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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter contains the Army’s responses to cornments received on the Draft
Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS) for the Alaska Army lands
withdrawal renewal. A summary of the public comment process, including the
approach to analyze the comments is presented in Chapter 9.1. Comment letters
and verbatim transcripts from the public hearings are reproduced in Chapter 9.2.
The Army’s responses to the comments are also located in Chapter 9.2.
Publications cited in the responses can be found in the Bibliography in Chapter
6. Each comment letter or transcript was assigned an alphabetic code.
Comments were coded in the order of acquisition. Within each comment letter
or transcript, individual points presented were assigned a topic code. Topic
codes used in the comment/response process are defined in Table 9.a. Each
topic code was subsequently assigned a unique numeric code. For example,
comment/response ACC-AQ01 refers to the first comment (001) dealing with the
topic of access (ACC) presented in comment letter or transcript A. An index of
individual comments and responses grouped by topic code and the commentor’s
last name is located in Chapter 9.3. This process resulted in 439 coded
comments, which formed the basis for the responses in Chapter 9.2.

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

9.1 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

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

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

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

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

9.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LEIS AND ARMY
RESPONSES

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

Table 9.a Definition of Topic Codes Used in the Comment/Response
Process

Code | Topic Code | Topic

ACC | Public Access OTH Other Comments
AR Air Quality POL Pollution

ALT Alternatives REC Recreation

CULT | Cultural Resources soc Socioeconomics
FIRE | Fire Management SOIL | Soils
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Table 9.a Definition of Topic Codes Used in the Comment/Response
Process

Code | Topic Code | Topic

FISH | Fisheries SuUB Subsistence

FOR Forestry TES E?wzieaar:ggre;dosrpecies
GEOL | Geology USE Military Use

GLAC | Glaciers VEG Vegetation

LAND | Land Use WATER | Water Resources
MIN Mineral Resources WET Wetlands

MIT Mitigation

WI.D | Wildlife
NOISE | Noise
Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal 9-3
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PROCEEDINGS

(The following is the statement of Ms. Jennifer

East-Cole, taken at 3:44 p.m. on January 5,

1999, in Delta Junction, Ft. Greely, Alaska.)

MS. EAST-COLE: I think I have several points,
several comments I want to make. The first one is that I ~ ALT-A001
think a 50-year long — 50-year contract is too long.
There are too many things that can go on in that period
of time, and it’s just too inflexible of a length.

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

RESPONSES TO COMMENT A

ALT-AQO1: Noted. The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for
substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments which will
continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible operational military
planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource
commitment, both doilars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a substantial
burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations,
U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawa! period and utilize resources to protect
resource values and implement natural resource management measures.
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there a possibility that they will increase the magnitude
and frequency of bombing? And if there is, this is a
Serious concern.

I was told by some of your representatives that
this bombing range will stay status quo, but that’s only
as it relates to the size of the area. And again, my
concern is will the frequency of bombing increase and the
types of bombs, can that change?

My third concem is I really don’t see this
helping the economy of the Delta/Ft. Greely area. They s0C-A001
are shutting down the base, so most of these people are
going to be coming up from Fairbanks. It’s going to help
Fairbanks’ economy, but I really don’t see it doing anything for
Delta.

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

Also, too, the pollution can — there’s a
serious destruction of wildlife and fish habitat. In
particular, my concern is there’s a 30-mile stretch along
the Tanana River that is just to the north of the bombing
range, and this is critical salmon habitat, as noted by
Fish and Game. How would this affect that salmon
habitat?

My fifth concern is that if they continue to use
this area as a bombing range, there will just be more POL-A002
duds out there and more damage done to the area, which
just means that more money would have to be put into it
to clean it up. It’s already going to cost — it’s
almost cost prohibitive now to clean up this area.

If the contract is extended another 50 years, I
do not see this area ever being cleaned up. And so much pQOL-A003
of what my concerns about the fish and the wildlife and

USE-AG01

FISH-A001

USE-ADG1: The Military Lands Withdrawal Act, which authorized the withdrawals at Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely in 1986,
reserved the withdrawal lands for military maneuvering, training, equipment development and testing, and training for artillery
firing, aerial gunnery, infantry tactics, and other defense-related purposes. The Act did not restrict the amount of military activity
permitted. Presently, the Army and Air Force do not have plans to increase the magnitude or frequency of bombing on the
withdrawal renewal [ands. Proposed military activities on the withdrawal lands for the renewal period will be consistent with those
conducted during the past 15 years.

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

POL-A001: No expansion or addition of Impact Areas would occur under the Preferred Alternative. With continued military
use of the withdrawal iands, impacts to water, soil, and wildlife would occur. Existing and proposed mitigation should decrease
adverse impacts.

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

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

FISH-AQ01 : Please refer to proposed mitigation in Chapter 4.23 concerning pollution. At the present time no State or Federal
agency has expressed concern about military actions affecting the critical salmon habitat. Through the proposed mitigation, the
Army will determine if contaminantion from military activity occurs.

POL-AD02 and A003: Routine decontamination operations are conducted each year on the Stuart Creek and Oklahoma/
Delta Creek Impact Areas by the Air Force. Each year, all unexploded ordnance and inert residue are cleared to a radius of 1,000
feet from each of the Air Force’s tactical targets. The access ways into the tactical targets and 100 feet on either side of the
access ways are also cleared each year. The Air Force’s routine decontamination operations are conducted on the Army’s
Impact Areas they utilize for training. An ordnance clearance history by the Air Force is in Appendix 2.C.

The Army does not currently conduct routine decontamination operations on the Stuart Creek and Oklahoma/Delta Creek Impact
Areas. However, all unexploded ordnance accumulated during Army training in the Lakes Impact Area is accounted for when
training is completed. This allows public access into these Impact Areas. The Washington impact Area is cleared of ordnance
periodically to allow for Cold Regions Testing Center (CRTC) testing. The Mississippi Impact Area is classified as a High Hazard
Impact Area with unexploded ordnance. The Washington and Texas Ranges are shooting ranges utilized by the Army for firing
artillery. These Ranges are regularly cleared of artillery residue by the Army.

Proposed mitigation is outlined in Chapter 4.23.

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

Cost and lack of unexploded ordnance characterization and excavation technologies are two major impediments to efficient and
effective clearance of unexploded ordnance. As technologies improve, the effectiveness of remediation should increase and the
time, cost, and environmental impacts for remediation should decrease.
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pollution to the people is going to become more of a
cumulative effect over time.
And that’s it. And thank you for allowing me to
comment. And I— if you could please respond, I would
love to hear from you.
Sincerely, Jennie East-Cole.
(Statement concluded at 3:50 p.m.,
January 5, 1998.)
(The following is the statement given by
Mr. Jack Morris at 6:05 p.m.,
January 5, 1999.)
MR. JACK MORRIS: Okay. My name is Jack Morris
from Delta Junction. And I have three or four issues
that I would like to have recorded, and questions.
The first one we would deal with is public
access to the buffer areas of the 2202 impact area. It’s ACC-A001
been my concern that as impact area uses increase, that
recreation and public access to the buffer areas will be
limited to the point that eventually we have none.
And it — I think we need formal language
written. There is a range policy 350-2 that talks about
the language of September 1 through the 25th of having ACC-A002
range cleanup. I would like to see that formal language
increased to have range cleanup and allow hunting, moose
hunting in the buffer zone of 2202, specifically in the Delta
Creek and Little Delta areas.
At the present, it says that there will be a
range cleanup during September 1 through 25, but it does
not specifically state that the buffer zone will be
allowed public access, specifically hunting during that
time. I would like to see that issue changed.
It’s been brought to my attention that the
corridor accessing the west fork of the Little Delta by
use of the Little Delta River is always going to remain
open. Itis a VFR federal flight path, and it’s a — we
can fly through there any time there’s VFR, and that
there is no plan in the future to ever close that
corridor to access behind the 2202 impact area.
The second item that I would like to talk on is

ACC-A003

ACC-AQ01: The Army may increase the use of the Impact Areas which would increase closure of the
Buffer Zones. Presently, the Army and Air Force do not have plans to increase the magnitude or
frequency of bombing on the withdrawal renewal lands. Proposed military activities on the withdrawal
lands for the renewal period will be consistent with those conducted during the past 15 years.

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

ACC-AD03: The military has no intention of increasing the size of the Restricted Areas. Civilian pilots
can fly through or around them but shouid contact the Special Use Airspace information Service (1-800-
758-8723 or 907-372-6913) to receive an update on military activity.
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in 1990, the Army environmental hygiene group did a
water — tried to set up a water baseline on munitions
contaminations of 100 Mile Creek and Delta Creek. What
they did is they took water samples out of 100 Mile
Creek, Delta Creek, and compared them to water samples
out of the Little Delta River. The water on the 100 Mile
Creek, for munitions to enter into this flowing water, it
would have to come by seepage through the tundra. So
there’s a lot of filtering. In other words, there are no
active munitions in that river. Delta Creek, on the
other hand, has active munitions in the creek channel.

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

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

The third item that [ wanted to address was
roads and trails. Last winter, the winter of 97, "98,
the 2202 lookout tower above the 100 Mile Creek, off of
the Delta impact area, had a road built four or five
miles to the north that dropped down on Delta Creek, then SOIL-A001
a road was built up Delta Creek across from the Sullivan
Roadhouse, then the road went to the north and picked up
the old Cat Trail, and proceeded in a northwesterly
direction to Smithersville, where there was an

WATER-A001: A water quality sampling program will be established for the withdrawal lands. The

study effort wili include an analysis of surface water bodies, with monitoring stations located directly
upstream and downstream of the installations.

SOIL-A001: In 1997, the Army built “Simpsonville”, a mock town or CALFEX range, on the west side
of Fort Greely’s Oklahoma/Delta Creek Impact Area to conduct air and ground assaults on targets. The
Army used existing trails and roads (which were originally constructed by the Air Force) to access the
area. The trails have been reclaimed by replacing the vegetative mat, but as a result, increased the
saturation of sail in the area during the summer. These sections of trail will most likely be used
indefinitely by the Air Force during the winter. The Army conducted these operations by permit under
the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under the Section 404 permit, reclamation of
damaged land is required.

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

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

I talked to Steve Reidsma about this, and he’s
agreed that there is problems with that road. I noticed
that this summer we had a tremendous amount of erosion,
especially where the road entered the Delta Creek.

The — on the tundra, parallel in Delta Creek on the way
to Smithersville, they left pallets buried in the

lowlands where they were getting stuck when they pulled
out of there late in the summer.

I would like to see these issues addressed.

Steve says they are aware of it and that they are going
to take and close that Smithersville, and that they are
going to go in there and try to stop the erosion. But 1
would like it to be noted that we are aware of it and
that there is a problem and it needs to be done there.

I think that’s it.

(Off record, then back on record.)

MR. JACK MORRIS: Oh, let me add one more thing.

I want to compliment the range control at
Eielson for the communications network that they have set ACC-A004
up for the local pilots, so that we can communicate on
the same frequency, and so that we can work together for
access into these areas. I think it’s a wonderful system.

I really enjoyed coming to this meeting tonight
because I got to make contact with people that if we —
when we have problems in the future, I’ve got someone 1
can contact. And the thing that I was surprised about is
that these people are aware of some of these problems
that I’'m talking about. They are aware of them and are
working to change these. That is a very positive thing.

Okay.

(Statement concluded at 6:13 p.m.,

January 5, 1999.)

(The following is the statement by

Mr. Whit Hicks at 6:20 p.m.,

January 5, 1999.)

MR. WHIT HICKS: Just after reviewing the
volumes that you’ve put out and then the posters up in
the room, it kind of all stops at the socioeconomic

ACC-A004: The military appreciates your acknowledgement of the Special Use Airspace information

Service. Input from the public on this and other military communication methods is encouraged.
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stand, at least as far as this region goes. It seems
that the withdrawal is trying to be separated from
realignment, which is not — it’s an impossible thing to
do, in reality. If you take — take out any economic
benefit, at least to the Delta/Greely community, then
every other impact is negative.
Some of the specifics I see from that, reduced
public use, restricted minimal entry, a high level of
environmental impact from explosives and from the road
construction that’s happened on around the — in the
impact areas. I don’t think that there’s accurate or
enough information on the impact and wildlife, another
reason. And the other impacts are perhaps more minor,
but they — they are still negative if there’s no return
to the community.
A couple of issues, aside from the economics,
having a 50-year withdrawal, I realize it’s been studied
and analyzed from every direction, maybe except from
mine. That’s a pretty absurd thing to do, given the
dynamics of world economy and this country’s economy and
our local economy, and other things that we haven’t even
considered yet, a 50-year blanket withdrawal without a
real serious review on a 5 to 10-year basis is — that
should be unacceptable.
It seems that the military has had a — there’s
been a dual standard as far as environmental permitting
and the activities that — the impact that’s been allowed
to happen by the DOD. There’s obviously a dual standard
there. And I don’t know how that can — how that can be.
It shouldn’t be. If anything, our military should be
held to a higher standard, even, than private industry.
But that is absolutely not the case, based on what we’ve
seen here.

SOCC-A002

ALT-A002

USE-A002

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

SOCC-A003

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

The importance of the military to the Delta Area was highlighted in Chapter 3.19 with the negative effects
of realignment discussed. The present study examined the effect of non renewal by indicating the impact
on the Fairbanks North Star Borough Economy, not Delta Junction. There was no assertion that the
Delta area would benefit economically from continued withdrawal as it had in the past.

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

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

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

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

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

That’s about all I have.

(Statement concluded at 6:25 p.m.,

January 5, 1999.)

(No further statements were given on

January 5, 1999.)
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Fort Greely Lands Withdrawal Renewal

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

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

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

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

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

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

The mititary also provides us with smoke from their forest fires. This is a wonderful
opportunity to test your lungs. We do not appreciate summers spent breathing smoke.
Never, during any of these fires, has the military attempted to find those vuinerable to
D T e ]
RESPONSES TO COMMENT B

ALT-B003

SOC-B004

ALT-B004

SUB-B001

NOISE-B001

FIRE-B0O01

ALT-B003: Noted. Periodic review of the Army’s use and management of the withdrawal lands
would occur. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. The plans are written fora 5
year period with public, and Federal and State agency participation in the development process.

SOC-B004: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

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

SUB-B001 and B002: You make the point that the hunting regulations on Fort Greely, e.g.,
requirements to check-in and check-out, discourage subsistence users. It is not the intent of U.S.
Ammy Alaska to discourage use, but rather to provide a means to allow use without significant
disruption of the military mission or undue exposure to human safety hazards created by military
operations.

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

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

NOISE-B001: Noise impacts from the military would continue under the Preferred Alternative as
has occurred on the withdrawal lands over the past 50 years. Subsonic aircraft flights are the dominant
military noise source (subsonic flights occur at speeds below the speed of sound level and so not
produce sonic booms).

Overall, few noise complaints have been received by the Army for artillery, explosions, or small arms
firing. Most noise complaints have been from helicopter overflights while traveling from the Fort
Wainwright Airfield to the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or Fort Greely. As Army use of the
relatively loud UH-1 “Huey” helicopter shifts to the quieter UH-80 Blackhawk helicopter, noise
complaints are expected to decrease (Zeman, pers. com. 1998). Noise complaints received by the
U.S. Air Force for jet aircraft in the vicinity of the Yukon Training Area and Fort Greely average 24
complaints per year (Gifford 1998). The noise is usually from low flying aircraft entering or exiting an
Impact Area.

Mitigation measures are listed in Chapter 4.22 and Chapter 4.23.

FIRE-B001: The Army is concerned about smoke and air quality during fires. Military personnel and
their families are subjected to the same exposures as the civilians of Delta Junction and Fairbanks.
The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) is the regulatory agency responsible
for air quality and smoke management on both State and Federal lands. Written approval is required
from ADEC for prescribed burns, other than those used to combat wildland fire. ADEC is responsible
for issuing air quality advisories and declaring air episodes. A representative from ADEC is on the
Alaska Wildland Fire Coordinating Group. During a wildiand fire, air quality and smoke management
issues are addressed. Press releases are issued with recommended actions that individuals can take
to protect their health.

The Army does take measures to decrease the potential of fires from incendiary devices. Information
on these measures can be found in Chapter 4.15 under Existing Mitigation. Also read the response
FIRE-CQ02.
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the conditions they create and attempt to provide assistance to them! During this most

recent fire there were reports that live ordinance had been found six miles north of the USE-B003
Fort Greely boundary. How safe are we if the military has difficulty dropping their

bombs on the 660,000+ acres they now have?

Between Delta and Fairbanks the Richardson Highway consists of two lanes. | have

personally met almost one hundred military vehicles in convoys while | drove between

between my home in Defta and Eieison Air Force Base. During this trip there were two

occasions where people attempted to pass and came close to hitting me. Convoy OTH-B001
vehicles were too close together, and they could not get back into their own lane.

Does the cost of increased transportation of military personnel justify their regular

transport between Greely and other bases? How about using air transport and

clearing our highways? Perhaps the military should build a four tane highway

between Eielson and Greely to eliminate the potential for injury and loss of life to

civilians traveting this route! Perhaps Fort Greely should be closed!

If this draft environmental impact statement is complete, how was the Dry Creek

community overlooked? It is larger than both Healy Lake and Dot Lake, and located SOC-B005
physicaliy closer. This is a relatively large group of people who do harvest wild game

for personal consumption.

On page 2-10, would you please explain how the 13 Firing Ranges located in the West USE-B004
Training Area are EAST OF THE DELTA RIVER?

On page 3-17 you mention that the “Geology and geochemistry in this area of the

withdrawal are similar to the Pogo deposit (Smith et al. 1998).” As the Pogo mine is MIN-B0OO1
regarded as perhaps the richest gold deposit in Alaska, and perhaps the world, what

possibility is there for potential development? Gold mining couid certainly provide

jobs that the military is currently taking away from the Delta area.

Page 3-89--It seems the military is ignoring archeslogical work that must be done in CULT-B001
these areas. Current efforts by the military are more in fine with obliterating them.

P 3-87 Socio economics--Again, the Dry Creek community is ignored. They are larger SOC-B006
than Dot Lake and Healy Lake, as well as being closer. Don’t you even know they are
there? If not, why not?

Subsistence. 3-106 et al--Federal agencies tell residents of Delta Junction that there
is no federal fand near Deita for them to provide a subsistence priority on. Yet the SUB-B002
Federal Government has 660,000+ acres butted up against our city limits! Wake up,
military, you do nothing to encourage subsistence hunters to use military lands. In fact,
present policies discourage it. You will soon put into place a requirement for hunter
education certification, yet there is no cutrent way Delta residents can comply since REC-B001
there is no hunter education certification available here. This can be construed as an
indirect means of denying access, as can other procedures, such as having to

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

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

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

SOC-B005 and B006: As indicated in the report, there is no specific Delta “area” that may be
conveniently referred to because most of the area is unincorporated, including the area referred
to as “Dry Creek”. Many places in interior Alaska are referred to by milepost, by topography, etc.

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

USE-B004: The West Training Area of Fort Greely extends from the Little Delta River on its
western boundary to east of the Delta River near the Richardson Highway (see Figure 1.a) . The
13 Firing Ranges on the West Training Area are located east of the Delta River (see Figure 2.c).

MIN-B0O01: Rocks in the southwest part of the Fort Greely withdrawal (Figure 3.5.b) are similar
to those in the Pogo area. However, the areal extent of exposed rocks is actually quite small
compared to the size of the withdrawal. Most of the withdrawn lands are covered by floodplain
deposits and thick overburden, and there are very few outcrops. It should be noted that the Pogo
deposit is some 400 feet below ground, and its geology is very complicated. If not for the extremely
high grade of the ore at Pogo, development would not have been economically viable.

CULT-B0O01: U.S. Army Alaska has completed a five-year Draft Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely in cooperation with the Alaska State
Historic Preservation Office. The draft plan sufficiently addresses both the inventory and
protection of archaeological sites. The Army complies with all applicable laws concerning cultural
resources sites.

REC-B001: The Provost Marshall’s Office plans to implement Army Regulation (AR) 210-21,
dated May 1997, which states that any person hunting with a firearm on U.S. Army Alaska
(USARAK) lands must first attend an 18 hour, National Rifle Association certified (or equivalent)
hunter safety course. Persons who only fish or trap on Army lands are exempt. This regulation is
set to be in place January 1, 2000.

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

The current Army regulations are to ensure public safety and were not written to harass the public.
The Army is able to inform the public on present closures and mititary activity, at the time of contact.
Persons calling in, giving information on their intended general location, have been rescued in the
pastbased onthe call in information. Civilians who choose not to comply with current regulations are
notified several times before action is taken to deny access.
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telephone first to check in to go on military land, telephone immediately after you leave
to say you are off. Failure to comply results in future denial, etc.... Penalties and
threats are a great method of discouraging people from using military lands.

P4-71 Please quote the source of the statement, and clarify “the planned opening of
the Delta Junction Closed Area by ADF&G and the Army to moose hunting would
increase opportunities for harvesting moose on Fort Greely.” As a member of the Delta
Junction Fish and Game Advisory Committee, | can tell you that no such plan currently
exists. Again, there is too much red tape for locals to deal with for extensive hunting
and trapping. Locals often complain because military hunters do not even have to buy
an Alaska hunting license to hunt on military land. We also realize that they take game
on adjacent State land because they do not know where the boundaries actually are.

Subsistence is a term that does not even receive real consideration by the military,
including within this document. They do not give any form of preference to
subsistence users. The only priority they give is to military personnel. | do not see that
the No Action Alternative has any negative effects. Please explain them to me if { am
incorrect. Reversion to the BLM is the only way a local subsistence priority could be
put into effect. | know this from my membership on the Eastern Interior Federal
Subsistence Advisory Council. Please do not mislead others! BLM lands are
generally far more accessible to the public than are military lands.

Finally, since Fort Greely no longer plans to contribute substantially to the focal
economy, | would prefer to see it closed completely. All neighbors should be good
neighbors, and one that is completely negative is not appreciated!

haniel M.” Goo 5/ / - %f%‘/
Loy S0 Dolfu St 99731
| am a member of the followihg organizations, but am representing myself personally
on this response. | wish | had the time to more completely do so!
Delta Fish & Game Advisory Committee
Eastern Interior Federal Subsistence Council

Delta Junction City Council

Gerstle River Test Site Expansion Area RAB

SUB-B003

SUB-B004

SOC-B007

SUB-B003: You are correct. This wording originally appeared in the Fort Greely Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan but has since been removed. Thank you for pointing this
out.

SUB-B004: Chapter 4.20 did not clearly state that access for subsistence users would improve
under State as well as BLM control. The wording has been changed accordingly.

SOC-B007: Noted.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT C

OTH-C002: U.S. Army Alaska appreciates Mr. Sheehan’s time and effort to provide
comments and concerns throughout the preparation of this LEIS.

ACC-C005: The Executive Summary states that the issue of access will not be resolved. This
statement was made because the public is requesting access changes that the Army cannot
implement, due to the military mission or safety factors. As you realize, the Army cannot
identify specific areas on the withdrawn lands to be permanently open to public use. This would
hinder military training activities and jeopardize the military mission. The Military Lands
Withdrawal Act PL 99-606 Section 3.3 “Closure to Public” states “If the Secretary of the military
department concerned determines that military operations, public safety, or national security
require the closure to the public use of any road, trail, or other portion of the lands withdrawn
by this Act, the Secretary may take such action as the Secretary determines necessary or
desirable to effect and maintain such closure. Any such closure shall be limited to the minimum
areas and periods which the Secretary of the military department concerned determines are
required to carry out this subsection.”
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USE-CO005: This LEIS is not proposing to create new Impact Areas on Fort Greely or
change the use of existing Impact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, and
Michigan Lakes (see Figure 2.c) are designated as Impact Areas. All are used for limited
periods and are normally used for non-dud producing ammunition or explosives, which are
cleared and returned to other training support purposes following termination of firing. This
use of the Lakes Impact Areas will continue through the proposed withdrawal renewal.
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USE-C006: U.S. Army Alaska is requesting to renew the land withdrawals under the same stipulations
and conditions of the Military Lands Withdrawal Act in 1986 and for the same military purposes which
have been conducted over the past 15 years. This statement has been added to the Executive
Summary. The renewal legislation passed by Congress will specify who has the authority to relinquish
all or any of the lands withdrawn. The Military Lands Withdrawal Act specified the Secretary of the Army
files a Natice of Intention to relinquish with the Secretary of the Interior.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Army is protecting sensitive wildlife species and their habitat through the Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plans. Changes reflecting new management areas are
identified in Chapter 3.12. The Army and Bureau of Land Management manage the
resources as directed in the Military Lands Withdrawal Act PL 99-6086.

The Army has completed a floristic survey of Fort Wainwright and is conducting a survey on
Fort Greely. If threatened or endangered species are found, necessary protection and
management will be implemented. Please referto Chapter 4.11 Vegetation and review the
Existing and Proposed Mitigation.

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

USE-C008: No new Impact Areas are being proposed in this LEIS. U.S. Army Alaska
policy states that new contaminated Impact Areas will not be created on withdrawal lands
without approval per Army regulations and the Bureau of Land Management (AR350-2)
and applicable Federal laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act.
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MIT-C002: Please refer to the response for POL-A002.

USE-C0G69: No decision has been made on retaining Range Conirol and Explosive
Ordnance Disposal personnel at Fort Greely after the realignment becomes final in 2001.

USE-C010: Non-dud ammunition records are kept for an indefinite period with cther range
statistics. Records on dud-producing expenditures are kept permanently per Army
Regulation (AR385-63). U.S. Army Alaska recognizes the inconsistencies in its record
keeping on Range Use at Fort Wainwright and will correct that situation.

USE-C011: U.S. Air Force use of U.S. Army Alaska ranges is coordinated through
Interservice Support Agreements and Memorandums of Understanding. The Air Force’s
Range Regulations were developed in compliance with the provisions of these agreements.

If additional guidance is needed, the Air Force institutes guidance through their Range
Regulations.

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

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

QOTH-C005: A legal boundary description and property history for Fort Greely are in Appendix
1.A of the LEIS. The legal boundaries were published in the Federal Register. See Appendix 1.A

for the legal descriptions. No surveys of the Fort Greely boundary have been completed and are
not required.

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

USE-C012: Noted. NEPA documents, including Environmental Assessments, are being
prepared to analyze the impacts of the realignment on Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. The
Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions to Fort
Wainwright was published in June 1997. It is anticipated the Environmental Assessment for

Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions from Fort Greely will be published in October
1999.

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

WATER-DO002: The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Cold
Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory (CRREL) are in the early stages
of developing a study matrix. CRREL and the Army are evaluating study
proposals for assessing the impacts of ice bridges on groundwater.

FISH-D002: Maintaining and enhancing fishing opportunities are discussed in
Chapter 4.13 under the Preferred Alternative and Proposed Mitigation. Proposed
Mitigation states that fishing opportunities for the public will be maintained, habitat
for stocked fish will be improved, and wild fisheries habitat suveys will be
conducted.
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Miltery land withdrawals cove

emg 871,597 acres of Intarior

ire in less than three
the US. Army I8 qui-
etly asking Congress to remew
them for 50 years, three tmes
longer then the curremt with-
drawal berms.

There ars three withdrawals
involved. The Fort Walnwright
Yukon Training Area covers 247,
952 acves oagt of Eielson Alr
Force Bage in the uplends be-
tween <the Chema and Salcha
rivers. The Fort Greely East and
West trainivg wress straddle the
Richazdson Highway in the Doo-

Dome axer south of Fart
Grodly, and .togother cover aa-
other 623,585 aczes.

The land was dedicated for
militery tiraining maneuvers
during the 1960e in & flurry of
federal land grabs thet preceded
Alaska becoming a state,

ARer 1968 Congress required
that it approve any withdrawal of

mors than. 5,000, acres. In 1961
Congress authorized the Yukon
Training Area . withdrewal for
ouly a 10-ear

tended by 2 public land order far
an additional five years in 1871,
apd by & burceucratic shuifle for
angther 10 years after that ex-
pired : :

term. That wes ex- ~

Fred
Pratt

Congress renewed the withe
drawal in 1886 for only & 16-year
term. At that tims the Army
tarned looss 3,500 acres that is
now parh of the Chenn River
State Hecreation Area.

Now the-Army wants the land
for & B0-year term, and its. con-
tractor just Gnished the draft of
an environmental impact
statement advising Congress and
the lie of the issues sur-
rounding the decision.

5 public heaving is acheduled
on the EIS in Falr Jan. §,
from 2 to § pom.-at the Cerlson
Centsr. Other hearings are set
for Dslta Junction on Jan. &
(sams howrs, at the Dismond
?Iiﬂo%w Club) and in Anchorege

an 7. ‘

Thers are 2 lob of potential
publis concerns about the contin-
uving withdrawals that the Army
hapes dos’t come Up.

The Yuken Traiming Area

it adjoins Chens River State Rec-
reation Area and even includes
18,440 acres of the park that the
Army refuses to iransfer fo the
state, The trans-Alaske pipeline
wight of way cronses Ona COrner.
The military {rainiog aveas are
opmm to hunting, fshing, trapping
and ‘cther rocreational vsss now,
but are often chsed duting ma-
neivers and. some “impach
gonsg” used for erd an
aeriel bombardments and sur-

"rounding “buffer zonss” are per-

mengatly cdossd. The airspace
over the training asee is alo
chosed to en aliifuds of 20,000
feet during maneuvers.

The state of Alasks has filed
land selections on parts of {he
Yukon Training Avee, boping o
acquire the land if the wilh-
drawals should ever axpive.

Of course much of the land is
covézed with basardous meterials
angd ed*'dud” warheada.
The U8, &rmy Corps of Eng-
neers estimates that it would cost
$47.4 million fo clean up the
Btugrt Creek Impact Area in the

 Yukon Tr@ining Ares. The total

MIN-E002
REC-E002

FOR-E001
ALT-E005

" agencies might

- " bill for cleaning up all thrés

traiming zzess 8 estimated zb

ik, $249.9 millon,

The BIZ warng :that federal

" Iand too polluted to release and i
"might not be declared dvailabls
for state selection even ¥ ‘the

- withdrawals expira. The key sata
, selections avold these heavily pol-
luted impact &reas, howsver. |

The BEIS considers only two
. aptions: Letting the withdrawals
-expire or extending them for 50
 refocted eny shorter term, as well
as the request from the slate that
the tiny portion on the northeast
border. be' trangfarred  to ‘the
Chona River Recreation Area.
- The EIS is preparsd by the
. Conter for Ecological Manage-
ment of M Lands at Colo-
rado State University, This
organization acts like it or its cli-
ents in US. &rmy Alaska should
never have to commit to anything
on’ pager when dealing'with the
. pu
‘gally required todoso,  © ,
The EIS and the required
» public bearings were ennounced
"in amall display advertisamepis
Tun in the Dally News-Miner this
wmonth. The ad gives no physical
location for places to gst a copy &®

ALT-E006

fust ‘declare the -

until and unless it is lo-

the document, but simply states
that for further information ong’
should call a Steve Raidsma e
Fort Wainwright, and # Esis
what turns out fo be a bogus
phone mumber.

: 1 called the Fort Wainwright
micrmoation operstor and' was
$old Mr. Beldema wasn't on their

. Ut of persommel ' wes izems-

ferrsd to the base psrsonnel of

fice, whers I was told that thers

was no civilian employes on Fort

gmnwrightlwiﬁl that neme eai-
8L a

 Aftar transposing one number
lisied in the ad I got Mr, Reid-
sma's phone answering mechine.
Weo tonnecied a fow days later
and I finally got & copy of tha EIS
in.the mail two weeks after my
initial attempt. Bven though I in-
formed them about the incorrect

‘eontact phons number in the

agwepaper advertisement, it con-
tinued %o be published. The cop-
rezt phone number is 353-6685,

Any operstion that gues to

-these lengths to stall apd divert
+the public can’t be doing an

honest job on the EIS.

Frod Prett, 2 freedanco Joumalist In
Fairbanis, Is & longtivs reporter tnd obe
sarver of Alagha poliics. %
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT E

MIN-EGQ02: 1t is noted that some mineral potential exists. See Chapter 3.5 Mineral
Resources.

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

FOR-EQ001: The Army plans to implement a project to inventory forest resources on
Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, and develop a forest ecosystem management plan.
The study would identify potential timber harvest areas and the feasibility of timber
sales. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) controls timber rights on the withdrawal
lands under Public Law 99-606. Any timber harvesting would require the efforts of U.S.
Army Alaska and the BLM.

ALT-EO005: Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975 the Alaska
State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State Recreation Area,
which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land referred to as the Beaver Creek-
South Fork Area. This State action did not transfer title of the land nor was it supported
by Federal Agencies. The Army and Air Force considered an alternative to relinquish
this portion of the Yukon Training Area (see Chapter 2.3.3) to Alaska State Parks, but
eliminated it from further study due to the excessive impacts to military training and the
importance of this area’s training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness.

ALT-EQ06: The Army and Air Force developed the Preferred Alternative and
determined other alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft LEIS based on military
operational parameters and training needs (see Chapter 2.1). The Army and Air Force
eliminated alternatives from further consideration if they impaired their ability to
complete their missions in Alaska (see Chapter 2.3). The Center for Ecological
Management of Military Lands analyzed the viable alternatives as determined by the
Army and Air Force.
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Alaska: the greaFt bombing range

Military proposal
needs closer look

What would you say if the mil-
itary proposed to shoot 3,500
rockets packed with high explo-
sives into a drainage of the Chena
River upstream from the state
recreation area? What would you
say if, at the same location, they
also wanted to drop 4,300 bombs
each weighing up to a ton? And,
on top of all that, shoot off 50,000
additional high explosives?

Would you wonder if these
munitions can contaminate the
s0il? (They can). Would you ask if
the contamination can spread to
surface and ground water? (It
can). Would you be concerned
about unexploded rockets and
bombs lying out in the brush or
burrowed into the soil? (You
should).

The fact is, the bombing statis-
tics quoted above are not what
the military is proposing to do. It
is what the military already has
done in just five years at the
Stuart Creek Impact Area which
includes the South Fork of the
Chena River. A similar list of
bombs and rockets and missiles
have been sot into the country-
side along the Delta River adja-
cent to Ft. Greely in the last few
years, according to a Draft Legis-
lative Environmental Impact
Statement (LEIS) just released
by the Army.

The document was produced
in support of the Army’s proposal
to continue using the two areas,
totaling 1,300 square miles of
Alaska land, as bombing ranges.
Another million or so acres of the
Tanana Flats is also used as a
bombing range, but it is not part
of this application. In the past,
these renewals have been for 5-
15 years, but now the Army
wants to be permitted to con-
tinue bombing for 50 years.

What effect are all these ex-
ploding bombs, rockets and mis-
siles—or nonexploding duds—

Dan
O'Neill

likely to have on soil and water
quality in the Chena basin or the
Delta River? The military doesn’t
know. They haven’t conducted
soil contamination studjes there.
What is known is this. TNT and
RDX, the dominant explosives
used, are mobile in the soil, and
“residues of these chemicals in
the soils can be a source of pol-
lution both on Army installations
and beyond installation bounda-
ries.” Presumably the more-
than-residuial contents of a
cracked open dud can be a source
of pollution as well. Streams
crossing the bombing zone are
likely to be the transport mech-
anism to carry contamination off-
site. The possible risk to people,
animals and plants is not ad-
dressed.

* Very likely, chemical contami-

nation of soil and water is a non- -

issue compared to the effect of
dud munitions. It is virtually im-
possible to find all the duds, and
the military estimates it would
cost $250 billion to clean up these
two bombing ranges. Besides
risks to people and animals, wild-
fires are a frequent result of

these duds or flares or pyro--

technic ordnance. Even if
dropped in the winter, they can
reignite themselves when the
snow melts, Often, these fires
cannot be fought because of the
risk to firefighters of exploding
duds.

Obviously, the military has to
train somewhere. Bu i

,a

of live ord-
nance lies hidden in the brush,
making thousands of square
miles of Alaska countryside a no-
man’s land. Permanently.

Consider the testimony of Ed
Sheehan, a retired Lt. Colonel
who has been associated with Ft.
Greely for 38 years and has had
indirect authority over the
bombing range activities there.
He spoke at two public meetings
on this issue a year ago and his
comments are part of the public
record. Concerning removing all
the duds from the Delta River,
which is routinely bombed di-
rectly, he said, “I would say you
can mnever clean up the Delta
River, which is one of the big im-
pact areas, and you can never
clean up the Little Delta Creek.”

At another point he said,
“There are more duds in the
Delta River than there are in the
Oklahoma Range (part of the Ft.
Greely complex). And I’m telling
you that in all of the '60s and
early "70s the Air Force used Ok-
lahoma as much as they are using
it right now. It was a steady
thing. And they didn’t pick up
the duds before they left. This
dud picking up business started
about '82. Before that, they used
to send statements, certificates
that said there were no duds, or
al} the duds were cleaned up.”

Sheehan, who has served as
acting post commander at Greely,
also made very plain his objection
that this renewal application en-
larges the impact areas. He was
mainly concerned about the fire
danger to residents around the
town of Delta. But he says the
Army is labeling all of the
country between the Delta River
and the Oklahoma Range an “im-
pact area,” though it had not
been a bombing range in the
past. Rather, it had been used as
a maneuvering area or a buffer
zone. When the current range

. manager assured him that he did

not regard the designation as a
change, that “it's already a
bombing area now. I mean it can
be bombed,” the Lt. Colonel re-
plied: “It is not now and has
never been a bombing area... I
ran range control for 17 years... I
drew those boundaries. I know
what’s supposed to be done
there... if you're going to use it,
tell us you're going to use it. If
you're not going to use it, tell
them they can’t use it.”

The Army’s LEIS is not partic-
ularly forthcoming in its history
section, either. Unmentioned is
the fact that at Ft. Greely’s
Gerstle River Test Site the army
once experimented with some of
the most deadly chemical agents
known to man. Several authors
have tracked military use of the
lethal nerve gases VX and V@G, as
well as mustard gas being packed
into rockets and artillery shells
and fired into the Gerstle River
area. At Delta Creek the army
also released germ-warfare or-
ganisms into the environment,
including strains of the tularemia
bacteria. The point is, if we in-
tend to learn from history, we
will be more than a little tircums-
pect when we review military
proposals that request to bomb
our public lands for the next half
a century.

Do the people of Alaska agree
with Sen. Stevens when he says
he wants to make Alaska the mil-
itary training capital of the
world, with foreign air forces in-
vited to bomb our landscapes?
Are we 50 dependent on military
subsidy that we would sell our
birthright for it? Wouldn’t fed-
eral money be better spent
cleaning up the mess the military
has already made?

The advertised ‘‘public
hearing,” which is really an
“open house,” on the proposed
50-year extension of bombing
ranges will be Jan. 5 at the Dia-

mond Willow Club in Delta June- USE-F013

tion from 2-8 p.m., a second takes

place Jan. 6 at the Carlson USE-F014

Center from 2-6 p.m.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F

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

USE-F014: Acquiring other public lands in Alaska
for military training and testing facilities would be cost
prohibitive even if the necessary acreage was
available. It seems unreasonable and impractical to
relocate military training to other public lands and
commit resources at these alternate sites as High
Hazard Impact Areas without the technology to
completely decontaminate an Impact Area at an
economically feasible cost. It is also cost prohibitive
for the military to deploy units to other locations for
training. Also see Mr. O’Neill's two other comment
letters, H and T in this section.
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STATEMENT
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The Carlson Center
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Fairbanks, Alaska
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Volume 1 of 1
Pages 1 to 15, inclusive

Reported by:
Carol A. McCue, RMR
Heartland Court Reporters

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727
PROCEEDINGS

(The following is the statement by

Mr. Robert Layne from the State

of Alaska, Division of Natural

Resources, Division of Land, given

at 2:58 p.m., January 6, 1999.)

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

And it’s our concern that the activities that

LAND-GC01

RESPONSES TO COMMENT G

LAND-GOQ1: The State of Alaska, Department of Naiural Resources, Division of Land has
indicated interest in the Delta River, including an ownership interest in the lands submerged
under the high mean water mark of the Delta River. The United States Army Alaska is
reviewing the Division of Land’s ownership claim.

Please refer to Executive Summary and Chapter 1.8. Additional information regarding water
quality and the jurisdiction of submerged lands has been added to these sections. Chapters
3.1.1 and 4.1 describe submerged lands and their relation to land use. A reference to current
issues has been added to Chapter 4.1. Chapter 4.8.2 describes the issue relating to water
quality, monitoring, and decontamination of submerged lands.
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have been going on there over the last 50 years and are
ongoing are potential public safety and health hazards.
And we are — would like to see some — basically, you
know, that some of these things are at least looked into,
and ultimately that we would like to have the corridor
cleaned up and made safe.

The reason that I say that we believe that we

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727

own that i1s because Statehood occurred in 1959. This
land was not withdrawn to the public domain to Ft. Greely
until 1961, two years later. So we feel we have a solid
position on that.

And we have no — there’s a high incidence of
cancer and other problems in the Delta area that may or
may not be associated with some of these activities. And
the fact that the waterway is navigable is important in
that if there are unexploded ordinance or dangerous

chemicals out there, that they are accessible to the
public, as the river corridor is at nearly all times.

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

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

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

POL-G004

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727

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

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

FiSH-G003

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

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

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

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

FISH-G003: Please review response POL-AQQ1 and the mitigation for Pollution in
Chapter 4.23. The proposed mitigation for wild fisheries found in Chapter 4.13.2 states that
wild fisheries habitat surveys will be conducted.
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downstream in there, and scc;:‘ the things that are going
into the waters and influencing those areas are of
concern to us. That’s about it.

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

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

Also, it’s my — I’m given to understand that

FiISH-G003
cont.

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727

there are a number of landfills that have been put into

the Delta River corridor over time, which, as the river
changes and conditions change, may or may not be exposed
and carried downstream to further influence this. So

these are also concerns about what’s going on.

(Statement concluded at 3:03 p.m.,

January 6, 1999.)

(The following is the statement given

by Christine Storey at 3:57 p.m.,

January 6, 1999.)

MS. CHRISTINE STOREY: My comments are mainly
with the Chena River recreation area, Chena Hot Springs
Road. And I would like the Army to give more
consideration to giving that land back to the state so it
can be used for the park. I think the Army has enough
land elsewhere. That’s it.

(Statement concluded at 3:58 p.m.,

January 6, 1999.)

(The following is the statement given
by Mark Backes at 4:24 p.m.,
January 6, 1999.)

MR. BACKES: Opening statement, huh. Oh, man.
Well, gosh. I think the military should put the land
back to the people. For one, I think they are polluting
the land, and their cleanup efforts are poor, unless they

POL-G005

ALT-G007

ALT-G00g&

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727
are forced to actually clean up. And so for sure, they

POL-G005: The Army received a permit from February 1, 1984 to November 1988 to
operate a landfill at the edge of the Delta Creek Assault Strip, which is located in the
floodplain of Delta Creek. All combustibles were burned prior to burial. The iandfill was
primarily used for training debris disposal, including human waste, packaging, and daily use
items during large training exercises. Targets are placed on gravel bars no less than 50 feet
from flowing water in the Delta River and Delta Creek. During clean-up, debris is removed
from the riverbeds and not buried within the fioodplain.

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

ALT-GO007: Noted. Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975 the
Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State Recreation
Area, which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land referred to as the Beaver Creek-
South Fork Area. This State action did not transfer title of the land nor was it supported by
Federal agencies. The Army and Air Force considered an alternative to relinquish this
portion of the Yukon Training Area (see Chapter 2.3.3) to Alaska State Parks, but eliminated
it from further study due to the excessive impacts to military training and the importance of
this area’s training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness.

ALT-G008: Noted. Routine decontamination operations by the Air Force are defined in
Chapter 2.1.3.
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should clean up before they mess up any more. And I

think they should have a yearly cleanup problem — or

process, rather than let it get so bad they can’t afford MIT-G003
to do it and don’t want to let it go back because it’s

too messed up.

I think access to the land, I think it’s very —
very important for people of Alaska because our
recreational use and hunting and fishing is limited by ACC-G007
the access, and when you have large — large areas like
these, these areas that are nonaccessible, it’s pretty
remote, I guess, to use the stuff, I mean.

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

For one, they take the Permanent Fund with them,
which is a lot of money. And they have ways of taking it
with them when they leave. And I don’t think that’s
really fair. I don’t think they even personally deserve
to even get the Permanent Fund. They are getting paid
extra money to live here, they are getting their travel
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paid to get here, they are getting their housing, they
are getting moved at expense to the government, and plus
they are getting the Fund. And I think if that’s the
case, I don’t think people that are getting paid to be
here, COLA and whatever, that’s — that should be enough.
They are not considered a resident, I don’t
believe, because they are not here on their own will.
They are here because of their job. And someone is
paying their way. So I think it’s a little — it’s a
little corrupt.
And as far as the Air Force, I think the Air
Force are a pretty good group of people, but I think all
in all, the Army is a poorer class of people and I think
they cost us, the government, a lot of money, just
because you have to police them more. And they do cause
trouble in town, surrounding areas.
They do have a pretty bad reputation, the Army
boys do, out in the woods, too, for not taking care of
things. And maybe they learned from the government
themselves because the government’s pretty wasteful and

MIT-GO003: Please refer to the response for POL-AQ02.

ACC-G007: The use of the withdrawal lands by the Army does limit access for
recreational activities. The Army permanently restricts access to approximately 9% of the

withdrawal fands, leaving approximately 91% avaiiable to public access. Please refer to
Chapter 3.16 for more information on access.
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trashes the country, and maybe that’s where they get
their ideas from, but not all. But I mean, there are a
few and that makes it bad for everybody. And it’s kind
of like everything in life.
So, I guess I would like to see the land come
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back to the state. I would like to see it cleaned up,
for sure. Even if they don’t decide to put it back in
the state’s hands, it should get cleaned up. And then
start from square one again.

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

commander or something.

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

I don’t think I have anything else to say.

THE REPORTER: Thank you very much.

(Statement concluded at 4:28 p.m.,

January 6, 1999.)

(The following is the statement given by

Mr. Andy Montoya at 4:36 p.m.,

January 6, 1999.)

MR. ANDY MONTOYA: I justdon’t approve. 1
don’t understand why they are taking the cabins away.

You know. We’ve had them forever. And now that they are

changing their ways, we are losing our playground.
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Places we go, we go out and stay a week at times.

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

I don’t have a lot to say, other than, you know,

I just wanted to find out if they were going to leave the
cabins or not. But I guess not, huh?

I’m pretty much done, 1 believe. I don’t like
to see what they are doing to our playground.

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

ALT-G009

ACC-G008

ALT-G009 and ACC-GO008: Under the Military Lands Withdrawal Act, the military lands
are withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws, except where the
land is subject to valid existing rights. Trespass structures constructed on the withdrawal
lands are iliegal. U.S. Army Alaska does not authorize trespass structures on its lands.
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January 6, 1999.)

(The following is the statement given by

John Balko at 7:16 p.m., January 6, 1999.)

MR. JOHN BALKO: You guys are leaving in 40
minutes and [ haven’t read this since it came out a week
ago. I’'m just concerned about all these unexploded
munitions and exploded munitions, what kind of affect we
are going to have on the ground water.

You two being female, the child bearing species,

I mean, you should be more concerned about this than [
am. Because you should be. Children, pregnant women,
elderly. All this is upstream, it’s only going to come
downstream. There’s no other choice.

WATER-G003

HEARTLAND COURT REPORTERS 907-452-6727
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What surveys have been done for ground water?
For streams, rivers. I mean, all this is upstream from
our water supply.

And I would just like to make comment that
before we go, granting the military another 50 years,
another year to go drop additional bombs, futuristic
weapons, what are they going to contain? Before we go
lease this out, you know, maybe we should make studies
and see what effect this is having.

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

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

(Off record, then back on record.)

MR. JOHN BALKO: No, that’s not all. Keep on
going.
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Having just spent 20 years in the Navy, based
all over the Lower 48, I’ve seen the results of blindly
rushing in for housing developments, with a clear-cut of

POL-G006

OTH-G006

WATER-GO003: Very limited information is available which describes the quantity and
quality of the groundwater that underlies the withdrawal areas. No groundwater wells have
been drilled in the vicinity of either Stuart Creek or Oklahoma/Delta Creek impact Areas.
Samples collected at various wells near the withdrawal areas, as listed in Appendix 3.9.A,
were not analyzed for munitions. Thus, the effect of munitions on groundwater is unknown
for the withdrawal areas.

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

POL-GO006: The State Epidemiologist was not aware nor had information relating to a high
incidence of cancer in the Delta area. The Tumor Registrar at Fairbanks Memorial Hospital
indicated the incidence of cancer at Delta Junction is not abnormal nor statistically
significant compared to the Northern Region of the State of Alaska (1997 most current data
available) (Pam Peters, pers com. 1999).

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

Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-

term monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23).

OTH-GO006: Noted. Refer to Chapter 4.23 for existing and proposed mitigation. Thank you
for yaur concern.
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every tree, and the effects this has between — between
slapping additional students in overcrowded schools,
roads that weren’t meant to handle an additional 200
family units in the small area.

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

(Statement concluded at 7:19 p.m.,

January 6, 1999.)

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

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

One is the request for renewal of lands
expanding 50 years. I am not secure in the feeling that
a 50-year lease of lands that are taken out of
circulation, basically, at the same time that the
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population of Alaska is expanding is a good thing for the
State of Alaska, nor is it a good thing for the people
who like to recreate in the wilderness. As more people
come in, the less wilderness there 1S to enjoy one’s self
in, and at the same time, the pressure on any of these
withdrawals would increase, possibly mandating the
military to close its boarders.

As I see it, in particular, the Ft. Greely west
area 1s important for our Cope Thunder Air Force and the
MOAs, but the MOASs cover only a very small military
withdrawal. Airspace is one thing, but securing
topography is an entirely different thing.

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

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

ALT-G010

ACC-G00°

ALT-GO010: Noted. The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need
for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments
which will continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible
operational military planning horizon is fimited by withdrawal renewals every 10to 15 years.
Moreover, the resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every
10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen
the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement
natural resource management measures.

ACC-G009: A legal boundary description and property history for Fort Greely are in
Appendix 1.A of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The legal boundary was
published in the Federal Register. A legal description of the lands withdrawn, and maps
showing the boundaries of these lands, were filed with the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources of the United States Senate and the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs of the United States House of Representatives. The northwest boundary of Fort
Greely West Training Area does divide Koole Lake and South Koole Lake into Army
withdrawal land and State property. The Army does not deny access to the lakes from the

State side of the lakes or from the Winter Trail access to the lakes. Please refer to Chapter
4.16 and 4.17.
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little lake called Coo Lake that people like to go and
fish in, and it bisects the lake. So on the north side

is the state land, on the south side is the military

land. They couldn’t even follow the contour of the lake,
allowing the people to recreate uninhibitedly on the
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entire lake.

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

And once again, I want to emphasize that we do
need a certain amount of military withdrawal up here.
They have been good neighbors, we want to continue to be

good neighbors, but we want to look at this very, very
closely, instead of just making a carte blanche
withdrawal for the next 50 years based upon what has
happened in the preceding 50 years. End of statement.

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

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

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

We’re concerned because so many people from our

little town site go over and recreate in these areas,

G

plus the fact that we’ve had the experience of these
supposed takeovers from the military. So we are
sensitive to it. Second end of second statement.
(Statement concluded at 7:47 p.m.,
January 6, 1999.)
(No further statements were given on
January 6, 1999.)
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DaAaN O'NEILL
2590 HOME RUN
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99709
PH. & FAX: 907/479-2988

January 6, 1999
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Is it true as Sheehan says that these lasers can create a public safety
problem due to "refraction and reflection, and ricochet problems with
tungsten carbide cores and spent uranium cores, you have to be very,
very careful to keep that stuff on post. And you all know as [ know that

USE-H015

USE-H016

USE-H017

USE-H018

RESPONSES TO COMMENT H

USE-HO015: The destruction on the ranges has occurred at the same rate and it is
cumulative. Approximately four years ago, the Army adopted a four part approach to
reversing the destruction. The program is called Integrated Training Area Management
(ITAM). Scientific data is collected on the extent of the damage, mitigation measures are
implemented, training schedules are modified, and troops are educated on maneuver
damage avoidance. (See Appendix 2.D for a detailed discussion of the ITAM program.)

USE-H016: inherent to military training and testing is the possibility of munitions misfires
and malfunctions. Rules and regulations exist to remove ordnance which lands outside
approved Impact Areas. The Army is unaware of any “violations of the Fort Greely
environmental statement” to which the commentor refers. The Army is subject to all
applicable environmental laws and regulations.

USE-HO017 and HO18: Laser employment is only conducted on approved targets. Each
target has been evaluated for faser use in accordance with Department of Defense heaith
and safety standards. Approval is based on despecularized conditions, which means no
reflective materials on the target or within 2,000 feet of the target. Reflection occurs only in
areas of standing water (mirror-like pools), but the energy is reflected back into the airat the
same angle that it hits the water. Due to absorption and divergence, the refiected beam
poses no threat to airborne individuals. The only threat would be to individuals looking
directly into the main beam. All individuals within 2,000 feet of the targets utilize protective
eyewear so there is no threat from lasers. All military training is restricted when caribou or
bison are present on the ranges.

Army range policy does not altow Depleted Uranium for general use on Impact Areas. It is
only authorized under a special use permit.
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you can lase and blind animals and blind people if it's not being done
right and you can do it at tremendous distances"? (LHS p. SCP-84)

Is it true as Sheehan says that the Ft Wainwright Yukon Training Area
lacks "the terrain required by regulation to keep fired munitions and

laser beams within prescribed impact areas, boundaries and on post"?

(LEIS p. SCP-45)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i

USE-H019

USE-H020

USE-H021

USE-H022

USE-H023

FISH-H004

USE-H024

USE-H025

USE-H026

USE-H027

USE-H028

USE-H029

USE-H019: The Impact Area is the ground and associated airspace within the training
complex used to contain fired or launched ammunition and explosives and the resulting
fragments, debris, and components from various weapon systems. A weapon system
Impact Area is the area within the surface danger zone used to contain fired, or launched
ammunition, and explosives and the resulting fragments, debris, and components. Indirect
fire weapon system Impact Areas include probable error for range and deflection. Direct fire
weapon system Impact Areas encompass the total surface danger zone from the Firing
Point or to a position downrange representing the maximum distance (AR350-2) and
appropriate Department of Defense Range Safety Regulations.

USE-H020: This LEIS is not proposing to create new Impact Areas on Fort Greely or
change the use of existing Impact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, and
Michigan Lakes Impact Areas (see Figure 2.c) are designated as Impact Areas. All are used
for limited periods and are normally used for non-dud producing ammunition or explosives,
which are cleared and returned to other training support purposes following termination of
firing. This use of the Lakes Impact Areas will continue through the proposed withdrawal
renewal.

USE-H021: Non-dud ammunition records are kept for an indefinite period with other range
statistics. Records on dud-producing expenditures are kept permanently per military
regulations. U.S. Army Alaska recognizes the inconsistencies in its record keeping on range
use at Fort Wainwright and will correct that situation.

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

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

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

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

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



GE-6

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

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

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

USE-H028: Current, on-going decontamination efforts by the military are described in the response to
POL- A0O2.

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

USE-H029: This LEIS discloses all known impacts from the military’s use of the withdrawal lands.
Additional data needs to be collected to more completely assess the military’s impacts on the environment.
Chapter 4.23 discusses the proposed data collection and monitoring programs which will be implemented
if the withdrawals are renewed. These programs will provide U.S. Army Alaska the scientific data to
determine the extent of damage and formulate mitigation measures to reverse and prevent further
environmental damage. This data is a critical component for the Army’s Integrated Training Area
Management Program (see Appendix 2.D for a detailed discussion of the ITAM program).
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otior bewele L 4bssk S atvors bisg Hob Cosho)
54/ Phtn ool e oo on wproveient ol Contio]
51'/44 S§Hrte ©N/7 6. decroce Bewonstader o, (9ex of
(rsoew led5e. of N/ MJL‘? A an 0bJectesrk b poiéca,{

é/@y -/Duucc»nof FG&IK&QFM, T dopll fonk Closéany
appreciste oo ‘P

RESPONSES TO COMMENT |

SUB-1005: Chapter 4.20 did not clearly state that access for subsistence
users would improve under State as well as Bureau of Land Management
control. The wording has been changed accordingly.
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U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

COMMENT SHEET

DATE: / - é i 99
OOMMEN'rOR’S NAME: g B’%A/] Qg M‘(LL

COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS:_ /) () Ha/éé St
FAKS . BK  §970)

COMMENTOR REPRESENTING: SELF: ORGANIZATION: k

ORGANIZATION .
NAME: LW7NA] W .

ADDRESS: L0 M 574
FOES P& 990/

OLLIA g

RESPONSES TO COMMENT J

ACC-J010 ACC-J010: Temporary closures can occur due to military activity. Temporary
and permanent closures of roads or trails may occur tc meet resource
management objectives. Several planned resource management projects will
improve trails. U.S. Army Alaska does not have plans to close any of the existing
roads on Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or Fort Greely.
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U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

COMMENT SHEET

&/99
COMMENTOR’S NAME: ﬁDD JOYCE
COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS: D114 JUDY LAWE

NORTY POLE, AK. 94705

SELF: l

COMMENTOR REPRESENTING: ORGANIZATION:
ORGANIZATION
NAME:
ADDRESS:
COMMENTS: 77 ould be very deswable Jo

exclvde fhe Bewwer Creek azfea*ﬂvm $he
vorewal.  This aren shovld be mcarﬂamfz/z/
‘ to the  Cueng Frer State Keyemtion 7% /n
s vegard, 1S nel acceplable 7o lock vp Phis
a.ren ﬁfr W nex? 50 yeavs, e_rlitry
;iﬁw?/l&/ ﬂ/mﬂzf ?4/7[/‘j/l€1r LM&/M, avea 7> B
an altorwte stz 4o allow 7his area to safely
become  vsable o Wpaé/tbr

ALT-KO11

RESPONSES TO COMMENT K

ALT-KO011: Noted. Please refer to Chapter 2.3.3 for a discussion of the
importance of this area’s training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness
and the excessive impacts to military training with the loss of the Beaver Creek-
South Fork area. Loss of the Beaver Creek-South Fork Area would severely
hamper the use of northern target formations, which would reduce the
effectiveness of military training by affecting the miiitary’s ability “to conduct
realistic combat training. This ultimately degrades the combat capability of
military units in Alaska. Due to the excessive impacts to military training and the
importance of this area’s training infrastructure in achieving combat readiness,
the Army and Air Force eliminated this alternative from further study.
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U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

COMMENT SHEET

DATE: b S 9

COMMENTOR’S NAME: D o4 E KAgist

COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS: -0 . Box_ Slot22
' ADTH Pute, Al 2AFe5”

COMMENMTOR REPRESENTING: SELF: 2 E ORGANIZATION:

ORGANIZATION
NAME:

ADDRESS:

COMMENTS: i wWglt TRoopesy PResonthaucs. LT meuf
L

Torigs The corTwod Vse 58 Ths L amny Senti] RESPONSES TO COMMENT L

broonT o Lacd b TRAwiINg IS Vil e GTRoS3 ALT-L012 ALT-L012: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

ol Mases pus hs US

_pﬁf YA
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ALASKA ARMY LANDS WITHDRAWAL
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
OPEN HOUSE

Thursday, January 7, 1999
2:00 p.m. to &:00 p.m.
Volume 1 of 1

Proceedings Held
at
Egan Center Board Room
555 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska

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

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
2

PROCEEDINGS
(First statement convened at 3:06 p.m.)
PAMELA MILLER: I’m Pamela K. Miller, and
I’m a biologist and program director of Alaska
Community Action on Toxics, which is a nonprofit
organization dedicated to protecting environmental
and human health from the toxic impacts of
contaminants, and I’d just like to register some oral
comments today, and I’ll be submitting more detailed
written comments by the comment deadline.
But I want to say I have a very
fundamental concern about the extension of the
withdrawal for the continued use of these training
areas by the military for bombing and other training
activities involving artillery, primarily because
there has been no ecological assessment of the
impacts of past and present testing on those ranges,
and I’m concerned not only about the safety hazards

POL-M007

RESPONSES TO COMMENT M

POL-MO0O07: Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-A002. Proposed
mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-
term monitoring and remediation program for physical resources as outlined in
Chapter 4.23.
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' to humans but also the chronic and cumulative
' long-term impacts of the toxicological hazards
associated with the munitions testing and the
- potential contamination of surface and groundwater.
And my opinion about this is that the
- military should not be allowed continued use of these
lands until a comprehensive assessment has been done

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
3

to determine what the impacts have been, major extent
of the contamination that exists on the land, and the
potential migration of contaminants into surface
groundwater and into other potential exposure
pathways, including wildlife and humans.
So I guess that’s all I"d like to say
right now. I will be submitting written comments.
(Statement concluded at 3:08 p.m.)

MIDNIGHT SUN COURT REPORTERS (907) 258-7100
4

CERTIFICATE

I, DEIRDRE J.F. RADCLIFFE, Verbatim Shorthand
Reporter and Notary Public in and for the State of
Alaska, do hereby certify:

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

I the proceedings taken at that time; and that I am not
a party to nor have I any interest in the outcome of
. the action herein contained.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand
- and affixed my seal this  day of ,
1999.

DEIRDRE I.F. RADCLIFFE
Notary Public for Alaska
My Commission Expires: 5-19-02



cv6

N

U.S. ARMY ALASKA LANDS WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

COMMENT SHEET

DATE:_1/7/99

COMMENTOR’S NAME:

COMMENTOR’S ADDRESS:

Jack &. McCombs

P.0. Box 71128

Fair banks, AK 99707
COMMENTOR REPRESENTING: SELF: # ORGANIZATION:
ORGANIZATION
NAME:
ADDRESS:
COMMENTS:

1) 50 Year renewal far too long a period of withdrawal.

3 t1 3¢ 3 there ig every
Things change rapidly 1T the-worid—ent— 2

s 4 ; st
i i d that Ft. wainwright will not even exas
1ikelihoo 1 3+ wagn't for Sen. Stevens, probably

ALT-NO13

tTr—50—yearsyand—=f

wouldn't exist even now. TEN YEARS MAX.

i i tTo the old JoNmsorn
2) Public access must be maintained
) trail (Johnson rdad, newly developed and named

Brigadier poad, €tc.) to_the uppeT 3 .
Originally a tractor trail egtablished in the 1930's
LO‘sﬁUyult mintngsctivities in the upper Salcha river

i i t 25 years orso
valle its use has expanded in the las
as inz;paqed numbers of persons have become dependent

ACC-NO11

upon these roads/trails to access thelr home€sy cavlIms/
traplines/mines during seasonal transitions and during
emergencies,

RESPONSES TO COMMENT N

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

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

COMMENT SHEET
pate: L/ 1/ Zf . »
COMMENTOR’S NAME: .,/ ﬂ/é 4 /’75/%/’

COMMENTOR'S ADDRESS:_ 0 52 %’{0/4«77/'4 Koed
7/£ﬂ irdbents sl

777/
COMMENTOR REPRESENTING: SELF:E_ ORGANIZATION:
ORGANIZATION
NAME:
ADDRESS:,

comments:_/ 7‘«/ Thoi KL _gewr- Ix
G g xposihve Time dvame for Crvmmnt .
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t Fe fpmids S Sonidef é(‘*'[};ﬁ’m:/ P
/"'ffﬂ“hrt{ Aeve pimiiT  pn S y\"uma/q J\,L,@é_
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ALT-0014

ALT-0015

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O

ALT-0014: Noted. The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on
the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national
defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited
by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15
years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing
to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values
and implement natural resource management measures.

ALT-0015: Army and Air Force needs require renewal of the existing
withdrawals in their entirety. Please see Chapter 2.3 for a discussion of the
alternatives eliminated from consideration in this withdrawal renewal action,
which includes the reasons for their elimination.
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ALASKA TRAPPERS ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 82177
Fairbanks, Alaska 99708

January 14, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

Re: Draft Legislative EIS - Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal

Dear Ms. Herdrich:

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

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

1. We were very disappointed to find out the meeting in Fairbanks on January 6 that was

widely billed as a public hearing, was actually nothing more than a public relations exercise by QTH-P007
the military and your organization. We often deal with bureaucracies pushing unpopular

activities and plans, so we are aware that agency personne] are trained to use the “open house

tactic” to deflect criticism. But there are times when public hearings are appropriate. When

your monitor at the doorway encouraged us to sign in for the “public hearing,” we believe you

should actually hold a public hearing and take testimony.

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

ALT-P016

3. Itis also obvious that the military should consider relinquishing the many areas it does not
actually use. The tactic of claiming that the areas are all too contaminated and it is impossible ALT-P017
to clean them up or certify them as clean, is just too transparent to be used anymore.

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

RESPONSES TO COMMENT P

OTH-PO0O07: The advertisements in the Fairbanks News Miner, Anchorage Daily
News, and the Delta Wind newspapers announced Public Meetings the first week
in January to obtain comments on the Draft LEIS. The ad further explained the
meetings will be conducted as Open Houses to give the public the opportunity to
meet with representatives on an individual basis. The dates with the locations
clearly stated Open House with a time period from 2-8:00 p.m.

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

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

ALT-P016: Noted. The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on
the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national
defense preparedness. A creditable operational military planning horizon is limited
by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource commitment,
both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a
substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to
continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the
withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement
natural resource management measures.

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

Contaminated areas on the withdrawal lands are those used as Ranges or Impact
Areas. The level of necessary decontamination efforts determines its cost. in
addition, extensive decontamination efforts impose significant impacts on the
environment. Total decontamination efforts must be weighed against the feasibility
of incurring a tremendous cost, both monetarily and environmentatly.
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experience with the impacts of military control on our user group. With continued military
control comes a dizzying array of confusing and discriminatory regulations. For example,
trappers are required to attend a military orientation and safety course, sign liability waivers,
and call in to the MP station before entering the lands to trap. Meanwhile, any number of
recreational snowmachiners, dogmushers, ATV’s, etc use the areas without restriction or
requirements.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Very truly yours,

Sdlll—=

Pete Buist
President

REC-P0G3

REC-P004

REC-PO003: The following is required to trap on the withdrawn lands.

A. Register your trap line.

B. Receive a Hunting, Trapping, and Fishing card from the Army. This requires
filling out a form and signing a safety waiver stating that you will be aware of the
military regulations. A supplement copy of the regulations is provided to
trappers at the desk and a permanent copy is also available.

C. Place signs at the start of your trap lines.

D. Call in and out when entering and leaving Army lands.

E. Fill out a harvest report at the end of the season.

These requirements do not appear to be extreme, confusing, or discriminatory.
These requirements are basically the same for all hunters. Black bear baiters
also must register bait stands, mark the area with a sign, and send in an
additional harvest report for spring black bears.

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

Name:
Orginization:

Address:

Comment:

Monday, 25 January 1999

Bill Barron

Box 59

Delta Junction, AK 99737
My family and | are opposed to any lease extension for the Fort Greely West / Yukon Training Area.

During the summer of 1998 there was a wildfire in that area. Military authorities did not permit
firefighters to enter the ranges because of the danger. As a result the fire grew out of control and
threatened to jump the river and destroy Deita Junction. This fire destroyed thousands of acres of
land.

Secondly, the Fort Greely ranges are not secure and are open to the public. If the area is s6
dangerous, then why is not compietely secured ?

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

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

Thanks

ALT-Q018

FIRE-Q003

ACC-Q012

OTH-Q008

RESPONSES TO COMMENT Q
ALT-Q018: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

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

ACC-Q012: Army Regulation 385-63 requires
marking range boundaries every 200 meters. A
waiver for Fort Greely concerning this regulationis on
file at the Directorate of Plans, Training, Security, and
Mobilization at Fort Richardson. The cost of marking
the Impact Areas every 200 meters is estimated to
cost millions of dollars. Fort Greely Range Control
announces temporary closures and areas that are ofi-
limits permanently via weekly radio announcements
Please review Figure 3.16.b for locations of access
restriction signs and gates and Chapter 3.16 and 3.17
for more detailed information on area closures.

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

3305 Arctic #202, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 FAX: (907) §63-9225 Telephone. (907) 563-9229

January 23, 1999

Ms. Cindy Hirter

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

Re: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal, Draft Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement (LEIS)

Dear Ms. Hirter,

The Alaska Miners Association appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
proposal to extend existing withdrawal of about 871,500 acres of public land in Alaska for
military purposes as outlined in the referenced LEIS. The LEIS proposes to extend the existing
withdrawals that expire November 6, 2001 for a period of 50 years, or November 6, 2051.

The Alaska Miners Association appreciates and supports the Military role in Alaska. However, ALT-R019
we have several concerns about both the length of the proposed withdrawal and the lack of any
reasonable consideration of mineral values of the withdrawn land.

Length of the Proposed Withdrawal

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

ALT-R020

Our specific concerms are directed to the mineralized land that are outside the “High Hazard
Impact Area” and the “Impact Area Buffer Zone” shown in Figures 2.b through 2.¢ when
compared to geology and minerals shown in Figures 3.4.a and .b and 3.5.a through 3.5.c.

The LEIS seems to premise the recommended 50-year cxtended withdrawal period for the of

these public lands simply on the basis that the Jand has been withdrawn for about 50 years.

There is no analysis about how the role of U.S. Military has changed in the past 50 years or on ALT-R021
how it is projected to change by 2051. Based on the changes in even the last 10 to 15 years in

Alaska, it is entirely plausible that new weapons, communication and guidance systems and a

smaller, more specialized military force would no longer need the entire 871,500 acres in the

near future. To extend the closures for 50 years without an effective evaluation of these two

issues, (1) and (2) above, would make the LEXS defective and would be arbitrary and

capricious.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT R

ALT-R019: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

ALT-R020: Refer to Chapters 1.2 and 2.1.3 for a discussion of the military’s
continuing need for the withdrawal lands.

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

ALT-R021: The trend in warfare has moved toward a highly mobile air and ground
force supported by massive firepower capable of attacking over much wider and
deeper areas. The increased range, speed, and firepower inherent in combat units
equipped with modern weapon systems have increased the need for larger training
areas. See also Military Operational Parameters, Chapter 2.1.1.

The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for substantial
jand mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments which
will continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible
operational military planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15
years. Moreover, the resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for
renewal every 10to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the
large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is
proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource
values and implement natural resource management measures.
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Recommendation: The period for withdrawal should not exceed a period of ten (10) years, or
no longer than November 6, 2011. This will require the federal government to reevaluate the
role of the Military in Alaska and how these withdrawals fit. It will also allow the State of
Alaska to reevaluate its outstanding land entitlements to see if it still wishes to get title to all or
parts of the existing withdrawal.

ALT-R022

Minerals Alternative

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

ALT-R023

The LEIS shows there are significant areas within the 871,500 acres having suspected economic
mineral values that are lightly used and are not associated with either the high hazard or buffer
zones. Given this fact, there is clearly an unevaluated alternative that provides reasonable access
to public land under the General Mining Laws, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws that must
be given full and thoughtful consideration. We made this very observation to the to BLM in
1994. For this reason, the LEIS is defective in not considering a viable alternative that is
now working successfully on other military bases and to do so is arbitrary and capricious.
Recommendation: We respectfully request that full consideration be given to an alternative MIN-R003
having public land in a military withdrawal open to the operation of the General Mining Laws,

materials sale, and mineral leasing laws in full consultation with the appropriate base commander

having the responsibility of determining when there would be a conflict between the military

mission and exploration and extraction of minerals. We are ready and willing to assist in

developing such an arrangement and procedure. Minerals uses in the high hazard and buffer

zones are likely not appropriate, but this should be evaluated to validate that fact.

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

ALT-R024

ALT-R022: Noted. See previous two responses.

ALT-R023: Noted.

MIN-R0O03: Please refer to Chapter 2.3.4 for a discussion of an
alternative where the Bureau of Land Management would retain
authorization for mineral extraction on the withdrawal lands.

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

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

The Alaska Miners Association assumes that federal legislation will be proposed to implement

the final LEIS. As discussed above, any federal legislation to extend the existing withdrawals ALT-R024
should be not extend beyond the year 2011 and should contain a provision for shared decision cont.
making by Department of the Interior, Department of Defense and State of Alaska to provide

reasonable access for mineral prospecting and mineral extraction when determined compatible

with the primary military mission.

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

Mineral Information

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

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

State Selection and Federal Mining, Materials Sale, and Mineral Leasing I aws.

A valid State selection segregates the federal land selected from location and entry under the

General Mining Laws, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws. Under Alaska mining law, a

person may enter selected land and by posting and notice create a prospective future private

mineral right. That future right is consummated only when two things happen: (1) The State MIN-R0O05
receives title to the land from the federal government [such cannot occur until the military

withdrawals expire or the area is no longer needed for military purposes and the withdrawal is

MIN-RQ04: The LEIS (Chapter 4.5) also emphasizes the role of modem
methods in locating important mineral deposits.

Conducting airborne geophysical surveys for mineral resource developmentis
not a requirement for the military use of the withdrawai lands.

MIN-RO005: Please refer to the response to comment ALT-R020.
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removed] and (2) The land has not otherwise been closed to mineral entry under State law.
Mineral properties located under this provision can be developed into operating mines only with
specific approvals of both the State and Bureau of Land Management, and in this case the local
base commander.

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

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

(2) Explicitly recognize the existing state selection but permit entry and mining
operations under the General Mining Laws, mining, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws with
a provision that the federal mining claims be converted to state mining claims automatically
when the land is transferred to State ownership.

Conclusion

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

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

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

Sincerely,

= (b0

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director

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

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

MIN-ROO5
cont.
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ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

3305 Arctic #202, Anchorage, Alaska 93503 FAX: (907) 563-9225 Telephone: (307} 563-9229

February 5, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

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

Dear Ms Herdrich,

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

Past Army Planning Documents and Promises

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

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

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

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

On page 56 this commitment to joint review and evaluation is repeated: “...reexamine what areas may
be suitable for opening by 1996 and at least every five years thereafter.” This management plan also
states that no consideration was given to lode mining or coal development. This means that some of the
most important mineral projects in Alaska were not considered in the Army/BLM joint findings. One
example is the Pogo Project located about 35 miles northeast of Delta Junction. With an estimated
resource of more than 5.2 million ounces of gold, Pogo is now the ighest priority exploration target area
in North America and the surrounding lands are nearly all covered with state mining claims. This has all
occurred over the past 5 years. Regarding coal, in 1994 the State of Alaska held a competitive coal lease
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sale in the Jarvis Creek Coal Field to the south of Delta Junction. Given the mineral endowment of the
area and the tremendous interest by mineral companies it is crucial that lode minerals and coal be evaluated
in all planning and the Final LEIS.

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

Pages 16 and 46 of this Fort Wainwright 1994 document repeats the statements the Fort Greely document
referenced above regarding joint Army/BLM evaluation of the minerals every five years.

The Fort Knox Mine is near Fort Wainwright and the lands being considered in the EIS are prospective
for the same type of mineral deposit found at Fort Knox. Fort Knox is one of the largest gold mines in the
U.S. and is producing at a rate of 400,000 ounces per year while providing more than 250 skilled,
permanent, year-around jobs. These jobs are extremely important, especially considering the recent and
on-going reductions in the mititary activity inn Alaska. There are also numercus adjacent mineral properties
such as True North and these were also evidently ignored in the joint Army/BLM finding.

The Final LEIS sheuld: 1) include a complete evaluation of the mineral potential of the lands inside the
two military withdrawals; 2) evaluate and discuss the findings regarding mineral development
compatibility with Army uses as promised in these documents; 3) specifically show the rationale used by
Army/BLM and the extent that mineral exploration and production were or were not compatible with
military use inside and outside the hazard/buffer areas shown in the 1998 LEIS; 4) present and discuss how
the mineral compatible finding commitment will be completed for the five-year period 1996-2001; 5) fully
justify the change from a joint 5 year evaluation to the 50 year closure being proposed; and 6) as discussed
below the adverse impacts to mineral lands outside the withdrawals where access would likely be through
the withdrawal.

Finally, will the 1996-2001 minerals reconsideration be available for consideration prior to the introduction
of legislation to extend the existing withdrawals, and if not, why? Given the inconsistencies between the
current proposed 50 year withdrawal and past promises of joint Army/BLM evaluation every five years,
to not fully evaluate the mineral potential and address the other related issues would be arbitrary and
capricious and constitute a fatal flaw for the Final LEIS.

Analysis of Mineral Potential

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

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

2

MIN-RO21

MIN-R022

MIN-R023

MiIN-RG21: The publication provided by Alaska Miners Association provides
details about the mining industry’s activities, expenditures, jobs, and
production in Alaska in 1997. The LEIS (Chapter 3.5) acknowledges the high
level of activity in Alaska’s mining industry, and recognizes the importance of
the Fort Knox and Pogo projects. However, lands within the withdrawals were
not previously identified as high priorities by the mining industry. Accessissues
notwithstanding, the withdrawals are largely covered by floodplain deposits
and thick overburden which, in the past, made them somewhat less attractive
for exploration.

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

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

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

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

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

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

MIN-RG22: This request is ouiside the scope of the LEIS. This LEIS only
address issues that will occur after 2001. These requests are evaluated on a
case-by-case basis.

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

Regarding the Eielson Pluton, Chapter 3.5 Locatable Minerals will be amended
to note that geochemistry is not always a conclusive indicator of gold
favorability.
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at the Eielson pluton for its potential to host gold mineralization. Plutonic rocks that host gold
mineralization at Donlin Creek in southwest Alaska, for example, do not always show a positive gold
favorability using this method.

2. Asindicated in the Draft LEIS, the potential to host massive sulfide deposits that contain lead, zinc,
copper and precious metals 1s moderate to high for both the Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright areas. For
example Grayd Resources recently announced a significant grade and tonnage estimate for their
volcanogenic massive sulfide (VMS) deposits on Dry Creek, about 6 miles west of the western boundary
of the Fort Greely military withdrawal. It is certain that both withdrawn areas would be explored for
massive sulfide deposits of either the shale-hosted (like Red Dog) or VMS types, if these lands were open
to mineral entry under either the federal or state mining laws. The VMS deposits are associated with a belt
of Devonian-Mississippian metamorphosed voleanic rocks that crop out more-or-less continuously across
the Fort Wainwright withdrawal and along the southern and western boundaries of the Fort Greely
withdrawal. A parallel belt of black shales may contain shale hosted minerlization. The deposit
description summaries are correctly stated in the Draft LEIS, however, the potential areas as depicted on
Figure 3.5a should be exiended to include the lands described above because they are underlain by
lithologic units having a high potential for economic mineral deposits.

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

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. If we can be of assistance in
development of a plan to effectively evaluate the mineral potential of these two withdrawal areas, logical

access routes across the withdrawal areas, or other such issues please contact us.

Sinc\erely,

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director

ce: Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Young
Governor Tony Knowles
DNR Comimissioner John Shively

MIN-R024

MIN-R0O25

MIN-RO26

MIN-RG24: Changes have been made in Figures 3.4.a, 3.4.b, and 3.5.b to
conservatively extend some of the geologic units beyond the withdrawal
boundaries. The text in Chapter 3.5 has also been amended to inciude a
discussion of current exploration for VMS mineralization in the Bonnifield District.

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

MIN-R026: The statement will be omitted from the Final LEIS. The commentor
correctly states that mining is subject io stringent State and Federal
environmental regulations, and the same point is made in the Draft LEIS (Chapter
4.5). Permits would not be issued for mining activities on any State or Federal
Jands without an assessment of potential impacts and mitigating measures.

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

Conducting an evaluation of the mineral potential, including airborne geophysical
surveys, is not a requirement for the military use of these withdrawal lands.
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Januvary 26, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Educational Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

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

Recordkeeping

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

When the program terminated in the late 1960's, records of the testing

inexplicably disappeared, apparently destroyed. What files remain confirm

sloppy record-keeping which failed to identify the type of weapons being tested or

how and when they were disposed of. (Neilson, Johnathan M.; Armed Forces on a

Northern Frontier: The Military in Alaska's History, 1867-1987; Greenwood Press;

1988; p. 210.)

. USE-T031
I wonder if the secretary is aware that the US Army in Alaska is currently
sending tens of thousands of munitions annually into public lands and failing
te recerd the quantity and type of these munitions? Incredibly, on page 2-23
of the LEIS, the Army indicates that only records for the last two years are
available. And that fact is followed by this rather amazing notation:

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

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

i.} Is the Army destroying these records every two years?

2.} Or is the Army refusing to make these records available to the
preparers of this report?

RESPONSES TO COMMENT T

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

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

All munition records, except those subject to security concerns, are
available to the public upon proper reguest.
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3.) Is the Army deliberately failing to record the munitions expenditure
information 74% of the time? If not, how does the Army explain a 74%
failure rate?

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

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

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

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

Socioeconomics
Fires

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

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

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

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

a) the loss of commercially valuable timber?

b) the loss of wildlife habitat?

c) the loss of traplines?

d) the loss of recreational use?

e) the loss of scenic values relating to the area's earning power
as a tourist destination?

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

100 Mile Creek Fire

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

USE-T031
cont.

SOC-T008

SOC-T008 and T009: Please refer to Appendix 3.19.D for information on
the dollar cost to fight fires on the withdrawal lands.

Loss of Wildlife Habitat

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

Traplines, Recreational Use, and Tourism

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

The survey of military personnel (Appendix 3.19.C) clearly indicates that
tourism is increased because of the military presence. Thus, a significant
amount of tourism in the Delta area will be lost as troops are moved to
Fairbanks. They will receive their visitors in Fairbanks instead of Deita.

Timber

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

The Draft LEIS indicated the State harvests a very small fraction of the
allowable cut. Recent opposition to State timber sales in interior Alaska
serves to demonstrate that were the withdrawal lands of commercial timber
guality, very little would in fact be sold.
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

P.O. Box 605

Delta Junction, AK 99737

PHONE: (907) 895-4484

FAX: (907) 895-4833

EMAIL: sdubois @
fishgame. state.ak.us

January 25, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Coliins, CO 80523

Dear Ms. Herdrich:

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

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

2. The EIS appears to subdivide the Lakes impact area into several new impact areas.
Contaminating additional acreage with munitions will prevent use of the area for on-the-
ground wildiife management activities and hunting by the public. 1 am opposed to live
weapon firing into any areas on Ft. Greely that are currently uncontaminated with
ordinance.

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

4. lItis also difficult to comment on this EiS from the wildlife perspective without the Army’s

1998-2002 Draft Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan for Ft. Greely being
finalized.

Sincerely,

St s

Steve DuBois
Wildlife Biologist

WILD-S001

USE-S030

WILD-S002

WILD-S003

RESPONSES TO COMMENT S

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

USE-S030: This LEIS is not proposing to create new impact Areas on Fort
Greely or change the use of existing Impact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona,
Nevada, Oregon, and Michigan Lakes Impact Areas (see Figure 2.c) are
designated as Impact Areas. Ali are used for limited periods and are
normally used for non-dud producing ammunition or explosives, which are
cleared and returned to other training support purposes following
termination of firing. This use of the Lakes Impact Areas will continue
through the proposed withdrawal renewal.

WILD-S002: This Environmental Impact Statement (E!S) is not intended
to be a management plan for wildlife or any other resource. The
Cooperative Agreement for Management of Fish and Wildlife Resources on
Army Lands in Alaska, the Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plans, required by the Sikes Act (16 USC 670a et seq.), and the Delta Bison
Management Plan, are the documents governing wildlife management.
The EIS does present mitigation for wildlife resources. The mitigation is in
Chapters 4.12, 4.13, 4.14, and 4.23. The proposed mitigation includes the
need for review of the Cooperative Agreement so changes can be made for
management of wildlife species.

WILD-S003: The sensitive wildlife habitat maps within the LEIS give the
latest information from the Alaska Fish and Game biologists. This
information has been added to the Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan, which will assist in the analysis of wildlife impacts.
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Creek Fire was left to burn unchecked until it moved off the bombing range
and threatened structures on state land. Ultimately, it burned 64,000 acres.
The BLM has stated that $661,000 of public money was spent to fight this fire.

Carla Iake Fire

Last year $15 million of public money was spent to suppress the Carla Lake
Fire. It was started by lightning on the bombing range, then grew
substantially when fire crews were pulled off the job. The crews had to retreat
after encountering an unexploded mortar round near their camp, which was
outside the bombing range buffer zone. $15 million dollars of public 1noney
seems an amount that ought to have been noticed by the Army in preparing a
report that so carefully notes the economic benefits of bombing.

Haidukovich Fire

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

Charley River Fire

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

Crime

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

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

Sincerely,

SOC-T009

SOC-T008 and TO0S cont.:

Crime

There are no statistics to show that military personnel contribute significantly to
crime. Military personnel should not be characterized as prone to drunken
driving, larceny, and theft, any more than persons in mining, forestry, fishing,
or the tourist service industries (whichever occupations are employed in
alternative uses of the withdrawal lands). Fairbanks compares favorably with
the rest of the United States as far as crime is concerned.
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U Jules V. Tileston
4780 Cambridge Way
Anchorage, AK 99503

January 28, 1999

Cindy Hirter

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

Subject: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal, Draft Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement (draft LE]S)

Dear Ms. Hirter:

1 have reviewed the draft LEIS proposing a 50-year extension of existing military withdrawals on
about 871,500 acres of land near Fairbanks and Delta Junction, Alaska. The existing withdrawal
expires on November 6, 2001. If Congress enacts legislation to implement the proposal, the
withdrawal would next expire on November 6, 2051.

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

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

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

° State selections cover the entire areas within the proposed 50-year extension of existing
withdrawals.
° Minerals, except for mineral materials (sand and gravel) used by the Military were not now

available. Therefore, no consideration was necessary.

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

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

I am strongly opposed to an arbitrary and capricious 50-year postponement for the State of Alaska
and through the State, local governments to have an opportunity to get their Congressionally
approved entitlements. Adccordingly, I respectively recommend that the existing militarywithdrawals
be for not more than 15 to 20 years.

This much shorter period also recognizes the fact that the Military mission in Alaska has, and
continues to, evolve significantly. During the past 15 to 20 years some withdrawn lands have been
determined to no longer be needed for Military purposes and the State now has ownership. Only
recently the base at Adak and at Delta Junction, Alaska have been declared unnecessary for the future
Military mission. I do not intend to imply that 871,500 acres are now excess, or that they will be
excess. However, the draft LEIS provides no meaningful way to evaluate the projected future
Military mission in Alaska until the year 2051!

An alternative not adequately considered in the draft LEIS is the option of transferring significant
portions of the land outside the hazard/bufffer areas to the State of Alaska for public recreation and
mining with a proviso that the Military mission identified in the draft LELS continues to be the
superior use in accord with a land use plan jointly developed by the local Base Commander and the
State.

Consideration of Mineral Resources

The draft LEIS considered a single minerals alternative that can be paraphrased as “Open to the full
operation of the federal mining and mineral leasing laws under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Bureau
of Land Management.” 1 agree that this alternative is appropriately discarded from detailed
consideration. But the draft LEIS is seriously flawed because it neither considers, nor evaluates any
other minerals alternative. The draft LEIS ignores the fact that P.L. 96-606 does provide for other
uses and that other military bases have concurrent access to mineral resources.

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

ALT-U025

-

A

MIN-U006

RESPONSES TO COMMENT U

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

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

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

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

MIN-UQ06: The commenior correctly states that mining is subject to
stringent State and Federal environmental regulations, and the same
point is made in the Draft LEIS (Chapter 4.5). Permits would not be
issued for mining activities on any State or Federal lands without an
assessment of potential impacts and mitigating measures.

The analysis of the No Action Alternative describes potential impacts if
Congress does not grant the withdrawal renewals. The discussion is not
provided to support the withdrawal renewals, but to provide a
comparison of potential impacts under each alternative.
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exploration and mining have changed in Alaska. Each of these new mines has also produced new or
revised geologic theories on where economic mineral deposits are likely to be discovered since the
original withdrawal of these lands 50 years ago. Comparing hazard/buffer zones shown in Figures
2.b through 2.e with mineral resources in Figures 3.4.a and .b and 3.5.a through 3.5.c shows there
are significant potential economic mineral resource areas that are not in conflict with a live-fire
Military mission.

The final LEIS should evaluate the experiences of other Military bases where exploration and
production of mineral values are considered ok. That new minerals alternative should also be based

on the fact that mining operations in Alaska are controlled by both federal mining and mineral leasing

laws and by Alaska Mining Law. There are active partnerships between the State and Bureau of Land
Management that provide for environmentally responsible mining operations that Governor Knowles
describes as being “Open for Business” and “Doing It Right.” That new minerals alternative also
should make it clear that the appropriate Base Commander has the responsibility for determining what
is or is not compatible with the Military missions described in the draft LEIS.

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

A valid State selection segregates the federal land selected from location and entry under

federal mining, materials sale, and mineral leasing laws. Under Alaska mining law, a person may enter
selected land and create by posting and notice a prospective future private mineral right. That future
right is consummated only when two things happen:

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

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

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

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

MIN-UQ06
cont.

MIN-U006 cont.: Mineral development compatibility with Army
uses has been evaluated by the military and the BLM on a case-
by-case basis whether it is appropriate to open the withdrawal
lands to the mining laws that do not conflict with the military
mission.

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

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

The statement “if not done carefully” is omitted from the Final LEIS.
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o Explicitly recognize the existing provision of State mining law to create prospective future
private mineral property right with Bureau of Land Management, Base Commander, and State of
Alaska controlling the on-the-ground mineral activity with due deference to the Military mission.

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

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

Summary

I generally support and appreciate the historic role of the Military mission in Alaska. The Mission,
however, is changing rapidly and there is no substantive discussion about why the withdrawal should
be extended until November 6, 2051. The adverse impacts to the State and local governments from
not getting a timely opportunity to reduce outstanding land entitlements granted by Congress to
Alaska have not been considered at all.

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

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

Sincerely ,

. ’ A
Aihenl J‘L/Mﬁb
y V. Tileston

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

MIN-U006
cont.
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Jules V. Tileston
4780 Cambridge Way
Anchorage, AK 99503

January 29, 1959

Ms. Cindy Hirter

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

Subject: Supplemental Comments on the Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal,
Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (draft LEIS)

Dear Ms Hirter,
Please include these supplemental comments to my comments dated January 28, 1999.
I just came across two documents that I believe require consideration in the Final LEIS:

4 Fort Greely--Proposed Resource Management Plan for the Fort Greely Maneuver Area and
Fort Greely Air Drop Zone, Final Environmental Impact Statement, BLM/AK/PT/94/011-
1600+080 prepared by the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management,
Steese/White Mountains District Office and the U.S. Army 6th Infantry Division (Light),
dated 1994 and

° Fort Wainwright, Yukon Maneuver Area--Proposed Resource Management Plan, Final
Environmental Impact Statement, BLM/AK/PT/94/011-1600+080 prepared by the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Steese/White Mountains District
Office and the U.S. Army 6th Infantry Division (Light), dated 1994

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

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

Proposed Action 23 says that the land will remain closed to all form of mineral material disposal, both
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sale and free use, other than that which supports military activity. (pages 17 and 18)

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

Pages 16 and 46 of the Fort Wainwright 1994 document repeats the statements the Fort Greely
document referenced above, except these are now Proposed Action 15 and Proposed Action 16,
respectively.

The Final LEIS should discuss the findings about mineral compatibility promised in Proposed Action
22 and Proposed Action 15. In particular the joint Army/BLM finding and the extent, if any, new
mineral information such as the True North and other mineral properties near the Fort Knox Mine
and the exploration work at the Pogo mineral property were or were not considered. Also the Final
LEIS should specifically show the rationale used by Army/BLM and the extent that mineral
exploration and production were or were not compatible with the Military use outside the
hazard/buffer areas shown in the 1998 LEIS. The Final LEIS should also present and discuss how
the mineral compatible finding commitment will be completed for the five-year period 1996-2001.
Finally, will the 1996-2001 minerals reconsideration be available for consideration prior to the
introduction of legislation to extend the existing withdrawals, and if not, why?

Sincerely,

\
) R
\ W[’,/’ »2&;'1,—4:‘:3\

.
7

/
[rd

Jules V. Tileston

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

MIN-UCO7

MIN-U008

ALT-U026

MIN-U009

MIN-UO007: Mineral development compatibitity with Army uses
has been evaluated by the military and the BLM on a case-by-
case basis whether it is appropriate to open the withdrawal lands
to the mining laws that do not conflict with the military mission.

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

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

MIN-UQ09: An evaluation of the compatibility of mineral
development with Army uses during 1996-2001 is not within the
scope of the LEIS because these lands are currently withdrawn
until November 6, 2001. This LEIS proposes to renew the
withdrawal beginning November 6, 2001.
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Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Colorado State University.

Fort Collins. CO 80523-1500

U.S. Army Alaska Lands Withdrawal Renewal
Envircenmental Impact Statement

Steve Adams
P.0. Box BL814
Fairbanks. Alaska 99708-1814

I represent myself, my comments follow:

I have several concerns, but want to assure you that I fully
support the mission of the U.S. Armed Forces. and want them
to have whatever resources they need here in Alaska. I
served in the U.S. Army at Fort Greely in the early 60" s.
so am familiar with the areas in question. I have a very
deep concern for the fact that there seems to be no limit on
what can take place on these lands, for S0 vears if this is
approved, No one, Military or civilian. should be aranted
that kind of ligcensge when poliuting the environment

1 It

appears that the ranges are. and will continue to be
under ‘this plan, contaminated at will, with no restriction
on the material to be dumped in there for S0 vears.

2. It also appears that the areas of contamination will
increase In size,., and possibly substantially as newer and
more destructive devices stiil in development are tested and
deploved. again with no restriction on the materials used.
or control of pollution for 50 vears. It s not speiled out
in the plan, and the Regulations referenced are. it appears.
sublject to change at the whim of the miiitary.

3. Ma effort is currently being made to adequately address a
clean up process, or in fact, if a clean up will ever be
attempted. The referenced 5 year rotational range clean up
is a "Police call" - pick up those cigarette butts* type
action, that deals with oniy obvious, visible. surface
contamination. removed by a number of servicemen walking in
a line through the area.

4. Verv troubling is the unanswered gquestion in the LEIS as
to whether or not it would ever be possible - either
financiallv or logistically - to clean up the ranges.
Fairbanksans are well aware of the "Little guy" who was put
out of business and bankrupted in Fairkanks in the nct too
distant past over an issue of soil contamination bv

USE-V032

USE-V033

MIT-Vv004

MIT-V005

RESPONSES TO COMMENT V

USE-V032: See Chapter 2.1.3.5 Decontamination and Proposed Mitigation in
Chapter 4.23.

USE-V033: This LEIS is not proposing to create new Impact Areas on Fort Greely
or change the use of existing Impact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona, Nevada, Oregon,
and Michigan Lakes Impact Areas (see Figure 2.c) are designated as Impact Areas.
All are used for limited periods and are normally used for non-dud producing
ammunition or explosives, which are cleared and returned to other training support
purposes following termination of firing. This use of the Lakes Impact Areas will
continue through the proposed withdrawal renewal. Also see Proposed Mitigation in
Chapter 4.23.

MIT-V004, V005, and V006: Please refer to response for POL-A002. Current
decontamination efforts are described including an ordnance cleanup history by the
Air Force (see Appendix 2.C).

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

There are inherent risks associated with public access of military land. Public access
is allowed, recognizing that the primary use of the land is for military use.
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automotive batteries., No effort was made to allow him tc
continue contamination the soll for the next B0 vears. he
was expected to clean it up ! Do we have a different
standard for the government/military 7

5. If public access and use is really to be encouraged on
the lands in guestion, how can that e reconciled with the
obvious fact there are no standards for clean up or the
amount of pollutants allowed to accumulate ?

MIT-V006

6. I am very disturbed by constantiy finding in the study
that there is no baseline data for pollution and
contaminates. It’s hard to believe that in all the vears
that these areas have peen in use by the militarv. no
studies have been done. Seems to me I can recall the
President. the Acrmy’s Commander-in-Chief. ordering that all
agencies of the Federal Government were fo take the lead and
set the example for being environmentally correct and
responsible. No baseline studies ?

POL-V008

7. A guick look at Table 4.6.a Tire and Track Date for the

most Common Military Vehicles used On Fort Wainwright Yukon SOIL-V002
Training Area and Fort Greely (Richmand in Blaisdell 1991

is most instcuctive. Thirteen of the 21 possible responses

are listed as unavailable. Nobody knew. or bothered to tcy

and find ocut, the width of a truck and it's contact area ? 1

would suggest that somebody could have made a trip (or a

phone caltil) to any new truck dealer for at least saome of the

missing data.

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

FIRE-V004

?. The LEIS does not address, as it probably cannot. the airc
guality issues that may arise as the result of weaponry now
in development. This again raises the issue of the long term
withdrawal reguested. and calls to gquestion how and when
those i1ssues could/would he addressed, certainly not affer
S0 years ?

AIR-V001

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

a. Impacts on water quality cf submerged lands
(property below the nigh mean water mark) due to -
mititary use. and

LAND-V002

MIT-V006: See previous page.

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

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

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

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

LAND-V002 and V003: The jurisdiction of submerged lands on the withdrawal
properties will not be resolved in this LEIS. The State of Alaska, Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Land, has indicated interest in the Delta River, including an
ownership interest in the lands submerged under the Delta River. U.S. Army Alaska
is reviewing the Division of Land’s ownership claim. The Division of Land has also
requested cleanup of the Delta River. U.S. Army Alaska has noted that training uses
of the area will continue.
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b, Jurisdiction of wcvamﬁ@ma<wmzam on the withdrawal
properties. particularly the Delta River.
It would appear that nobody wants to e responsible for LAND-V003
anything. Does it matter who has Jjurisdictlion under (bd in
determining the impact on water quality 7 At best it could
be argued that one or ancther agency micht have stricier
standards than the other. but should not there be at least
an enforceable minimum. Where is the Impact on water guality
Lo be addressed 7 Must the Congress of the United States
make a decision on this matter with the number o©f unanswered
guestions that exist 72

1., The LEIS states (4.8) “"The environmental standargs
s inst which off-road vehicle disturbances and the extent
of munitions damage are measured have not vei been
zdequately defined for the Fort Wainwright Yukcn Trainina
Area and Fort Greely." It goes on to say that a general
rating scheme was presented in 1974 - that was 22 vears ago!
flas there been no effort since then to assess this issue 7
This is another area that seems to have been "blown cff" by
the Military and those who developed the LEIS, is the ena
result to be that in 50 vears the same 1974 scheme will rule
the dav 7?7 It is further stated that, "The majoritv of
miltitary activities conducted on Fort Wainwright Yukon
Training Area involve off-road Maneuvering. which accounts
for the maliority of soil damage on the training areas, Who
is to be accountable. and when will this ever happen. given
he cavaller approach to this and many other issues in the

I

tob

Al

SOIL-V003

12. The LEIS states that., "The extent of scil contamination
by ammunition has nct vet been determined at Fort Wainwriaht
Tukon Training Area and Fort Greely." This after how manv

s ? Does "Not yet" infer that a determination is
hcoming ? What affect will that have during the 50 vear
nse to contaminate that Iz being requested 7 Any appeal
hazard is found to exist ?

SOIL-V004

C

w® 0

13. "A pbaseline munitions study has not been completed for

Fort Walnwright Yukeon Training Area." Why not? Is it thought

that one is not needed ? How will it ever be determined MIT-VOO7
whether or not there is serious environmental impact 1f we

do nct have a starting point for making that determinatiocon.

I would hope that is not the answer as to why there has been

no study |

14. There are several areas in the LEIS where you can find a
statement to the effect that, " In the event of negativeiy
impacted (you pick what)__ . the impact wculd be
identified and monitored, and areas restored when feasible
(emphasis added?. I found nowhere in the LEIS a definition
of "when feasible" , no agency or individual listed as being

OTH-V009

LAND-Y002 and Y003 cont.: Please refer to Executive Summary and Chapter
1.8. Additional information regarding water quality and the jurisdiction of submerged
lands has been added to these sections. Chapter 3.1.1 and Chapter 4.1 describes
submerged lands and their relation to land use. Chapter 4.8.2 describes the issue of
water quality, monitoring, and decontamination of submerged lands.

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

SOIL-V003: The intent of the soil damage rating scheme as presented in Chapter
4.6 was o serve as a general evaluation tool to assess the impacts of off-road
maneuvering and munitions damage to the withdrawal lands. This particular rating
scheme was chosen because (1) the military has not developed a soil disturbance
rating scheme specific to the withdrawal lands, and (2) it was developed based on field
fests and observations of off-road vehicular traffic on Arctic tundra in Alaska. This
rating scheme is not included in the management of soils or permafrost on the
withdrawal lands and was only used an an analysis tool within this LEIS.

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

SOIL-V004: Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline
data to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources as outlined in Chapter 4.23.

MIT-V007: Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data
to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physicai resources as
outlined in Chapter 4.23.

OTH-V009:; Military activities including restoration are conducted when funding,
technology, priorities, and time permit.

Please refer to Appendix 2.D for a description of the current natural resources
management programs for the withdrawal areas.
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responsible for restoration. or to what degree restoration
would be accomplished.

I’m concerned that throughout the LEIS are statements that
ignore or gloss over issues that, were they contained in &
non-milltary LEIS. would stop any such project ln it's
tracks (no pun intended>.

15, Chapter after chapter. page after page, the LEIS states
that some adverse impacts have or can be assessed using
baseline studies either at Greely or Wainwright but not

1_9}6

Poth. and 1 have to ask, why not 2 Water is as Important an POL-V009 POL-VY009: Baseline studies have not been conducted for all resources at Fort Wainwright and Fort
issue an both aress. soils are also. etc. An example is on Greely. All existing baseline studies for resources studied at both installations are included in the LEIS.
4-2 ardir r: . / lin Heyadi i i 1 itori

page 4727 recarding water: Ft. Greely had a baseline Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitorin
munitions study: Ft. Wainwright did not: data has not been o N i 1
collected regarding damage caused by the Air Force at STuart and remediation program for physical resources as outlined in Chapter 4.23.
Creek and OklahomasDelta Creek impact areas....
16. I read time after time that "damage contral steps are

included in trainino plans....". range requlations, etc. . ™ . . . .
Seems to me that this is a cace Of the fox guscding the hen MIT-V008 MIT-V008: The Army and the Air Force have specific regulations regarding training and its
house. 1 have to question uwhy the Army has to fill and level impacts, inciuding bombing. Craters from bombing are expecied to result in the High Hazard
foxhcles when the Air Force can bomb with abandon, ignoring . . L . . .
their bomb craters, etc.? Impact Areas. The Army digs foxholes in Training Areas, not impact Areas. Training Areas are
. th biie h cull to th o . accessible by soldiers and the public, and are maintained under managementi guideiines for

ces e upilc nave ftu 2CCESS 1@ fraining lTans. ™ .
Canes Loculations  ote. so thes Can be evaiusted and USE-V034 those specific areas. Impact Areas are managed differently due to the unexploded ordnance
concerns addressed ? hazard.

17. Preferred Alternative: Retention of the lands by U.S>
Army Alaska would have some negative effects..." USE-V034: The U.S. Army Alaska Range Regulation (350-2) is a safety and procedure
Under the No Action Alternative. in most cases. *Land uses regulation for the Alaska Ranges. It is unclassified and available. The Army develops iis
would be subject to local., State and Federal Reasulations and ALT-V027 training plans to comply with AR350-2.
would involve specific planning procedures. (Emphasis
added)> .

. o e n . o ALT-V027: U.S. Army Alaska is required to follow applicable Federal, State, and local laws
State an ocal governments have ta provide specific . s .
Slanning. but Fecersl Government doss not 2 e and regulations. See Chapter 1.10.3 and the individual resource sections in Chapters 3 and 4

for pertinent laws and regulations.

18. There should be a shorter time frame for the withdrawal P 9
S0 as to be able to review where we are 5 to 1) vyears down
the road and deal with what then is the current status of ALT-V028 ALT-V028: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need for

wearonry and training needs. The fact that a 50 vear renewal
would match the current time of use is hardly a valid reason
for repeating what may nave been 50 vears wortn of mistakes.

I ¢ould go on but enough trees have already been used in %the
process of getting us to this point. The above are just one
mans aobservations and opinions. but they are serious
concerns to this one man.

substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic environments which
will continue in the future to be critical to national defense preparedness. A credible operational
military planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the
resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 years
places a substantia! burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to
continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period

Again, I fully supporr the mliitacy In Alaska and the rest and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement natural resource management
of the United States. I aisc support the rights and well

peing of all it“s inhabitants. and put environmental issues measures.

at or near the tcp of my concerns list. ! sincerely hope

that my observations will be taken as serlously as they were

written. and not plown off with some bureaucratic babpling
shout the flag. motherhooa and appie pie as is often shoved
down our throats when valld concerns are raised over the
workings of government and the future of the earth. There is
only one earth. and as past misdeeds have shown, even if
they have peen for the most part lgnored. we oftentimes only
get one chance to do it right. Let’s do this one right.

CC: Senator Stevens
Senator Murkouski
Pepresentative Young

Steve Adams
P.0. Box 81814
Fairbanks. Alaska $9708-1814

Periodic review of the Army’s use and management of the withdrawat lands would occur under
the Preferred Aliernative. in accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Plans
are written for a five year period with public, Federal and State agency participation in the
development and review process.
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Whit Hicks
P.O. Box 1417
Delta Jct., AK 99737

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Colorado State University
Fort Coilins,CO 80523-1500

February 3, 1999

Dear Ms. Herdrich,

| oppose the 50 year withdrawal by the Department of Defense (DOD) of the

Deita East and Delta West training areas. | have the several concerns and therefore,
will offer suggestions to remedy the perceived problems.

Concerns:

(1

&)

)]

4

8

Fifty years is too long to withdraw {and from any other possible use. The base
realignment of Fort Greely will devastate the local economy for years to come.
In order to pursue potential alternatives to DOD use of this land mass, the
community should have the opportunity to reconsider the land withdrawal after
a shorter period of time.

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

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

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

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

Suggestions for solutions:

(1

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

ALT-W029

MIT-W009

MIN-WO010

SOC-W010

ALT-W030

ALT-W031

RESPONSES TO COMMENT W
ALT-W029: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

MIT-WG0G09: Training exercises conducted on Alaska military lands are
regulated by USARAK Range Regulation 350-2. All actions undertaken by
the U.S. Army are required to consider their impact to the surrounding
environment and to take certain precautions to avoid impact. These include
the refilling and leveling of any foxholes, trench systems, tank traps,
hulidown positions, or explosive excavations; conducting vehicular stream
crossings in designated areas only; limiting cross-country vehicular travel
to established roads and dry trails during spring thaw; and avoiding cross-
country movement in creek bottoms, marshes, and moist tundra areas
during summer months. By limiting these activities, the chance of erosion
occurring and subsequent sedimentation leading to poor water quality will
be lessened. There have been isolated instances where Range Regulation
350-2 has not been satisfied. However, remediation has been implemented
as mandated.

In addition to these environmental considerations, damage control steps
are also included within individual training plans to minimize natural
resources damage. These steps include the protection of known sensitive
areas, repair of unavoidable maneuver damage, coordination and
permitting of any ground disturbing activities, and scheduling of natural
resources and hazardous material inspections of training areas to ensure
regulation compliance. Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plans are being developed to ensure land
stewardship and environmental protection.

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

Impacts to wetlands are regulated by various Army, Federal, and State
laws. The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act require permits before construction work using mechanized
equipment occurs, in order to maintain wetland integrity. Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act requires permits prior to commencing any work or
building of structures in navigable water of the United States. Such work
includes dredging and bank stabilization. Section 404 permits are required
for the discharge of dredged or fill material into a water of the United States,
including wetlands. These permits usually contain special provisions which
require the permittee to maintain natural drainage patterns to prevent
flooding or excessive drainage of nearby wetlands, stabilize construction
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areas to prevent erosion, prevent encroachment upon adjacent wetlands, and implement a plan
to avoid future disturbance and reestablish vegetation when such disturbance cannot be
avoided.

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

MIN-W010: Conducting an evaluation of the mineral potential, including airborne geophysical
surveys is not a requirement for the military use of these withdrawal lands.

SOC-W010: Noted. This is outside the scope of this LEIS.

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

ALT-W031: Noted. Referto Chapters 1.2 and 2.1.3 for a discussion of the military’s continuing
need for the withdrawal lands.
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review the activities by DOD over the past ten vears and negotiate terms for
extending the withdrawal for the next ten years.

Develop and implement an environmental cleanup plan for the withdrawal area.
Before any further withdrawal agreements are approved by the people of the
United States, the DOD should develop a plan 1o cleanup and remediate all
impacts to the area that occur as a resuit of training activities during the
withdrawal period. Even more important to the environment and the citizens of
the region, is the need to cleanup and remediate impacts that have already
occurred. DOD should designate 20% of its Alaska fraining budget to cleanup
and remediation of its training areas. Before the withdrawal, the DOD should
negotiate with the local communities, & reasonable amount of cleanup and
remediation and at the end of the next ten year withdrawa!, DOD must present
the accomplishments befeore further withdrawal is granted.

MIT-W010

There is insufficient geophysical and geological data available in the proposed
withdrawai areas. DOD should fund a thorough geological and geophysical
survey using the best modern technology available with the USGS {0 determine
the resource base within the withdrawal areas. Since this potential revenue will
be withdrawn from the local communities revenue base DCD should
compensate the region for its value.

MIN-WO11

BDOD should come to the table with the entire surrounding community to discuss
fair and legal compensation for the use of this massive land area. The City of
Delta Junction represents only about 25% of the local population. The greater
cemmunity is in the process of forming a borough which will encompass the
entire Delta East and West withdrawal areas. DOD representatives should
come to the table with the borough planning committee before and withdrawal
plans are finalized.

SOC-Wo11

“It has always been withdrawn” is not a reasenable justification for tying up land
that is not needed for military training. Some of the land being requested for
withdrawal need not be withdrawn to accomplish the military training objectives.
For example, most of the land east of Jarvis Creek, excluding the drop zones
should be reclaimed and returned to the state for management. Cther areas
should also be examined to determine if they are critical to military fraining.

ALT-W032

| believe my concerns are valid and represent many, if not most of the local

residents in our community. | will share my concerns with as many other agencies and
individuals as | possibly can. Please help this community to have a voice that can not
be ignored. We have the most at stake.

Sincerely,

YAy
Whit Hiéks

MIT-WO1Q: Please refer to responses for POL-ACO1T and POL-ACO2.
Proposed mitigation would impiement a program to gather baseline data
to develop a leng-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources (see Chapler 4.23).

MIN-WO11: Conducting an evaluation of the mineral potential, including
airborne geophysical surveys is not a requirement for the military use of
these withdrawal lands. :

SOC-WO011: Noted. This is outside the scope of this LEIS.

ALT-W032: See Chapter 2 for a discussion of military use of the
withdrawal lands and Military Operational Parameters.



LL-6

X

) I3

ng
(N ;  TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR ¢

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET |
DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION

% SOUTHCENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE 0O  CENTRAL OFFICE 0 PIPELINE COORDINATOR'S OFFICE
3607 iITE 370

O1-AREH

1 °C* STREET, SUI
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503-5930
FH: (807) 269-7470/FAX: (907) 561-6134

P.O. BOX 110630
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0030
PH: (807} 465-3562/FAX: (907) 465-3073

411 WEST 4TH AVENUE, SUITE 2C
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-2343
PH: (B07) 271-4317/FAX: (807) 272-0690

February 4, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523-1500

Dear Ms. Herdrich,
RE: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal Draft LEIS

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

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

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

0 N ey e oper

ALT-X033

ALT-X034

RESPONSES FOR COMMENT X
ALT-X033: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

ALT-X034: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the
need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to
national defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning
horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Morecver, the
resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every
101to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large
costs {o prepare this LEIS to continue existing operaiions, U.S. Army Alaska
is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect
resource values and implement natural resource management measures.

Periodic review of the Army’s use and management of the withdrawal lands
would occur under the Preferred Alternative. In accordance with the Sikes
Act, US. Army Alaska is preparing Iniegrated Natural Resources
Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Plans are written for
a five year period with public, Federal and State agency participation in the
development and review process.
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February 4, 1999
Page 2

time, but perhaps an assessment of what factors may be significantly different and worthy of
discussion, i.e., a withdrawal “update”, may be appropriate.

Additionally, we are available to work together, at the local level, to address some concerns
that have arisen through this draft LEIS process. These concerns include how, or when, the
PTTA can be available for public use, and how the area can be properly posted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. By reference, please include as part of our
comments the letter from Steve Dubois, Wildlife Biologist, Alaska Department of Fish and
Game, to you dated January 25, 1999. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need
additional information or discussion.

Sincerely,

NNQ ,
; /

I

Alan Phipps

Project Review Coordinator

cc:  John Katz, Governor’s Office, Washington D.C.

John Sisk, Governor's Office, Juneau

Gabrielle La Rouche, Acting Director, Division of Governmental Coordination

John Shively, Commissioner, Department of Natural Resources

Frank Rue, Commissioner, Department of Fish and Game

Joseph Perkins, Commissioner, Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities

Michele Brown, Commissioner, Department of Environmental Conservation

Debby Sedwick, Commissioner, Department Of Commerce and Economic
Development

ACC-X013

ACC-X013: This area is part of the Yukon Training Area and subject to the
same access and use restrictions as other lands not permanently closed.
This area is open to the public according to military training and scheduling.
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January 31,1999 Y

Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Mgmt of Military Lands
Vocational Education Bldg

Colorade State University

Ft. Collins, CO 80523

Dear Ms. Herdrich;

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

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

1. Why 50 years? Why not 5 years or 102

2. Do we know what kind of weaponry will be tested on this land
in 50 years? Do we even know what kind of weaponry will be tested
in 5 years? Do we know that 5 or 10 years, or 20 years from now
biological weaponry won't be tested on this land? The military
has used the civilian population as test subjects in the past
without their knowledge. What is to stop them from doing it
again? At least, with a shorter lease, the actions of the test
personnel would be subject to review every few years rather than
giving them a free hand for almost a lifetime.

3. How can we sign control of such a vast area away, not knowing
how it will be used? Will there be danger to the people living
around it? Wouldn't a 5 year lease give the state more control
over how the land is used?

4. Why can’t there be a corridor on either side of the rivers and
streams? I have seen munitions stored in the river bottoms below
high water lines and blown up there, releasing who knows what
into the water shed.

5. Why is it necessary to remove basic hunting camps from these
areas? I am speaking of basic tent frames, etc. Hunting, trapping
and fishing are allowed, if a person is willing to sit through a
training film and sign a statement releasing the army from
liability. What can a few small camps which are used only during
hunting season possibly hurt? The effect on such a vast area of
40-50 little camps seems miniscule.

6. Why is it necessary for training in the field to take place in
the month of September? The vast majority of civilian use would
be during this menth.It seems that there must be maintenance of
weaponry or equipment that could be taught during that time.

I.understand that the military needs this land to train. I
dispute this fact. My argument is with the time.

don't
50 years is too

ALT-Y(35

USE-Y035

USE-Y036

WATER-Y004

ACC-Y014

USE-Y037

ALT-YD36

RESPONSES TO COMMENT Y

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

USE-Y035: Military weaponry development evolves with technology. The need for
testing and training of Army and Air Force personnel will continue in the future. The
withdrawal legislation authorizes the military use the lands for training and testing. Any
withdrawal renewal term will authorize military weaponry testing. Changes to the military’s
mission in Alaska would require appropriate NEPA documentation.

The Army’s use and management of the withdrawal lands will periodically be reviewed
during the withdrawal renewal period. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska
is preparing Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort
Greely. These plans are written for a five year period with public, and Federal and State
agency participation in their development.

See Chapter 4.23 for existing and proposed mitigation.

USE-Y036: Under the Preferred Alternative, the withdrawal lands will remain in Federal
ownership. This LEIS describes the military’s use of the withdrawal lands in Chapter
2.1.3. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans, which the Army is
completing for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, describe the management,
rehabilitation, and restoration the military will prescribe on the withdrawal lands. The
Plans cover a five year term and their development is coordinated with State and Federal
resource agencies, and the public. When the Plans expire, they are reviewed, updated,
and approved under the same process for an additional five year term.

WATER-Y004: Targets are placed on gravel bars no less than 50 feet from flowing
water in the Delta River and Delta Creek. During clean-up, debris is removed from the
riverbeds and not buried within the floodplain. Remediation efforts have been proposed
and are described in Chapter 4.23.

ACC-Y014: Under the Military Lands Withdrawal Act, the military lands are withdrawn
from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws, except where the land is subject
to valid existing rights. Trespass structures constructed on the withdrawal lands are illegal.
U.S. Army Alaska does not authorize trespass structures on the its lands.

USE-Y037: Historically, September has been utilized for range maintenance. The military
utilizes this period for annual Impact Area decontamination and target maintenance. To
date, it has not resulted in the training lands being closed to the public. Please contact the
Military Police to obtain access to military lands.

ALT-Y036: Noted. Thank you for your comments.
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long to lock up land without some kind of review by the public.
We live here. We are being adversely affected by the impending
closure of the Ft. Greely Army post. The ability to hunt and make
use of the land near Delta Junction will become more important
than it already is as family incomes take a hit from loss of jobs
and the need to hunt for food for the table becomes vital to a
family's existence. For many people, hunting is a way of life and
as incomes decrease, traveling to distant areas to hunt will
become difficult, if net impossible. The ability to hunt in these
areas, with hunting camps as an aid will become more and more
important to a family's livelihood and I can see nc harm coming
from their existence.

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

Sincerely,

Earl F. Malcolm

cCe

Rep. Don Young

Sen. Frank Murkowski
Sen. Ted Stevens
Gov. Tony Knowles

REC-Y005

REC-Y005: The primary use of the withdrawn lands is for military purposes. The
Army allows hunting in areas that are safe for the public and do not interfere with
military activities. Delta Junction is surrounded by State land where hunting is
allowed.
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S Armiy Alaska Lands Withdrawal Rerewal EIS

Comments 122097 2 /5799
June Themasson, representing self
3175 Chinook Drive

" Faitbanhs, AK 99709

1} The KIS should be approved for fen years only. The population of Fatchanks is continuing 1o giow,
anly panly as a result of nilitary changes  This will place ingreastng stress on sumrounding weas used
not enly for residences but especlafly fon iccreation Needs of the boroughs with respest to mititaty
fands deserve review every ten years. Also, environmgnial/cenlogical knowdedge and technology are
rapidly changing; more frequent review will facilitate ulilization of the kst expertise.

(X

2) No additional areas of contamination sheuld be allowed  To declare arens unsalvag is dangerous
to human and ecological helth, 1 capand wuch arcas is unthinkablo in this ora of increasing awareness
of the pervasive spread and offtets of oxins.  Again, ingreasing populations increase the risk for
dasage.

3} Re: 2.3 3 Reaver Creck - South Fork of the Chena River
This grea should be refinguished to the State of Alaska , Dlvision of Parks, as established by the
tegisfature years ago. With the growing papulation of tho Fairbanks area {which includus incroasing
military), the Chena State Recreation Arca is heavily used, Militury flights docrease the quafity of the
recreational or tourist experience, and haress wildlite, Restoring this arce wil help mitigate the offects
of increasing hunun populativn,

4) Consider shared use of air training areas over Yukon Flats Tralning Arca.

% T G st

ALT-Z037

USE-Z038

ALT-Z038

ACC-7015

RESPONSES TO COMMENT Z

ALT-ZG37: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

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

ALT-Z038: Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975
the Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River
State Recreation Area, which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land
referred to as the Beaver Creek-South Fork Area. This State action did not
transfer title of the land nor was it supported by Federal agencies. At this time,
the State has not designated these lands as high priority for conveyance.

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

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

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

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1689 C. Street. Room 119
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501-3126

ER 98/772 February 5, 1999
Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

Dear Ms. Herdrich:

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

General Comments

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

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

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

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

POL-AA010
CULT-AAD02
OTH-AAD10
WATER-AA005

OTH-AAO011

OTH-AAQ12

ALT-AAD39

RESPONSES TO COMMENT AA

POL-AAO010: Please refer to Chapters 2.1.3.3 and 2.1.3.4 for a discussion of fuels
and munitions use on the withdrawal lands.

CULT-AA002: Archeological sites on lands proposed for withdrawal have produced
no human remains, funerary items, or other objects of cultural patrimony requiring
consultation with Native Alaskans, per the Native American Graves and Repatriation
Act of 1990 (NAGPRA). In addition, U.S. Army Alaska does not curate any artifacts
subject to consultation per NAGPRA (Alaska State Historic Preservation Office,
1998). Coordination with Native Alaskans during preparation of the Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (Alaska State Historic Preservation Office, 1998) and
during this project has identified no sacred sites or other resources of religious
significance on lands proposed for withdrawal that would require consultation per the
American Indian Religious Freedoms Act of 1978 or Executive Order 13007, Indian
Sacred Sites. This coordination was through the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc. and
the Native Alaskan groups listed in the distribution for completion of this LEIS (Chapter
8).

OTH-AAO010: No prime or unique farmiands accur on the withdrawal lands.

WATER-AAOD005: Please refer to Chapters 3.8.4 and 4.8.4 National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. Changes have been made regarding your comments.

OTH-AAQ11: Please refer to the
Environmental Consequences.

introductory paragraph to Chapter 4,

OTH-AAQ12: See Chapter 1.5 which defines the reasons the Bureau of Land
Management is a Cooperating Agency on this document. Also, see Chapter 1.10 and
Table 1.b which provides a listing of the laws and regulations relating to the withdrawal
renewals.

ALT-AAQ39: NEPA requires the preparer of an EIS to define and consider
reasonable alternatives. Reasonable alternatives are those that are technically
implementable. The Army and Air Force eliminated alternatives from further analysis
if they could not be implemented without adversely affecting the military’s mission in
Alaska (see Chapter 2.3). In addition, NEPA requires a range of alternatives be
analyzed in an EIS. Neither NEPA nor the CEQ Implementing Guidelines defines
range by indicating a specific number of alternatives. Rather, the nature of the project,
the scope of proposed actions, and the differing levels of impacts all contribute to the
definition of range. For the LEIS to analyze the proposed action under a range of
alternatives consisting of various lengths of renewal periods would offer little effective
impact analysis since the scope of actions would remain virtuaily the same under each
time period. Chapter 2.1 and 2.3 describe the methods used by the Army and Air
Force in establishing the alternatives to be analyzed in this LEIS.
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period or with different boundaries would substantially strengthen the document and address a
major cause of public controversy over the action.

Our concerns about the length of the proposed withdrawal would be reduced if there were
mechanisms identified and fully discussed to ensure adequate mitigation and monitoring. We are
aware that The Barry M. Goldwater Range in southern Arizona has developed a cooperative
management council consisting of the heads of several agencies to coordinate management among ~ ALT-AAQ040
defense and natural resource management agencies. This council, which operates by consensus,
will produce a report every 5 years that evaluates the need for the withdrawal and assesses how
well the goals and objectives of the council are being met. If the Final EIS were to integrate a
proposal for such a council into the preferred alternative and include as one of the council’s roles
adequate monitoring of the activities that occur during the lifetime of the withdrawal, we would
support such a council and would be interested in actively participating. Such an action would
reduce our concerns about the length of the proposed withdrawal.

Section 810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) requires that any
agency withdrawing public lands evaluate the effect of the withdrawal on subsistence uses and
needs. If the agency determines that subsistence uses and needs may be significantly affected, the
agency must hold public hearings and take several other steps prior to initiating the withdrawal. SUB-AAQ06
This determination is usually contained in an appendix because the requirements of ANILCA
differ substantially from those of NEPA. We believe the determination in section 4.20 of the
Draft EIS fails to meet all the ANILCA requirements, and that it should be expanded and moved
to an appendix. Section 4.20 should be rewritten to meet NEPA’s requirements. In addition,
section 4.20 erroneously concludes that “As there is no subsistence activity as legally defined
under ANILCA, the preferred alternative would result in no significant adverse effects on the
customary or traditional subsistence uses of withdrawal lands on Fort Wainwright and Fort
Greely.” This statement is incorrect in that subsistence resources are hunted on both forts by
qualified subsistence users as authorized by the Federal Subsistence Board. We suggest this be
corrected in the Final EIS.

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

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

Sincerely,

aul B
Regional Environmental Officer - Alaska

Attachment

ALT-AAD40: Periodic review of the Army’s use and management of the withdrawal
lands would occur. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely.
These plans are written for a five year period with public, and Federal and State agency
participation in the development and update process. The Army and Bureau of Land
Management have entered into discussions relating to the cooperative management of
Federal lands used by the Army. Also see proposed mitigation in Chapter 4.23 for
monitoring programs which will be implemented on the lands if the withdrawals are
renewed.

SUB-AAQ006: We have madeschanges to Chapter 3.20 and 4.20 based on your
comments.
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ATTACHMENT

Specific Comments

In the following comments strikeout is used to show suggested deletions an
for suggested additions.

Vol. I, pg. ES-1, Executive Summary
We suggest a complete citation is needed; This LEIS is required by the Military Lands OTH-AAD13
Withdrawal Act (Public Law 99-606,

Vol. I, pg. ES-3, para. 1
We suggest this rewording: “...way or §
606 as source for this change.]

authorization for. ..” [See Sec. 3(a)3(B) of P.L. 99- OTH-AAQ(14

Vol. I, pg. ES-5, para. 2
We believe this sectlon needs clarification - perhaps by adding at the end of the paragraph:

OTH-AAD1S

Vol. I, pg. ES-S, para. 5
We suggest deleting the first sentence: Adtatternatives-wereconsidered: Two alternatives ALT-AAD041
were considered in detail....

Vol. I, pg. ES-6, para. 5
We suggest the second alternative of partial Iand w1thdrawa1 reference the land utilization
maps: ...Alaska. Therefore, the / ive from further ALT-AAD42
study, Military unhzat:on ared

Vol. I, pg. ES-6, para. 7

The title of the fourth alternative is improperly labeled. The BLM does not “retain” the land; the ALT-AA043
Federal Government retains the land. The BLM manages Federal land. The alternative could be

more properly worded:

“4, Land : . This alternative would allow the
Bureau of Land Management theright to grant use of the withdrawal lands for mineral
extractxon wit

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

OTH-AAQ13: Added in Final LEIS.

OTH-AAGB14: Change made to Executive Summary.

OTH-AAQ15: Clarified in the Executive Summary the land on Fort Greely which will be
surplused after BRAC is completed. Also added reference to Figure ES.a

ALT-AAQ41: Reworded Executive Summary.

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

ALT-AA043: Changed titles on 2.3.4 and Executive Summary to Bureau of Land
Management Retain Authorization for Mineral Extraction.
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Vol. I, pg. ES-6, Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study
The scope of actions would NOT remain virtually the same during varying time periods.
Changes in policy within the government at all levels and departments are continuous.
Environmental management of lands under the care of the Army is subject to change with
each new individual assigned to a responsible position affecting the implementation of
resource management plans. Selection of shorter time periods would provide greater
flexibility to the people of the United States to influence the management of the withdrawn
lands. We believe additional altematives should be addressed in the Final EIS.

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

Vol I, pg. ES-6, para. 4
The last sentence of the first alternative to renew the withdrawal for varying lengths of
renewal periods, is not the BLM preferred altemative, this should be corrected. We believe

that sufficient studies have not been completed to evaluate the environmental impacts from the

last 50 years of military use and that the evaluation is not sufficient to warrant more than the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act mandate of 20 years maximum. A 15- to 20-year
withdrawal, which has a monitoring plan - especially on the existing high impact areas - is
preferred. Evaluation of the decontamination efforts implemented to date has not been
completed - or at least is not evident in the Draft EIS. Alternate high impact areas may need
to be evaluated to allow existing areas to be reclaimed. The proposal as written doubles the
amount of land closed to the public in the Ft. Greely west area with almost no justification.
These same comments apply to Sections 2.1.3 Preferred Alternative. page 2-5 and 2.3.1
Alternatives Considered, page 2-32.

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

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

1. The No Action Alternative would occur if Congress does not grant the requested
withdrawal renewal. The lands would no longer be available for military use after
November 5, 2001. Thesetands inconjunctionwithrtherecently-approved-Mititary

2
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ALT-AA044

ALT-AAQ45

ALT-AA046

MiT-AA011

ALT-AAD47

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

ALT-AAD45: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the
need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic
environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national defense
preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited by
withdrawal renewals every 10to 15 years. Moreover, the resource commitment, both
dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10to 15 years places a substantial
burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue
existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period
and utilize resources to protect resource values and implement natural resource
management measures.

ALT-AA046: U.S. Army Alaska is the preparer of this LEIS. Its Preferred Alternative
is to renew the withdrawals for 50 years. The Bureau of Land Management's
preferred term for withdrawal renewal will be included in its recommendation to
Congress.

Sufficient studies have not been completed fo fully evaluate the environmental
impacts from military use. Proposed mitigation i this LEIS wili collect the necessary
data to assess impacts and determine the rehabilitation and restoration to be
implemented through the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans under
the Army’s ITAM (Integrated Training Area Management) program.

MIT-AAQ11: Please refer to responses for POL-A00t and POL-A002. Proposed
mitigation would implement a program to gather haseline data to develop a long-term
monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23).

Impact Areas are permanently dedicated areas where shelling, bombing, explosive
demolition, and direct fire from weaponry occurs. Areas that receive impact from
ammunition are limited to the locations in the vicinity of Army and Air Force Target
Arrays. Thus, current decontamination efforts are concentrated in these areas.

ALT-AAQ47: No Change Necessary.
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ity: The loss of these training lands
would severely reduce combat readiness for military units worldwide.

Vol. I, pg. £S-8, para. 1

The Final EIS should be corrected to show that the BLM’s preferred alternative is to renew
for a maximum of 20 years, until November 6, 2021.

Vol. I, pg. ES-8 para. 2

We suggest the following corrections:

During the withdrawal period, the Secretary of the Interior 2 4
would manage the lands subject to conditions and restrictions necessary to permit military use
of thesetands. The Secretary of the Army would close any road, trail, or portion of the land
to public use if necessary for public safety, military operations, or national security. The
Secretary of the Interior can issue a lease, easement, right-of-way, or 4 uthorization for
nonmilitary use of these lands with the concurrence of the Secretary of the Army. Hunting,
fishing and trapping on these lands is permitted in accordance with the provisions of Military
Reservations and Facilities: Hunting, Fishing and Trapping (Title 10 United States Code
Section 2671).

Vol. 1, pg. ES-11, Executive Summary, Issues

The issue of Submerged Lands is not clearly defined. We suggest re-wording this issue.
Perhaps more than one issue exists relating to water quality and submerged lands and they L
could be separated for clarity.

Vol. 1, pg. ES-85, Section 3.17.6, Aerial Tours and Guide Service

It should also be noted in the Final EIS that any commercially guided or outfitted hunts would
need to be permitted by the BLM under Special Recreation Use Permit guidelines and with
concurrence of the military.

ALT-AAD48

AND-AA004

ACC-AAD16

ALT-AAOQ48: U.S. Army Alaska is the preparer of this LEIS. Its Preferred Alternative
is to renew the withdrawals for 50 years. The Bureau of Land Management's preferred
term for withdrawal renewal will be included in its recommendation to Congress.

Sufficient studies have not been completed to fully evaluate the environmental impacts
from military use. Proposed mitigation in this LEIS will collect the necessary data to
assess impacts and determine the rehabilitation and restoration to be implemented
through the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans under the Army’s [TAM
(Integrated Training Area Management} program.

LAND-AAQO4: Please refer to Executive Summary and Chapter 1.8. Additional
information regarding water quality and the jurisdiction of submerged lands has been
added to these sections. Chapter3.1.1 and Chapter 4.1 describe submerged fands and
their relation to land use. Chapter 4.8.2 describes the issue of water quality of
withdrawal lands.

ACC-AA016: Information has been added to Chapter 3.17.6.
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Vol. 1, pg. 1, Table of Contents .
We suggest this correction: Purpose of and Need for ]

OTH-AA016

Vol I, pg. ii, Table of Contents .
Affected Environment 3.8 Surface Water. We suggest tha iplains, which are required WATER-AA006
by NEPA to be addressed, may be a more appropriate title for Section 3.8.1 than Streamflow.

Vol. I, pg AL Table of Contents

A after 4.22. A new section 5 needs to be added: MIT-AA012
Vol. 1, pg. 1-2, para. 1, Military Lands Withdrawal Act
We suggest this modification: “...a lease, easement, right-of-way, or ather authorization OTH-AA017
... [See Sec. 3(a)3(B) of P 1.. 99-606 as source for this change. ]
Vol. I, pg. 1-2, Section 1.1.2, Description of Fort Greely West and East Trammg Areas
We believe a new para h is needed to expl in OTH-AA018
OTH-AAO019
Fort G—reelyvis suitable for testing....
Vol. I, pg. 1-5, Secnon 1.2, Need For Action, para. 2
clarify land area being discussed: OTH-AA020
FortFWamwnght Yukon Traxmng Area is the closest...
Vol. 1, pg. 1-5, para. 3
We suggest adding . a new heading to clarify additional land use: OTH-AA021
The U.S. Air Force is 2 major user of ...
Vol. I, pg. 1-5, para. §
As written, we believe this section does not present a convincing need for the proposed action.
We suggest adding a new heading and inserting text from chapter 2: OTH-AA022

1.2.1 Military Operations Parameters & Training Needs

4

OTH-AAO016: The titie of Chapter 1 inthe LEIS, Purpose of and Need for Action, is
the recommended title of this chapter by the CEQ Implementing Guidelines for
NEPA.

WATER-AA006: Information regarding floodplains is contained in Chapter 3.8.1.2
High Flow/Floodplains, Figure 3.8.c Floodplains, and in Appendix 3.8.B Floodplains.

MIT-AAQ12: Chapter 4.23 Existing and Proposed Mitigation has been added 1o the
Final LEIS. This chapter describes existing and proposed mitigation measures for
each resource evaluated in the LEIS. Mitigation measures are also described for
each resource within Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences. Mitigation measures
are also outiined in Chapter 2.1.3.6 Existing Mitigation and Chapter 2.1.3.7 Proposed
Mitigation.

OTH-AAQ17: Added word “other” on Page 1-2.

OTH-AA018: No Change Needed. Figure 1.a is referenced.

OTH-AAO019: Change not necessary.

OTH-AAO020: Change not necessary.

OTH-AA021: Change not necessary.

OTH-AA022: Change not necessary.
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Realistic training situations must exist to ensure the combat readiness of our armed
forces in all environments.... This in turn, threatens our military’s national defense
capabilities and our ability to protect U.S. forces and interests worldwide.

[insert section 2.1.1 from pgs. 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4]

Fraining Needs

There are three general military land uses: 1) Cantonment or Main Post areas; 2)
Impact Areas; and 3) Training Areas. The withdrawal renewal lands are utilized only
for Impact Area and Training Area land uses.

Impact Areas
Impact Areas are permanently designated areas where.... A division-sized area of
operations may range between 2-5 million acres (DA 1991).

Vol. 1, pg. 1-6, Section 1.3, Preposed Action
We believe this dlscussron should reference a map describing th
second paragraph

Vol. I, pg. 1-9, Sectior 1.8, Issues, para. 2
Under Access, we suggest changing the wording of the last sentence: Access: Conflicts of

Vol. L, pg. 1-9, Section 1. 8 Submerged Lands
ording of the last sentence: Submerged Lands. Impacts on
tion of submerged lands (property t below the mean high fevet

This comment also applies to:
Section 3.1.1 Submerged lands page 3-2, last paragraph.

Vol. I, pg. 1-11, Regulatory Requrrements
We suggesr additional cxtatton

publlc use f the withdrawal lands and overlaymg airspace for recreational activities, This

OTH-AAQ23

ACC-AAD17

LAND-AA005

OTH-AA024

OTH-AAD23: Added reference to Figure 1.a.

ACC-AAQ17: Change not necessary.

LAND-AAQ05: Please refer to Executive Summary and Chapter 1.8. Additional
information regarding water quality and the jurisdiction of submerged lands has been
added to these sections. Chapter 3.1.1 and Chapter 4.1 describe submerged lands and
their relation to land use. Chapter 4.8.2 describes the issue of water quality of
withdrawal lands.

OTH-AAB24: Inciuded in Final LEIS.
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Vel. I, pg. 1-15, Section 1.16.3
We suggest explaining the relationship of this action to BLM policies, plans, and programs
and summarizing land use determinations which affect the proposed action or alternatives by

Vol. I, pg. 2-3, Military eperational Parameters, para. 3
The last sentence states “These zones deny access....” More accurate wording might be:
Alccess to land areas i $afety when weapons are being used is

Vol. I, pg. 2-5, Section 2.1.2, No Action Alternative
The first paragraph needs additional wording to clarify the land status:

Vol. I, pg. 2-6, para. 1, end of line 3
We suggest adding a word: “... these lands. Management of these lands would follow the
1} Resource Management Plans...”

Vol. I, pg. 2-8, Section 2.1.3, Preferred Alternative
We suggest this paragraph reference Figure 2.d.

OTH-AAD25 OTH-AA025: See Chapter 3.1 Land Use. Change not necessary.

OTH-AAD26 OTH-AAD2S: Change not necessary.

ALT-AAD49 ALT-AA049: Removed “Native Selection Rights” under the No Action Alternative.
Also included discussion of status of lands if not conveyed to the State under the No

Action Alternative in Chapter 2.1.2.

ALT-AAD50 ALT-AAO50: Included in Final LEIS.

ALT-AA051 ALT-AADS51: Change not necessary.
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Vol. I, pg. 2-9, Section 2.1.3, Preferred Alternative, para. 2
We suggest acreage necessary to support the operations be quantified: The Training Areas
were established to support battalion-sized operations {47,000 #cresy under varying
terrain conditions. The Training Areas west of the Delta River can support brigade or task
force-sized maneuvers or operations (94 000 to 190,000 acres)

Vol. I, pg. 2-18, Section 2.1.3; Preferred Alternative, para. 1
We suggest ending the paragraph with a reference to Figures 2., S : nd 2. e

Vol. L, pg. 2-20,
We believe that the discussion under the subheading “Fuels” deals with solid and hazardous
waste and that this information is important enough it should have its own heading in the
Affected Environment Section - Chapter 3.

Vol. I, pg. 2-26, Section 2.1.3.1, Existing Mitigation and

Pg. 2-28, Section 2.1.3.2, Proposed Mitigation
Since Cultural Resources are addressed in this EIS, we believe they should be included in the
list of implemented programs to be continued in the future.

Vol. I, pg. 2-30, Section 2.2, Comparison of Alternatives, para. 3

An assumption appears to have been made that all the lands presently under withdrawal would
be conveyed to the State. This is not a very likely scenario. However, if that assumption is
used for purposes of Table 2.k, the WO dmg In paragra h 5 sh

State resource management under the No Action....
This comment also applies to Table 2.1

Vol. I, pg. 2-31, Table 2.K
This entire chart is based on a comparison of the management policies of the Army and the
State of Alaska. This is supposition of events in the future. Upon expiration of the
withdrawal, the land ownership will remain unchanged unless and until it is made suitable for
return to the public domain. The BLM will still be the Federal land manager. The chart
should be modified in the Final EIS to reflect this fact, since future disposition of these lands is
not the issue of this EIS nor is the hypothetical management policies of a possible future land
holder.

ALT-AA052

ALT-AADS3

POL-AAOT

MIT-AA013

ALT-AA054

ALT-AAQ055

ALT-AAD052: Change not necessary.

ALT-AAQ53: Change not necessary. Reference to figures are in the previous
paragraph.

POL-AA011: Please refer to Chapters 2.1.3.3 and 2.1.3.4 for a discussion of fuels
and munitions use on the withdrawal lands.

MIT-AAQ13: Added existing mitigation to Chapter 4.18 and Chapter 2 under the
Preferred Alternative.

ALT-AA054: See Chapter 2.1.2 the No Action Alternative description.

ALT-AAQ55: To analyze impacts under the No Action Alternative, management
policies and plans of the future land holder for the withdrawal [ands were reviewed.
The No Action Alternative (Chapter 2.1.2) defines what will happen to the withdrawal
lands if the withdrawals for military use expire.
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Vol. I, Chapter 3, Affected Environment

We suggest improving maps, such as Figures 3.11.a Ecosites (pp 3-140) through 3.11.e (pp 3-

44) by adding geographic reference such as creeks, roads, or village names, to make them
more useful.

Vol. I, pg. 3-1, para. 4 and 5, Land Aequisition
It was difficult to verify the information in this section without a reference number for the

Public Land Orders and Legislation. We suggest adding those identified below below. Also,
there are a few discrepancies with dates and wording, for example, BLM does not segregate

land—withdrawal orders do:

In 1950 the Air Forg
Public Land Order (BL
Training Area. Add1 onal withdrawals were granted to the Air Force in 1952 (PLO

d a non-expiring withdrawal of 22,600 acres through a

transfen'ed to the Army by PLO 1523 In 1956 the Anny obtained permit from the
Secretary of Interior for use of 256,000 acres (see BLM Casefile F-020174) and two

NIKE missile test sites (see PLO 1523), making up the remainder of the Yukon Training

Area.

After passage of the Engle Act in 1958... Congress passed tegistation Public Law 87-326
withdrawing 256,000 acres of the Fort Wainwright....
an additional five years in 197t 1972 through a Public Land Order 5240. 1976, the

Bureau-of Eand Management The withdrawal application notice published in 1975 (BLM

Casefite ¥-020174) segregated the Yukon Training Area from public use .. with the
passage of the Military Lands Withdrawal Act-by-Congress ] Public Law 99-606
3457. At that time, the Army did not...

Fort Greely West and East Training Areas:

In 1950, the Army obtained a Special Land Use permit from the DOI, Foruseof The )
572,000 acres now know
publtc use by publlcamm o idrawal 7
granted six month extensions until passace 0 iegtsiatron Public Law '87-326 in 1961

granting w1thdra for a ten year term. The withdrawal was renewed in 1971 1972 for
PLQ 3238, excluding a five acre Trade and Manufacturing site near the
western edge of the West Training Area. Ir1976 the Burearrof Fand-Management The

{and remnined segregated the-West-TrainingZArea from public use pending renewal of....

Vol. I, pg. 3-1, Section 3.1, Land Use

We suggest adding some clarifying language: U.S. Army Alaska is currently preparing
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, ag
Sikes Act (15 USC 6764 et:seq.). It is working closely with the BLM. When

G8-6

684 within what is now known as the Fort Wainwright Yukon

That withdrawal was extended for

VEG-AA001

LAND-AAQ06

LAND-AAQ07

VEG-AA001: Waterways have been added to Figures 3.11.a-3.11.e.

LAND-AAQ06: Appendix 1.B contains detailed information on land acquisition of
Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Figures 3.1.a and 3.1.b include all Public Land
Orders and Public Laws by their numbers. Appendix 1.B is referenced in Chapter 3.1.
Segregation wording in Chapter 3.1 was corrected.

LAND-AAQQ7: Added Sikes Act to Chapter 3.1.
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the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans are completed and approved, joint
management of the withdrawal lands will continue under the new plans.

Al

Vol. I, pg. 3-2, Section 3.1.1, Land Acquisition for Military Use/Submerged Lands LAND-AAQ08
We believe the nature of the desired cleanup needs to be described or defined in the section -
that state: “...the Alaska Division of Land has requested cleanup of the Delta River.”

Vel. I, pg. 3-3, Sectiomr 3.1.2, Existing Rights-of-Way
We believe these paragraphs should refer to the entity g5 the rights-of-way, not who
manages them, as this can change daily. The discussion should include the BLM serial LAND-AADO9
numbers (TAPS F-12505, ANGTS F-24538, TAGS F-83941) and the Alaska Ni
Transportation System was granted to the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation {

Vol. I, pg. 3-3, Section 3.1.3, Surrounding Land Use
The final sentence of the last paragraph, the BLM record for T.18 R 4E., Fairbanks Meridian,
does not show conveyance of land to Native corporation by Interim Conveyance 783.

LAND-AAG10

Val I, pg. 3-3 and 4, Section 3.1.3, Surrounding Land Use

LAND-AAO0T1

The Chena River Recreation Area.. is managed for agriculture, public recreation g fish and
wildlife habitat. Approxima ¢res is designg for future recreational settlements
or fee simple homesteads.

Vol. I, pg. 3-10 to 3-11, Terrain/Glaciers
The Draft EIS suggests that “no glaciers exist in the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or
the Fort Greely West and East Training Areas,” and that “valley glaciers located in this rugged G AC-AAGOH
topography included Gilliam, Trident (whose terminus is within Fort Greely West Training).”
Section 3.3 should state “that glaciers do exist in the Fort Greely West Training Area (see
Map -Figure 3.3.¢).”

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

LAND-AAQ09: Removed management companies from discussion on Rights-of-
Way on the Withdrawal Lands.

LAND-AAQTQ: Change not necessary.

LAND-AAO11: Added acreage amounts into discussion on surrounding land use in
Chapter 3.1.

GLAC-AABGT: No change necessary. Please refer to Chapter 3.3 Terrain and
Chapter 3.3.1 Glaciers.
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Vol. I, pg. 3-11, Section 3.4, Geology
It is inaccurate to say the region contains deformed and faulted metamorphic and igneous

s»n GEOL-AAQ01

Val. I, pg. 3-12, Section 3.4, Geology
The later and more complete version of Foster et al., 1987, should be referenced here:
Foster, HL., Keith, T.E. C., and Menzie, W.D., 1994, Geology of the Yukon- GEOL-AA002
Tanana area of east-central Alaska, in The Geology of Alaska, George Plafker and
H. C. Berg (eds): Geological Society of America, Boulder, Colorado, The Geology
of North America, G-1, pp. 1977-217.

A published abstract, Page et al., 1995 (see below), should be referenced here with, or instead
of, “Hammond, personal communication.”

Page, R A, Plafker, George, and Pulpan, Hans, 1995, Earthquakes and block
rotation in east-central Alaska: GSA Abstracts and programs, v. 27, no. 5, p.70.

The paragraph which begins “There has not been....” omits geologic mapping that has been
done in the two areas, which includes Weber, et al., 1978, for the Fost Wainwright military
holdings, and Nokleberg et al., 1992 (see bleow), for the Fort Greely holdings, which we
suggest be included:

Nokleberg, W. J., Aleinikoff, J.N., Lange, LM, Silva, S.R., Miyaoka, R.T., Schwab,
C.E., and Zehner, R.E. 1992, Preliminary geologic map of the Mount Hayes
quadrangle, eastern Alaska Range, Alaska: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report
92-594, 1 sheet, scale 1: 250,000, 39 p.

Vel. I, pg. 3-12, Section 3.4, Geology, Fort Wainwright Yuken Training Area
References are needed to substantiate the Proterozoic age, which is not an accepted age. GEOL-AA003

Vol. I, pg. 3-13, Section 3.4, Fort Greely West and East Training Area
The third sentence of the first paragraph should read: “The Fort Greely area is underlain by -
altered metas wtary and ‘gleanic sedimentary-and-voteanic rocks. ... GEOL-AA004

Vol. I, pg. 3-14, Section 3.5, Mineral Resources
It is derived from the summary in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIS that mineral exploration surveys
are not complete enough to identify or evaluate the potential mineral deposits that may exist in
the area of concern. We suggest that mineral resources be evaluated in more detail to better
ascertain potential mineral deposits.

MIN-AAD12

10

GEOL-AAQ01: Some geologic terms in the Preliminary Draft LEIS were considered
too technical for the general audience, so the language was deliberately simplified.
From a geologist’s point of view, the result may be perceived as oversimplification or
inaccuracy. However, the LEIS must consider non-geologists as well as trained
geoscientists. As a compromise, only the most essential geologic terms were used in
the Draft LEIS, and a simple glossary and geologic time scale were included in
Appendix 3.4.A.

Chapter 3.4 Geology has been maodified to include the age of the rocks.

GEOL-AA002: Although Foster et al., 1987 was not cited on this particular page of
the Draft LEIS, the 1994 publication is an important work that wili be referenced
elsewhere and added to the Bibliography.

The abstract by Page et al. has been reviewed, cited as suggested, and added to the
Bibliography. Note that B. Hammond was inadvertently omitted from Chapter 7
Agencies and Individuals Contacted. The correct entry reads as follows: “Hammond,
Bob. Geophysicist, Alaska Volcano Observatory. Fairbanks, Alaska.”

References were not used for this general introductory statement. However, work by
Weber and Nokleberg is extremely important and is cited elsewhere in the Draft LEIS.

GEOL-AAQ03: The Proterozoic age was derived from Foster et al. (1994), pp. 207
and 235. However, the paragraph has been maodified to be more consistent with the
earlier description of the Yukon-Tanana terrane. Please refer to Chapter 3.4 Geology.
GEOL-AAQD04: As noted in comment GEO-AA001, some terms have been
deliberately simplified to accommodate readers who do not have a background in
geology.

MIN-AAG12: No change. The Army does not intend to conduct surveys to ascertain
potential mineral deposits.
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Vol. I, pg. 3-14, para. 2, last line
“Kiell” should be “Keill.”

Vol. I, pg. 3-14, Section 3.5, Saleable Minerals
The name should be corrected to “Bundtzen.”

Vol. I, pg. 3-15, Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area, Locatable Minerals
The reference Menzie and Foster, 1979, should be included at the end of the fourth sentence
of the third paragraph after “target for sedex-type mineralization.”

It is inaccurate to attribute the described zinc and lead mineralization to rocks distant (i.e., in
the eastern Alaska Range and southeastern Yukon Territory) from the Wainwright training
area, whereas drilling shows them to be quite close to Wainwright and in the same unit, Pzq.
The inaccuracy may affect the evaluation of locatable mineral potential.

Vol L, pg. 3-16, Section 3.5, Mineral Resources, Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area,
Locatable Minerals )
The sentence on the top line should read: “...contains }

volcanic-and-sedimentary rocks....”

Vol. I, pg. 3-26, para. 1 and 2
It is not necessarily true that river channels, lakes, wetlands, and other low-lying areas covered
by water are permafrost free. It is quite common to find permafrost under many of these areas
around Fairbanks. We suggest this be corrected in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 3-26, para. 1
The last sentence of the first paragraph is incorrect. While thaw bulbs exist around sizeable
rivers and they can be basically permafrost free, wetlands frequently exist because of poor
drainage caused by underlying permafrost. We suggest this be corrected in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 3-26, Section 3.8, Surface Water Fort Greely West and East Training Areas
We suggest including a reference and map that indicates the area’s location.

Vol. I, pgs. 3-30 and 3-31, Water Quality
It should be noted that criteria within Alaska Water Quality Standards Section 1(C) “Growth
and propagation of fish, shellfish, other acquatic life and wildlife” can be more stringent than
section 1(A). In particular, this can occur with dissolved metals. We suggest deleting the
reference to section 1(A) in the first sentence of the second paragraph of page 3-30.

There is little mention of the water quality of the Delta River which is in the interior reaches of
the Fort Greely East and West Training Area. This river was mentioned in Section 3.2, as
possibly needing cleanup. We believe that, in the Final EIS, more detail on water-quality
characteristics is required for all interior rivers and streams to determine appropriate baseline
conditions and possible future changes in water-quality.

MIN AA013: Changes have been made to Chapters 3.5 and 7 regarding your
suggestions.

MIN-AAO14: Changes have been made to Chapters 3.5 regarding your
suggestions.

MIN-AA013

MIN-AA014

MIN-AA015

MIN-AA016

WATER-AA007

WET-AA001

WATER-AA008

WATER-AA009

MIN-AAO015: The reference will be added as indicated; however, the date of this
reference is actually 1978, not 1979. Corrections were made to Chapter 3.5 and
Chapter 6.

Chapter 3.5 Locatable Minerals has been rewritten to accurately describe the drilling
close to Fort Wainwright.

MIN-AAOQ016: As noted in response to GEO-AAQO1, some terms have been
deliberately simplified to accommodate readers who do not have a background in

geology.

WATER-AAQ007: Changes have been made to Chapter 3.7 regarding your
suggestions.

WET-AAQ001: Changes have been made to Chapter 3.7 regarding your suggestions.

WATER-AA008: No change. Please refer to Figure 3.8.b for surface water bodies
on Fort Greely. Figure 3.8.b has been referenced in Chapter 3.8. Please refer to Figure
1.a for a general location map of the withdrawal area.

WATER-AAO009: Please see Chapter 3.8.2 Water Quality for changes relating to
Alaska Water Quality Standards.

Recent surface water quality surveys have not been completed for the withdrawal
lands by the military or any State or Federal entity. A limited site-specific water quality
investigation of Fort Greely training lands was conducted by the U.S. Environmentall
Hygiene Agency in 1990 to determine if munitions fired into the Impact Areas were
having any adverse effect on water and sediment quality. No explosives were
detected during sampling and the data indicated the stream chemistries were not
adversely affected by munitions. Please refer to Chapter 4.8.2 and Appendix 3.8.D for
further information.

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

Water quality data record of collection proved to be oo sporadic to provide a
comprehensive assessment of the water quality of the withdrawal areas. Also, current
water quality could notbe derived from these records. A table in Appendix 3.8.D shows
available water quality data for streams within the withdrawal areas.

Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-AQ02. Proposed mitigation would
implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring and
remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23).
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Vol. I, pg 3-40, Section 3.9.2, Groundwater Quality

The Draft EIS contains the statement that “the source of nitrate is not known.” We
recommend that further study be conducted to determine if this contaminant is affecting
ground-water resources.

Vol I, pgs. 3-40 and 3-41, Groundwater Quality

We suggest this section address how groundwater quality differs from surface water and why
there are differences. It should also address the difference in sample results from background
samples and (impact area?) other samples, as well as identify sample locations.

Vol. I, pg. 4-39, para. 5, and tep of pg. 4-40

We suggest the Final EIS discuss potential impacts of revegetation and invasion of introduced
species and how these will be mitigated. Rehabilitation of disturbed areas should be done
using native species appropriate to the site. Using grasses as a quick fix for restoring
vegetation is more often than not an impediment to the restoration of the approximate natural
succession at any given site. We suggest this section include a brief statement that helps the
reader establish appropriateness of rehabilitation. The invasion of introduced plant species on
disturbed sites, either through incidental seed transfer (vehicle track) or rehabilitation (seed
mix), should be guarded against during maneuvers and rehabilitation and maintenance.

Vol. I, pg. 3-53, Section 3.11.2, Timber Management

We believe the responsibility of the BLM on the military withdrawals need to be more
adequately described. Although the first paragraph mentions joint managers, there is no
recognition that the Secretary of the Interior is given the responsibility to manage (through
BLM) nonmilitary use of the withdrawn lands and their resources. Sec. 3 of Public Law 99-
606 states in part “During the period of the withdrawal, the Secretary of the Interior shall
manage the lands withdrawn under section 1 pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 and other applicable law...and this Act.” Sec. 3(B) states that “The
Secretary of the Interior may issue any lease, easement, right-of-way, or other authorization
with respect to the nonmilitary use of such land only with the concurrence of the Secretary of
the military department concerned.”

Vol. I, Figure 3.12.¢c-g

It is unclear whether changes in wildlife use areas or sensitive habitat boundaries between
cooperative agreements, EISs, or reviews negates the past areas and boundaries or adds to
them. We suggest this be clarified in the legend or the associated text. Also, some of these
figures need additional geographic features labeled. For example, 3.12.d, f, g, and h have no
labels.

Vol. I, pg. 4-56, Section 4.14, para. 3

We suggest that the Final EIS be modified to reflect that range extensions of some common or
invading species need not be protected, but that rare species or those requiring further study
should be protected.
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WATER-AA010

WATER-AA011

VEG-AAQ02

FOR-AA002

WILD-AA004

TES-AA001

WATER-AAQ10: Please refer to Chapter 3.9.2 for amended text.

Mitigation has been proposed to review existing groundwater quality and guantity
data to determine the scope of a future groundwater monitoring network. Nitrate
would be included within the sampling protocol. Please refer to Chapter 4.9.2 and
Chapter 4.23.

WATER-AAQ11: An effective comparison between surface water and
groundwater quality cannot be made with the limited data available. This is due to the
lack of lengthy, historical surface and groundwater quality records for both Fort
Wainwright and Fort Greely. Additionally, surface and groundwater sample locations
are not necessarily in the same areas to allow for analyses.

No groundwater monitoring wells have been drilled on the Fort Wainwright Yukon
Training Area or the Fort Greely East and West Training Areas. Thus, no
groundwater quality data are available for the Impact Areas. An analysis of
background water quality samples as related to “other samples” is not possible due
to lack of data for the withdrawal areas.

Please refer to Figures 3.9.a and 3.9.b for the locations of groundwater quality
sampling stations listed in Chapter 3.9.2 and Appendix 3.9.A.

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

VEG-AAQ02: Specific vegetation rehabilitation projects and identification of
invasive species will be completed through the Land Condition-Trend Analysis and
Land Rehabilitation and Maintenance programs. Please review Appendix 2.D for a
description of these programs.

FOR-AAQ002: The information has been added.

WILD-AAQ0Q4: Names of waterways have been added to the maps. The LEIS is not
intended to be a management plan. The areas identified are the most recent
information available. The Army and Alaska Department of Fish and Game have a
cooperative agreement for management of sensitive species and habitats. The
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans replace the cooperative
agreement and contain the new information.

TES-AAQ01: The Army protects Federal or State listed threatened or endangered
plant species.
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Vol. I, pg. 4-56, Section 4.14, para. 1
As stated in the Draft EIS, trumpeter swans are most vulnerable to aircraft noise during
nesting and staging periods. We suggest restricted activity dates on Ft. Greely for trumpeter
swan nesting and brooding areas should be described in the text in chapter 3, including a list of
these dates (Section 3.14), and a discussion of why no restriction is thought to be necessary
and/or future implementation of restricted activity dates (proposed mitigation, Section 4.14.).

WILD-AAQGO5

Vol. I, pg. 4-59, Section 4.15, para. 2
Smoke impacts (air quality) is, we believe, a concern from incendiary-caused vegetation fires.
Both withdrawals, the Ft. Wainwright Yukon Training and the Ft. Greely West and East
Training Areas, are adjacent to communities and outlying residential areas. We suggest the
Final EIS discuss the impacts to health, aviation visibility, and highway closures due to smoke.

FIRE-AAD05

Vol. L, pg. 3-67, para. 3
This is the first of several places where it is stated, in contradiction to other portions of the
document, that Breeding Bird Surveys (BBS) have been done on both withdrawals. It is
clearly stated in section 3.12.4, paragraph 1, that no BBS have been conducted on Ft. Greely. WILD-AA006
We suggest this be rectified. Also it is likely that ospreys do occur on Ft. Greely. We suggest
that documentation of this species on Ft. Greely be described.

Vol. I, pg. 3-67, para. 4
Migratory birds are offered protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-
712) (MBTA). This act specifically addresses the “taking” of migratory birds and the
exceptions would not include use of the withdrawals for military purposes. All migratory
birds, including ospreys, swans, sandhill cranes, and the four passerines listed under the
paragraph 4, would be offered protection under the MBTA. Taking can be the result of
disturbance as well as habitat destruction. Discussion of the MBTA and potential mitigation
to comply with its provisions should be incorporated in the Final EIS.

WILD-AAQ07

Vel. I pg. 3-71, top of page, partial para,
“Department” of Forestry should be “Ffivision” of Forestry. FIRE-AAD06
Vol I, pg. 3-71, para. 2
The second paragraph states “Through the Reciprocal Fire Protection Agreement and the
Annual Operating Agreement, the Department of Forestry has agreed to provide detection and
initial attack suppression services for Fort Greely West and East Training Areas which fie
within the Department of Forestry Protection Area.” To clarify this statement, we suggest the
Final EIS reference the 1998 Annual Operating Agreement between the BLM-Alaska Fire
Service and State of Alaska Division of Forestry, which states under Section VIII. F.3.
Suppression on Military Lands the following: “The DOF agrees to provide detection and
initial attack suppression services upon request, and subject to available forces, on military
lands. ‘No Entry Areas’ are excluded. (a) The request will be made by the Military Fire Chief
or the AFS Military FMO. All requested detection and suppression costs are reimbursable.
(b) The Military Fire Chief at each location will operate as the land manager’s representative

FIRE-AAD007
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WILD-AAQ05: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has not designated restricted
activity dates for trumpeter swan management on Fort Greely.

FIRE-AAQD05: Please refer to Chapter 4.15 Fire Management under the Preferred
Alternative.

WILD-AAGQS: The paragraph does not contain information on Breeding Bird
Surveys. Corrections have been made to other sections of the document. Table
3.14.b lists that osprey have been sighted on Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. No
nests have been confirmed. See Chapter 4.14 under the Preferred Alternative for a
discussion of osprey.

WILD-AAQGO7: The Migratory Bird Treaty Act has been incorporated into Chapter
3.14 and Chapter 4.14.

FIRE-AAQ006: Change completed.

FIRE-AAQGO07: The changes have been completed. Please review response to FIRE-
NNO27.
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for the military land on their base garrison/cantonment areas. (c) The BLM is responsible for
supplying a land manager’s representative for military lands outside of the
garrison/cantonment areas.”

Vol. I, pg. 3-7%, para. 4

Changeg_to the fire management (protection) options can be made between September 30 and FIRE-AAD(0S
March 3%, as established in the Alaska Interagency Fire Management Plan, not September 30
and March 1 as stated here. We suggest this be corrected in the Final EIS.
Vol. I, pg. 3-72, Limited Protection )
First word of second line should be “9f”, not “or”. FIRE-AAQCY
Vol. 1, pg. 3-72
The last paragraph, third sentence is incorrect. We believe the statement must read “The FIRE-AAQD10
Alaska Fire Service does have responsibility for initial response in these areas” (Delete may or
may not have.)
VYol L, pg. 3-73, para. 2
The 1998 fire #A188 point of origin was on Ft. Greely West Training Area and spread to state FJRE-AAQ011
managed lands.
Vol. L, pg. 3-78, Section 3.16.1, Applicable Regulations
Last paragraph before the table states that sections of the Lakes Impact Area are closed during
military training. We recommend a description of this area be included. Ts this the area on the ACC-AAD18
map 3.16.b as dedicated impact area? Does it include Texas and Washington Ranges?
Vol. I, pg. 3-79, Section 3.16.2, Other Closed Lands, para. 3
We suggest including a justification for the closure of the Fort Greely West Training areas. ACC-AAD1O
Vol. I, pg. 3-87, Section 3.18, Cultural Resources, para. 2
It should be noted that the military instailations of Ft. Egbert at Eagle, AK (1899-1911) and
Ft. Gibbon at Tanana, AK (1899-1923) were established in interior Alaska prior to March 31, CULT-AAQ03
1937.
Vol. I, pg. 3-103, Section 3.19.5, Mineral Resources
We suggest that coal also be mentioned as one of Alaska’s important resources. MIN-AAG17
Vol. I, pg. 3-107, para. 5
The first sentence should read “of two lower Tanana banks ba SUB-AAQ07
Vol. I, pg. 3-108, para. 1
The Yukon Training Area is within the Fairbanks North Star Borough, but this does not make
it exempt from subsistence preference under ANILCA Section VIII. Residents of the SUB-AA008

Fairbanks North Star Borough are not rural residents and therefore are not qualified Federal

14

FIRE-AAQBQ08: Change completed.
FIRE-AAQ09: Change completed.
FIRE-AAO010: Change completed.
FIRE-AAD11: Change completed.

ACC-AAD18: The Lakes Impact Area includes Kansas, Nevada, Arizona,
Oregon, and Michigan Lakes which are shown as Dedicated Impact Areas in Figure
3.16.b. The Texas and Washington Ranges are not part of the Lakes Impact Area
but are designated as Dedicated Impact Areas.

ACC-AAD19: The Fort Greely West Training Area is not closed to public access.
An area between Meadows Road and the Mississippi impact Area is ciosed to the
public for safety. The Meadows Road Area was closed in approximately 1990
because the Department of Environmental Hygiene from Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Maryland, surveyed the area and identified it as a Laser Range. The
military fires lasers from that area into the Mississippi Impact Area. The Laser
Range has also been identified as a “No Notice Exercise Area”. Troops on call can
immediately be deployed to the area for training.

CULT-AAQD03: This information has been included in Chapter 3.18.

MIN-AAD17: No change.

SUB-AADO7: Corrected in Final LEIS.

SUB-AADOS: Chapter 3.20 and 4.20 have been updated to include this information.
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subsistence users. However, Game Management Unit 20B, within which this withdrawal lays,
has several seasons and bag limits for Federal subsistence hunters (these overlap entirely with
the current state bag limits and seasons). For example, residents of Nenana and Tanana are
qualified subsistence hunters for moose on Federal lands in GMU 20B. In practice, residents
of Nenana and Tanana probably do not travel to the withdrawal to harvest subsistence
resources. We suggest this be clarified in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 3-108, para. 3

ANILCA Section VIII defines qualified subsistence users as all rural residents. Customary and
Traditional determinations further refine who is qualified where, if resources are limited. We
suggest deleting the reference to non-native in the last phrase of the final sentence in this
paragraph. All residents of the Delta communities are qualified subsistence hunters. There is
subsistence use of Ft. Greely lands under the intent of ANILCA Section VIII. We believe that
the withdrawal of these lands for military purposes causes a reduction in the availability of or
access to subsistence resources, and that triggers the need for an 810 subsistence hearing in
the affected communities. (See comments on Section 4.20.1, page 4-71.)

SUB-AA009

Vol. I, pgs. 3-112 and 3-114, Figures 3.1.a and 3.1.b

We suggest that the reference on legends that withdrawal for Army and Air Force comes
“from BLM” be deleted. The BLM processes the paperwork associated with withdrawals and
the land remains Federal land.

LAND-AA012

Vol. §, pg. 3-120, Figure 3.4.a; Geology Map, Fort Wainwright

More detailed information about the age of the units is given in this legend than is in Weber
et al., 1978. This discrepancy should be clarified.
GEOL-AA005
We believe the text for the unit Pzs should say the rocks are metamorphosed to amphibolite
facies not greenschist facies. A reference is needed to substantiate the differentiation between
units Pzs and Pzg on figure 3.4.a. These were both shown as Pzs on Weber et al., 1978, and it
is unclear why the former unit is shown to be schistose and the latter unit to be gneissic. A
reference is needed for the age of unit Pzsg.

We suggest that faults be added to this figure, specifically the one which is shown by the linear
or termination of the medium grain and rust units along the eastern margin of the training area.

Vol. I, pg. 3-121, Figure 3.4.b, Geology Map, Fort Greeley, legend

We suggest the reference to Foster et al., 1987, should be replaced with Foster et al., 1994,
the most recent work. The reference Nokleberg et al., 1990, is not in the references in the

back, but should nevertheless be replaced by Nokleberg et al., 1992, shown above. GEOL-AA006

Vol. I, pg. 3-123

We recommend that a narrow area along Buchanan Creek from the green-colored area to the
confluence with the Little Delta River should be circled and stippled as an “area with favorable
Geology for Placer Gold.”

MIN-AA018
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SUB-AA009: The term “non-native” has been removed and changes made to
Chapter 4.20.

LAND-AAOQ12: Please refer to Figure 3.1.a and Figure 3.1.b. Changes to the figures
have been made regarding your suggestions.

GEOL-AAQ05: The descriptions were reviewed and found to be consistent with
Weber et al. (1978) and the other references cited on Figure 3.4.a. Note, however, that
the USGS (1998) reference should be cited as Wilson et al. (1998). Appropriate
corrections have been made on the drawings and in Chapter 6.

The Legend for Figure 3.4.a. has been changed to indicate amphibolite facies for the
Pzs unit. The boundaries of the Pzs and Pzg units have been corrected on Figure 3.4.a
and are now consistent with Weber et al. (1978). However, the schistose and gneissic
descriptions of Pzs and Pzg, respectively, are consistent with the map sources.
Finally, Weber et al. (1978) observe that the Pzsg unit may be stratigraphically
equivalent to the Totatlanika Schist, which is Middle Devonian to Early Mississippian
(Wilson et al. 1998).

Faults have been added to Figure 3.4.a as suggested.

GEOL-AADQ06: The geologic map in Foster et al. (1987) was the source used for
Figure 3.4.b. The 1994 reference is primarily text and does not contain a comparable
map. The reference to Nokleberg et al. (1990) is correct, but the citation in the
Bibliography was erroneously labeled 1996. The suggested Nokleberg et al. (1992)
reference was not used in preparing this figure.

MIN-AAO018: Without documentation to support this request, changes to Figure 3.4.b
have not been incorporated.
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Vol. I, pg. 4-1, Section 4.1, Land Use
ird

it LAND-AA013

This is also true for the fourth paragraph which would benefit from the addition of the
following: “...(1991) management area ¥): management
and use of the withdrawal...”

Vol. L, pg. 4-7, para. 5
Third line states that ice fog is a unique type of atmospheric pollution. It is not pollution - it is
an atmospheric condition—this should be corrected. In the seventh line it says fog is formed by ~ AIR-AA002
particulate by-products. It is also formed by dust (the reason larger particles of sand are used
on the roads - not ash). We suggest this be corrected in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 4-8, para. 2
This section indicates military activities will remain the same, A more accurate statement AIR-AA003
might be: “Ag'lon: military activities remain dt thes e, following the land
withdrawal renewal...”

Vol. I, pgs. 4-8 and 4-9, Sections 4.3, Terrain, and Section 4.4, Geology
We believe these topics should be placed in the affected environment section, not in the OTH-AA027
environmental consequences section, unless the proposed withdrawals will adversely impact
terrain and geology.

Vol. 1, pg. 4-9, Section 4.5, Mineral Resources
We suggest this information be quantified, for example, how many acres and where? MIN-AA019

Vol. I, pg. 4-10, Section 4.6 Soils
This section notes that there is no information is available for Fort Wainwright and little is
available for Fort Greely. We suggest that the Final EIS discuss plans for additional studies, SOIL-AA005
such as those identified on pages 4-16 and 4-18, especially for Fort Wainwright.

Vol. 1, pg. 4-12, Table 4.6a
If the information is available, it would be helpful to provide in the Final EIS the amount of SOIL-AA006
ground pressure exerted by each type of vehicle in terms of pounds per square inch.

Vol. I, pg. 4-15, para. 5
“Brush or forest fires ignited by munitions released during training operations, although
considered rare events, could occur and would result in some loss of vegetative cover.” This FIRE-AAQ12
statement conflicts with the data provided on page 3-76 “Table 3.15d Total Number of Fires
by Cause on Fort Greely (1954-1997).” Incendiary fires are listed as 58 total, for an 86
percent of total acres burned.
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LAND-AAO013: Added sentence on management of the withdrawal lands by the
BLM under the existing Resource Management Plans if the No Action Alternative
is implemented.

AIR-AA002: Please refer to Chapter 3.2.2 ice Fog and Chapter 4.2.2 Ice Fog.
Amendments to the text have been made regarding your suggestions.

AIR-AA003: Please refer to Chapter 4.2.2 Ice Fog. Amendments to the text have
been made regarding your suggestions.

OTH-AA027: Please refer to Chapter 3.3 Terrain and Chapter 3.4 Geology for a
discussion of the affected environment of these resources.

NEPA requires the disclosure of environmental consequences even if they are
negative declarations.

MIN-AAO019: It is not clear which “areas” the commentor is discussing. It is
premature at this point to designate specific areas for mineral sale or location.

SOIL-AAQ0S5: A series of baseline and long-term monitoring programs have been
proposed in this LEIS to determine the location, extent, and potential migration of
contamination in soils (see Chapter 4.23).

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

SOIL-AAO006: Information regarding vehicle ground pressure in pounds per square
inch was unavailable. Please refer to Table 4.6.a for additional information.

FIRE-AA012: “Although considered rare events” has been deleted.



Vol. I, pg. 4-17, para. 6 AA
We believe the statement “Brush or forest fires ignited by flares released during training
operations although considered rare events, could occur and would result in some loss of
vegetative cover” conflicts with the data provided on page 3-76 Table 3.15d, and should be
corrected.

FIRE-AAQ13

Vol. I, pg. 4-20, Section 4.6 Soils
The No Action Alternative section on page 4-20 talks about farming and new settlements. We
believe that, after examining the percentage currently planned for these uses on adjoining lands
the scenario for future farm settlement is unrealistic and should be revised to a more realistic
scenario.

* SOIL-AAGO7

Vol. L, pgs. 4-10 through 4-21, Section 4.6 Seils
This section discusses the types of impacts that may occur to the soils of the area. However,
neither this section nor chapter 3 makes any attempt to discuss the current level of effects that
have occurred or what will occur under the preferred alternative. For example, no reference is
made to the acres of soil disturbance that currently exist or will be disturbed through use or
construction of roads and trails, acres of impact area, or acres of maneuver area(s), etc. We
suggest this type of information be presented, at least in part, to properly outline direct effects.

SOIL-AAQ0B

Section 3.6.1 discussed soil limitation ratings for various soil types. However, no attempt was
made to quantify the impacts to various soil types within chapter 4. We suggest this be
corrected in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 4-31, Section 4.9, Groundwater Resources
Groundwater is a major drinking-water supply for the area residents  We believe that the Final
EIS should have more information is necessary to protect this resource and that information is
needed on the quality of water, subsurface aquifer conditions, and the interaction of surface WATER-AAD12

and ground waters in the area (see also pg. 4-33, Proposed Mitigation).

The groundwater quality data for the Draft EIS are not consistent in time of sampling, and

hence, outdated. The groundwater data cannot be compared for trends because the sampling

dates are 40 to 50 years old and sparse. One sample per site is taken and this is not sufficient

to characterize present day water quality. We believe that the Final EIS should contain the

results of many more samples and sites, which are necessary to best ascertain current trends in

water quality. The sampling interval in the well must also be identified.

Vol. I, pg. 4-38, para. 1
We suggest that this paragraph more appropriately belongs in Section 4.14.

VEG-AAD03

Vol. I, pg. 4-40, para. 1
The statements: “Fire from military activities impacts vegetation. Vegetation in these areas is
kept in varying successional stages, maintaining diversity of vegetation composition. A greater

number of fires occur on the withdrawn lands due to incendiary devices” appear to conflict

FIRE-AAD14

FIRE-AAQ13: “Although considered rare events” has been deleted.
SOIL-AA007: Changes have been made to Chapter 4.6 regarding your suggestions.

SOIL AAQ08: Quantitative data is not available on the extent of damage occurring from military vehicie
maneuvering on Fort Wainwright Training Area and Fort Greely. Training area 4 on the Fort Wainwright Yukon
Training Area (Figure 2.b} was used most frequently during 1995 and 1996 (Table 2.f). Training Area 22 on Fort
Greely (Figure 2.c) was used most often during 1988 to 1995 (Table 2.g). The most severe terrain damage from off-

road maneuvering would be expected to cccur during the summer months when the ground is not frozen.
However, due to Army regulations which restrict off-road maneuvering during spring thaw (1 April to 15
May} and summer months (usually May to September in designated creek bottoms, wetlands, and alpine
areas above 2,000 feet in elevation), impacts would not be expected to reach the highest severity level.
Personnel are also instructed to operate vehicles on marked trails and designated routes untii directed
otherwise during tactical deployment.

Quantitative data representing the damage caused by munitions use within Stuart Creek and Oklahoma/
Delta Creek impact Areas are not available. In general, projectiles contain high explosive compounds that
detonate upon impact with the ground, creating a crater and distributing steel fragments across the local
landscape. Over time, large areas of bare ground result. This could lead to localized episodes of wind and
water erosion similar to the disturbance caused by off-road maneuvering. The soil profile may contain
embedded shrapnel making removal of the foreign material difficult. Evidence of long-term use of the
Impact Areas include thousands of craters, debris from used targetry, pieces of shrapnel, and occasional
unexploded ordnance.

Please refer to Chapter 4.6 Soils for a complete discussion of this topic.

The Soit Limitation Ratings as described in Chapter 3.6.1 were not used as an analysis tool because they
provide only a general description of the sails in the area. The ratings were not developed specifically for
military activities, but rather for general land use categories. Also, some soils within any mapped area may
have properties and limitations that differ from those described for the unit as a whole, which makes the
evaluation of a specific, localized land use difficult.

Military activities conducted on the withdrawal renewal lands would be consistent with those conducted
during the past 15 years (see Chapter 2.1.3). The Army is proposing to renew the withdrawal areas with
the existing military land uses. The Army is not proposing to expand or add Impact Areas on the withdrawal
lands.

A planning-level soil survey is scheduied to be completed for the withdrawal areas. This project includes
the identification and mapping of sails, the correlation of soils to permafrost areas, and the establishment
of relationships between terrain components. While describing, classifying, and quantifying soil properties,
relationships among geomorphology and vegetation will be established.

To guide and reguiate the actions of Army personnel using and managing training lands, the Army has
developed the Integrated Training Area Management (iTAM) program. The goals of ITAM are to evaluate,
repair, maintain, and enhance training lands at Army training installations. Please refer to Appendix 2.D for
a detailed description of the ITAM program.

WATER-AAQ12: Please refer to Chapter 3.9.1 Groundwater Occurrenice for a description of location,
recharge, discharge, and surface water interactions of groundwater of the withdrawal areas.

An effective comparison between surface water and groundwater quality cannot be made with the limited
data available. This is due to the lack of lengthy, historical surface and groundwater quality records for both
Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. Additionally, surface and groundwater sample locations are not
necessarily in the same areas to allow for analyses.

No groundwater monitoring wells have been drilled on the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or the Fort
Greely East and West Training Areas. Thus, no groundwater quality data are available for the Impact
Areas. An analysis of background water quality samples as related to “other samples” is not possible due
to lack of data for the withdrawal areas.

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

VEG-AAQD3: The paragraph has been added to Chapter 4.14.

FIRE-AA0Q14: “Although considered rare events” has been deleted.
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with pages 4-15 and 4-17, where brush and forest fires ignited by munitions are considered
“rare events.” We suggest this be clarified in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pgs. 4-34 to 4-41, Sections 4.10, Wetlands, and 4.11, Vegetation AA
See above comments to Section 4.6. We suggest, to adequately define direct impacts, that the WET, 002
acres of disturbance, present or future, be quantified. VEG-AAQ04
Vol. I, pg. 4-41, Cumulative Effects
The cumutative effects of negative impacts on vegetation and other resources is an important
consideration in the length of time for which the withdrawal is renewed. A 15 or 20 year OTH-AA(D28

renewal period would be more reasonable (than 50 years) and would allow better assessment
of cumulative effects. We suggest this be considered in the Final EIS.

Vol. L, pg. 4-42, para. §
We believe it would be more appropriate to cite studies on Alaskan wildlife species, rather than WILD-AAQG08
mule deer and penguins, which are not found in interior Alaska.

Vol. I, pg. 4-42, para. §
Studies of Adelie penguin reactions to sight and sound of aicraft demonstrate that the type of
disturbance anticipated on these withdrawals can cause mortality to birds that is additive to
other mortality factors. However, we believe that studies which are more pertinent to the
potential disturbance(s) to birds present on these withdrawals would be more appropriate and
need to be added.

WILD-AAQG09

Vol. I, pg. 4-48, Section 4.12, para. 1

We suggest including birds (trumpeter swans, raptors) to the noise reduction study in sentence
4 of mitigation. WILD-AAD10

Vol. I, pg. 4-48, Section 4.12, para. 2
Breeding Bird Surveys are not the appropriate tool for identifying habitats or high use areas for
birds since the BBS monitors trends in populations. We suggest using intensive off-road point
counts designed to identify habitat use. Studies designed to identify high use areas include
several nest searching techniques, habitat mapping, and other methods for characterizing the
interacticns of birds and habitat.

WILD-AA011

Vol. I, pg. 4-49, para. 2
It is speculative to assume that disturbance to wildlife from public activities, including
recreation, commercial use, and development, would increase over present disturbance from
military activity. We suggest the Final EIS substantiate these statements.

REC-AAQ06

Vol. I, pg. 4-49, Section 4.12, para. 1, last sentence
We suggest relating this sentence to the study conclusions about Off Road Vehicles use and
wildlife.

REC-AA007

18

WET-AADD2: The distribution of wetlands within the withdrawal areas is presented in Chapter 3.10 and
Appendix 3.10.A. Knowledge of the areal extent of wetlands in the withdrawal areas is limited. From the data
that are available, it is apparent that wetlands exist within Impact Areas, Training Areas, and along floodplains
and stream corridors (Figures 3.10.a and 3.10.b).

Typically, the density and inundation with water of wetland areas prevent maneuvering during much of the
fime. Even though off-road military exercises are regulated, some disturbance may occur. The military may
maneuver or conduct foot traffic in wetland areas as long as the wetlands are not disturbed. If wetland areas
are disturbed, Clean Water Act Section 404 requirements must be satisfied.

Current knowledge regarding the status of wetlands located within the withdrawal boundaries is based upon the U.S.
Army Coms of Engineers permitting system. According to Section 404, wetland modification will occur only in
designated areas with the acceptance of a permit application. A total of 114.86 acres, based on U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers permitting records, have been disturbed by military activities since 1989 as shown in Table 4.10.a.

These permits usually contain special provisions which require the permittee to correct any damage to the
wetland system. A wetlands management scheme is currently being developed for the withdrawal areas,
which includes a wetlands management plan, Section 404 Consultations, and remediation of wetlands
damage including revegetation.

An increase in impacts to wetlands are not expected to occur, since proposed military activities would be
consistent with those conducted during the past 15 years, the Army is not proposing to expand or add Impact
Areas, and various wetland damage mitigation measures are planned.

VEG-AADO4: At the present time, the total number of acres directly impacted by military activity has not
been quantified. Little disturbance has occurred on the Fort Greely West Training Area. Army Regulations and
applicable State and Federal laws decrease impacts to vegetation. Based on the U.S Corps of Engineers
wetland permit application system, a total of 114.86 acres have been recorded as disturbed by military
activities since 1989 (Table 4.10.a).

OTH-AAD(28: Noted.
YWILD-AADDS: The reference to mule deer and penguins has been deleted.

WILD-AADO09: The reference has been deleted. Please review the information in Chapter 4.12 on sandhiil
crane and migratory birds, and Chapter 4.14.

WILD-AAQTO: These species are covered in the Proposed Mitigation for Chapter 4.14.

WILD-AAQ11: The intent of the statement was to have the military use existing data. All baseline studies
begin with the analysis of existing information. The Breeding Bird Surveys could prove useful. Chapter 4.14
also lists Proposed Mitigation that requires the Army to identify habitat. Your recommendations for specific
studies should be presented in the review of the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans.

REC-AAQDODG: The statement is justified. It is not stating that recreational activities would cause greater
disturbance to wildlife than military activities. The statement says that when military presence is absent there
could be an increase in recreational activities. This is documented by the input on access and recreation given
during the scoping process. The increase in recreational activities would include a higher probability that there
would be anincrease in recreational-caused disturbance to wildlife on the withdrawal lands than at the present
time because military activity restricts recreational activities in some areas.

REC-AAD07: Noted.
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Vol. I, Chapter 4.13.2, Wild Fisheries

There is an insufficient database to adequately assess impacts to fisheries resources in the
Stuart Creek Impact Area. It is a well known fact among fisheries scientists that explosives
discharged in or near water bodies can kill fish directly by the explosion and shrapnel and
indirectly by the shock waves that are propagated. Incubating eggs can also be destroyed by
the effects of shock waves. The BLM routinely mitigates for the use of explosive charges used FISH-AA005
in seismic oil exploration activities by using buffer setbacks adjacent to fish-bearing water
bodies. The use of munitions is described on page 2-22 and elsewhere. Direct impact of
munitions is mentioned in several sections, including page 4-15, which discusses the creation of
craters in the soil. There is no acknowledgment in this document of the kinds of shock impacts
just mentioned nor mitigation for these impacts on fishery resources. We recommend that this
be added to the Final EIS.

One of the impacts mentioned in the Draft EIS is explosives damaging stream banks in the
riparian zone of the upper Chena drainage. Site-specific fishery surveys have not been
conducted in this area and this fact is acknowledged in page 4-54. Because it is generally
known that the South Fork Chena River supports populations of both resident and anadromous
species, and because of the acknowledged heavy use of the area as a bombing range, it is
reasonable to analyze a worst case scenario and conclude that significant impacts to fish
populations may occur, but are not currently documented. Correspondingly, mitigation for
these impacts is not discussed either. We suggest mitigation include the establishment of
buffer areas of one-quarter mile on either side of major water bodies such as the South Fork,
Beaver Creek, and Stuart Creek. Stream and waterbody buffers would also provide additional
protection to many other species, especially moose that make intensive use of riparian zones
for feeding and other activities.

Vol. I, pg. 4-53, para. 6

There are currently no BBS routes conducted on Ft. Greely (see page 3-60), this should be
corrected.

WILD-AA012

Vol. I, pg. 4-54, para. 2

No BBS are conducted on Ft. Greely, so detection of ospreys on this withdrawal must be by
some other method. We suggest this be explained in the Final EIS.

WILD-AA013

Vol. I, pg. 4-54, para. §

According to the Draft EIS, trumpeter swans have not been identified on the Ft. Wainwright
Yukon Training Area; however, it is not clear to the reader whether or not surveys of
trumpeter swans have been conducted on Ft. Greely East and West Training Areas. If swan
surveys have not been conducted, we believe they are needed, and should be discussed in the
Final EIS.

WILD-AA014

Vol. I, pg. 4-57, Section 4.15, Fire Management

We suggest it should be made clear that fire management and suppression on withdrawn lands  FIRE-AA015
by the Alaska Fire Service refers only to wildland fires.

19

FISH-AAOQ005: Yes, there is insufficient data to assess impacts to fisheries within
the Stuart Creek Impact Area. The military does not intentionally shoot into water
bodies. Itis not feasible to create Buffer Zones along waterways within the Impact
Areas. The Air Force Environmental Assessment for Target Arrays states that
targets cannot be placed within 50 feet of flowing water. Army Regulation 350-2
states that the military cannot fire into or over navigable waterways.

WILD-AAG12: Change completed.

WILD-AAO013: Noted.

WILD-AAG14: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conducts swan surveys on
Fort Greely every five years. Chapter 4.14 Proposed Mitigation identifies that
surveys are needed for sensitive species.

FIRE-AA015: All fires on the withdrawal lands are the responsibility of the
Alaska Fire Service. This is stated in the first sentence of Chapter 4.15. if you are
referring to other military land such as the cantonment areas, they are not part of
this withdrawal.
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Vol. I, pg. 4-57, para. 6
The statement: “Of the seven known causes of fire on Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area
and Fort Greely, incendiary devices are the major cause of fire on withdrawn lands with
lightning being second” appears to conflict with pages 4-15 and 4-17 where fires are
considered “rare events.” This should be resolved in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 4-58, para. 2
The second paragraph states: “It is possible that fires started on withdrawn lands could cross
protection status boundaries into areas managed by the State, which could have different
protection status. However, fire information for the withdrawn lands shows that out of 95

FIRE-AA016

incendiary device fires, only one has crossed onto State lands indicating that the probability of FIRE-AA017

this occurrence is low.” While this statement may be true, such occurrences can be very

costly. For example, the 1998 Carla Lake Fire started on Military Lands (modified protection)

and crossed over onto State lands (full protection). This fire was caused by lightning;
however, unexploded munitions in the area hampered ground based suppression activities

during the first days of fire suppression efforts. After crossing over onto State of Alaska lands,

the cost of the fire was over $15 million dollars. We suggest this be further discussed in the
Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 4-58, 4.15, para. 3

This paragraph is unclear. The fire management options (protection) would not alter the lands

from their intended military use. The fire management options were developed jointly by
BLM-Northern Field Office and the U.S. Army-Alaksa to best accommodate natural resource
values and the military mission. Modified lands may, on a case by case basis, be treated with
different levels of attack but Critical (and Full) would be initially attacked aggressively. This
paragraph should be clarified in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 4-59, para. 4
The Final EIS should clarify that the Ft. Wainwright Tanana Flats withdrawal is unaffected by
this Draft EIS and will continue to be available for military use even under the No Action
Alterative. This withdrawal currently receives wildland fire detection and initial attack

response from BLM-Alaska Fire Service (AFS) as part of the Interservice Support Agreements
(ISSA), which allows the use of the buildings and services on Ft. Wainwright. Use of buildings

and services by BLM-AFS may be altered if less land is protected by BLM-AFS, but the
potential need for the ISSAs will not evaporate.

Vol. I, pg. 4-59, para. 5
The withdrawals addressed by the Draft EIS are south of a line that delineates Department of

Natural Resources (DNR)-DOF areas of protection responsibility to the south from BLM-AFS

areas of protection responsibility to the north. Therefore, the No Action Alternative should
clarify that DNR-DOF would have responsibility for protecting the former withdrawals.

Vol. I, pg. 4-60, Section 4.16, Public Access

We believe the Preferred Alternative needs clarification on this issue. The Draft EIS states that

20

FIRE-AA018

FIRE-AAQ019

FIRE-AA020

ACC-AA020

FIRE-AAQ016: “Although considered rare events” has been deleted.

FIRE-AAQ17: Noted. Please review Appendix 3.19.D.

FIRE-AAQ18: The paragraph does notindicate an alteration of the lands from their
intended military use. It states that fires could cross military boundaries onto State
lands. The following sentence has been added to the paragraph: “ If fires begin in
Impact Areas, the cost of suppression could increase because on-the-ground fire
suppression in these areas is prohibited.”

FIRE-AAQ19: The lands involved in the withdrawal renewal for this LEIS are
defined throughout the document. Please refer to figure ES.a.

FIRE-AA020: Please review the first paragraph under the No Action Alternative.

ACC-AA020: The statement has been corrected to state “The Lakes Impact Area
and Buffer Zone would be temporarily closed when necessary for military activities.
The High Hazard Impact Areas, and the Texas and Washington Ranges would
remain off-limits to the public.”
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the High Hazard and Dedicated Impact areas would be off-limits to the public. While the high
hazard area sounds reasonable, the justification for the Dedicated Impact areas, if the military
activities are remaining at the same level, is unclear. For example, if all the Dedicated Impact
areas are off-limits, where are the Lakes Impact Areas that would only be closed temporarily?

Vol. I, pg. 4-60, para. 3

The Final EIS should discuss other objectives which are met by prescribed fire besides fire FIRE-AAD21
hazard reduction, as mentioned in Section 3.15.2, where creating and maintaining maneuver
areas is discussed.
Vol. I, pg. 4-60, para. 4
1t is unlikely that fuel load would be significantly increased on the withdrawal lands under the
No Action Alternative. The fire management options for most of these areas are such that fire
will be allowed naturally on the landscape. Fuel loading that results in “hotter burning and FIRE-AAQ22
crown fires” usually occurs in areas where fire is deferred, such as in Full or Critical areas, not
where natural wildland fire is allowed to burn. In the absence of the withdrawals, some Full or
Modified areas may be changed to lower suppression levels, allowing more natural fire on the
landscape. We suggest the Final EIS further address this fact.
Vol. L, pg. 4-61, para. §
We suggest adding to general access procedures the normal checking with flight service. ACC-AA021
Vel I, pg. 4-61, Section 4.16, Public Access, para. 7
We suggest that military use be quantified in the Final EIS, including how much it has ACC-AAD22
increased in the last 10, 20, or 50 years of restricted public access. That would be an indicator
of how much the public would be impacted in the future. We also suggest identifying any
planned studies.
The same comments apply to the following section: 4.17 Recreation page 4-63. REC-AAQ08
Vol. I, pg. 4-64, para. 5
We suggest including the location of the Valdez winter trail. It should be labeled on Figure REC-AAD0S
3.13.b and a map reference included at the end of the paragraph.
Vol. I, pg. 4-65, Cultural Resources, para. 3 )
Lands cannot be transferred as State-selected property to the State; they are ¢onveyed to the CULT-AAQ04
State. This should be corrected.
Vol. I, pg. 4-66, Socioeconomics, No Action Alternative .
Paragraph 3 should read: “Under the No Action Alternative, non-renewal of the fand SOC-AAD12
wal would occur..”
Vol. I, pg. 4-66, Section 4.19, Socioeconomic, para. 3
The No Action Alternative states “extremely limited aspects” of Army and Air Force missions SQOC-AAQ013

21

FIRE-AAQ21: Chapter 3.15.2 states that prescribed fire is used to improve wildlife
habitat, decrease potential for ignitions and fire escape from live firing, and to increase
military training areas. This is stated again in Chapter 4.15.1.

FIRE-AAD22: The statement on fuel load has been taken out.

ACC-AAD21: The following statement has been added. “All policies and procedures
for civilian airspace access would continue. Civilian pilots should call the Special Use
Airspace Information Service (SUAIS), a 24-hour service (1-800-758-8723 or 907-

~ 372-6913) provided by Eielson Air Force Base Range Control to civilian pilots planning

flights through or around Military Operations Areas and Restricted Areas in interior
Alaska. The SUAIS provides information on which MOAs are active, Army artillery
firing, and known helicopter operations (USAF 1995).”

ACC-AAD22 and REC-AAQD08: Adequate historical data is not available to
guantify an increase or decrease in public access over the past 50 years.

REC-AAQQ9: Change completed.
CULT-AAQ04: Corrected in Final LEIS.

SOC-AAD12: Corrected in Final LEIS.

SOC-AAQ13: To factor costs would be speculative due to economic and
technological conditions.
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could continue. We suggest the Final EIS discuss these limitations and how much can be
transferred to Tanana Flats, what percentage is conducted on Tanana Flats now, and what
types would be eliminated.

Page 4-67, paragraph 2 discusses decontamination expenditures. Ifit costs $248.9 million to
clean up today, we suggest future costs (e.g., 10 and 20 years from now) and planned studies
be discussed in the Final EIS.

Vol. L, pg. 4-71, No Action Alternative
We suggest the Final EIS include a more realistic analysis of possible conveyances to the State.
We believe it is unlikely that there would be negative consequences in the foreseeable future to
subsistence users of the withdrawals if they were conveyed to the State. Seasons and bag SUB-AAD10
limits are aligned between the State and Federal regulations on these withdrawals. Where no
Federal subsistence season exists, State regulations provide opportusity for the qualified
subsistence user (see comment on Section 3.20, page 3-108, paragraph 1). Opening access to
subsistence hunters under either State or Federal management would benefit subsistence users.

Vol. L, pg. 4-71, Section 4.20.1, para. 1
An ANTLCA Section 810(a) Evaluation and Finding should be attached to the Record of
Decision or as an appendix to the EIS. The evaluation and finding helps make a decision on SUB-AAD11
whether or not the preferred alternative has significant impacts on subsistence use. This
section does not adequately meet this requirement and, we believe, should be more fully
addressed in the Final EIS.

Vol. I, pg. 4-71, Section 4.20.1, para. 2
Based on ANILCA, continued use of the Ft. Greely withdrawals for military activities does
significantly impact subsistence use and may require a Section 810 hearing. Use by the military SUB-AAR12
restricts access to some parts of the withdrawal that might otherwise be used by subsistence
hunters. Military activity may also affect wildlife movements, making them unavailable to
harvesters. (See comments on Section 3.20, page 3-108.) We believe that the 810 discussion
should be revised in the Final EIS.

Vol I, pg. 4-71, No Actien Alternative

In sentence four, we suggest deleting “intensive management” and substituting “g
tivity.” Intensive management has a specific connotation in the context of wildlife and

fisheries management. Under Alaska Statutes, the Board of Game is required to adopt

regulations to provide for intensive management programs to restore the abundance or

productivity of big game prey populations important for human consumptive use. Without the SUB-AAG13
support of the Army on these withdrawals, some programs, such as grouse enhancement on

the Yukon Training Area and hunter check stations for moose, may be discontinued.

Vol. I, pg. 6-16
“Kiell” is misspelled; it should be “Keill.” OTH-AAD29
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SUB-AAG10: You are correct with regard to access, which is important to
subsistence use. Thus, the No Action Aliernative in Chapter 4.20 has been changed.

SUB-AAQG11: Chapter 4.20 has been updated to indicate that neither alternative
would likely significantly affect subsistence practices on withdrawal renewal areas of
Fort Wainwright since subsistence taking of fish and wildlife is minimal or does not
occur on the Yukon Training Area. Increased access opportunities that could result
from the No Action Alternative are not likely to significantly increase subsistence use
of these lands.

SUB-AAD12: The following changes have been incorporated into the Chapter 4.20.
The Preferred Alternative does not change access to these lands for subsistence use
over what has occurred during almost 50 years of military use. Approximately 9% of
the withdrawn lands are permanently closed io subsistence use due to Impact Area
hazards. Compared to use before the military withdrawals, the Preferred Alternative
may affect subsistence use of portions of the withdrawal lands at Fort Greely. Some
lands are less accessible than would be the case under the No Action Alternative.
Military activities may affect some game species behavior to make them less or more
available to subsistence users.

SUB-AA013: We have removed the term” intensive”. The sentence now includes
the phrase “...decreased funding and less management of fish and wildlife...”.

OTH-AAD29: Corrected spelling.
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Thmkyw £¢rﬂm oppommxty wmmmténmcmaﬁlfegzslmvefnvimmmxallmpaa
Statement (DELS) for the Alasics Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal. The Northern Alaska
Enviromiental Cented is 2 nomprofit consetvation organization with 1,300 members and has beea
besed in Fairbarks since its founding in 1971. We are dedicated to preserving wilderness and
natmnlhbm in Intérior and ttorthern Alaske.

’I‘heNmthaquxaieeogmm&evmedmmtheUS Army hag in; these training lands.
Yet,wewouldalsobdpcthatbolhtheAnnymdtheCEMMLmmmmcogmz:(hc interest we
have in preserving the land, water, and nataral habitats of interior Alaska. That said, we would
like w0 comment mcﬂycnmnncmof environmental concern and rot necessarily on the larger
nmaofwhmorm!mmmndbem

Chapter 4 of the LEIS addresses th: “Brvironmentz] Consequences™ of this lands withdrawal.
An aimedameing of the No Action Altsrnative on pagei4-20 states, “The fitst evaluation of the
remmed 1ands would'be an zssoasmient of the extent the lands are contathinated with exzplosive,
toxic, or otheér hazardous materials.” We belicve that this should be performed regardless of the
chosen altetnative. Why is this option Hsted éily If the No Action Alternarive is chosen?
Purthermore, we beliéve that this “evaluation” of contaminated lands should be only the first
step, and thay those idemtified sites Bh)uld‘bd ¢tleaned up to the greatest extent possible. For
example, tbeLEIS noges that confamination studies do not exist for TNT and RDX. (4-16)
'I'hm:mixcntnuldbe performed and !hewnmmxmtedsncsclcanod up.

The LEIS notes that some cleanup is ‘lmmed by funding and technology.” (4-20) If thatis
indeed the case then the army should niot conterminate any sites in the first plece. Why should we
allow our latid, air, anl water to be polluted whm the army readily admits that cleanup is limited
by fmdmg md tenhmlogy?

II ls om'undemtmdmg that there may be dq:le'hed uranium munitions in the Fort Wainwright
ares. If 6o, doss the army or CEMML have documented evidence of these sites and the extont to
which thdymny be wnlmnmwd? It igpm that any additional mumuons training could

. !
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MIT-BB014

MIT-BB0O15

POL-BB012

RESPONSES TO COMMENT BB

MIT-BB014: Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-AQ02.
Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to
develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources (see Chapter 4.23). The Military Lands Withdrawal Act states the
decontamination process to follow in order for the military to relinquish the
fands to the BLM. Please refer to Chapter 2.1.2.

MIT-BB015: Unfortunately, events that occurred in the past cannot be
taken back or erased. However, these actions can be remediated.

Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to
develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources (see Chapter 4.23). Current decontamination efforts are described
including an ordnance cleanup history by the Air Force (response to POL-
A002 and Appendix 2.C).

POL-BB012: Presently, Fort Greely ranges do not allow depleted uranium
use. The Cold Regions Test Center has no depleted uranium testing program
scheduled for the future and is not aware of any programs in the past.
Depleted uranium testing would reguire completion of an Environmental
Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA.
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“before the next’ lo-year renewal. Itis ludwi'ous to give the military carte blanche for 50 years,
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congeivably stiike these deposxts of d@lctud franivin and thus seaiter (
ground.-water supply. . We request thiat this i 1ssue e adeguately address
kgiﬁm:m probiem that the sites e cleaned { up

into the ait and
and if fomd tobe a

Slmply o, the thtary has arathz: duhous reputahon in Alaska for pollution, contarmination,
aud wotse yet, filure to clean up: their messes. We believe that this issue ghould be at the
forefront of any debute as to wheﬂm or not the 1znds withdrawal should be renewed. Thisisa
very cotdplieated issue, to be sure; but it cun be smlply stated as such: iHe army should be
vequired to identify all polhuted sites —régatiiless of the pollutant — and then be required to clesn
thesirup. If the *fanding and technology’ db not allow such a cleanup procedure, then a strict
merhtorinm shouid be placed on any addmcml activities which might contribute to that pollution
pro‘bhm A

MIT-BB016

We ‘also believe that ﬁlc preﬁerred altematrve of a Sﬂ—yeat renewal represents too long a time
penod. This is an unprecedented Iength for'such a renewal. The DEIS states: “The scope of
actions wonld remain virtually the game In compmng renswale for 15, 25, 50, or 100 yem
jnicfernents. Managemm smd use of these withdrawal lands by the military would remain the
‘sarne uader each time period, The S0-year withdrawal is the preferved selection.” (ES-6,
emghaﬂs added) Why exactly is  the 50-yedr withdrawal the preferred selectxon" The DEIS
gives no mtionale for this decision and tndebd it seems sli the more mcongmous when the DEIS
‘admits that the scops of actions woild be the same gud the managc:mcntand uge of the lands
‘would be the same uder any of the consxdered time penods So what nmkes the 50-year renewal
so m::twe? .

ALT-BB056

TThm ars maxs.y reasQns why the SO«yesr teneWaI i8 unatiractive however. Data from fish and

wxldhfe studies change overy 10 years. By grantmgﬂle 50-year rcncwag you are effectively
‘Iockmg out the publie from issues of resourpe management on these lands. No one knows what
‘the nieeds will be for fish and wildlife tanagement 50 yoars from now, or even 10 years from
now. Suppose that 10 years fromuriow thers iz a significant crisis regarding salmon in rivers

ALT-BB0S7

,withm the army training lands. Ifthe reneWal is grauted for only 10 yedts there will be sufficient

opporhmaty for public involvement in that cnsm But if the lands are lo8ked up for 50 years,

i-what TECOUTSe EXiEtS ‘for proper managemcnt of those tivers?

Puithomore, what ceaxuaum of’rhc pouuﬁon statiis of the lands will bb undertaken during those

50 years? -Any? If tﬁe renewal is gratited ¥or 10 years there will conceivably be a thorough study

ALT-BB058
tum our-heads for that lengfh of timie, and then figtire out how much zir, fand, and water they

fave contérinated. ‘We should instead stagger these rencwals so that an incremental evaluation

of the contaminants inay be perforied. If the DEIS adrmits that actions, management, and use by

‘e military would remain the same over sty of the- time periods, then we believe that a series of

shm‘ter rencwals are favomble w a lengtby smgle mmwal

.-Amﬁher mgaot wbif:h we bchcvvwaé aot adeqnately addressed in the DEIS ig the

soclosconomic effects. The DEIS states: “No adverse impacts are expected if the withdrawals SOC-BB014

. a¥e rengwed.” (4-66), Thisisa terribly optiinistic, sanguine, and wishful asgessment on the part
of CEVIML,. Withoyt docnmenting specifits, the focal newspaper reports on a fairly regular
. g v

MIT-BB016: Please refer to responses for POL-A0C1 and POL-ACQ2.
Proposed mitigation would implement a research program to gather baseline
data to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for ali
physical resources (see Chapter 4.23). Current decontamination efforts are
described including an ordnance cleanup history by the Air Force (Appendix
2.0).

ALT-BB056: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on
the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to
national defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning
horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the
resource commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal
every 10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering
the large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S.
Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawa! period and utilize
resources to protect resource values and implement natural resource
management measures.

ALT-BBO057: Army management of the withdrawal lands wiil be conducied
under Integraied Natural Resources Managemeni Plans (INRMP)
developed in accordance with the Sikes Act. INRMPs are reviewed every five
years with public, and State and Federal agency participaiion in the
development and review process.

ALT-BB058: See Proposed and Existing Mitigation in Chapter 4.23.

SOC-BB0O14: There are no statistics o show that military personnel
contribute significantly to crime. Military personnel should not be
characterized as prone to drunken driving, larceny, and theft, any more than
persons in mining, forestry, fishing, or the tourist service industries
(whichever occupations are employed in alternative uses of the withdrawal
lands). Fairbanks compares favorably with the rest of the United States as far
as crime is concerned.
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baiis initances of 3@@«@ vendalistn, Eﬁ %mm rape committed hy soldiers who are stationed at
ong of the Togal bases. It seems intezesting — and upsetiing — thet the DHIS goes into sreat detail
about the positive effects of our military presence, including jobs and aégam yet the DEIS
&m&ﬁm@w mm negative impacts with this one .@uo». seitence quoted above. We strongly request
mﬁ CEMML ﬁmamaﬁwm amore @encemw examination of these impacts in the Final EIS,
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Alaska Army Land Withdrawal Comment/Conserns Submittails

Name:
Orginization:

Address:

Cormment:

Monday, 8 February 1899

Mark A Wartes
Self

1713 Central Ave.

Fairbanks, AK 89708

Being an Alaskan resident for the greater part of my life and aiso be a U.S A.F veteran | can see the
importance of the militaries continued use of the selected fand. What | do not agree with is, | am not
infavor of this type of land withdrawal which will not be reviewed for 50 years. | won't be on earth 50
years from now and my 25 year oid son will be 75 years old and how old will my grand children be
befor they ever have a chance to again review this land usage. The military has no idea what is’
needs might be 50 years from now. They really do a very poor job of figuring out what they want to do
in the next few years. | am against this withdrawa! if it ties up the land for over 20 years without 2
compelete review.

Thanks

ALT-CCO059

RESPONSES TO COMMENT CC

ALT-CC059: Noted. The Army’s selection of a 50-
year renewal period is based on the need for
substantial land mass to support training of soldiers
in Arctic and Subarctic environments which will
continue in the future to be critical to national defense
preparedness. A credible operational military
planning horizon is limited by withdrawai renewals
every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required
for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a substantial
burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations,
U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the
withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect
resource values and implement natural resource
management measures.
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Name:
Orginization:

Address:

Comment:

Judy Hicks bD

P.O. Box 1417

Deita Jct., AK 99737

Judy G. Olson Hicks

PO Box 1417

Deilta Junction, AK 99737
Checkpoint@knix.net
4Feb 99

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523-1500
hitp:/Avww.cemmi.colostate.edw/alaskaeis

Dear Ms. Herdrich,

01 cannot support the proposed fifty year Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal of the Training and
Impact Areas of Fort Greely. Fifty years is too long of a period. The realignment of Fort Greely to Fort
Wainwright yanks the Delta area economic base along with it. The proposed land withdrawal renewal
further restricts the regions efforts to develop other economic potentials such as mining and tourism.
In addition, it is clear from the Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LEI(S) that
environmental, resource and economic studies are lacking. More data is needed for the army, state
and federal agencies and area residents to form informed plans and decisions on the army’s impact,
restoration and restitution efforts. | do believe however, that an effective fifteen year agreement could
be drafted.

OThe BRAC realignment of Fort Greely cannot be separated from the renewal of land withdrawal. The
military may pfan to use the training and impact areas at Fort Greely in the same manner as they have
been used since 1886 (the last renewal of lands withdrawal). During this period of time the Army and
Defta Junction have enjoyed a positive relationship. However, even though the military's land use may
remain unchanged, without the support of the staff stationed at Fort Greely the risks to the community
are greater. Following are three examples. (1) Fire management— The same number of incendiary
munitions may be fired on withdrawn lands but there will be a smaller fire crew to monitor and deal
with fires. Incendiary devices start a majority of the fires in the area. (2) Off site range control--
Suggested off site range control will prove ineffective. Currently, as required ,my husband and { call
the MP desk on post to “call in" when we use the trail network in the Delta East Training Area for dog
mushing, hiking, snow machining, hunting, etc. The MP's are aiways aware of training activities and
current weather conditions and would be alerted to respond in case of an emergency. It is difficut to
believe that civilian compliance with the “calf in” protocol will be maintained if it involves a long distance
phene calf or that safety and knowledge of the local terrain can be provided long distance from Fort
Wainwright. (3) Mobilization of troops from Fort Wainwright— Moving troops from Fort Wainwright to
Fort Greely Training Areas to conduct training exercises is likely to increase following the completion
of realignment. The military convoys on the highway pose a safety hazard. Impatient drivers execute
risky passes and safe drivers must make many passes on a rough highway or arrive late. {n addition,
convoys can deter tounist traffic from traveling to Delta. These and other issues of BRAC realignment,

ALT-DD060

FIRE-DD023

USE-DDG39

OTH-DDO030

RESPONSES TO COMMENT DD

ALT-DDO060: Noted. Refer to Chapters 1.2 and 2.1.3 for a
discussion of the military’s continuing need for the withdrawal
lands.

FIRE-DD023: The Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Fire
Service is responsible for wildland fire suppression on the
withdrawal lands. When fires on the withdrawal lands are called
in, the Fire Department records coordinates, and contacts the
Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Fire Service (AFS). The
ability of the Fire Department to report locations of wildland fires
will not change after the realignment.

USE-DD039: No decision has been made on retaining Range
Control and Explosive Ordnance Disposal personnel at Fort
Greely after the realignment becomes final in 2001. The current
proposal after BRAC action is completed, is for local Range
management personnel to remain at Fort Greely to continue to
provide these services. Also see Access Chapters 3.16 and
4.16.

OTH-DDO030: Movement of troops and vehicles occur between Fort
Wainwright and Fort Greely. Large convoys occur primarily during
the military’s major training exercises. Military use of Fort Greely will
continue under the Preferred Alternative. Affects on convoys as a
result of the BRAC action at Fort Greely are outside the scope of this
withdrawal renewal action. Those affects should be addressed in the
NEPA documents being prepared in accordance with BRAC.
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that did not exist in 1986 for example, affect decisions concerning current renewal. As a local resident
it is difficult to be told by the Department of Defense that Fort Greely’s mission is no longer important
enough to be cost effective and therefore the base was selected for realignment; while on the other
hand the Department of Defense and U.S. Army Alaska cite the necessity of Fort Greely's for cold
weather and big training spaces for testing, training, flying and bombing, and that all this is vital to
prepare our national defense. If the Armv believes their arauments for a S0 vear land withdrawal for
Fort Greely are so strong, than why are they not also strong enough to maintain the small supporting
Army post? If Fort Greely's cold weather mission and big open spaces are critical {c the Army, then
why was Fort Greely realigned rather than Fort Richardson? it cannot work both ways.

OTH-DDO031

OFifty years is too long for a land withdrawal. The Draft LEIS offered no explanation why 15 and 25
(or 100) year withdrawal renewals were eliminated as alternatives. The argument for the 50 year
renewal as the preferred alternative is that the military has been in the region already for about 50
years. Does it follow then that the next renewal request will be for 100 years and then 200, 400 etc.?
This is no justification for a 50 vear renewal. Who can predict the local economy much less the
technology of defense systems for 50 years into the future. How can | condone 50 years of land
withdrawal when | have no concept of what type of impact military testing wili have on my
grandchildren and when no guarantee of public access to traditional hunting grounds or mushing trails
are being offered in refum?

ALT-DD062

OToo little information exists to make an informed decision for a 50 year fand withdrawal. Information
about to what extent economically viable resources are being withdrawn from the state and public
sector is poor. How can the Army and local governments feel assured that the Army is adequately
compensating the local economy for this potential economic development, when no on really knows
what exists? According to the LEIS, “The economic impact of continued closure is difficult to
estimate. Withdrawal areas have high potential for placer gold, and some potential for lode gold and
other mineralization associated with intrusive rocks.” With the recent substantial gold discoveries just
north of the Fort Greely Training Areas the mineral potential should not be overlooked. In addition, the
LEIS reports, “Exploratory work for oil and gas has not been done on the military lands.” Yet the Mid
Tanana Basin holds a high potential for natural gas and oil. Companies have expressed interest in
and explored this same geologic formation near Lake Louise outside of Glenallen. If DoD withdraws
these lands, then studies should be done to determine what is there. An effort should be made to
compensate the community for the lost opportunity for economic mineral development, or the Army
should work out an agreement in writing aliowing for mineral exploration and mine development.

MiN-D0020

OThere is not even enough data to determine if the Army has been environmentally responsibie thus
far. The LEIS states that the Army is required to protect the environment to the best of their abilities.
“All actions taken by the Army are required to consider their impact to the surrounding environment
and to take certain precautions to avoid impact.” Yet on the topic of wild fisheries the LEIS comments,
“No fish population surveys have been conducted on Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area and Fort
Greely West and East Training Areas. No studies have been conducted to analyze impacts from
military operations.” How can the Army claim to be protecting a resource when the resource itself has
not been clearly defined? Inadequate baseline data exists in the area of wetlands as well. The LE!IS
reports that “Knowledge of the areal extent of wetlands in the withdrawal areas is limited.” Apparently
in 1892 the National Fish and Wildlife Service surveyed most of Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area
but failed to survey the majority (54%) of Fort Greely's lands. Because wetlands are important habitat
for many species and serve a critical role in water quality the Army has a policy to work towards a “no
net loss™ of existing wetlands on Army lands. How can the Amy achieve this at Fort Greely when
there is no baseline data of wetland types and acreage? Local Delta pilots report damaging vehicular WATER-DD013
traffic in the Delta West Training Area, especially in the area of Little Delta River, causing sediment

runoff and major vegetation disturbance. Sediment runoff to streams and creeks and a decrease in

streamside vegetation can affect both water quality and temperature critical for benthic invertebrate

and fish populations. State timber sales just downstream from the Delta West Training Area have

been put off due to potential threats to fish populations. Perhaps the Army should pause and evaluate

their impacts too.

FiSH-DD006

WET-DD003

OTH-DDO031: Congress determines military base closures and realignments with the
President’s approval.

ALT-DD062: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the need
for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and Subarctic
environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national defense
preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited by withdrawal
renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource commitment, both doliars and
personnel, required for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on the
Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations,
U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources
to protect resource values and implement natural resource management measures.
Also see Chapter 2.3.

MIN-DDO020: Please refer to Chapter 3.5 Mineral Resources for information on the
mineral potential of the withdrawal lands.

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

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

FISH-DDO006: Proposed mitigation for wild fisheries (Chapter 4.13.2) and the
proposed mitigation (POL-A001) for poilution should ensure that the Army identifies
fisheries resources and implements management guidelines.

WET-DD003: A wetland planning-level survey was recently completed at Fort
Wainwright Yukon Training Area, and a similar study is in progress at Fort Greely. A
wetlands management and revegetation plan is funded and in progress for the
withdrawal fands. Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plans are under final review by the Army and BLM which will include
specific actions for management of wetland areas. Please refer to Chapter 4.10
Proposed Mitigation and Chapter 4.23 Existing and Proposed Mitigation for additional
information.

WATER-DDO13: Noted. Please refer to the response to comment SCIL-A001.
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OThere is little sociceconomic incentive for a Delta resident to support a 50 year land withdrawai since
the realignment of Fort Greely. The realignment of for Greely erases the economic base of the town.
A 50 year land withdrawal takes away potential resource development from area residents and offers
nothing in return. 750 jobs existed at Fort Greely at the time that BRAC anncunced Fort Greely wouid
be realigned. All but 50 - 60 of these jobs will be gone entirely by 2001. Renewal of the land
withdrawal will not bring 700 jobs back. The LEIS would like to convince Delta residents that renewal
of the withdrawali will have a very posttive effect of the economy of the area by assuring the retention of
50 jobs. “There are approximately 50 to 60 Department of Defense jobs planned for Fort Greely after
BRACSS. These positions are contingent upen withdrawal renewal. Thus, these positions would be
eliminated without renewal and other area jobs would be lost in the trade and service sectors as a
conseguence.” | do not believe that these 50 jobs that the Army may keep on post will do much to
bucy the economy. Will those 50 jobs still be here 50 years from now? Increased military training and
reduced land and air access may hinder iocal efforts to develop the tourism industry. Tourismis a
resource that area residents have rallied behind as part of an effort to boost the economy. Note the
recent formation of the Delta Visitors’ and Convention Bureau, the continued support for the Festival
of Lights winter camival, the presence of new flight-seeing and wildlife viewing tour businesses.
Even the LEIS admits that military use of the lands could inhibit the growth of the tourism industry.
The land renewal offers no new jobs for Delta, restricts mineral exploration, may or may not being
harming fishing resources, and does nothing to promote the tourism industry. At a time when Delta is
struggiing to maintain economic viability, | can find no sociceconomic advantage for supporting a 59
year land withdrawal.

Ol do believe in ene overriding reason why anyone should support this fand withdrawal, military
training. Our armed forces must practice low elevation flying and dropping bombs, play war games,
and test equipment. These actlivities are best conducted in rural areas far from population centers.
Delta Junction is such a site. | am not opposed fo the military. As a child | grew up next to the Naval
Ordinance Laboratory (NOL} in Silver Spring, MD. The tradeoff for having nearby explosions raiile my
window late at night was the large expanse of big oak trees that extended beyond my backyard which
provided habitat for wildlife and protected the local watershed from the suburban sprawi that engulfed
most of the nearby area. The presence of Fort Greely has been beneficial for Delta community.
However, with the realignment of Fort Greely, littie is being offered back to the community in return for
putting up with the noise, air, and water pollution; limitations on the development of natural resources,
the hindrances to tourism. The Army is asking us {o condone all this for 50 years. Instead, | suggest
a 15 year withdrawal renewal with seme provisions guaranteeing fire management support, public
access to most heavily used recreation trails, baseline and impact studies for wetlands and wild fish
poputations, local range control, military convoy considerations and safety precautions, and allowances
for mining exploration. | hope to pass on to my grandchildren a Delta tradition of a positive
relationship with the military.

gooooooosSincerely,

ooo
00000000Judy G. Olson Hicks

SCC-DDO15

ALT-DDO61

SOC-DD015: The effects of the Base Realignment and Closure on the town of Delta
Junction is not within the scope of this LEIS. See Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for
Action. NEPA documents, including Environmental Assessments are being prepared
to analyze the impacts of the realignment on Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. The
Environmental Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions to
Fort Wainwright was published in June 1997. It is anticipated the Environmental
Assessment for Realignment of Personnel and Military Functions from Fort Greely will
be published in October 1999.

ALT-DD061: Noted. Thank you for your comment.
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Orginization:

Address:

Comiment:

EE

Randy Bealer
P.0.Box 788

Delta Junction, AK 98737

000D0D00Randy Bealer
000C000P.O. Box 786
0000000Defa Junction, Alaska 99737

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Miiitary Lands
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523-15C0

I have three items I would like to comment on. First, | want to express my thanks for the

canned, blanket, and generic respanses to the specific concerns addressedinmytwo  OTH-EE032
lefters that appeared in the scoping summary section of the draft L.E..S. In general the

referenced responses that were given did nct apply at all to my concerns.

Secondly, in our local news, | have noticed that a barrage of high ranking military

officials have been coming to Fairbanks to talk about the bright future of the military in

Alaska. They indicate that this bright future will translate to an economic boom for OTH-EE033
interior Alaska. They do not foresee any military cutbacks but they expect military

growth ("to take advantage of our perfect training areas™). None of them even mentioned

the BRAC realignment of Fort Greely. It is obvious they are only here campaigning for

the S0 year Army fands renewal. They termed " all Alaska™ as being a wonderful

battlefield training area for the military. | do not wish to live in a baitiefield.

My last item of comment has to do with the sociceconomic section (3.19). | do not feel

it was made clear enough in that section that Fort Greely is on the BRAC iist and is

scheduled to all but close. How about including some charts and graphs showing results SOC-EE016
of the BRAC impact on the local Delta eccnomy. Why was Fort Greely lumped in with

the Fairbanks economy? Fort Greely is 100 miles from Fairbanks. If the army does not

want to maintain an econoimic presence in the Delta area then their physical battlefield

presence will no longer be welcome. Give us back our fand.

0BO0o0UUSincerely,
D000000Randy Bealer

RESPONSES TO COMMENT EE

OTH-EED32: The scoping process gathers concerns from the public to
define significant issues and develop possible alternatives.

OTH-EEQ33: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

SOC-EEQ16: The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) is not within the
scope of this LEIS. NEPA documents, including Environmental Assessments
are being prepared to analyze the impacts of the realignment on Fori
Wainwright and Fort Greely. The Environmential Assessment for Realignment
of Perscnnel and Military Functions to Fort Wainwright was published in June
1997. It is anticipated the Environmental Assessment for Realignment of
Personnel and Military Functions from Fort Greely will be published in
October 1999.
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(FF was not used)
Pamela K. Miller

Alaska Community Action on Toxics

135 Christensen Drive

Anchorage, AK 98501

Alaska Community Action on Toxics

135 Christensen Drive, Suite 100

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

(907) 222-7714 (phone), (807) 222-7715 (fax)

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Weceational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

February 7, 1989

Comments on the Draft Legislative Environmentai Impact Statement: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal
Renewal—Transmitted Electronically Via Internet and Fax

Dear Ms. Herdrich:

| present my comments on behalf of Alaska Community Action on Toxics, a program of the Alaska
Conservation Foundation. Alaska Community Action on Toxics is a non-profit organization that works
to protect human health and the environment from the toxic effects of contaminants. We are dedicated
to achieving environmental justice through our collaborative work with tribes and other affected
communities. Similar comments as those that follow were also presented before the Defense
Environmental Response Task Force (DERTF) at their public hearing in San Francisco on February 3,
1999.

Within Alaska, massive areas of land, including sensitive riparian and wetlands, have been used by

the millitary as weapons testing ranges. According to a public affairs officer with the Air Force, these OTH-G G034
testing ranges encompass an area within Alaska equivalent to the size of the state of Kansas. The

military has nat been accountable for the untold past, present and future damage %o lands, wildlife

habitat, human health and safety. This must change. We now have some opportunities before us to

reverse the Department of Defense’s disturbing trend of destruction in Alaska.

The Department of the Army released a Draft Legislative Environrmental Impact Staternent (DLE(S)
that proposes to continue use of 1,300 square miles of Interior Alaska fands as bombing ranges for
another 50 years on Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely. in the last 5 years alone, the military has shot
3,500 rockets packed with high explosives, 4,300 bombs—some weighing up to a ton, and about
50,000 additional high explosives into the Chena River watershed. Similar quantities of bombs,
rockets, and missiles have been shot onto the lands along the Delta River adjacent to Fort Greely. In
addition, the area has been subjected to chemical agents including nerve gas VX and VG, mustard
gas, and biological warfare agents.

USE-GG040

The Army admits it has virtually no baseline of information on the ecological damage from the physicai
and toxicotogical effects of the explosive and chemical munitions testing. Our efforts to secure
information through the Freedom of Information Act on the nature and extent of Army/Air Force
weapons ranges and testing areas have been met with secrecy and fack of cooperation. The LEIS
exhibits a poer understanding of the hydrology of the region and potential exposure pathways via
ground- and surface waters. Bombing continues in sensitive riparian and other important habitats
without regard for erosional impacts, contamination problems and transport pathways of contaminants.
In light of recent studies at other military bases that demonstrate contamination of ground- and surface
water with toxic and carcinogenic propellants and heavy metals, we demand compiletion of an

POL-GG013

RESPONSES TO COMMENT GG
OTH-GG034: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

USE-GG040: Unfortunately, events that occurred in the past cannot be taken back
or erased. However, these actions can be remediated.

Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a
long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter
4.23). Current decontamination efforts are described including an ordnance cleanup
history by the Air Force (response to POL-A002 and Appendix 2.C).

POL-GG013: Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-AQ02. Proposed
mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term
monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23).
Current decontamination efforts are described including an ordnance cleanup history
by the Air Force (Appendix 2.C).

To guide and regulate the actions of Army personnel using and managing training
lands, the Army has developed the Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM)
program. The goals of ITAM are to evaluate, repair, maintain, and enhance training
lands at Army training installations. Please refer to Appendix 2.D for a detailed
description of the ITAM program.
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Alaska Army Land Withdrawal Comment/Conserns Submittals

Monday, 8 February 1999

independent and complete characterization of potential exposure pathways including air, ground- and

surface waters, fish and wildiife on- and off-site the ranges and testing areas. Ed Sheehan, a retired

Lt. Colonel who had indirect contro! over bombing range activities at Fort Greely objected in the public

meeting that the proposal would enlarge the impact areas beyond even the expansive former ranges.

The LEIS failed to fully characterize the testing areas, quantities, impacts, and types of weapons to be

tested over the next 50 years. The LEIS alsc failed to analyze impacts from previous weapons testing, USE-GG041
including the potential use of depleted uranium weapons within the weapons ranges. ™' Green™ or

dummy munitions that do not present toxic or physical hazards must be considered as options if

certain weapons testing areas remain open. These must also be recovered and impact damage

repaired,

We urge that the Army not be granted any extension of the land withdrawal. The 50 year time period is
excessive given that most land withdrawals are considered on a 10 to 15 year time peried. The DoD
must fully characterize and remediate the severely damaged lands and waters within the weapons
ranges proposed for continued withdrawal. The LEIS must consider that military munitions spent or
deposited on or off firing ranges are classified as hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA). The Federal Facilities Compliance Act requires that the Army comply with
environmental laws just as businesses are required. ““Conventional™ munitions are a threat to public
health and safety, the environment, subsistence use, recreational and cther uses. The testing and
disposal of munitions exposes wildlife and humans to explosive and toxic hazards. These exposures
and further erosional and other physical damage must be avoided by remediating and restoring lands
damaged by munitions testing.

ALT-GG063

MIT-GGO17

Sincerely,

Pamela K. Miller
Program Director

CcDOSenator Ted Stevens

OSenator Frank Murkowski

ORepresentative Don Young

OGovernor Tony Knowles

OAK Department of Environmental Conservation Commissioner Michelle Brown
DSecretary of Interior Bruce Babhitt

ODepartment of Interior Special Assistant for Alaska, Marilyn Heiman

USE-GG041: The primary type of training munition expended by the Air
Force on the withdrawal lands is the BDU-33, which is a “dummy” bomb. The
Army has completed initial testing of 5.56mm “green” (non-lead) bullets.
Development plans continue for lead-free 9mm and 50cal ammunition.

Chapter 2.1.3.5 describes Air Force decontamination efforts on the withdrawal
lands. Chapter 4.23 describes proposed decontamination mitigation by the
Army on its Ranges and Impact Areas.

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

ALT-GGO063: Noted.

MIT-GGO17: Please refer to responses for POL-A00T and POL-AQQ2.
Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline data to
develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources (see Chapter 4.23). Current decontamination efforts are described
including an ordnance cleanup history by the Air Force (Appendix 2.C).

To guide and regulate the actions of Army personnel using and managing
training lands, the Army has developed the integrated Training Area
Management (ITAM) program. The goals of ITAM are to evaluate, repair,
maintain, and enhance training lands at Army training installations. Please
refer to Appendix 2.D for a detailed description of the ITAM program.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

FEB 5 1999

Reply To Ref: 98-063-DOA
AtnOf  ECO-088

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocatipnal Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

Dear Ms. Herdrich:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its review of the Draft
Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (DLEIS) for the proposed Alaska Army Lands
Withdrawal Renewal in accordance with its authorities and responsibilities under the Nationai
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The DLEIS has been
prepared by the Department of the Army in response to the Military lands Withdrawal Act and
evaluates the continuing military need for lands withdrawn from public use at Fort Greely and
Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area in Alaska. The DLEIS evaluates two alternatives and
identifies continued renewal of the withdrawn lands for 50 years as the Army’s preferred
alternative.

Based on our review and evaluation of the DLEIS, we have assigned a rating of EO-2
(Environmental Objections -Insufficient Information) to the draft EIS. This rating, and a
summary of our comments, will be published in the Federal Register. A copy of the rating system
used in conducting our review is enclosed for your reference.

Our objections are based primarily on the evaluation of a restricted range of alternatives,
and potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts associated with
current and proposed activities on the lands proposed for renewed withdrawal. We believe that
the EIS needs a significant amount of additional information in order for it to meet its
fundamental role as a disclosure document. A significant amount of information defining the
current environmental conditions on both facilities is needed to define the affected environment
and evaluate future cumulative effects. We also believe that more site-specific evaluation of
impacts from military activities on the withdrawn lands is needed to clearly define the
consequences of renewed withdrawal and allow for the identification of options for minimizing or
avoiding impacts, per NEPA (40 CFR 1500.2(f)). We also recommend that the cumulative
impacts analyses be expanded and suggest the Council on Environmental Quality’s handbook on
cumulative effects analysis be consulted.

These issues, along with others that we believe need to be addressed in the EIS, are

discussed in greater detail in the enclosure to this letter.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DLEIS. T urge you to contact

Bill Ryan of my staff at (206) 553-8561 at your earliest opportunity to discuss our comments and
how they mught best be addressed for the project.

Sincerely,

Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

Enclosure

eC: Lieutenant Colonel Mark C. Nelson, USARAK
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EPA Region 10 Comments
on the
Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
for the
Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal

Range of Alternatives

We are very concerned with the extremely limited range of alternatives considered and
evaluated in the Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (DLEIS). As currently
written, the EIS evaluates a single action alternative (a proposed 50 year withdrawal period) and
the No Action alternative (no withdrawal beyond 2001). Given that the No Action alternative
must be included for analysis by the implementing regulations for the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and the additional 50-year withdrawal represents the Army’s proposed action, ~ALT-HH364
we are concerned that the EIS has not presented the public or the decision makers with an
evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives which provide a clear basis for choice, as required
by NEPA itself (see Section 102 of NEPA) and its implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.14).
Pages ES-6 and 2-32 of the DLEIS indicate that alternatives consisting of various lengths of
renewal periods were not considered in detail because they “would offer little effective impact
analysis” and that the “scope of actions” and “management and use of these withdrawal lands”
would remain the same under each time pericd. While we do not dispute the claim that the scope
of actions and management and use would remain the same for each time period, we believe that
these actions and uses are likely to result in differing levels of environmental effects. Impacts to
the environment from continued military activities over a 50 year period are very likely to be
different from those that would result from the same activities conducted over a 10, 20, or 100
year period. The EIS is the vehicle to evaluate and disclose these differences so as to provide the
public and the decision malkers (in this case, Congress) an understanding of reasonable alternatives
to the presently proposed 50 year withdrawal renewal. We recommend that the Army seriously
evaluate additional renewal periods along with the proposed action and the No Action alternative,
consistent with NEPA. Such alternatives do not appear to pose discernible conflicts with the
ability of the Army to achieve its operational and training objectives in Alaska.

Environmental Effects

Current and proposed future activities on the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area and
Fort Greely have the potential to cause significant environmental impacts. Cff-road maneuvering
and activities can result in severe damage to soils and vegetation and contribute to water quality ~POL-HHO14
degradation through increased input of sediments. The use of munitions also damage soils and
vegetation, as well as lead to potentially significant contamination of soils, surface waters, and/or
ground water. Spilled fuels and lubricants could result in potentially significant soil, surface
water, and/or groundwater contamination. We believe that the DLEIS should provide sufficient
information and analyses to allow the public and the decision makers to understand 1) whether the

RESPONSES TO COMMENT HH

ALT-HHO084: The Council on Environmental Quality implementa-
tion guidelines for NEPA does not specify a required number of
alternatives to satisfy a range. Chapter 2.3 identifies those
alternatives considered but eliminated from further anaiysis, with
the reasons for their elimination.

POL-HHQ14: The DLEIS cannot supply information and analyses
if the studies have not been conducted, and data are not available.
Mitigation for the withdrawal renewal identifies the lack of
information and the necessity to conduct studies in order to
determine effects of military activities on the environment. Please
refer to Chapter 4.23 for Existing and Proposed Mitigation.
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withdrawn lands have been significantly impacted by past and current activities, and 2) whether
the renewal of the withdrawn lands would result in potentially significant impacts, when
considered cumulatively with current conditions. We do not believe that the DLEIS provides this
type of information. Comments related to the characterization of current and future impacts are
presented below.

Affected Environment/Baseline Information

The meaningful assessment of environmental impacts from proposed activities in an EIS
requires a good characterization of current (baseline) conditions and a reasonable projection of
future direct, indirect and/or cumulative impacts (see 40 CFR 1502.16). We find it extremely
difficult to determine the potential impacts of the preferred alternative due, in large part, to the
lack of baseline environmental information. Chapter 4 of the DLEIS indicates that a large
amount of baseline information is not available, has not been collected, or does not exist. We
believe that this lack of information results in incomplete characterizations of impacts and is
inconsistent with one of the main purposes of NEPA, to “insure that environmental information is
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken”
(see 40 CFR 1500.2(b)). To ensure that the EIS contains sufficient information to allow
reviewers and Congress to understand the implications of selecting the proposed action in the
context of the impacts from past and ongoing activities, we recommend that the EIS be revised to
include the following information:

Data on damage to soils from military activities

Data on damage to soils, vegetation, and water quality caused by munitions
Contamination studies of the Impact Areas

Contamination studies assessing impacts of TNT and RDX
Baseline munitions study for Fort Wainwright

Data on damage from BDU-33

Comprehensive fuel spill information

Vegetation loss from military activities

Total wetland impacts from military activities

Disturbance of wildlife species by military activities

Impacts to wild fish populations from military activities
Violations of applicable Alaska State Water Quality Standards

Direct Impacts of the Proposed Action

The DLEIS provides generalized descriptions of potential impacts associated with
activities that would take place under the proposed action. We were unable, in most cases, to find
a translation of those descriptions to meaningful, site-specific characterizations of impacts
associated with the proposed action. As an example, Section 4.10 presents a good general
discussion of activities that would result in impacts to wetlands and the associated environmental
consequences of those impacts. The EIS, however, fails to discuss the projected levels of those
impacting activities, the spatial distribution of such activities, and projected amount of wetlands
(and associated functions) that would be lost with the implementation of the proposed action. We

POL-HHO015

OTH-HHO035

POL-HHO15: The DLEIS cannot be revised to include data
which has not been collected by either the Army or other
agencies. Although the Army does not have the data, the Army
never the less believes that adequate data have been evaluated
to support the implementation of the proposed action through the
preferred alternative. Please refer to Chapter 4.23, Proposed
Mitigation.

OTH-HHO35: The DLEIS cannot supply information and
analyses if the studies have not been conducted, and data are
not available. No baseline studies to assess the effects of
munitions on soils, surface water, groundwater, wetlands,
vegetation, or wildiife have been completed for the withdrawal
lands or surrounding areas by the military or State and Federal
agencies. Where data was available, site specific references are
included throughout the LEIS. The Army’s proposed mitigation
would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a
long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources (see Chapter 4.23).
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recommend that the EIS be revised to include information that translates the general descriptions
of activities and impacts of the proposed action to impact characterizations that allow the public
and the decision makers an understanding of the site-specific consequences of implementing the
proposed action.

We believe that the collection and analysis of baseline information identified above would
aid in the evaluation of projected direct impacts from the proposed action. By evaluating current
environmental conditions along with historical activities on the withdrawn lands,
relationships/correlations could be developed as a means of projecting potential impacts from
future activities. We recommend that this approach be explored in the further development of the
EIS.

Cumulative Effects

We are concerned with the rather cursory treatment of cumulative effects in the DLEIS.
The NEPA regulations define a cumulative impact as the “impact on the environment which OTH-HH036
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). A meaningful cumulative impact
analysis cannot be developed without information about past, present and reasonably foreseeable
actions (and their associated impacts). We recommend that information related to current
environmental conditions (reflecting past and current activities), along with site-specific
characterizations of impacts from the proposed action, be developed in order ensure that
meaningful cumulative effects analyses can be completed and presented in the EIS. We also
recommend that the Army consult Considering Cumulative Effects under the National
Environmental Policy Act developed by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), as it
provides a good framework for developing cumulative effects analyses in the context of NEPA.
This publication can be downloaded from the CEQ’s web site, and is located at
http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/nepanet htm.

Mitigation Measures

The DLEIS identifies the USARAK Range Regulation 350-2 and the Integrated Training
Area Management (ITAM) program as currently being used to mitigate environmental impacts on
the lands proposed to be withdrawn for the next 50 years. While the EIS presents general
descriptions of Regulation 350-2 and the ITAM program, it does not indicate the degree to which
they have been complied with/implemented, or the effectiveness of their implementation in MIT-HHO18
achieving necessary environmental protection goals. We believe that it is critically important that
the EIS disclose to the public and the decision makers the effectiveness of the current approaches
being taken to mitigate environmental impacts, particularly since the very same measures are
being proposed for continued use should the proposed renewal be selected. Because Congress
will determine the mitigation measures to be applied with renewal of the withdrawn lands, we
believe that they must clearly understand the effectiveness of the current approach before they can
determine whether continued use of Regulation 350-2 and ITAM provide an effective means of

OTH-HHO036: This LEIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA,
CEQ Reguiations, and Army Regulations. Cumulative impacts are
described throughout Chapter 4.

MIT-HHO18: Training exercises conducted on Alaska military
lands are regulated by USARAK Range Regulation 350-2. All
actions undertaken by the U.S. Army are required to consider their
impact to the surrounding environment and to take certain
precautions to avoid impact. These include the refilling and leveling
of any foxholes, trench systems, tank traps, hulldown positions, or
explosive excavations; conducting vehicular stream crossings in
designated areas only; limiting cross-country vehicular travel to
established roads and dry trails during spring thaw; and avoiding
cross-country movement in creek bottoms, marshes, and moist
tundra areas during summer months. By limiting these activities,
the chance of erosion occurring and subsequent sedimentation
leading to poor water quality will be lessened. There have been
isolated instances where Range Regulation 350-2 has not been
satisfied. However, remediation has been implemented as
mandated.

In addition to these environmental considerations, damage control
steps are also included within individual training plans to minimize
natural resources damage. These steps include the protection of
known sensitive areas, repair of unavoidable maneuver damage,
coordination and permitting of any ground disturbing activities,
and scheduling of natural resources and hazardous material
inspections of training areas to ensure regulation compliance.
Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plans are being developed to ensure land
stewardship and environmental protection.

To guide and regulate the actions of Army personnel using and
managing training lands, the Army has developed the Integrated
Training Area Management (ITAM) program. The goals of [TAM
are to evaluate, repair, maintain, and enhance training lands at
Army training installations. Please refer to Appendix 2.D for a
detailed description of the ITAM program.

Please refer to Chapter 4.23 Proposed Mitigation.
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the achieving necessary levels of environmental protection. Consequently, we recommend that
the EIS be revised to include 1) a more thorough description of Regulation 350-2 and the ITAM
program (and any other relevant regulations or programs), 2) information related to the level of
implementation of the regulation and ITAM (is there 100 percent compliance/implementation, or
some lower rate?), and 3) a discussion of the effectiveness of these approaches in mitigating
environmental impacts.

The DLEIS identifies numerous information/data gathering efforts as mitigation measures.
The information that is identified as being needed appears to be, for the most part, baseline MIT-HHO19
information required to define current conditions on both Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright and
should be integrated into analyses of impacts of the proposed action. We recommend that this
information be collected and incorporated into the EIS. We also recommend that mitigation
measures presented in the EIS be consistent with the definition of mitigation presented in the
NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.20).

Evaluation of Significant Issues

Page 1-9 of the DLEIS identifies Submerged Lands as a significant issue raised during the
scoping process and indicates that it, along with other significant issues, are analyzed in the EIS.
In reviewing the DLEIS, we found very little discussion, and virtually no analysis, of this issue. [ AND-HH014
We suggest that this issue be analyzed and discussed in the evaluation of the proposed action, as it
has implications on potential future uses of the lands proposed for renewal. We recommend that
the DLEIS evaluate the potential consequences of the State of Alaska’s claim to the submerged
lands in question being valid in combination with the renewal of the withdrawn lands to ensure
that significant issues have been analyzed in the EIS,

MIT-HHO019: The Army’s proposed mitigation would implement a
program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring
and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter
4.23).

LAND-HHO14: Please refer to Executive Summary and Chapter
1.8. Additional information regarding water quality and the
jurisdiction of submerged lands has been added to these sections.
Chapter 3.1.1 and Chapter 4.1 describes submerged lands and
their relation to land use. Chapter 4.8.2 describe the issue of water
quality, monitoring, and decontamination of submerged lands.
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SUMMARY OF THE EPA RATING SYSTEM
FOR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS:
QEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UF ACTION *

Envivonmental Impact of the Action
LO--tack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any pgotential envircmmental impacts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities with
no more than minor changes to the proposal.

€C--Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order
to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project
aiternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the Jead agency to reduce these impacts.

EQO--Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant enviromnmental impacts that must be avoideg
in order to provide adequate protection for the enviromment. Corrective measures may
require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other
project alternative (including the no-action alternative or 2 new altermative). EPA
intends to work with the Tead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmenta) impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare
or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the leag agency to reduce these
impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final €IS
stage, this proposal wil) be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adegyacy of the Impact Stalement
Category I--Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adeguately sets ferth the environmental impact(s) of the
preferred aiternative and those of the alternatives reasonably avatlable to the project
or action. No further amalysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addttion of clarifying language or information.

Category 2--Insufftcient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA fully assess
environmental impacts that should de avoided in order to fully protect the environment,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
enviranmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data.
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably
avatlabie alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the
graft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA belleves that the jdentified additional information, data.
analyses, or discussions are of such 2 magnitude that they should have ful) public
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS 1s adequate for the
purposes of the REPA and/or Section 302 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. Om the basis
of the potentiai significant impacts involvéd, this proposal could be a candidate for
referral to the CEQ.

“from EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting
the Environment :
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3700 Airport Way Fairbanks, Alaska 997094613 (907) 451-2695

Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board

February 2, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdnich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523-1500

Dear Ms. Herdrich:
Subject: Military Land Withdrawels

I am most concerned about the military seeking a 50-year extension of land withdrawals which
cover 871,537 acres of Interior Alaska, This is three times longer than the current withdrawal
terms. There are three withdrawals involved: Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area, which
covers 247,952 acres east of Eielson Air Force Base in the uplands between the Chena and Salcha
rivers; and the Fort Greely East and West training areas that straddle the Richardson Highway in
the Donnelly Dome area south of Fort Greely, and together cover another 623,585 acres.
Congress last renewed the military use of the Interior blocks in 1986, granting U.S. Army Alaska
15 more years of possession but tying any future extension to completion of an environmental
impact statement.

The land grant expires November 6", 2001, and the citizens of Northern Interior Alaska want the
land back! There are a lot of potential public concerns about the continuing withdrawals that the
Army and Air Force hope do not come up. The state has requested acreage bordering the Chena
River State Recreation Area to expand access to timber, mineral, hunting and fishing resources,
and additional wildlife protection measures.

Now much of the land is covered with hazardous material and “unspent ordnance.” These
unexploded live ordnance and munitions residue (“duds,” “warheads,” the Fairbanks Daily News
Miner Fred Pratt article calls them), have polluted and contaminated our land and wildlife, and
environmental hazards have emerged, such as the old shells and other munitions that lurk under
the surface of the Delta River and other glacial-fed waterways within Fort Greely’s old bombing
range.

The Stuart Creek area is also cluttered with other contaminants. For example, oid cars, oi] drums,
motors, and transmissions, and other so called “targets” that sink into the mud during “Break Up”
each year where the oil floats to the surface, then the target area turns into a huge mud hole 5° to
6’ deep with o1l floating on top. This lingering problem leads to potential threats to local wildlife
populations. The military has not been good stewards of their land occupation during the previous
tenancy because their “dud” picking-up business has faltered and they do not demonstrate that
they are meeting environmental impact requirements for clean up and probably will not until they
are legally required to do so at the time of withdrawal.

ALT-I1065

POL-ll016

USE-11042

USE-11043

RESPONSES TO COMMENT i

ALT-lI065: Military use of the Yukon Training Area started in 1956. In 1975the
Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State
Recreation Area, which includes a portion of Yukon Training Area land referred
to as the Beaver Creek-South Fork Area. This State action did not transfer title
of the land nor was it supported by Federal agencies. At this time, the State has
not designated these lands as high priority for conveyance.

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

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

POL-l016: Please refer to response POL-A0G2. Current decontamination
efforts are described including an ordnance cleanup history by the Air Force
(Appendix 2.C).

USE-1042: Since the early 1970’s, al! vehicles placed within impact Areas to
be used as targets have been purged of all oils, antifreeze, lubricants, batteries
and other fluids. Also, all glass has been removed to prevent despecularization
(reflection of laser light) (Reidsma, pers. com. 1999).

The Air Force’s decontamination efforts conducted at Stuart Creek and
Oklahoma/Detlta Creek Impact Areas are discussed in Chapter 2.1.3.5. Targetry
used at these areas are also cleared on an “as needed” basis which includes
scrap metal, target practice bombs, and other debris.

Impacts to wildlife are discussed in Chapter 4.12. Proposed mitigation listed in
4.23 Pollution, would address this concern.

To guide and regulate the actions of Army personnel using and managing
training lands, the Army has developed the Integrated Training Area
Management (ITAM) program. The goals of ITAM are to evaluate, repair,
maintain, and enhance training lands at Army training installations. Please refer
to Appendix 2.D for a detailed description of the iITAM program.

USE-{I043: Decontamination efforts conducted by the military are described in
Chapter 2.1.3.5. An ordnance cleanup history by the Air Force is also included
in Appendix 2.C.
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Jefferies to Herdrich il
February 3, 1999
Page 2

In 1975, the Alaska State Legislature designated the boundaries of the Chena River State
Recreation Area, including a portion of military land that the state placed as one of its highest
priorities for topfiling, should the military relinquish the land. Some of that military land was
relinquished in the early 1990°s, but not all of it. The Beaver Creek drainage is the southern-most
creek in the State Parl Recreation Area, still under federal ownership and designated as PTTA
(Prohibited Tactical Training Area) by the military.

‘Why would anyone go into the Beaver Creek drainage? It is the only cross-country link between
the eastern side and the western side of the recreation area south of the Chena Hot Springs Road.
Trail users, hunters, trappers and other adventure-seekers travelling the Chena River’s South Fork
or East Fork Rivers logically want to continue their travel and return in a large loop, rather than
retracing their steps. More than 20 years ago, the Alaska Legislature envisioned, and we continue
to want to include, the Beaver Creek drainage as a functional part of the Chena River Recreation
Area. The 13,440 acre slice of the Yukon Maneuver Area’s buffer zone should be available to
continue safe and hazard-free access for all park user groups.

The “draft” Environmental Impact Statement says the Beaver Creek drainage is very essential to
the military’s training mission. Even if this is assumed as true, who can say how long it will
remain true? No one can predict a 50-year need for these lands with any certainty. With the Base
Reallignment Closure of Fort Greely, Alaska within the next few years WHY does the military
ask for a 50 year extension of this land withdrawal? Most of us and most of our children will not
see its use again for public access, if this requested extension is approved. There should be
frequent reviews of the military land needs. When withdrawal of land can no longer be justified,
it should be returned to the owners.

Another 1ssue is that the military says these areas are environmentally safe. Then, why can we not
obtain permits for access to the buffer area (PTTA) when not n use for training. Why is it closed
for public recreation use? For some military land, they allow hunters or trappers to get a permit
from the MPs (and be presented a safety briefing and provided a map layout of the area, at the
same time, if required) before entering the land. Why is this buffer land (Beaver Creek drainage)
not treated the same way for users? After all, the military controlled land within the Chena River
State Recreation Area boundaries is not the bombing range -- it is a buffer area, presumably safe
to use when military exercises are not being conducted. And why is there only a permit for
consumptive uses (hunting, fishing, and trapping) and not for generat recreation? The land could
be weli signed so no one would knowingly wander astray of the boundaries, and opened between
training maneuvers for casual users, such as cross-country travelers (dog mushers, snow
machiners, etc.}, especially those who access the land from the state park rather than using the
military roads. Can we set up a cooperative agreement to allow this?

Our Senior Ranger asks: “Did you read that new Recreational Access Act ? Did it say that the
public needs a permit to access anything other than sensitive or dangerous areas ? Is the PTTA
(Beaver Creek) dangerous all the time, or only during air operations ? Isn’t the area now open
to unpermitted access 77 He further states, “It’s not up to us to monitor or control public access to
military lands. If we publish a new flyer, we can indicate the “closed” impact area, and give the
MP phone number for info.”

ACC-11023

ALT-11066

ACC-il024

ACC-l1025

ACC-11023: This areais part of the Yukon Training Area and subject o the same
access and use restrictions as other lands not permanently ciosed. This area is
open to the public according to military training and scheduling.

ALT-1i066: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the
need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national
defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited
by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 1C to 15
years places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to
prepare this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing
to lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources o protect resource values
and implement natural resource management measures.

Periodic review of the Army’s use and management of the withdrawal lands would
occur. In accordance with the Sikes Act, U.S. Army Alaska is preparing integrated
Natural Resources Management Plans for Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely.
These plans are written for a five year period with public, and Federal and State
agency participation in the development and review process.

The Army allows public access to its lands when areas are not being used for
training and when there is no danger to public safety (see Chapters 3.16 and 4.16
for access requirements to the withdrawal renewal lands).

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

ACC-it024: This area is part of the Yukon Training Area and subject o the same
access and use restrictions as other lands not permanently closed. This area is
open to the public according to military training and scheduling.

ACC-II025: The Sikes Act (16 USC 670a et seq.) is not a recreational access
act. The Army’s Natural Resources office is working with the Alaska Division of
Parks to identify the trail route currently being used by the public within the Beaver
Creek-South Fork drainage area.
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QOur recommendations are:

a.

b.

@

make the withdrawal a 10 year maximum term, OR disapprove any/all exiensions,
and return this military occupied land back to the State after appropriate clean-up,

if the withdrawal is continued, move the buffer area of Stuart Creek to allow access
to the Beaver Creek drainage in the Chena River State Recreation Area land

verify access restrictions/requirements for the public to the PTTA (Beaver Creek) and
the Impact Area and make that information widely dispersed/available,

cooperatively work to find a suitable trail route in the Beaver Creek to connect to the
East Fork valley,

work on a cooperative management agreement for that trail, and

let the Military and the State patrol and manage their own respective lands

Sincerely yours,

Jack L. Jeiferié
Chairman

Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks
Citizen Advisory Board

Enclosures (4) Fred Pratt article

Dan O’Neill article
Brian O’Donoghue, Staff Writer, Fairbanks News-Miner Newspaper
New Recreational Access Act
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Public Law 99-561
99th Congress

An Act

To enhance the carrying out of fish and wildlife conservation and natural resource
management programs on military reservations, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representativ
United States of America in Congress assemb’l:zd, P e of the

SecTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(a) Subsections
(b) and (c) of section 106 of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670f (b) and (c))
are each amended by striking out “and 1985,” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988,”. .

(b} Subsections (a) and (b) of section 209 of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C.
6700 (@) and (b)) are each amended by striking out “and 1985,” and
inserting in lieu thereof “1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988,”,

SEC. 2. NATURAL RESOURCES AND FISH AND WILDLIFE MAI;J’AGEMENT
ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS; REFORT ON MILITARY EXPENDI-
TURES FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT.

(@) Naturar Resources MANAGEMENT.—The Secretary of each
military department shall manage the natural rescurces of each
military reservation within the United States that is under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary— -

(1) s0 as to provide for sustained multipurpose uses of those
resources; and

(2) to provide the public access that is necessary or appro-
priate for those uses; .

to the extent that those uses and that access are not inconsistent
with the military mission of the reservation.

() FisH anp WILDLIFE MaNAGEMENT SERVICES.—The Secretary of
each military department shall ensure, to the extent feasible, that
the services necessary for the development, implementation, and
enforcement of fish and wildlife management on each military
reservation within the United States under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary are provided by the Department of Defense personnel who
have professional training in those services.

(©) Fise anp WiLDLIFE MaNAGEMENT REeporT.—The Secretary of
each military department shall submit to each House of the Con-
gress, before the close of the 180-day period occurring after the close
of fiscal year 1986, a detailed report setting forth the amount and
g:l;llrposedhf of all expendtiturm mﬁde dlun'ng fiscal year 1986 for fish and

e management on each mili reservation in t i

States under the jurisdiction of the S?c?étary. in the United

(d) Derrvrmions.—As used in this section—

(1) The term “military department” means the Department of
the Army, the Department of the Navy, and the Department
of the Air Force.

(2) The term “United States” means the States, the District of
Col_umbxa, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the terri-
tories and possessions of the United States.

100 STAT. 3149

100 STAT. 3150 PUBLIC LAW 99-561—OQCT. 27, 1586

.-SEC. 3. SIKES ACT AMENDMENTS.

-(a) CooPERATIVE PLANS.—(1) Section 101 of the Act of Septem-
~ber 15, 1960 (commonly referred to as the “Sikes Act”; 16 U.S.C.
670a) is amended to read as follows:

“SEc. 101. (2) The Secretary of Defense is authorized to carry out a
program of planning for, and the development, maintenance, and
coordination of, wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilita-
tion in each military reservation in accordance with a cooperative
plan mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, and the appropriate State agency designated
by the State in which the reservation is located.

“(b) Each cooperative plan entered into under subsection (2)—

“(1) shall provide for— .
“(A) fish and wildlife habitat improvements or meodi-
fications,
“(B) range rehabilitation where necessary for support of
wildlife,
“C) control of off-road vehicle traffic, and
“(D) specific habitat improvement projects and related
activities and adequate protection for species of fish, wild-
life, and plants considered threatened or endangered; )
“2) must be reviewed as to operation and effect by the parties
thereto on a regular basis, but not less often than every 5 years;
“(3) shall, if a mu:ltiuse natural resources management plan is
applicable to the military reservation, be treated as the exclu-
sive component of that management plan with respect o wild-
life, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation; and
“(4) may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and
fishing permits to individuals and require payment of nominal
fees therefor, which fees shall be utilized for the protection,
conservation, and manegement of fish and wildlife, including
habitat improvement and related activities in accordance with
the cooperative plan; except that— i
“A) the Commending Officer of the reservation or per-
sons designated by that Officer are authorized to enforce
such special hunting and fishing permits and to collect the
fees therefor, acting 2= agent or agents for the State if the
cooperative plan 2o provides, and
“(B) the fees collected under this paragraph may not be
expended with respect to other than the military reserva-
tion on which collected. .
“(¢) After a cooperative plan is agreed to under subsection (a}—
“1) no sale of land, or forest products from land, that is
within a military reservation covered by that plan may be made
under section 2665 (a) or (b) of title 18, United States Code; and
“(2) no leasing of land that is within the reservation may be
made under section 2657 of such title 13; .
unless the effects of that sale or leasing are compatible with the

State and local
governments.

Oct. 27, 1986
[S. 1352)

16 USC 670c.

16 USC 670a-1.

of the plan.
“(d) With regerd to the implementation and enforcement of co-
operative plans to under subsection (2)—

(1) neither Office of Manegement and Budget Circular A-7T6
nor any successor circular thereto applies to the procurement of
services that are necessary for that implementation and
enforcement; and
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“(2) priority shall be given to the entering into of contracts for
the procurement of such implementation and enforcement serv-
ices with Federal and State agencies having responsibility for
the conservation or management of fish or wildlife.

“(e) -Cooperative plans agreed to under the authority of this
section and section 102 shall not be deemed to be, nor treated as,
cooperative agreements to which the Federal Grant and Cooperative
Agreement Act of 1977 (41 U.S.C. 501 et seq.) applies.”.

(2) Subsection (dX1) of such section 101 (as added by paragraph (1))
shall not affect any contract entered into before the date of the
enactment of this Act for the provision of services to implement or
enforce a cooperative plan under this Act on any military installa-
tion; but shall apply to the renewal, after such date of enactment, of
any such contract.

(b) Funps CoLLecTED UNDER PrANs.—Subsection (a) of section 106
of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670f(a)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “All funds that are se collected
shall remain available until expended.”.

SEC. 4. FOREST PRODUCTS ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS.

Section 2665 of title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows:
(1) Subsection (d) is amended—

(A) by striking out “available for operation and mainte-
nance during a fiscal year”’;

(B) by striking out “expenses” and inserting in lieu
thereof “costs”’; and

(C) by striking out “during such fiscal year”.

(2) Subsection (eX1) is amended by striking out “for all ex-
penses of production of forest products”.
(3) Subsection (f) is amended—

(A) by striking out “expenses” in the matter preceding
subparagraph (A) in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof “costs”,

(B) by amending paragraph (1XC) to read as follows:

“(C) for natural resources management that implements
approved plans and agreements.”, and

(C) by amending paragraphs (2) and (3) to read as follows:

“(2) There shall be deposited into the reserve account the total
amount received by the United States as proceeds from the sale of
forest products sold under subsections (a) and (b) less—

“(A) reimbursements of appropriations made under subsec-
tion (d), and
“(B) payments made to States under subsection (e).

100 STAT. 3151

Contracts.

16 USC 670b.

Contracts.
16 USC 670a
note.

100 STAT. 3152

PUBLIC LAW 99-561—OCT. 27, 1986
“(3) The reserve account may not exceed $4,000,000 on December
31 of any calendar year. Unobligated balances exceeding $4,000,000
on that date shall be deposited into the United States Treasury.”.

Approved October 27, 1986.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—S. 1352 (HL.R. 1202):

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 99-129, Pt. 1 (Comm. on Merchant Marine and Fisheries) and
Pt. 2 (Comm. on Armed Services), both accompanying H.R. 1202.
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: .
Vol 131 (1985): July 29, H.R. 1202 considered and passed House.
Vol. 132 (1986): Oct. 3, S. 1352 considered and passed Senate.
Oct. 14, considered and passed House.
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Public Law 99-561
99th Congress

An Act

To enhance the carrying out of ﬁs!x and wildlife conservation and natural resource
management programs on military reservations, and for other purposes.

(20 0 fscion 106 f the Sk &k 13 USC, o7 oy ana
thz%?iﬁiﬁféai?& pav ’(gflgflsiifi’;h 209 of f:he Sikes Act (1gé USC
6700 (2) and (b)) are each amended by striking out “and 1985,” and
inserting in lieu thereof “1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988,”. '

SEC. 2. NAT?JRAL RESOURCES AND FISH AND WILDLIFE MAK;JAGEMENT
ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS; REPORT ON MILITARY EXPENDI-
TURES FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT.

(@) NaTuraL Resources ManaceMENT.—The Secretary of each
military departmgnt sl"xall manage the natural resources of each
military reservation within the United States that is under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary—

(1) s0 as to provide for sustained multipurpose uses of those
) o pemie the pub
( provide the public access that i
Hpriate ® Provids : at is mecessary or appro-
to the extent that those uses and that access are not i i
with the military mission of the reservation. ot ineonsistent

() Fpsx:z AND WiLDLIFE MANAGEMENT SERVICES.—The Secretary of
each military department shall ensure, to the extent feasible, that
the services necessary for the development, implementation, and
enforcen_'aent gf ﬁsh and wildlife management on each military
reservation within the United States under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary are provided by the Department of Defense personnel who
hakv? %I'gfessmng‘%r training in those services.

¢) ¥ISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT Rerort.—The Secreta f
each military department shall submit to each House of !t.'ie r(}},og
gress, before the close of the 180-day period occurring after the close
of fiscal year 1986, a detailed report setting forth the amount and
purpose of all expenditures made during fiscal year 1986 for fish and
wildlife management on each military reservation in the United
States under the jurisdiction of the Secretary.

@ WONS.—AS ;.lsed in this section—

e term “military department” means the Department of
the Army, the Department of the Na
e parmy, the | vy, and the Department
(2) The term “United States” means the States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, gand the tl:en?i-
tories and possessions of the United States.

100 STAT. 3149

100 STAT. 3150 PUBLIC LAW 33-561—OCT. 27, 1986

.-SEC. 3. SIKES ACT AMENDMENTS.

- (a) CooperaTIVE Prans—(1) Section 101 of the Act of Septem-
~ber 15, 1960 (commonly referred to as the “Sikes Act”; 16 U.S.C.
670a) is amended to read as follows:

“SEc. 101. (a) The Secretary of Defense is authorized to carry out a
program of planning for, and the development, maintenance, and
coordination of, wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilita-
tion in each military reservation in sccordance with a cooperative
plan mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, and the appropriate State agency designated
by the State in which the reservation is located.

“(b) Each cooperative plan entered into under subsection (a}—

“(1) shall provide for—

“(4) fish and wildlife habitat improvements or modi-
fications,

“(B) range rehabilitation where necessary for support of
wildiife,

“(C) control of off-road vehicle traffic, and

‘(D) specific habitat improvement projects and related
activities and adequate protection for species of fish, wild-
life, and plants considered threatened or endangered; .

“(2) must be reviewed as to operation and effect by the parties
thereto on a regular basis, but not less often than every 5 years;

«(3) shall, if a multiuse natural resources management plan is
applicable to the military reservation, be treated as the exclu-
sive component of that mansgement plan with respect to wild-
life, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation; and

“(4) may stipulate the issuance of special State hunting and
fishing permits to individuals and require payment of nominal
fees therefor, which fees shall be utilized for the protection,
conservation, and management of fish and wildlife, includ{ng
habitat improvement and related activities in accordance with
the cooperative plan; except that— .

“(A) the Commanding Officer of the reservation or per-
sons designated by that Officer are authorized to enforce
such special hunting and fishing permits and to collect the
fees therefor, acting as agent or agents for the State if the
cooperative plan g0 provides, and

“(B) the fees collected under this paragraph may not be
expended with respect to other then the military reserva-
tion on which coliected. .

“(c) After a cooperative plan is agreed to under subsection (a}—

“(1) no sale of land, or forest products from land, that is
within a military reservation covered by that plan may be made
under section 2665 (a} or () of title 10, United States Code; and

“(2) no leasing of land that is within the reservation may be
made under secticn 2667 of such title 10; .

unless the effects of that sale or leesing are compatible with the
purposes of the plan,

“(d) With regard to the implementation and enforcement of co-
operative plans agreed to under subsection (aj— .

“(1) neither Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76
nor any successor circular thereto applies to the procurement of
services that are necessary for that implementation and
enforcement; and

State and local
governments.

Oct. 27, 1986
[S. 1352]

16 USC 6700.

16 USC 670a~1.
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“(2) priority shall be given to the entering into of contracts for
the procurement of such implementation and enforcement serv-
ices with Federal and State agencies having responsibility for
the conservation or management of fish or wiidlife.

“(e) -Cooperative plans agreed tc under the authority of this
section and section 102 shall not he deemed to be, nor treated as,
cooperative agreements to which the Federal Grant and Cooperative
Agreement Act of 1977 (41 U.S.C. 501 et seq.) applies.”.

(2) Subsection (dX1) of such section 101 (as added by paragraph (1))
shall not affect any contract entered into before the date of the
enactment of this Act for the provision of services to implement or
enforce a cooperative plan under this Act on any military installa-
tion; but shall apply to the renewal, after such date of enactment, of
any such contract.

(b) Funps CoLLECTED UNDER PLANS.—Subsection (a) of section 106
of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670f{a)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “All funds that are so collected
shall remain available until expended.”.

SEC. 4. FOREST PRODUCTS ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS.

Section 2665 of title 10, United States Code, is amended as fcllows:
{1) Subsection (d) is amended—

(A) by striking out “available for operation and mainte-
nance during a fiscal year”’;

(B) by striking out “expenses” and inserting in lieu
thereof *costs’’; and

(C) by striking out “during such fiscal year”.

(2) Subsection (e)1) is amended by striking out “for all ex-
penses of production of forest products”.
(8) Subsection (f} is amended—

(A) by striking out “expenses” in the matter preceding
subparagraph (A) in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof “costs”,

(B) by amending paragraph (1XC) to read as follows:

“(C) for natural resources management that implements
approved plans and agreements.”, and

(C) by amending paragraphs (2) and (3) to read as follows:

“(2) There shall be deposited into the reserve account the total
amount received by the United States as proceeds from the sale of
forest products sold under subsections (a) and (b) less—

“(A) reimbursements of appropriations made under subsec-
tion (d), and
“(B) payments made to States under subsection (e).

“(3) The reserve account may not exceed $4,000,000 on December
Contracts. 31 of any calendar year. Unobligated balances exceeding $4,000,600
on that date shall be deposited into the United States Treasury.”.

Approved October 27, 1986.
16 USC 670b.
Contracts.

16 USC 6702
note.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY--S. 1352 (H.R. 1202):

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 93-129, Pt. 1 (Comm. on Merchant Marine and Fisheries) and
Pt. 2 (Comm. on Armed Services), both accompanying H.R. 1202.
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:
Vol. 181 (1985): July 29, H.R. 1202 considered and passed House.
Vol. 132 (1986): Oct. 3, S. 1352 considered and passed Senate.
Oct. 14, considered and pessed House.
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111 STAT. 2016

Sikes Act
Improvement Act
of 1997.

Natural

resources.
Fish and wildlife.

16 USC 670 note.

PUBLIC LAW 105-85—NO0V. 18, 1997

one or more military departments or Defense Agencies, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall provide for the installation of fiber-optics
based telecommunications technology to link as many of the
installations in the area as practicable in a telecommunications
network. The Secretary shall use a full and open competitive proc-
ess, consistent with section 2304 of title 10, United States Cede,
to provide for the installation of the telecommunications network
through one or more new contracts.

(b) FEATURES OF NETWORK.—The telecommunications network
shall provide direct access to local and long distance telephone
carriers, allow for transmission of both classified and unclassified
information, and take advantage of the various capabilities of fiber-
optics based telecommunications technology.

(¢) TIME FOR REQUEST FOR BIDS oR PrRoOposals.—Not later
than March 30, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall release a
final request for bids or proposals to provide the telecommunications
network or networks described in subsection (a).

(d) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATiION.—Not later than December
31, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the congressional
defense committees a report on the implementation of subsection
(¢), including the metropelitan area or areas selected for the installa-
tion of a fiber-optics based telecommunications network, the current
telecommunication costs for the Department of Defense in the
selected area or areas, the estimated cost of the fiber-optics based
networt,s and potential areas for the future use of fiber-optics based
networks.

TITLE XXIX—SIKES ACT IMPROVEMENT

Sec. 2901. Short title.

Sec. 2902. Definition of Sikes Act for purposes of amendments.

Sec. 2903. Codification of short title of Act.

Sec. 2804. Preparation of integrated natural resources management plans.

Sec. 2805. Review for preparation of integrated natural resources management

lans.
Sec. 2906. Tgansfer of wildlife conservation fees from closed military instaliations.
Sec. 2907. Annual reviews and reports.
Sec. 2908. Cooperative agreements.
Sec. 2909. Federal enforcement.
Sec. 2910. Natural resources manzgement services.
See. 2911. Definitions.
Sec. 2912. Repeal of superseded provision.
Sec. 2913. Technical amendments.
Sec. 2914. Authorizations of appropriations.

SEC. 2801. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Sikes Act Improvement Act
of 19387”.

SEC. 2902. DEFINITION OF SIXES ACT FOR PURPOSES OF AMEND-
MENTS.

In this title, the term “Sikes Act” means the Act entitled
“An Act to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance,
and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and
rehabilitation in military reservations”, approved September 15,
1969 (16 U.S.C. 670a et seq.), commonly referred to as the “Sikes
Act”.

SEC. 2803. CODIFICATION OF SHORT TITLE OF ACT.

The Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a et seq.) is amended by inserting
before title I the following new section:

PUBLIC LAW 105-85—NOV. 18, 1997

“SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
“This Act may be cited as the ‘Sikes Act’.”.

SEC. 2904. PREPARATION OF INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES
MANAGEMENT PLANS.

(2) IN GENERAL.—Section 101 of the Sikes Act (16 US.C.
670a(a)) is amended by striking out subsection (a) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following new subsection:

“(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.—

“(1) PROGRAM.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense shall carry
out a program to provide for the conservation and
rehal:nhtatxon of natural resources on military installations.

(B) INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

PLAN.—To_facilitate the program, the Secretary of each

military department shagl prepare and implement an

integrated natural resources management plan for each
military installation in the United States under the juris-
diction of the Secretary, unless the Secretary determines

that the absence of significant natural resources on a

particular installation makes preparation of such a plan

mappropriate.

“(2) COOPERATIVE PREPARATION.—The Secretary of a mili-
tary department shall prepare each integrated natural
resources management ilan for which the Secretary is respon-
sible in cooperation with the Secretary of the Interier, acting
through the Director of the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the head of each appropriate State fish and wildlife
agency for the State in which the military installation concerned
is located. Consistent with paragraph (4), the resulting plan
for the military installation shall refiect the mutual agreement
of the parties concerning conservation, protection, and manage-
ment of fish and wildlife resources.

... “(3) PURPOSES OF PROGRAM.—Consistent with the use of
military installations to ensure the preparedness of the Armed
Forces, the Secretaries of the military departments shall carry
out the program required by this subsection to provide for—

(A) the conservation and rehabilitation of natural
resources on military installations;

_“(B) the sustainable multipurpose use of the resources,
which shall include hunting, fishing, trapping, and non-
consumptive uses; and

. “(C) subject to safety requirements and military secu-

rity, public access to military installations to facilitate the

use.

“(4) EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.—Nothing in this title—

(A1) affects any provision of a Federal law governing
the conservation or protection of fish and wildlife resources:
or

“(ii) enlarges or diminishes the responsibility and
authority of any State for the protection

of fish and resident wildlife; or P and management

. “(B) except as specifically provided in the other provi-

sions of this section and in section 102, authorizes the

Secretary of a military department to require a Federal

Ilcl'cenfe or permit to hunt, fish, or trap on a military installa-

ion.”.

111 STAT. 2017



vZl-6

111 STAT. 2018

PUBLIC LAW 105-85—NOV. 18, 1987

(b) CoNFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Title I of the Sikes Act is
amended— L

(1) in section 101(b)(4) (16 U.S.C. 670a(b)(4)), by striking
out “cooperative plan” each place it appears and inserting in
lieu thereof “integrated natural resources management plan”;

(2) in section 101(c) (16 U.S.C. 670a(c)), in the mattei
preceding paragraph (1), by striking out “a cooperative plan
and inserting in lieu thereof “an integrated natural resources
management plan”; )

(3) in section 101(d) (16 U.S.C. 670a(d)}, in the matte};
preceding paragraph (1), by striking out “cooperative plans
and inserting in lieu thereof “integrated natural resources
management plans”;

(f) in se(l:)tion 101(e) (16 U.S.C. 670ale)), by striking out
“Cooperative plans” and inserting in lieu thereof “Integrated
natural resources management plans”; . .

(5) in section 102 (16 U.S.C. 670b), by striking out “a
cooperative plan” and inserting in lieu thereof “an integrated
natural resources management plan”; . .

(6) in section 103 (16 US.C. €70c), by striking out “a
cooperative plan” and irserting in lieu thereof “an integrated
natural resources management plan”; .

(7) in section 106(a) (16 U.S.C. 670f(a}), by s‘t‘pkmg out
“cooperative plans” and inserting in lieu thereof “integrated
natural resources management plans”; and .

(8) in section 106(c) (16 U.S.C. 670f(c)), by striking out
“cooperative plans” and inserting in lieu thereof “integrated
natural resources management plans”. .

(¢) REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF PLANS.—Section 101(b) of the Sikes
Act (16 U.S.C. §70a(b)) is amended— e

(1) by striking out “(b) Each cooperative” and all that
follows through the end of paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: ) .

“(b) REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF PLANS.—Consistent with the use
of military installations to ensure the preparednmess of the Armed
Forces, each integrated natural resources management plan pre-
pared under subsection (a}— . .

“(1) shall, to the extent appropriate and applicable,
provide for—

“(A) fish and wildlife management, land management,
forest management, and fish- and wildlife-oriented recre-

ation; .

“(B) fish and wildlife habitat enhancement or modifica-

tions; .

“(C) wetland protection, enhancement, and restoration,
where necessary for support of fish, wildlife, or pla_nts;

“(D) integration of, and consistency among, the various
activities conducted under the plan;

“(F)) establishment of specific natural resource manage-
ment goals and objectives and time frames for proposed
action;

“(F) sustainable use by the public of natural resources
to the extent that the use is not inconsistent with the
needs of fish and wildlife resources;

PUBLIC LAW 105-85—NQV. 18, 1997

“(G) public access to the military installation that is
necessary or appropriate for the use described in subpara-
graph (F), subject to requirements necessary to ensure
safety and military security;

“(t1) enforcement of applicable natural resource laws
(including regulations);

“(I) no net loss in the capability of military installation
la.r&ds to support the military mission of the installation;
an

“(J) such other activities as the Secretary of the mili-
tary department determines appropriate;”;
(2) in paragraph (2), by adding “and” at the end;
(8) by striking out paragraph (3);
(4) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3); and
(6) in paragraph (3)(A) (as so redesignated), by striking
out “collect the fees therefor,” and inserting in lieu thereof
“collect, spend, administer, and account for fees for the per-
mits,”.
SEC. 2905. REVIEW FOR PREPARATION OF INTEGRATED NATURAL
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLANS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms “military installa-
tion” and “United States” have the meanings provided in section
100 of the Sikes Act (as added by section 2911).

(o) REVIEW OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS.—

(1) ReEview.—Not later than 270 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of each military depart-
ment shall—

(A) review each military installation in the United
States that is under the jurisdiction of that Secretary to
determine the military installations for which the prepara-
tion of an integrated natural resources management plan
under section 101 of the Sikes Act (as amended by this
title) is appropriate; and

(B) submit to the Secretary of Defense a report on
the determinations.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than one year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit to Congress a report on the reviews conducted
under paragraph (1). The report shall include—

(A) a list of the military installations reviewed under
paragraph (1) for which the Secretary of the appropriate
military department determines that the preparation of
an integrated natural resources management plan is not
appropriate; and

(B) for each of the military installations listed under
subparagraph (A), an explanation of each reason such a
plan is not appropriate.

{c) DEADLINE FOR INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGE-
MENT PLANS.—Not later than three years after the date of the
submission of the report required under subsection (b)(2), the Sec-
retary of each military department shall, for each military installa-
tion with respect to which the Secretary has not determined under
subsection (b)(2)(A) that preparation of an integrated natural
resources management plan is not appropriate—

111 STAT. 2019

16 USC 670a
note.

Reports.
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(1) prepare and begin implementing such a plan in accord-
ance wieth psection 101g(1a) of the Sikes Act (as amended by
this title); or ) )

(2) in the case of a military installation for which there
is in effect a cooperative plan under section 101(a) of the
Sikes Act on the day before the date of enactment of this
Act, complete negotiations with the Secretary of the Interior
and the heads of the appropriate State agencies regarding
changes to the plan that are necessary for the plan to constitute
an integrated natural resources management pian that complies
with that section, as amended by this fitle. N
(d) PuBLic CoMMENT.~—The Secretary of each military depart-

ment shall provide an opportunity for the submission of public
comments on—

(1) integrated natural resources management plans pro-
posed under subsection (¢)(1); and .

(2) changes to cooperative plans proposed under subsection

(c)(2).

SEC. 2906. TRANSFER OF WILDLIFE CONSERVATION FEES FROM
CLOSED MILITARY INSTALLATIONS,

Section 101®)(3)[B) of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.'C. 67'Oa(b)) (as
redesignated by section 2904(c)(4)) is amended by inserting before
the pericd at the end the following: “, unless the military installation
is subsequently closed, in which case the fees may be transferre’si
to another military installation to be used for the same purposes”.

SEC. 2907. ANNUAL REVIEWS AND REPORTS.

Section 101 of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a) is amended
by adding at the end the following new subsection:
“(f) REVIEWS AND REPORTS.—

“(1) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.—Not later than March 1 of
each year, the Secretary of Defense shall review the extent
to which integrated natural resources management plans were
prepared or were in effect and implemented in accordance
with this title in the preceding ﬁear, and submit a report
on the findings of the review to the committees. Each report
shall include—

“(A) the number of integrated natural resources
management plans in effect in the year covered by the
report, including the date on which each plan was issued
in final form or most recently revised; o

“B) the amounts expended on conservation activities
conducted pursuant to the plans in the year covered by
the report; and .

“(%) an assessment of the extent to which the plans
comply with this title.

“(2) SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR.—Not later than March
1 of each year and in consultation with the heads of State
fish and wildlife agencies, the Secretary of the Interior shall
submit a report to the committees on the amounts expended
by the Department of the Interior and the State fish and
wildlife agencies in the year covered by the report on conserva-
tion activities conducted pursuant to integrated natural
resources management plans. .

“(3) DEFINITION OF COMMITTEES.—In this subsection, the
term ‘committees’ means—

PUBLIC LAW 105-85—NOV. 18, 1997

“(A) the Committee on Resources and the Committee

on National Security of the House of Representatives; and

“B) the Committee on Armed Services and the

(Slommittee on Environment and Public Works of the
enate.”,

SEC. 2908 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.

Section 103a of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670c-1) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by striking out “Secretary of Defense”
and t'1’}1serting in lieu thereof “Secretary of a military depart-
ment”;
(2) by striking out subsection (b) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) MOULTIYEAR AGREEMENTS.—Funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for a fiscal year may be obligated to cover
the cost of goods and services provided under a cooperative agree-
ment entered into under subsection (a) or through an agency agree-
ment under section 1535 of title 31, United States Code, durin:
any 18-month period beginning in that fiscal year, without regar
to whether the agreement crosses fiscal years.”.

SEC. 2905. FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT.

Title I of the Sikes Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 106 (16 U.S.C. 670f) as section
108; and

(2) by imserting after section 105 (16 U.S.C. 670e) the
following new section:

“SEC. 106. FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT OF OTHER LAWS.

“All Federal laws relating to the management of natural
resources on Federal land may be enforced by the Secretary of
Defense with respect to violations of the laws that occur on military
installations within the United States.”.

SEC. 2910. NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SERVICES.

Title I of the Sikes Act is amended by inserting after section
106 (as added by section 2909) the following new section:

“SEC. 107. NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SERVICES.

“To the extent practicable using available resources, the Sec-
retary of each military department shall ensure that sufficient
numbers of professionally trained natural resources management
personnel and natural resources law enforcement personnel are
available and assigned responsibility to perform tasks necessary
to carry out this title, including the preparation and implementation
of integrated natural resources management plans.”.

SEC. 2911. DEFINITIONS.
Title I of the Sikes Act is amended by inserting before section
101 (16 U.S.C. 670a) the following new section:
“SEC. 100. DEFINITIONS.
“In this title:
“(1) MILITARY INSTALLATION.—The term ‘military installa-
tion’—
“(A) means any land or interest in land owned by
the United States and administered by the Secretary of
Defense or the Secretary of a military department, except

111 STAT. 2021

16 USC 670e-1.

16 USC 670e-2.

16 USC 670.
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land under the jurisdiction of the Assistant Secretary of

the Army having responsibility for civil works;

“(B) includes all public lands withdrawn from all forms
of appropriation under public land laws and reserved for
use by the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of a
military department; and i .

“8(3 does not include any land described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) that is subject to an approved recommenda-
tion for closure under the Defense Base Closure and
Reslignment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public
T.aw 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). .

4(2) STATE FISH AND WILDLIFE AGENCY.—The term ‘State
fish and wildlife agency’ means the one or more agencies of
State government that are responsible under State law for
managng fish or wildlife resources. ,

“(3) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘United States’ means the
States, the District of Columbia, and the territories and pesses-
sions of the United States.”.

SEC. 2912. REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED PROVISION.

Section 2 of the Act of October 27, 1986 (Public Law 99-

561; 16 U.S.C. 670a~1), is repealed.
SEC. 2913. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

Title I of the Sikes Act, as amended by this title, is amended—
(1) in the heading for the title, by striking out “MILITARY
RESERVATIONS” and inserting in lieu thereof “MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS”; ]
(2) in section 101(b)(3) (16 U.S.C. 670a(b)X3)), as redesig-
nated by section 2904(cX4)>— o ]

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking cut “the reserva:
tion” and inserting in lieu thereof “the installation”; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking out “the military
reservation” and inserting in lieu thereof “the military
installation”;

(3) in section 101(c) (16 U.8.C. 670alc))— . .
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking out “a military
reservation” and inserting in lieu thereof “a military
installation”; and . u o
{B) in paragraph (2), by striking out tl,}e reservation
and inserting in lieu thereof “the installation”, .
(4) in section 101(e) (16 US.C. 670a(e)), by striking “the
Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977 (41
U.S.C. 501 et seq.)” and inserting “chapter 63 of title 31, United
States Code”; . e

(5) in section 102 (16 U.S.C. §70b), by smku}g. out 'Imhta.ry
reservations” and inserting in lieu thereof “military installa-
tions”; and

(8) in section 103 (16 U.S.C. 670c)— . . .

(A) by striking out “military reservations” and inserting
in lieu thereof “military installations”; and . .

(B) by striking out “such reservations” and inserting
in lieu thereof “the installations”.

SEC. 2314. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS.—

Subsections (b) and (¢c) of section 108 of the Sikes Act (as rz‘a‘desig;
nated by section 2909(1)) are each amended by striking out “1983

PUBLIC LAW 105-85—NOV. 18, 1997

and all that follows through “1993,”7 and inserting in lieu thereof
“1998 through 2003,”.

(b) CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON PusLIc LANDS.—Section 209

of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 6700) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out “the sum of
$10,000,000” and all that follews through “to enable the Sec-
retary of the Interior” and inserting in lieu thereof “$4,000,000
for each of fiscal years 1998 through 2003, to enable the Sec-
retary of the Interior”; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out “the sum of
$12,000,000” and all that follows through “to enable the Sec-
retary of Agriculture” and inserting in lieu thereof “$5,000,000
for each of fiscal years 1998 through 2003, to enable the Sec-
retary of Agriculture”,

DIVISION C—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

NATIONAL SECURITY AUTHORIZA-
TIONS AND OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE XXXI—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS

Subtitle A—National Security Programs Authorizations

Sec. 3101. Weapons activities.

Sec.
Sec.

3102. Eavironmental resteration and waste management.
3103. Other defense activities.

Sec. 3104. Defense nuclear waste disposal.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Subtitle B—Recurring General Provisieans

3121. Reprogramming.

3122. Limits on general plant projects.

3123. Limits on construction projects.

3124. Fund transfer authority.

3125. Authority for conceptual and construction design.

3126. Authonty for emergency planning, design, and construction activities.

3127. FEnds available for all’ national security programs of the Department of
nergy.

3128. Availa?i,lity of funds.

3129. Transfers of defense environmental management funds.

Subtitle C—Program Authorizations, Restrictions, and Limitations

. 3131. Memorandum of understanding for use of national laboratories for

ballistic migsile defense programs.

3132. Defense environmental manaiement privatization projects.

3133. International cooperative stockpile stewardship.

3134. Modernization of enduring nucﬁaar weapons complex.

3135. Tritium production.

3136. Pracessing, treatment, and disposition of spent nuclear fuel rods and
other legacy nuclear materials at the Savannah River Site.

3137. Limitations on use of funds for laboratory directed research and develop-
ment purposes.

. 31.38. Pilot program relating to use of proceeds of disposal or utilization of

certain Department of Energy assets.

3139. Modification and extension of authority relating to appointment of
certain scientific, engineering, and technical personnel.

3140. Limitation on use of filnds for suberitical nuclear weapons tests.

3141. Limitation on use of certain funds until future use plans are submitted.
Subtitle D—Other Matters

. 3151. Plan for stewardship, management, and certification of warheads in the

nuclear weapons stockpile.

111 STAT. 2023
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Alaska: the great bombing range

Military proposat
needs closer lock

What would you say if the mil-
itary proposed to shoot 3,500
rockets packed with high explo-
sives into a drainage of the Chena
River upstream from the state
recreation area? What would you

if; at the same location, they
also wanted to drop 4,300 bombs
each weighing up to a ton? And,
on top of all that, shoot off 50,000
additional high explosives?

Would you wonder if these
munitions can contaminate the
soil? (They can). Would you ask if
the contamination can spread to
surface and ground water? (It
can). Would you be concerned
about unexploded rockets and
bombs lying out in the brush or
burrowed into the soil? (You
should).

The fatt. is, the bombing statis-
tics quoted above are mot wbat
the military-is proposing to do. It
is what the military already has
done in just five years at the
Stuart Creek Impact Area which
includes the South Fork of the
Chena River. A similar list of
bombs and rockets and missiles
have been sot into the country-
side along the Delta River adja-
cent to Ft. Greely in the last few
years, according to a Draft Legis-
lative Environmental Impact
Statement (LEIS) just released
by the Army.

The document was produced
in support of the Army’s proposal
to continue using the two areas,
totaling 1,300 square miles of
Alaska land, as bombing ranges.
Another million or so acres of the
Tanana Flats is also used as a
bombing range, but it is not part
of this application. In the past,
these renewals have been for 5-
15 years, but now the Army
wants to be permitted to con-
tinue bombing for 30 years.

‘What effect are all these ex-
ploding bombs, rockets and mis-
siles—ar nonexploding duds—

Dan
Q'Neill

barren locales so that unexploded
ones can be removed? Instead, a
tremendous quantity of live ord-
nance lies hidden in the brush,
making thousands of square
miles of Alaska countryside a no-
man's land. Permanently.

Conslder the testimony of Ed

likely to have on soil and water
quality in the Chena basin or the
Delta River? The military doesn’t
know. They haven’t conducted
soil contamination studies there.
What is known is this. TNT and
RDX, the dominant explosives
used, are mobile in the soil, and
“residues of these chemicals in
the soils can be a source of pol-
lution both on Army installations
and beyond installation hotnda-
ries.”" Presumably the more-
than-residual ‘contenis’ ‘of 2
cracked open dud ¢an be a source
of pollution as' well Streams
crossing the bombing zone are
likely to be the transport mech-
anism to carry contamination off-
site. The possible risk to people,
animals and plants is not ad-
dressed.

Very likely, chemical conta::m
nation of soil and water is a non-
issue compared to the effect of
dud munitions, It is virtually im-
possible to find all the duds, and
the military estimates it would
cost $250 billion to clean up these
two bombing ranges. Besides
risks to people and animals, wild-
fires are a frequent result of
these duds or flares or pyro-
technic ordnance. Even if
dropped in the winter, they can
reignite’ themseives when 'the
snow melts. Often, these fires
cannot be fought because of the.
risk to firefighters of exploding
duds,

luds.

Obviously, the military has to
trein somewhere. But there is a
lot to question here. Why, for ex-
ample, is it necessary to drop live
bombs and rockets when aerody-

ically-alike d hich
the military also uses—provide
the same training? Shouldn't live
munitions be dropped in more

who has been associated with Ft.

Greely for 38 years and has had
indirect authority over the
bombing range activities there.
He spoke at two public meetings
on this issue a year ago and his
comments are part of the public
record. Concerning removing all
the duds from the Delta River,

which is routinely bombed di- .

rectly, he said, “I would say you
can mever dm up ‘the Delta
River, which i3 one of the big im-
pact areas, and you can Dever
clean up the Little Delta Creek.”

At another point he said,
“There are more dulls in the
Delta River than there are in the
Oklahoma Range (part of the Ft.
Greely complex). And I'm telling
you that in all of the 605 and
early 70s.the Air Force used Ok-
lahoma as much as they are using
it right now. It was a steady
thing. And they didn't pick up
the duds before they left. This
dud picking up business started
ahout '82. Before that, they used
to send statements, certificates
that said there were no duds, or
all the duds were cleaned up.”

- Sheehan, who has served as
acting post commander at Greely,
also made very plain his objection
that this renewal application en-
larges the impaet areas. He was
mainly concerned abouf the fire
danger to residents around. the
town of Delta. But he says the
Army is labeling all of the
country between the Delta River
and the Oklahoma Range an “im-
pact area,” though it had not
been a bombing range in the
past. Rather, it had been used as
a maneuvering area or a buffer
zone. When the current range
manager assured him that he did

, a retired Lt. Colonel

not regard the des‘lgnanon as a
change, that “it's already a
bombing area now. I mean it can
be bombed,” the Lt. Colonel re-
plied: “It is not now and has
never beer a bombing area.. I
ran range control for 17 years...
drew those houndaries. I know
“what's’ supposed to be done
there... if you're going to use it,
tellusynuregomgtouse,t It
you're not going to use it, tell
them they can’t use it.”

The Army’s LEIS is not partic-
ularly forthcoming in’ its history
section, either. Unmentioned i
the fact that at Ft. Greely’s
Gerstle River Test Site the army
once experimented with some of
the most deadly chemical agents
known to man. Severalauthors
have tracked military use of the
lethal nerve gases VX and VG, as
well as pnistard gas being packed
into rockets and artillery shells
and fired into the Gerstle River
area. At Delta Creek the army
also released germ-warfare or-
ganismos into the enviromment,
including strains of the tularemia
bacteria. The peint is, if we in-
tend to learn from history, we
will be more than a little circums-
pect when we review military
proposals that request io bomb
our public lands for the next half

- a century.

Do the people of Alaska agree
with Sen. Stevens when ke says
he wants to make Alaska the mil-
itary training capital of the
world, with foreign air forces in-
vited to bomb our landscapes?
Are we so dependent on military
subsidy that we would sell our
birthright for it? Wouldn't fed-
eral money be better spent
cleaning up the mess the military
has already made?

The advertised ‘‘public
hearmg which is really an

“open house,” on the proposed

50-year extension of bombing
ranges will be Jan. 5 at the Dia-
mond Willow Club in Delta Junc-
tion from 2-8 p.m., a second takes
place Jan. 6 at the Carlson
Center from 2-6 p.m.
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Military land withdrawals cov-
ering 871,537 acres of Interior
Alaska expire in less than three
years, and the US. Army is qui-
etly asking Congress to renew
them for 50 years, three times
fonger than the current with-
drawal terins.

There are three withdrawals
involved. The Fort Wainwright
Yukon Training Area covers 247,-
952 acres east of Eielson Air
Force Base in the uplands be-
tween the Chena and Salcha
rivers. The Fort Greely East and
West training areas straddle the
Richardson Highway in the Don-
nelly Dome area south of Fort
Greely, and together cover an-
other 623,585 acres.

The land was dedicated for
military training maneuvers
during the 1950s in a flurry of
federal land grabs that preceded
Alaska becoming a state.

After 1958 Congress required
that it approve any withdrawal of
more than 5,000 acres, In 1961
Congress authorized the Yukon
Training Area withdrawal for
only a 10-year term. That was ex-
tended by a public land order for
an additional five years in 1971,
and by a bureaucratic shuffle for
another 10 years after that ex-
pired. 4

Fred
Pratt

Congress renewed the with-
drawal in 1986 for only a 15-year
term. At that time the Army
turned loose 1,600 acres that is

now part of the Chena River

State Recreation Area.

Now the Army wants the land
for a 50-year term, and its con-
tractor just finished the draft of
an environmental impact
statement advising Congress and
the public of the issues sur-
rounding the decision.

A public hearing is scheduled
on the EIS in Fairbanks Jan. 6,
from 2 to 8 p.m. at the Carlson
Center. Other hearings are set
for Delta Junction on dJan. 5
(same hours, at the Diamond
Willow Club) and in Anchorage
Jan. 7.

There are a lot of potential
public concerns about the contin-
uing withdrawals that the Army
hopes don’t come up.

The Yukon ;Training Area

)-year extension of lan

' bill for -cleaning up * all’ three -
training areas is estimated at -

l covérs,a huge region near Fair-
" banks with an ‘enormous poten-

tial for mineral development,
recreational use and timber sales.
It’s covered with roads and trails,
it adjoins Chena River State Rec-
reation Area and even includes
13,440 acres of the park that the
Army refuses to transfer to the
state. The trans-Alaska pipeline
right of way crosses one corner.

The military training areas are

open to hunting, fishing, trapping
and other recreational uses now,
but are ofien closed during ma-
neuvers. and some ‘‘impact
zones” used for artillery and
aerial bombardments and sur-
rounding ‘“‘buffer zones” are per-
manently closed. The airspace
over the training areas ig also
closed to an aititude of 20,000
feet during maneuvers.

The state of Alaska has filed
land selections on parts of the
Yukon Training Area, hoping to
acquire the land if the with-
drawals should ever expire.

Of course much of the land is
covered with hazardous materials
and unexploded ‘“dud” warheads.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engi-

neers estimates that it would cost

$47.4 million to clean up the
Stuart Creek Impact Area in the
Yukon Trajging Area. The total

- $249.9 million.

The EIS warns that federal
agencies might just declare the
« land too polluted to release and it

might not be declared available  :

for state selection even if the
. withdrawals expire. The key state
- selections avoid these heavily pol-
" luted impact areas, however.

The EIS considers only two
options: Letting the withdrawals
expire or extending them for 50
years. The EIS team in Colorado
rejected any shorter term, as well
as the request from the state that
the tiny portion on the northeast
border be transferred to the
Chena River Recreation Area.

The EIS is prepared by the
Center for Ecological Manage-
ment of Military Lands at Colo-
rado State University. This
organization acts like it or its cli-
ents in U.S. Army Alaska should

never have to commit to anything -

on paper when dealing with the
public until and unless it is le-
gally required to do so.

The EIS and the required
public hearings were announced
in small display advertisements
run in the Daily News-Miner this
month. The ad gives no physical

location for places to get a copy ofg

[ S

the document, but simply states
that for further information one
should call a Steve Reidsma at

" Fort Wainwright, and it lisis

what turns out to be a bogus
phone number.

1 called the Fort Wainwright
information operator and was
told Mr. Reidsma wasn’t on their
list of personnel. I was trans-
ferred to the base personnel of-
fice, where I was told that there
was no civilian employee on Fort
Wainwright with that name ei-
ther.

After transpesing one number
listed in the ad I got Mr. Reid-
sma’s phone answering machine.
We connected a few days later
and I finally got a copy of the EIS'
in the mail iwo weeks after my
initial attempt. Even though [ in-
formed them about the incorrect
contact phone number in the
newspaper advertisement, it con-
tinued to be published. The cor-
rect phone number is 353-9685.

Any operation that goes to
these lengths to stall and divert
the public can't be doing an
honest job on the EIS.

Fred Prati, a free-lance iohmalist in

Fairbanks, is & fongtime reposter and ob-
server of Alaska politics. -~
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Army seeks lease extension

Two vast Interior military training ranges under scrutiny

By BRIAN O'DONOGHUE
Staff Writer

The tenant hasn’t been the easiest.

After decades of bombing and burning
what was once magnificent Interior Alaska
real estate, those properties are so littered
with dangerous live rounds that few believe a
complete cleanup is feasible.

Now that same tenant wants a 50-year ex-
tension on its free lease in the name of na-
tional security.

“This is the largest and best training area
the Army has,” said Lt. Gen. William Steele,
commander of the U.S. Army Pacific, during
last year’s Northern Edge exercise.

The lands under discussion are two vast
Interior training ranges—¥Fort Wainwright’s
248,000-acre Yukon Training Range and a
two-piece 660,000-acre training area at Fort
Greely—portions of which are veritable no-
man’s lands.

Congress last renewed the military use of
" the Interior blocks in 1986, granting U.S.

Army Alaska 15 more years of possession but
tying any future exfension to completion of
an environmental impact study.

The land grant expires Nov. 6, 2001,
opening the door to the siate’s request for
acreage bordering the Chena River State Rec-
reation Area; expanded access to timber, min-
eral, hunting and fishing resources; and
additional wildlife protection measures.

A lengthy draft environmental study ex-
amines just two choices: reopening the lands
to public use, and granting the Defense De-
partment’s request for an additional 50 years
possession. Shorter alternatives weren’t con-
sidered, according to the stydy, because it
was unhkely to result in any change in the
military’s stewardship.

The study, open to public comment
through Feb. 7, lists military control as the
best opticn.

Jim Messer, longtime chairman of the
Greater Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce’s
military affairs committee, believes Fort

Wainwright and Eielson Air Force Base have
survived recent military cutbacks because of
the maneuvering reom represented by the
lands up for renewal.

“They aren’t here to defend Falrbanks v
Messer said. “They’re here to train.”

Loss of those installations would savage
the local economy, directly eliminating one-
third of the paychecks drawn in the Fair-
banks North Star Borough, according to Bob |
Logan, an economics professor and former
borough assemblyman hired by the federal
government to study socioeconomic effects of
the lands withdrawal.

“I'm shocked,” Logan told the News-
Miner during a recent Carlson Center
meeting on the draft study. “I had no idea
how important the military was here.”

A range of concems
Delta resident Ed Sheehan, a retired lieu-
tenant colonel, former head of the Army’s
See RANGE, Page A€
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Northern Warfare Training
Center and longtime Fort Greely
range manager, has used the
platform offered by the draft
study to raise serious questions
about the military’s activities in
the Fort Greely range.

Sheehan’s  allegations, pre-
sented at public meetings and as
written comments entered into
the study’s record, include com-
plaints about undocurmented con-
tamination, mapping errors of
the high-impact areas, safety
threats from the use of aircraft
equipped with targeting lasers
and the loss of Fort Greely’s hehi-
copter rescue unit.

The study directly addresses
many of Sheehan's concerns;
others it simply transcribed and
ignored, including arguably the
most serious charge leveled by
the former range manager.

“This dud-picking up business
started in '82,” Sheehan stated
at a Dec. 2, 1997, study meeting
in Delta. “Before that, they used
to send statements, certificates

that said there were no duds or,

all duds were cleaned up. So you
know, 1 wouldn't pray out in the
(Fort, Greely) Oklahoma hombing
range.”

Sheehan, in a recent interview
with the News-Miner, said the re-
ference to false reports was based
on second-hand information con-
cerning paperwork associated
with the post’s range control of-
fice. “1 know we used to get pa-
pers back saying activity had
been done when it wasn’t done.”

Sheehan maintains his con-
cerns about the impact areas are
being addressed.

“I've bean trying to get them
to own up to where it's bad and
not to make any more (high-im-
pact areas) if you can help it.
They say they're going to do that
from here on out,” he said. “I'm
satisfied they're going to do
that.”

Others argue the draft study
lacks credibility unless the
former range manager’s com-
plaints receive full investigation.

“If Sheehan’s comments are
accurate, it seems unwise to ex-
tend the military's occupation of
this land for the next century,”
wrote Dan O'Neill, author of
“The Firecracker Boys,” an ex-
pose of Cold War-era plans for ex-
pleding nuclear devices in Bush
Alaska

Ross Coen, wilderness coordi-
nator for the Northern Alaska
Environmental Center, said his
group wants to see the lands
withdrawal tied to a commitment
on identifying and removing all
contamination, including old
shrapnel and fuel spills. .

“That's a pretty logical thin,
to ask for,” Coen said, adding
that any long-term withdrawal
agreement should be subject to
review if new wildlife or environ-
mental hazards emerge.

Sheehan, meanwhile, says his
goal remains confinement of the
hazardous activity, not perfection
in the form of a sky-is-the-limit
removal of old shells and other
munitions that may lurk under
the surface of the Delta River and
other glacial-fed waterways
within Fort Greely's old hoinbing
range.

“The way that siit piles up, I
would guess you'd have to stop
the flow of water through the
Delta and dig down 25 feet all the
wav fram Jarvis Creek tn Don-

nelly Creek. Then you'd have to
sift it. And when you’re all done
would you sign your name to the
paper saying it was clean?

“It would be absurd to do it.”

Jim Bruen, a civilian serving
ag the Army’s range manager in
Alaska, said the swift-moving
Delta River, in a sense, takes care
of itself. *“The rolling boulders in
tlleﬁ‘e grind stuff up like a ball
mill” :

Expensive duds

Defense Department apprecia-:
tion for Alaska's spacious
training roomn is only part of the
rationale offered for extending
the Interior lands withdrawsal
The draft study also cites a fiscal
argument for Jeaving lands
bombed beyond redemption
under military control.

“Since military training and
testing has occurred on these
lands for nearly 50 years, with
portions dedicated as high hazard
impact areas,” the draft notes,
“it is likely that a complete de-
contamination would be ex-
tremely expensive and
technologically challenging.”

The study pegged the starting
cost of a full cleanup at $250 mil-
lion, ’

That estimate was derived
from the military’s experience re-
habilitating other training areas,
including a Yakima, Wagh., in-
stallation where the cleanup cost
$1 million an acre, said Cal
Bagley, project manager for the
Interior study, which is being
conducted under a $1.2 million
Defense Department contract
with the Center for Ecological
Management of Military Lands, a
military ‘planning group based at
Colorado State University.

The Air Force periodically
clears unspent ordnance from
portions of each bombing range
80 airmen can repair the cars,
drums and other targets used in
the annuai Cope Thunder air-to-
ground live-fire exerciges.

“On average, one-fifth of the
impact areas are cleared each
year of live ordnance and muni-
tions residue,” the study states.

But no one is pretending the
cleanup program will remove all
threats in a set period of time.

“The Air Force has an easier
job cleaning - up,” observed
Bruen, the Army’s range man-
ager in Alaska. “The things
they’re hunting are big enough to
be seen, found and destroyed.

“Looking for artillery shells
that have dudded—it's not as
easy to do that. What that should
menn to the average guy is stay
the hell out of there.”

Body counts

In 1980, mass duck deaths
were reported at a range used for
live-fire training near Anchorage.
It took 10 years and a multi-
agency task force to identify the
culprit: eraser-size phosphorus
pellets used in artillery sighting
rounds, The pellets, which
usually flare on contact with air,
were sinking in the area wet-
lands, where they lurked until
ducks gobbled them up. All told,
$20 million has been spent
cleaning up LEagle River Flats,
and the job isn't finished,
according to Army Alaska
spokesman Chuck Canterbury.
The case has led the military to
ban such shells from use near
wetlands nationwide.

No compnarable threat to a

Sam HarmelNesws-Miner

LAND HEARING—U. S. Air Force Maj. David Ennis, right, points to a
map as he explains the Air Force use of the Stuart Creek Impact area
during a public hearing at the Carlson Center on Jan. 6. The public
hearing offered information on the military land withdrawals that expire
in 2001, The U.S. Army is asking Congress to renew them for 50 years,

Jocal wildlife population has ever
been detected at the military’s
Interior training ranges,
according to Bruen, Sheehan and
others familiar with withdrawal
lands.

Steve Dubois, the state’s area
biologist, confirmed there has
been no widespread wildlife
damage associated with the Fort
Greely range, but he recalled one
notorious case.

“A group of bison were mor-
tared,” said Dubois, citing an in-
cident he believes took place in
the mid-1970s. “Several were hit
in the artillery barrage and
killed.”

For years, Fort Greely's range
has been popularly linked with a
mass caribou kill reported in
June 1972. The circumstances
were suspicious; more than 50
caribou found dead in a relatively
small glacial basin located just
north of the range. State biolo-
gists’ initial inspection was in-
conclusive, and no toxins were
detected in samples collected
from what were by then partially
consumed carcasses.

The cause wasn't apparent
until investigators flew out
aboard a helicopter on a day clear
enough to see a radiant pattern
connecting the carcasses.

“Lightning  hit that wet
ground and zapped all the car-
ibou,”’ Sheehan recalled.

A paper state biologista pub-
lished in the October 1973 issue
of the Journal of Wildlife Dis-
eases reported the entire herd
was electrocuted by a single light-
ning bolt, which fanned out
through the tundra’s surface in
what was described as a classic
“Lichtenberg pattern’” of
trenches, roughly 3 inches deep,
7 inches wide and up to 180 feet

long.
Pat: Valkenberg, a state car-

ihou biologist, said Delta’s herd
occagionally calves within one of
Fort Greely’s designated high-im-
pact areas.

“It doesn’t happen every year,
and the Army’s always been very
good about stopping the
bombing,” observed the biologist,
who admits to occasionally
flouting the range rules by
landing amid craters to change
radio collars. “It's probably
foolish on my part.”

Years of monitoring caribou
activity on the range has reduced
the state’s concern about the ef-
fects of live-fire exercises,
according to Valkenberg, “The
Delta Herd has more or less
adapted to the levels of artillery
activity.”

Each subject area of the draft
study recaps mitigation measures
now in effect. The study also con-
tains recommendations for new
monitoring plans, soil and water
sampling, and operational curbs
to be attached to the military’s
continued use of the land.

Control of the lands them-
selves, however, is generally
characterized as best left in the
military’s hands. For example,
the state’s pitch to expand Chena
River State Recreation Area with
a 13,440 acre slice of the Yukon
range’s Stuart Creek buffer zone
was neatly shot down.

“Loss of the Beaver Creck-
South Fork area would severely
hamper the use of northern
target formations ... Due to the
excessive impacts to military
training and the importance of
this area's training infrastruc-
ture in achieving combat read-
iness, the Army and Air Force
climinated this alternative from
further study.”
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NORTHRIDGE EXPLORATION
EXPLORING ALASKA

David H. Jehunson
P.0O. Box 84336
Fairbanks, AK 99708

February 4, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Mapagement of Military Lands
Vocatiopal Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

RE:  Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal, Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS)
Dear Ms. Herdrich:

Upon review of the proposal to extend existing withdrawal of public land ia Alaska for military purposes as
in the LEIS, there are concerns to comment on.

The mineralized land that are outside the "High Hazard Impact Area" and the "Impact Area Buffer Zone" as
Sa

shown in Figures 2b thru 2e when compared to geology and minerals shown in Figures 3.4a and b and 3.
thru 3.5¢.

Another approach would be for the withdrawal period not to exceed a period of ten (10} years, or no longer
than November 6, 2011. This then would obligate the federal government to reevaluate the role of the
Military in Alaska and how these withdrawals fit. It will also allow the State of Alaska to reevaluate its
outstanding land entitlements to see if it still desires to get title to all or parts of the existing withdrawal.

The LEIS also argues that "mmmg acﬂvmes (page ES -7) "imgmﬂmLﬁanh@nm

i o mi ho e extended for " Asa
mmer I stroncly object to the mference that mmmg under federal and state law a.ud regulanon would be
done other than "carefully” when under the full requirements of both the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary
of Defense and the State of Alaska. The Alaska Statc reclamal:lon Iaw is spemﬁcally to all lands in the state
and this includes military lands. The s honid b 3 ; D

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on these issues.
Sincerely,

David H. Johnson
Northridge Exploration

MIN-JJ027

ALT-4J067

MIN-JJ028

RESPONSES TO COMMENT JJ

MIN-JJ027: These observations are correct, although the nature and
extent of mineralization is not known. Presumably, the commentor is
suggesting that these areas could be opened to mineral entry.

ALT-JJO67: Noted. Thank you for your comments.

MIN-JJ028: This statement will be modified in the final LEIS. Please
refer to Executive Summary.
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February 9, 1999

Ms. Cindy Herdrich

Center for Ecological Management of Military Lands
Vocational Education Building

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

Dear Ms. Herdrich:

For more than 50 years Fort Greely and the City of Delta Junction have worked together to
make a great community and support a strong military. The council for the City of Delta
Junction is opposed to a 50-year continuation of withdrawal from public use for over 660,000
acres to continue the mission at Fort Greely. in the past, and before BRAC realignment, the
withdrawal had been reviewed more frequently. There is no reason to change this policy.

The action of BRAC has had devastating effects on the community and to not have input by the
community for 50 years, yet continue to practice bombing activities in our back yard, falls short of
what is considered to be acceptable. The community has lived with bombs going off at all hours
knowing that there are jobs for the community at Fort Greely. Now, sadly, it seems to be a
different story. The current base realignment indicates there will be very few military personnel

located in this area.

In the case of the proposed Missile Defense System, the City Council could see a rationale for
supporting any area identified as necessary to the system. If the missile system has a life of
60 years, then a 50-year continuation is acceptable for this identified purpose. This would

once again make the Army an economic participant in cur community.

The picture on the front cover of the impact statement shows the natural beauty of this area. This
is the view all tourists, visitors and local residents have from the Richardson/Alaska Highway.
Tourists finding the tranquil, pristine wilderness they seek missing in this area during the military

ALT-KK068

SOC-KKO017

RESPONSES TO COMMENT KK

ALT-KKO068: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based on the
need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in Arctic and
Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be critical to national
defense preparedness. A credible operational military planning horizon is limited
by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years. Moreover, the resource
commitment, both dollars and personnel, required for renewal every 10to 15 years
places a substantial burden on the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare
this LEIS to continue existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to
lengthen the withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values
and implement natural resource management measures.

Army management of the withdrawal lands will be conducted under Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMP) developed in accordance with
the Sikes Act. INRMPs are written for a five year period with public and State and
Federal agency participation in the development process.

SQOC-KKO017: The Base Realignment and Closure and the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization System are outside the scope of this LEIS. Separate
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents are being developed for
these actions.

USE-KK044: This LEIS is not proposing to create new Impact Areas on Fort
Greely or change the use of existing Impact Areas. The Kansas, Arizona, Nevada,
Oregon, and Michigan Lakes Impact Areas (see Figure 2.c) are designated as
Impact Areas. All are used for limited periods and are normally used for non-dud
producing ammunition or explosives, which are cieared and returned to other
training support purposes following termination of firing. This use of the Lakes
Impact Areas will continue through the proposed withdrawal renewal.

The Military Lands Withdrawal Act, which authorized the withdrawals at Fort
Wainwright and Fort Greely in 1986, reserved the withdrawal lands for military
maneuvering, training, equipment development and testing, and training for
artillery firing, aerial gunnery, infantry tactics, and other defense-related purposes.
The Act did not restrict the amount of military activity permitted. Proposed military
activities on the withdrawal lands for the renewal period will be consistent with
those conducted during the past 15 years. Any changes in the military’s mission in
Alaska will require appropriate NEPA documentation be completed.

MIT-KKO020: Please refer to responses for POL-A001. Proposed mitigation
would implement a program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term
monitoring and remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23). To
guide and regulate the actions of Army personnel using and managing training
lands, the Army has developed the Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM)
program. The goals of ITAM are to evaluate, repair, maintain, and enhance
training lands at Army training instailations. Please refer to Appendix 2.D for a
detailed description of the ITAM program.
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exercises, so they frequently decide to look elsewhere in Alaska. Without Fort Greely here in full
force, we will be looking for tourist dollars to help support our economy.

There are many issues that the City has determined that need to be addressed. They are as
follows:

1. Expansion of impact areas and testing activity. The Army’s draft LEIS provides
unorganized statistical data regarding testing activities and simply does not address USE-KK044
the real concern of increased testing activity to the Fort Greely training areas.
Military use data compiled for years 1989 through 1994 indicates an increase in high
explosive use over the same five-year period. Draft LEIS at Appendix 2.B. For
example, in 1989, the military used explosives for 20 days at site 22. In 1994, high
explosives were employed for 250 days at the same site. Draft LEIS at APP-35. The
Army provides no information regarding the magnitude of testing activity and whether
the testing will occur on unspoiled lands.

2. Insufficient decontamination operations. Decontamination operations are
apparently canducted on a yearly basis, with only one-fifth of the impact areas
cleared each year of live ordnance ammunition residue. Draft LEIS at 2-25. The
military's use of these lands for target practice has resulted in permanent
contamination of the withdrawal lands. The Army accepts the contamination sincea MIT-KK020
“complete decontamination would be extremely expensive and technologically
challenging.” Draft LEIS at 2-26. Local residents should be concerned that
unexploded bombs may have traveled by water, wind or poor aim outside of the
designated areas and into areas used by the public for recreation and hunting. In
order to prevent a complete despoliation of all withdrawal lands and to protect
nearby residents from unexploded munitions, the Army should expand
decontamination operations outside of high impact areas.

3. No contamination studies. Munitions are stored and deployed on Fort Greely for
military training. The Army recognizes that the impact areas are contaminated with
“exploded ordnance such as fragments of steel, filler material, munitions residue, an
unexploded ordnance.” Draft LEIS at 4-15. Yet, the draft LEIS fails to quantify the
effect of ammunitions and hazardous waste cantamination to the withdrawal parcels
and nearby areas. Draft LEIS at 4-16. The Army recognizes the need for detailed soil
contamination surveys and now proposes for the first time to conduct studies in the
unspecified future. Draft LEIS at 4-19.

4 POL-KK017

4. Fuel spilis. Since 1986, there have been seventeen fuel spills on Fort Greely ranging
from 15 to 1500 gallons in magnitude - that is, over one fuel spill every year. Draft POL-KK0138
LEIS at 2-21, 2-22. The Army confidently reports that it followed U.S. Army
regulations for clean up, however, without any contamination study such a conclusion
is without basis. Draft LEIS at 2-21.

5. Protection of wildlife. The Army recognizes the existence of sensitive habitats for
wildlife species on the withdrawn tands, but fails to provide information/studies WILD-KK020
regarding the effects of military training on the wildlife. Draft LEIS at 3-55, 4-43. And
while the Army apparently "consults” with outside agencies such as the U.S. Forest

POL-KKG17: Noted. Baseline studies have not been conducted for all resources at Fort
Wainwright and Fort Greely. All existing baseline studies for those resources that have been
studied at both installations are included in the LEIS. Proposed mitigation would implement a
program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program
for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23).

POL-KK018: spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plans exist for Fort
Wainwright and Fort Greely. These plans were required because these installations each have
a total underground fuel storage capacity exceeding 42,000 gallons and a total aboveground
fuel storage capacity exceeding 1,320 gallons (or has an aboveground tank with a capacity
exceeding 660 gallons). These plans document methods implemented at the instailations to
prevent oil spills from reaching navigable waters. They include spill prevention, discovery, and
emergency notification procedures. These plans require the documentation of equipment
inspections, tests, and repairs; personnel fuel handiing and spill response training; reportable
spills; corrective actions to prevent recurring spills; and investigations including soil, surface
water and/or groundwater.

Both aboveground and underground storage tanks have monitoring systems which include
statistical and interstitial leak detection and overfill alarms. Large fuel tanks also have
secondary containment structures.

State of Alaska regulations 18 AAC 75, Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Control and
18 AAC 78, Underground Storage Tanks, require all oil spills, regardless of size, {0 be reported
to the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). Spiils will also be reported
as soon as possible to the commander of the military unit or the immediate civilian supervisor.
All oil spills require documentation and are distributed to appropriate State, Federal, and local
agencies.

The spill report will include the following information: date and time of discharge; location of
discharge; name of facility; person or persons causing or responsible for discharge; type of
material spilled; estimated quantity of material spilled; cause and source of spill; potential
impacts to environmentally sensitive areas (groundwater, surface water, soils, or wildlife);
cleanup actions undertaken; estimated amount of spilled oil cleaned up; estimated amount of
hazardous waste generated; date, location, and method of ultimate disposal of the hazardous
substance and any contaminated materials; and actions being taken to prevent the recurrence
of the discharge.

Releases of more than 55 gallons outside of secondary containment, or any discharge of oil
into water, will be reported immediately to ADEC upon discovery. Releases of more than 10
gallons or more than 55 gallons within secondary containment will be reported to the ADEC
within 48 hours of discovery. Releases of less than 10 gallons do not need to be reported to the
ADEC, but a record of the release will be maintained.

WILD-KKO20: Chapter 4.12, 4.13, 4.14 discuss the effects of military activities on wildlife.
The Existing and Proposed Mitigation within of these sections discuss current military
management to reduce impacts, the need for further studies of impacts to wildlife, and
mitigation to reduce impacts.
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Service and the State of Alaska, conservation advice is not followed. For instance,
the Army does not protect either the trumpeter swan or the osprey, both found to be
sensitive species by the U.S. Forest Service. Draft LEIS at 3-67. Several types of
passerines found to be species of concern by the State of Alaska are similarly
unprotected. Draft LEIS at 3-67.

Air guality. Perhaps the most glaring problem with the Army's draft LEIS is the
complete lack of scientific analysis regarding the environmental effects on the
withdrawal parcels. 43 C.F.R. § 157(7} requires the Army specify to what extent the
proposed use will affect federal laws relating to conservation and water rescurces of
withdrawal lands. There is no specific air quality data collected at Fort Greely. Draft
LEIS at 4-2. As a result, the contribution of pollutants resulting from military
activities conducted on the withdrawal lands is unknown. Draft LEIS at 4-2. Yet, the
Army presumes, without basis, that the air quality is "good.” Draft LEIS at 3-8. The
Army reports that Fairbanks is designated as non-attainment for carbon monoxide and
has a relatively high suspended particulate concentration, apparently for the
proposition and any military-related pollution at Fort Greely may be safely
disregarded. Draft LEIS at 3-8. However, Delta Junction residents complain that
military vehicles contribute to the ice fog/poor visibility and poor air quality in the
area. Draft LEIS at SCP-101. If the air quality in the outlying areas is so poor, then it
should be even more incumbent upon the mititary to minimize further pollution at
Fort Greely.

Water guality. Several large streams flow through Fort Greely, such as the Delta
River, Little Delta River, Jarvis Creek, 100-Mile Creek and Delta Creek. 43 U.S.C. §
157(8) requires the Army comply with State laws affecting any of the waters within
the withdrawn lands. The Army reports that streams within Fort Greely are in

AIR-KK004

compliance with State of Alaska standards set for primary contaminants and non- WATER-KK014

compliance with standards set for secondary contaminants. Draft LEIS at 3-34, 3-41,
App-123. The measurements were taken over eight years ago and failed to test for
many of the required organic chemical materials. See 18 AAC 80.070. The Army's
testing methodology would certainly fail by today's standards for water quality. And
while the secondary contaminants mainly affect the aesthetic qualities of drinking
water, the Department of Environmental Conservation warns that health problems
might result from higher levels of secondary contaminants alone. 18 AAC 80.070.
Within the withdrawal tands, levels of secondary contaminants were found to
significantly increase downstream. Draft LEIS at App-126. For example, the
maximum contaminant level for aluminum is 0.2 mg/l. In the Delta River alone,
atuminum levels increased downstream from 3.9 mg/l to 7.9 mg/l. Draft LEIS at App-
123, App-126. Without a current test of water quality, there is no way of knowing
how much of the chemical residues reach the nearby rivers and streams.

Public access for hunting, fishing and recreational activities. Several local citizens
report that their public access to these areas have significantly decreased over the
past few years. (LEIS at SCP-33, SCP-98) There is absolutely no reassurance from the
Army that public access will improve or remain.

ACC-KKO026

AIR-KKOQ4: Areas given a designation of “attainment” (local air quality meets or
exceeds the esiablished air quality standards) can be considered to have good air
quality. However, areas of “attainment” may still experience trief episodes of poor air
quality due to forest fires and motor vehicles. In addition, non-point sources of air
poliution may combine with emissions from other point and non-point sources,
including civilian populations located outside the withdrawal boundaries and military
activities at the Main Post, and influence air quality further. Various mitigation
measures have been developed by the military to lessen the impacts of poor air
quality episodes on the withdrawal areas.

Unnecessary vehicle idling is restricted on Fort Wainwright and Fert Greely. Head
bolt electrical outlets (HBGOs) have been instalted in most parking lots on Fort
Wainwright. HBOs allow vehicles to use engine preheating accessories that reduce
“cold starts”, which have been linked to increases in both carbon monoxide and
unburned fuel emissions. This would also reduce the amount of idling of parked
vehicles during extreme low temperatures, thus reducing the generation of ice fog.

Specific air quality data has not been collected at either Fort Wainwright Yukon
Training Area or Fort Greely East and West Training Areas, but the air quality in these
areas is considered good because they are outside of the “non-attainment” air quality
control regions.

WATER-KK014: Recent surface water quality surveys have not been completed
for the withdrawal lands by the military or any State or Federal entity. A limited site-
specific water quality investigation of Fort Greely training lands was conducted by the
U.S. Environmental Hygiene Agency in 1990 to determine if munitions fired into the
Impact Areas were having any adverse effect on water and sediment quality. No
explosives were detected during sampling and the data indicated the stream
chemistries were not adversely affected by munitions. Please refer to Chapter 4.8.2
and Appendix 3.8.D for further information.

Prior to this study, water samples were collected from the Delta River above Jarvis
Creek near Fort Greely by the U.S. Geological Survey in 1986 (see Appendix 3.8.D).
No other water samples collected within or nearby the withdrawal areas were
analyzed for munitions by either military, Federal, State, or local entities.

Water quality data collection proved to be too sporadic to provide a comprehensive
assessment of the water quality of the withdrawal areas. Also, an idea cf current water
quality could not be derived from these records. Appendix 3.8.D shows available
water quality data for streams within the withdrawal areas.

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

ACC-KKO026: The Army permanently restricts access o approximately 9% of the
withdrawal lands, leaving approximately 91% available for public access. Expansion
of Impact Areas is not proposed in this LEIS and would require appropriate National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) evaluation and documentation. Please refer to
Chapter 3.16 for more information on access.
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9. Lengthy withdrawal period. The Army seeks, without justification, to extend the
previous fifteen (15) year lease of public lands to 30 years. Draft LEIS at ES-6. See
also Military Land Withdrawal Act of 1986 (Pub.L.99-606).

18. Inadequate fire protection. Division of Forestry representative Al Edgren, reports
that roughly 30 fires a year are started in and around Fort Greely. Draft LEIS at SCP-
28, 29. In contrast, the Army reports that since 1957, over 243,585 acres have burned
from 72 fires started in the same area. Draft LEIS at 3-76. The Army also reports that
58 of the 72 fires started from incendiary causes resulting in 86 % of the total
damage. Draft LEIS at SCP-28, 29. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has fire
protection responsibility. Draft LEIS at 3-70. According to Edgren, BLM is 100 miles
away from Fort Greely. Draft LEIS at SCP-30. BLM representatives Vic Wallace and
Dave Mobraten, raised concerns regarding their ability to access fires on the
withdrawn lands and the safety of those fighting fires on the lands. Draft LEIS at SCP-
48. With no military personnel at Fort Greely available to fight fires, nearby
communities such as Delta Junction are at placed at risk.

11. Noise. Delta Junction residents report that noise from sonic bcoms and low-flying

ALT-KK069

FIRE-KK024

aircraft "rattles houses" and “cracks foundations.” Draft LEIS at SCP-84, SCP-101. The NOISE-KK002

Army's draft LEIS does not address this concern.

12. Mining. One obvious effect of the Fort Greely realignment is the declining percentage of
military employment in the City of Pelta Junction. The economic potential for placer gold
in the withdrawal lands may mean job opportunities for persons otherwise displaced by the
realignment. Draft LEIS 4-9. However, the withdrawal lands are currently closed to mineral
exploration and development. The withdrawn lands may be opened up to mineral activity
pursuant to federal land and mining laws. Draft LEIS 4-10. However, no disposition or
exploration will be authorized if the Secretary of Defense determines that exploration is
“inconsistent with the military use of the lands so withdrawn.” 43 U.S.C. § 158. If the
withdrawal is not renewed then the military use restriction is no longer an obstacle to future
mining of the area. Gold mining could certainty provide jebs that the military is currently
taking away from the Delta area.

Thank you for taking time to read and address our concerns. We are a small community and have
always worked well with the Army. They have been a life line for Delta Junction and are a part of
the community. | hope we can continue this relationship in years to come.

Sincerely,

CITY OF DELTA JUNCTION

‘éoy G:lbgson

Mayor

MIN-KKD29

ALT-KKQ068: The Army’s selection of a 50-year renewal period is based
on the need for substantial land mass to support training of soldiers in
Arctic and Subarctic environments which will continue in the future to be
critical to national defense preparedness. A credible operational military
planning horizon is limited by withdrawal renewals every 10 to 15 years.
Moreover, the resource commitment, both dollars and personnel,
required for renewal every 10 to 15 years places a substantial burden on
the Army. Considering the large costs to prepare this LEIS fo continue
existing operations, U.S. Army Alaska is proposing to lengthen the
withdrawal period and utilize resources to protect resource values and
implement natural resource management measures.

FIRE-KK024: The Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Fire Service is
responsible for wildland fire suppression on the withdrawal lands. When
fires on the withdrawal lands are called in, the fire depariment can recora
coordinates, and then contact the Bureau of Land Management, Alaska
Fire Service (AFS). The ability of the fire department to report coordinates
will not change after the BRAC.

NOISE-KKB002: Noise impacts from the military would continue under
the Preferred Altemative as has occurred on the withdrawal lands over the
past 5C years. Subsonic aircraft flights are the dominant military noise
source {subsonic flights occur at speeds below the speed of sound level
and so do not produce sonic booms).

Overall, few noise complaints have been received by the Army for artillery,
explosions, or smalt arms firing. Most noise complaints have been from
helicopter overilights while traveling from the Fort Wainwright Airfield to
the Fort Wainwright Yukon Training Area or Fori Greely. As Army use of
the relatively foud UH-1 “Huey” helicopter shifts to the quieter UH-60
Blackhawk helicopter, noise complaints are expected to decrease
{Zeman, pers. com. 1998). Noise complaints received by the U.S. Air
Force for jet aircraft in the vicinity of the Yukon Training Area and Fort
Greely average 24 complainis per year (Gifford 1998). The noise is
usually from low flying aircraft entering or exiting an Impact Area.

Mitigation measures are listed in Chapter 4.22 and 4.23.

MIN-KK028: Some potential does exist for placer gold and possibly lode
gold in the withdrawal areas, although no discoveries of significance have
been documented.

Minerai development compatibility with Army uses has been evaluated by
the military and the BLM on a case-by-case basis whether it is appropriate
to open the withdrawal lands to the mining laws that do not conflict with the
military mission.
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Subject: [Fwd: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal]
Date: Fri, 12 Feb 1999 07:00:09 -0700
From: CEMML. <cemm!@CEMML.ColoState. EDU>
To: Cindy Herdrich <CHerdrich@CEMML.ColoState. EDU>

Subject: Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal Renewal
Date: Wed, 10 Feb 1999 00:02:05 -0900
From: Richard/IGC <tmccaffrey@igc.org>
To: CEMML @CEMML.ColoState EDU

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

9 Feb 99
Dear Ms. Herdrich,

This is a comment on the Draft Legislative Environmental Impact

Statement regarding Alaska Army Lands Withdrawal concerning Forts

Greeley and Wainwright. T want to express my concerns about the salmon WATER'LL015
fishery that depends upon the quality of the water originating on the

watershed, and the fishers who depend upon the salmon.

It has come to light recently that the fall run of chum salmon, as well
as other species of fish, depend on upwelling groundwater along the FISH-LL0O07
30-mile stretch of the Tanana River below Big Delta, AK, for spawning.
In Interior Alaska conditions are sub-arctic. The fall run of Chum
salmon evidently seek the special gravel spawning beds that do not
freeze, even during the of winter. Unlike in most areas, certain gravels
don‘t freeze, even in the depth of the subarctic winter, evidently
because these gravels are flushed with upwelling groundwater, which is
warm in winter compared to the river water. Not warm enough to qualify
as a warm spring, but warm enough to remain a few critical degrees
above the freezing point. The thermal property of groundwater accounts,
at least in part, for the existence of suitable winter spawning habitat.

The influence of water during winter of sufficient warmth to maintain
possible spawning sites is one of the requirement for such habitat. Why
the upwelling water is so warm is an open question. It may be that it is
so because most of it infiltrates into the ground during summer and the
water is "imprinted" by summer temperatures and shielded from sub-zero
air temperature afterward while underground. Being warmer than ice, it
tends to melt its way through permafrost and create flow channels
("taliks"). Taliks are most commonly formed beneath lakes and streams.
When groundwater later emerges as an upwelling, it is warm relative to
the cold glacial meltwater the supplies the great majority of he river
water. A very different explanation of its temperature is conceivable,
namely, that the upwelling water gets it heat from percolating hundreds
of feet down into the to where the earth’s temperature is significantly
warmer due to geothermal heat flow. Such a process could potentially
explain the warm water upwellings. Of course, a combination of processes

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LL

WATER-LLO15: Noted. Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and
POL-A002. Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather
baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring and remediation
program for physical resources {see Chapter 4.23).

FISH-LLOO7: Please refer to responses POL-A001 and proposed
mitigation in Chapter 4.23 concerning pollution. At the present time no
State or Federal agency has expressed concern about military actions
affecting critical salmon habitat. Through the proposed mitigation, the
Army will determine if contamination from military activity occurs.
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is also possible. Although the detailed cause of the warmth is
uncertain, the thermal quality of the water is critical to successful
spawning. It is the particular qualities of the upwelling groundwater
that makes the fishery possible.

A major concern of this nation over at least the last thirty years has
been to maintain and improve water quality. Water qualities in addition
to temperature are important for sustaining both human and wildlife
populations. It is reasonable to assume that in regard te fish habitat,
water temperature and other qualities, such as water chemical
composition, are likely to be very important. However, little is known
either about the chemical composition of the groundwater that upwells
or the specific compositional requirements of spawning fish. It is
known, however, that a minimum concentration of dissolved oxygen, about
5 parts per million, is needed for the survival of salmon eggs in
spawning gravels. In most cases, the importance of other water
properties in this regard is more speculative.

Most of the volume of water that forms the Tanana is derived from
glaciers in the Alaska Range to the south. Much of it is derived
directly from glacial melting. However, the water that sustains the
spawning habitat is generally not the turbid glacially supplied river
water, but is upwelling groundwater. This middle reach of the Tanana
is, in fact, famous for its "clearwater" rivers, which reflect their
proximate origin as groundwater. It is character of this groundwater
that accounts for the water guality to which spawning salmon are
exposed.

Thinking about the source of this water, I came to realize that these
upwellings will be an expression of everything that has happened to that
water since it originally fell as precipitation elsewhere on the
watershed and made its tortuous way across the surface or through the
ground to where it ultimately emerges at or near the river. This implies
that the quality and quantity and timing of the upwelling groundwater is
the final product of all of the biclogical, geochemical, hydrological,
and climatological processes that influenced that piece of water on its
odyssey from the mountains to the river.

It is this dawning realization that makes me be concerned about what has
happening or is planned to happen on the watershed. I urge you to do
what is necessary to ensure that the activities on the watershed do not
result in degradation of this valuable fishery. It would be unfortunate
if we fail to learn from our past mistakes, as exemplified by the
Hanford-Columbia River-Salmon situation. This salmon fishery is one of
the sustainable natural resources that Alaska will have to depend upon
as the oil reservoirs are depleted.

It takes a watershed to raise a salmomn.

--Richard McCaffrey

PO Box 86, Ester, AK, 99725
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OTH-MMO38

USE-MMG045

RESPONSES TO COMMENT MM

OTH-MMO37: The Notice of Availability for the Draft LEIS was
published in the Federal Regisier on November 6, 1998. Public
comments were accepted for a 90 day period extending from
November 6, 1998 until February 7, 1999.

OTH-MMOQ38: During the scoping process, both Open Houses
and Public Hearings were held to obtain testimony. The positive
feed-back from individuals participating in the Scoping Open
Houses led the Amy to utilize an Open House meeting format io
obtain comments on the Draft LEIS. In addition, the Open House
format allowed a six hour time period during which the public could
provide comments. During Public Hearings, individuals are usually
limited to the amount of time they can speak. The Open House
meeting format did not limit the amount of time an individual spent
addressing their concerns or comments with the representatives
present. In addition, U.S. Army Alaska provided a court reporter at
each Open House for the six hour duration o record the testimony
of those attending.

USE-MMO045: U.S. Army Alaska is not proposing to expand
bombing areas around Fairbanks. They are requesting to continue
current military operations on the withdrawal lands in the
Fairbanks area.
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FIRE-MMO025

POL-MMO019

FIRE-MMO025: The Army is concerned about incendiary-caused
fires and their effects on State and private property and the
surrounding communities. The Army enforces management to
decrease possible fire hazards. Please review Chapter 4.15 for a
discussion of this topic.

SOC-MMOQ18: There are no statistics to show that military
personnel contribute significantly to crime. Military personnel
should not be characterized as prone to drunken driving, larceny,
and theft, any more than persons in mining, forestry, fishing, or the
fourist service industries (whichever occupations are employed in
alternative uses of the withdrawal lands). Fairbanks compares
favorably with the rest of the United States as far as crime is
concerned.

POL-MMO019: No baseline studies to assess the effects of
munitions on soils, surface water, groundwater, vegetation, or
wildlife have been completed for the Fort Wainwright Yukon
Training Area, including Stuart Creek Impact Area or the
surrounding areas by the military or State and Federal agencies.
The Army’s proposed mitigation would implement a program to
gather baseline data io develop a long-term monitoring and
remediation program for physical resources (see Chapter 4.23).
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SOC-MMO019: Environmental costs to which the commentor refers
to are not quantified in the socioeconomic analysis; however,
environmental impacts are assessed throughout the LEIS.

SOC-MMO020: There are no statistics to show that military personnel
contribute significantly to crime. Military personnel should not be
characterized as prone to drunken driving, larceny, and theft, any
more than persons in mining, forestry, fishing, or the tourist service
industries (whichever occupations are employed in alternative uses
of the withdrawal lands). Fairbanks compares favorably with the rest
of the United States as far as crime is concermned.

USE-MMO048: U.S. Army Alaska is not requesting additional land
for military training. It is requesting to renew the withdrawal lands it
is currently using.
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MIT-MNiIO21: The Army’s proposed mitigation would implement a
program to gather baseline data to develop a long-term monitoring
and remediation program for physical and biological resources (see
Chapter 4.23).

Chapter 2.1.3.5 Decontamination contains an estimate of the total
cost to clear the Impact Areas on the withdrawal lands.

OTH-MMOQ39: Federal Agencies are not allowed to use Superfund
money (EPA) at Federal facility sites (per CERCLA/SARA). Funds to
clean-up Federal facilities comes from individual yearly Federal
Agency Operation and Maintenance Accounts or from special funding
passed by Congress, for example the Defense Environmental
Restoration Account (DERA).

Clean-up of abandoned former military sites are funded under a
Defense Environmental Restoration Account program known as
Formerly Used Defense Sites. Base Realignment and Closure is a
program of DERA also.
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USE-MMO050

SOIL-MM00S

FIRE-MM026

OTH-MMO040

USE-MMO050: The Military Lands Withdrawal Act, which authorized the
military withdrawals at Fort Wainwright and Fort Greely, did not restrict the
amount of military activity permitted. Proposed military activities on the
withdrawal lands for the renewal period will be consistent with those
conducted during the past 15 years. Any changes in the military’s mission
in Alaska would require the appropriate NEPA documentation be
completed.

SOIL-MMO009: Please refer to responses for POL-A001 and POL-AQ02.
Proposed mitigation would implement a program to gather baseline datato
develop a long-term monitoring and remediation program for physical
resources as outlined in Chapter 4.23. They would determine the location,
extent, and potential migration of contaminates in soils. Current
decontamination efforts are described including an ordnance cleanup
history by the Air Force (see Appendix 2.C).

FIRE-MMO026: All Impact Areas are listed by the Alaska Fire Service as
Hot Zones. Firefighters are not allowed in these areas. Fires in Impact
Areas can be fought with air support. The Army and Alaska Fire Service
work closely to assure accessibility to the withdrawal lands for fire-fighting.
Please refer to the Fire Protection Status Boundary maps (Figure 3.15.a
and 3.15.b). Many of the Fire Protection Status Boundaries are co-
ordinated with State Fire Protection Status Boundaries.

OTH-MMO040: The Gerstle River Test Site is not part of this withdrawal
renewal action.
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MIT-MMO023: Noted.

OTH-MMO041: During the scoping process, both Open Houses and Public Hearings were
held to obtain testimony. The positive feed-back from individuals participating in the Scoping
Open Houses led the Army to utilize an Open House meeting format to obtain comments on
the Draft LEIS. In addition, the Open House format allowed a six hour time period during
which the public could provide comments. During Public Hearings, individuals are usually
limited to the amount of time they can speak. The Open House meeting format did not limit

the amount of time an individual spent addressing their concerns or comments
with the representatives present. In addition, U.S. Army Alaska provided a court
reporter at each Open House for the six hour duration to record the testimony of
those attending.

FOR-MMO003: An assessment of the loss of timber and wildlife habitat has not
been conducted on the withdrawal lands. The Alaska Department of Fish and
Game works with the Army to decrease wildlife habitat loss. Proposed mitigation
in the LEIS would increase the lands protected for wildlife. Timber loss due to
military activity will be assessed in the Forest Management Plan for the withdrawal
lands. While loss of timber and wildlife habitat for certain species occurs from
incendiary-caused fires, these areas are then available as habitat for other
species. The value placed on timber loss and associated wildlife habitat loss
varies according to the resource being managed for in that particular area.
Communication with the Bureau of Land Management indicated that public
requests for timber harvesting on the withdrawal lands has been minimal. The
Army will be conducting a Forest Inventory and assessing the possibility for timber
harvesting on the withdrawal lands. Timber harvests would be managed by the
Bureau of Land Management with agreement from the Army.

WILD-MMO021: See response FOR-MMO0O03.

SUB-MMO14: Changes to Chapter 4.20 have been made to reflect increased
access of the withdrawali lands under the No Action Alternative. The transfer of
former withdrawn lands to the State of Alaska would improve access for hunting,
trapping, and fishing to some degree. Over 90% of the lands are already open to
hunting, fishing, and trapping when military operations or safety hazards do not
conflict.

Based on current subsistence use of the withdrawal lands, the effects of additional
subsistence opportunities are likely not to be significant. The proposed action
does not change access for subsistence over what has occurred during almost 50
years of military use. Fishing in particular would not be significantly impacted by
the Preferred Alternative since almost all quality fishing lakes are open nearly
year-round.

REC-MMO10: The LEIS does address this issue in Chapter 4.16 and 4.17. Also
review responses SOC-T007 and SOC-T008.

USE-MMO51: U.S. Army Alaska is not requesting to expand operations in
Alaska as a part of this withdrawal renewal action.
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Delta Area Forestry RANDUM
PO Box 1149 %ﬁ%OOF AL

Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Deparim ASKA
Phone (907) 895-4225 Fax (907) 895-4934 cpartment 05:1;’;:;:.':'0??;%

To: Robert Layne
Divigion of Land

Date: February 9, 1992

Thre: Les Fortane ;—'W-

From: AlEdgren k"
Delta Arcz Forester

Re:  Public Review Draft
Alaska Army Land Withdrawal EIS

The following are comments to the Public Review Draft of the Alaska Ammy Land Withdrawal
Renewal Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Under Section 3.15 Fire Management these are
severs] statements that are misleadiog or erroncous.

Page 3-70, paraygraph 2. Under the agreement the Alaska Fire Service is responsible for olf fire
detection and suppression on withdrawn lands,

FIRE-NN027

The detection of fires has historically been done by the Fort Greely Fire Department or Range

- Control Officer. Tam not aware that the BLM has provided this service. With the down sizing of

the Base Fire Department, this document doesn’t address how thig service will be provided.

Page 3-71, paragraph 2. Through the Reciprocal Fire Protection Agreement and the Anrmal
Operating Agrevment, the Department of Foresiry has agreed to provide detection and initial
attack suppressi:om services for Fort Greely West and East Training Arcas which lie within the
Department of Foresiry Protection Area.

The B.LWState 2greement is not writien as stated above. We will provide initial attack and
detection upon request and subject to available forces by the Military Fire Chief or the AFS
Military FMO.

The staterent abave implies that the East and West Training Areas are within the Division of
Forestry’s protection area. It is not. The BLM has retained the Fort Greely Withdrawn lands in
its protection area.

FIRE-NNO28

Page 3-72, paregraph S: Unplarmed areas ave lands which have not been given an ial
designation but receive protection equal to that given lards i full. & opcia FIRE-NN029
On our latest Firs Management plans, the Gerstle River Test Site is designated “unplanned”. This

area has been designated for no suppression activity due to the hazardous materials assumed fo be
present.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT NN

FIRE-NNQ27: The Bureau of Land Management, Alaska
Fire Service (AFS) is responsible for wildland fire
suppression on the withdrawal lands. When fires on the
withdrawal lands are called in, the fire department records
coordinates, and contacts the AFS. The ability of the Fire
Department to report wildland fire locations will not
change after the Base Realignment and Closure. The
Alaska Fire Service will adopt necessary strategies as
needed to maintain fire suppression response on
withdrawal lands.

FIRE-NNQ28: Correction has been made. The Division
of Forestry agrees to provide detection and initial attack
suppression services upon request, subject to available
forces, on military lands. “No Entry Areas” are excluded.
The request will be made by the Military Fire Chief or the
Alaska Fire Service Military Fire Management Officer. All
requested detection and suppression costs are
reimbursable.

FIRE-NNO029: The Gerstle River Test Site is not part of
this withdrawal renewal action.
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9.3 INDEX OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

An index of individual comments and responses grouped by topic code is
presented below. Each comment letter or transcript was assigned an alphabetic
code. Comments were coded in the order of acquisition. Within each comment
letter or transcript, individual points presented were assigned a topic code. Topic
codes used in the comment/response process are defined in Table 9.a. Each
topic code was subsequently assigned a unique numeric code. For example,
comment/response ACC-A001 refers to the first comment (001) dealing with the
topic of access (ACC) presented in comment letter or transcript A.

Comment Code Commentor Page
ACC-A001 Morris 7
ACC-A002 Morris 7
ACC-A003 Morris 7
ACC-A004 Morris 9
ACC-C005 Sheehan 15
ACC-C006 Sheehan 17
ACC-G007 Backes 28
ACC-G008 Montoya 29
ACC-G009 Fate 31
ACC-J010 Giuchici 37
ACC-No11 McCombs 42
ACC-Qo012 Barron 46
ACC-X013 Alaska Office of the Governor 72
ACC-Y014 Malcolm 73
ACC-Z015 Thomasson 75
ACC-AAD16 U.S. Department of the Interior 80
ACC-AA017 U.S. Department of the Interior 82
ACC-AAQ18 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
ACC-AAQ19 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
ACC-AAQ20 U.S. Department of the Interior 97
ACC-AAD21 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
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Comment Code Commentor Page
ACC-AAD22 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
ACC-11023 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 117
ACC-li024 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 117
ACC-11025 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 117
ACC-KKO026 City of Delta Junction 134
AIR-VO0O01 Adams 65
AIR-AA002 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
AIR-AA003 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
AIR-KK004 City of Delta Junction 134
ALT-A001 East-Cole 5
ALT-A002 W. Hicks 10
ALT-B003 Good 12
ALT-B004 Good 12
ALT-E005 Pratt 22
ALT-E006 Pratt 22
ALT-GOO7 Storey 27
ALT-G008 Backes 27
ALT-G009 Backes 29
ALT-GO10 Fate 31
ALT-KO11 Boyce 38
ALT-LO12 Karish 39
ALT-NO13 McCombs 42
ALT-O014 Fields 43
ALT-0015 Fields 43
ALT-PO16 Alaska Trappers Association 44
ALT-PO17 Alaska Trappers Association 44
ALT-Q018 Barron 46
ALT-RO19 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
ALT-R020 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
ALT-R021 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
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Comment Code Commentor Page
ALT-R022 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
ALT-R023 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
ALT-R024 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
ALT-U025 Tileston 59
ALT-UO26 Tileston 63
ALT-V027 Adams 67
ALT-V028 Adams 67
ALT-W029 W. Hicks 68
ALT-WO030 W. Hicks 68
ALT-W031 W. Hicks 68
ALT-W032 W. Hicks 70
ALT-X033 Alaska Office of the Governor 71
ALT-X034 Alaska Office of the Governor 7
ALT-Y035 Malcolm 73
ALT-Y036 Malcolm 73
ALT-Z037 Thomasson 75
ALT-Z038 Thomasson 75
ALT-AA039 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
ALT-AA040 U.S. Department of the Interior 7
ALT-AAD041 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
ALT-AA0D42 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
ALT-AA043 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
ALT-AAD44 U.S. Department of the Interior 79
ALT-AA045 U.S. Department of the Interior 79
ALT-AAD46 u.s. Departme_nt of the Interior 79
ALT-AA047 U.S. Department of the Interior 79
ALT-AA048 U.S. Department of the Interior 80
ALT-AA049 U.S. Department of the Interior 83
ALT-AA050 U.S. Department of the Interior 83
ALT-AAD51 U.S. Department of the Interior 83
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Comment Code Commentor Page
ALT-AA052 U.S. Department of the Interior 84
ALT-AA053 U.S. Department of the Interior 84
ALT-AA054 U.S. Department of the Interior 84
ALT-AA055 U.S. Department of the Interior 84
ALT-BBO56 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 101
ALT-BB0O57 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 101
ALT-BB058 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 101
ALT-CCO059 Wartes 103
ALT-DDO060 J. Hicks 104
ALT-DDO61 J. Hicks 106
ALT-DDO062 J. Hicks 105
ALT-GGO063 Miller 109
ALT-HHO64 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 111

ALT-11065 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 116
ALT-ll066 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 117
ALT-JJ067 Northridge Exploration 131
ALT-KKO68 City of Delta Junction 132
ALT-KK069 City of Delta Junction 135
ALT-O0070 Stredny 149
CULT-B0O1 Good 13
CULT-AA002 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
CULT-AA003 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
CULT-AA004 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
CULT-O0005 Stredny 150
FIRE-B0O1 Good 12
FIRE-C002 Sheehan 19
FIRE-QQ003 Barron 46
FIRE-V004 Adams 65
FIRE-AAQ05 U.S. Department of the Interior 90
FIRE-AAQ06 U.S. Department of the Interior 90
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Comment Code . Commentor Page
FIRE-AAQ07 U.S. Department of the Interior 90
FIRE-AA008 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
FIRE-AAO009 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
FIRE-AAO010 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
FIRE-AAO11 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
FIRE-AAD12 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
FIRE-AAD13 U.S. Department of the Interior 94
FIRE-AAO14 U.S. Department of the Interior 94
FIRE-AAD15 U.S. Department of the Interior 96
FIRE-AAD16 U.S. Department of the Interior 97
FIRE-AAO17 U.S. Department of the Interior 97
FIRE-AAD18 U.S. Department of the Interior 97
FIRE-AAD19 U.S. Department of the Interior 97
FIRE-AAD20 U.S. Department of the Interior 97
FIRE-AA021 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
FIRE-AA022 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
FIRE-DD023 J. Hicks 104
FIRE-KK024 City of Delta Junction 135
FIRE-MMO025 Lyle 139
FIRE-MMO026 Lyle 144
FIRE-NNO027 Delta Area Forestry 146
FIRE-NNO028 Delta Area Forestry 146
FIRE-NN029 Delta Area Forestry 146
FIRE-NNO030 Delta Area Forestry 147
FIRE-NNO31 Delta Area Forestry 147
FIRE-NNO032 Delta Area Forestry 147
FIRE-NNO033 Delta Area Forestry 147
FIRE-NN034 Delta Area Forestry 147
FIRE-NNO35 Delta Area Forestry 148
FIRE-NNO036 Delta Area Forestry 148
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Comment Code Commentor Page
FIRE-NNO037 Delta Area Forestry 148
FISH-AQ01 East-Cole 6
FISH-D002 Parker 21
FISH-G003 Layne 26
FISH-HO04 O'Neill 34
FISH-AA005 U.S. Department of the Interior 96
FISH-DD006 J. Hicks 105
FISH-LLOO7 McCaffrey 136
FOR-E001 Pratt 22
FOR-AAQ02 U.S. Department of the Interior 89
FOR-MMO003 Lyle 145
GEOL-AA001 U.S. Department of the Interior 87
GEOL-AA002 U.S. Department of the Interior 87
GEOL-AA003 U.S. Department of the Interior 87
GEOL-AA004 U.S. Department of the interior 87
GEQOL-AAQ05 U.S. Department of the Interior 92
GEOL-AA006 U.S. Department of the Interior 92
GLAC-AA001 U.S. Department of the Interior 86
LAND-GOO01 Layne 25
LAND-V002 Adams 65
LAND-V003 Adams 66
LAND-AAQ04 U.S. Department of the Interior 80
LAND-AAQ05 U.S. Department of the Interior 82
LAND-AAQ06 U.S. Department of the Interior 85
LAND-AAQ07 U.S. Department of the Interior 85
LAND-AAQ08 U.S. Department of the Interior 86
LAND-AA009 U.S. Department of the Interior 86
LAND-AAQ10 U.S. Department of the Interior 86
LAND-AA011 U.S. Department of the Interior 86
LAND-AAO012 U.S. Department of the Interior 92
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Comment Code Commentor Page
LAND-AA013 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
LAND-HHO14 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 114
MIN-B0O1 Good 13
MIN-E002 Pratt 22
MIN-R003 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 47
MIN-R004 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 48
MIN-R005 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 48
MIN-R021 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 52
MIN-R022 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 52
MIN-R023 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 52
MIN-R024 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 53
MIN-R025 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 53
MIN-R026 Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 53
MIN-U006 Tileston 59
MIN-U007 Tileston 63
MIN-U008 Tileston 63
MIN-U009 Tileston 63
MIN-WO010 W. Hicks 68
MIN-WO11 W. Hicks 70
MIN-AAO12 U.S. Department of the Interior 87
MIN-AA013 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
MIN-AAO14 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
MIN-AAOQ15 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
MIN-AAQ16 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
MIN-AA017 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
MIN-AAQ18 U.S. Department of the Interior 92
MIN-AA019 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
MIN-DD020 J. Hicks 105
MIN-JJ027 Northridge Exploration 131
MIN-JJ028 Northridge Exploration 131
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MIN-KK029 City of Delta Junction 135
MIT-CO01 Sheehan 17
MIT-Coo02 Sheehan 19
MIT-G003 Backes 28
MIT-V004 Adams 64
MIT-V005 Adams 64
MIT-V006 Adams 65
MIT-V0O07 Adams 66
MIT-Vo08 Adams 67
MIT-W009 W. Hicks 68
MIT-W010 W. Hicks 70
MIT-AAO11 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
MIT-AAQ12 U.S. Department of the Interior 81
MIT-AAO013 U.S. Department of the Interior 84
MIT-BBO14 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 100
MIT-BB0O15 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 100
MIT-BBO16 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 101
MIT-GGO17 Miller 109
MIT-HHO18 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 113
MIT-HHO19 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ; 114
MIT-KK020 City of Delta Junction 133
MIT-MMO21 Lyle 142
MIT-MM022 Lyle 143
MIT-MM023 Lyle 145
MIT-00024 Stredny 150
NOISE-B0O1 Good 12
NOISE-KK002 City of Delta Junction 135
OTH-B0O01 Good 13
OTH-C002 Sheehan 15
OTH-C003 Sheehan 18
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OTH-C004 Sheehan 20
OTH-C005 Sheehan 20
OTH-G006 Balko 30
OTH-PO0O7 Alaska Trappers Association 44
OTH-QO008 Barron 46
OTH-V009 Adams 66
OTH-AAQ10 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
OTH-AA011 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
OTH-AAD12 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
OTH-AA013 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
OTH-AA014 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
OTH-AA015 U.S. Department of the Interior 78
OTH-AA016 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AA017 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AA018 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AA019 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AA020 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AAQ21 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AA022 U.S. Department of the Interior 81

OTH-AA023 U.S. Department of the Interior 82
OTH-AA024 U.S. Department of the Interior 82
OTH-AA025 U.S. Department of the Interior 83
OTH-AA026 U.S. Department of the Interior 83
OTH-AA027 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
OTH-AA028 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
OTH-AAD29 U.S. Department of the Interior 99
OTH-DD030 J. Hicks 104
OTH-DDO031 J. Hicks 105
OTH-EE032 Bealer 107
OTH-EE033 Bealer 107
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OTH-GG034 Miller 108
OTH-HHO35 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 112
OTH-HH036 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 113
OTH-MMO037 Lyle 138
OTH-MM038 Lyle 138
OTH-MMO039 Lyle 142
OTH-MMO040 Lyle 144
OTH-MMO041 Lyle 145
OTH-NNO042 Delta Area Forestry 148

POL-A001 East-Cole 6
POL-A002 East-Cole 6
POL-A003 East-Cole 6
POL-G004 Layne 26
POL-GO005 Layne 27
POL-G006 Balko 30
POL-MO07 Miller 40
POL-V008 Adams 65
POL-V009 Adams 67
POL-AA010 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
POL-AAD11 U.S. Department of the Interior 84
POL-BB012 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 100
POL-GGO013 Miller 108
POL-HHO14 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 111
POL-HHO15 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 112
POL-1l016 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 116
POL-KK017 City of Delta Junction 133
POL-KK018 City of Delta Junction 133
POL-MMO019 Lyle 139
POL-MMO020 Lyle 140
REC-B001 Good 13
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REC-E002 Pratt 22
REC-P003 Alaska Trappers Association 45
REC-P004 Alaska Trappers Association 45
REC-Y005 Malcolm 74
REC-AAQ06 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
REC-AAQ07 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
REC-AAQ08 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
REC-AA009 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
REC-MMO010 Lyle 145
S0OC-A001 East-Cole 6
SOC-A002 W. Hicks 10
SOC-A003 W, Hicks 10
SOC-B004 Good 12
SOC-B005 Good 13
SOC-B006 Good 13
SOC-B007 Good 14
SOC-T008 O'Neill 56
SOC-T009 O'Neill 57
SOC-Wo10 W. Hicks 68
SOC-WO011 W. Hicks 70
SOC-AA012 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
SOC-AA013 U.S. Department of the Interior 98
SOC-BB014 Northern Alaska Environmental Center 101
SOC-DD015 J. Hicks 106
SOC-EEO16 Bealer 107
SOC-KK017 City of Delta Junction 132
SOC-MMO018 Lyle 139
SOC-MM019 Lyle 141
SOC-MM020 Lyle 141
SOIL-A001 Morris 8
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SOIL-V002 Adams 65
SOIL-V003 Adams 66
SOIL-V0o04 Adams 66
SOIL-AA005 U.S. Department of the Interior 93
SOIL-AAQCG U.S. Department of the Interior 93
SOIL-AA007 U.S. Department of the Interior 94
SOIL-AA008 U.S. Department of the Interior 94
SOIL-MMO009 Lyle 144
SUB-B001 Good 12
SUB-B002 Good 13
SUB-B003 Good 14
SUB-B004 Good 14

SUB-1005 Schlotfeldt 36
SUB-AA006 U.S. Department of the Interior 77
SUB-AA007 U.S. Depariment of the Interior 91
SUB-AA008 U.S. Department of the Interior 91
SUB-AA009 U.S. Department of the Interior 92
SUB-AA010 U.S. Department of the Interior 99
SUB-AA011 U.S. Department of the Interior 99
SUB-AAQ12 U.S. Department of the Interior 99
SUB-AAD13 U.S. Department of the Interior 99
SUB-MMO014 Lyle 145
TES-AA001 U.S. Department of the Interior 89

USE-A001 East-Cole 6

USE-A002 W. Hicks 10

USE-B003 Good 13

USE-B004 Good 13
USE-C005 Sheehan 16
USE-C006 Sheehan 18

USE-C007 Sheehan 18
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USE-C008 Sheehan 18
USE-C009 Sheehan 19
USE-C010 Sheehan 19
USE-C011 Sheehan 19
USE-C012 Sheehan 20
USE-F013 O'Neill 24
USE-F014 O'Neill 24
USE-H015 O'Neill 33
USE-HO16 O'Neill 33
USE-H017 O'Neill 33
USE-HO18 O'Neill 33
USE-Ho19 O'Neill 34
USE-H020 O’Neill 34
USE-H021 O’Neill 34
USE-H022 O’Neill 34
USE-H023 O'Neill 34
USE-H024 O'Neill 34
USE-H025 O'Neill 34
USE-H026 O'Neill 34
USE-H027 O'Neill 34
USE-H028 O'Neill 34
USE-H029 O’Neill 34
USE-S030 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 54
USE-T031 O'Neill 55
USE-V032 Adams 64
USE-V033 Adams 64
USE-V034 Adams 67
USE-Y035 Malcolm 73
USE-Y036 Malcolm 73
USE-Y037 Malcolm 73
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USE-Z038 Thomasson 75
USE-DD039 J. Hicks 104
USE-GG040 Miller 108
USE-GG041 Miller 109
USE-li042 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 116
USE-11043 Fairbanks Area Alaska State Parks Citizen Advisory Board 116
USE-KK044 City of Delta Junction 133
USE-MMO045 Lyle 138
USE-MMO046 Lyle 140
USE-MM047 Lyle 140
USE-MMO048 Lyle 141
USE-MM049 Lyle 143
USE-MMO050 Lyle 144
USE-MMO051 Lyle 145
VEG-AAQ01 U.S. Department of the Interior 85
VEG-AAQ02 U.S. Department of the Interior 89
VEG-AA003 U.S. Department of the Interior 94
VEG-AA004 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
WATER-A001 Morris 8
WATER-D002 Parker 21
WATER-G003 Balko 30
WATER-Y004 Malcolm 73
WATER-AA005 U.S. Department of the Interior 76
WATER-AAQ06 U.S. Department of the Interior 81
WATER-AAQ07 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
WATER-AA008 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
WATER-AACQ09 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
WATER-AAQ10 U.S. Department of the Interior 89
WATER-AA011 U.S. Department of the Interior 89
WATER-AAQ12 U.S. Department of the Interior 94
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WATER-DDO13 J. Hicks 105
WATER-KK014 City of Delta Junction 134
WATER-LLO15 McCaffrey 136
WATER-OO016 Stredny 150
WET-AA001 U.S. Department of the Interior 88
WET-AA002 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
WET-DD003 J. Hicks 105
WILD-S001 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 54
WILD-S002 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 54
WILD-S003 Alaska Department of Fish and Game 54
WILD-AAQ04 U.S. Department of the Interior 89
WILD-AAQ05 U.S. Department of the Interior 90
WILD-AAQ06 U.S. Department of the Interior 20
WILD-AAQ07 U.S. Department of the Interior 20
WILD-AAQ08 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
WILD-AA009 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
WILD-AA010 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
WILD-AAO11 U.S. Department of the Interior 95
WILD-AAQ12 U.S. Department of the Interior 96
WILD-AA013 U.S. Department of the Interior 96
WILD-AAQ14 U.S. Department of the Interior 96

WILD-FFO15 This code is not used in the LEIS.
WILD-FFO16 This code is not used in the LEIS.
WILD-FFQ17 This code is not used in the LEIS.
WILD-FF018 This code is not used in the LEIS.
WILD-FF019 This code is not used in the LEIS.
WILD-KK020 City of Delta Junction 133
WILD-MMO021 Lyle 145
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