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ADOPTION OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND RECORD OF DECISION FOR 

Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace


1.0 INTRODUCTION
This document serves as the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Adoption, and Record of Decision of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the Oregon Air National Guard[footnoteRef:1] /National Guard Bureau for the Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace. The Oregon Air National Guard (ANG), with the National Guard Bureau (NGB) acting as the lead federal agency, prepared and published the FEIS on May 19, 2017.[footnoteRef:2] The FEIS proposed the establishment of new military training airspace and modifications to existing military training airspace located over coastal, central, and eastern Oregon, the Pacific Ocean, a small area of northwestern Nevada, and the southwestern-most corner of Washington. The proposed action would modify existing Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspaces (ATCAAs) and Military Operations Areas[footnoteRef:3] (MOAs), and establish new MOAs and ATCAAs to provide properly configured and located military airspace supporting efficient, realistic, mission-oriented training.  [1:  The Oregon ANG is an integral part of the U.S. Air Force (USAF) under the Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) Total Force Policy, which includes the 142 FW and 173 FW of the Oregon ANG as well as the airspace areas that they utilize. Total Force Integration includes the sharing of resources between active duty, guard, and reserve units. This relationship often includes the sharing of equipment, aircraft, and infrastructure.  ]  [2:  On August 29, 2017, the USAF signed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace. The Air National Guard Bureau, Department of the Air Force’s Notice of Availability (NOA) of the USAF’s ROD was published in the Federal Register on September 12, 2017. (82 FR 42803) The NOA states that the ROD is the USAF decision to modify existing airspace and establish new airspace to support the Oregon Air National Guard’s F-15 training operations and to implement practicable mitigations. Further, the NOA states the USAF’s decision was “based on matters addressed in the FEIS for the Proposed Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace; contributions from the public, tribes, regulatory agencies; and other relevant factors. The FEIS was made available to the public on May 19, 2017 through a NOA in the Federal Register (82 FR 22997) with a 30-day wait period that ended on June 19, 2017.” 82 FR 42803.  ]  [3:  A MOA is an airspace established outside Class A airspace (i.e., below 18,000 feet above mean sea level) to separate or segregate certain nonhazardous military activities from instrument flight rules (“IFR”) air traffic and to identify for visual flight rule (“VFR”) air traffic where these activities are conducted. 14 C.F.R. § 1.1. MOAs are a type of “non-rulemaking” Special Use Airspace (“SUA”). See FAA Order 7400.2K, paragraphs 21-1-3 (definition and types of SUA) and 21-1-4 (identifying rulemaking and non-rulemaking categories of SUA).] 


Pursuant to section 102(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), the FAA announces its decision to adopt the Oregon ANG’s FEIS for the purpose of establishing the Special Use Airspace. The EIS also complies with the FAA’s applicable NEPA Orders, FAA Order 1050.[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  During the military’s environmental review for the ANG/NGB proposed action, the FAA’s NEPA Order, FAA Order 1050.1E was updated to FAA Order 1050.1F. As a cooperating agency, the FAA has coordinated with ANG/NGB and USAF throughout the Draft and Final EIS process. Therefore, the ANG/NGB’s DEIS and FEIS cite to the FAA’s Order 1050.1 when applicable and appropriate.  This document reflects the FAA’s adoption of the ANG/NGB’s Final EIS, and after the FAA has completed its review of the USAF’s August 29, 2017 Record of Decision ((82 FR 42803) for the FAA to issue its Record of Decision (ROD) as to the ANG/NGB/USAF’s proposed aeronautical.  The FAA’s ROD provides the legal description, as to the FAA’s final aeronautical decision, on pages 3 to 12.] 


2.0 BACKGROUND
The Proposed Action will achieve the purpose of providing properly configured and located military airspace to enable efficient, realistic mission-oriented training with adequate size and within reasonably close proximity to support the advanced 21st century air-to-air tactical fighter technologies. The Proposed Action will also enable, achieve and provide the military airspace necessary for the current and evolving training mission requirements of the Oregon ANG in an era of increased operational complexity. Recent improvements to the F-15’s radar, along with other avionics upgrades and the growing reliance on stand-off tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTP) require a larger volume of training airspace than currently exists in the airspace managed by both the 142d Fighter Wing (142 FW) and 173d Fighter Wing (173 FW). Other factors contributing to the need for the airspace modifications are the travel distance and time required to access existing training airspace areas, and the frequency of weather conditions that limit the availability of coastal airspace areas for operational training.

By letter dated August 15, 2012 (included in Appendix J of the FEIS), the U.S. Air Force (USAF), on behalf of NGB, requested participation from the FAA as a cooperating agency (see 40 C.F.R. § 1501.6) in the preparation of an EIS for the Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace in accordance with the October 4, 2005Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the FAA and Department of Defense (DoD), “Concerning Environmental Review of Special Use Airspace (SUA) Actions”. By letter dated October 11, 2012 (also included in Appendix J of the FEIS), the FAA, having responsibility for approving special use airspace under 49 U.S.C. section 40103(b)(3)(A), accepted the cooperating agency status. 

As the lead agency, the NGB Oregon ANG published the EIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As a cooperating agency, the FAA coordinated closely with the NGB, Oregon ANG and USAF, and actively participated in the preparation of the Draft and Final EIS.

The Draft EIS was published in July 2015. The potential environmental impacts of the alternatives are fully analyzed in the ANG/NGB’s Final EIS, which was published on May 19, 2017 (Notice of Availability, 82 FR 22997). A summary of the Draft EIS public involvement and agency coordination is contained in the Final EIS. 

The USAF signed the ROD on August 29, 2017 for the Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace. The ROD is the USAF’s decision to implement the preferred alternative identified in the Final EIS as the Proposed Action. (Notice of Availability, 82 FR 42803).

During the planning process for these SUA proposals, the FAA conducted an aeronautical analysis to determine any aeronautical impact that might occur as a result of the publication and charting of the Warning Area and MOAs. Three proposals were circularized by the Western Service Center as FAA Aeronautical Study Number 14-ANM-21NR, 14-ANM-25NR and 14-ANM-13NR. 

The environmental review process by the FAA was also conducted in tandem with the aeronautical analysis to ensure consistency between both.


3.0 PROPOSED FEDERAL ACTION
The proposed FAA action for this ROD is the aeronautical—the modification and establishment of MOAs, ATCAAs, and Warning Areas. At the northern Oregon coast, new Eel MOAs will be established and Bass ATCAAs will be changed to Warning Areas (WA). In north central Oregon, Redhawk MOAs and ATCAAs will be established. In south central Oregon, Juniper MOAs and ATCAAs will be expanded to the east. In south central Oregon and northern Nevada, Hart MOAs and ATCAAs will also be expanded to the east and south.

The proposed legal descriptions of the Proposed FAA Action, including name changes, locations and proposed times of use, are described below:

Airspace Changes

Eel A MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 46°20'00"N., long. 124°21'53"W.; 
to lat. 46°20'00"N., long. 123°50'00"W.; 
to lat. 46°07'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W; 
to lat. 45°58'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°58'00"N., long. 124°18'09"W.; 
thence north 12 miles from and parallel to US shoreline; 
to lat. 46°08'50"N., long. 124°19'41"W.; 
thence north 12 miles from and parallel to US shoreline; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) to but not including FL180. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

Eel B MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°58'00"N., long. 124°18'09"W 
to lat. 45°58'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°36'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°36'00"N., long. 124°14'48"W.; 
thence north 12 miles from and parallel to US shoreline; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

Eel C MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°36'00"N., long. 124°14'48"W.; 
to lat. 45°36'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°12'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°12'00"N., long. 124°16'19"W.; 
thence north 12 miles from and parallel to US shoreline; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

Eel D MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°12'00"N., long. 124°16'19"W.; 
to lat. 45°12'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°07'00"N., long. 123°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 44°41'14"N., long. 124°21'39"W.; 
thence north 12 miles from and parallel to US shoreline; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

W-570A Newport, OR (Change Name from W-570 to W-570A) 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°44'59"N., long. 125°30'05"W.; 
to lat. 46°08'50"N., long. 124°19'41"W.; 
to lat. 44°54'02"N., long. 124°20'04"W.; 
to lat. 44°50'35"N., long. 124°21'21"W.; 
to lat. 44°37'59"N., long. 124°28'04"W.; 
to lat. 44°10'59"N., long. 125°30'05"W.; 
to point of beginning. 
Altitudes. Surface to FL 500. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

W-570B Newport, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°51'35"N., long. 125°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 46°20'00"N., long. 124˚46'00"W.; 
to lat. 46°20'00"N., long. 124°21'53"W.; 
thence south 12 miles from and parallel to the U.S. shoreline; 
to lat. 46°08'50"N., long. 124°19'41"W.; 
to lat. 45°44'59"N., long. 125°30'05"W.; 
to point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 1,000 feet MSL to but not including FL 500. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

W-570C Newport, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 46°08'50"N., long. 124°19'41"W.; 
thence south 12 miles from and parallel to the U.S. shoreline; 
to lat. 45°12'00"N., long. 124°16'19"W.; 
thence south 12 miles from and parallel to the U.S. shoreline; 
to lat. 44°41'14"N., long. 124°21'39"W.; 
to lat. 44°37'59"N., long. 124°28'04"W.; 
to lat. 44°50'35"N., long. 124°21'21"W.; 
to lat. 44°54'02"N., long. 124°20'04"W.; 
to point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL 500. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC. 
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR.

W-570D Warning Area, Newport, OR
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°10'00"N., long. 126°34'30"W.; 
to lat. 45°17'00"N., long. 126°22'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°51'35"N., long. 125°30'00"W.; 
to lat. 45°44'59"N., long. 125°30'05"W.; 
to lat. 44°10'59"N., long. 125°30'05"W.; 
to lat. 44°04'00"N., long. 125°48'30"W.; 
to lat. 43°43'30"N., long. 126°28'00"W.; 
to lat. 43°54'49"N., long. 126°36'29"W.;
to lat. 45°00'00"N., long. 126°30'00"W.;
to point of beginning.
Altitudes. 1,000 feet MSL to but not including FL500.
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142FW, Portland ANGB, OR

Redhawk A MOA, OR
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°33'00"N, long. 120°52'00"W;
to lat. 45°30'00"N, long. 120°15'30"W; 
to lat. 45°00'00"N, long. 120°24'00"W; 
to lat. 45°06'00"N, long. 121°01'00"W; 
to the point of beginning.  
Altitudes. 11,000 feet above ground level (AGL) to but not including FL 180
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR

Redhawk B MOA, OR
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°30'00"N, long. 120°15'30"W;
to lat. 45°23'00"N, long. 119°08'00"W; 
to lat. 44°35'00"N, long. 119°09'00"W; 
to lat. 45°00'00"N, long. 120°24'00"W; 
to the point of beginning.  
Altitudes. 11,000 feet AGL to but not including FL 180
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR

Redhawk C MOA, OR
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°06'00"N, long. 121°01'00"W;
to lat. 45°00'00"N, long. 120°24'00"W; 
to lat. 44°35'00"N, long. 119°09'00"W; 
to lat. 44°25'00"N, long. 119°09'00"W
to lat. 44°27'00"N, long. 121°01'00"W; 
to the point of beginning.  
Altitudes. 11,000 feet AGL to but not including FL 180
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR

Juniper A MOA, OR (Change Name from Juniper North MOA to Juniper A MOA)
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°55'59"N., long. 120°44'04"W.; 
to lat. 43°57'05"N., long. 120°26'24"W.; 
to lat. 43°50'30"N., long. 120°07'48"W.; 
to lat. 43°21'00"N., long.120°31'48"W.;
to the point of beginning.
Altitudes.  11,000 feet to but not including FL 180.
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC.
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls. OR.

Juniper B MOA, OR (Change Name from Juniper South MOA to Juniper B MOA)
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°21'00"N., long. 120°31'48"W.; 
to lat. 43°50'30"N., long. 120°07'48"W.; 
to lat. 43°38'00"N., long. 119°34'00"W.; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N., long. 119°10'04"W.; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N., long. 120°18'04"W.; 
to the point of beginning.
Altitudes.  11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL 180.
Times of Use.  Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling Agency.  FAA, Seattle ARTCC.
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls. OR.

Juniper C MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°38’00"N, long. 119°34’04"W; 
to lat. 43°33’19"N, long. 119°20’17"W; 
to lat. 43°26’41"N, long. 119°09’26"W; 
to lat. 43°10’08"N, long. 118°59’03"W; 
to lat. 43°10’08"N, long. 119°22’26"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Juniper D MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°10’08"N, long. 119°22’26"W; 
to lat. 43°10’08"N, long. 118°59’03"W; 
to lat. 42°46’00"N, long. 118°43’53"W; 
to lat. 42°40’00"N, long. 118°43’53"W; 
to lat. 42°40’00"N, long. 119°10’04"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Juniper Low MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°55'59"N., long. 120°44'04"W.;
			to lat. 43°57'05"N., long. 120°26'24"W.;
			to lat. 43°38'00"N., long. 119°34'04"W.;
			to lat. 42°46'00"N., long. 119°12'27"W.;
			to lat. 42°46'00"N., long. 120°20'01"W.;
			to the point of beginning.
Excluding the airspace 1,500 feet AGL and below within a 3nm radius of the center of the Alkali Lake State and Wagontire Airports, Oregon.
Altitudes. 500 feet AGL to but not including 11,000 feet MSL. 
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC.
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls. OR.

Juniper East Low MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 		lat. 43°38'00"N., long. 119°34'04"W.;
to lat. 43°33'19"N., long. 119°20'17"W.;
to lat. 43°26'41"N., long. 119°09'26"W.;
to lat. 43°04'20"N., long. 118°55'21"W.;
to lat. 42°46'00"N., long. 118°55'21"W.;
to lat. 42°46'00"N., long. 119°12'27"W.;
to the point of beginning.
Altitudes.  500 feet AGL to but not including 11,000 MSL.
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC.
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls. OR.

Hart A MOA, OR (Change Name from Hart North MOA to Hart A MOA)
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°40'00"N., long. 120°18'04"W.;
to lat. 42°40'00"N., long. 119°10'04"W.;
to lat. 42°26'00"N., long. 119°13'34"W.;
to lat. 42°26'00"N., long. 120°13'06"W.;
to the point of beginning.
Altitudes.  11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL 180.
Times of Use.  Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling Agency.  FAA, Seattle ARTCC.
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls. OR.

Hart B MOA, OR (Change Name from Hart South MOA to Hart B MOA)
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°26’00"N., long. 120°13’06"W.;
to lat. 42°26’00"N., long. 119°13’34"W.;
to lat. 41°30’00"N., long. 119°27’04"W.;
to lat. 41°30’00"N., long. 119°55’04"W.;
to the point of beginning.
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL 180.
Times of Use. Intermittent by NOTAM.
Controlling Agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC.
Using Agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls. OR

Hart C MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°40’00"N, long. 119°10’04"W; 
to lat. 42°40’00"N, long. 118°43’53"W; 
to lat. 42°26’00"N, long. 118°43’53"W; 
to lat. 42°26’00"N, long. 119°13’34"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart D MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°26’00"N, long. 119°13’34"W; 
to lat. 42°26’00"N, long. 118°43’53"W; 
to lat. 42°22’34"N, long. 118°43’53"W; 
to lat. 41°52’44"N, long. 118°52’07"W; 
to lat. 41°30’00"N, long. 119°18’36"W; 
to lat. 41°30’00"N, long. 119°27’04"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart E MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 41°30’00"N, long. 119°55’04"W; 
to lat. 41°30’00"N, long. 119°27’04"W; 
to lat. 41°30’00"N, long. 119°18’36"W; 
to lat. 41°10’00"N, long. 119°41’40"W; 
to lat. 41°10’00"N, long. 119°47’30"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart F MOA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 41°52'44"N, long. 118°52'07"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 118°58'19"W; 
to lat. 41°10'00"N, long. 119°23'36"W; 
to lat. 41°10'00"N, long. 119°41'40"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°18'36"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. 11,000 feet MSL to but not including FL180 Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR


Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA) 

Redhawk B ATCAA, OR
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°30'00"N, long. 120°15'30"W;
to lat. 45°23'00"N, long. 119°08'00"W; 
to lat. 44°35'00"N, long. 119°09'00"W; 
to lat. 45°00'00"N, long. 120°24'00"W; 
to the point of beginning.  
Altitudes. FL 180 to but not including FL 230
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR

Redhawk C ATCAA, OR
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 45°06'00"N, long. 121°01'00"W;
to lat. 45°00'00"N, long. 120°24'00"W; 
to lat. 44°35'00"N, long. 119°09'00"W; 
to lat. 44°25'00"N, long. 119°09'00"W
to lat. 44°27'00"N, long. 121°01'00"W; 
to the point of beginning.  
Altitudes. FL 180 to but not including FL 230
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 142 FW, Portland ANGB, OR

Juniper A ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°55'59"N, long. 120°44'04"W; 
to lat. 43°57'05"N, long. 120°26'24"W; 
to lat. 43°50'30"N, long. 120°07'48"W; 
to lat. 43°21'00"N., long.120°31'48"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL270 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Juniper B ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°21'00"N, long. 120°31'48"W; 
to lat. 43°50'30"N, long. 120°07'48"W; 
to lat. 43°38'00"N, long. 119°34'00"W; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 119°10'04"W; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 120°18'04"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Juniper C ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°38'00"N, long. 119°34'04"W; 
to lat. 43°33'19"N, long. 119°20'17"W; 
to lat. 43°26'41"N, long. 119°09'26"W; 
to lat. 43°10'08"N, long. 118°59'03"W; 
to lat. 43°10'08"N, long. 119°22'26"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Juniper D ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 43°10'08"N, long. 119°22'26"W; 
to lat. 43°10'08"N, long. 118°59'03"W; 
to lat. 42°46'00"N, long. 118°43'53"W; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 118°43'53"W; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 119°10'04"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart A ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 120°18'04"W.; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 119°10'04"W; 
to lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 119°13'34"W; 
to lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 120°13'06"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR

Hart B ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 120°13'06"W; 
to lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 119°13'34"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°27'04"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°55'04"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart C ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 119°10'04"W; 
to lat. 42°40'00"N, long. 118°43'53"W; 
to lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 118°43'53"W; 
to lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 119°13'34"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart D ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 119°13'34"W; 
to lat. 42°26'00"N, long. 118°43'53"W; 
to lat. 42°22'34"N, long. 118°43'53"W; 
to lat. 41°52'44"N, long. 118°52'07"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°18'36"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°27'04"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart E ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 41°30’00"N, long. 119°55’04"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°27'04"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°18'36"W; 
to lat. 41°10'00"N, long. 119°41'40"W; 
to lat. 41°10'00"N, long. 119°47'30"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL510 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR 

Hart F ATCAA, OR 
Boundaries. Beginning at 	lat. 41°52’44"N, long. 118°52’07"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 118°58'19"W; 
to lat. 41°10'00"N, long. 119°23'36"W; 
to lat. 41°10'00"N, long. 119°41'40"W; 
to lat. 41°30'00"N, long. 119°18'36"W; 
to the point of beginning. 
Altitudes. FL180 to FL280 
Times of use. Intermittent by NOTAM. 
Controlling agency. FAA, Seattle ARTCC 
Using agency. USAF, Air National Guard, 173 FW, Kingsley Field, OR


4.0 PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide properly configured and located military airspace to provide efficient, realistic mission-oriented training with adequate size and within reasonably close proximity to support the advanced 21st century air-to-air tactical fighter technologies and the current and evolving training mission requirements of the Oregon ANG in an era of increased operational complexity. The overarching need for the Proposed Action is driven by several factors including travel distance and time required to access existing training airspace areas, and the frequency of weather conditions that limit the availability of coastal airspace areas for operational training. 


5.0 ALTERNATIVES
The FEIS analyzed the potential environmental effects of five alternatives: the Proposed Action, Alternative B, Alternative C, Alternative D, and the No-Action Alternative.

5.1	Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative) 
The Proposed Action modifies existing ATCAAs and MOAs operated by the Oregon ANG, as well as establishes new MOAs and ATCAAs. The following areas will be modified or established: Warning Area-570 and Bass/Bass South ATCAAs, Eel MOAs and ATCAAs, Juniper/Hart MOAs and ATCAAs, and Redhawk MOAs and ATCAAs.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  The legal descriptions considered in this ROD are set forth in the previous section, Proposed Action, “Airspace Changes”.] 


The Proposed Action does not include any changes to the existing inventories of F-15 aircraft at the 142 FW and 173 FW and implementation would not result in any increases to total annual flight hour or sortie authorizations for either unit.[footnoteRef:6] Increases in training hours for each unit would be offset by reductions in overall transit time to weather backup and over-land training airspace. Further, the Proposed Action would not include the development or construction of any facilities, result in any ground-disturbing activities, or include any changes to manpower levels at either unit. The deployment of mobile threat emitters will also facilitate realistic mission oriented training without any terrestrial disturbance or construction activity. [6:  Authorized annual flight hours are the maximum flight hours that can be flown during the year. Actual flight hours (as well as number of sorties) vary annually. This EIS evaluates environmental impacts resulting from the maximum flight hour and sortie authorizations. There would be no change to these authorizations as a result of the Proposed Action.  ] 


5.2	Alternative B: No Modifications to Eel ATCAA
This alternative would mostly include the same airspace changes as described under the Proposed Action; however, the Eel MOA and Eel High ATCAA would not be reconfigured. When coastal weather and sea-states preclude the use of the proposed W-570 Complex, the increase in 142 FW operations in the Eel MOA/ATCAA Complex under the Proposed Action would instead be redistributed to the proposed Redhawk MOAs under this scenario. This alternative would provide a slightly reduced benefit to increased training time within usable airspace given that sorties that would have been intended for the proposed Eel MOAs would have to transit a slightly greater distance to the proposed Redhawk MOA Complex. In addition, this alternative would be contradictory to the intent for the establishment of the Redhawk MOA Complex to be used only when weather conditions preclude training missions in the W-570 Complex as well as the Eel MOA/ATCAA Complex, resulting in higher utilization of the proposed new Redhawk MOA Complex than intended.

5.3	Alternative C: No Redhawk MOA Complex
This alternative mostly includes the same airspace changes as described under the Proposed Action; however, the Redhawk MOA Complex would not be established. Under Alternative C, approximately 30 percent of proposed 142 FW utilization of the Redhawk MOA Complex would be redistributed to the Eel MOA/ATCAA Complex while approximately 70 percent would be relocated to the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex. This is largely due to the fact that the Redhawk MOA Complex was designed to accommodate over-land training when coastal weather conditions preclude the use of the Eel MOA/ATCAA Complex. Consequently, implementation of Alternative C would result in reduced benefits to Oregon ANG mission readiness as 70 percent of training operations intended for the Redhawk MOA Complex would instead have to transit roughly 139 percent further in order to reach the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex. This would result in a decrease in training time spent within usable airspace due to increased time spent in transit.

5.4	Alternative D: No Expansion of Juniper/Hart MOA Complex
This alternative mostly includes the same airspace changes as described under the Proposed Action; however, the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex would not be expanded. While the 142 FW would utilize other training airspace under this scenario as modified or established by the Proposed Action (e.g., Redhawk MOA Complex), the 173 FW would continue to operate within the existing airspace, which is currently too small to efficiently accommodate training operations. Consequently, this alternative would result in continued impacts to training and safety resulting in negative impacts to Oregon ANG mission readiness and ultimately weakening homeland defense and USAF readiness.

5.5	No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Oregon ANG would continue operating within the existing airspace, including W-570, Bass and Bass South ATCAAs, Eel ATCAA, and the existing Juniper/Hart MOA Complex, without a change in the nature or scope of military training activities.


6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
In accordance with its applicable FAA Order 1050.1, the FAA has conducted an independent evaluation of the EIS. Adoption of the ANG/NGB/USAF’s EIS by the FAA has included its independent analysis of impact categories, as identified in its NEPA Order 1050.1 

The following summarizes the results of FAA’s independent evaluation of the Proposed Action regarding the potential environmental impacts associated with the airspace reclassification. Further, the resources—germane to the FAA’s aeronautical action—that had the potential to be affected by the alternatives and were analyzed in-depth in the EIS included: 
· Air Quality
· Compatible Land Use
· Department of Transportation Act: Section. 4(f)
· Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
· Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste
· Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources
· Light Emissions and Visual Impacts
· Noise
· Secondary (Induced) Impacts 
· Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks

Air Quality 
FAA Order 1050.1E provides the FAA’s significance threshold for air quality: Potentially significant air quality impacts associated with an FAA project or action would be demonstrated by the project or action exceeding one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for any of the time period analyzed.  The Clean Air Act established NAAQS for six criteria pollutants.  The six criteria pollutants are:  carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).

Implementation of the Proposed Action would affect multiple counties in Oregon, Washington, and Nevada. All counties below the proposed Eel MOA/ATCAA Complex and W-570 Complex as well as the Redhawk MOA Complex, with the exception of Polk County, are in attainment for all criteria pollutants. For the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex, including the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex expansion area, Harney County and Humboldt County are in attainment for all criteria pollutants Washoe County is in nonattainment for particulate matter equal to or less than ten microns in diameter (PM10) and has a maintenance status for CO.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would neither increase the number of aircraft departures or arrivals to or from either the 142 FW or the 173 FW, nor would it result in an increase in the total number of allocated annual flight hours for either unit. Increases in training hours under the Proposed Action would be offset by an overall reduction in transit time to weather backup and over-land training airspace, as the proposed Eel MOA Complex and Redhawk MOA Complex would be located closer than the existing Juniper/Hart MOA Complex.

The fuel savings realized by the establishment and expansion of more local SUA would be reallocated to training activities conducted during sorties and would not translate into an increase in operations tempos at either unit’s home airfield. The Proposed Action would increase the total amount of airspace available for aircraft operation, which would result in existing emissions being distributed over larger areas and diluted within existing airspace. Consequently, the concentration of pollutants generated by mobile sources would be reduced even though the actual quantity of mobile source emissions would not change.

Based on the above, the Proposed Action would have no significant impacts on air quality when compared with the no action alternative.

Compatible Land Use
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for land use. The determination that significant impacts exist usually depends on whether the Proposed Action would result in other impacts exceeding thresholds of significance which have land use ramifications. The effects of land use shall be analyzed in this context and described accordingly.  

Since the Proposed Action would not involve land acquisition, physical disturbance, or construction activities, the only potential impact to compatible land use would be from noise.

Under FAA Order 1050.1E (Change 1), Appendix A, Section 4; if the noise analysis concludes that there is no significant impact, a similar conclusion usually may be drawn with respect to compatible land use. A significant impact would occur if analysis shows that the proposed action would cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in the DNL of 1.5 dB or more at or above DNL 65 dB exposure when compared to the no action alternative for the same timeframe. Noise levels below 65 dB DNL are compatible with all land uses listed in the FAA’s land use compatibility guidelines[footnoteRef:7]. [7:  14 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 150, Appendix A, Part B, Table 1 ] 


The predicted change in noise exposure levels at noise-sensitive areas would remain well below the significant impact threshold as defined per FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, paragraph 14.3 since the noise levels beneath the proposed airspace would not exceed 55 DNL. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no significant impacts on compatible land use when compared with the no action alternative.

Fish, Wildlife, And Plants
The Proposed Action would not result in any construction or ground disturbance. Potential impacts would include bird-aircraft collisions; and noise impacts to sensitive wildlife species. Potential indirect impacts could result from emergency fuel dumping, and byproducts from the use of chaff and flares.

Bird Aircraft Collisions
Potential impacts to birds from aircraft strikes are possible. Low-altitude, fixed-wing aircraft overflights likely present the greatest risk of bird-aircraft strikes in Juniper/Hart airspace. High-speed flight in a low-altitude environment places aircraft in airspace that may contain birds in flight. Further, birds may flush in response to approaching aircraft noise. 

The existing and proposed airspace areas are located within the Pacific North American Flyway; therefore, the greatest potential for bird strikes under existing and proposed conditions would occur during spring and fall migrations, when the number of birds in the air column increases and birds are typically flying at higher altitudes.

A variety of relevant factors affect the frequency of bird-aircraft strikes, such as sortie rate, locations of birds, time of day, etc. Bird strikes may occur during any phase of flight but are most likely to occur during the take-off, initial climb, approach and landing phases due to the greater number of birds flying at lower altitudes. Although the expansion of the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex will create a low MOA over the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), the Proposed Action is expected to result in negligible increases in bird strike risk for the following reasons: under the Proposed Action, there would be no net increase in total allocated flying hours, including training and transit hours; and the ANG has a Bird-Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Plan that outlines procedures to minimize bird and other wildlife strikes by aircraft, such as modifying or cancelling sorties in areas or periods with moderate to severe BASH risks. 

Noise Impacts to Sensitive Species
Sage Grouse 
In October 2015, the USFWS determined that the greater sage-grouse did not warrant listing under the federal ESA (80 FR 59857). However, this species is still considered sensitive by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). Further, the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) raised concerns that noise generated by low-flying aircraft may impact greater sage-grouse during its breeding season. Noise modeling demonstrated that while average noise levels within the proposed Juniper Low MOAs would be low (i.e., well below 55 Ldnmr), short-term noise generated from a direct flyover above a greater sage-grouse core area underlying the proposed Juniper Low MOAs could generate noise levels as loud as 116 decibels (dB). (See Section 4.2, Final EIS). In order to avoid impacts to the greater sage-grouse leks (i.e., aggregations of breeding males), the Oregon ANG will avoid low level flights over greater sage-grouse core areas to the maximum extent practicable during the nesting season (March 1st to June 30th) only flying over these areas if it were necessary to accomplish the training mission.[footnoteRef:8]   [8:  In response to comments, the USAF’s September 12, 2017 ROD provides that the military’s efforts to avoid impacts, as set forth in the EIS and in response to comments, are “…special procedures that will be carried forward to the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP).” (USAF ROD, page 6)] 


Another threat to sage grouse is habitat loss resulting from wildfires. Programmatic NEPA documentation referenced in the Final EIS (USAF 1997; NGB 2002), as well as the Wildfire Hazard Analysis prepared for the Proposed Action (Appendix I, Wildfire Hazard Analysis in the Final EIS), have both concluded that the potential for wildfires resulting from flare use would be negligible.  The USAF guidance has two recommended strategies to reduce wildfire risk from flares: set a minimum altitude to release flares, or to limit flare use when fire danger is elevated. ANG uses the first strategy, setting a floor for flare release. Pursuant to AFI 11-2F-15V3 KF CH 8, Oregon ANG has implemented and will continue to implement a floor of 5,000 feet AGL for flare use in order to minimize risk of flare-ignited wildfire. Burn-out time average 3.5 to 5.0 seconds, during which time the flare would have fallen between 200 and 400 feet. (See USAF ROD, page 17, “Chaff and Flare.”) If a wildfire has been suspected to be caused by flare discharge from military aircraft, the Oregon ANG will participate in the official investigation to determine the cause and to determine if any additional actions/restoration should be accomplished.

Golden Eagles
Although bald eagles are no longer listed under the federal ESA, and golden eagles have never been federally listed as threatened or endangered, these species are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and Lacey Act. Activities that might disturb foraging and breeding, such as aircraft activity, can cause them to temporarily relocate from the area.

Exercises taking place in the Juniper Low MOA and proposed Juniper East Low MOA have the potential to occur below 1,000 feet AGL. Consequently, special procedures to mitigate potential impacts would be initiated in coordination with the USFWS. Special procedures would include the establishment of flight restrictions in seasonal buffer areas January 1 through August 15 from the surface to 1,000 feet AGL with a radius of 0.25 miles from mapped bald and golden eagle nests.

Special procedures to mitigate potential impacts will be initiated in coordination with the USFWS. Special procedures will include:
· The establishment of seasonal buffer areas from the surface to 1,000 feet AGL with a radius of 0.25 miles (i.e., 1,320 feet) from mapped bald and golden eagle nests (flight operations would not occur within these buffer areas from January 1 – August 15);
· Coordination with USFWS, ODFW, and the Oregon Eagle Foundation to obtain current nesting information on an annual basis at the beginning of each nesting season (bald and golden eagle nesting buffer areas would be adjusted accordingly);
· Providing contact information for a website where biologists studying and monitoring regional bald and golden eagle activity can check schedules for military sorties within the proposed Eel MOA/ATCAA, Redhawk MOA Complex, and Juniper/Hart MOA Complex prior to flying annual nest surveys within the airspaces; and
· Additional measures and/or measure modifications based on recommendations provided by the USFWS, as feasible.
· In response to comments received during the 30-day post-filing waiting period, the Oregon ANG would enter into a MOU with the USFWS to de-conflict biological survey flight operations within the Juniper Low and Juniper East Low MOA. Procedures outlined in the MOU would include:
· Annual meetings between Oregon ANG and the USFWS to discuss Oregon ANG operations, scheduling, and execution (including mission type and priority), notification and coordination procedures, and coordination for the biennial Sentry Eagle exercise.
· Requirements for USFWS to notify the 173 FW when biological surveys are scheduled within or beneath the Juniper Low or Juniper East Low MOA.

Species Inhabiting Malheur National Wildlife Refuge
In response to concerns raised regarding noise impacts to sensitive species, the Oregon ANG has committed to avoid overflights below 2,000 feet AGL at noise-sensitive locations identified beneath the Juniper East Low MOA, including the Malheur NWR.

Endangered Species Action Consultation
The NGB’s letter dated December 10, 2015 determined that the proposed action would have "no effect" on the following Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed species: Columbian white-tailed deer, marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, short-tailed albatross, red tree vole, Washington ground squirrel, and western snowy plover. 

The NGB also determined that the proposed establishment and modification of military training airspace "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" the gray wolf and yellow-billed cuckoo within areas identified within the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex allowing a minimum altitude flight limit of 500 feet AGL.

The USFWS concurred with the federally listed species determinations on February 8, 2016. 

Emergency Fuel Dumping, and Chaff and Flare Byproducts
In order to avoid potential impacts to wildlife using the Malheur NWR, the Oregon ANG will prohibit the use of chaff over the Malheur NWR.

These items are further discussed in the Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste environmental impact category below.

Conclusion
Based on the above, which includes the FAA’s review of the military’s Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP), as summarized in the USAF’s September 12, 2017 ROD, the FAA has determined the establishment of the proposed SUA will not have significant impacts on the identified species when compared to the no action alternative.

Department Of Transportation Act: Section 4(f) 
Designation of airspace for military flight operations is exempt from section 4(f). 

Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, And Solid Waste 
Short-Term
No ground disturbing activities (e.g., construction or demolition) would occur as a part of the FAA’s Proposed Action. Consequently, upon implementation of the Proposed Action, there would be no increase in the temporary storage of construction-related hazardous materials and wastes. Therefore, short-term impacts associated with hazardous materials and wastes would not occur as a result of implementation of the airspace initiative.

Long-Term
Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in a change in the handling, storage, or use of petroleum, oils and lubricants (POL) by the 142 FW and 173 FW. There would be no increase in the number of aircraft or total flight hour allocation for either the 142 FW or 173 FW. Therefore, established safe handling, storage, and use procedures would continue to be implemented at the 142 FW and 173 FW as directed under the installations’ Hazardous Waste Management Plan and Spill Prevention and Response Plan, which have been developed and are maintained in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations (Oregon ANG 2004, 2010). Consequently, long-term impacts associated with hazardous materials and wastes at both the 142 FW and 173 FW installations would be less than significant.

Fuel Dumping
Fuel dumping is not a component of any routine flight training syllabus and only occurs during in-flight emergency circumstances with a loss of life potential for the pilot. The Oregon ANG procedure for an emergency fuel venting stipulates fuel dumps must occur 10,000 feet AGL to ensure complete dissipation of the fuel before it makes contact with the ground surface and occur over unpopulated areas to further reduce potential for exposure of terrestrial receptors (i.e. individuals, surface water, wildlife, etc.) to expelled fuel. The Oregon ANG is required to implement these special procedures following the implementation of the Proposed Action, and maintain the special procedures throughout the duration of the operation lifetimes of the affected and proposed airspace areas.

Additionally, as there would be no increase in the number of flight hours allocated for the 142 FW or the 173 FW, there would be no anticipated change in the frequency of fuel dumping. Therefore, impacts associated with fuel dumping would not be significant.

Chaff and Flares
Allocations of chaff and flare would not be increased above existing levels. Studies have demonstrated that chaff and flare use do not pose substantial environmental or human health risks when properly stored, transported, and deployed.[footnoteRef:9] (USAF 1997). Consequently, there would be no significant impacts to the physical or human environment as a result of chaff and flare use within proposed airspace areas. [9:  U.S. Air Force (USAF). 1997. Environmental Effects of Self-Protection Chaff and Flares. Langley Air Force Base, Virginia.] 


Based on the analysis above, the FAA has determined the establishment of the proposed SUA will not have significant impacts when compared to the no action alternative from hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention. Further, sufficient management procedures are in place to manage hazardous materials, and hazardous and solid waste. 

Historical, Architectural, Archeological, 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 NRHP.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would only involve changes to airspace, and would not include any project components that would touch or otherwise directly affect the ground surface. Archaeological resources such as surface or subsurface artifacts or other intact cultural deposits would not be disturbed since there would be no ground-disturbing activities (e.g., construction or demolition) associated with any project components included in the Proposed Action. Consequently, the only potential effects of the Proposed Action on cultural resources underlying the affected or proposed airspaces would result from noise and/or noise generated vibrations, or the visual impact of military overflights within the affected and proposed airspace. The Oregon, Washington, and Nevada SHPOs have responded to requests to review the Draft EIS during the public comment period and have concurred with its findings.

Consultation with federally recognized Native American representatives was undertaken to identify land, structures, or resources potentially of concern related to the Proposed Action (see Appendix H, Tribal Outreach). Two tribes provided responses. The Coquille Tribe responded to outreach efforts with an acknowledgement letter confirming the tribe has no objections or comments regarding the Proposed Action. The Warm Springs Tribe has responded to outreach by requesting additional information and clarification on land disturbances, and clarification was emailed to them confirming there will be no ground disturbing activities, and they did not provide any additional comments. Appendix H, Tribal Outreach summarizes all correspondence between the project proponents and affected Native American Tribes.

Based on noise level calculations for tribal lands beneath the affected and proposed airspaces as well as feedback received in response to outreach to Native American representatives, no adverse effect to cultural resources, historic structures, or Traditional Cultural Properties would be expected as a result of the implementation of the Proposed Action.

Therefore, the FAA has determined that its Proposed Action will not result in significant impacts on historical, architectural, archaeological or cultural resources when compared to the no action alternative. 

Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for light emissions and visual impacts. Potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Action would be limited to short-term discrete effects resulting for aircraft overflights, including associated contrails, and deployment of chaff and flare during air-to-air training exercises.

Contrails
The addition of increased or newly introduced overflights and aircraft contrails above scenic and otherwise sensitive land use settings may be perceived as annoying or intrusive. However, because no component of the Proposed Action would alter or modify any part of the existing physical landscape, visual impacts associated with aircraft overflights would be periodic, short-term, and temporary. 

Chaff
Chaff has low visibility, is similar in chemical composition to desert dust, and has little effect on the aesthetic quality of the environment (USAF 1997). Chaff debris does not accumulate in quantities that make it objectionable or even noticeable to most individuals below large airspace areas such as those associated with the Proposed Action (USAF 1997). Even in open areas, impacts from chaff debris are minor when compared to accumulated roadside trash or other more common visual intrusions.

Flares
In general, the impact to visual resources from flare use is limited in frequency and duration. The flash of a flare release is expected to last between 3.5 and five seconds before the flare burns out. 

Given the above, the FAA has determined that light emissions and visual impacts from contrails, chaff, and flares are not significant when compared to the no action alternative.

Noise 
The significance threshold for noise is whether the proposed action would increase noise by DNL 1.5 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.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, Section 14] 


The majority of proposed airspace actions are located within the State of Oregon. However, the proposed expansion of the Juniper/Hart Military MOA Complex would include airspace over portions of Humboldt and Washoe counties in northwestern Nevada. Additionally, modifications to the Eel ATCAA would include airspace over a small portion of Pacific County in Washington and modification to W-570 and the Bass/Bass South ATCAAs would occur over the Pacific Ocean.

Operations conducted within the proposed airspace would not cause any underlying areas to experience noise levels greater than 65 DNL. Further, noise levels beneath the proposed airspace would not exceed 55 DNL, which is the USEPA-recommended threshold for noise in rural areas or places in which quiet is a basis for use. Additionally, there would be an overall decrease in noise levels beneath the existing Juniper/Hart MOA complex because military aircraft operations will be redistributed between the existing MOA complex and throughout the proposed Juniper/Hart MOA Complex Expansion Area.

Under the Proposed Action, 40 percent of 142 FW sorties and 60 percent of 173 FW sorties would involve at least one training component or flight maneuver that would require F-15 aircraft to operate at supersonic air speeds, consistent with applicable USAF guidance. Supersonic events would generally occur as the aircraft accelerate toward each other, during dives in the engagement itself, and during disengagement. Similar supersonic flight operations already occur within the existing Juniper/Hart MOA Complex as well as W-570 airspace. Under the Proposed Action, these existing operations would be more widely distributed throughout a larger airspace area, thus reducing the overall probability of a boom occurring in a given location beneath the airspace.

In addition to the above analyzed facts, since ANG/NGB will continue to comply with applicable USAF guidance regarding supersonic air speed during all training activities, the FAA has determined the Proposed Action would not result in significant noise impacts. The analysis of noise impacts considered the effects of the Proposed Action relative to noise-sensitive areas. The Proposed Action would not change the number of sorties flown. The predicted change in noise exposure levels at noise-sensitive areas would remain well below the significant impact threshold of CNEL 65 dB as defined per FAA Order 1050.1E. Under the No Action Alternative, aircraft generated noise levels would continue to be consistent with baseline levels and would result in no change to existing conditions.

Secondary (Induced) Impacts
As a result of the Proposed Action, surrounding land uses would not be altered. There will be no shifts in patterns of population movement and growth; public service demands; and changes in business and economic activity resulting from the Proposed Action; therefore, and no activities considered incompatible with surrounding land uses would be introduced. Given the Proposed Action would not result in any significant impacts in any resource area; it is not expected that there would be significant secondary (induced) impacts. 

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, And Children’s Environmental Health And Safety Risks
Socioeconomic Impacts 
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for socioeconomic impacts. Under the Proposed Action, there would be no long-term changes in economic activity associated with the 142 FW or 173 FW, as no additional personnel would be added to either unit.

The altitudes of the proposed operational floors, as identified in the FAA’s SUA legal description above, would allow for continued use of local airspace by general aviation pilots beneath the MOAs, as these pilots are permitted to fly beneath MOAs without restrictions, and even through them (including the proposed Juniper Low MOA)

Socioeconomic impacts associated with tourism are highly dependent on the effects of noise due to the importance of a quiet and natural setting to outdoor sporting and recreation activities. While the Proposed Action would result in a slight increase in low-altitude flight activity within the Juniper East Low MOA, separate from existing flight activity along federal airways (i.e., Victor [Visual] Routes or Instrument Routes), noise levels from the Proposed Action would remain well below the recommended sound level to protect public health and welfare, including annoyance, in areas where quiet is a recognized use (USEPA 1974). Thus, implementation of the Proposed Action would have negligible noise-related impacts on recreation and tourism. Therefore, FAA has determined any socioeconomic impacts resulting from the FAA Proposed Action will not be significant when compared with the no action alternative.

Environmental Justice and Children’s Environmental Health, Safety Risks
The FAA has not established a significance threshold for Environmental Justice or for Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks. Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations, and Low-Income Populations, and the accompanying Presidential Memorandum, and Order DOT 5610.2, Environmental Justice, require FAA to provide for meaningful public involvement by minority and low-income populations, and analysis that identifies and addressed potential impacts on these populations that may be disproportionately high and adverse.

No significant, adverse long-term environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action would occur as a result of its implementation; therefore, no populations would be disproportionately adversely impacted. In addition, implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in an increase in total aircraft operations or an increase in such activities in the vicinity of concentrations of children. Therefore, no increased environmental health risks or safety risks to children would occur, and no significant impact with regard to environmental justice or protection of children would result.

Summary
Based on the FAA’s independent review and evaluation, the FAA concludes that the Proposed Action would not result in a significant change in the air quality and noise conditions for the area underlying the MOAs; therefore, there will be no disproportionate impacts on minority, low-income, and youth populations when compared to the no action alternative.

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 Proposed Action and alternatives include modifications to existing military airspace, including MOAs and ATCAAs operated by the 142 FW and 173 FW of the Oregon Air National Guard (ANG), as well as establishment of new MOAs and ATCAAs. The geographic extent of the Proposed Action and alternatives includes the affected portions of SUA and the lands underlying these MOAs and ATCAAs located in coastal, central, and eastern Oregon. In addition, minor portions of the affected airspace included in the Proposed Action and alternatives would be located above a small area of northwestern Nevada and the southwestern-most corner of Washington.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would neither include any changes to the existing inventories of F-15 aircraft at the 142 FW and 173 FW nor result in an increase to total annual flight hour or sortie authorizations for either unit. Increases in training hours under the Proposed Action would be offset by an overall reduction in transit time to weather backup and over-land training airspace, as the proposed Eel MOA Complex and Redhawk MOA Complex would be located closer than the existing Juniper/Hart MOA Complex.

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; noise; wildlife; land use and visual resources; and socioeconomics, environmental justice, and children’s health and safety.

Past, Present, and Foreseeable Actions
Regional Wind Development
There is a relatively high potential for wind energy development in Oregon and a number of wind turbine projects have been proposed within the Proposed Temporary MOA area. See Figure 5-1 on page 5-4 of the FEIS. Although no proposed wind tower locations have been documented in the FAA’s Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) database underneath or in the vicinity of other affected portions of Oregon ANG airspace, wind development testing is currently being evaluated on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land underneath the proposed portions of the Juniper/Hart MOA Complex. There are two stages of development identified by BLM, including Authorized Wind Test Right of Ways (ROWs) that have been approved by BLM for development and Relinquished Wind Test ROWs that have previously been authorized for wind development but development has not been pursued further. Additional wind development is also proposed underneath the existing Juniper/Hart MOA Complex.

A number of wind turbines proposed to be constructed underneath or in the vicinity of the Redhawk MOA Complex have been recorded by the FAA’s OE/AAA database (see Figure 5-2). In general, these proposed wind developments range in total height (tower plus turbine) from 25 feet to 500 feet (FAA 2013).

Military Readiness Activities at Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility Boardman
In December 2016, the U.S. Navy established new SUA adjacent to existing Boardman Restricted Area (R)-5701A, R-5701B, and R-5701C and the existing Boardman MOA in northcentral Oregon, approximately 20 miles north of the proposed Redhawk MOA. The main users of the Boardman SUA are from Naval Air Station Whidbey in Washington State. 

Sentry Eagle Biennial Exercises
Sentry Eagle is a recurring Air Dominance exercise, involving mix of military aircraft for approximately two weeks at a time. The exercise started in 1986 and has been approximately every other year. 173 FW suspends 142 FW and 173 FW’s regular pilot training in the Juniper/Hart Complex during the Sentry Eagle Exercise. Aerial activities consist of typical MOA flight operations to include tactical combat maneuvering by fighter and transport category, fixed wing aircraft involving abrupt, unpredictable changes in altitude and direction of flight. Supersonic flight will only occur above 30,000 feet MSL and only in level flight. Flares and chaff will be used during the exercise.

Potential Impacts
Air Quality
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to contribute to cumulative air quality impacts for the following reasons: (1) the Proposed Action does not authorize any increase in training hours allocated to the 142 FW and 173 FW, so no new air quality impacts are expected; (2) in the long term, wind turbines may improve air quality due to a reduced reliance on fossil fuels to generate electricity; (3) the Sentry Eagle exercises have been occurring approximately every two years since 1986, and during the exercise, regular pilot training is suspended. So no new flight activities are expected as a result of the Proposed Action.

Noise
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to contribute to cumulative noise impacts. The Proposed Action has the potential to contribute to adverse cumulative noise impacts when considered in addition to other projects proposed within or adjacent to affected portions of Oregon ANG airspace. However, given that the airspace expansion area at NWSTF Boardman is located approximately 20 miles north of the proposed Redhawk MOA Complex, the Proposed Action and alternatives and the airspace expansion at NWSTF Boardman would not be expected to contribute cumulatively to noise impacts in either airspace area. 

Proposed wind turbine development under both the Redhawk MOA Complex and Juniper/Hart MOA Complex has the potential to generate long-term operational noise above ambient levels in the immediate vicinity of the turbines. Potential wind turbine development sites underneath affected portions of Oregon ANG airspace are limited to the northeast corner of the proposed Redhawk MOA Complex and the existing Juniper Low MOA. While specific sound levels generated by these proposed wind turbine developments would vary depending on their nature and size, the Proposed Action’s contribution to potential cumulative noise impacts would be negligible. With regard to the proposed Redhawk MOA Complex, the Proposed Action would result in Onset Rate- Adjusted Day-Night Average (Ldnmr) sound levels from aircraft activity of approximately 35 A-weighted decibels (dBA), substantially below the threshold of 65 day-night average sound level (DNL). With regard to Oregon ANG noise generation in the existing Juniper Low MOA, the Proposed Action would result in Ldnmr sound levels slightly below the existing conditions of 46.5 dBA. Noise exposure levels may be different during the Sentry Eagle Exercise, but the noise levels will still be well below 65 DNL. Therefore, the Proposed Action and alternatives’ contribution to overall cumulative noise impacts are expected to be negligible and less than significant.

Land Use and Visual Resources
Although implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in any impacts to terrestrial landscape elements, the addition of increased or newly introduced overflights and periodically the occurrence of aircraft contrails above scenic and otherwise sensitive visual resources and settings may be perceived as annoying or intrusive. When considered in addition to proposed wind turbine development underneath affected portions of Oregon ANG airspace, cumulative effects to visual resources could potentially be adverse. However, because any visual impacts associated with Oregon ANG activities would be periodic, short-term, and temporary in nature and would not block or obstruct views of any visual resource from any vantage point, the Proposed Action and alternatives’ contribution to cumulative visual impacts would be limited. Further, implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives would not introduce low-level military aircraft in any areas that do not already have existing low-altitude MOAs or low-altitude MTRs (refer to Figures 3.1-5 and 3.1-6). Therefore, the Proposed Action contribution to cumulative impacts to visual resources would be less than significant.

Wildlife
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to contribute to cumulative wildlife impacts. The Proposed Action and other actions’ contribution to cumulative impacts would be limited to the effects of noise on wildlife, and potential to bird-aircraft collisions. Implementation of the Proposed Action and other actions would result in no contribution to cumulative effects on vegetation communities or wildlife habitats, including wetlands. Although proposed wind development projects or recently completed wind development project underneath or in the vicinity of affected portions of Oregon ANG airspace could potentially result in direct injury or mortality of birds and bats from collisions with the turbines, Oregon ANG aircraft training activity would avoid these proposed wind developments for safety reasons, so cumulative effects on wildlife and habitat in the vicinity of the proposed or existing turbines would be minimal.

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and Safety
The Proposed Action is not anticipated to contribute to cumulative impacts on Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and Safety. Studies of livestock responses to noise from aircraft activity, including low-level overflights, have demonstrated a range from no response at all to minor behavioral changes and have not proven to be detrimental to reproductive success. It is unlikely that there would be cumulative impacts to environmental justice communities and children no significant, adverse long-term environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action and other past, present or future projects are anticipated.

Conclusion
Based on its independent review of the FAA Proposed Action, the FAA has determined there would be no significant cumulative impacts as a result of the establishment of the temporary SUA.


7.0	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 EIS:  
· Coastal Resources 
· Construction Impacts 
· Farmlands
· Floodplains
· Natural Resources and Energy Supply
· Water Quality
· Wetlands
· Wild and Scenic Rivers


8.0	AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION MEASURES
A Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been developed by the Oregon ANG and USAF that details the avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures identified in the EIS that have been incorporated into the Proposed Action. The information from the MMP, as summarized in the USAF’s September 12, 2017 ROD, has been reviewed by the FAA. Based on its review, the FAA has determined that to the extent the ANG/NGB and/or USAF has voluntarily committed to actions, to the maximum extent practicable, identified during the 30 day post-filing wait period, and the September 12, 2017 ROD is the USAF’s decision stating that certain special procedures will be carried forward to the MMP and such procedures do not affect or alter the FAA’s Proposed Action, as identified by its Legal Description, the FAA has determined that the military’s MMP does not adversely affect or impact the FAA’s above environmental analysis and determinations. 


9.0	PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
NEPA
A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the EIS was published in the Federal Register on May 17, 2013.  (78 FR 29120). A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register (FR) on July 24, 2015(80 FR 44103). Two notices were placed in The Oregonian, a local newspaper, announcing the availability of the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS was available for general public and agency review for a 45-day comment period. Five meetings were held on the following dates and locations: August 11, 2015 in Tillamook, OR; August 12, 2015 in Astoria, OR; August 14, 2015 in Condon, OR; August 15, 2015 in Burns, OR; and August 17, 2015 in Prineville, OR, to receive public comments on the Draft EIS. All comments received during the public comment period, as well as a summary of the Draft EIS public involvement and agency coordination is contained in Appendix B in the Final EIS. Appendix C contains the Draft EIS comments and responses. As a coordinating agency, the FAA participated in the review and preparation of responses to comments to the Draft EIS.  
The potential environmental impacts of the alternatives are fully analyzed in the ANG/NGB’s Final EIS. The EPA published, in its Weekly Receipt of Environmental Impact Statements, the Final EIS in the Federal Register on May 19, 2017 (82 FR 22997). The Final EIS public review period ended on June 19, 2017. Nine people provided comments on the Final EIS. Eight of the nine completely supported the proposal, and the ninth commenter supported expanding the airspace with the exception of the Eel MOAs. Two federal agencies and two state agencies provided comment letters raising concerns about potential impacts from wildfires due to flare use. Another federal agency requested a copy of the EIS. A county also requested additional analysis on wind energy for a specific location.

Public participation in the NEPA process was conducted in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1 and FAA Joint Order 7400.2, and the comments received are described above. Some of these substantive comments were duplicative of comments received in response to the DEIS. As such, the response referred the commenter to specific, germane sections of the environmental document and previously provided response to comment. For the few substantive comments that the USAF carefully considered before issuing its decision, the September 12, 2017 ROD summarizes the response and identifies the issue as being carried forward to the MMP. Based on the FAA’s independent review and analysis, comments received during the ‘30-day post-filing wait period have been carefully reviewed, considered and responded to consistent with applicable laws, regulations and orders.

FAA Aeronautical Outreach (Circularization Process)
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, analyzed and addressed consistent with FAA’s mandate to ensure the safe and efficient use of the National Airspace System and with FAA’s applicable Orders. 

Three aeronautical proposals were circularized by the Western Service Center as FAA Aeronautical Study Number 14-ANM-21NR, 14-ANM-25NR and 14-ANM-13NR. 

For the Juniper Hart MOAs, 14-ANM-21NR was issued on October 2, 2015 with the comment period expiring on November 25, 2015. Two comments were received during this process, requesting changes to the boundaries and the floors of the MOAs. 

For the Redhawk MOA, 14-ANM-25NR was issued on October 19, 2015 with the comment period expiring on December 2, 2015 Five comments were received during this process, requesting changes to the boundaries and the floors of the MOA.

For W-571 and Eel MOA, 14-ANM-13NR was issued on October 21, 2015 with the comment period expiring on December 4, 2015 Two comments were received during this process, requesting V-Routes remain available to instrument flight rules traffic and to consider eliminating the Eel MOA.


10.0	INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 
The FAA has reviewed the following information:  

Final Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace, Oregon Air National Guard, April 2017, all associated appendices, as well as all materials identified in the FEIS and/or appendices, and incorporated by reference and made available to the public on the Oregon Air National Guard 142d Fighter Wing (142FW)[footnoteRef:11] and 173d Fighter Wing (173FW)[footnoteRef:12] sites. [11:  http://www.142fw.ang.af.mil/Resources/Oregon-Airspace-Initiative/]  [12:  http://www.173fw.ang.af.mil/About-Us/Oregon-Airspace-Initiative/] 



11.0	DECISIONS AND ORDERS
The Oregon Air National Guard and the National Guard Bureau (ANG/NGB) has requested airspace changes in the form of the Proposed Action; namely to designate the proposed Special Use Airspace.

Adoption
In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Chapter 8, paragraph 8-2, Adoption of Other Agencies’ NEPA Documents, the FAA has conducted an independent review and evaluation of the Oregon National Guard’s EIS for the Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace.  Based on its independent review, the FAA has determined that the EIS and its supporting documentation, as incorporated by reference, adequately assesses and discloses the environmental impacts of the FAA’s Proposed Action and that the adoption of the EIS by the FAA is authorized under NEPA implementing regulation 40 C.F.R. §1506.3, Adoption.  

Accordingly, the FAA adopts the FEIS, appendices and all information identified therein, incorporated by reference, and made publicly available. Further, the FAA’s Record of Decision is based on its adoption of the FEIS and the FEIS’ identification, analysis and conclusions regarding resources, and environmental effects of the ANG/NGB’s Proposed Action.  


Decision and Approval
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. Public participation in the airspace rulemaking 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 addressed consistent with applicable laws, regulations and Orders. 

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 EIS. The undersigned concurs that the Proposed Action provides the best airspace combination for meeting the needs stipulated in the EIS, 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 new SUA, as described in the Proposed Action.

This decision signifies that applicable Federal environmental requirements relating to the Proposed Action have been met. The decision enables the FAA to complete its non-rulemaking actions to establish and modify the MOAs and Warning Area.

Order and Right of Appeal
FAA’s Adoption of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the Oregon Air National Guard/National Guard Bureau for the Proposed Establishment and Modification of Oregon Military Training Airspace and FAA’s Adoption EIS/ROD for the establishment and modification of Warning Area 570, Eel MOA Complex, Redhawk MOA Complex, and Juniper/Hart MOA Complex 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 order is issued in accordance with the provisions of 49 U.S.C. §46110. Any party seeking to stay implementation of the action as stated in the ROD must file an application with the FAA prior to seeking judicial relief as provided in Rule 18(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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