FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
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INTRODUCTION
This document serves as the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) adoption of the United States Departments of the Army (Army) and Air Force’s (USAF) Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Modernization and Enhancement of Ranges, Airspace, and Training Areas in the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC) in Alaska (AK).  
Pursuant to section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Parts 1500‑1508) implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, the FAA announces its decision to adopt the June 2013 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Modernization and Enhancement of Ranges, Airspace, and Training Areas in the Joint Pacific Range Complex in Alaska. 
The EIS complies with FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A (Analysis of Environmental Impact Categories). FAA Order 1050.1E
 was in effect when the Army and USAF completed the JPARC EIS. Per FAA Order 1050.1 F, Paragraph 8-2.b, the FAA must prepare a Written Re-Evaluation (WR) to determine whether the consideration of alternatives, impacts, existing environment, and mitigation measures set forth in the FEIS remain applicable, since the FAA did not adopt the Army and USAF’s FEIS within three years.  The JPARC FEIS was published in June 2013 and the Army/USAF ROD was issued on August 6, 2013.  
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BACKGROUND

The military currently uses the JPARC to conduct testing, unit-level training, and to support various joint exercises and mission rehearsals. JPARC’s current configuration does not fully meet the training requirement for military forces and exercises conducted in Alaska. The proposed JPARC modernization and enhancements would enable realistic joint training and testing to support emerging technologies, respond to recent battlefield experiences, and train with tactics and new weapons systems to meet combat and national security needs. To meet its military training needs better, the Army and USAF have requested that the FAA modify, expand, and establish Special Use Airspace (SUA) in the JPARC. 
The JPARC EIS analyzed 12 actions (six definitive and six programmatic
) for the AF and the Army. 
Of the 12 actions analyzed, five are USAF actions, which include:
· Fox 3 Military Operations Area (MOA) Expansion / Paxon MOA Addition (definitive) 
· Realistic Live Ordnance Delivery (RLOD) (definitive)

· Night Joint Training (NJT) (definitive) 
· Missile Live-Fire for AIM-9 and AIM-120 (programmatic)

· Joint Precision Airdrop System Drop Zones (programmatic)

Of the 12 actions analyzed, seven are Army actions, which include:

· Battle Area Complex (BAX) Restricted Area Addition (definitive)

· Restricted Area R-2205 Expansion, including the Digital Multi-Purpose Training Range (DMPTR) (definitive)

· Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) Access (definitive)  

· Enhancement of Ground Maneuver Space (programmatic)

· Tanana Flats Training Area (TFTA) Roadway Access (programmatic)

· Joint Air-Ground Integration Complex (programmatic)

· Intermediate Staging Bases (programmatic)

Each of the actions listed above have independent utility and are not dependent on the others for implementation.
The USAF and Army issued one ROD. The ROD lists the Army and USAF actions and decisions separately. The ROD includes an Army Decision, signed July 30, 2013, and an USAF Decision signed August 6, 2013. The USAF selected the preferred alternatives for the Fox 3 MOA Expansion and New Paxon MOA, RLOD, and NJT. The ROD also lists mitigation measures by agency and specific action.

The USAF has since decided they do not currently plan to implement RLOD, and they have not submitted an aeronautical proposal for the expansion of R-2202. FAA is not considering the expansion of R-2202 for RLOD activities as part of this ROD.

This FAA ROD covers only the Fox 3 Military Operations Area (MOA) Expansion / Paxon MOA Addition and the Night Joint Training, both of which are USAF actions. Figure 1-1 in the JPARC EIS shows the locations of the existing SUA in AK. Figure 2-2 shows the proposed Fox 3 MOA Expansion / Paxon MOA Establishment. The NJT action only requests extending hours of use from 10 pm to midnight, and there will be no changes to the boundaries of the MOAs shown on Figure 1-1 in the JPARC Final EIS.
The FAA has independently evaluated the JPARC FEIS. FAA’s evaluation of the SUA proposals found that the USAF SUA proposals are ripe for a decision while the Army SUA proposals are currently still undergoing aeronautical processing and development. Therefore, the scope and extent of this FAA Record of Decision is only for the SUA proposals to modify and establish the Fox 3 and Paxon MOAs, and the Night Joint Training (NJT), which extends the time of use for the existing MOAs in Alaska. 
2.1
Environmental Impact Statement Process

As the lead agencies, the Army and USAF published the JPARC EIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the FAA and Department of Defense (DoD), “Concerning Environmental Review of Special Use Airspace (SUA) Actions”, dated October 4, 2005.

By letter dated February 16, 2011 (included in Appendix L of the FEIS), the USAF and Army jointly requested participation from the FAA as a cooperating agency (see 40 CFR § 1501.6) in the preparation of an environmental impact statement for the JPARC. By letter dated March 10, 2011 (included in Appendix L of the FEIS), the FAA, having responsibility for approving special use airspace under 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) section 40103(b)(3)(A), accepted cooperating agency status.

The Army and the USAF published a Draft EIS for the JPARC modernization in March 2012. As a cooperating agency, the FAA participated in the preparation of the Draft EIS, including reviewing drafts and providing input. The public requested an extension of the normal 45-day Draft EIS review period. Therefore, the public comment period on the Draft EIS ran from March 30, 2012 to July 9, 2012.  

During the comment period, the Army and USAF, with the support of Alaskan Command (ALCOM), held a series of public hearings. Notices of the meetings were placed in six newspapers. Notification was also provided through the project website, press releases, public service announcements, posted fliers in surrounding communities, and letters or mailers sent to entities on the project mailing list. 

The Draft EIS comments and responses are contained in Appendix N, Draft EIS Comments and Responses. A total of 266 comment submittals were received, including 1,361 independent comments in 23 topics. The topics of greatest concern included the proposed Fox 3 and Paxon Military Operations Areas (MOAs); the proposed lowering of the Special Use Airspace (SUA) to 500 feet above ground level (AGL); and related impacts on civil aviation, residents, recreation, hunting, wildlife, subsistence activities, the tourism industry, and commercial aviation access. Safety concerns mainly focus on airspace conflicts below 5,000 feet AGL, particularly the mix of high-speed aircraft and small, low-speed general aviation aircraft. Other airspace-specific concerns included proposed airspace restrictions over the Battle Area Complex (Army action) and Isabel Pass.

The JPARC Final EIS analyzes a combination of definitive and programmatic actions. The analysis of definitive actions provides sufficient information to fully disclose potential environmental impacts of a proposed action and to make a decision to implement the proposed action. The programmatic actions are general actions that require additional planning, programming, or development. The overall planning process for these programmatic projects would benefit from the environmental evaluation of the potential impacts in the JPARC EIS, and a programmatic decision on how the proponent should move the project forward. The programmatic documentation in the Final EIS provides baseline information, project site selection and development criteria, and outlines a process from which additional studies may be undertaken or tiered from the JPARC Modernization and Enhancement EIS to allow future additional, site-specific NEPA analyses to be undertaken, based on the best available information.

The JPARC Final EIS was issued in June of 2013, and it fully analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published its receipt of the Final EIS in the Federal Register on June 28, 2013 (78 FR 38975). A 30-day waiting period took place between June 28, 2013 and July 29, 2013. 

The Army and USAF signed the Record of Decision (ROD) on July 30, 2013, and August 6, 2013 respectively. The ROD identifies the USAF and Army decision on six definitive proposals analyzed in the Final EIS. The Notice of Availability for the ROD was published in the Federal Register on August 20, 2013 (78 FR 51176). 

2.2
FAA Aeronautical Process

The aeronautical process typically takes place contemporaneously with the environmental process for SUA actions. However, both processes are distinct.
During the processing of the aeronautical proposal to establish, expand, and modify the JPARC MOAs, FAA performed an Aeronautical Study in September 2014 that identified impacts to VFR traffic in the northeast corner of the Paxon MOA. On December 12, 2014, the USAF submitted an updated Aeronautical Proposal. In February 2015, FAA circulated the latest Aeronautical Proposal in the National Flight Data Digest. FAA issued an amended circularization issued on March 20, 2015 to add the purpose of the proposed Fox 3 MOA vertical and horizontal changes and to add information on the proposed VFR Corridor. The amended circularization extended the comment period to May 10, 2015.
This circularization by FAA provided opportunities for interested persons to comment on the establishment of the Paxon A High, Paxon A Low, and Paxon B MOAs, the expansion of the FOX 3 MOA, and the two-hour extension of the Time of Use for the following established MOAs: Birch, Buffalo, Delta 1, Delta 2, Delta 3, Delta 4, Eielson, Fox 1, Fox 2, Fox 3, Galena, Naknek 1, Naknek 2, Stony A, Stony B, Susitna, Viper A, Viper B, Yukon 1, Yukon 2, Yukon 3 High, Yukon 3A Low, Yukon 3B, Yukon 4, and Yukon 5
. 
Based upon public comments and feedback from Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC), the following changes were made from what was analyzed in the JPARC EIS:

· Establishing VFR corridor as described in the JPARC EIS and the Army/USAF ROD was not required in the interest of safety. The VFR Corridor is not included as part of the FAA Proposed Action. 
· Paxon B needed to be renamed Delta 5.
The VFR corridor
, as described in the JPARC EIS, was established as a mitigation measure to address impacts to civil aircraft and flight safety when the Paxon Low MOA is activated. Under the proposed action, the Paxon Low MOA could be activated up to 60 days per year. If the Paxon Low MOA is not active, there is no need for the mitigation regardless if the NJT proposed action was occurring in other MOAs. During the aeronautical process, it was determined that the VFR corridor would not mitigate impacts to civil aircraft operations or flight safety. However, continued use and expansion of the Special Use Airspace Information Service (SUAIS) would serve to mitigate the impacts to civil aircraft operations and flight safety. The SUAIS system is analyzed as a mitigation measure in the JPARC EIS.

The VFR corridor is also identified as a mitigation measure for Biological Resources, Land Use and Socioeconomics impacts as it has a potential benefit to facilitate airspace management. However, current overlapping mitigations analyzed in the Biological Resources section in the JPARC EIS illustrate that there would not be substantial impacts to that resource area with the exclusion of the VFR corridor. Mitigations to environmental effects regarding civil aircraft access for Land Use and Socioeconomic resources are addressed in the JPARC EIS through analysis of the SUAIS system as a mitigation measure. For these reasons, FAA determined that removal of the VFR corridor as a mitigation measure in the JPARC EIS did not change the analysis; therefore the environmental and aeronautical analyses are still valid. Because this is not a substantial change and does not reflect significant new circumstance or information relevant to environmental concerns, a supplement to the final EIS is not required.
The modification to the legal description to rename Paxon B to Delta 5 did not change the area of analysis, therefore the environmental and aeronautical analyses are still valid. Because this is not a substantial change and does not reflect significant new circumstance or information relevant to environmental concerns, a supplement to the Final EIS is not required.
2.3
Written Re-Evaluation (WR)
The JPARC FEIS was published in June 2013 and the Army/USAF ROD was issued on August 6, 2013. Since more than three years has elapsed, the FAA prepared this WR of the JPARC FEIS to determine whether the JPARC FEIS remains valid or a new or supplemental environmental document is required.

As part of this analysis to determine if the FEIS remains valid, FAA identified changes that are relevant to the Proposed Action since the Army/USAF 2013 FEIS and ROD was issued. The change that affects FAA’s WR is the USAF’s decision to station two F-35A squadrons at Eielson Air Force Base, which will increase the number of F-35A sorties
 by 8,640 annually within the proposed actions. In light of the additional F-35A sorties, the USAF updated their noise and cumulative impacts analyses and produced the Hard Look and Clarification of Noise And Cumulative Impacts Analysis In Response To FAA Questions for Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex, Eleventh Air Force, March 2018 (Hard Look) report. FAA incorporated the Hard Look analyses in its analysis when it considered whether the Environmental Impacts of the project remain valid. As determined by analysis in the Environmental Consequences section of this ROD, the additional F-35A sorties do not create a substantial change to the impacts already disclosed in the EIS and do not reflect significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns; therefore, a supplement to the final EIS is not required. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to modernize and enhance the JPARC to best support current and future military exercises in and near Alaska. The proposed JPARC modernization and enhancements would enable realistic joint training and testing to support emerging technologies, respond to recent battlefield experiences, and train with tactics and new weapons systems to meet combat and national security needs.

JPARC consists of all land, air, and sea training areas used by the Army, Navy, and USAF (the Services) in the state of Alaska. The JPARC was originally developed to support older and in some cases now-obsolete weapons and tactics. Its current configuration cannot fully meet the training requirement for military forces and exercises conducted in Alaska, and requires a more contemporary and versatile design and improved infrastructure to meet the present and future needs of the military. 

The four factors driving the need for enhanced and modernized training and testing facilities at JPARC are (1) technological advances, (2) advances in combat tactics and techniques and combat lessons learned, (3) the need to achieve diversified, realistic training in an efficient manner, and (4) the potential for synergy in meeting the physical needs of various Services and joint training.
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PROPOSED ACTIONS
The proposed FAA actions for this WR/ROD are solely the USAF’s request to establish, expand, and modify SUA. FAA’s Proposed Actions are essentially the same as the USAF Proposed Actions. The SUA changes include: the establishment of the new Paxon high and low MOAs, the establishment of the Delta 5 MOA the vertical and horizontal expansion of the Fox 3 MOA and the stratification into high and low MOAs, and expanding times of use for the already established MOAs to allow for night joint training. 

Fox 3 Military Operations Area (MOA) Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 MOA Establishment 
The combined area for the proposed expansion of Fox 3 MOA and the establishment of Paxon MOA overlies a total of about 5.86 million acres (9,952 square miles).
The proposed Fox 3 MOA will be modified by expanding and lowering the airspace to increase the operational arena for several purposes, including (1) to improve the low-altitude threat training for fifth-generation fighters and (2) to lower the energy costs for aerial training. On the west side of the Fox 3 MOA, the proposed action will expand the MOA to the south and east. (See Figure 2-2, JPARC FEIS, page 2-8). This proposed MOA would also be stratified into low and high sectors with the low extending from 500 feet AGL up to but not including 5,000 feet MSL, and the high extending from 5,000 feet MSL up to but not including FL180.
The establishment of the Paxon MOA is proposed in conjunction with the proposed Fox 3 MOA expansion to enhance air-to-ground flexibility. The proposed Paxon MOA will abut the east side of the existing Fox 3 MOA. This proposed MOA would also be stratified into low and high sectors with the low extending from 500 feet AGL up to but not including 14,000 feet MSL, and the high extending from 14,000 feet MSL up to but not including FL180. (See Figure 2-2, JPARC FEIS, page 2-8). The Paxon B MOA has been renamed Delta 5.
Legal Descriptions:
Fox 3 Low MOA, AK
Boundaries: 

Beginning at lat. 63°30'00" N., long. 145°54'00" W.; 

to lat. 63°23'00" N., long. 146°00'00" W.; 
to lat. 62°26'53" N., long. 145°51'33" W.;

to lat. 62°13'35" N., long. 148°50'50" W.; 
to lat. 62°30'00" N., long. 148°50'50" W.; 

to lat. 63°30'00" N., long. 148°16'46" W.; to the point of beginning. 

Altitudes: 

500 feet AGL to 5,000 feet AGL 

Times of Use:  
0700-0000, daily, by NOTAM; expected use 12 hours/day, 240 days/year

Controlling Agency: 
FAA, Anchorage ARTCC 

Using Agency: 
US Air Force, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK 

Fox 3 High MOA, AK
Boundaries: 

Beginning at lat. 63°30'00" N., long. 145°54'00" W.; 

to lat. 63°23'00" N., long. 146°00'00" W.; 
to lat. 62°26'53" N., long. 145°51'33" W.;

to lat. 62°13'35" N., long. 148°50'50" W.; 
to lat. 62°30'00" N., long. 148°50'50" W.; 

to lat. 63°30'00" N., long. 148°16'46" W.; to the point of beginning. 

Altitudes: 

5,000 feet AGL to but not including FL 180 

Times of Use: 
0800-1800 Monday – Friday; other times between 0700-0000 including weekend by NOTAM; expected use 12 hours/day, 240 days/year

Controlling Agency: 
FAA, Anchorage ARTCC 

Using Agency: 
US Air Force, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK

Paxon Low MOA, AK

Boundaries:
Beginning at lat. 63°30'00" N., long. 145°54'00" W.; 

to lat. 63°37'00" N., long. 145°33'00" W.; 
to lat. 63°37'00" N., long. 144°33'14" W.;

to lat. 63°32'22" N., long. 144°16'22" W.; 
to lat. 62°30'00" N., long. 145°00'00" W.;

to lat. 62°26'53" N., long. 145°51'33" W.; 
to lat. 63°23'00" N., long. 146°00'00" W.;

to the point of beginning.
Altitudes:  

500 feet AGL up to but not including 14,000 feet MSL

Times of Use: 
0700-0000, by NOTAM, during MFE only; expected use during MFE 5 hours/day, 60 days/year

Controlling Agency:
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center
Using Agency:  
USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Paxon High MOA, AK
Boundaries: 

Beginning at lat. 63°30'00" N., long. 145°54'00" W.; 

to lat. 63°37'00" N., long. 145°33'00" W.; 
to lat. 63°37'00" N., long. 144°33'14" W.;

to lat. 63°32'22" N., long. 144°16'22" W.; 
to lat. 62°30'00" N., long. 145°00'00" W.;

to lat. 62°26'53" N., long. 145°51'33" W.; 
to lat. 63°23'00" N., long. 146°00'00" W.;

to the point of beginning.

Altitudes:  


14,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180

Times of Use: 
0800-1800 Monday – Friday, other times between 0700-0000 including weekends by NOTAM; expected use 12 hours/day, 240 days/year

Controlling Agency:
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center
Using Agency:  

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Delta 5 MOA, AK
Boundaries: 

Beginning at lat. 63°37'00" N., long. 144°33'14" W.;
to lat. 63°37'00"N., long. 144°13'00" W.; 
to lat. 63°32'22" N., long. 144°16'22" W.;
to the point of beginning.
Altitudes:  


500 feet AGL to but not including FL 180

Times of Use:   
0700-0000, by NOTAM, during MFE only; expected use during MFE 5 hours/day, 60 days/year

Controlling Agency:

FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center
Using Agency:  

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Night Joint Training, Extending MOA Times of Use 
The proposed action extends the JPARC MOA hours to allow major flying exercises (MFE) sortie-operations until midnight and landing by 1:00 a.m., local time, during all months of the year and for all training by military users of the existing and proposed JPARC SUA requiring night flight training. This time extension would apply to Birch, Buffalo, Delta 1, Delta 2, Delta 3, Delta 4, Eielson, Fox 1, Fox 2, Fox 3 (High and Low), Galena, Naknek 1, Naknek 2, Paxon (High and Low), Stony A, Stony B, Susitna, Viper A, Viper B, Yukon 1, Yukon 2, Yukon 3 High, Yukon 3A Low, Yukon 3B, Yukon 4 , and Yukon 5.
Legal Descriptions:

Extending MOA Times of Use:
Birch MOA
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.
Times of Use:
0800-1800, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000; pending Special Use Airspace Information Service availability.
Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK

Buffalo
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.
Times of Use:
0800-1800, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000; pending Special Use Airspace Information Service availability.
Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK

Delta 1, Delta 2, Delta 3, Delta 4
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.
Times of Use:
Weekdays Between 0700-0000 local 3- 5 hours per day with a maximum of two 2.5 hour periods per exercise day, and a minimum of 3 hours between periods of use. Major Flying Exercise use only. Times of Use are for NOTAM purposes only. Contact SUAIS, the nearest FSS, or Anchorage ARTCC for actual activation times.

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK

Eielson, Yukon 1, Yukon 2
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.
Times of Use:
0800-1800, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000; pending Special Use Airspace Information Service availability.
Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK

Fox 1, Fox 2
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.
Times of Use:
0800-1800, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000.
Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Galena
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
Intermittent, 0800-1800, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000.

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 3 WG, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK

Naknek 1, Naknek 2
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
1000-1500, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 3 WG, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK

Stony A, Stony B, Susitna
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
0800-1800, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 3 WG, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK

Viper A, Viper B
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
Intermittent, 0700-0000, Monday-Friday; pending SUAIS availability

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Yukon 3 High
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
1000-1500, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000, pending SUAIS availability. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Yukon 3A Low
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
1000-1130 and 1330-1500, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000, pending SUAIS availability. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Yukon 3B
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
By NOTAM between 0700-0000 during locally publicized major flying exercises to a maximum of 60 actual flying days per year, pending SUAIS availability. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Yukon 4
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
1000-1500, Monday-Friday; by NOTAM for other times between 0700-0000. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
Yukon 5
Boundaries/Altitudes: 
No changes to existing MOA boundaries and altitudes in Alaska as published in J.O. 7400.10.

Times of Use:
By NOTAM between 0700-0000 during locally publicized major flying exercises to a maximum of 60 actual flying days per year. 

Controlling Agencies: 
FAA, Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center

Using Agency: 

USAF, 354th Fighter Wing, Eielson AFB, AK
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JPARC EIS ALTERNATIVES (Proposed Actions only)
5.1
Fox 3 Military Operations Area (MOA) Expansion / Paxon MOA Establishment (USAF)

Two Alternatives and a No Action were considered to modify MOAs. 
Alternative A

Expand Fox 3 MOA

Alternative A would expand the current Fox 3 MOA boundaries to the south and east as shown in the JPARC EIS Figure 2-1 and stratify the boundaries into low and high sectors, with the low extending from 500 feet AGL up to but not including 5,000 feet AGL, and the high extending from 5,000 feet AGL up to but not including 18,000 feet MSL (FL180).

Establish the Paxon MOA

Alternative A would establish a new Paxon MOA to the east of and adjoining the proposed expanded Fox 3 MOA, as shown in the JPARC EIS Figure 2-1. This proposed MOA would also be stratified into low and high sectors with the low extending from 500 feet AGL up to but not including 14,000 feet MSL, and the high extending from 14,000 feet MSL up to but not including FL180. This MOA would be used in conjunction with the proposed expanded Fox 3 MOA to provide the additional airspace and dry target area sites required for more-realistic training scenarios and thus to support more fully RED FLAG–Alaska.

Alternative E (Preferred Alternative)
The overall airspace structure proposed under this alternative for the Fox 3 MOA expansion and the Paxon MOA would be smaller in size than proposed for Alternative A with the southern Fox 3 boundary moved approximately 20 NM to the north. This would result in an airspace reduction of approximately 1.164 million acres (1,820 square miles). The altitude structure would be the same for each of the Fox 3 and Paxon MOAs as proposed for Alternative A. MFEs would be conducted in both the Fox 3 and Paxon high/low sectors while routine training would be conducted within the Fox 3 high/low sectors but limited to 14,000 feet MSL and above in the Paxon MOA. This alternative would provide a greater separation from the airways, jet routes, recreational areas (to include Lake Louise and Wasilla-Palmer) and airfields located south of the proposed airspace boundaries. The representative baseline and estimated aircraft sortie-operations and projected periods of use for both the expanded Fox 3 MOA and new Paxon MOA would be the same as described under Alternative A.
No Action
There would be no changes to the current Fox 3 MOA configuration and altitudes or proposed addition of the Paxon MOA under the No Action Alternative. This would not satisfy the requirement for multi-axis, low-altitude threat training that is needed to effectively train with fifth-generation fighter aircraft. The No Action Alternative would continue to require distant travel, which would negate opportunities to minimize fuel use while maximizing sortie training time in the expanded airspace being proposed. 
Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward

Three alternatives presented during the scoping process were determined to not provide the lateral and vertical airspace structure required to fully achieve the stated objectives for expanding the current training airspace environment. Therefore, these alternatives were not carried forward. Alternative E was added and analyzed as another viable option for achieving the stated objectives for this proposal.

· Alternative B: This alternative included only the Fox 3 MOA expansion as proposed for Alternative A without the proposed new Paxon MOA.

· Alternative C: This alternative included the Fox 3 expansion as proposed for Alternative A without the lower altitude sector below 5,000 feet AGL. The new Paxon MOA was not included in this alternative.
· Alternative D: This alternative proposed to keep the Fox 3 MOA boundaries the same as they currently exist with the same high and low altitude strata as proposed for Alternative A. The new Paxon MOA was not included in this alternative.
5.2
Night Joint Training
Two Alternatives and a No Action were considered to modify MOAs. 

Alternative A

The proposed action extends the JPARC MOA hours to allow MFE sortie-operations until midnight and landing by 1:00 a.m., local time, during March and October. This would allow night training during these 2 months for a minimum of 1.5 hours to a maximum of 2.5 hours for each exercise. Such exercise sessions would typically occur up to 10 nights per year with the number of aircraft sorties participating in each session (50 plus) being somewhat less than each daytime session (up to 100). Both existing and proposed future SUA would be used to accommodate night training while continuing to ensure noise-sensitive areas are avoided during those later-hour sortie-operations.

Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

Under this alternative, JPARC MOA hours would be extended to allow all MFE and routine tactical training sortie-operations until midnight and landing by 1:00 a.m., local time, during all months of the year and for all training by military users of the existing and proposed future JPARC SUA requiring night flight training.

Alternative B was selected as the Preferred Alternative because it provides the Air Force with the optimum capability to conduct routine night sortie-operations in addition to MFE night flying capability with no limitations during the year.
No Action

The No Action Alternative would continue to limit MOA hours to 10:00 p.m. during all months of the year. This would not compensate for the extended length of daylight saving time into March and November, which impedes training during these two months. Therefore, a night training exercise in March or early October would continue to be limited to less than 1 hour during those two months and, therefore, would not meet military tactical training needs.
Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward

The alternative not carried forward was to extend JPARC operating hours for all training purposes until 11:00 p.m. and landing by midnight, local time, during March and October, This option was not viable since night training requirements for training other than MFEs cannot be accomplished during other months of the year to provide sufficient hours of darkness to accomplish this training.
6
Environmental Impacts
The FAA has completed an independent review and evaluation of the FEIS in accordance with the CEQ regulations (see 40 C.F.R. § 1506.3(c)), FAA Order 1050.1F, and FAA Order JO 7400.2K, “Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters,” Appendix 8. FAA Order 1050.1F, Chapter 4, identifies the specific environmental impact categories the FAA considers in conducting environmental reviews under NEPA. In many cases, these categories overlap with the impact categories reflected in the Army and USAF’s Final EIS (see Table 2.12-4 in the Final EIS).
The information below summarizes analyses in the FEIS and written reevaluation and presents the results of the FAA’s independent review and evaluation regarding the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action in each of the impact categories prescribed by FAA Order 1050.1F specific to the USAF MOA changes only.
6.1 Impact Categories Eliminated from Analysis

The Proposed Action would not involve land acquisition, physical disturbance, or construction activities.  The following NEPA impact categories were assessed and were considered to have potentially negligible or non-existent effects, and in accordance with CEQ regulations, did not warrant further analysis in the WR and EIS:  

· Coastal Resources 

· Farmlands
· Natural Resources and Energy Supply
6.2 Impact Categories Included in Analysis
The following summarizes the results of FAA’s independent evaluation of the Proposed Action regarding the potential environmental impacts associated with the airspace reclassification. 
In addition to using the analysis from the JPARC EIS, this section uses information from both the F-35A Beddown EISs and the Hard Look and Clarification of Noise And Cumulative Impacts Analysis In Response To FAA Questions for Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex March 2018 (Hard Look), as well as other relevant information as cited, to determine if the conclusions in the JPARC EIS remain valid.

The resources that had the most potential to be affected by the alternatives and were analyzed in-depth are described below:
6.2.1
air quality
JPARC EIS Findings

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas


Proposed Action

The expansion of the Fox 3 MOA and the addition of the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs will take place in four adjacent boroughs and census areas: Denali, Matanuska-Susitna, Southeast Fairbanks, and Valdez-Cordova. All affected boroughs and census areas are all in attainment of the NAAQS.  The proposed actions would not cause the pollutant concentrations to exceed one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), as established by the EPA under the Clean Air Act for any time periods analyzed.  
No Action
Air quality impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from air quality impacts generated under existing sortie-operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional air quality impacts.

NJT


Proposed Action

The NJT MOAs are located in the following boroughs: Bethel, Denali, Dillingham, Fairbanks North Star, Lake and Peninsula, Matanuska-Susitna, Southeast Fairbanks, Valdez-Cordova, and Yukon-Koyukuk. Per the Environmental Protection Agency’s website as of March 2018
, the Fairbanks North Star Borough is in non-attainment for PM2.5 and has been in maintenance for Carbon Dioxide since 2004. All other boroughs within the Proposed Action area are in attainment.

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties.  Flights would be spaced out over a longer period of time during the night, resulting in additional dispersion of the aircraft emissions over the region.  However, there would not be an overall change in the aircraft training emissions or to air quality in the affected region from the current baseline conditions due to this action.  The proposed action would not cause the pollutant concentrations to exceed one or more of the NAAQS, as established by the EPA under the Clean Air Act for any time periods analyzed.  
No Action

Air quality impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from air quality impacts generated under existing sortie-operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional air quality impacts.
Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas


Proposed Action

After the JPARC EIS was issued, the USAF decided that they would beddown two squadrons of F-35As at Eielson Air Force Base (AFB). As a result of this beddown, there will be an additional 8,640 annual sorties out of Eielson. The F-35As EIS assumed that F-35A sortie-operations would take place in the northern JPARC airspace, including Fox 3 and Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs.  Criteria pollutants generated by the F-35A sortie-operations would not exceed de minimis levels.  Because F-35As primarily fly above the 3,000 feet mixing height and with a transport distance of at least 15 miles, emissions would be dispersed by the time they reach Denali Park.

No Action

If the proposed Fox 3 Expansion and the Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment MOAs are not charted by the FAA, then the F-35As would conduct sortie-operations within the existing Fox 3 MOA and Paxon air traffic control assigned airspace(ATCAA). The additional F-35A sortie-operations occur in the Northern JPARC airspace. However, since F-35As primarily fly above the 3,000 feet mixing height, pollutant concentrations exceeding the NAAQS are not anticipated.

NJT


Proposed Action

On April 28, 2017, EPA officially re-classified the Fairbanks North Star Borough (FNSB) area from “Moderate” to “Serious” nonattainment for the 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 or Fine Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standard. 

After the JPARC EIS was issued, the USAF decided that they would beddown two squadrons of F-35As at Eielson Air Force Base (AFB). As a result of this beddown, there will be an additional 8,640 annual sorties out of Eielson. The F-35As EIS assumed that F-35A sortie-operations would take place in the northern JPARC airspace. 

While it has been determined that F-35As would be available to fly during the extended hours, there will be no new flights authorized during the extended nighttime hours of 10 pm to midnight. Therefore, if F-35As are used, they will be substitute aircraft, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. Since the F-35As primarily would fly above the 3,000-feet mixing height, introducing a new aircraft would not cause pollutant concentrations to exceed the NAAQS for the Proposed Action.


No Action

F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. Since the F-35As primarily would fly above the 3,000-feet mixing height, introducing a new aircraft would not cause pollutant concentrations to exceed the NAAQS for the No Action. 
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishing the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on air quality when compared with the no action alternative remains valid.
6.2.2
biological resources
Biological resources are valued for their intrinsic, aesthetic, economic and recreational qualities, and include fish, wildlife, plants, and their respective habitats.  Typical categories of biological resources include, terrestrial and aquatic plant and animal species; game and non-game species, state or Federally-listed threatened or endangered species and environmentally-sensitive or critical habitats.  
The FAA’s significance threshold for Biological Resources, including fish, wildlife and plants, occurs when the US Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fishery Service determines that the proposed action would be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a federally-listed threatened or endangered species, or would result in the destruction or adverse modification of federally-designated critical habitat in the affected area. 
No Federally listed, proposed, or candidate species are known to be present in the terrestrial areas potentially affected by the proposed actions.  Nine birds (all migratory species) and one mammal with state sensitivity rankings were recorded as being present with the area potentially affected by the proposed actions. (Appendix B, B.8.3.2)
Plants
The Proposed Actions would not involve physical disturbance or construction activities that would affect plants.
Wildlife and Fish
The Proposed Actions would not result in any construction or ground disturbance. Therefore, the potential effects of the Proposed Actions on biological communities would be limited to noise, bird strikes, and the use of flares and chaff associated with military aircraft sorties.
JPARC EIS Findings

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

Species within the Proposed Action include: caribou, Dall sheep, moose, ducks, geese, trumpeter swans, bald and golden eagles.  Habitat under the existing Fox 3 MOA and the proposed expansion areas supports populations of big game species, waterfowl, and anadromous fish. Big game include Dall sheep, caribou and moose, which use habitat under most of the airspace, except for the highest mountainous areas. Habitat used by ducks, geese, and trumpeter swans is especially prevalent under the southeastern part of the Fox 3 expansion area and the southern part of the proposed Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs, coinciding with the larger river systems and marshy areas. 

Wildlife species would be exposed to overflight by military aircraft flying as low as 500 feet AGL, potentially causing altered behavior or metabolic effects. Additionally, high speed maneuvers within the proposed airspace would create sonic booms, and training would incorporate use of chaff and flares, (depending on the aircraft) as defensive measures.

The noise exposure for the Fox 3 MOA would increase by 11 dB Ldnmr
 to 50 dB Ldnmr and the Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs would increase by 17 dB Ldnmr to 54 dB Ldnmr. Reported wildlife responses to overflight are largely behavioral and short-term. Some short-term physiological changes (e.g., increased heart rate) have also been measured. Behavioral responses to overflights at 500 feet AGL and above are generally characterized for wildlife species, including various ungulate species, as minor and include individuals assuming an alert posture, rising, walking, or running short distances. Few studies have evaluated the effect of military overflights on moose; several have studied the effect on caribou. Animal flight responses were greater in response to approach by humans than to approach by equipment, including aircraft, possibly due to perception of humans as predators.
Bird activities and the risk of bird/wildlife-aircraft strikes would be of concern in this expanded airspace, and the existing bird aircraft strike hazard (BASH) programs and procedures would include consideration of any additional means for monitoring and reacting to heightened risks of bird strikes in this airspace.
Fish in their native habitat would not be affected at the sound levels resulting from military aircraft overflight as low as 500 feet AGL. Studies of salmon conclude that they are unlikely to detect sounds originating in air. Potentially sensitive areas such as the Gulkana hatchery, which is the largest sockeye salmon hatchery in the world, could be affected by overflight noise in the proposed Paxon MOA, especially during the incubation period when the eggs are susceptible to any type of noise or shock. Eggs are beginning to be loaded into incubators in August and loading may continue into the beginning of October. Concern was expressed that sonic booms during military RED FLAG exercises scheduled to begin August and October would overlap the sensitive periods and cause egg mortality. However, studies have shown that sonic boom exposure caused no increase in egg or fish fry mortality. The Air Force proposed establishing a VFR corridor as a mitigation measure to reduce noise over the Paxon Fish Hatchery from higher flying military aircraft. However implementing this mitigation measure would cause safety concern because the VFR corridor is not through the lowest terrain route, which is where pilots must fly during inclement weather often associated with Isabel Pass
. Even without implementing the mitigation measure, there would be no significant impact to fish as a result of aircraft overflights. In addition to studies illustrating that sonic booms do not increase egg or fish fry mortality, sonic booms would be limited to altitudes at or above 5,000 ft. AGL or 12,000 ft. MSL whichever is higher to reduce sonic boom intensity at the surface. Additionally the National Wild and Scenic Rivers (NWSR) flight avoidance area will encompass the Gulkana Fish Hatchery.

Chaff and flare use is governed by detailed operating procedures to ensure safety. USAF altitude restrictions for flare use in JPARC airspace (including the northern portion) are above 5,000 feet AGL from June through September and above 2,000 feet AGL for the rest of the year. These altitude restrictions substantially reduce any risk of a fire from training with defensive flares. The reduced wildfire risk minimizes the risk of habitat damage, especially for caribou, which tend to avoid winter habitat burned in the last 50 to 60 years.
There is potential for adverse but not significant impacts to wildlife from project sortie-operations under the Proposed Action. Potential adverse effects to wildlife species would be reduced with the use of appropriate mitigation measures described in the Mitigation section below.


No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, the horizontal and vertical boundaries of the existing Fox 3 MOA would remain the same and training would be expected to continue as permitted within the existing MOA. Wildlife resources would remain as they currently exist under current conditions.

NJT


Proposed Action

Wildlife habitats underlying the NJT MOAs includes moose winter habitat, moose rutting habitat, moose calving habitat, caribou winter habitat, caribou calving habitat, Dall sheep winter habitat, waterfowl general habitat, and general trumpeter swan habitat. 

Table 1: Wildlife Habitats Associated with the Night Joint Training (JPARC EIS Table 3-57)

	Project Area
	Moose Winter Habitat
	Moose Rutting Habitat
	Moose Calving Habitat
	Caribou Winter Habitat
	Caribou Calving Habitat
	Dall Sheep Winter Habitat
	Waterfowl General Habitat
	General Trumpeter Habitat

	
	Acres (hectares)

	Yukon
(all MOAs)
	3,714,015
(1,503,009)
	2,283,978
(924294)
	2,296,091
(929,196)
	12,634,813
(5,113,128)
	4,453,973
(1,802,459)                           
	0
	3526330
(1,427,055)
	0

	Eielson MOA
	608,295
(246,168)
	608,295
(246,168)
	14,477
(5,859)
	628,631
(254,398)
	87,008
(35,211)
	0
	62,848
(25,434)
	0

	Birch MOA
	42,908
(17,364)
	42,908
(17,364)
	15,271
(6,180)
	154,710
(62,609)
	1,283
(519)
	0
	124,003
(50,183)
	0

	Buffalo MOA
	463,983
(187,768)
	133,040
(53,839)
	70,518
(28,538)
	438,300
(177,374)
	16,649
(6,738)
	0
	430,086
(174,049)
	0

	Fox MOAs
	1,416,917
(573,406)
	869,427
(351,845)
	790,031
(319,714)
	1,749,745
(708,097)
	505,721
(204,658)
	3,420
(1,384)
	966,499
(391,128)
	656,651
(265,737)

	Viper MOAs
	88,816
(35,942)
	88,816
(35,942)
	88,816
(35,942)
	0
	0
	0
	116,191
(47,021)
	0

	Delta MOAs
	738,197
(298,738)
	492,023
(199,115)
	466,588
(188,821)
	734,787
(297,358)
	1,283
(519)
	0
	1,037,002
(419,660)
	0


Known wildlife habitats that may be sensitive to disturbances from the addition of nighttime low level aircraft noise and overflight have been identified and include caribou and moose calving areas, Dall sheep lambing areas, trumpeter swan and other waterfowl nesting habitat, and all waterfowl migration/stopover areas. Behavioral responses to overflights at 500 feet AGL and above are generally characterized for wildlife species, including various ungulate species, as minor and include individuals assuming an alert posture, rising, walking, or running short distances. Few studies have evaluated the effect of military overflights on moose; several have studied the effect on caribou. Animal flight responses were greater in response to approach by humans than to approach by equipment, including aircraft, possibly due to perception of humans as predators.
Implementation of NJT has the potential for nighttime flying to coincide with the peak times of waterfowl migration. Most waterfowl migrations occur at night, intensifying shortly after sunset, peaking in the middle of the night, and declining thereafter. Therefore, NJT presents a potential for increased bird aircraft strikes. The greatest effect on waterfowl may be the increase in aircraft overflight at night roosting areas. Most raptors are daytime flyers and their peak migration periods (April–May and August to early October) would overlap slightly with extended sortie-operations, which would occur when the raptors would be roosting. Given the potential for loss or injury to aircrews and aircraft as a result of a bird-aircraft strike, extensive efforts are made by the Military to avoid bird-aircraft strikes (see Mitigation Measures below). 
Potential impacts on wildlife could result from changes in noise. However, the noise analysis found that a change in sortie-operations to night hours would increase the noise level by 1 dB. The overflight restrictions in place over known sensitive areas (described in the Mitigation Measures section below), including large ungulate parturition (birthing) areas, are expected to continue to provide the protection from potential disturbance required to reduce adverse effects to wildlife present under project area MOAs. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, JPARC MOA hours would not be extended past 10:00 p.m.; therefore, wildlife resources would be expected to remain as under existing baseline conditions.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication
Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, the noise exposure for the Fox3/Paxon MOAs would increase. However, the change in noise exposure levels decrease when compared to the JPARC proposed action without the addition of the two F-35A squadrons. See Table 3 below. The change in the noise exposure levels that will be experienced in the Fox3/Paxon MOAs are below the FAA noise significance and reportable levels. Therefore, JPARC EIS finding that there is potential for adverse but not significant impacts to wildlife from sortie-operations under the Proposed Action will not change. However, potential adverse effects to wildlife species would be reduced with the use of appropriate mitigation measures as described in the Mitigation Measures section below
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, the horizontal and vertical boundaries of the existing Fox 3 MOA would remain the same and training would be expected to continue as permitted within the existing MOA but with the additional F-35As. Noise exposure levels may slightly change as a result of the additional aircraft using the Northern JPARC airspace. However, wildlife resources should remain as they currently exist under current conditions due to the existing Mitigation Measures that are in place to minimize impacts to wildlife.

NJT


Proposed Action

The proposed action will not introduce any new flights within the NJT MOAs. The only airspace change with respect to this action is extending the times of use of the MOAs included in this action.

While it has been determined that F-35As would be available to fly during the extended hours, there will be no new flights authorized. Therefore, if F-35As are used, they will be substitute aircraft, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. The updated noise analysis baseline noise exposure levels have changed since the JPARC EIS was issued. The main reason for this change is because the updated noise analysis used 2014 sortie numbers for its baseline, and the JPARC EIS used 2010 sortie numbers. The change in noise exposure for NJT MOAs is between 0 and 0.5 dB, which does not rise to the level of reportable or significant impacts. See Table 3 below. Therefore, impacts to wildlife due to changes in noise caused by the introduction of the F-35A are not significant.

No Action

F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, but the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. This could result in a slight change in noise exposure levels due to the change in aircraft, but this change is not expected to be significant.
Mitigation
The JPARC EIS, Appendix G, pages G-1 through G-7 includes a list of existing biological resources mitigation measures that will continue to be followed. Additional mitigation measures to address impacts from the Proposed Actions include flight restrictions adopted and/or incorporated into the proposed SUA to mitigate potential biological impacts are in the Hard Look Report, pages 5 and 6.
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA, with the existing and proposed mitigation measures, has reduced the potential adverse but not significant impacts to wildlife when compared with the no action alternative. The JPARC EIS finding remains valid. 
6.2.3
climate
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for Climate, which is typically measured in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Although there are no federal standards for aviation-related GHG emissions, it is well-established that GHG emissions can affect climate
.  FAA Order 1050.1F establishes agency-wide policies and procedures for compliance with NEPA and the implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR parts 1500-1508). The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has affirmed the applicability of NEPA and the CEQ regulations to GHGs and climate. CEQ has also noted that “…it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific climatological changes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions; as such direct linkage is difficult to isolate and to understand
.”  

There are no significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions. There are currently no accepted methods of determining significance applicable to aviation projects given the small percentage of emissions they contribute. The estimated level of GHG emissions can serve as a reasonable proxy for assessing potential climate change impacts. GHG are defined as including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).
JPARC EIS Findings
Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action
For the Proposed Action, the additional computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions are 284,606 metric tons/year.

No Action
For the No Action, there would be no additional computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions.

NJT

Proposed Action
The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. Therefore, there would be no additional computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions.


No Action

For the No Action, there would be no shift to the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted. Since there will be no change to existing conditions, there will be no additional computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, the computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions increased. The emissions of both F-35A squadrons are 31,704 metric tons/year. These emissions would be in addition to the computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions of 284,606 metric tons/year calculated in the JPARC EIS, for a total of 316,310 CO2(e) emissions.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no addition to the current Fox 3 MOA configuration and no new Paxon MOA. The additional carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions after beddown of both F-35A squadrons would be 31,704 metric tons/year.
NJT

Proposed Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the extended hours (ending at midnight) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. Therefore, there would be no additional computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions.


No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. . Therefore, the computed carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2(e) emissions should be approximately the same.
Conclusion

The potential effects of proposed GHG emissions are by nature global and cumulative impacts. An appreciable impact on global climate change would only occur when proposed GHG emissions combine with GHG emissions from other human-made activities on a global scale. As individual sources, the potential increase of GHG emissions is not likely to be large enough to have an appreciable effect on climate. Therefore, FAA determined the JPARC’s conclusion that the Proposed Actions will introduce no more than minimal amounts of greenhouse gasses associated with the Proposed Action as compared to the No Action Alternative remains valid.
6.2.4
department of transportation act, section 4(f)
Designation of airspace for military sortie-operations is exempt from section 4(f). The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public Law 105-85) provided that "[n]o military sortie-operations (including a military training flight), or designation of airspace for such a sortie-operation, may be treated as a transportation program or project for purposes of section 303(c) of title 49, United States Code." 
6.2.5
hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention
The FAA has not established a specific threshold for significant impacts for hazardous materials, pollution prevention, and solid waste. However the FAA provides factors to consider in determining whether the action would have a significant impact.  They are as follows:
The action would have the potential to:
· Violate applicable Federal, state, tribal, or local laws or regulations regarding hazardous materials and/or solid waste management;
· Involve a contaminated site (including but not limited to a site listed on the National Priorities List). Contaminated sites may encompass relatively large areas. 
· Produce an appreciably different quantity or type of hazardous waste;
· Generate an appreciably different quantity or type of solid waste or use a different method of collection or disposal and/or would exceed local capacity; or
· Adversely affect human health and the environment.
JPARC EIS Findings
Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action
This action would involve expansion of the existing Fox 3 MOA and creation of the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. No new construction is proposed as part of this alternative. Refueling and/or maintenance would not occur in the MOA footprint. Live fire would not occur within the MOAs proposed for establishment or modification in the Proposed Action; therefore, ordnance–related chemical releases would not occur. Therefore, no beneficial or adverse general hazardous materials–related construction and operational impacts would occur in association with airspace sortie-operations.
Chaff
 and flares
 are used throughout Alaskan training airspace as combat countermeasures against air- or ground-based threats. The use of training chaff and flares would be extended into the proposed Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs airspace; however, there would not be an increase in chaff and flare use within the overall airspace. Rather, this use would be redistributed over a larger expanse of airspace. Chaff and flares are managed as ordnance. The plastic and other residual parts of chaff and flares after deployment are inert and non-hazardous
. Other hazardous materials, including fuel, are consumed in the process of performing sortie-operations and/or training. 


No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no addition to the current Fox 3 MOA configuration and no new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. Therefore, hazardous materials–related impacts would be the same as those occurring under existing conditions and no additional impacts would occur.
NJT
Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted and would not result in an increase in flight activity or a change in the location of these sorties. Although there would be no overall change in aircraft chaff and flares use, live and inert night ordnance use would occur during a two week period each year as a part of this action.

The expenditure of live ammunition or detonations has the potential to release hazardous chemicals or other elements, such as heavy metals, into the environment. Training would use existing impact areas for the discharge of ordnance from aircraft within the proposed restricted area, such that no adverse munitions-related chemical release impacts on the environment would occur. These impact areas would be managed in accordance with current Federal, State of Alaska, USAF, and Army regulations for the management, safe handling, and disposal of hazardous waste and materials associated with live and inert ordnance and unexploded ordnance.
No Action

JPARC MOA hours would not be extended past 10:00 p.m.; therefore, impacts would be the same as existing conditions and no additional impacts would occur.
Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

The F-35A beddown at Eielson AFB and training within the SUA would increase scheduling of SUA for F-35A sortie-operations, which could result in increased use of chaff and flares due to the additional F-35A sortie-operations. Since chaff and flares are inert and non-hazardous, the expansion of SUA in which chaff and flares can be used will not introduce any new hazardous materials into the study area. The impacts would still be the same because no new construction is proposed as part of this alternative. Refueling and/or maintenance would not occur in the MOA footprint. Live fire would not occur within the MOAs proposed for establishment or modification in the Proposed Action by reason of the addition of the F-35A aircraft; therefore, ordnance–related chemical releases would not occur beyond what has already been disclosed.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no addition to the current Fox 3 MOA configuration and no new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs, however there would be an increase in training sortie-operations within the established Fox MOAwith the addition of the F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB. While there would be an overall increase in hazardous materials use because there would be more operating aircraft in the airspace, live fire would not occur in the MOA and flare and chaff use would be managed as ordinance in accordance with Air Force operating procedures
NJT


Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the nighttime sorties. Additional live fire would not occur in the MOA because the times of activity would increase. The amount of flare and chaff usage should be approximately the same, and flare and chaff use would be managed as ordinance in accordance with USAF operating procedures. Therefore, the Proposed Alternative would not result in any additional hazardous material impacts.
No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. The Air Force has specific emergency-response procedures for aircraft mishaps involving composite materials contained in Technical Order 00-105E-9 (Air Force 2001). Air Force Manual 10-2504 provides guidance for responding to major accidents and natural disasters and AFI 10-2501 provides response planning guidelines for major accident response, natural disasters, and enemy attack. These procedures would be followed to ensure that no significant adverse impacts would be introduced to areas underlying northern JPARC airspace from hazardous materials and toxic substances. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional hazardous material impacts.
Mitigation 

Training would use existing impact areas for the discharge of ordnance from aircraft within the proposed restricted area, such that no adverse munitions-related chemical release impacts on the environment would occur. These impact areas would be managed in accordance with current Federal, State of Alaska, USAF, and Army regulations for the management, safe handling, and disposal of hazardous waste and materials associated with live and inert ordnance and unexploded ordnance.

Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention, when compared with the no action alternative, remains valid.
6.2.6
historical, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources

The National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 (Section 106) regulations direct federal agencies to make reasonable and good faith efforts to identify historic properties in regards to a proposed action (36 CFR § 800.4(b)(1)). Federal agencies are to take into account the nature and extent of potential effects on historic properties, and the likely nature and location of historic properties within areas that may be affected. Compliance with Section 106 requires consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) if there is a potential adverse effect to historic properties within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) that are on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources.  However, a factor to consider in determining significant impacts to this resource is whether the action would result in a finding of Adverse Effect through the Section 106 process. FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1.
JPARC EIS Findings
Numerous historic properties and archaeological resources are found under the study areas for Fox 3 and Paxon/Delta 5 expansion and NJT MOAs (See JPARC EIS, Sections 3.1.9 and 3.5.9 for the identification of cultural resources). Properties of traditional religious and cultural importance known to be located within the Fox 3 and Paxon/Delta 5 MOA area include 10 burial sites affiliated with peoples of the Alaska Native Corporation of AHTNA, Inc. Additionally, the National Register-listed Tangle Lakes Archeological district is located within the existing Fox 3 MOA. However, there are no National Register-listed properties beneath the proposed Fox 3 expansion or the proposed new Paxon MOA (JPARC EIS p. 3-55).
With respect to the other MOAs that are included in the Night Joint Training action, cultural resources are located in the following MOAs:

· Galena MOA: No National Register-listed cultural resources, however there is the Iditarod National Historic Trail.

· Stony A/B MOAs: There is one National Register-listed resource, the Kolmakov Redoubt Site under the Stony A and B MOAs.

· Sustina MOA: No National Register-listed cultural resources under this MOA.

· Naknek1/2 MOA: There are no National Register-listed resources under the Naknek 1 and 2 MOAs.

· Birch, Buffalo, Eielson, and Viper MOAs: Rapids Roadhouse (also known as the Black Rapids Roadhouse) is the only National Register-listed cultural resource under these MOAs.

· Delta MOA: There are three National Register-listed properties under this MOA, which are architectural resources. They are the Big Delta Historic District (also known as the Big Delta State Historic Park), Riker’s Landing Roadhouse (also known as Rika’s Landing Site), and Sullivan Roadhouse.

· Yukon MOAs: There are 11 National Register-listed resources under these MOAs. They are the Coal Creek Historic Mining District, the Frank Slaven Roadhouse, the Woodchopper Roadhouse, the George McGregor Cabin, the Kink, the Central House, the Ed Biederman Fish Camp, the Eagle Historic District, the Steele Creek Roadhouse, the Chicken Historic District, and the F.E. Company Dredge No. 4.

The APE identified by the USAF included all the special use airspace in the Proposed Action. The locations of Federally recognized Alaska Native tribes under or near the airspace discussed above are illustrated in Figure 3-10, JPARC EIS, p.3-56.
On January 11, 2012, the Alaskan Command (ALCOM), on behalf of the USAF, sent a consultation request letter to the Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on the three definitive USAF Proposed Actions analyzed in the JPARC EIS: Fox 3 and Paxon/Delta 5 MOA changes, NJT, and RLOD. The USAF determined that no historic properties will be affected by implementation for the three definitive actions. 
On January 23, 2012, the Alaska SHPO concurred with the No Historic Properties findings for Fox 3 and Paxon/Delta 5 and NJT because those undertakings will involve no new ground disturbance and there would be no substantive change in noise levels that could potentially affect historic properties.
Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squardrons at Eielson AFB, the FAA conducted its Section 106 consultation with the Alaska SHPO and potentially affected Federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes
. 
Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800 the FAA identified historic and cultural resources within the area of potential affect (APE) and determined that the proposed action presents no adverse effect on cultural and historic properties within the APE. The APE remained the same as the APE identified by the USAF. The FAA analyzed the proposed actions in light of the additional sortie-operations from the F-35A beddown. The FAA specifically analyzed the noise impacts as a result of the additional sortie-operations. The FAA determined the following:

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas 
The implementation of the FAA proposed action would not create an indirect noise effect on any historic structures located within the Fox 3 expansion area and Paxon establishment area because there are no National-Register-listed properties beneath the proposed Fox 3 expansion or the proposed new Paxon MOA. Noise exposure levels that would be experienced in Fox 3 and the Paxon MOAs are well below the impact inducing levels identified in the DoD studies relating to vibration. Additionally, the change in noise exposure levels are below the FAA noise significance and reportable levels (see Table 3 below). Furthermore, because no component of the FAA proposed actions would alter or modify any part of the existing physical landscape, visual impacts associated with aircraft overflights would be periodic, short-term and temporary, and are not expected to result in an adverse effect to the cultural resources.
Night Joint Training Action
The implementation of the FAA proposed action would not create an indirect noise effect on any cultural resources underlying the MOAs included in the proposed action. The proposed action will not introduce any new flights within the NJT MOAs. The only airspace change with respect to this action is extending the times of use of the MOAs included in this action. Noise exposure levels that would be experienced are well below the impact inducing levels identified in the DoD studies relating to vibration. Additionally, the change in noise exposure levels are below the FAA noise significance and reportable levels (see Table 3 below). While there are cultural resources below the airspace of the MOAs included in NJT, no component of the proposed action would alter or modify any part of the existing physical landscape. Visual impacts associated with aircraft overflights would not change since the total number of aircraft allowed to fly will not change.
The State of Alaska’s Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) concurred with the FAA’s finding on March 7, 2018.
In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.2, the FAA also initiated consultation with the potentially affected Federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes. Between March 1, 2018 and March 7, 2018, the FAA sent letters, emails and made phone calls to the 10 potentially affected Federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes. FAA received feedback from several tribes that the initial FAA letter was very technical. FAA sent follow-up clarification letters dated March 19, 2018 using less technical language to explain the FAA Actions. FAA emailed the letters to all 10 tribes on March 20, 2018. 
On March 7, 2018, Doyon Limited requested government-to-government consultation. A teleconference was held on March 26, 2018 where the FAA addressed the additional sortie-operations due to the F-35A beddown and the subsequent noise analysis.

On March 8, 2018, AHTNA Inc. requested government-to-government consultation. In lieu of the meeting, AHTNA requested that FAA reach out to the tribes in the area that would be affected by the Actions with the clarification letter. The FAA contacted the potentially affected Federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes between March 19, 2018 and provided them with additional information.  

On March 20, 2018, The Village of Northway Tribe informed the FAA that their lands are located quite a distance from the Proposed Airspace changes, and they do not have any concerns about the Proposed Action.
The FAA did not receive any additional requests for information or government-to-government consultation. None of the 10 tribes provided any written objections to the FAA’s determination that the proposed action presents no adverse effect on cultural and historic properties within the APE. 

Conclusion

Based on the FAA’s consultation, the FAA has determined there will be no adverse effects on cultural resources, and the FAA has concluded that the JPARC EIS determination that the establish the Proposed Actions will not result in significant impacts on historical, architectural, archaeological or cultural resources when compared to the No Action alternative remains valid.

6.2.7
land use
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for land use; however, potential impacts to consider include disruption of communities, relocation, and induced socioeconomic impacts. 

JPARC EIS Findings

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas
The State of Alaska and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manage the vast majority of lands in the proposal area. The primary uses of the BLM lands include recreation, subsistence activities and mining. Descriptions of these uses/resources can be found in the JPARC EIS as follows: Table 3-14. Locations of Interest – Fox 3 MOA Expansion and New Paxon MOA; Table 3-15. Public Access Trails within the Region of Influence of the Fox 3 MOA Expansion and the New Paxon MOA; Table 3-16. Charted Airports and Airfields Serving the Fox 3 MOA Proposal Area; Table 3-17. Trails and Key Recreation Sites in the Expand Fox 3/New Paxon MOA Proposal Area; Table 3-18. Sport Fishing Activity Within the Expanded Fox 3/New Paxon MOA Proposal Area; and Appendix I Land Use, Public Access, and Recreation.
Proposed Action

This action would involve expansion of the existing Fox 3 MOA and creation of the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. No new construction is proposed as part of this alternative. The Proposed Action would not affect how BLM, USFWS, Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR), and Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG) manage lands to meet multiple objectives, such as approving new activities, leases and permits that require air access or construction of major infrastructure. The proposed Fox 3 MOA modifications and new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs would not change the use of underlying public or private land. The primary impacts of the Proposed Action would be from noise and access limitations.
Impacts from Noise

Subsonic

Noise levels in the underlying areas would increase substantially by about 17 dB Ldnmr under the new Paxon MOA and by about 10 to 11 dB Ldnmr under existing Fox 3 and the Fox 3 Expansion Area. The highest projected noise level under the new Paxon MOA, 54 dB Ldnmr, is below levels of concern established by EPA for any land use. Overall, the relative change is high, and in quiet settings, these increases would be highly noticeable and are likely to cause annoyance on the part of communities underlying the Fox 3 MOA and expansion area and new Paxon MOA. 

The Fox 3 MOA would see an increase of 10 dB in subsonic noise from 39 to 49 dB Ldnmr. The predicted change in noise exposure at the noise sensitive areas in the Fox 3 MOA, including inhabited areas and the Gulkana National Wild River and Nelchina PUA, are likely to cause annoyance. The military has proposed mitigation for these impacts, which is detailed in the Mitigation section.
The Fox 3 MOA Expansion Area currently does not experience military overflight except for some portions underlying the high-altitude Paxon ATCAA. Current noise levels in the expansion area are about 37 dB. Noise levels due to subsonic aircraft sortie-operations would increase to about 50 dB and have similar effect to underlying areas and noise sensitive locations as for the Fox 3 MOA. Noise sensitive areas include several small communities and lakes (among these, Summit, Tangle, Louise, Clarence, and Meiers Lakes), and Gulkana and Delta Wild and Scenic Rivers.

The proposed sortie-operations would greatly change the noise environment within the new Paxon MOA (from 37 dB to 54 dB Ldnmr). This is a substantial increase even though levels would remain below thresholds used as compatibility standards for most land uses in developed settings. Without mitigation, the change in noise exposures for portions of Gulkana, Delta Wild, and Scenic Rivers, the Fielding Lake State Recreation Area, and locations of interest under the new Paxon MOA (listed in Table 3-14) could be a significant impact considering their protected status and/or degree of value to the public. Mitigation for these potentially significant impacts is detailed in the Mitigation section below. The benefits of expanding the flight avoidance area over the wild and scenic rivers under the new Paxon MOA (see Section 3.1.10.4), would reduce noise impacts

Supersonic

Overall, changes to quiet settings could constitute an effect on valued natural and pristine areas in the region, but would not be expected to change the land use of the area. The frequency of sonic booms would increase by less than one per day, for 4.6 to 5.2 on average (Table 3-21) but booms could be annoying to individuals who experience a startling event. A less than 1-dB increase in CDNL
 (Table 3-21) would likely not be perceptible to most persons who use the area where sonic booms already occur. This change would be noticeable at the south end of the proposed Fox 3 expansion area in areas where sonic booms are not currently occurring. Existing flight avoidance procedures for reducing noise impacts would apply for this airspace and continue to provide some noise reduction for sensitive locations. There would be no appreciable change in supersonic noise under the new Paxon MOA.
Recreational activities such as off-road recreational vehicle (ORRV) use, horseback riding, fishing, hunting, hiking, and climbing typically occur in remote landscapes where the primary noise source is from recreational activities. The suddenness and unpredictability of low-level overflights and sonic booms during MFEs may result in annoyance and could lessen a recreational experience for some persons. These incidences are not likely to be persistent and are not expected to change visitor habits or recreational uses overall. For example, if a startling event occurred, a hunter would likely be annoyed. The effect of these infrequent noise sources is not expected to change the behavior of game animals such that hunting resources would be impacted. Thus, low-level flight and sonic booms would have adverse but not significant impacts on any given recreational experience. The USAF would provide advance schedules of training missions in the MOA and the public would have access to information about low level MOA activation through the SUAIS, NOTAMs, and other communications, as appropriate. Communication of MFE schedules well in advance could help reduce or avoid impacts on recreation from MFEs and sonic booms during MFEs. 

Impacts from Access Limitations
The new and expanded airspace may result in restricted access by aircraft to areas or landing fields below or in the vicinity of the airspace. Aircraft are often used as a means to access remote areas for multiple purposes, including recreation, habitation, resource extraction (mining and forestry), and resource management. Many mines are serviced by commercial air service operations, and supplies and equipment are also brought in along trails when there is snow cover. Some mines are only accessible by air. 

Some portion of general aviation pilots may choose not to fly in MOA airspace while military aircraft are operating, choosing to deviate around the MOA or postpone their activities. This could disrupt and inconvenience many residents dependent on these amenities. Advanced public notification can lessen this disruption by allowing people to plan around military schedules.

The low-altitude use of MOAs are not expected to be scheduled and activated on a daily basis. Therefore, air access for multiple uses by aircraft (productive uses, management and survey activities, recreation, hunting and fishing, and ecotourism) would be available to those civil pilots willing to fly VFR through an active MOA. However, for those pilots unwilling to fly VFR, or if weather conditions do not permit VFR, additional wait times or delays may be expected until the MOAs are released to IFR traffic. These delays are not expected to occur daily, particularly for the low-altitude MOAs. 
A delay in gaining access to work sites or recreational areas could adversely affect specific land users without mitigation, depending on the length of the delay. This would include commercial air operators who support and supply remote mining areas, mostly underlying the Fox 3 MOA. Commercial guides, trappers, and subsistence users are also reliant on air access to some locations for their livelihoods. 

Impacts on recreational use in popular locations would result from intermittent, intensive, and repetitive aircraft overflights during MFEs, particularly during the most critical recreation period between approximately June 15th and September 15th. In general, recreation use levels are lower during the remainder of the year, and MFEs would be expected to result in minor impacts during this period. The USAF can provide advance schedules for MFEs, and the public would have access to information about MOA activation during scheduled training through the SUAIS and other available communications. Being able to plan recreational activities to avoid training times would minimize impacts to some degree. Considering this, these impacts are considered potentially adverse but less than significant. Avoiding MFEs in the peak seasonal times and/or flying at higher altitudes during these periods could reduce impacts on recreation.

Overall, aviation access would remain relatively high for the public, since the USAF would limit activation of the low Fox 3 and Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs to the mission needs that require the use of those lower altitudes. The USAF would extend the use of the SUAIS and other communications means to provide information on when airspace is active to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate potential adverse impacts associated with access during MFEs.
No Action
There would be no changes to the current Fox 3 MOA configuration and altitudes or proposed addition of the Paxon MOA under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no additional impacts on land use, public access, and recreation would occur and they would remain as under current existing conditions.

NJT

Proposed Action

The underlying land is managed under various resource management and area plans of the appropriate Federal, State, and local jurisdictions. Much of the land underlying the MOAs is pristine and isolated. It supports a range of productive uses, isolated communities and settlements, and dispersed recreation and subsistence activities.
The affected area under the MOAs has forests and mineral interests and a full spectrum of energy and productive uses. For the most part, aircraft training has no effect on surface activities. The underlying lands have been used for these purposes successfully despite ongoing overflights. Of note are the areas with outstanding and superb wind energy potential, including the following MOAs: Birch, Buffalo, Delta 2 and 4, Eielson, Fox 1/2/3, and Yukon 1/2/3/3ALow/3B/4.

Most of the land underlying MOAs is remote and extremely sparsely populated. Special areas for recreation under the widespread MOAs used for night training are listed in Table 3-59 in the JPARC EIS. Descriptions of these areas are provided in Appendix I, Land Use, Public Access, and Recreation. 
Impacts from Noise

JPARC EIS Table 3-59 identifies noise sensitive areas underlying the NJP Proposal Area. Due to the sensitive nature of some of these areas, some minimum altitude and horizontal flight restrictions are in place to avoid direct or low overflights by military aircraft.

Average noise levels in affected MOAs would increase by approximately 1 dB Ldnmr. This change would result in imperceptible change in noise levels experienced on the ground currently, but noise events would occur later in the night. 
Noise levels for restricted area R-2211 (see JPARC FEIS Figures 1-1 and 1-5), already at 66 dB Ldnmr would increase to 67 dB Ldnmr. Underlying areas have no permanent residences. An increase 
from 61 dB CDNL (from supersonic noise) in Fox 3 MOA and Paxon ATCAA to 62 dB CDNL
 represents a potential adverse impact on underlying residential areas but does not trigger the threshold of significant impact for land use. Existing noise avoidance procedures would continue to apply but some number of persons would likely be annoyed by aircraft overflights during nine nights each year. Advance notifications of these activities generally reduces the level of annoyance on affected persons. Overall, these additional flights would not change underlying land uses in this region. Existing avoidances as described in the JPARC Final EIS Appendix D would continue, and minimize some of this impact. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on land use would result from this action.
Minimal change in night noise under restricted airspace over military lands would have no impact on recreational use. Occasional overflights at night over extensive public lands where dispersed public use occurs may disturb persons in remote settings. This would be a negligible change in the quality of these areas and have minimal impact on recreational use.

Impacts from Access Limitations

A minimum overflight altitude of 500 feet AGL is required for all inhabited structures. Access to surface infrastructure, including roads, trails, airfields and airports, and navigable and public waterways would not change under this proposal. There would be no change to public access either on the surface, navigable, or public waters, or the air.

No Action

For the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in night sortie-operations in MOAs and selected restricted airspace from current levels; therefore, no change or additional land use impacts would result.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

After the JPARC EIS was issued, the USAF decided that they would beddown two squadrons of F-35As at Eielson AFB. The F-35A Beddown will not require any changes to the proposed airspace and will not alter any existing land management plans and objectives. The F-35As would operate in the airspace in a similar manner, but will increase sortie-operations. The number of days per year with MOA activation would not increase, but the total number of hours used per day could increase. F-35As would fly 86 percent of the time above 15,000 MSL, which will lessen the potential impacts from low-level overflights. 
Impacts from Noise

As described in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use section below, the changes in noise exposure in the Fox 3 MOA expansion and the Paxon/Delta 5 MOA establishment areas fall within FAA’s reportable range, but are not significant. Therefore, noise exposure level changes should not affect land uses that can be sensitive to noise such as recreation and subsistence activities.

Impacts from Access Limitations

The increase in sortie-operations may affect aviation access to recreation, subsistence activities and mining. However, historically, commercial, military, and general aviation operations within this region have been reasonably compatible. The compatibility of the aforementioned is due to the following current measures already in place: 1. an effective air traffic control system, 2. close coordination between military airspace scheduling agencies and the FAA, 3. availability of the SUA Information Service (SUAIS), 4.and notices to airmen (notices providing daily active status of Alaska's SUA).
Expanding the airspace with much lower altitudes would require increased vigilance by both military and civilian pilots to maintain continued awareness of each other’s presence while sharing this MOA airspace. The USAF is sensitive to that concern and would limit activation of the low sector [of MOAs during MFEs] to the mission needs that require the use of those lower altitudes. The USAF  would extend the use of the SUAIS and other communications means to provide information on when airspace is active”

When the MOAs are inactive (305 days per year when the Paxon Low MOA would not be activated), IFR traffic would be permitted. Also, when [the MOAs are active and] IFR conditions prevail, access to IFR-capable airfields and IFR routes to remote locations beyond the airspace may be interrupted, delaying travel to some locations. To the extent that remote inhabited areas may rely on air access, this could potentially cause inconvenience or a safety concerns, primarily when visibility is low. But this inconvenience is limited since the Paxon Low MOA would only be activated 60 days a year.


No Action

If the Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas are not approved, the F-35As would operate in the existing airspace in a similar manner, but will increase sortie-operations. The number of days per year with MOA activation would not increase, but the total number of hours used per day could increase. F-35As would fly 86 percent of the time above 15,000 MSL, which will lessen the potential impacts from low-level overflights. 

The increase in sortie-operations may affect aviation access to recreation, subsistence activities and mining within existing SUA, The aviation access impacts are minimized due to an effective air traffic control system, close coordination between military airspace scheduling agencies and the FAA, availability of the SUA Information Service (SUAIS), and notices to airmen (notices providing daily active status of Alaska's SUA). There will be no additional impacts to recreation and subsistence activities within the Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas. Given this, impacts to land use are expected to be less than significant.
NJT

Proposed Action

Impacts from Noise

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during extended nighttime hours. Average noise levels in affected MOAs would increase by approximately 0 to 0.5 dB (see Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use section below) as compared to the No Action as reported in the Hard Look report. This change would result in imperceptible change in noise levels experienced on the ground currently, but noise events would occur later in the night. 
Impacts from Access Limitations

There would still be no change to public access either on the surface, navigable, or public waters, or the air. Minimal change in night noise under restricted airspace over military lands would have no impact on recreational use. Occasional overflights at night over extensive public lands where dispersed public use occurs may disturb persons in remote settings. This would be a negligible change in the quality of these areas and have minimal impact on recreational use. Therefore, negligible impacts on land use would result from this action.
No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. Therefore, no change or additional land use impacts would result.

Mitigation

Table D–6 in the JPARC EIS, Appendix D, Airspace Management, lists all the noise-sensitive flight avoidance parameters currently in place for each airspace affected by EIS proposals.

The USAF committed to following mitigations in their ROD to manage future impacts on land use.

· Land Use – Management

· National Wild and Scenic Rivers Protection. For the period of May 15 to September 30, expand the Gulkana (west, middle, and north forks) and Delta National Wild and Scenic Rivers’ (and others, as designated) Flight Avoidance Areas to include portions within new MOA boundaries using a 5-NM buffer either side of the river centerline with 5,000 feet MSL minimum altitude. The river corridors will include their headwater lakes areas (Tangle Lakes and Dickey Lake).

· Land Use – Management, Recreation

· Concentrated Activity Areas. Comply with flight avoidance areas established by the 11th AF Airspace and Range Team and listed in the 11th AF Airspace Handbook. Areas not specified by the ROD may be added, increased, decreased, or removed by the 11th AF Airspace and Range team as situations dictate (e.g., a mine and its air operations cease to exist).
Conclusion 

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on land use when compared with the no action alternative remains valid, with the approved mitigation measures.
6.2.8
noise and noise-compatible land use
The FAA’s significance threshold for noise is whether the proposed action would increase noise by DNL 1.5 decibel (dB) or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level or that will be exposed at or above the DNL 65 dB level due to a DNL 1.5 dB increase, when compared to the no action alternative for the same timeframe. FAA does not have a significance threshold for supersonic noise. 

Noise impacts would be expected to be perceived as significant if airspace noise levels were to exceed 65 dB Ldnmr
 or 62 dB CDNL and increase by greater than 1.5 dB. Noise impacts would also be considered potentially significant if substantial increases in noise level (i.e., greater than 10 dB) were to occur in areas that are currently very quiet.
JPARC EIS Findings
This EIS provided two separate noise analyses for the Fox 3/Paxon MOA changes and the NJT time of use expansion. 
Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action
The vast majority of the affected environment consists of rural areas and areas with no permanent human habitation in which ambient noise levels (i.e., noise not generated by military sortie-operations) would be below 45 dB DNL. Sound sources in geographically remote areas include natural sounds, such as wind and bird calls, and occasional noise generated by vehicles, such as snow-machines and small aircraft.

Under the Proposed Action, subsonic noise levels would increase from 39 to 50
 dB Ldnmr beneath Fox 3 MOA/ATCAA. Noise levels beneath Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs/ATCAA would increase from 37 to 54 dB Ldnmr. The proposed expansion of the Fox 3 MOA and the establishment of the Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs, would result in increases in sub-sonic time-averaged noise levels of approximately 11 dB Ldnmr beneath the Fox 3 MOA and 17 dB Ldnmr beneath the Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. Although these increases are “reportable,” there are no locations beneath Fox and Paxon/Delta 5 airspace that would generally be described as FAA noise sensitive areas. 
Supersonic noise levels beneath the existing Fox 3 MOA/ATCAA and Paxon ATCAA would increase by less than 1dB, remaining at 61 dB CDNL. The average number of sonic booms per day near the center of the Fox 3 MOA/ATCAA airspace would increase by less than one per day from 4.6 per day to 5.2.

Changes in noise exposure levels as a result of the Proposed Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment MOAs would not exceed the FAA’s noise significance threshold.

No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing airspace structure or existing baseline training sortie-operations. No change in noise levels would occur and they would remain as under current existing conditions.
NJT
Proposed Action
The affected environment includes areas beneath all JPARC SUAs. JPARC SUAs are used by a wide variety of aircraft, including aircraft based at installations in Alaska and visiting as part of training exercises. Under baseline conditions, approximately 20 to 25 percent of total annual sortie-operations are conducted at night, but all aircraft depart the MOAs prior to 10:00 p.m. Ldnmr values beneath these SUAs are listed in Table 2 below. Several noise-sensitive areas have been established in areas beneath JPARC SUAs, and pilots avoid these areas during training by specific vertical or horizontal distances. Table 2 below is based on the JPARC EIS Table 3-56, but the Airspace Unit description specific to the Paxon MOA was modified to include the Delta 5 MOA.
Table 2: Noise Levels Beneath JPARC Airspace Areas Under Baseline Conditions and the Night Joint Training Action Alternative
	Airspace Unit
	Baseline
	Proposed

	
	Ldnmr
	CDNL7
	Booms Per Day
	Ldnmr
	∆ Noise Level
	CDNL
	Booms Per Day

	Birch MOA1
	61
	N/A6
	N/A
	62
	1
	N/A
	N/A

	Buffalo1
	55
	N/A
	N/A
	56
	1
	N/A
	N/A

	Delta MOA/ATCAA2
	40
	39
	<0.1
	41
	1
	40
	<0.1

	Eielson MOA/ATCAA1
	59
	N/A
	N/A
	60
	1
	N/A
	N/A

	Fox 1 MOA/ATCAA3
	44
	56
	1.7
	45
	1
	57
	1.7

	Fox 2 MOA/ATCAA3
	52
	56
	1.7
	53
	1
	57
	1.7

	Fox 3 MOA/ATCAA3
	39
	61
	4.6
	40
	1
	62
	4.6

	Paxon ATCAA2(Baseline) and Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs (Proposed)
	37
	61
	4.6
	37
	<1
	62
	4.6

	Viper A/B MOA/ATCAA1
	47
	N/A
	N/A
	48
	1
	N/A
	N/A

	Yukon 1 MOA/ATCAA3
	50
	53
	0.7
	51
	1
	54
	0.7

	Yukon 2 MOA/ATCAA4
	49
	52
	0.6
	50
	1
	53
	0.6

	Yukon 3 High/3A Low MOA/ATCAA5
	56
	52
	0.6
	57
	1
	53
	0.6

	Yukon 3B MOA/ATCAA5
	44
	51
	0.5
	45
	1
	52
	0.5

	Yukon 4 MOA/ATCAA5
	47
	52
	0.6
	48
	1
	53
	0.6

	Yukon 5 MOA/ATCAA5
	<35
	51
	0.5
	<35
	N/A
	52
	0.5

	R-22025
	55
	53
	0.8
	56
	1
	54
	0.8

	R-22051
	60
	N/A
	N/A
	61
	1
	N/A
	N/A

	R-22111
	66
	N/A
	N/A
	67
	1
	N/A
	N/A


1 Supersonic not permitted
2 Supersonic permitted above 30,000 feet MSL

3 Supersonic permitted above 12,000 feet MSL or 5,000 feet AGL (whichever is higher); no supersonic west of 146° 00’ 08” west or north of R-2205
4 Supersonic permitted above 12,000 feet MSL or 5,000 feet AGL (whichever is higher); no supersonic west of 146° 00’ 08” west
5 Supersonic permitted above 12,000 feet MSL or 5,000 feet AGL (whichever is higher)

6 N/A = Not Applicable

7 CDNL=C-weighted day-night average level
As shown in Table 2 above, changes in noise exposure levels as a result of the Proposed Action would not exceed the FAA’s noise significance threshold.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, sortie-operations in the MOAs would continue to cease around 10:00 p.m. No additional noise impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative.
Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication
The noise analysis in the JPARC EIS did not account for the sortie-operations of the two squadrons in the proposed actions. 
An updated noise analysis was prepared by the USAF to account for the F-35A sortie-operations in the proposed airspace actions. (See Hard Look report). Because the F-35A EIS is the most recent published NEPA document that includes quantitative analysis of aviation noise, it was used as a starting point for the Hard Look noise analysis. The same analytical methods used in the F-35A EIS are also used in the Hard Look analysis where practicable. Specific aspects of this Hard Look re-evaluation that differ from the F-35A EIS analysis and JPARC EIS analysis is located in Appendix A of the Hard Look report.

Proposed Action Noise Modeling Results

In the updated noise analysis, the Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment MOAs and NJT Time of Use expansion were modelled together to ensure that all potential cumulative noise impacts were accounted for from both proposals. The results from Tables 1 and 2 in the USAF’s Hard Look report were combined to create Table 3 below:

Table 3: Updated Noise Levels Beneath JPARC Airspace Areas Under Baseline Conditions and the Night Joint Training Action Alternative with F-35As

	North / Non-north
	Training Area
	Subsonic Time-averaged Noise Level (dB Ldnmr)
	Supersonic (SS) Time-averaged Noise Level (dB CDNL)

	
	
	No Action
	Proposed Action
	∆ Noise Level - NJT
	∆ Noise Level - Cumulative
	No Action
	Proposed Action
	∆ Noise Level

	
	Eielson
	56.8
	57.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.4
	51.8
	0.4

	
	Fox 1
	52.9
	53.3
	0.4
	0.4
	48.2
	48.6
	0.4

	
	Fox 2
	52.9
	53.3
	0.4
	0.4
	48.2
	48.6
	0.4

	
	Fox 3
	44.3
	52.5
	0.4
	8.2
	47.2
	50.4
	3.2

	
	Paxon / Delta 5
	41.3
	56.3
	0.4
	15
	47
	49.5
	2.5

	
	Birch
	52.8
	53.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.5
	51.8
	0.3

	
	Buffalo
	52.8
	53.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.5
	51.8
	0.3

	
	Delta 1
	52.8
	53.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.5
	51.8
	0.3

	
	Delta 2
	52.8
	53.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.5
	51.8
	0.3

	
	Delta 3
	52.8
	53.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.5
	51.8
	0.3

	
	Delta 4
	52.8
	53.2
	0.4
	0.4
	51.5
	51.8
	0.3

	
	Yukon 1
	52.6
	53
	0.4
	0.4
	52.5
	52.9
	0.4

	
	Yukon 2
	48.5
	48.9
	0.4
	0.4
	51.9
	52.3
	0.4

	
	Yukon 3 High
	48.9
	49.3
	0.4
	0.4
	47.2
	47.6
	0.4

	
	Yukon 3A Low
	48.9
	49.3
	0.4
	0.4
	47.2
	47.6
	0.4

	
	Yukon 3 B
	44.6
	44.6
	0
	0
	35.5
	35.8
	0.3

	
	Yukon 4
	44.1
	44.4
	0.3
	0.3
	48.5
	48.8
	0.3

	
	Yukon 5
	39.5
	39.8
	0.3
	0.3
	47.3
	47.6
	0.3

	
	Viper A / B
	58.8
	59.2
	0.4
	0.4
	46.4
	46.8
	0.4

	Non-Northern JPARC
	Stony A
	55.9
	56.3
	0.4
	0.4
	51.9
	52.2
	0.3

	
	Stony B
	46.4
	46.7
	0.3
	0.3
	50.6
	50.9
	0.3

	
	Susitna
	57.3
	57.7
	0.4
	0.4
	no SS
	no SS
	no SS

	
	Naknek   1 / 2
	44.4
	44.9
	0.5
	0.5
	no SS
	no SS
	no SS

	
	Galena
	44.4
	44.9
	0.5
	0.5
	no SS
	no SS
	no SS


As shown in Table 3 above, the proposed expansion of the Fox 3 MOA and the establishment of the Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs, in combination with NJT, would result in increases in sub-sonic time-averaged noise levels of approximately 8 dB Ldnmr beneath the Fox 3 MOA and 15 dB Ldnmr beneath the Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. Although these increases are “reportable,” there are no locations beneath Fox and Paxon/Delta 5 airspace that would generally be described as FAA noise sensitive areas. Average noise levels in affected MOAs would increase by approximately 0 to 0.5 dB as compared to the No Action as reported in the Hard Look report, which does not rise to the level of reportable or significant impacts. Changes in noise exposure levels as a result of the Proposed Actions would not exceed the FAA’s noise significance threshold.
Mitigation 

The JPARC EIS, Appendix G, pages G-1 through G-7 includes a list of existing mitigation measures that, while specific to biological resources, describe flight avoidance areas that mitigate noise impacts. 
Conclusion

The FAA has determined the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on noise when compared with the no action alternative remains valid.
6.2.9
socioeconomics, environmental justice, and children’s environmental health and safety risks
Socioeconomic Impacts

JPARC EIS Findings

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas
Proposed Action

Socioeconomic impacts could result from aviation access limitations to businesses such as mining and recreational/subsistence activities. This would include commercial air operators who support and supply remote mining areas, mostly underlying the Fox 3 MOA. There are several mines in the general vicinity of the proposed action. Two of the largest in the area include the Usibelli Coal Mine and the Pogo Mine. The area beneath the proposed Fox 3 MOAs and the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs include some of the largest hunting grounds for caribou as well as lambing and rutting areas for caribou and Dall sheep. Commercial guides, trappers, and subsistence users are also reliant on air access to some locations for their livelihoods. Most of the area under the existing Fox 3 MOA is within the Nelchina–Upper Susitna Federal subsistence management area. Many small communities in Alaska are wholly or largely dependent on subsistence use of renewable resources. Subsistence use can be the principal means of support for communities and families that do not participate in a wage-oriented economy. 

Aviation Access 

The proposed modifications to and establishment of airspace in the vicinity of the Fox 3 MOA and Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs would potentially result in impacts to civil aviation that use established airways, jet routes, and airfields in the area. Impacts to civil aviation would potentially occur only during times when the military airspace is activated, which would be limited in frequency and duration. Potential civil aviation impacts may include increased flight distances and increased flight time when the airspace is active. When the MOAs are active, pilots elect to avoid transiting the MOAs, or pilots are directed by ATC to divert their flight routes to avoid the active airspace and military activities. To the extent that they would occur, these potential aviation impacts would result in economic impacts due to additional operating costs (primarily related to increased fuel use) associated with avoiding active airspace, and the costs of any efforts expended in tracking the airspace status through available advisory services. 

Recreation/Hunting

It is expected that the Proposed Action would have minor to moderate noise effects on wildlife that would not be measurable at the population level and would not be significant. The mitigation measures to be incorporated by the USAF (see the Wildlife section above) include ensuring minimum overflight altitudes of 5,000 feet AGL over Dall sheep lambing areas and spring mineral licks and limiting overflights of “at-risk” wildlife during critical life periods determined in coordination with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game(ADFG). The USAF also coordinates annual Letters of Agreement with the ADFG to avoid overflights of caribou calving areas. The USAF would also minimize impacts on subsistence resources and subsistence hunting by excluding January, September, and December from the MFE schedule. The expansion of the Fox 3 MOAs and the establishment of the Paxon MOA would not restrict ground access to traditional use areas or hunting locations beneath the new airspace. The new and expanded airspace, however, may result in a restriction of access by aircraft to areas or landing fields below or in the vicinity of the airspace, which could reduce access to hunting grounds. Aircraft are often used in the subsistence harvests, particularly for times of year in which traditional use areas are not accessible by ground vehicles.

As described in Section 3.1.8, with the incorporation of mitigation measures and current flight restrictions over calving/lambing grounds, it is expected that this proposed action would have minor to moderate effects on wildlife that would not be measurable at the population level and would not be significant; therefore, wildlife populations should not be noticeably different and recreational and subsistence hunting impacts would be de minimis.
Mitigation 

· Concentrated Activity Areas. Comply with flight avoidance areas established by the 11th AF Airspace and Range Team and listed in the 11th AF Airspace Handbook. Areas not specified by the ROD may be added, increased, decreased, or removed by the 11th AF Airspace and Range team as situations dictate (e.g., a mine and its air operations cease to exist). 

· Special Use Airspace Information System. Continue SUAIS in all areas where radio coverage exists; this includes a majority of the area beneath the proposed Fox 3 and Paxon MOAs. The SUAIS Letter of Agreement with the FAA will be updated to include current radio sites and any new MOAs to be covered by the system.

· Eagle and Migratory Bird Avoidance. Limit minimum altitude to 1,000 feet AGL in the new Fox 3 and Paxon MOAs from March 15 to September 30 (nesting season) to comply with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.

· Wildlife Avoidance. Modify existing Letter of Agreement with ADFG to maintain avoidance areas over caribou and Dall sheep populations under the new MOAs during critical lifecycle periods. Coordination with wildlife agencies will continue to determine specifics, including seasons and minimum overflight altitudes; location of herds is monitored/reported by ADFG. 

· National Wild and Scenic Rivers Protection. For the period of May 15 to September 30, expand the Gulkana (west, middle, and north forks) and Delta National Wild and Scenic Rivers’ (and others, as designated) Flight Avoidance Areas to include portions within new MOA boundaries using a 5-NM buffer either side of the river centerline with 5,000 feet MSL minimum altitude. The river corridors will include their headwater lakes areas (Tangle Lakes and Dickey Lake). 

· Also see the JPARC EIS Appendix G for all the wildlife mitigation that may benefit socioeconomic resources
No Action

Socioeconomic impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from socioeconomic impacts generated under existing sortie-operations at the Fox MOA. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in additional socioeconomic impacts.
NJT
Proposed Action

Potential impacts on socioeconomic resources and activities could result from changes in noise and resulting impacts on residential areas and evening recreational users. In addition, night training could impact civilian aviation from an increase in the amount of night sortie-operations in the Alaska airspace, which in turn could result in economic impacts. However, the noise analysis found that a change in sortie-operations to night hours would rise approximately 1 dB, which would not adversely impact residential or recreational users. In addition, current night time training activities within the affected environment would not be anticipated to present a significant impact on civilian air traffic since trends suggest that fewer IFR flights generally occur during the later evening hours and very little VFR flights occur during hours of darkness.
No Action

Socioeconomic impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from socioeconomic impacts generated under existing sortie-operations at the Northern JPARC airspace. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in additional socioeconomic impacts.
Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas
Proposed Action
Aviation Access 

The F-35A beddown at Eielson AFB and training within the SUA would increase scheduling of SUA for F-35A sortie-operations, which could result in less access to areas historically used for hunting and other recreation. The number of days per year with MOA activation would not increase, but the total number of hours used per day could increase. This increase in hours would result in less access to areas historically used for hunting and other recreation. This would not be expected to change the region’s socioeconomic conditions, but it could affect the income of some individuals. However, when considering the mitigation listed above, it is expected that impacts to individuals would be less than significant.
Recreation/Hunting

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, it is expected that the Proposed Action would have slightly more minor to moderate noise effects on wildlife that would not be measurable at the population level and would not be significant. Therefore, wildlife populations should not be noticeably different and hunting impacts would be de minimis.
NJT
Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the nighttime sorties. The updated noise analysis report found that a change in sortie-operations to night hours would increase the change in noise exposure by 0.4 to 0.5 dB. The overall noise exposure levels have increased in some of the NJT MOAs as a result of the a change in aircraft type and the increase in overall flights that resulted from using 2014 sortie-operations numbers instead of 2010 numbers, as was done in the JPARC EIS. Given the low level of change in noise exposure, the potential impacts on socioeconomic resources and activities could result from changes in noise and resulting impacts on residential areas and evening recreational users is very low.
Current night time training activities within the affected environment would not be anticipated to present a significant impact on civilian air traffic since trends suggest that fewer IFR flights generally occur during the later evening hours and very little VFR flights occur during hours of darkness. In addition, the changes in noise exposure levels would not adversely impact residential or recreational users. Therefore, there would not be an impact to socioeconomics resulting from fewer recreational users.
No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional socioeconomic impacts.
Conclusion

Given the mitigation measures discussed above, the FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that the establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on socioeconomics when compared with the no action alternative remains valid. 
Environmental Justice and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
The FAA significance threshold for Environmental Justice is when there is a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on minority and low-income populations. The FAA significance threshold for Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks occurs when there is a disproportionate health and safety risk to children. 
JPARC EIS Findings

Implementation of both of the Proposed Actions, the Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas and the expanded hours for NJT, would not adversely affect air quality resources within the study area for the Proposed Actions. Additionally, the Proposed Actions would result in less than significant impacts to air quality, noise impacts on identified noise-sensitive receptors, land use, and socioeconomic impacts. Therefore, disproportionate impacts on minority, low income, and youth populations are not expected.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, there were de minimis changes to air quality, land use, noise, and socioeconomic impacts. Therefore, the FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that the establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts to environmental justice populations or children when compared to the No Action Alternative remains valid.
6.2.10
visual effects 
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for Light Emissions and Visual Resources/Visual Character. The potential sources of light emissions and visual impacts are overflights including associated contrails, and deployment of chaff and flare during air-to-air exercises.
Chaff

Chaff, which is ejected from an aircraft to reflect radar signals, consists of fibers of aluminum-coated silica thinner than human hair packed into approximately 4-ounce bundles. As stated in the JPARC EIS, depending on the chaff used, plastic or nylon pieces, a felt piece, and 2-inch by 3-inch squares of parchment paper can fall to the ground with each released chaff bundle. Dispersed over an extremely large area, the likelihood of noticing residual materials deposited on the ground, such as small plastic, felt end caps, or wrapping material, is very low. Residual materials, if found and identified in a pristine setting, could annoy some persons, but would not change the overall visual qualities of an area.
Flares

Flares are the principal defensive countermeasure dispensed by military aircraft to evade attack by enemy air defense systems. Defensive flares are made of magnesium that, when ignited, burn for a short period (less than 5 seconds) at approximately 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit.
JPARC EIS Findings
Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action will not add any additional sorties, however, there will be flights at a lower altitude and occurring in new airspace. Visual impacts associated with aircraft overflights and their contrails, which would be periodic, short-term, and temporary. 

The primary concern of the use of chaff and flares is the visual aspect of accumulation of debris on underlying areas. The Fox 3 MOA and Paxon ATCAA have historically supported chaff and flare use with little or no impact on land use, recreation, or natural settings. The JPARC proposal would not change the quantities of chaff and flares used in training. Lowering the floor of the Fox 3 MOA would not change the dispersion of the residual materials. The amount of residual materials beneath the existing Fox 3 MOA can be expected to decrease as the total amount of chaff and flares used would be dispersed over a larger area, to include the expanded Fox 3 and new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. 
The likelihood of noticing residual materials from chaff and flares deposited on the ground, such as small plastic, felt end caps, or wrapping material, is very low since the residual materials will be dispersed over an extremely large area. Residual materials, if found and identified in a pristine setting, could annoy some persons, but would not change the overall visual qualities of an area.
The potential for fires from flares can affect vegetation and wildlife, and fires can indirectly change visual qualities of an area for many years. The risk of flare-caused fire, compared to other sources, is extremely low. USAF altitude restrictions for flare use in Alaskan airspace are above 5,000 feet AGL from June through September and above 2,000 feet AGL for the rest of the year. These altitude restrictions substantially reduce any risk of a fire from training with defensive flares. 
Per the discussion above, the information in JPARC EIS concludes that light emissions and visual impacts that may result from the Proposed Action are not significant.

No Action
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to existing airspace structure or existing baseline training sortie-operations. No change in visual effects would occur and they would remain as under current existing conditions.
NJT
Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. 

Since flights would be spaced out over a longer period of time during the night, it will result in additional dispersion of the aircraft over the region and lower localized visual impacts, which are less than significant. 
No Action

Visual impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from visual impacts generated under existing sortie-operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional visual impacts.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, there will be an additional F-35A 8,640 sorties using the Northern JPARC airspace. The F-35A EIS assumed the establishment of the Fox 3 Expansion and the Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs. The additional F-35A sorties will result in additional overflights in the Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas. However, the Northern JPARC airspace is extremely large, and it is likely that even with the additional overflights, they would still be periodic, short-term, and temporary.
It is estimated that annually, F-35A pilots would deploy up to 27,060 flares; this would double current flare use within northern JPARC airspace. As noted above, USAF altitude restrictions for flare use in JPARC airspace (including the northern portion) are above 5,000 feet AGL from June through September and above 2,000 feet AGL for the rest of the year. These altitude restrictions substantially reduce any risk of a fire from training with defensive flares. Based on the emphasis of flight at higher altitudes, roughly 90 percent of F-35A flares released throughout authorized JPARC airspace would occur above 15,000 feet MSL, further reducing the potential risk for accidental fires and any associated fire induced visual impacts.
Deposition of residual materials, such as small plastic, felt end caps, or wrapping material from chaff and flares on the ground is higher than what was reported in the JPARC EIS. However, although there will be more materials, the area over which it will be dispersed is extremely large area and the likelihood of noticing residual materials is likely still low. Residual materials, if found and identified in a pristine setting, could annoy some persons, but would not change the overall visual qualities of an area.

No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, there will still be additional F-35A 8,640 sorties using the Northern JPARC airspace, but the flights would take place within the existing Northern JPARC airspace that does not include the Fox 3 Expansion and the Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment MOAs. This might concentrate some of the additional overflights, but the Northern JPARC airspace is extremely large.   It is still likely that even with the additional overflights, any impacts from concentrating flights within the existing MOAs would still be periodic, short-term, and temporary.
NJT
Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the nighttime sorties. Since flights would be spaced out over a longer period of time during the night, it will result in additional dispersion of the aircraft over time within the region, and lower localized visual impacts, which are less than significant. 
No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional visual impacts.
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on light emissions and visual impacts when compared with the no action alternative remains valid.
6.2.11

water resources
6.2.11.1
wetlands
The Proposed Actions do not include any actions that would encroach on a wetland; therefore, this impact category is not applicable.

6.2.11.2
floodplains
The Proposed Actions do not include any actions that would encroach on a floodplain; therefore, this impact category is not applicable.
6.2.11.3
surface waters
The FAA has determined that an action would have a significant impact on surface waters if the action would exceed water quality standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory agencies; or if the action would contaminate the public drinking water supply such that public health may be adversely affected.

JPARC EIS Finding

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

Live fire would not occur within the MOAs proposed for establishment or modification in the Proposed Action; therefore, ordnance–related chemical releases would not occur. However, chaff and flares are used throughout existing Alaskan training airspace as combat countermeasures against air- or ground-based threats. Depending on the chaff used, plastic or nylon pieces, a felt piece, and 2-inch by 3-inch squares of parchment paper can fall to the ground with each released chaff bundle. 

Under this proposal, the same quantities of chaff and flares would be used but over a wider area. The use of training chaff and flares would be extended into the extremely large Northern JPARC airspace, so there is a possibility that the remains of chaff and flares could fall into surface waters that are not currently exposed to the remains. Even with this increase, studies have demonstrated that chaff and flare use do not pose substantial environmental or human health risks when properly stored, transported, and deployed.


No Action

Surface water impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from surface water impacts generated under existing sortie-operations at the existing Fox 3 MOA. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in additional surface water impacts.
NJT


Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. 

Since flights would be spaced out over a longer period of time during the night, but would not change their activities, the chaff and flare remains would have the same chance of falling into surface waters than the No Action, so the potential for surface water impacts would not change with the implementation of NJT. 
No Action

Surface water impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from surface water impacts generated under existing sortie-operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional surface water impacts.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action
As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, it is estimated that annually, F-35A pilots would deploy up to 27,060 flares; which will double current flare use within the extremely large northern JPARC airspace. Chaff usage will also increase, so there is a possibility that the remains of additional chaff and flares could fall into surface waters that are not currently exposed to the remains. Even with this increase, studies have demonstrated that chaff and flare use do not pose substantial environmental or human health risks when properly stored, transported, and deployed.

No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, the additional chaff and flare usage with the F-35As would still occur, but chaff and flares would be used in the existing Northern JPARC airspace. There is a possibility that additional remains of chaff and flares could fall into surface waters that are currently exposed to the remains, but even with this increase, studies have demonstrated that chaff and flare use do not pose substantial environmental or human health risks when properly stored, transported, and deployed.
NJT


Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sortie-operations. As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the nighttime sortie-operations. Since there is no change to the location of sortie-operations, the Proposed Action would not result in any impacts to surface waters.

No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sortie-operations will remain the same. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any impacts to surface waters.
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on surface waters. 
6.2.11.4
groundwater 
The Proposed Actions do not include any actions that would use/consume or impact groundwater; therefore, this impact category is not applicable.

6.2.11.5
wild and scenic rivers
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for Wild and Scenic Rivers; however, the FAA has identified factors to consider when evaluating the context and intensity of potential environmental impacts for Wild and Scenic Rivers. Factors to consider that may be applicable to Wild and Scenic Rivers include, but are not limited to, situations in which the proposed action and or alternative(s) would have an adverse impact on the values for which a river was designated (or considered for designation) through: 

· Destroying or altering a river’s free-flowing nature; 

· A direct and adverse effect on the values for which a river was designated (or under study for designation);

· Introducing a visual, audible, or other type of intrusion that is out of character with the river or would alter outstanding features of the river’s setting; 

· Causing the river’s water quality to deteriorate; 

· Allowing the transfer or sale of property interests without restrictions needed to protect the river or the river corridor (which cannot exceed an average of 320 acres per mile which, if applied uniformly along the entire designated segment, is one-quarter of a mile on each side of the river); or 

· Any of the above impacts preventing a river on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) or a Section 5(d) river that is not included in the NRI from being included in the Wild and Scenic River System or causing a downgrade in its classification (e.g., from wild to recreational). 

JPARC EIS Findings

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

The west, middle, and north forks of the Gulkana River and the Delta River are classified as wild and scenic and underlie the proposed MOAs. BLM has designated the Delta River and the Gulkana River as Special Recreation Management Areas. The Gulkana and Delta Wild, and Scenic River areas are popular for recreation and fishing. In the JPARC EIS, impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers were identified during scoping. 
Effects of Subsonic Noise

Noise levels in the underlying areas would increase substantially by about 17 dB  Ldnmr under the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs and by about 11 dB Ldnmr under existing Fox 3 and the Fox 3 expansion area. However, the highest projected level under the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs, 54 dB Ldnmr, is below levels of concern established by EPA for any land use, and is below FAA’s noise significance threshold. 


Effects of Low Level Overflight

Aircraft would operate in the lowest altitude strata only a small portion of the time, and each sortie would only overfly a small portion of the underlying land. The potential for a person to experience a low-level overflight while recreating would remain relatively low. However, as low-level overflights do not currently occur within the proposal area, the associated increase in noise would be a new and adverse on Wild and Scenic Rivers and those using them. Mitigation measures within existing military training airspace that do not allow MFEs during several months of the year are expected to mitigate the impacts of the expansion also. 

The JPARC EIS determined the change in noise exposures for portions of Gulkana and Delta Wild and Scenic Rivers under the new Paxon MOA (listed in the JPARC EIS Table 3-14) would be a significant impact considering their protected status and/or degree of value to the public, and that existing flight avoidance locations should continue and be evaluated for additional restriction or expansion. The USAF determined mitigation was necessary to minimize impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers resulting from the expansion of the Fox 3 MOA and the establishment of the Paxon MOA as part of their JPARC ROD. 


No Action

Impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers under the No Action Alternative would not differ from impacts generated under existing sortie-operations at the Fox 3 MOA. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in additional impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers.
NJT


Proposed Action

The proposed NJT action would shift the times at which nighttime sorties are conducted, and would not result in an increase in flight activities or a change in the location of these sorties. Since flight patterns will not change as a result of this action, the flight avoidance areas already in place will mitigate the 1 dB noise increase described in the Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use section above.


No Action
Wild and Scenic River impacts under the No Action Alternative would not differ from impacts generated under existing sortie-operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any additional Wild and Scenic River impacts.

Changes Since the JPARC EIS Publication

Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon/Delta 5 Establishment Areas

Proposed Action

An updated noise analysis was prepared that accounted for the F-35A sortie-operations, and analyzed all MOAs within NJT (including the Fox 3 expansion and the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs), including all airframes such as the F-35As proposed for use in the MOAs. This updated noise analysis specifically analyzed the difference in noise exposure levels for the flight avoidance areas.
Noise levels within the National Wild and Scenic River (NWSR) flight avoidance areas would be somewhat lower than in other areas within the Fox 3 expansion and the new Paxon/Delta 5 MOAs during times when the NWSR flight restrictions are in effect from 15 May to 30 September. 
Implementing the flight restriction mitigation would result in a noise exposure level of 52.7 dB Ldnmr. The change in noise exposure would increase by 11.4 dB Ldnmr, which is noticeably less than 15 dB  Ldnmr change for the overall Paxon/Delta MOAs, as reported in the noise section above. The flight restriction mitigation was designed to protect wild and scenic rivers from the most intrusive overflights during the times of year when they are most heavily used and therefore the most noise-sensitive.
No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, the most likely impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers under the No Action Alternative would result from a change in aircraft type and the potential increase in overall flights. The impacts would be related to an expected noise increase when comparing the noise results between the JPARC EIS No Action and the updated noise analysis No Action noise exposure levels.

	
	No Action (dB Ldnmr)

	
	Fox 3
	Paxon/Delta 5

	JPARC EIS 
	39
	37

	Updated Noise (Hard Look Report)
	44.3
	41.3


As shown in the table above, the No Action Alternative would result in de minimis noise impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers.
NJT

Proposed Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the extended hours in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. The F-35As would be subject to the same existing flight restriction areas and the mitigation in the JPARC ROD. Therefore, the substitution of the F-35A should have little to no impacts on Wild and Scenic Rivers.

No Action

As a result of the beddown of two F-35A squadrons at Eielson AFB, F-35As could be used as substitute aircraft to fly during the existing hours (ending at 10 pm) in the NJT MOAs, and the number of NJT sorties will remain the same. The F-35As would be subject to the same existing flight restriction areas and the mitigation in the JPARC ROD. Therefore, the substitution of the F-35A should have little to no impacts on Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
Mitigation
The identified Wild and Scenic River mitigation
 is:
For the period of May 15 to September 30, expand the Gulkana (west, middle, and north forks) and Delta National Wild and Scenic Rivers’ (and others, as designated) Flight Avoidance Areas to include portions within new MOA boundaries using a 5-NM buffer either side of the river centerline with 5,000 feet MSL minimum altitude. The river corridors will include their headwater lakes areas (Tangle Lakes and Dickey Lake).

Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on wild and scenic rivers alternative remains valid.
6.2.11.6
wATER RESOURCES CONCLUSION
The FAA has concluded the JPARC EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on water resources when compared with the no action alternative remains valid, with the approved mitigation to minimize impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers.
7 CUMULATIVE Impacts
Cumulative impacts result from incremental impacts of an action when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions over a period of time (CEQ, 1997). Cumulative impacts would occur if incremental impacts of the Proposed Action, added to the environmental impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable similar actions, would result in an adverse effect to resources in the region. 
The cumulative impacts analysis focuses on those resource areas that may be significantly impacted by the proposed action, and/or those resource areas currently in poor or declining health or at risk even if proposed action impacts would be relatively small. The resources that meet these criteria are: air quality; biological resources; hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention; historical, architectural, archaeological and cultural resources; land use; noise and noise-compatible land use; socioeconomics and environmental justice/children’s health and safety risks; and water resources
The JPARC EIS analyzed 29 military and 28 non-military past, present, and foreseeable future projects in the JPARC region of influence. The only resource with potential for extra-regional cumulative impacts is air quality. The potential effects of proposed greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are by nature global and cumulative impacts, as individual sources of GHG emissions are not large enough to have an appreciable effect on climate change. Therefore, an appreciable impact on global climate change would only occur when proposed GHG emissions combine with GHG emissions from other man-made activities on a global (extra-regional) scale.
Establishing multiple JPARC capabilities may intensify some training activity in restricted airspace overlying military land and may increase munitions expenditures at existing impact areas. However, none of the actions represents an additive increase in training missions, and no increase in the number or types of aircraft is proposed.
Air Quality

Cumulative impacts on air quality would consist of the proposed actions combined with any other past present, or future actions that would significantly affect air quality. As presented in the EIS for each proposed action, emissions increases from the proposed activities would be well below applicable conformity and NEPA emission significance thresholds. Any concurrent emissions-generating action in the vicinity of proposed activities would potentially contribute to the ambient impact of these emissions. However, since the proposed changes in sortie-operations would produce only minor increases in emissions, the combination of proposed actions and future project air quality impacts would not contribute towards an exceedance of any ambient air quality standards.
Regarding emissions of carbon monoxide and particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), some proposed sortie-operations would occur close to and inside the carbon monoxide maintenance and PM2.5 nonattainment areas in Fairbanks North Star Borough (FNSB). Due to the large area of sortie-operations, ambient concentrations of these pollutants would be well diluted when transported to FNSB. Emissions of these pollutants from other future sources and projects in the region would occur far enough away from the FNSB nonattainment and maintenance areas that they would result in low increases in ambient carbon monoxide and PM2.5 levels. As a result, the combination of proposed sortie-operations emissions of carbon monoxide and PM2.5, and future project air quality impacts would not contribute towards an exceedance of any ambient air quality standards for the PM2.5 nonattainment and carbon monoxide maintenance areas.

Air quality changes associated activities with past, present, and future projects in the region of the proposed actions will mostly occur outside of the FNSB area and not cause cumulative effects contributing to regional air quality concerns, and all new proposed projects will undergo evaluation based on location and projected emissions. Many of the current and proposed projects in Alaska take place on the coast. Cumulative impacts from the Proposed Actions and the past, present, and future projects would not result in significant cumulative air quality impacts in the coastal areas of Alaska.
Biological Resources

Cumulative direct impacts on biological resources may result from loss of habitat or impaired access to important life-cycle resources on a population scale for those projects that include substantial ground disturbing activities, especially if combined. 

Several of the JPARC programmatic proposals call for construction of roads to enable all-season access within and to training areas, and several of the programmatic proposals call for construction of large-scale facilities in each of the training areas. Several of the non-military projects also call for construction of large-scale facilities. These projects, particularly those including road construction with the resulting habitat fragmentation, may have substantial cumulative direct and indirect impacts on vegetation and wildlife in the areas. 

The combination of changes in seasonal troop access and intensification of training activity associated with JPARC proposals, coupled with recent increases in troop numbers and intensification of training in Donnelly Training Area (DTA), is likely to have adverse impacts on wildlife. However, the reduction in size of the BAX restricted area R-2201 will reduce impacts to biological resources.
The cumulative impacts from multiple JPARC proposed projects and other projects within the area of influence are expected to be adverse and significant for several biological resources. DoD best management practices (BMP) and other mitigation programs have been developed, and have already been implemented in some places, to reduce adverse impacts. Mitigation measures include: 

· BMPs for seasonal restrictions on removal of vegetation for construction and replacement thereof with native species would reduce adverse impacts, 

· BMPs for scouting training areas for big game prior to performing training activities and halting such activities if big game are present. 

· The military has programs to mitigate bird strikes to aircraft by identifying and avoiding locations where birds congregate year round, including during migrations. These programs also reduce the impact of sortie-operations on migratory birds in areas near rivers.

· The important habitat areas for future foreseeable projects should be included in project final design to avoid adverse impacts to the extent practicable.

While the cumulative impacts from multiple proposed projects within the area of influence are expected to be adverse and significant for several biological resources, the FAA Fox 3/Paxon MOA Action is not expected to contribute to the adverse and significant impacts because the expanded MOAs can be used with current ground facilities and the military has identified no requirement for additional ground facilities in order to use the expanded MOAs.. FAA’s NJT Action does not have a significant impact on biological resources.
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention
Permitting requirements for the use and management of hazardous materials, wastes, and petroleum products will apply to both military and non-military industrial-scale operations in the JPARC region of influence. With respect to programmatic actions involving new construction, cumulative regional construction could result in increased incidental spills of hazardous materials. Petroleum, oil, and lubricant products (POLs) would be used by equipment and vehicles involved in construction. Compliance with permits requirements will minimize the potential for significant impacts from hazardous materials and wastes in the region over time.
With respect to munitions, there would be an increase in residual metals contamination in soil as a result of increased ordnance use throughout the cumulative ROI. However, residual metals concentrations would be reported to EPA as required, and ordnance use would comply with existing range SOPs and BMPs, which will minimize the potential for significant impacts from hazardous materials and wastes from munitions over time.
While the cumulative impacts from multiple proposed projects within the area of influence are expected to increase the use of hazardous materials, FAA’s JPARC Actions will have no significant impact on hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention. Therefore, FAA’s Actions will not contribute to cumulative impacts for hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention.
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources

No construction would be associated with the JPARC definitive proposed actions. Thus, historic buildings and archaeological sites at the JPARC AFBs and Army Posts would not be impacted. Previous projects resulted in on-base construction, some of which affected historic architectural resources at Fort Wainwright and Fort Richardson. Implementation of JPARC programmatic actions involving widespread ground disturbance could have significant impacts on some locations. These proposals will undergo thorough investigation, consultation, and any mitigation necessary to reduce impacts.

The increase in subsonic and supersonic noise levels for the airspace units with the addition of the F-35A training would not be to such a degree to cause adverse effect to historic properties or known traditional cultural resources. Therefore, F-35A training would not contribute to as cumulative impacts to cultural resources.

Civil projects potentially result in direct impacts on archaeological resources, and Section 106 review has been undertaken on the projects. Any Federal projects are subject to compliance with NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA with the result that adverse effects would be mitigated, reducing cumulative impacts that could occur.

While the cumulative impacts from multiple proposed projects within the area of influence either do not have significant impacts or are not expected to have significant impacts on cultural or historical properties, other projects within the area of influence are expected to create adverse impacts to cultural resources.  The Section 106 findings for the Proposed Actions were found to have no adverse effects, thus the FAA Proposed Actions’ incremental impact, when combined with the other actions, would not be significant.
Land Use

The combination of JPARC proposals could expand the areas where military activities occur both in the air and on the surface. The Fox 3/Paxon MOA proposal and additional night joint training in selected MOAs could together increase noise levels. This difference would have minimal effect on underlying non-military land although night overflight may be bothersome to some remote communities or homesteads. Several other proposals would use restricted airspace where noise impacts from aircraft would primarily affect underlying military land, which serves uses that are not noise sensitive.
Several actions would increase (and expand the area underlying) restricted airspace for both hazardous and non-hazardous training. Cumulatively these would result in less time available for non-military uses (mostly hunting) on military land in the Fairbanks area from about 80 percent down to less than 50 percent available annually. This would have an adverse and potentially significant impact on recreation and hunting for the residents in the Fairbanks/Delta Junction area. The Army has reduced the size of their proposed are for BAX restricted area R-2201, which mitigates some of the recreation and hunting impacts. The Army will continue to publish its training and area closures particularly during September to allow the public to make appropriate plans based on whether they will be able to access military lands.
Physical changes on military land from more ground-based activity for integrated training and ground maneuver training could alter vegetation and surface conditions. This disturbance could indirectly lead to changes in wildlife and their movement patterns, and changes in the appearance of the landscape. This could have potentially significant indirect impacts on the quality of hunting and recreation on military land with longer-term effects.

Foreseeable future proposals and development of the JPARC over time may further decrease the amount of time that public use can take place on military land. Impacts from future projects may affect a small percentage of the local population that preferentially hunt and recreate on military lands. This is a moderate impact for a few persons.
Future development and productive uses on Federal and State lands may impact physical and biological resources, and in some areas, may affect recreational opportunities and other land uses. Several non-DoD actions (recent past and ongoing) involve planning and the implementation of management priorities for Federal, State, and borough lands within the greater ROI of the JPARC. These will influence how and what development and use is preferred and the degree to which controls of any kind are used to manage future uses. The degree to which cumulative regional uses develop incompatibility and pressure on the natural environment could trigger a need for an east-central Alaska regional joint land use study (JLUS) in the future.
While the cumulative impacts from multiple proposed projects within the area of influence may contribute to land use changes, FAA’s FAA Fox 3/Paxon MOA Action is not expected to contribute to the adverse and significant impacts because the stated mitigation in Section 6.2.7 Land Use above would reduce the SUA action to less than significant and FAA’s NJT Action does not have a significant impact on land use. 

Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use
Overall noise impacts presented in the EIS reflect cumulative impacts of the proposed actions with ongoing or planned actions. Cumulative noise impacts would occur in areas where the definitive and programmatic JPARC proposed actions overlap, but would not be expected to be significant. Increases in late-night flying (after 10:00 p.m.) proposed under NJT would increase the subsonic noise level and munitions noise level (CDNL) in affected airspace areas by less than 1 dB Ldnmr. If this increase were to occur in addition to changes in noise level associated with the Fox 3/Paxon airspace modifications, minimal additional annoyance to persons beneath the airspace areas would be expected.

JPARC proposed actions that involve munitions use include BAX Restricted Airspace Expansion, Expansion of R-2205, the Joint Air-Ground Integration Complex (JAGIC), and live fire of AIM-9 and AIM-120 missiles, which would not individually or cumulatively result in significant noise impacts. Implementation of these actions alone or in combination would not result in noise levels exceeding 62 dB CDNL in areas not owned by DoD. Peak noise levels would not increase in instances where two JPARC proposed actions occurred in the same area.

There are no known civilian or joint-DoD-civilian past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions that would result in significant noise impacts in combination with the proposed actions, although several non-DoD actions could result in increased noise levels. Future civilian projects proposed in long-term planning documents are not yet sufficiently well-defined to allow accurate prediction of the level of cumulative noise impacts when combined with the proposed actions.

New cumulative noise impacts are likely to occur in areas where the JPARC proposed actions overlap, but they are expected to be de minimis. 

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice/Children’s Health and Safety Risks

Socioeconomics

No significant socioeconomic impacts were anticipated from construction and additional personnel for the F-35A beddown. The F-35A EIS analysis indicates that impacts to population, employment, schools, housing and public and emergency services would be less than significant and occur only within the ROI at Eielson AFB and FNSB. For R-2201, the JPARC EIS concluded impacts to socioeconomic resources from the estimated low number of civil aviation flights are not expected to be adverse. The reduction in size of R-2201 will likely reduce impacts to civil aviation and any associated socioeconomic impacts. The decrease in size of R-2201 may also improve public accessibility. Employment and income could be substantially affected by changes in key industries. Civilian aviation in particular, is important to the economic well-being of many Alaskan residents and supports many other key industries. 

MFEs proposed within the ranges as a result of past, present, and future DoD actions are not expected to have a cumulative impact on civilian aviation, since it is assumed that the majority of civilian aviation pilots do not traverse the ranges and are accustomed to flight paths that generally avoid these areas. However, in areas outside the ranges, additional MFEs could cause a more frequent restriction in civilian aviation and hence result in greater cumulative costs associated with rerouting or delays.
Other economic activity in the region could increase the demand for construction employment, particularly in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough/Anchorage area. An increase in the population and employment opportunities related to an increase in port traffic to the Matanuska-Susitna area could have a beneficial socioeconomic impact; however, a larger percentage of the population—i.e., people residing under the airspace of the Fox 3/MOA Expansion Proposed Action— could be exposed to adverse impacts. 
A change in population that would create a greater need for civilian aviation could also have cumulative impacts, for more frequent and greater restrictions in airspace use would impact a greater percent of the population. Overall, an increase in economic activity associated with a specific project is typically temporary, lasting only for the duration of the construction period; however, the cumulative impacts of construction projects could create employment for the foreseeable future.
Range activities and restrictions of public access to areas in DTA could further restrict subsistence activities where they are currently permitted. However, there are areas in the vicinity of the DTA that can also provide subsistence resources and are more accessible than a military installation. Therefore, no significant restrictions of subsistence resources overall is expected from these cumulative actions.

No significant restrictions of subsistence resources are expected from the cumulative effects of the JPARC proposed action, other DoD actions, and non-DoD actions. The non-DoD actions are not expected to directly interact with the JPARC proposed actions in such a way as to restrict subsistence harvests or affect the distribution of subsistence resources.
No significant socioeconomic impacts are likely to occur in areas where the JPARC proposed actions overlap. Therefore, cumulative impacts from the proposed actions and the past, present, and future projects would not result in significant cumulative socioeconomic impacts.
Environmental Justice/Children’s Health and Safety Risks
Cumulative impacts from the proposed actions and the past, present, and future projects would not result in significant cumulative air quality, noise, land use or socioeconomic impacts. Therefore, cumulative disproportionate impacts on minority, low income, and youth populations are not expected.

Water Resources 

Weapons training involving explosive munitions could impact surface water and groundwater quality. However, preliminary data from water quality monitoring indicates that munitions residues are staying within the impact areas through surface water, ground water, windblown soils, or wildlife, and therefore any cumulative impacts from munitions are minimal.

Wetlands can be damaged through maneuver and weapons training and lost due to the construction of facilities, roads, and access routes. In addition, wetlands are sensitive to indirect changes in hydrology, soil composition, and vegetation attributable to development. Past military vehicle use was largely restricted to the winter because of the impracticality, mechanical difficulties, and potential wetlands damage from operating in other seasons. Roadway access and enhanced access to ground maneuver space (EGMS) could have negative impacts on wetlands in DTA, Yukon Training Area, and Tanana Flats Training Area. EGMS is programmatic, and the locations and footprints of the access roads have not been determined. However, building roads that can be accessed year-round requires filling and grading long linear corridors through the training areas. Because of the high cover of wetlands in the training areas, it would be difficult to avoid damaging or destroying wetlands. Vehicle maneuvering in the summer is substantially more destructive to vegetation and wetlands than it is in the winter. Additionally, wetlands would be lost during construction of the ISBs and the JAGIC. The proposed actions in combination with other cumulative projects could result in a net loss in regional wetlands. USAG-FWA’s policy is no net loss in wetlands and USAG-FWA’s active management plans serve to continually repair and restore wetland resources. In addition, mitigation required by the COE as part of the wetland permit process would reduce these impacts. With mitigation, the contribution of the proposed actions to cumulative impacts on wetlands would be less than significant.
Minor, short-term adverse impacts to water resources are expected from facilities construction at Eielson AFB. The F-35A beddown at Eielson AFB would not contribute to any cumulative long-term water resources impacts.
Based on current projections, there is little geographic overlap between JPARC projects and other DoD and nonmilitary actions, so potential for cumulative impacts on water resources is minimal. All large-scale projects involving activities and ground disturbance will need to comply with existing regulations and permitting and would implement BMPs and requisite mitigations as part of the regulatory approval process.

While the cumulative impacts from multiple proposed projects within the area of influence may contribute to water resources, FAA’s Actions will not have any impacts on wetlands, floodplains and groundwater since FAA’s actions are solely airspace-based. FAA’s Fox 3/Paxon MOA Action will not contribute to impacts to surface waters because chaff and flares do not pose substantial environmental or health risks. FAA’s Fox 3/Paxon MOA Action is not expected to contribute to cumulatively to any adverse and/or significant impacts  to water resources because the actions’ impacts to wild and scenic rivers are mitigated (Section 6.2.11.5) and would reduce the Fox 3/Paxon MOA Action  to less than significant. FAA’s NJT Action does not have a significant impact on water resources.
Cumulative Impacts Conclusion

Some individual environmental impact categories identified some potential for significant cumulative impacts. However, all categories identified mitigation measures to minimize impacts. While the cumulative impacts from the past, present, and foreseeable future proposed projects within the area of influence are expected to create some potential adverse cumulative impacts, the FAA’s Actions are solely airspace-based, and would only have de minimis contributions to the adverse and potentially significant impacts. 
8
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

NEPA Outreach
A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register (FR) on December 8, 2010 (75 FR 76444). Scoping meetings were held on the following dates and locations: Anchorage, January 13, 2011; Glennallen, January 18, 2011; Delta Junction, January 19, 2011; Fairbanks, January 20, 2011; Healy January 24, 2011; Talkeetna, January 25, 2011, and Wasilla January 26, 2011. A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register (FR) on March 30, 2012 (77 FR 19282).
The Draft EIS was originally available for general public and agency review, and was circulated for commenting between March 30, 2012 and June 7, 2012. The comment period was extended to July 9, 2012 (77 FR 33202). Public hearings were held on the following dates and locations: Anchorage, May 11, 2012; Palmer, May 14, 2012; Glennallen, May 15-16, 2012; Paxson, May 17, 2012; Delta Junction, May 18, 2012; Fairbanks, May 19, 2012; Healy, May 21, 2012; Talkeetna, May 22, 2012; and Wasilla, May 23, 2012 to receive public comments on the Draft EIS. 
A total of 266 comment submittals were received during the DEIS comment period, including 1,361 independent comments in 23 topics. The topics of greatest concern included the proposed Fox 3 and Paxon Military Operations Areas (MOAs); the proposed lowering of the Special Use Airspace (SUA) to 500 feet above ground level (AGL); and related impacts on civil aviation, residents, recreation, hunting, wildlife, subsistence activities, the tourism industry, and commercial aviation access. Safety concerns mainly focus on airspace conflicts below 5,000 feet AGL, particularly the mix of high-speed aircraft and small, low-speed general aviation aircraft. Other airspace-specific concerns included proposed airspace restrictions over the Battle Area Complex and Isabel Pass.
The JPARC Final EIS contains comments and responses in Appendix N, Draft EIS Comments and Responses. 
The potential environmental impacts of the alternatives are fully analyzed in the Army/USAF’s Final EIS. The EPA published its Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the Federal Register on June 28, 2013 (78 FR 38975). 

Public participation in the NEPA process was conducted in accordance with FAA Order1050.1 and FAA Joint Order 7400.2, and the comments received as described above were considered and adequately addressed.

FAA Aeronautical Outreach

The aeronautical proposal was circularized by the Western Service Center as FAA Aeronautical Study Number 14-AAL-22NR. This circularization described the proposed modification, expansion, and establishment of SUA to the JPARC SUA. Twenty interested parties submitted comments on the proposal. The main themes of the comments included: requests to expand the SUA Information System, safety concerns on the proposed VFR corridor, the need for IFR access through the MOAs during routine training days, and the potential access impacts to hunting sites under Fox 3 and Paxon MOAs. Many of the comments stated that the JPARC VFR Corridor mitigation measure would actually result in a degradation to safety rather than improving safety. 
Public participation in the airspace circularization process for the Special Use Airspace proposal was conducted in accordance with FAA Order JO 7400.2, and the comments received concerning potential impacts on aviation were considered and adequately addressed. 

FAA Tribal Outreach

FAA received a letter dated March 8, 2018 requesting government to government consultation from AHTNA Inc. that was in response to FAA’s March 1, 2018 Letter initiating Section 106 and Government to Government consultation. FAA requested AHTNA provide their availability to meet via email on March 20, 2018. In AHTNA’s March 22, 2018 email, they indicated they do not need to have an in person meeting with FAA, and they requested that FAA add their concerns raised in their March 8, 2018 letter to the record. The concerns they raised include: 
· FAA’s Proposed Action will have a profound negative effect on their customary and traditional livelihood and use of resources where the MOAs with floors of 500 feet AGL are proposed. 

· Hunting, trapping, fishing, and gathering will be affected by supersonic flights flying at low levels. 

· Noise from flights will disturb wild game, such as moose and caribou, and they expect the migration route of the Nelchina Caribou Herd to change in response to the noise.

· Low-level flights will harm migratory birds, and may kill some of them.

· Noise from jet aircraft will cause disturbance to fledglings when they are nesting.

FAA considered the potential impacts to hunting, trapping, fishing and gathering raised by AHTNA as part of this Record of Decision. 
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INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 

The FAA has reviewed the following information:  

1. Environmental Impact Statement for the Modernization and Enhancement of Ranges, Airspace, and Training Areas in the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex in Alaska, June 2013

2. Environmental Impact Statement for the F-35A Operational Beddown – Pacific, February 2016.

3. Hard Look and Clarification of Noise And Cumulative Impacts Analysis In Response To FAA Questions for Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex, Eleventh Air Force, March 2018. 
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DECISIONS AND ORDERS
10.1
Written Reevaluation

FAA has verified that there are no new activities or new information that warrants supplemental analysis for any of the environmental impact categories described above in Section 6 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action. Therefore, pursuant to FAA Order 1050.1F, paragraph 9-2, FAA has determined that no new supplemental EA or EIS is required because this WR indicates: 

1. The Proposed Action conforms to plans or projects which the prior JPARC EIS and the combined Army and USAF Record of Decision approved. There are no substantial changes in the action that are relevant to environmental concerns.  

2. Data and analyses contained in the 2013 JPARC EIS are still substantially valid and there are no significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

3. Pertinent conditions and requirements of the prior approval have been, or will be, met in the current action.

10.2
Adoption

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, paragraph 8-2, the FAA has conducted an independent evaluation and prepared this Record of Decision for the Army and USAF’s Environmental Impact Statement for the Modernization and Enhancement of Ranges, Airspace, and Training Areas in the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex in Alaska, and its supporting documentation, as incorporated by reference, adequately assess and disclose the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action. As a cooperating agency, the FAA provided subject matter expertise and coordinated with the USAF and Army during the environmental review process, including the preparation of the EIS. Based on its independent review and evaluation as described in Section 6 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action and Section 10.1 Written Reevaluation of this document, the FAA has determined that the FEIS and its supporting documentation, as incorporated, adequately assess and disclose the environmental impacts of the FAA’s proposed action.  

Based on this evaluation, the FAA, as the Cooperating Agency, concludes that adoption of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Modernization and Enhancement of Ranges, Airspace, and Training Areas in the Joint Pacific Alaska Range Complex in Alaska, with incorporation of its supporting documentation, is authorized in accordance with 40 CFR Section 1506.3.

In addition, the FAA has determined that while the DoD’s F-35A Beddown project increased training sortie-operations and introduced new aircraft into the proposed SUA, the impacts from the F-35A Beddown project do not result in any significant new circumstances in the sections of the 35A Beddown EIS that are relevant to SUA, or new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the Proposed Action and to the adoption of the JPARC FEIS.
10.3
Record of Decision
After careful and thorough consideration of the facts contained herein, the undersigned finds that the Proposed federal Action is consistent with existing national environmental policies and objectives as set forth in Section 101(a) of the NEPA, as amended, and other applicable environmental requirements and will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment or otherwise include any condition requiring consultation pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA. 

The review included the purpose and need to be served by this project, the alternative means of achieving them, the environmental impacts of these alternatives, the mitigation necessary to preserve and enhance the human environment, and the response to public concerns. There will not be any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects from the implementation of the Proposed Action on minority and low-income populations. Nor will there be any impacts associated with the protection of children from environmental health and safety risks.
In making this decision, FAA has considered the mitigation measures described in the JPARC EIS and in the discussion of impacts in this Record of Decision. Implementation of those mitigation measures are a condition of FAA’s decision and approval.  
This decision signifies that applicable Federal environmental requirements relating to the Proposed Action have been met. The decision enables the FAA to complete non-rulemaking actions to expand Fox 3 MOA, to establish Paxon and Delta 5 MOAs, and to extend the hours for Night Joint Training, as described in the Proposed Action.

10.4

Decision 

Public participation in the NEPA process was conducted in accordance with FAA Order1050.1 and FAA Joint Order 7400.2, and the comments received as described in the Public Involvement above were considered and adequately addressed.

The undersigned has carefully considered the FAA’s statutory mandate under 49 U.S.C. § 40103 to ensure the safe and efficient use of the national airspace system as well as the other aeronautical goals and objectives discussed in the FEIS. The undersigned concurs that the Fox 3 Expansion and Paxon Alternative E and NJT Alternative B provides the best airspace combination for meeting the needs stipulated in the FEIS, and that all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from that alternative have been adopted.

Accordingly, under the authority delegated to the undersigned by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration, the undersigned approves and authorizes all necessary agency action , to establish the Paxon high and low MOAs (including the section renamed to Delta 5), to expand the Fox 3 MOA both vertically and laterally with a high and low stratification, and to extend times of use by two hours for existing and proposed JPARC MOAs Birch, Buffalo, Delta 1, Delta 2, Delta 3, Delta 4, Eielson, Fox 1, Fox 2, Fox 3 (high and low), Galena, Naknek 1, Naknek 2, Paxon (high and low), Stony A, Stony B, Susitna, Viper A, Viper B, Yukon 1, Yukon 2, Yukon 3 High, Yukon 3A Low, Yukon 3B, Yukon 4 and Yukon 5, as described in the Proposed Action.
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Right of Appeal

This Written Re-Evaluation, Adoption, and Record of Decision constitutes a final order of the FAA Administrator and is subject to exclusive judicial review under 49 U.S.C. §46110 by the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia or the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the circuit in which the person contesting the decision resides or has its principal place of business. Any party having substantial interest in this order may apply for review of the decision by filing a petition for review in the appropriate U.S. Court of Appeals no later than 60 days after the date of this notice in accordance with the provisions of 49 U.S.C. §46110.
� FAA Order 1050.1E was superseded on July 16, 2015 and replaced with FAA Order 1050.1F, which states the procedures in 1050.1F apply to the extent practicable to ongoing activities and environmental documents begun before the effective date. Therefore, this WR and Record of Decision (ROD) has been prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F.


� The programmatic documentation in the FEIS provided baseline information, project site selection and development criteria, and outlines a process from which additional studies may be undertaken or tiered from the FEIS to allow additional, site-specific NEPA analyses to be undertaken.





� FAA Joint Order 7400.2, Appendix 4. FAA Procedures for Processing SUA Actions describes how the steps of the FAA aeronautical and environmental processes overlap.


� Yukon 3B and Yukon 5 were not included in the circularization since their current legal description does not include times of use limitations.


� The VFR flight corridor mitigation measure extends the visual flight rules corridor over the Richardson Highway between Delta Junction and Glennallen to include the highway segment under the new Paxon MOA. The corridor would have been three miles on either side of Richardson Highway and vertically from the surface to 4,500 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Under the proposed action, the new Paxon Low MOA would be from 5,000 MSL up to but not including 14,000 feet MSL and the new Paxon High MOA would be from 14,000 MSL up to but not including 18,000 feet MSL.


� A sortie refers to an operational mission conducted by a single aircraft from takeoff to landing while a sortie-operation refers to a flight activity conducted by that single aircraft within a designated airspace area during the sortie mission.


� https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_ak.html


� Ldnmr stands for onset-rate adjusted day-night average sound level. Because of the irregular occurrences of aircraft sortie-operations, the number of average daily sortie-operations is determined by using the calendar month with the highest number of sortie-operations. The monthly average is denoted Ldnmr. Noise levels are calculated the same way for both DNL and Ldnmr. Ldnmr is interpreted by the same criteria as used for DNL.


� Text from FAA’s Anchorage ARTCC United States Air Force JPARC Expansion Safety Risk Management Document Version 1.0, November 2015, page 14


� The Gulkana Fish Hatchery is sometimes also referred to as the Paxson Fish Hatchery


� See Massachusetts v. E.P.A., 549 U.S. 497, 508-10,521-23 (2007).


� Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, CEQ (2010). � HYPERLINK "http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Consideration_of_Effects_of_GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance_FINAL_02182010.pdf" �http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Consideration_of_Effects_of_GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance_FINAL_02182010.pdf�





� Chaff, which is ejected from an aircraft to reflect radar signals, consists of fibers of aluminum-coated silica thinner than human hair packed into approximately 4-ounce bundles. When ejected, chaff forms a brief electronic “cloud” that temporarily masks the aircraft from radar detection. Although the chaff may be ejected from the aircraft using a small pyrotechnic charge, the chaff itself is not explosive. Depending on the chaff used, plastic or nylon pieces, a felt piece, and 2-inch by 3-inch squares of parchment paper can fall to the ground with each released chaff bundle. (JPARC FEIS, page 3-28)


� Defensive flares consists of small pellets of highly flammable material that burn rapidly at extremely high temperature.  Flares provide a heat source other than the aircraft’s engine exhaust to mislead heat-sensitive or heat-seeking target systems and decoy them away from aircraft.  The flare ignites upon ejection from the aircraft and burns completely within approximately 3.5 to 5 seconds or approximately 400 to 500 feet from its release point (JPARC EIS page 3-28). 


� F-35A EIS, page 3-98.


� FAA initiated government to government consultation with the same 10 tribes that the USAF consulted with on the JPARC EIS. The 10 tribes are: Northway Village, Doyon Limited, Tanacross Village, Native Village of Tetlin, Nenana Native Association, Healy Lake Village, Native Village of Eagle, Native Village of Cantwell, Village of Dot Lake, and the peoples of the Alaska Native Corporation of AHTNA Inc.


� CDNL is the Concussion-Weighted DNL


� The JPARC EIS Appendix B.2 Noise provides definitions on a variety of terms used in noise reporting. CDNL [C-Weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level] is specifically defined as a day-night average sound level computed for areas subject to impulsive noise such as sonic booms. Areas subjected to supersonic noise are typically also subjected to subsonic noise, which is assessed based on the Ldnmr metric. 


� Ldnmr stands for onset-rate adjusted day-night average sound level. Because of the irregular occurrences of aircraft operations, the number of average daily operations is determined by using the calendar month with the highest number of operations. The monthly average is denoted Ldnmr. Noise levels are calculated the same way for both DNL and Ldnmr. Ldnmr is interpreted by the same criteria as used for DNL.


� The JPARC EIS reports the proposed noise exposure level as both 49 (page 3-24) and 50 (page 3-25). 50 is used above because it is more conservative. 


� U.S. Air Force (USAF). 1997. Environmental Effects of Self-Protection Chaff and Flares. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia.


� U.S. Air Force (USAF). 1997. Environmental Effects of Self-Protection Chaff and Flares. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia.


� JPARC ROD, Page 17
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