The 19th Airlift Wing (19 AW) and the 366th Fighter Wing (366 FW) of Mountain Home Air Force
Base is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing operational changes and improvements
in the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based
operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and
ground-based units within the MHRC. There would be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to
aircraft operations.

The environmental analysis for the proposed action is being conducted by the 366 FW in accordance
with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969. In accordance with Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, we
solicit your comments concerning the proposal and any potential environmental consequences of the
action. We also request information regarding other recently completed, on-going, or proposed projects
in the vicinity that create cumulative impacts in association with the Proposed Action. Please provide any
comments you may have within 30 days of receipt of this letter.

Please forward your written comments, further questions, or if you would like to discuss the proposal
further please feel free to contact me at (208) 828-2299 or sheri.robertson@us.af.mil. Thank you for your

assistance.

Sincerely,

SHERI L. ROBERTSON

Chief, Environmental Management
Attachment:

Mountain Home Range Complex Project Area



AV

Riddle

\
N— 8trike Dam Marina  \

Bruneau

Middlg Marker “

MOUNTJ‘AIN H ‘ME AFB |

|

— 5

. Grand View ~__ Elmore |
N

= 4 e l

\\\ \ \"-"-\ 1

TN

N DN R .

AL

o "AD A\
Y, AF . ‘\AD \1
Jyniper ButteiRange
AE L B
o

BJ

\ :
BE

\

3
w |
BD

o
BK

Wed

Roseworth

Key to Features

L __iCounty Line
o Emitter Site
A No Drop Site

MHRC - Emitter Sites

Elmore County, Idaho

Department of the Air Force
366 CES/CEIE

Prepared By: 366 CES/CEIE DSN 728-6351
Map Name: 2016_MHRC_EA_Emitter_Site_EA_Map
lundi, 14 mars 2016

Coordinate System:
UTM Zone 11N WGS84

1 inch = 44 839,6 feet
T N et
0 65008 000 26 000 39000 52000

This map is for reference only. Although
every effort has been made to ensure

the accuracy of information, errors and
conditions originating from physical
sources used to develop the database
may be reflected on this map. GeoBase
shall not be liable for any crrors,
omissions, or damages that result from
inappropriate usc of this document.

This material is For Official Use Only.
Unauthorized reproduction, distribution,
publication, or exhibition of this material
is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. Destroy

as "For Official Use Only".




INTERAGENCY AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
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United States Senate
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DISTRIBUTION LIST
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The Honorable Harry Reid
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Idaho Senate
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The Honorable Michael Simpson
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The Honorable Dallas Heard
Oregon House of Representatives
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Salem, OR 97301

The Honorable Richard Sykes
Mayor of Mountain Home
160 South 3rd East

Mountain Home, ID 83647

The Honorable Michael Crapo
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Harry Reid
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Ron Wyden
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Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Jeff Merkley
United States Senator
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The Honorable Kate Brown
Governor of Oregon
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The Honorable David Bieter
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Public Notification

As part of the public process, the Air Force published the following
notice of intent for the Environmental Assessment on March 17 in
the Idaho Statesman and Twin Falls Times-News, and March 23 in the
Mountain Home News.






The United States Air Force invites Public Comments
on an Environmental Assessment Addressing Operational Changes at the
Mountain Home Range Complex at Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho

The United States Air Force is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing operational
changes at the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC), which comprises Saylor Creek Range (SCR),
Juniper Butte Range (JBR), target and emitter sites, and overlying special use airspace located primarily
in Owyhee County in southwestern Idaho. This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations,
facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-
based units within the MHRC. There would be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to
aircraft operations. Under the No-Action Alternative, the USAF would continue to perform military
training identified in the current Comprehensive Range Plan.

The Air Force requests your assistance in identifying potential environmental impacts of implementing
this proposed action. The EA will identify and evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed action.

Comments on this proposal are requested any time throughout the environmental impact analysis
process and will be considered to the extent possible in the preparation of the EA. Comments may be
mailed to 366 CES/CEIE, 1030 Liberator Street, Mountain Home AFB, ID 83648.

For additional questions or information, please contact:
Public Affairs Office, Mountain Home AFB, (208) 828-6800






Public Notification

As part of the public process, the Air Force published the following
notice of availability for the Draft Environmental Assessment on
June 1 in the Idaho Statesman, Twin Falls Times-News, and Mountain
Home News.






Notice of Availability
The United States Air Force invites public comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment Addressing
Operational Changes at the Mountain Home Range Complex at Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho

The United States Air Force is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing operational changes at
the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC), which comprises Saylor Creek Range (SCR), Juniper Butte Range
(JBR), target and emitter sites, and overlying special use airspace located primarily in Owyhee County in
southwestern Idaho. This proposal includes upgrading ground-based operations, facilities, targets, and
munitions to enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and ground-based units within the MHRC.
There would be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to aircraft operations. Under the No-Action
Alternative, the USAF would continue to perform military training identified in the current Comprehensive
Range Plan.

A copy of the Draft EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact are available for review at the following
libraries beginning June 1, 2016.

Mountain Home Public Library 790 North 10th East, Mountain Home, Idaho

Mountain Home AFB Library 480 5th Avenue, Building 2610, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho
Boise Public Library 715 S. Capitol Blvd., Boise, Idaho

Bruneau District Library 32073 Ruth St., Bruneau, Idaho

Eastern Owyhee County Library 520 Boise Avenue, Grand View, Idaho

Malheur County Library 388 SW 2nd Avenue

Elko County Library 720 Court Street, Elko, Nevada

Humboldt County Library 85 East Fifth Street, Winnemucca, Nevada

You may request a copy of the document from the address below. An electronic version of the EA is also
available for public review http://www.mountainhome.af.mil/Home/EnvironmentalNews.aspx. Please
provide any comments on the Draft EA by June 30, 2016, and submit them to:

366 CES/CEIE
1030 Liberator Street
Mountain Home AFB, ID 83648



http://www.mountainhome.af.mil/Home/EnvironmentalNews.aspx




Draft EA Distribution






DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
366TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC)
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE IDAHO

June 1, 2016

MEMORANDUM FOR: ALL INTERESTED GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, INDIVIDUALS,
ORGANZIATIONS, AND PUBLIC REFERENCE LIBRARIES

FROM: 366 CES/CEIE
1030 Liberator Street Bldg 1297
Mountain Home AFB ID 83648

SUBJECT: Draft Mountain Home Air Force Base Range Complex Environmental Assessment (EA)

We are pleased to provide you with the Draft EA addressing operational changes and improvements
in the Mountain Home Range Complex (MHRC). This proposal includes upgrading ground-based
operations, facilities, targets, and munitions to enhance the training related to integrated aircraft and
ground-based units within the MHRC. There would be no change to the airspace and minimal changes to
aircraft operations. The environmental analysis for the proposed action is being conducted by the 366 FW
in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to sustain the primary mission of 366 FW by providing the
most up-to-date air-fo-air and air-to-ground support training opportunities and long-term viability of
MHRC associated airspace and ranges for 366 FW and other DoD aircrews. Supporting current,
emerging, and future integrated-based training operations, especially relating to the integration of air and
ground operations is critical for sustaining 366 FW mission.

An electronic version of the EA is available for public review at: http://www.mountainhome.af.mil/
Home/EnvironmentalNews.aspx. Libraries are requested to files this document for public review. Please
provide written comments on the Draft EA by June 30, 2016. Submit them by mail: 366 CES/CEIE,
1030 Liberator Street Bldg 1297, Mountain Home AFB, ID 8364¥

Chiet, Environmental Management






DRAFT EA FOR OPERATIONAL CHANGES AND RANGE IMPROVEMENTS IN THE MHRC

ELECTED OFFICIALS
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Tuesday November 9, 1954

TITLE 43 - PUBLIC LANDS
INTERIOR
Chapter 1 — Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior
Appendix C — Public Land Orders
Public Land Order 1027
Idaho

WITHDRAWING PUBLIC LANDS FOR USE OF DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE IN
CONNECTION WITH SAYLOR CREEK BOMBING AND GUNNERY RANGE

By virtue of the authority vested in the President and pursuant to Executive Order No. 10355 of
May 25, 1952, it is ordered as follows:

Subject to valid existing rights, the public lands in the following-described areas in ldaho are
hereby withdrawn, except as hereafter provided, from all forms of appropriation under the public-
land laws, including the mining and mineral-leasing laws, and reserved for the use of the
Department of the Air Force in Connection with the Saylor Creek Bombing and Gunnery Range:

Boise Meridian, Idaho

T.7S.,R.7E.,
Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;
Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive.
T.7S.,,R.8E.,
Secs. 1to 15. inclusive;
Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive.
T.7S.,R.10E,,

T.8S.,,R.9E,
Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;
Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive.
T.8S.,R.10E,,
Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;
Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive.
T.8S,R.11E,,

T.9S,R.11E,
Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;
Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive.
T.9S.,R.12E,,
Secs. 4 t0 9. inclusive;
Secs. 17 to 21. inclusive;
Secs. 28 to 33, inclusive.

Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; T.10S.,R. 7TE,,

Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;
T.7S.,R. 11E, T.8S.,R.12E,, Secs. 17, 18.

Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 4t0 9. inclusive; T.10S.,R.8E,,

Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17 to 21. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 14. inclusive;
T.7S.,R.9E,, Secs. 28 to 33, inclusive. Secs. 17, 18.

Secs. 4 t0 9. inclusive; T.9S.,R.7E,, T.10S.,R.9E,,

Secs. 17 to 21. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;

Secs. 28 to 33, inclusive. Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17, 18.
T.7S.,R. 12 E,, T.9S.,R.8E,, T.10S,R.10E,,

Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;

Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17, 18.
T.8S,R.7TE,, T.9S.,R.9E,, T.10S,R.11E,,

Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive;

Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17, 18.
T.8S.,R.8E,, T.9S.,R.10E,, T.10S,R.12E,,

Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 1 to 15. inclusive; Secs. 4 t0 9. inclusive;

Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17 to 35, inclusive. Secs. 17, 18.



The public lands in the areas described aggregate approximately 419,120 acres.

This order shall take precedence over but not otherwise affect Departmental Order of April 8, 1935,
establishing Idaho Grazing District No. 1, and shall be subject to existing withdrawals of the lands for
power purposes. The use of the lands but the Department of the Air Force shall be subject to the following
conditions:

M)

)

@)

(4)

®)
(6)
()

(8)

The Department of the Air Force shall take all reasonable precautions to prevent and suppress brush
and range fires occurring within the withdrawn lands during the period of military use or outside
such lands resulting from military use, and to prevent the pollution of waters on or in the vicinity of
the withdrawn lands. The Department of the Air Force may enter into an agreement with the
Bureau of Land Management to provide for a transfer of funds for the suppression of range fires by
the Bureau of Land Management.

Authorized employees of the Department of the Interior and other Federal or State employees shall
be permitted by the Department of the Air Force to enter the withdrawn lands on official business
upon obtaining proper clearance from the commanding officer, Mt. Home Air force Base or to the
appropriate Air Force officer in charge.

The Department of the Air Force shall not enclose roads or trails commonly in public use except at
such times as it may be necessary to do so in the interests of safety or national security in discretion
of the Air Force officer in charge.

Grazing use of the withdrawn lands shall be administered by the Bureau of Land Management.
Grazing use shall be permitted at the discretion of the official of the Bureau of Land Management
in charge during the period March 1 to May 31 each year during which season no use of the lands
for aerial gunnery shall be permitted; provided, that the Air Force officer in charge may authorize
Bureau of Land Management to permit grazing use earlier than March 1 or later than May 31 in all
or a portion of the withdrawn lands if such use will not interfere with the military use of such lands.
The Department of the Air Force not later than February 28 each year shall destroy any unexploded
bombs or other munitions left on the area.

The Department of the Air Force shall adequately post the withdrawn lands annually, specifying the
dates closed for public use and the dates open to public use.

The Department of the Air Force shall exercise precaution to prevent the destruction of range
resources and to provide for reseeding of such other rehabilitation work as may be necessary on the
withdrawn lands or public lands adjacent thereto if such lands are damaged by military use. Such
rehabilitation shall be accomplished under cooperative agreement between the Department of the
Air Force and the Bureau of Land Management.

The Department of the Air Force shall repair, restore, or replace existing or future range
improvements upon the withdrawn lands which are damaged or demolished by military operations.
Such rehabilitation shall be accomplished under cooperative agreement between the Department of
the Air Force and the Bureau of Land Management.

Orme Lewis,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior

November 2, 1954
(F. R. Doc. 54-8796; Filled, Nov. 7, 1954; 6:46 a. m.)



Thursday, August 8, 1963

TITLE 43 - PUBLIC LANDS:
INTERIOR
Chapter 1 — Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior
Appendix — Public Land Orders
[Public Land Order 3192]
[Idaho 013594]

IDAHO

Partially Revoking Public Land Order No. 1027 of November 2 1954; Saylor Creek Bombing and
Gunnery Range

By virtue of the authority vested in the President and pursuant to Executive Order No. 10355 of May
26, 1952 (17 F.R. 4831), it is ordered as follows:
1. Public Land Order No. 1027 of November 2, 1954, which withdrew lands for use of the

Department of the Air Force in connection with the Saylor Creek Bombing and Gunnery Range, is here
by revoked so far as it affects the following-described lands:

BOISE MERIDIAN

T.9S,R.7TE,

Secs. 19 to 35, incl..

T.10S.,R.7E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl.;
Secs. 17 and 18.

T.9S.,R.8E,,

Secs. 19 to 35, incl..

T.10S.,R. 8 E,,
Secs. 1to 14. incl.;
Secs. 17 and 18.

T.7S.,R.9E,
Secs. 1to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.8S.,R.9E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.9S,R.9E,
Secs. 1to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.10S,R.9E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl;
Secs. 17 & 18.

T.7S.,R.10E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.8S,R.10E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.9S.,R.10E,,
Secs. 1 to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.10S,R. 10 E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl;
Secs. 17 & 18.

T.7S.,R.11E,,
Secs. 1 to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.8S.,R.11E,,
Secs. 1 to 15. incl.;

Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.9S.,R.11E,,
Secs. 1to 15. incl.;
Secs. 17 to 35, incl..

T.10S.,,R. 11 E.,
Secs. 1 to 15. incl.;
Secs. 17 & 18.

T.7S.,R. 12 E.,
Secs. 410 9. incl.;
Secs. 17 to 31, incl..
Secs. 28 to 33, incl..

T.8S.,R.12E,,
Secs. 410 9. incl.;
Secs. 17 to 21. incl.;
Secs. 28 to 33, incl..

T.9S.,R. 12 E,,
Secs. 410 9. incl.;
Secs. 17 to 21. incl.;
Secs. 28 to 33, incl..

T.10S.,,R. 12 E.,
Secs. 410 9. incl.;
Secs. 17and 18.

The areas described, including the public and nonpublic lands total in the aggregate approximately
303,450 acres, of which the SY.SEYs of sec. 9; T. 7 S., R. 10 E., is nonpublic land.

The lands are situated in Owyhee and EImore Counties.

2. The area is rolling upland, dissected by broad valleys, upland benches and narrow canyons.
Elevations range from 3,000 to 4,100 feet. Soils are largely of wind deposited, sandy silt loam, highly
susceptible to wind and water erosion. Vegetation is predominantly sagebrush with rabbitbrush being



common. Low annual rainfall and high permeability of most of the lands render surface storage of water
impractical.

3. Subject to valid existing rights, the requirements of applicable law, and the provisions of existing
withdrawals, the public lands released from withdrawal by this order are hereby opened to filling of
applications and selection in accordance with the following:

a. All valid applications and selections under the nonmineral public land laws, and applications and
offers under the mineral leasing laws presented at or prior to 10:00 a.m. on September 7, 1963, will be
considered as simultaneously filed at that hour. Rights under such applications, and selections filled after
that hour will be governed by the time of filing.

Persons claiming preference rights based upon valid settlement, statutory preference, or equitable
claims must enclose properly corroborated statements in support of their applications, setting forth all
facts relevant to their claims.

b. The lands will be open to location under the United States mining laws beginning at 10:00 a.m. on
September 7, 1963.

4. The lands have been cleared of all explosive ordnance and ordnance residue reasonably possible to
detect. However, because surface erosion may expose sub-surface ordnance not detected during search
operations, users of the lands are advised that if, at any time, an item identified or suspected of being
military ordnance is located, the nearest government or civil authority should be contacted.

5. The State of Idaho has waved the preference right of application to select the lands granted to
certain States under the provisions of subsection (c) of section 2 of the Act of August 27, 1958 (72 Stat.
928; 43 U.S.C. 851, 852).

Inquiries concerning the lands should be addressed to the Manager, Land Office, bureau of Land
Management, Boise, Idaho.

John A. Carver, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
August 2, 1963.
[F.R. Doc. 63-3448; Filled, Aug. 7, 1963; 8:52 a.m.]



(Public Land Order 4902)
(Idaho 04411, 015849, 2205)
IDAHO

Modifying and Partially Revoking Public Land Order No. 1027 of November 2 1954; Withdrawing
Additional Public Lands for Use of the Department of the Air Force in Connection With the Saylor
Creek Air Force Range

By virtue of the authority vested in the President and pursuant to Executive Order No. 10355 of May
26,1952 (17 F.R. 4831), it is ordered as follows:

[Idaho 04411]

1. Paragraph 4 of Public Land Order No. 1027 of November 2, 1954, as amended by Public Land
Order No. 3192 of August 2, 1963, withdrawing public lands for use by the Department of the Air Force
for the Saylor Creek Bombing and Gunnery Range, now known as the Saylor Creek Air Force Range, is
hereby amended to read:

(4) Grazing use of the withdrawn lands shall be administered by the Bureau of Land Management. No
public use of any type will be allowed inside the fenced exclusive-use area within the lands
described below.

BOISE MERIDIAN

T.7S,R.7TE, T.8S.,,R.7E,
Sec. 25, S SY; Secs. 1 and 2;
Sec. 26, S¥2 SY¥; Sec 3 lot 1, SE ¥ NE Y4
Sec. 34, EY,, EY2 NWY4 , NEYa, SWY4 ; Secs. 11, 12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, and 26.
Sec. 35. T.8S.,,R.8E,,
T.7S.,R.8E,, Sec. 5, lot 4, SWY4 NWY4 ;
Sec. 30, lot 4, SEY4 SWY4, SY2 SEYz; Secs. 6, 7, 18, 19, and 30.
Sec. 31;

Sec. 32, W¥% NEY: , WY, NWY4 SEY..

The Area described aggregates 12, 199.57 acres in Owyhee County.

Grazing use shall be permitted on the remainder of the area withdrawn by Public Land Order No.
1027, as amended, at the discretion of the official of the Bureau of Land Management in charge for 45
days annually on the area north-easterly of the Clover-Three Creek Road during the period of March 1 to
June 1 each year and for 60 days annually on the area south westerly of the Clover-Three Creek Road
during the period March 1 through June 15 during which periods no use of the lands for areal gunnery
shall be permitted: Provided, That in addition the Air Force officer in charge may authorize the Bureau of
Land Management to permit grazing use earlier than March 1 or later than June 1 or June 15 on all or a
portion of the respective withdrawn areas except the fenced area, if such use will not interfere with the
military use of such lands.

[Idaho 015849]

2. Public Land Order No. 1027 of November 2, 1954, as amended, is hereby revoked so far as it
affects the following described lands:

BOISE MERIDIAN

T.8S,R.7TE,, T.9S.,R.7E,,
Sec. 6, E Y., S %2 NW Y4, SW Y4, Secs. 6, 7, and 18.
Secs. 7, 18, 19, 30, and 31.



The area described aggregates 5,496.69 acres in Owyhee County.

3. At 10 a.m. on October 22, 1970 the lands described in paragraph 2 shall be open to operation of the
public land laws generally, including location and entry under the U.S. mining laws, and to leasing under
the mineral leasing laws, subject to valid existing rights, the provisions of existing withdrawals,
classifications, and the requirements of the applicable law.

These lands are located in central Owyhee County, in southwestern Idaho, the topography of which
ranges from level to extremely rough and is broken by the Bruneau Canyon. Inquiries concerning these
lands should be addressed to the Manager, Land Office, Bureau of Land Management, Boise, Idaho.

[Idaho 2205]

4. Subject to valid existing rights, the following described lands are hereby withdrawn except as
hereinafter provided from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws, including the mining
laws, and from leasing under the mineral leasing laws, for use by the Air Force in connection with the
Saylor Creek Air Force Range:

BOISE MERIDIAN

T.9S,R.7TE, T.9S,R.8E,,
Sec. 24, E V¥; Sec. 19
Sec. 25, E ¥; Sec. 20, W V¥;
Sec. 29, W V2;
Secs. 30 and 31;
Sec. 32, W V3;

The area described aggregates 3,470.28 acres in Owyhee County.
The use of the lands by the Department of the Air Force shall be subject to the following conditions:

(1) The Department of the Air Force shall take all reasonable precautions to prevent and suppress
brush and range fires occurring within the withdrawn lands during the period of military use, or
outside such lands resulting from military use, and to prevent the pollution of waters on or in the
vicinity of the withdrawn lands. The Department of Air Force may enter into an agreement with
the Bureau of Land Management to provide for a transfer of funds for the suppression of range
fires by the Bureau of Land Management.

(2) Authorized employees of the Department of the Interior and other Federal or State employees
shall be permitted by the Department of the Air force to enter the withdrawn lands on official
business upon obtaining proper clearance from the Commanding Officer, Mountain Home Air
Force Base, or other appropriate Air Force officer in charge.

(3) The Department of the Air Force shall not enclose roads or trails commonly in public use except
at such times as it may be necessary to do so in the interests of safety or national security in the
discretion of the Air Force officer in charge.

(4) Grazing use of the withdrawn lands shall be administered by the Bureau of Land Management.
Grazing use shall be permitted at the discretion of the officials of the Bureau of Land
Management in charge for 60 days during the period March 1 to June 15 each year during which
season no use of the lands for aerial gunnery shall be permitted: Provided, That the Air Force
officer in charge may authorize the Bureau of Land Management to permit grazing use earlier
than March 1 or later than June 15 in all or a portion of the withdrawn lands if such use will not
interfere with the military use of such lands.

(5) The Department of the Air Force, not later than February 28 each year, shall destroy any
unexploded bombs or other munitions left on the area.



(6) The Department of the Air Force shall adequately post the withdrawn lands annually, specifying
the dates closed for public use and the dates open to public use.

(7) The Department of the Air Force shall exercise precaution to prevent the destruction of range
resources and to provide for reseeding or such other rehabilitation work as may be necessary on
the withdrawn lands or public lends adjacent thereto if such lands are damaged by military use.
Such rehabilitation shall be accomplished under cooperative agreement between the Department
of the Air Force and the Bureau of Land Management.

(8) The Department of the Air Force shall repair, restore, or replace existing or future range
improvements upon the withdrawn lands which are damaged or demolished by military
operations. Such rehabilitation shall be accomplished under cooperative agreement between the
Department of the Air Force and the Bureau of Land Management.

Under the provision of this order, a total of approximately 101,440 acres of public lands withdrawn
for the Saylor Creek Air Force Range will be available for grazing.

Harrison Loesch,

Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
September 16, 1970; 8:48 a.m.

(F.R. Doc. 70-12021; Filed, Sept. 22, 1970; 8:48 a.m.)
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

APPENDIX F: CULTURAL RESOURCES PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC CONTEXTS

Prehistoric Context

Four chronologies have been suggested to describe the prehistory of southwestern Idaho. The
chronology used here is the most recent, created by Plew (2008) from a synthesis of previous work
conducted along the Snake River Plain. The prehistory of southwestern Idaho can be divided into five
broad temporal periods: Paleoindian, Early Archaic, Middle Archaic, Late Archaic, and Protohistoric. A
brief overview of the cultural history of the area is presented below.

Paleoindians that organized into small, extended family groups were present in southwestern Idaho by
approximately 12,000 years Before Present (BP). Clovis and Folsom points, the types of tools found in
archaeological contexts during this period, are generally associated with big game hunting cultures. One
of the earliest reported instances of occupation of this region was found in Wilson Butte Cave—a lava
blister found near Dietrich, Idaho. The archaeological deposits in the cave produced evidence of periodic
use during the past 10,000 years (Plew 2008).

The Early Archaic Period, dated between 7,800 and 5,000 years BP, was a period of substantial change
to both subsistence practices and material culture. The material culture associated with this period
includes large corner and side-notched projectile points (used on atlatls), groundstone implements, and
a variety of bone tools. Evidence that game traps and corrals were employed to procure game exists for
this period. The variability seen in the types of tools and resource procurement suggests a diversification
of diet not seen in the previous period (Plew 2008).

The Middle Archaic dates between 5,000 and 2,000 years BP. This period is characterized by the
continuation of larger corner and side-notched projectile points, a more extensive use of groundstone
implements, and a greater diversity in settlement and subsistence strategies. Site localities are
diversified and depict a variety of functionally discrete activities. Perishable materials like basketry,
moccasins, wooden objects, and rabbit skin blankets are found in Middle Archaic contexts. There is also
some evidence of social differentiation in the internment of individuals found in the Western Idaho
Burial Complex. The first evidence of housing structures in southern Idaho dates to the Middle Archaic
(Plew 2008).

The Late Archaic Period (2,000-250 years BP) is characterized by more sedentary occupations and by the
introduction of ceramics. Some controversy exists over the cultural affiliation of groups in southern
Idaho during this period and the reasons for shifting affiliations or migrations are not well understood.
Generally, the Late Archaic period represents significant change in material culture and lifeways. A
variety of tools, notably the bow and arrow, are found in Late Archaic contexts. Rosegate and Desert
Side-notched projectile points are common. There is greater evidence of fishing than in earlier periods;
fish remains and net sinkers, rope, and fishhooks are found at sites dating to the Late Archaic. The
design of bone and wood tools, leather gear, and basketry become more elaborate, and obsidian used
for making tools comes from more distant sources (which can indicate trading). Rock art makes its
appearance into southern Idaho during this period (Plew 2008).

The Protohistoric Period is the relatively short time between 300 and 220 years BP. Though it has been
demonstrated that not all cultures adopted the horse, many did and it drastically changed aboriginal
lifeways in southern Idaho. Mobility increased as horses allowed for traversing greater distances in
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Environmental Assessment for Operational Changes and Range Improvements in the
Mountain Home Range Complex

shorter periods of time. Changes in the material culture recovered from archaeological contexts are
documented at a number of sites across southern Idaho. Metal artifacts, trade beads, and iron projectile
points have been found at archaeological sites. Few sites have been excavated in southern Idaho from
this time period. Therefore the ability to understand the Protohistoric/Historic interface is limited (Plew
2008).

Historic Context

Multiple lines of evidence (historical, linguistic, and ethnographic) suggest that Indian Tribes with
historical ties to southern Idaho include the Shoshone, Paiute, and Bannock. These groups used to cover
a wide subsistence area from Montana and Wyoming to eastern Oregon, northeastern Nevada, and
northern Utah. The lifestyles of these people changed dramatically with the western emigration by
Euroamericans; these tribes eventually settled on a number of reservations in Idaho, Nevada, and
Oregon (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

The Euroamerican contact period in southwestern Idaho began in 1811 when Wilson Price led a group of
fur trappers from the John Jacob Astor American Fur Company to Fort Astoria. Some fur trappers
remained in the Owyhee region, establishing a temporary trade post opposite the mouth of the Owyhee
River in the winter of 1813. After 1818 major trapping expeditions became more common in the region.
Fur trapping was the dominate industry of Euroamericans in southwestern Idaho until the gold rush
began in 1863. Mining, cattle ranching, and sheep ranching become important Euroamerican industries
in the 19th century that have persisted to some degree today (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

The city of Mountain Home developed as a result of the Oregon Short Line railroad and served as a
commercial center for surrounding ranches. The original town was a stage stop located near the hills
north of the current town. The 1883 completion of the railroad moved the original Mountain Home
Stage Station to the current location of Mountain Home. The years between 1890 and 1915 mark a
major period of expansion and growth for the city (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

Mountain Home AFB and the SCR were both established in 1942. SCR originally spanned 443,520 acres
in multiple locations in southern Idaho and to the west near Boardman, Oregon. In addition to the SCR,
Mountain Home Army Air Field also used five precision bombing ranges (PBRs) located in Owyhee and
Cassia Counties, a second air-to-ground training range in Twin Falls County, an air-to-air range near
Craters of the Moon, and the bombing range in Boardman, Oregon. During World War I, pilots used
these facilities for bomber training when stationed at the base (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

The PBRs and SCR were used for both day and night training missions. Complex targets were
constructed at the ranges with electrical systems for the beacons that were used during the night
training flights. Typically, inert ordnance was used on the ranges, however, live heavy ordnance bombs
were dropped occasionally (Mountain Home AFB 2011c). SCR and the other training facilities were
actively used through the end of World War Il. After World War 1l, the base was deactivated and the
Mountain Home Army Air Field became a subbase for Gowen Field. However, the pilots from Gowen
Field continued to use the ranges and the PBRs until 1949, when the base was reactivated as a Strategic
Air Command (SAC) base (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).
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In the 1950s and early 1960s, the five PBRs were deactivated based on the new requirement that a total
of 9 square miles were needed for safe operation at the PBRs. During the Korean War, Mountain Home
AFB supported three separate Air Resupply and Communications wings that trained in psychological
warfare, covert operations, and unconventional warfare for deployment overseas. In 1959, a Titan
missile launch site was constructed near Orchard (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

During the 1960s, Mountain Home AFB experienced numerous changes in its mission as well as the
addition of new facilities and the disposal of others. The SAC began to phase out the B-47 bomber and
the 67th Tactical Reconnaissance Wing arrived at Mountain Home AFB and became the host unit. This
marked the official transition from a SAC base to a Tactical Air Command installation. Two more Titan
missile complexes were constructed in 1961 in Owyhee County. The three Titan missile sites were only
active for about 5 years when they were closed in 1965 and then later officially deactivated in 1969
(Mountain Home AFB 2011c).

SCR was reduced to nearly its present size in 1963 and was further changed to its present configuration
in 1970. The Tactical Air Command assumed control of Mountain Home AFB and SCR in 1966 until it
became an Air Combat Command installation in 1992 (Mountain Home AFB 2011c).
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