CHAPTER 3

Affected Environment

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents descriptions of the affected environment for the valued environmental
component (VECs) analyzed in this Stationing and Training of Increased Aviation Assets within
U.S. Army Alaska Environmental Impact Statement (Aviation Environmental Impact Statement
[EIS] or EIS). The description of each VEC addresses the baseline condition and the factors
that influenced this condition. This EIS addresses the important past human actions and
natural events that have altered the condition of each VEC analyzed in detail in this EIS.

3.1.1 Presentation of VECs

The VECs are the resources, ecosystems, and human communities of concern that could be
affected by the Proposed Action. The Army conducted an initial review of the VECs and
subsequently ranked them in terms of their relative potential to be affected by the Proposed
Action (see Subsection 1.4.2.2). The categories of VECs and the associated level of analysis
necessary are based on the potential for impacts to occur. Based on the relative rankings for
potential significant impacts to occur, the VECs are grouped into one of three categories:
Primary, Secondary, and Other Areas of Focus (see Table 3.1.a and Chapter 4). In this
chapter, the VECs that have a low to very low potential to result in adverse impacts are
discussed in this introductory subsection. Each of the low-ranked VECs is discussed briefly
to explain why no or little impact is anticipated. Based on this early evaluation, these VECs
are not discussed in detail in the remainder of this chapter or in Chapter 4. Quick Look
Questions prepared to support cumulative effects analysis for the VECs (see Section 4.12)
also support the relative VEC ranking identified in Table 3.1.a. Answers to the Quick Look
Questions are provided in Appendix E.

TABLE 3.1.a
Presentation of Valued Environmental Components
USARAK Aviation EIS

Section Valued Environmental Component
Primary VECs—High Potential for Significant Impacts

3.2 Airspace Management

3.3 Cultural and Visual Resources

3.4 Noise

3.5 Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste

3.6 Wildlife and Fisheries

Secondary VECs—Medium Potential for Significant Impacts
3.7 Air Quality

3.8 Socioeconomics

3.9 Soils and Permafrost

3.10 Water Resources (Surface Water and Groundwater)

3.11 Subsistence and Recreation
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TABLE 3.1.a
Presentation of Valued Environmental Components
USARAK Aviation EIS

Section Valued Environmental Component

Other Areas of Focus—Low to Very Low Potential for Adverse Impact (Discussed in Subsection 3.1.2)

3.1.21 Traffic/Transportation Systems
3.1.2.2 Vegetation

3.1.23 Wetlands

3.1.2.4 Fire Management

3.1.25 Geological Resources

3.1.2.6 Safety

3.1.2.7 Land Use/Energy/Utilities
3.1.2.8 Environmental Justice

3.1.2 Other Areas of Focus

This section addresses those VECs that have a low or very lot potential for impact, as
outlined in Table 3.1.a. Each VEC is described in a separate subsection that presents an
overview of the VEC, notes standard practices that the Army employs to protect and
mitigate effects to the VEC, and describes the rationale for not analyzing further these VECs
in this EIS. The Army implements a number of Army regulations, management plans, and
mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to these VECs; summaries of
these are also provided in the text that follows. The fact that the Proposed Action has little
potential for direct impact means the Proposed Action will not contribute to any potential
cumulative impact of these environmental components. Accordingly, this EIS does not
consider the potential for cumulative impacts to these VECs, which is supported by the
Quick Look Questions provided in Appendix E.

3.1.2.1  Traffic/Transportation Systems

Direct traffic impacts associated with either of the two action alternatives are anticipated to
be minimal and primarily related to increases to military population on installations and
training activities at outlying training areas. Currently, U.S. Army Alaska (USARAK)
deployment miles are greatest between the Fort Wainwright (FWA) Main Post and Yukon
Training Area (YTA) and Donnelly Training Area (DTA). Deployment miles may also
include rail and air transport methods. AR 385-55, Prevention of Motor Vehicle Accidents (U.S.
Department of the Army, 1987), and United States Army Garrison (USAG) Alaska
Regulation 55-2, Transportation Operations and Planning in Alaska (USARAK, 2001), provide
detailed regulations for convoy preparation and implementation. Additional information
can be found in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Transformation of U.S. Army
Alaska, Vol. 2, Appendix H (USARAK, 2004a). Army convoys are subject to an Alaska
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (Alaska DOT&PF) permitting process.
USARAK would continue to follow Army regulations and other practices to manage
potential traffic and transportation system effects. These include continuation of the convoy
permitting process with Alaska DOT&PF and considering alternate travel routes and
methods for military convoys, including line haul, airlift, and rail if available. To avoid
public highway travel concurrent with military convoys, the Army will continue its public
notification of imminent convoy activity, make USARAK long-term training and convoy
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schedules available to the public, segment large convoys, and stagger convoy departure
times to reduce impacts to traffic on the public roads.

Access to FWA and within the Main Post is provided by State and local roads, railway main
lines and spurs, Ladd Army Airfield (AAF), and Fairbanks International Airport. The scope
evaluated in this EIS for potential non-training-related traffic and transportation impacts
includes those State and local roads providing access to the FWA Main Post and the main
roads within the FWA Cantonment, Fort Richardson (FRA), Eielson Air Force Base (AFB),
and DTA.

The major State and local roads serving Fairbanks and the Main Post include the
Richardson, Parks, and Steese highways. Within Fairbanks, Airport Way is the main
east-west arterial accessing the Main Post. Traffic along roadways and at intersections on
the Main Post is generally moderate, although noticeable congestion occurs on portions of
some main roads and at some main intersections during peak hours. During the
construction and demolition of aviation-related facilities, truck and construction-related
vehicle traffic is expected to increase on the roadways serving the FWA Main Cantonment.
The road system serving the south side of the airfield, originating primarily at the Main
Gate on Gaffney Road, will be the most affected by the increased traffic from construction
and demolition of aviation-related facilities.

In 2006, USKH, Inc. performed a traffic study on the Main Post for FWA'’s Directorate of
Public Works (DPW) (USKH Inc., 2006). The study included an analysis of current AM and
PM peak-hour traffic conditions, and an analysis of forecasted traffic conditions for the next
6 years. The forecasts assumed full development and occupancy of planned facilities as well
as the anticipated intermittent return of personnel from abroad. The results of the analysis
in the draft report indicated that all intersections on the Main Post currently operate at or
above accepted DPW standards and that significant traffic increases would result from full
occupancy and build-out of planned facilities and returning troops. Eleven roadway and
intersection improvements were recommended in the draft report, and these improvements
are expected to bring future forecasted traffic conditions within compliance with DPW and
national industry standards (USKH Inc., 2006). Improvements to three of the 11 identified
intersections were completed by December 2008, and continued implementation of the
recommended traffic and pedestrian improvements will mitigate many of the direct impacts
associated with any of the alternatives.

Impacts to FRA, Eielson AFB, and DTA traffic and transportation systems would be
commensurate with the additional personnel associated with those Soldiers stationed at
these location under Alternative 3. No adverse effects are expected to traffic and
transportation systems under the No Action alternative or Alternative 2 because there
would be no increase in personnel at these locations as part of these alternatives.

Roadway traffic and transportation systems could be affected by routine Soldier travel to
and from installations and by convoys for training exercises or deployments. There were
concerns raised during public scoping meetings about the affects of additional traffic on
Fairbanks roadways and around FWA. Housing options on the Cantonment and military
deployments reduce the significance of the potential impacts of Alternatives 2 or 3 on the
road systems of Fairbanks and Anchorage. By continuing to implement current USARAK
convoy procedures as well as proposed on-Post improvements, it is not anticipated that the
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additional Soldiers resulting from either of the two action alternatives would have a
significant impact on local and regional road networks. Because changes to roadway traffic
would be minimal and can be absorbed by the existing infrastructure, additional baseline
description or analysis for this VEC is not warranted.

3.1.2.2  Vegetation

Ground-disturbing activities that could affect vegetation on USARAK lands under the
Proposed Action alternatives are limited primarily to construction activities. Under the
Proposed Action, all construction would occur on FWA’s Cantonment, and no construction
would occur at FRA, Eielson AFB, or DTA. The FWA Cantonment consists of urban,
landscaped vegetation or vegetation such as grasses that has re-grown in areas previously
disturbed by military activity. No listed, proposed, or candidate species or threatened,
unique, rare, or endangered species of plants are known to occur within the Cantonment.
There were also no concerns about vegetation raised during public scoping meetings.

Most non-native plant populations in Alaska are small and largely restricted to areas of
anthropogenic disturbance (Carlson et al., 2004). Invasive species occur on all three
potentially affected installations in Alaska; however, relative to military installations and
federal lands in the lower 48 states, the invasive problem is minimal. Nonetheless, USARAK
is committed to taking a proactive approach to managing invasive species (U.S. Army
Garrison Alaska [USAG-AK], 2007a). USAG FWA and FRA actively manage against noxious
weeds by robust weed control programs as well as best management practices (BMPs)
designed to reduce the overall spread of noxious weeds to/from military lands in Alaska.

Construction of facilities on FWA would require clearing and grading of vegetated land.
Very few of the proposed construction sites are in forested areas of FWA; however, some
tree clearing will be required. Disturbance to urban vegetation would be temporary,
whereas clearing new parcels would be semi-permanent. The total area requiring clearance
for the Proposed Action alternatives is approximately 38 acres, all of which are secondary
forests and urban landscapes. Following construction activities and wherever appropriate,
disturbed areas would be replanted and maintained with urban vegetation (ornamental
trees, shrubs, and grasses) or reseeded with appropriate native vegetation.

The Army implements ongoing mitigation procedures to avoid or minimize impacts to
vegetation. Ongoing mitigation measures have been included as part of the Proposed Action
alternatives, and would continue. Vegetation mitigation measures:

e Follow AR 350-2, Range Regulation (U.S. Department of the Army, 2002), and AR 200-3,
Natural Resources-Land, Forest and Wildlife Management (U.S. Department of the Army,
1995), which provide procedures for protecting vegetation

e Incorporate existing cleared areas into siting of new facilities
e Reseed areas directly affected by construction with native grass

¢ Continue implementation of Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMPs),
with specific actions for management of vegetation, including invasive species
monitoring and management
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e Retain as much existing vegetation as possible to provide cover, concealment, and
realism

¢ Conduct studies to assess impacts of recreational vehicles to vegetation

e Continue production of planning-level surveys, wetlands management, and
revegetation plans

3.1.2.3 Wetlands

USARAK lands contain nearly 1 million acres of wetlands, with the majority occurring at
FWA training areas including DTA. The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) Waterways
Experiment Station and Cold Region Research and Engineering Laboratory (CRREL) have
delineated the wetlands on FWA and DTA. The Main Post of FWA contains approximately
5,974 acres of wetlands (USAG-AK, 2007), and wetlands occur within the Cantonment of
FWA near some Proposed Action facilities. However, in accordance with Clean Water Act
(CWA) Section 404(b)(1), facilities to be constructed at FWA for either Alternative 2 or
Alternative 3 have been sited to avoid wetlands impacts. No new facility construction or
demolition would occur at FRA, Eielson AFB, or DTA under either Alternative 2 or 3; thus,
there would be no impact from construction or demolition at these areas for either of the
Proposed Action alternatives.

Aviation unit training activities would be conducted in existing impact areas (IAs), firing
points (FPs), drop zones (DZs), and other USARAK training facilities as shown in

Figures 2.3.b through 2.3.e. No new wetlands impacts are expected to occur from military
training under the Proposed Action alternatives because aviation units will train in existing
training facilities. When aviation forces train in combination with the 1/25 Stryker Brigade
Combat Team (SBCT), the combined wetland impact will be proportional to combined
training exercises with ground vehicles. BMPs are in place for ground-based training
activities from the 1/25 SBCT in or near wetlands, and are outlined in Transformation of UL.S.
Army Alaska Final Environmental Impact Statement (USARAK, 2004a).

Although no new impacts to wetlands are expected from the Proposed Action alternatives,
the Army routinely implements BMPs to prevent or reduce environmental effects to
wetlands. To continue to reduce environmental effects on wetlands, the Army would
implement additional wetlands mitigation on a case-by-case basis to ensure compliance
with wetland regulations and conservation of wetland resources. As necessary, the Army
would continue acquisition of CWA Section 404 permits, continue to avoid and/or
minimize impacts to the maximum extent possible, use silt fences and other construction
techniques to prevent siltation into wetlands during construction, and stabilize all cuts, fills,
and disturbed areas resulting from project construction using native vegetation to minimize
erosion and subsequent sedimentation of wetlands and streams (USAG-AK, 2007a;
USARAK, 2004a).

No concerns about wetlands were raised during public scoping meetings. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) commented during agency scoping and identified
that wetland avoidance should remain the top priority when actions may affect wetlands.
Given that all aspects of the Proposed Action alternatives have been developed to avoid
wetlands, additional baseline description or analysis is not warranted.
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3.1.24  Fire Management

Wildfires can start through natural events (e.g., lightning) or human activities, including
weapons training and flight-related activities conducted by the USARAK. As part of its
INRMP, USARAK implements a Forest and Wildfire Management Plan (USAG-AK, 2007a) that
describes pre-suppression actions, fire surveillance, and suppression actions. These
activities include procedures and conditions for evaluating the risk of certain training
activities under various weather conditions, fuel management (e.g., prescribed burns and
fire response and containment). Concerns regarding wildfires were not raised during the
public scoping meetings.

The U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Alaska Fire Service (AFS) provides fire
management services including pre-attack planning, hazard reduction, and fire response to
USARAK. The AFS has a Reciprocal Fire Management Agreement with the Alaska
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry (Alaska Fire Service and State of
Alaska, 1998), which applies to all lands under federal ownership in Alaska. The installation
Wildland Fire Program Manager is responsible for developing the Integrated Wildland Fire
Management Plan and reviews and approving burn plans for prescribed fires. The Joint
Director of Military Support is responsible for deployment of military firefighters and
equipment. Fire management plans are in place at each installation to reduce fire danger.

Fires are frequent in Interior Alaska and they play an important ecological role by making
nutrients stored in undecayed, accumulated matter available to plants. Approximately

30 percent of FWA has burned since 1950 (Jorgenson et al., 1999), and a substantial portion
of the area has burned more than once. Records of fire occurrences since 1950 indicate that
approximately 1 percent of FWA has burned annually (Jorgenson et al., 1999). The average
interval for fire recurrence on any given area at FWA varies from 100 to 150 years
(USAG-AK, 2007a).

Although wildland fire is a concern at FRA, it is rarely a serious problem. Numerous fires
have been recorded in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley to the north, but no major fires have
occurred on FRA since 1950 (Jorgenson et al., 2002). Severe drought conditions occur about
once every 20 years and, in normal years, there is an average of less than five wildland fires.
These fires are usually mission-related, small, and easily contained. Fire management
concerns are not expected to increase substantially under the Proposed Action at FRA, and
existing management plans are expected to be sufficient to address the fire potential that
may result from military training.

The two major causes of fires on USARAK lands are incendiary devices (e.g., flares) and
lightning. Less common causes of fires include field burning, exhaust, recreation, trash
burning, and warming fires (USAG-AK, 2007a). Vehicle and aircraft accidents could also
start fires. From 1980 through 2000, 148 wildland fires have been reported from FWA.
Thirty-one of these fires were attributed to natural causes and 117 were ascribed to human
causes. Of the 117 fires resulting from human activities, 85 were attributed to military
training activities (USAG-AK, 2007a).

USARAK, the AFS, and the State of Alaska employ the Canadian Forest Fire Danger Rating
System, which classifies fire danger as low, moderate, high, or extreme depending on
weather conditions and the potential for fires to start and spread. USARAK restricts military
activities when certain thresholds are reached, as required by AR 350-2. For example, use of
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pyrotechnics, smoke pots, and grenades is restricted when fire danger is high or extreme. Of
the various fire danger indicators within the Canadian Forest Fire Danger Rating System,
the fire weather indicator denotes fire intensity and spread potential. The USARAK Fire
Chief disseminates the fire index rating (based on the fire weather indicator) information
daily during the fire season (typically from early April to late August) so that the
appropriate range restriction can be implemented. For example, between 1995 and 2005,
DTA was rated as follows: low - 359; moderate - 330; high - 455, and extreme - 241
(USARAK, 2006a). Prescribed burns typically are conducted in May, between the snowmelt
and the spring plant growth period; burns can also be conducted in the fall if weather
conditions permit (USAG-AK, 2007a).

USARAK uses two categories of fuel modification treatments to reduce the threat of fire
spread: prescribed burning and mechanical treatments (e.g., fuelbreaks) (USAG-AK, 2007a).
The methods used vary because of terrain, acreage, and the shapes of the areas to be treated.
In many situations, both of these treatments are implemented. Currently, USARAK does not
employ chemical or biological treatments for fuel modification (USAG-AK, 2007a). In part,
USARAK is reducing fuel under its land withdrawal responsibilities to prevent the spread
of fires outside the installation boundaries. Additional BMPs being implemented include
determining the need for and maintaining access and egress routes to enable quick and
effective response by initial attack forces and evacuations, maintaining fuelbreaks (including
the eastern edge of the Stuart Creek IA on YTA, which, while no longer maintained, is still
functional), locating operational areas within hardwood forests (i.e., not in black spruce),
and installing weather stations. The Army is currently in the planning stage of a hazardous
fuel reduction project for the Stuart Creek IA. The Army is looking at removing hazardous
fuels along North Beaver Creek, Skyline, and Brigadier roads, and also creating fuelbreaks
from North Beaver Creek Road to the south fork of the Chena River and from Brigadier
Road to Chena River’s south fork. The Army is also in the planning stages of creating a
fuelbreak around the Blair Lakes IA.

Stationing and training activities have the potential to increase wildfire danger on USARAK
lands. Under the Proposed Action alternatives, there would be an increase in the amount of
live-fire training on FWA. The types of training would be similar to the No Action
alternative but would occur at an increased intensity and frequency. Additional missile
training would use training missiles as opposed to live missiles, reducing the overall fire
hazard. Kiowa helicopters would use tracer bullets and rockets, which can ignite fires.

Generally, the Tanana Flats Training Area (TFTA), YTA, and DTA have a large potential for
fire spread because of the prevalent vegetation types, the terrain, and typical weather
conditions. Under the Proposed Action, the following fire management and training
activities would occur:

e The small-arms complex would be used at a greater frequency and intensity for
personnel training. Current fire prevention and fire suppression methods have proven
successful at preventing fires from spreading. These measures will continue to be
implemented to reduce the potential for fire starts and fire spreads that could result
from implementing the Proposed Action.

e At Blair Lakes IA (TFTA, see Figure 2.3.b), a fuelbreak has been created (by mowing)
that would continue to be maintained under the Proposed Action. A fuelbreak will be
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created and prescribed burns will be conducted to reduce the potential for fire starts and
fire spreads, which could result from implementing the Proposed Action.

¢ At the Simpsonville Maneuver Range (adjacent to the Delta Creek IA in DTA, see
Figure 2.3.c), combined arms live-fire training would be conducted with aerial support
from either the Airborne Task Force or Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB). Current fire
prevention and fire suppression methods will continue to be implemented to reduce the
potential for fire starts and fire spreads, which could result from implementing the
Proposed Action.

e Prescribed burns are currently implemented under a burn plan at the Oklahoma IA
(DTA, see Figure 2.3.c). The burn plan would continue to be implemented under the
Proposed Action.

e The Stuart Creek IA (YTA, see Figure 2.3.d) would be used for training at a greater
frequency and intensity. Currently, fuel modification treatments are not implemented.
To reduce the potential fire spread as a result of fires that inadvertently start during
training activities associated with the Proposed Action, the ranges will be subdivided
into smaller units in which both prescribed burning and construction of fuelbreaks will
be implemented.

Should a fire ignite, fire suppression is implemented in accordance with the Alaska
Interagency Wildland Fire Management Plan (Alaska Wildland Fire Coordinating Group, 1998),
which establishes the following priorities for preparedness and suppression for land parcels:

e Critical Management Option - Fires occurring in or immediately threatening areas with
this designation have priority over all other wildland fires. Critical sites receive
maximum aerial or ground detection coverage based on the level of lightning activity
and human use. Land managers are notified as soon as possible of the situation.

¢ Full Management Option - Areas receive maximum detection coverage as well as
immediate and aggressive initial attack response. If the initial attack is successful, or the
fire is controlled within the first burning period, special agency notification is not
required. If the fire escapes and requires additional suppression, affected landowners/
managers are notified to develop further fire suppression strategies.

¢ Modified Management Option - This option provides a level of management
equivalent to the Full or Limited Management Options, depending on conditions. The
level of management is assigned each summer. A high degree of protection is provided
during critical burn periods, but decreases as risks diminish. The initial attack action is
based on the potential for damage, constraints on affected land, or discussions with the
landowner/manager. Depending on conditions, routine surveillance to ensure that
identified values are protected and that adjacent higher priority management areas are
not compromised is a viable management strategy.

¢ Limited Management Option - This option is assigned to broad, landscape-scale areas
where fire occurrence is essential to the biodiversity of the resource and the long-term
ecological health of the land, and land use patterns allow fire to routinely function as a
vital component of Alaskan ecosystems. This option is also assigned to areas where the
cost of suppression might exceed the value of the resources to be protected or the
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environmental impacts of fire suppression activities might have more negative impacts
on the resources than the effects of the fire. Lands withdrawn for military use may be
designated as Limited because of the presence of significant hazards to firefighting
personnel, such as unexploded ordnance and hazardous materials. Limited
Management areas receive detection efforts that are appropriate for the fire conditions
and the availability of detection resources. The standard response to a fire occurring in
these areas is periodic surveillance that continues for the duration of the fire to evaluate
threats to sites assigned higher management levels and to assess the potential of the fire
to spread into a different management area.

In addition, another fire management option category, Restricted Areas or Hot Zones, has
been developed specifically for lands managed by USARAK. These areas include IAs and
other locations where no “on-the-ground” firefighting can be accomplished because of the
danger of unexploded ordnance (UXO). Impact areas with UXO are managed as Hot Zones
with Limited Management. One small-arms range that extends onto withdrawal lands on
FWA’s YTA is listed as a Hot Zone. Fire in these areas is suppressed through backburning
and aerial application of retardants (Alaska Wildland Fire Coordinating Group, 1998).

The presence of additional personnel could result in increased recreational use of USARAK
lands, which has been linked to increased fire danger at some installations (USARAK,
2004a). A review of recreational records, however, shows that most recreational users are
non-military, and the number of new military personnel recreating at installations would
not likely be greater than historical use (USARAK, 2004a).

The potential for fire impacts associated with the increased military training is low.
Continued application of ongoing mitigation and avoidance measures has proven effective
for fire management on Army training lands. The Army will continue to adhere to the
procedures documented in the Forest and Wildfire Management Plan (USAG-AK, 2007a). For
these reasons, the Proposed Action will have little impact on existing conditions. Additional
baseline description and impact analysis in this EIS is not warranted.

3.1.25  Geological Resources

FWA lies within the Tanana-Kuskokwim Lowland, which contains geologic materials
inclusive of river deposits of sand, gravel, and fine silt. The northernmost FWA Cantonment
is located in the foothills of the Yukon-Tanana Upland and consists of bedrock covered by
water-saturated organic material/matter and loess (USAG-AK, 2007a).

FWA and Interior training lands, where the bulk of either action alternative would occur, is
in a seismically active area influenced by the Denali Fault and other numerous smaller fault
zones (USARAK, 1999). FWA specifically lies within the Salcha seismic zone, and has
experienced numerous low magnitude and few high-magnitude earthquakes (USARAK,
1999). Building codes dictating earthquake protection measures are employed in facility
design at FWA to reduce potential impacts of seismic activity.

The Army has conducted extensive evaluations of potential impacts to geological resources
on USARAK lands (USARAK, 1999; USARAK, 2004a; USAG-AK, 2007a). These planning
documents and studies have concluded that Army activities, including construction,
training, and stationing activities contained in the Proposed Action alternatives, do not have
a significant effect on geological resources. There were also no concerns about geological
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resources raised during public scoping meetings. Because the potential for impacts to
geological resources has been demonstrated in prior documents to be very low, additional
baseline description or analysis in this EIS is not warranted. The Army will continue to
implement existing BMPs to reduce environmental effects for geological resources.

3126  Safety

USARAK determined that there are four primary concerns associated with human health
and safety as a result of the Proposed Action alternatives. Human health and safety have the
potential to be affected by contamination on military lands, traffic from military convoys on
public highways during training exercises, operation of helicopters within airspace utilized
by the general aviation (GA) population, and the potential for increased crime rates
associated with the additional stationing of Soldiers. Concerns were raised during public
scoping meetings about the potential for crime increases in Fairbanks due to the presence of
additional troops at FWA.

Safety concerns regarding hazardous materials and wastes are addressed in detail in
Sections 3.5 and 4.5, Hazardous Materials/ Hazardous Waste. Hazardous materials and
hazardous waste would continue to be managed and disposed of in accordance with
relevant federal, State, and Army regulations and guidance governing such materials.
Remediation programs for past contamination would remain in place under Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) enforcement until
environmental authorities assess adequate cleanup.

USARAK would continue to follow Army regulations and other practices to manage
potential congestion on local roadways from convoys. The evaluation for traffic and
transportation systems, including military convoys, is discussed in Subsection 3.1.2.1.

Safety concerns regarding helicopter operations within airspace utilized by the GA
community in Alaska are addressed in detail in Sections 3.2 and 4.2, Airspace Management.
USARAK has established procedures to maintain separation between its own aircraft, U.S.
Air Force (USAF) traffic, and civilian traffic. USARAK will continue its program of
coordination with local civilian aviation interests and the USAF to reduce potential conflicts
in corridors used heavily by both military and civilian air traffic.

The Army population is reflective of the nation as a whole. As such, the propensity for
serious criminal conduct by individuals is comparable to the population at large. Therefore,
the addition of Soldiers as part of this aviation stationing action is not expected to change
the relative occurrence of criminal conduct within the community. Army disciplinary
measures provide sufficient deterrence for both minor and serious offenses to ensure that
the increased military population will not result in any real increase in crime rate within any
Alaska community. Therefore, additional analysis is not warranted in this EIS.

3.1.2.7  Land Use/Energy/Utilities
3.1.27.1 LandUse

Compatible land use for new development is guided by the Army’s master planning
process, and the alternatives evaluated in this EIS are compatible with that planning
guidance. Site planning for existing and future development is coordinated to ensure
compatibility among uses. New construction would occur in areas compatible with that
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construction (e.g., hangars would be constructed near flight lines), but ultimately will
reduce the amount of open space and/ or suitable building areas within the FWA
Cantonment. No additional land expansion areas would be acquired or considered in order
to accommodate increased stationing associated with the implementation of the alternatives.

There would be no change in training activities or patterns, but increases in these activities
are anticipated if either of the alternatives is implemented. No construction or significant
change of land use is planned for DTA.

There were no issues raised about land use during public scoping meetings. The Army
would continue to work with local communities surrounding USARAK installations to
provide information about activities on USARAK installations and implement its existing
master planning guidelines to keep aviation development at FWA compatible with existing
development.

3.1.2.7.2 Energy/Utilities

On August 15, 2008, all utilities at both FRA and FWA were transferred to Doyon Utilities,
LLC (DU), a private company charged with managing all aspects of FRA and FWA energy
(heat and electricity) and water production, distribution, and disposal. In addition to the
transfer of the real property associated with utility services, including the FWA Central
Heat and Power Plant (CHPP), all air and water source permits were reissued to DU, which
is responsible for all regulatory compliance associated with those permits. In general, DU
will be responsible for obtaining and maintaining any and all licenses, permits, or
certifications necessary to own, maintain, and operate its utility systems safely and reliably.

Water Supply, Distribution, and Disposal

All drinking water systems, wastewater treatment systems, and water discharge systems
have been transferred to DU. Potable water is readily available to both Cantonments, and
DU has assured FRA and FWA via contractual guarantees that improvements to efficiency
and capacity of the potable water systems will continue. FRA has no wastewater treatment
facilities on Post, and DU has coordinated with the City of Anchorage to continue to receive
wastewater from FRA. Existing wastewater systems at FWA are functioning below capacity,
and with planed improvements by DU, there is no indication that these systems would not
be able to adequately remove wastewater or sewer system discharge as a result of the
Proposed Action alternatives.

Fort Wainwright

Two wells in Building 3559 make up FWA’s main potable water supply and together they
produce up to 4.9 million gallons per day (mgd). The highest average daily potable water
demand (during summer) is approximately 2.7 mgd (Davenport, 2007). Seven additional
groundwater wells are used to augment potable water supply on the Main Post and provide
water for other uses, including fire protection. With all nine wells, the overall combined
supply is up to 9.3 mgd. Water from the seven supplementary wells is treated only with
chlorine, and these wells are used mainly to supply potable water in emergencies. Potable
water for general use is stored in a 325,000-gallon concrete tank.

The water treatment plant serving FWA’s Main Post is housed in Building 3565 and has a
hydraulic capacity of 3.5 mgd. At times during the summer, the peak water use can exceed
the treatment plant’s capacity to produce high-quality water; when this occurs, the
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additional demand is met by adding unfiltered chlorinated water (Davenport, 2007).
Treated water is distributed to Main Post buildings and hydrants through the network of
utilidors (underground utility corridors). The residual heat from the steam lines that are
collocated in the utilidor system prevents the water distribution lines from freezing during
the winter. Fire protection for the FWA Main Post is provided through a network of about
350 hydrants distributed throughout the area, with water supplied from the system of wells
described above (Davenport, 2007).

Sanitary wastewater generated on Main Post is collected by a system of gravity lines and lift
stations, and is conveyed through a 24-inch force main to the Fairbanks wastewater
treatment plant, owned and operated by Golden Heart Utilities. The FWA Main Post
produces about 1.25 mgd of sanitary wastewater during winter and 2.0 mgd during
summer. The hydraulic capacity of the Main Post wastewater collection system is 2.5 mgd,
and the design capacity of the 24-inch conveyance main is 2.0 mgd (Davenport, 2007).

There are no underground storm drainage lines on FWA. Storm water runoff is managed by
a series of shallow ditches and swales throughout the Main Post. The low-gradient system
of ditches and swales promotes infiltration, generally following natural drainage courses to
the Chena and Tanana rivers. During spring, water can collect in low areas, as the ground
remains seasonally frozen. As temperatures rise and the ground thaws, the collected water
seeps into the soil. While associated construction activities represent potential increase in
storm water runoff pollution, management activities mandated by federal and State laws are
sufficient to manage storm water pollution. Management practices required by installation
storm water permits will ensure against runoff pollution from new facilities and parking
lots added as a result of the Proposed Action.

Fort Richardson

There are no wastewater treatment facilities at FRA. There is one main line leaving FRA that
carries wastewater, which is treated by the City-owned wastewater treatment plant. The
City plant has historically been capable of handling a maximum capacity waste stream from
FRA and Elmendorf AFB of 3.5 to 4.0 mgd (Elmendorf AFB accounts for approximately

60 percent of the waste stream). However, due to recent upgrades, the plant may be able to
accommodate up to 6.0 mgd. DU is currently conducting a characterization study to
determine the status of the system.

Energy Supply and Distribution

The energy supply and utilities infrastructure at FWA, FRA, Eielson AFB, and their
respective training areas are sufficient to meet the demands as proposed in the alternatives
evaluated in this EIS. However, DU is currently conducting a number of assessment studies
to determine critical components of the utility infrastructure at FRA and FWA requiring
upgrade or replacement. These upgrades are anticipated to be conducted from 2008 through
2013 at both installations and are not directly related to the stationing of aviation assets. As
DU continues to upgrade power feeders and transmission lines, as well as implement new
technology in power generation facilities, cleaner and more efficient use and distribution of
power are ensured.

Fort Wainwright
Electrical power requirements on the Main Post are met primarily by electricity generated at
the CHPP in Building 3595. The CHPP houses four 5-megawatt (MW) coal-fired steam-
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driven turbine generators. Process water in the CHPP is cooled by air-cooled condensers.
Supplemental electrical power is available as needed on FWA through a tie provided by
Golden Valley Electric Association, a nonprofit cooperative in North Pole, Alaska. The
current annual power requirements on the Main Post range from a high of 18 MW during
winter to a low of 10 MW during summer (Davenport, 2007). Power generated at the CHPP
is distributed to Main Post facilities on 10 radial three-phase circuits, with conductors
primarily carried on overhead poles. The North Post area is served by three main circuits,
while the South Post area (including family housing) is served by four different circuits
(Davenport, 2007). In addition to the eight-circuit grid, 15 buildings on the Main Post have
standby engine generator units that can augment electrical power supplies. The standby
generators have design capacities ranging from 10 to 400 kilowatts (kW) (Davenport, 2007).
DU plans to upgrade and increase the capacity of the electrical system serving FWA during
a 5-year period that began in 2008. A new substation with 50 percent more capacity is
planned to be completed in the summer of 2009. Moreover, all replacement electrical circuits
and supply systems planned over the 5-year period will also be constructed, all with

50 percent more capacity (Doyon, 2008).

Heating requirements on the Main Post are met with steam generated at the FWA CHPP,
with the steam distributed at 100 pounds per square inch through pipes within the network
of underground utilidors and some buried pipelines. The CHPP produces steam using six
Wickes coal-fired steam boilers, each rated at 150,000 pounds per hour of steam. Usually, at
any one time, four boilers are operating, with one additional boiler kept on standby, and
one boiler undergoing a cyclic maintenance program (Davenport, 2007). Distribution of
steam within the Main Post is accomplished with four 16-inch main steam lines, three of
which connect to a 24-inch main on the east side of the CHPP. The 24-inch main supplies the
South Post area, while the fourth 16-inch lateral supplies the North Post area. A network of
secondary steam distribution lines ranging from 1 inch to 20 inches in diameter complete
the distribution to the South Post and the North Post buildings (Davenport, 2007).

The FWA CHPP as operated by DU burns approximately 220,000 tons of coal per year
(3-year rolling average). The power plant is permitted to burn 336,000 tons, resulting in a
substantial 52 percent available headspace in the permitted amount.

Fort Richardson

FRA is provided electric power by a regulated public utility, Anchorage Municipal Light
and Power. Natural Gas at FRA is provided by Enstar Natural Gas Company, also a
regulated public utility. All utility infrastructure on the installation is now owned and
managed by DU, which will continue to coordinate with the Municipality of Anchorage and
Enstar to provide safe and reliable heat, electricity, and natural gas. Based on the new UP
paradigm, and the substantial improvements already completed and scheduled to be
completed over the next 2 years, it is determined that the current energy supply and
distribution infrastructure for electric power, steam, and natural gas has sufficient capacity
to support the additional Soldiers and their families at FRA.

Summary

No additional expansion of facilities or potential reduction in service is anticipated from the
Proposed Action alternatives. Utility infrastructure at the USARAK installations has
sufficient capacity to supply new buildings and accommodate the slight increase in utility
usage by additional personnel. All new Cantonment structures will be connected to the
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existing steam and electric distribution system for heat and electric utilities, resulting in no
new combustion sources. DU will manage, control, and perform operations, maintenance,
repairs, replacements, and upgrades for all utilities and associated infrastructure as part of
daily operations and in response to identified needs. If additional expansion of the utility
infrastructure is needed, DU will be fully responsible and capable of that expansion to meet
the needs of its customers, FRA and FWA, and would be responsible for any additional
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and documentation as to the potential
environmental effects of their actions.

DU identified several upgrades that will increase operating efficiency associated with
electrical generation, and is anticipated to result in substantial reductions in emissions,
thereby improving air quality. Identified improvements will allow for the service of
additional heat and electric loads without increases in quantity of coal consumed or
degradation of air quality. DU has already installed more than 7,000 secondary meters
enabling early identification of usage trend and potential shortfalls at both installations. DU
plans to construct two new substations (one at FRA and one at FWA) and rebuild failing
electrical feeders with newer technology to improve system efficiency. Further, all electric
facilities at FRA and FWA will be completely rebuilt with upgraded technology and
equipment, thereby ensuring cleaner, more efficient use of utility infrastructure and
ultimately resulting in an expansion of capacity before 2013.

There were no issues raised about energy or utilities during public scoping meetings.
Because infrastructure is sufficient or to be upgraded by DU by 2013, no impacts to energy
or utilities are anticipated from the Proposed Action alternatives, and this VEC is not
analyzed further in the EIS. Note that impacts associated with energy use are addressed in
Section 4.13, Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.

3.1.2.8 Environmental Justice

In 1994, Executive Order (E.O.) 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (FR, 1994), directed each federal agency to
identify and address any disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects of its
programs, policy, and activities on minority and low-income populations. Environmental
effects include effects on human health, cultural resources, and socioeconomics. In
particular, E.O. 12898 directs agencies to pay special attention to subsistence issues because
minority and low-income populations often rely heavily on hunting, fishing, and gathering
for their primary dietary/nutritional needs. Subsistence use and changes to the availability
of military lands for subsistence activities are discussed in Subsection 3.1.2.2. In addition,
E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (FR, 1997),
requires the identification and assessment of environmental health and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children.

Minority communities are defined as populations where the percentage of minorities
significantly exceeds the average for the State of Alaska. “Significantly exceeds” is
interpreted here as exceeding the State average by 5 percent. Because the percentage of
persons in Alaska identified as minority under U.S. Census guidelines is 30.7 percent, any
community with a minority population of 35.7 percent or above is considered a minority
community for purposes of this analysis. The same method is used to define low-income
communities: 11.2 percent of Alaskans are considered low income, so any community where
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the percentage of persons living below the poverty level is 16.2 percent or higher is a
low-income community for the purposes of this environmental justice analysis.

The Final EIS for Transformation of U.S. Army Lands in Alaska (USARAK, 2004a) lists the
following minority or low-income communities within the region potentially influenced by
the Proposed Action: Minto, Nenana, Big Delta, Delta Junction, Dot Lake, Dry Creek, Fort
Yukon, Healy Lake, Tanana, Buffalo Soapstone, Eklutna, Houston, Lowell Point, Meadow
Lakes, Point MacKenzie, Trapper Creek, Tyonek, Willow, and Y. Some of these communities
also have subsistence interests in FWA (to include DTA). Potential impacts to these

communities under this Proposed Action are expected to be similar to those documented in
that EIS (USARAK, 2004a).

Potential impacts to low-income populations related to housing shortages in Fairbanks and
Anchorage are analyzed in Section 3.8, Socioeconomics. Potential impacts to subsistence
uses, traffic and transportation systems, and public safety are assessed in Section 4.11 and
Subsections 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.2.6, respectively.

No construction or training activities would take place near schools, day care facilities, or
other areas with large populations of children under this Proposed Action. Therefore, no
additional analysis is necessary. Because minority and low-income populations as well as
areas with large populations of children are either not affected or not disproportionately
affected by the Proposed Action, and because housing impacts of the alternatives are
analyzed in Sections 3.8 and 4.8, Socioeconomics, the environmental justice topic is not
analyzed further in this EIS.

While the Proposed Action is not expected to preferentially affect minority or low income
communities (as defined above), comments were raised during review of the Draft EIS from
an Alaska Native tribe regarding respect for Native cultures, values, and property. USARAK
has an ongoing program of coordination with Alaska Native communities to address tribal
concerns. For all alternatives considered in the EIS, the Army would continue full-time
Native tribal coordination to address issues of importance to the Native community. This
includes government-to-government relations with Alaska’s Native tribes; fostering
continued communication and coordination between the Army and the tribes; and working
with relevant federal and state officials to protect subsistence resources in and around Army
lands.

Specifically, the Army would also continue its program to educate Soldiers on Alaska
Native cultural awareness and diversity. Incoming Soldiers to Fort Wainwright and Fort
Richardson are given “Newcomer Briefs” upon arrival, in which the Army’s Native Liaison
participates. Soldiers are encouraged to have respect for subsistence-user resources and
understand the value placed on the subsistence resources by the Alaska Native population.
Soldiers are informed that tribes are concerned with the stress that increased military
population numbers can place on resources. Soldiers are told what constitutes waste of
hunting harvest in different cultures and are encouraged to donate excess harvest to tribal
entities. Adherence to hunting and fishing regulations is emphasized. Soldiers are instructed
on private land ownership including Native corporation lands and individual Native
allotments. Resources are given to Soldiers to foster the researching of land ownership to
avoid trespass.
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3.2 Airspace Management

3.2.1 Introduction

Navigable airspace is a finite public resource that must be managed in the interests of
private and commercial aircraft operators, users of commercial air services, and government
agencies, including the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD). The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) is responsible for managing the National Airspace System (NAS).
The FAA provides management oversight to the structure of national and local airspace
through its Air Traffic Airspace (ATA) Management division. The ATA has nine
geographically based regional offices, including one in Anchorage. The Anchorage office
provides guidance for the management and control of the airspace within the Alaska region.

3.21.1 USARAK Airspace Requirements

USARAK operations in and outside of training areas will continue to be governed by
existing policies and doctrine, including;:

o AR 95-1, Aviation Flight Regulations, April 2004 (U.S. Department of the Army, 2008a)
e USARAK Airborne Standard Operating Procedures (ASOP), April 2003 (USARAK, 2003a)
e USARAK 350-2, Range Regulation, July 2002 (U.S. Department of the Army, 2002)

e Army Pamphlet 385-63 and AR 385-63, which govern safety on ranges including
aviation training and gunnery (U.S. Department of the Army, 2003)

In addition, USARAK will continue its program of coordination with local civilian aviation
interests and the USAF to reduce potential conflicts in corridors used heavily by both
military and civilian air traffic. Specific measures include the following;:

e Use of the Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) system to alert civil and other military users of
upcoming events, such as training exercises

e Participation in Alaska Civil Military Aviation Council (ACMAC) meetings, a forum for
discussing aviation issues with the USAF and civilian aviation interests

e Quarterly USARAK Aviation Safety Standard Council meetings with the FAA, USAF,
and GA representatives

The Army is currently evaluating its participation in the Special Use Airspace Information
System (SUAIS) program. The SUAIS is primarily a USAF program to provide a recorded
message to aviators after business hours. Currently, Army Range Control expands its firing
desk operations to 24 hours when operations are ongoing, either aviation or ground centric.
Range Control can advise personnel who utilize the Army’s frequency (FREQ [FM] 38.30) as
to operational ranges and areas to avoid. Recent Army communication suite upgrades have
created the capability to monitor and transmit on very high frequency.

There were a number of comments made about airspace during public scoping meetings,
including suggestions that the Army consider access and safety of shared airspace when
conducting military training, and to continue to coordinate with the public and aviation
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organizations on issues related to airspace. There were also concerns about increased use of
airspace in the congested corridors around Fairbanks and Anchorage.

3.2.1.2  Airspace Definitions

The NAS comprises distinct categories of controlled and uncontrolled airspace. These
categories accommodate a wide range of civil and military aviation activities, and maintain
the safety and efficiency of aircraft operations. Airspace is defined in vertical and horizontal
dimensions, and by time. The following list provides brief descriptions of these airspace
categories:

e Class A Airspace. This airspace occurs from 18,000 to 60,000 feet above mean sea level
(msl). All operations within Class A airspace must comply with instrument flight rule
(IFR) requirements. This airspace is dominated by commercial aircraft, mostly using jet
routes between 18,000 and 45,000 feet msl.

¢ Class B Airspace. This airspace occurs from the surface to 14,500 feet msl around the
nation’s busiest airports. Before operating in Class B airspace, pilots must contact
controlling authorities and receive clearance to enter the airspace. Aircraft operating
within Class B airspace must be equipped with specialized electronics that allow air
traffic controllers to track aircraft speed, altitude, and position accurately.

e Class C Airspace. This airspace occurs from the surface to 4,000 feet above the airport
elevation (charted in msl) surrounding those airports with an operational control tower
that are serviced by a radar approach control and meet specified levels of IFR operations
or passenger enplanements. Aircraft operating within Class C airspace must be
equipped with a two-way radio and an operable radar beacon transponder with
automatic altitude reporting equipment. Aircraft may not operate below 2,500 feet above
the surface within 4 nautical miles of the primary airport of a Class C airspace area, and
at an indicated airspeed of more than 200 knots or 230 miles per hour.

e Class D Airspace. For those airports that have a control tower, this airspace occurs from
the surface to 2,500 feet above the airport elevation (charted in msl) encompassing a
5-statute-mile radius from the airport. Unless otherwise authorized by air traffic control
(ATC), aircraft must be equipped with a two-way radio. Aircraft may not operate below
2,500 feet above the surface within 4 nautical miles of the primary airport of a Class D
airspace area, and at an indicated airspeed of more than 200 knots or 230 miles per hour.

e Class E Airspace. This airspace is any controlled airspace not designated as Class A, B,
C, or D airspace. It includes designated federal airways, portions of the jet route system,
and area low routes. Federal airways have a width of 4 statute miles on either side of the
airway centerline and occur between the altitudes of 700 feet above ground level (AGL)
and 18,000 feet above msl. Class E Airspace may have a floor located at ground level at
non-towered airfields. No specific equipment is required to operate within Class E
airspace.

e C(Class G Airspace. Class G airspace (uncontrolled) is that portion of the airspace that has
not been designated as Class A, B, C, D, or E airspace. ATC does not have authority over
operations within uncontrolled airspace. Primary users of Class G airspace are visual
flight rules (VFR) GA aircraft.
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o Terminal Radar Service Area (TRSA). Defined airspace surrounding certain airports in
which FAA ATC provides radar vectoring, sequencing, and separation for all IFR and
participating VFR aircraft.

Special Use Airspace (SUA) is designated to accommodate activities that either must be
confined because of their nature or require limitations on aircraft that are not part of those
activities. The following list briefly describes individual SUA categories:

e Prohibited Areas. Areas requiring rulemaking action that are designated “in the best
interest of national security and welfare.” The Army uses these areas only in unusual
circumstances.

¢ Restricted Areas. Areas requiring rulemaking action. They are established to confine or
segregate activities incompatible with (or hazardous to) nonparticipating aircraft. Such
areas, which normally extend upward from the surface to more than 45 meters, cover
the following activities:
— The firing of field artillery, air defense artillery, mortars, or small similar weapons
— Drone or remotely piloted vehicle (RPV) operations
—  Certain types of aircraft ordnance delivery and test flights
— Some types of laser activity
— Electronic, chemical, and nuclear warfare measures
— Various types of research and development efforts

¢ Warning Areas. Areas established in international airspace to contain activities
potentially hazardous to nonparticipating aircraft.

e Military Operations Areas (MOAs). Volumes of airspace with specific vertical and
lateral limits that are used to separate certain military aviation training from
nonparticipating IFR traffic. MOAs are normally established to contain aircraft operating
in excess of 250 knots below 10,000 feet msl. MOAs do not impose flight restrictions or
communication requirements on nonparticipating aircraft operating under VFR.

e Alert Areas. Areas established, if requested, when a high volume of pilot training or
unusual amount of aeronautical activity (more than 250,000 movements annually) is
being conducted.

¢ Controlled Firing Areas (CFAs). Areas established to contain activities that, if
uncontrolled, would be hazardous to nonparticipating aircraft.

e Military Training Routes (MTRs). Areas generally below 10,000 feet above msl used for
high-speed navigation and tactical flight training.

Temporary Small-Arms Range Safety Areas (SARSA). An Army-established and Army-
managed area designed to contain small-arms range activities that, if not conducted in a
controlled environment, would be hazardous to nonparticipating aircraft.

3.2.2 Scope

USARAK helicopters operating outside of installation boundaries use Alaska airspace also
used by civil aviation. Some of this airspace is designated as SUA, either MOAs or
Restricted Areas (Figures 3.2.a and 3.2.b). Although Restricted Areas effectively exclude civil
aircraft, MOAs limit access to civil aircraft operating on IFR but do not restrict civil aircraft
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operating under VFR. In such areas, pilots are responsible for seeing and avoiding other
aircraft. Interaction with other airspace users, therefore, could occur in much of the airspace
used by USARAK helicopters. As noted above, USARAK has a program of coordination
with local civilian aviation interests and the USAF to reduce potential conflicts in corridors
used heavily by both military and civilian air traffic. Alaskan airspace would experience
increased levels of USARAK helicopter activity in the flight corridors associated with
USARAK facilities as part of the Proposed Action. The scope of airspace analysis in this EIS
is limited to those areas that may experience increased levels of USARAK helicopter
activity. These areas include the FWA and FEielson AFB area, DTA, and the FRA area.

In addition, USARAK helicopters would typically travel among training areas along VFR
corridors generally following the Glenn and Richardson highways. Federal low-altitude
(i.e., Victor) IFR and VFR airways also follow these corridors. Civilian VFR aircraft traffic in
these VFR corridors typically fly at 2,500 feet AGL or less. Because portions of the corridor
follow low terrain between mountains of 7,000 to 9,000 feet, other aircraft transiting between
Anchorage and Fairbanks are also likely to follow this corridor. This corridor contains most
of the level terrain in the area, and numerous public and private airports are located along
this corridor. In addition, recreational pilots may fly in and out of small, uncharted landing
strips and water bodies, especially during hunting and fishing seasons. This corridor is
generally Class E airspace, and follows the same general routes used by several Victor
airways.

3.2.3  Affected Environment for Airspace Management

Since 1985, population growth in Alaska has averaged 1.1 percent annually, essentially the
same rate of growth as that of the continental United States. The Anchorage Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA), the State’s largest urban area, grew at an annual rate of 1.4 percent
over the same period. These population growth trends are forecast to continue through 2030
(Woods & Poole Economics, 2005, in HNTB Corporation, 2007). The Fairbanks MSA,
Alaska’s second largest urban area, grew at an annual rate of 1.6 percent over the same
period (Census Bureau, 2007). Total operations at the Anchorage and Fairbanks airports in
2007 were 300,476 and 108,276, respectively (FAA, 2008). FAA statistics indicate that the
number of GA aircraft in Alaska has remained relatively stable since 1998 (FAA, 2006). The
baseline condition for airspace management is a result of past and ongoing GA and military
actions. Several previous actions with the potential to affect airspace structure and/or
activity levels have been identified. The Alaska Military Operations Areas Environmental Impact
Statement (USAF, 1995) approved the conversion of temporary MOAs to permanent MOAs,
the restructuring of MOAs, and the designation of new MOAs. In addition to providing
increased operational flexibility for USAF training, these changes raised the minimum
altitude of the FALCON and BIRCH MOAs, and established VFR corridors for civilian
aircraft in the BUFFALO MOA along the Richardson and Alaska highway corridors. This
effort also enhanced coordination among the Alaska airspace users by establishing the
SUAIS and the ACMAC.

Seasonal changes in GA activity and topographic features can increase demands on local
airspace. During hunting and fishing seasons, GA activity increases as aircraft are used to
provide access to remote locations that are not readily accessible by other modes of
transportation. In addition, the topographic features described in Subsection 3.2.2 tend to
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concentrate both military and civilian aircraft in a limited number of VFR corridors.

Table 3.2.a shows the current level of operations (takeoffs and landings) conducted by
USARAK helicopters at FRA, FWA, and DTA in 2006. The numbers presented in Table 3.2.a
for the existing operations also include Army National Guard helicopters stationed at FRA.
The 4,800 annual operations noted in Table 3.2.a at FRA are all attributed to the Army
National Guard.

TABLE 3.2.a
USARAK Existing Airspace Usage: Based Helicopters and Airfield Activity
USARAK Aviation EIS

Helicopter Operations®

USARAK
Permanently Average
Based Average Day Month Peak Day Annual
Helicopters Day Night  Total Total Total® Total
Fort Richardson — Bryant AAF®
Blackhawk UH-60 0 17.5 2.5 20.0 400 64.0 4,800
Subtotals 0 17.5 2.5 20.0 400 64.0 4,800
Fort Wainwright — Ladd AAF®
Chinook CH-47 12 2.2 0.6 2.8 56 2.8 672
Kiowa OH-58D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Blackhawk UH-60/HH-60 20 9.4 3.1 12.5 250 32.0 3,000
Subtotals 32 11.6 3.7 15.3 306 34.8 3,672
Donnelly Training Area — Allen AAF®
Chinook CH-47 0 0.3 0.1 0.4 8 0.4 96
Blackhawk UH-60 0 0.3 0.1 0.4 8 1.0 92
Subtotals 0 0.6 0.2 0.8 16 14 188
Grand Total 32 29.7 6.4 36.1 722 100.2 8,660

Notes and Data Sources:

 An operation is either one takeoff or one landing. Annual estimates based on the assumption that 1 year represents
12 average months; 1 average month equals 20 “average” days. Note that the average day represents a typical flying day,
not an annual average day.

® peak day represents activity during a training event. For this alternative, it is assumed that a peak day would coincide with
one of the annual door gunnery exercises conducted at FRA (Reid, 2006).

¢ Helicopter activity at Bryant AAF consists entirely of Army National Guard training (CHPPM, 2007a; CHPPM, 2007b).

¢ CHPPM, 2007a; CHPPM, 2007b.

®Reid, 2006.

3.23.1  Fort Wainwright and Eielson AFB

The FWA and FEielson AFB areas include the Class D airspace of Fairbanks International
Airport, Fielson AFB, and Ladd AAF. A TRSA encompasses all these airports. The TFTA
and YTA are located generally south of Fairbanks on either side of the Tanana River. Several
non-towered airports are also located in the vicinity of FWA. Figure 3.2.a shows the airspace
surrounding FWA and Eielson AFB. Figure 3.2.a also shows the VFR corridors frequently
used by civilian aircraft and the helicopter flight routes used by USARAK helicopters to
transit between military airfields and training areas. Military helicopter flight routes do not
follow the established VFR Corridor, but do cross it at several points. Military helicopters
operating outside of installation boundaries fly at least 500 feet AGL. Once inside of
installation boundaries, military aircraft may fly at lower altitudes as required for the
training mission. Figure 3.2.b shows the VFR corridors through the SUA in greater detail.
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3.23.1.1 Existing General Aviation Airspace Use

The 2008 FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) estimates that more than 88,000 non-local area
operations in 2007 originated in the Fairbanks area, consisting of Fairbanks International
Airport and Nenana Municipal Airport (FAA, 2008). This level of activity is forecast to
exceed 103,000 by 2025. The TAF estimates that total aircraft activity will increase from
79,624 to 98,775 in 2025. Fairbanks International Airport has Class D airspace that adjoins
Ladd AAF at FWA. Nenana Municipal Airport has Class E airspace. In addition, about eight
other small, non-federal airfields are located in this area, which is generally Class E airspace.
Figures 3.2.a and 3.2.b show that the VFR Corridor used by GA aircraft traverses this area,
generally following Richardson Highway and the Tanana River.

3.2.3.1.2 Existing Military Airspace Use

Existing USARAK aviation activity occurs predominantly at Ladd AAF and at training areas
associated with FWA. As described in Table 3.2.a, 32 USARAK helicopters are permanently
based at FWA (Ladd AAF). Ladd AAF and FWA use Class D airspace. This area also
includes numerous MOAs associated with the TFTA and YTA, as well as several Restricted
Areas. Nearly half of YTA is covered by Restricted Area (R-2205). The most likely
interaction with other air traffic would be with GA aircraft flying under VFR in Class E
airspace. Habitual corridors used by the aviation units in this area include three from Ladd
AAF and two between TFTA to YTA. Additionally, an air corridor from FWA to DTA is
used by the aviations units. Figure 3.2.a shows that several military helicopter flight routes
connecting TFTA and YTA with Ladd AAF and Eielson AFB intersect the VFR Corridor
described above. These intersections represent points of potential interaction with VFR
civilian aircraft that could be flying in the same altitudes as USARAK helicopters.

3.2.3.2 Fort Richardson

FRA is located in the northeast quadrant of the Anchorage Bowl. The greater Anchorage
area contains two major civilian airports (Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport and
Merrill Field) and Elmendorf AFB. This area includes Class C and Class D airspace around
these civil and military airfields. Several non-towered airports are also located in the vicinity
of FRA. The area also includes a Restricted Area (R-2203C) encompassing the Eagle River
Flats (ERF) IA shown in Figure 2.2.c.

3.2.3.2.1 Existing General Aviation Airspace Use

The aviation forecasts prepared as part of the ongoing Ted Stevens Anchorage International
Airport Master Plan (HNTB Corporation, 2007) estimate that aircraft activity will increase at
an annual rate of 0.8 percent. If this rate were realized, aircraft operations would increase
from 92,728 to 110,530 by 2030. In contrast, GA operations at the Ted Stevens Anchorage
International Airport are projected to grow by about 2.4 percent annually.

3.2.3.2.2 Existing Military Airspace Use

Under existing conditions, USARAK aviation assets do not use FRA (Bryant AAF) for
training. Training activity at Bryant AAF (FRA) is primarily associated with the Army
National Guard (see Table 3.2.b). FRA shares the airspace with a large number of civil
aviation and other military users because it is located in the Anchorage area, which is the
State’s most heavily populated area. In addition to Bryant AAF, military airspace use in this
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area also includes Elmendorf AFB. The FRA Training Area abuts Class C airspace associated
with Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport, and Class D airspace associated with
Elmendorf AFB. The remainder of this area is Class E airspace. Much of the training
conducted in this area occurs within restricted airspace and, therefore, involves little
potential interaction with other users. Because USARAK helicopters operating outside of the
installation boundaries fly between 500 and 1,000 feet AGL, limited interaction exists with
commercial air traffic at Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport and military aircraft
operating out of Elmendorf AFB. Interaction with GA aircraft flying under VFR would be
more likely. It should be noted that in Class E airspace, VFR traffic does not need to
maintain radio contact with ATC.

3.23.3  Donnelly Training Area

The DTA includes DTA East and DTA West, Gerstle River Training Area (GRTA), and Black
Rapids Training Area (BRTA), all of which are located near the city of Delta Junction. As
shown in Figure 3.2.a, this area includes the Class D and E airspace of Allen AAF (located
on DTA), and two Restricted Areas (R-2202A and R-2202B) covering the most of DTA West.
Figures 3.2.a and 3.2.b also show the VFR corridors and helicopter flight routes used by civil
aircraft and military helicopters in this area. Military helicopter flight routes generally
follow the VER Corridor east of the Restricted Areas covering DTA West. As noted above,
military helicopters operating outside of installation boundaries fly at least 500 feet AGL.
Once inside the installation boundaries, military aircraft may fly at lower altitudes as
required for the training mission.

3.23.3.1 Existing General Aviation Airspace Use

The FAA estimates that 3,546 non-local area operations in 2006 originated from the Gulkana
Airport south of the Alaska Range and DTA (FAA, 2008). In addition to the Delta Junction
Airport, about five small and/ or private airfields are located in the general area. The FAA
does not generate forecasts for these airports.

3.2.3.3.2 Existing Military Airspace Use

Under existing conditions, USARAK aviation assets make very limited use of DTA (Allen
AAF), although other military users utilize Allen AAF (see Table 3.2.b). USARAK
helicopters training in the DTA typically stage out of Ladd AAF and numerous FOBs and
forward area arming and refueling points (FAARPs) in the training area, normally in the
vicinity of the Buffalo and Fox DZs. The area around Delta Junction includes the Class D
airspace associated with Allen AAF. Otherwise, this area is mostly Class E airspace, which
also includes numerous MOAs associated with the DTA. The most likely interaction with
other air traffic would be with GA aircraft flying under VFR in Class E airspace.

Figures 3.2.a and 3.2.b show that both military helicopter flight routes intersect the VFR
Corridor following the Richardson Highway at several points south of Delta Junction. These
intersections represent points of potential interaction with VFR civilian aircraft that could be
flying in the same altitudes as USARAK helicopters.
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TABLE 3.2.b

Military Aircraft Activity in Restricted Areas (2005-2007)

USARAK Aviation EIS

Restricted Area Utilization®

Average Total

Average Total

Average Total

Activities Aircraft Usage Days/Year Hours/Year Sorties®
Fort Wainwright — Ladd AAF®
Close air support, aerial Fixed Wing 258 2,450 3,775
gunnery, rockets, Tactical: A-4, A-10, B-1, B-2, B-52, F-15,
bombing, tactical live F-16
fire, demolitions, and Cargo: C-130, C-141
lasers Refueling: KC-135
Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS)
Rotary
Helicopter: CH-47 (Chinook), HH-60,
UH-60 (Blackhawk), UH-1 (Huey),
OH-58D (Kiowa)
Fort Richardson — Bryant AAF®
Close air support, aerial Fixed Wing 328 962 1,763
gunnery, tactical live fire, Cargo: C-17, C-130, C-141
demolitions, remotely Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS)
Ip||oted vehicle (RPV), Rotary
aser Helicopter: CH-47 (Chinook), UH-60
(Blackhawk)
DTA — Allen AAF®
Close air support, air-to- Fixed Wing 1,000 11,983 9,542
ground missiles, aerial Tactical: A-4, A-10, B-1, B-2, EA-6, B-52,
gunnery, rockets, F-14, F-15, F-16, F/A-18, F-111
bombing, test flights, air-  Cargo: C-5, C-17, C-130, C-141, CN-235
to-air combat training, Refueling: KC-135
air-to-surface laser Misc: EC-130, E-3, JSTARS
Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS)
Rotary
Helicopter: CH-47 (Chinook), AH-60, HH-
60, UH-60 (Blackhawk), AH-64 (Apache),
UH-1 (Huey), OH-58, OH-58D (Kiowa),
BELL 206
Rockets
GR-1, GR-3,GR-7, MRG F-1,
Grand Total 1,586 15,395 15,080

Notes and Data Sources:

®Data averaged from Restricted Area Annual Utilization Reports, 2005-2007.

® A sortie is one takeoff and one landing (an operation is either one takeoff or one landing).
° Restricted airspace R-2203A, B, C.

“ Restricted airspace R-2205.

° Restricted airspace R-2202A, B, C, D.

3.3 Cultural and Visual Resources

3.3.1 Introduction

Cultural resources are protected by a number of statutes and regulations at all levels of
government and must be taken into consideration during the NEPA process. The term

“cultural resources” encompasses historic properties, archaeological sites and artifacts, and
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Native American sites and artifacts. The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

(Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulation [CFR] Part 8001.16 [36 CFR 8001.16]) was passed
in 1966 as a reflection of the importance of those resources to our national, regional, and
local culture.

Federally funded projects are required by law to consider the effect of projects on the quality
and character of the landscape early in the planning process [NEPA 42 United States Code
(U.S.C.) 4231-4335, Section 101(b)(2)]. NEPA requires that all actions “sponsored, funded,
permitted, or approved by federal agencies undergo planning to ensure that environmental
considerations such as impacts related to aesthetics and visual quality are given due weight
in project decisionmaking.” Visual resources (which for this assessment include aesthetics
and visual quality) encompass elements from both the built and natural environments, and
can include buildings, other visible infrastructure, trees, bodies of water, corridors, and
entire landscapes. Because potential construction and demolition activities associated with
this project would occur at FWA and the necessary visual analysis is closely associated with
cultural resources, the discussion of visual resources is included in the cultural resources
section of this EIS.

Several agencies and organizations expressed interest in cultural resources during the public
scoping process, including concerns over the maintenance and appearance of affected
historic buildings, and the consideration of viewsheds at FWA and Eielson AFB. Although a
concern has been expressed on potential impacts to the viewshed at Eielson AFB, there is no
construction or demolition planned at installations other than FWA under the Proposed
Action. Therefore, there would be no visual impacts to resources at Eielson AFB.

3.3.1.1  Applicable Regulations for Cultural Resources

The foundation of broad legislation for preservation of cultural resources is the NHPA of
1966 and associated regulations (36 CFR 800). Two sections of the Act, Sections 106 and 110,
define the processes federal agencies must follow to manage and protect cultural resources
or “historic properties.” Historic properties are defined under the NHPA as “any prehistoric
or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion” in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

Section 106 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of undertakings on historic
properties. This process includes resource identification (inventory), significance evaluation,
assessment of effects on significant historic properties, and resolution of adverse effects.

Section 110 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to institute programs to identify and
evaluate NRHP-eligible historic properties under their care and to use, to the maximum
extent feasible, historic properties available to the agency, prior to acquiring, constructing,
or leasing properties for purposes of carrying out agency responsibilities. For a National
Historic Landmark (NHL), the law states “the head of the responsible Federal agency shall,
to the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary
to minimize harm to such landmark, and shall afford the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to review the undertaking.”
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There are a number of other federal statutes relevant to cultural resources:

¢ American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978 and E.O. 13007, Sacred Sites,
1996

e The Antiquities Act of 1906

e Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979, as amended (Public
Law 96-95; 16 U.S.C. 470 aa-mm)

e Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), of 1990, (25 U.S.C.
3001 et seq.; 43 CFR 10)

e Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation Policy (Office of the Attorney General,
1995)

e DoD American Indian and Alaska Native Policy (DoD, 1998)

As part of the Section 106 and NEPA process, local and State agencies, as well as non-profit
organizations were invited to participate in the evaluation of historic properties that could
be affected by the Proposed Action alternatives. Entities identified included: representatives
of the Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), National Park Service (NPS),
Tanana/Yukon Historical Society, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and
the Joint Fairbanks North Star Borough/ City of Fairbanks Historic Preservation
Commission. Local Anchorage-based historic preservation groups were invited to
participate. These entities are referred to as Section 106 consulting parties in this EIS.

The Alaska Office of History and Archaeology implements the Alaska Historic Preservation
Act (Alaska Statute 41.35.70) and works to preserve sites and buildings that reflect Alaska’s
heritage. Locally, the Joint Fairbanks North Star Borough/City of Fairbanks Historic
Preservation Commission review major construction projects, which would include review
of the construction projects at FWA addressed by this EIS.

Federally funded projects are required, according to NEPA, to consider the effect of projects
on the quality and character of the visual landscape early in the planning process (NEPA;
42 U.S.C. 4231-4335, Section 101[b][2]). In addition, federal regulations related to the NHPA
require that projects avoid, replace, or enhance vital visual resources, such as historic and
recreational areas.

3.3.1.2  National Register of Historic Places

The NHPA defines historic properties as any prehistoric or historic district, site, building,
structure, or object included in or eligible for the NRHP. Under NHPA, a property is
significant if it meets the NRHP criteria listed in 36 CFR 60.4. The NRHP is a federally
maintained list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, objects, and landscapes significant in
American history, prehistory, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and/or culture. For
this study, historic properties could be standing structures such as hangars, training
facilities, communication structures and facilities, or research laboratories that could be
historically significant for their contribution to the military and social history of the United
States.
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To be listed on the NRHP, a property must have historic significance and integrity, and
generally be at least 50 years old. Certain properties less than 50 years old can be listed on
the NRHP if they possess exceptional importance. Historic significance may be present in
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity. Integrity is the ability
of a property to convey its significance. The seven aspects of integrity are location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. To be eligible for the NHRP, a
property of must meet at least one of the following criteria:

e Criterion A: Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history

e Criterion B: Association with the lives of persons significant in our past

e Criterion C: Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction or representative of the work of a master, or possessing high artistic value,
or representative of a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction

e Criterion D: Yielding, or likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history

Historic significance is the importance of a property to a community, state, or the nation. In
addition to the above criteria, significance is defined by the area of history to which the
property made important contributions and by the period of time during which they were
made (National Park Service, 1997). The major groupings of cultural resources are as
follows:

e Historic Properties. The term “historic property” is defined in the NHPA as “any
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible
for inclusion on the National Register”; the term also includes “artifacts, records, and
remains” that are related to any such district, site, building, structure, or object
[16 U.S.C. Section 470(w)(5)]. A historic property need not be formally listed on the
NRHP to receive NHPA protection, but needs only to meet the NRHP criteria (i.e., be
eligible for listing in the National Register). The criteria for listing a property in the
NHRP are described above and can be found at 36 CFR 60.

e Archaeological Sites. Archaeological sites are places where past peoples left physical
evidence of their occupation. Sites may include ruins and foundations of historic-era
buildings and structures. Or, they may be surface ruins and/or underground deposits of
prehistoric or Native American occupation debris, such as artifacts, food remains (seeds,
shells, and bones), and former dwelling structures. Important archaeological sites can
qualify as “historic properties.”

¢ Native American Cultural Resources. Native American cultural resources may include
human skeletal remains, funerary and sacred items, and objects of cultural patrimony.
Native American traditional resource procurement areas and culturally important
regional landscapes are also considered Native American cultural resources. These
resources may be traditional cultural properties (TCPs), thus, potential “historic
properties” if they are places that define tribal identity and meet NRHP eligibility
criteria.
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e Other Cultural Resources. Other types of cultural resources include cultural
institutions, lifeways, culturally valued viewsheds, places of cultural association, and
other valued places and social institutions. Under the 1992 NHPA amendments, these
types of TCPs can be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP because of their association with
traditional beliefs of an Alaska Native group about its origins, cultural history, or the
nature of the world. Other cultural resources include areas Alaska Native religious
practitioners have historically used and are known or thought to use today to perform
ceremonial activities in accordance with traditional cultural rules of practice. They can
also include locations where a community has traditionally carried out economic,
artistic, or other cultural practices important in maintaining historical identity
(U.S. Department of the Interior, NPS, undated). TCPs are most often identified through
consultation with Tribes that have knowledge of the geographical area of interest.

FWA has identified a Cold War Historic District that is eligible for the NRHP under
Criterion A for its association with the strategic air reconnaissance, air defense, and Arctic
research missions of the Cold War. The themes within these missions are Detect and
Monitor, Communications, Intercept and Respond, Guard and Defend, Training and
Readiness, Research, and Support and Logistics. The Cold War Historic District comprises
50 buildings and structures.

3.3.1.3 National Historic Landmarks

NHLs are buildings, sites, districts, structures, and objects that the Secretary of the Interior
has determined to be nationally significant in American history and culture because of their
association with events, persons, and architectural styles that have made a significant
contribution to the nation’s history. They must possess exceptional value and a high degree
of integrity. NHLs are also listed in the NRHP, but are given a greater degree of significance
and protection. As a comparison to illustrate the level of national significance of an NHL,
there are more than 100,000 buildings, sites, districts, structures, and objects listed on the
NRHP, but fewer than 2,500 NHLs. NHLs are the nation’s best and most significant historic
resources.

On February 4, 1985, Ladd at FWA was designated an NHL district. Ladd AAF is nationally
significant for its association with the themes of Expanding Science and Technology and the
Changing Role of the United States in the World. It was the first Army airfield in Alaska and
was an essential part of the territory’s defense buildup for World War II (WWII). The Post is
also associated with the development of cold weather aviation technology and played a
supporting role in the Aleutian Campaign of World War II (WWII) in the Pacific.

Ladd AAF ultimately included 185 properties. After WWII, fire destroyed a number of
WWII-era buildings within the NHL district at FWA. Most of the temporary, wood-frame
structures that were part of Ladd AAF’s support facilities were approved for demolition as
part of the DoD and ACHP nationwide Programmatic Agreement. Since 1945, 18 new
buildings were constructed within the NHL district. The scale and massing of these
buildings are similar to those that were constructed during WWII (National Park Service,
2000).
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The NHL district comprises 34 buildings and three structures associated with WWIL The
district includes commander’s quarters, nurses” quarters, former Headquarters buildings,
warehouses, Hangars 1, 2, and 3, and the runways.

No NHLs have been designated at FRA, Eielson AFB, or DTA.

3.3.2 Scope

The scope of the cultural resources baseline characterization (and impacts analysis in
Chapter 4) includes an analysis of the existing conditions for archaeological and
architectural resources within the Cantonment and FWA-associated training areas. The
baseline also includes a discussion of potential auditory and visual impacts, and how they
could affect the cultural resources at FWA.

An evaluation was conducted to determine the potential impacts to the NHL and to
consider potential effects to the Cold War Historic District. The NHL and the Cold War
Historic District have boundaries that overlap in several areas (see Figure 3.3.a); however,
the impacts associated with the Proposed Action would result in different impacts to these
two separate districts. The Proposed Action could adversely impact the NHL but would not
impact the Cold War Historic District, even though their boundaries overlap. Because the
NHL will be the historic resource that will experience the most significant impacts, the
discussion in this section and in Chapter 4 will focus primarily on the NHL district
resources.

All Proposed Action alternatives include additional aviation personnel and aviation assets,
facility demolition and construction at FWA, and military training. Of these components of
alternatives, facility demolition and construction have the greatest potential to affect
resources within the NHL district. No construction or demolition is planned at installations
other than FWA under the Proposed Action.

The scope of visual resource assessment is also limited to the NHL district at FWA. There is
no discussion of visual resources for the FWA training areas or other installations addressed
in this EIS because no impacts are expected to the visual environment of those areas. The
scope of the visual resource assessment is consistent with the federal requirements for such
analysis.

Thirteen previous archaeological surveys have been conducted in FWA’s Cantonment. The
surveys focused on areas with a high potential for finding archaeological resources or were
related to construction projects. Survey sites included the southern slopes of Birch Hill,
various barrow sources just south of the Cantonment, and small-arms ranges between
Richardson Highway and the Tanana River. Six archaeological sites were found on FWA’s
Main Post. These are located north of the Chena River and along the southern slopes of
Birch Hill, well outside the area of focus (AF) for the Proposed Action (defined in
Subsection 3.3.2.1 and Figure 3.3.a). The probability of discovering unknown archaeological
resources is low because a majority of construction occurring as part of the Proposed Action
will be within areas previously disturbed by military activity. Construction within areas not
previously disturbed would be surveyed for cultural resources prior to ground disturbance.
Therefore, the likelihood of impacts to archaeological resources in the FWA Cantonment
from the Proposed Action is considered very low.
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The likelihood of impacts to cultural resources from the proposed training activities at FWA,
YTA, TFTA, DTA, and FRA is anticipated to be very low because the training activities
would be predominantly air-based and would utilize existing disturbed training areas and
ranges where the potential for finding newly identified archaeological resources is very low.
The increased USARAK helicopter takeoffs and landings included in the Proposed Action
are not anticipated to impact cultural resources; these activities are consistent with the
existing and historical use of the airfields at FWA, FRA, Eielson AFB, and DTA. The
increased use of flight corridors between installations and training areas would also not
affect cultural resources. Although existing known cultural resources and potential TCPs are
located within the boundaries of USARAK training areas, existing agreements with the
Army, Alaska SHPO, and Alaska Native Tribes define the areas where on-ground training is
restricted. The Army is in the process of conducting culturally significant site surveys on
lands used for training to detect the presence of any existing TCPs.

Auditory impacts associated with the Proposed Action alternatives would be those that
would directly or indirectly affect the historic integrity of the NHL district and Cold War
Historic District. The criteria for determining auditory impacts to historic properties differ
from those used for the evaluation of noise impacts (Section 3.4). Auditory impacts to
cultural resources are those that would diminish the integrity of the NHL’s significant
historic features including setting, feeling, and association. Noise impacts discussed in
Section 3.4 are generally unwanted, undesirable noises affecting humans. Noise can be any
sound interfering with communications or other human activities that is intense enough to
damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying.

FWA is located in an open, flat plain that was once a remote section of Alaska. It is bounded
by a river and wooded hills to the north and large, flat wooded areas to the east, west, and
south. Since Ladd AAF was established, Fairbanks has grown up around it, reflecting the
economic impact of a military installation to the local economy. Its location now is semi-
rural, with the military mission (including training) generating the only significant auditory
impacts to the area. The mission of Ladd AAF and now FWA includes auditory impacts
resulting from aircraft takeoffs and landings, small- and large-caliber weapons training, and
vehicular maneuver training. The intensity of impacts has changed as the mission has
changed (USACE, 2002; USARAK, 2004a; USARAK, 2006a).

3.3.2.1 Definition of the Area of Focus

The Aviation EIS AF for cultural and visual resources includes historic properties and areas
whose character could be directly altered by the Proposed Action. The FWA AF is shown on
Figure 3.3.a and includes areas within and adjacent to the existing Ladd AAF NHL where
construction and demolition would occur under the Proposed Action. As noted, the NHL
and the Cold War Historic District have boundaries that overlap in several areas

(Figure 3.3.a). Consequently, although the NHL will be the historic resource that will
experience the most significant impacts because of the overlapping boundaries, the AF also
includes the Cold War Historic District.
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The FWA AF includes the areas on both sides of the flight line, Hangar 1, and the buildings
in the core of the NHL, the North Post. Physically, the AF boundary starts in northwest
corner of the airstrip where Gaffney Road and the North Taxiway meet. The AF then
follows the North Taxiway to Building 1595, north to Front Street, and east to the end of
Building 1579. At Building 1579, the AF turns north to Apple Street, which it follows to
Chena Road. The AF follows Chena Road southeast to Marks Road, and then follows along
the NHL boundary east, then south along Ketcham Road and west along Montgomery
Road. Directly after Hangar 6, the AF boundary proceeds southwest to Oak Avenue, and
then turns west on Oak Avenue, north on Meridian Road, then west on Neely Road. At
Neely Road, the AF follows the path line of the NHL up around several of the Butler
buildings, proceeding toward Meridian Road, where the AF meets the starting location of
Gaffney Road and the North Taxiway.

The AF shown on Figure 3.3.a is also appropriate for evaluating the primary potential
adverse impacts of visual changes to cultural resources at FWA. The AF includes the
viewshed from which physical changes associated with the Proposed Action (for example,
the construction of new buildings) would be seen. The viewshed primarily includes the
areas within the Ladd AAF NHL. The Ladd AAF portion of FWA is located within several
miles of non-military-affiliated residential areas and several major highways and arterials
(Richardson Highway, Steese Highway, and the western end of Airport Road). However,
viewers in areas off FWA would not be able to see the changes to the existing landscape
near Ladd AAF that would be associated with the Proposed Action alternatives. The
relatively flat terrain and the presence of trees and buildings screen views of Ladd AAF
from those in areas off FWA.

As outlined in Subsection 3.3.2, the focus of the cultural and visual resources investigations
performed in the EIS is the area generally near or within the NHL district at FWA where
construction and demolition would occur as part of the Proposed Action.

3.3.3 Affected Environment for Cultural and Visual Resources

3.3.3.1 Data Collection

To assist in defining the affected environment related to the Proposed Action, USARAK
initiated a number of efforts to gather information needed to proceed with the evaluation
and determination of effects for the EIS and the NHPA Section 106 process.

USARAK reviewed the existing conditions and boundaries of the NHL district, prepared a
National Historic Landmark Historic Context Summary, 1940-1945 and Cold War Context Study
(CEMML, 2002), and reviewed the existing conditions and boundaries of the Cold War
Historic District (Cultural Resources Technical Report). The boundary of the NHL was studied
to understand how the installation was used during WWII and into the Cold War. No new
boundaries for the NHL were suggested as a result of this study. An evaluation of the
existing visual environment was also completed as part of the Cultural Resources Technical
Report. The following sections summarize each of the cultural and visual resource
investigations. Greater detail regarding these investigations can be found in the Cultural
Resources Technical Report.
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3.3.3.2 National Historic Landmark District

Ladd AAF is nationally significant for its association with the themes of Expanding Science
and Technology and the Changing Role of the United States in the World. Construction began on
the airfield in 1938. Ladd AAF was the first Army airfield in Alaska and key part of the
region’s defense buildup for WWII. Ladd AAF is associated with the development of cold
weather aviation technology and played a supporting role in the Aleutian Campaign of
WWII in the Pacific. Ladd AAF was also the Alaskan headquarters for the Alaska-Siberia
(ALSIB) lend-lease route over which the United States sent thousands of military aircraft to
the Soviet Union for use in the Eastern Front of the war in Europe. The number of aircraft
ferried across the ALSIB route to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) exceeded
the number of aircraft sent to the USSR by all other routes. The period of significance for the
NHL district begins in 1940 when the airfield became operational and extends to late 1945
when WWII ended.

The Ladd AAF NHL was first nominated as an NHL in 1985. When the updated Draft
Nomination Form was submitted in 2000, all buildings and structures associated with the
period of NHL history through the end of WWII were older than 50 years. Thus, all of the
NHL resources were potentially eligible for inclusion, assuming that they met other NRHP-
eligibility criteria.

The Ladd AAF NHL district embodies the pre-WWII permanent military construction and
WWiIl-era standardized military construction. The historic features that comprise the NHL
include wood, concrete, and steel buildings with concrete foundations and wood,
aluminum, and concrete roofs; concrete and cement runways, taxiways, and roadways;
timber and steel-frame hangars; and associated utilities. The initial design and layout of the
facility was developed in the late 1930s and early 1940s before America’s entry into the war.
Ladd AAF’s initial, pre-war facilities were designed as permanent structures.

The airfield is the dominant visual and organizational element of the Ladd AAF NHL. It
includes two runways, taxiways, and aprons surrounded by open spaces. The North
Runway was completed in 1941 and the South Runway in 1943. Parking areas, taxiways,
and 30 hardstands (paved areas for parking aircraft) also were constructed during the war
years. None of the hardstands remains.

Directly north of the airfield is a collection of flight service facilities, housing, and
administrative buildings known as North Post. A rectangular parade ground with a semi-
circular park at the north end is the focal point for North Post. The parade ground and the
distinctive street layout radiating from it remain as important visual and organization
elements of the North Post area. In 1945, the North Post included approximately

185 buildings. Most of the North Post WWII-era buildings that were demolished were
temporary warehouses and shops.

At the south edge of the parade ground is Hangar No. 1 (Building 1557, FAI-469), which
was the tallest building on FWA during the 1940s. Completed in 1941, it served as the
installation’s headquarters and sheltered aircraft in the cold weather testing program. Later,
half of Hangar No. 1 was used to prepare U.S. aircraft to be turned over to Soviet pilots in
the lend-lease program. On either side of Hangar No. 1 and extending along the northern
edge of the airfield are Ladd AAF’s original flight service facilities. To the east, on the south
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side of Montgomery Road, is one reinforced concrete Type 49 Ammo Igloo, Building 3203
(FAI-495).

Currently, the NHL district includes 37 properties. Although the overall historical integrity
of the NHL remains intact, there have been changes over time. Several WWII-era buildings
have new siding, roofs, doors, and windows. The changes to the doors and windows on the
permanent buildings, such as the hangars, reflect the patterning of the historic door and
window designs. A number of the temporary buildings, specifically Butler buildings, have
been re-sided, covering many of the original doors and windows. The massing and scale of
these buildings remains unchanged, preserving the qualities of design, setting, feeling, and
association with the WWII era.

3.3.3.3  Cold War Historic Context Summary and FWA'’s Cold War History

The purpose of the Cold War Context Study (Context Study) was to develop a Cold War
historic context of FWA to evaluate the potential historic significance of Cantonment
properties based on the most comprehensive information available. It was not intended to
function as a complete history of the installation during the Cold War. The context was used
in conjunction with the NRHP criteria to re-evaluate the previously identified Cold War
Historic District properties.

FWA and its predecessor, Ladd AFB, had multidimensional Cold War histories. The
installation, located in the heart of Interior Alaska during a time when Alaska itself was a
front line in the Cold War, played a role in that front-line defense. Ladd AFB was the scene
of significant strategic aerial reconnaissance, air defense operations, and Arctic research.
When the Army assumed control of the installation in 1961, FWA became devoted to Army
Cold War missions such as aviation, training, and ground defense. As the Cold War neared
its conclusion in the late 1980s, the Army added a worldwide deployment mission with the
arrival of the 6th Infantry Division (Light) (6th LID). Although the tenure of the 6th LID at
the installation was short-lived, the worldwide deployment mission continues.

The Context Study identified three primary USAF missions at Ladd AFB that have been
determined to have national significance: Strategic Aerial Reconnaissance, Air Defense, and
Arctic Research. These and the following themes specifically pertaining to FWA were
described in the Context Study: Detect and Monitor; Intercept and Respond; Guard and
Defend; Communicate; Training and Readiness; Research; and Support and Logistics. These
themes and the property types identified in the context statement were used and will
continue to be used to evaluate the eligibility of FWA properties as they reach the 50-year
mark. Additional information regarding the Cold War Context Study and the Cold War
history of FWA is provided in the Cultural Resources Technical Report.

3.3.34  Building Evaluations

FWA initiated a field survey to comply with NHPA Section 106 and Section 110

(36 CFR 800), which requires resource identification (survey and recordation), significance
evaluation, assessment of adverse effects on significant historic properties, and resolution of
adverse effects. The field survey documented the existing condition of the NHL district and
the Cold War Historic District. The survey methodology was approved by USARAK and
based on standards established by the NPS for survey and evaluation of historic properties
(National Register Bulletin 15, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation”;
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and National Register Bulletin 24: “Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for Preservation
Planning”). Photographs were taken and information was gathered on properties that were
more than 50 years old but had not been evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the Cold
War Historic District. The survey did not re-evaluate NHL district properties for continuing
eligibility. Results of the survey were also used to describe the affected environment for the
Aviation EIS. Figure 3.3.a illustrates the boundaries of the NHL district and the Cold War
Historic District. In October 2006, a total of 132 properties were surveyed. Existing building
conditions for those facilities that contribute to the NHL were documented. The survey did
not re-evaluate the buildings” continuing eligibility to the NHL. Properties previously
identified as Cold War properties also were documented. The survey included
photographing the resources and completing building survey sheets.

After the evaluation of the 132 properties surveyed in October 2006, 31 were determined to
be contributing properties to the Cold War Historic District. Constructed between 1946 and
1961, these structures were used to fulfill the Cold War missions at FWA. Nineteen
structures constructed during WWII, and contributing buildings to the Ladd AAF NHL,
were determined to contribute to the Cold War Historic District. Eleven properties surveyed
were determined noncontributing to the Cold War Historic District but remained
contributing to the NHL district, and 71 were determined not eligible to either the NHL
district or the Cold War Historic District. A complete list of contributing and
noncontributing structures is presented in the Cultural Resources Technical Report. Table 3.3.a
details the number of properties contributing to the NHL, the Cold War Historic District, or
both.

TABLE 3.3.a
Results of the Buildings Survey
USARAK Aviation EIS

Contributing Buildings/Structures Number of Properties
Contribute to the Cold War Historic District 31
Contribute to both the NHL district and the Cold War Historic District 19
Contribute to the NHL district 11
Do not contribute to the NHL district or Cold War Historic District 71
Total 132

The field survey, research, a review of the NHL district nomination forms, the Cold War
context, and the resulting buildings evaluation yielded the following conclusions:

e The existing Cold War Historic District boundaries should be changed slightly,
removing two buildings (Building 3700 [Library] and Building 3701 [Main Exchange])
because they are not mission-related.

e The Cold War Historic District would include 50 properties.
e The Army does not propose any changes to the NHL district boundaries.

e The NHL district should be re-evaluated for historic integrity.
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Continued consultation with the Alaska SHPO will be conducted prior to finalizing these
findings concerning the Cold War Historic District.

Additional information regarding the FWA Buildings Evaluation is provided in the Cultural
Resources Technical Report.

3.33.5  Determining the NHL and Cold War Historic District Boundaries

The Cold War Context Study and survey information were used to determine which buildings
and structures contribute to the NHL district, the Cold War Historic District, or both. A map
was created to illustrate these different groups of resources (Figure 3.3.a). Additional
information regarding the methodology and a large-format map are provided in the Cultural
Resources Technical Report (CH2M HILL, 2009). The survey and evaluation concluded that

50 properties contribute to the Cold War Historic District, including 19 that contribute to
both the NHL district and the Cold War Historic District. A previous 2001 delineation of the
Cold War Historic District included Building 3700 (the Library) and Building 3701 (the Main
Exchange). A review of the Cold War Context Study (CEMML, 2002) indicated that these
buildings are not eligible for the district because they are not mission-related. Therefore, a
revised boundary for the Cold War Historic District does not include these properties.
Continued consultation with the Alaska SHPO will be conducted prior to finalizing these
findings relative to the Cold War Historic District.

3.3.3.6  Visual Resource Characterization

An initial visual characterization was performed to assess the potential visual effects of the
Proposed Action alternatives. The AF shown on Figure 3.3.a is appropriate for assessing
visual resources at FWA, and includes the viewshed from which physical changes
associated with the Proposed Action (for example, the construction of new buildings) would
be seen. The Proposed Action viewshed primarily includes Ladd AAF and the areas within
the Ladd AAF NHL boundary and Cold War Historic District.

Figure 3.3.b shows three locations around Ladd AAF that were used for an initial visual
characterization. These parts of FWA would potentially be most affected by the Proposed
Action alternatives from a visual impact perspective. As mentioned previously, despite its
relatively close proximity to potential viewers, Ladd AAF is not visible from many areas
outside of FWA. Even views of Ladd AAF from within many parts of FWA are obscured by
the trees and buildings that are scattered across the flat terrain. As viewers within FWA get
closer to Ladd AAF, its openness and expansive views create a visual contrast to most areas
developed surrounding the airfield. The runway and taxiway portions of Ladd AAF are
approximately 0.6 mile (2 kilometers) wide by approximately 1.8 miles (4.75 kilometers)
long. Even though the great expanse of the airfield facilities are visually dominant, the
buildings and other structures and improvements that surround them help to visually
define the boundaries of Ladd AAF, adding to its visual character. Figures 3.3.c, 3.3.d, and
3.3.e are photographs taken from each of the three initial characterization locations. In these
photographs, labels of the visually and historically significant buildings are identified.
Views from the west side of Ladd AAF (and changes to those views as a result of the
Proposed Action alternatives) are depicted and analyzed in Section 4.3 of this EIS.
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