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Cover Sheet

(a) Responsible Agency: United States Air Force

(b) Proposed Action: Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve Mili'ary
Operations Area 1in Catron County, New Mexico.

(¢c) Responsible Individual: Alton Chavis, HQ TAC/DEEV, Langley AFB, VA
23665, Telephone (804) 764-4430,

(d) Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

(e) Abstract: The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW) at Holloman AFB, New A asxcu/:
Mexico, proposes to fly approximately 200 supersonic sorties per month in the \ V3
Reserve Military Operations Area/Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace area. b
All proposed supersonic flights would be conducted during daylight hours and Ve
at an altitude above 15,000 feet mean sea level which is 8,000 to 9,000 feet
above ground level in the MOA,

A

Several alternatives were reviewed including the "no action” option. A

review of existing MOA's within 150 NM of Holloman AFB show the more viable
alternatives to be: wutilize only the White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) and the
Rescrve MOA; use only the WSMR and the Valentine MGA, The Air Force's

preferred alternative is to conduct 300 sorties per month in both MOA's

(Valentine and Reserve) to minimize the number of sonic booms each area would
receive,

The primary environmental concern associated with the proposad action is

the effects of sonic booms. It is projected an individual woul&hear no more

than 2 to 3 sonic booms per day in the area of flight operationséﬁjbver—

pressure levels woula"range from 1 to about 5 psf with the average?carpet boom
being 2 to 3 psf. Focus booms could occur in—the-area. Concerns have been
raised about significant indirect impacts to the economy by sonic booms

impacting ranching operations and recreational activities. Other concerns

raised were wilderness, wildlife, human health and annoyance, sturctures,

cultural resources, and commercial/ private air traffic impacts. Each

attribute has been analyzed to a depth sufficient to determine if the

potential impact would be significant. No significant impacts were identified ;
on socio-economics or health effects. The potential long term health effects /-
of loud noise is a debatable issue, Some researchers believe there is a link
“Between nolse and iii—health however, this is contrary to the consensus of
the sceintific community at this time. Accesion For
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SUMMARY
DRAFT ( ) FINAL (X) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1. Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ( )

2. Brief Description of Air Force Proposed Action:

The 49th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW) at Holloman AFB, New Mexico, proposed\.

to fly approximately 300 supersonic sorties per month in the Reserve Military
Operating Area/Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace Area (MOA/ATCAAA).
Although variations are possible, typically three or four aircraft would fly
together in the area for half an hour four or five times a day. Only a small
portion of that time would be at supersonic speeds. All proposed supersonic

flights would be conducted during daylight hours on weekdays and at an .

altitude above 15,000 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) which is 8,000 to 9,000 feet
above ground level in the MOA. The Reserve MOA is located in Catron County,
New Mexico.

3. Public Review of the Revised Draft EIS:

The public review and comment period for the revised draft environmental
impact statement (RDEIS) began on August 5, 1983, with publication of the
Notice of Availability in the Federal Register, and ended on November 4,
1983. During this three month revi2w period, public comments on the RDEIS
were solicited., Written comments were submitted to Headquarters Tactical Air
Command at Langley Air Force Base, Virginla. Verbal comments were received at
the public hearing held in Reserve, New Mexico on October 20, 1983.

The Air Force's response to these comments consists of individual
responses to the comments and questions, In addition, an errata sheet
provides factual corrections to the RDEIS. Since changes in response to the
comments are minor, the final EIS will consist of the RDEIS, the comments, the
responses, the errata sheet, and this Summery. This Summary is similar to the
one in the RDEIS, but it has been revised slightly in order to reflect the
public comment process.

4, Summary of Environmental Impacts:

The environmental impacts associlated with the proposed action are a result

pf the aircraft flying greater than the speed of sound. Currently, the

/ "Reserve MOA is used by the 49th TFW for F-15 training at subsonic speeds. The

' additional environmental impacts would be increased air pollutants and sonic
booms.

There would be an increase in air pollutants due to accelerating to
supersonic speeds; however, the increase would be small because the amount of

. time the aircraft would be supersonic 1s about one-half minute per sortie and

‘1s about two percent of the time currently spent in the MOA, The pollutants
\would be emitted at a relatively high altitude and spread over a large area;
‘consequently, the impact on local ambient air quality would be minor.
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The primary impact of concern for local residents is the effects of sonic
booms on people, domestic animals and wildlife, archaelogical sites,
structures, and local economics. The Air Force has conducted an intensive
literature review, conducted special tests and developed a sonic boom model to
assess the magnitude of impacts to the various environmental attributes.

-7 The sonic boonm model94 prepared from analysis of similar F-15 operations

5'in the Oceana MOA (W-72 off the coast of North Carolina) indicate the average

duration of a supersonic event was about 15 seconds. The number of supersonic
events per sortie averaged 2.7 with thirty percent of these producing a sonic
"boom that would hit the ground, or 0.8 booms per sortie. The study also shows
the average alrspeed and altitude were about 1l.1. Mach and 15,100 feet.
respectively. The average carpet boom (the boom pattern produced by straight,
level flight) would impact about 28 square miles. Supersonic flight

~operations occur within an elliptical area of about 170 square miles.

Statistical analysis of the Oceana data indicates the average carpet boon
range between two to three pounds overpressure per square foot. (Greater than
eleven pounds per square foot are generally required to cause structural
damage.) The probability of a six pound per square foot boom occurring is
about one in 20,000 chances. The chance of hearing four or more booms per day
is about twelve percent; on average any one person should not hear more than
two to three booms per day.

Maneuvering operations such as longitudinal accelerations, pushovers, and
turns can cause focusing of the sonic wave at a fixed location. As indicated,
these focus booms impact at a small, fixed area and do not focllow the aircraft
flight tract. The pressure increase can vary from two to five’8,98 times
the overpressure level of the carpet boom at the location of focus; however,
atmospheric conditions reduce the possibility of such increase to two to four
times. Often atmospheric turbulence will cause a de-focusing effect that
dissipates the boon completely.99 A most important point about focus boom
is that the peak pressure decays much more rapidly than that of a carpet boom
and, thus, the positive impulse is much lower {contains less energy) than a
carpet boom of the same overpressure. Galloway99 has provided generalized
algori*hms for evaluating the spatial effects of focus booms. Statistical
analysis of the data shows the chance of any one location receiving a focus
boom from a linear acceleration and pushover maneuvers is one in about 3,300
and for a turn maneuver the probability is one 1in 5,000 chances. The
probability of a focus boom 1s one in about 16,700 chances. Daley105 has
also investigated the spatial effect of a focus boom by using the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administrations' Splash sonic boom model. The model
showed that the focus zone exceeding nominal carpet was a band about 16 feet
wide parallel to the curved flight track., At the point where the overpressure
is twice the nominal carpet, the width reduces to about three feet. Applying
this data to Reserve would show the probability of a focus boom impacting any
one spot where the overpressure 1is equal to nominal carpet to be about one
chance in 8,500; for overpressures two times or more greater than nominal, the
probability reduces to one in 42,500 chances. Thus it can be seen that for
higher magnification factors, the spatial effect and probability of the boom
hitting any glven location gets extremely small.
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|| predictions of such impacts are not possible. Additional years of research

There are three categories of concern in terms of sonic boom impact to
people: potential for hearing loss, non-auditory ill-health and annoyance.
The long term day—nighc e weightéa noise 1level associated with the
maneuvering ellipse indicates a spatial average of 62 decibels. From an
energy average standpoint, a focus or superboom adds less than 0.01 decibels
to these values and consequently is not significant in terms of dey-night
average noise levels. This data, along with the fact that tests conducted
where tlic overpressures range between 50 to 144 psf did not show any permanent
hearing loss, leads the Air Force to the conclusion that booms in the range
anticipated at the Reserve MOA would not cause any hearing loss, either from
routine operations or from a focus boom.

Annoyance factors suggested by CHABA107 coupled with EPALO0  ang
HUD?3 recommended noise level guidelines 1ndicated that about six out of
about 650 people in the Reserve MOA will be highly annoyed. The day-night
average noise levels would be compatible with HUD criteria for a residential
environment.

No definitive stance on physiological ill~health can be made at this

7 time “There is little doubt that noise, including sonic booms, acts as a
; stressor, but it is not known with any degree of certainty whether prolonged
" exposure results in cumulative pathology. Some research has been conducted to
determine the 1link between noise and ill-health; however, many of these
studies are questioned by the sclentific community. CHABA95 was requested

\gi;by OSHA and EPA to consider research that might be performed to examine the

effects on human health from long-term noise exposure for industrial workers
and the general population, respectively. CHABA's conclusion was that
auditory effects were fairly well defined; however, in 1light of the data
reviewed on non~auditory effects it would be prudent to obtain more critical
research. While these consideratiors are primarily for general audible and
industrial impact noises, it is stressed that specific data on sonic booms is
also needed. EPAY2 indicates that due to the frequency range of sonic booms
they may not be as harmful as other higher frequency impact sounds.

Researchers 1like KryterSS and Broadbentll indicate that if ill-health
can result from noise, the connection probably is due to psychological stress
factors. If this is the connection and 1f one accepts the social surveys that
predict annoyance as a factor of noise levels, then one would conclude that a
very low percent, if any, of the exp~sed people in t : Reserve MOA would
develop non-auditory ill-health conditions.

Public commenters urged the Air Force to provide a "worst-case” analysis
of potential health impacts caused by sonic booums. However, specific

' are needed to scientifically determine causal connections or to realistically

VT
’¥~¥§7 \ predict generalized' Health™ effects based upon noise. Nevertheless, it has

W

N\

\ Been suggested that thete are links between noise ‘and problems such as
; hypertension, cardiovascular changes, .increased neurologic and
' gastrointestinal disturbances, changes in the course of pregnancy, and changes
in hormone levels and other chemical balances. These effects are exemplary of
conditions associated with stress. While such effects have been suggested, no
method is available to predict either any specific reaction or the proportion
of the community which could be affected. Although such effects cannot be
dismissed, prevailing scientific opinion supports the expectation that the

”~predicted noise exposure would not cause the effects speculated on above.
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It is recognized that future research may provide a better understanding
of the relationship between noise and non-auditory 1ill-health; however, in the
interim decisions must be based on that data supported by he scientific
community,

Sonic boom effects on domestic animals . 4 wildlife have also Lzen
evaluated. Species of special concern in the Reserve area are the Peregrine
falcon and bald eagle (both endangered), sheep, horses and beef cattie.
Review of available literature, information obtained on species respomse to
sonic booms in other areas and special studies conducted for coordination
under the Endangered Specles Act indicate supersonic flight in the Reserve MOA
will not significantly impact domestic animals or wildlife in the area. The
FWS has concluded the proposed action will not jeopardize the continued
existence of the Peregrine falcon and the MOA's floor provides adequate
clearance to minimize impacts to bald eagles.

Bighorn sheep on the Luke and Nellis AF Ranges have been exposed to sonic
booms for a number of years. No noticeable effects 1in the population age
structure, longevity or reproduction success has been found for the sheep on
the Nellis Air Force Range.b6l

Domestic animals such as cattle, horses, sheep and poultry show very
little behavioral effect from exposure to sonic booms . 21,35,48,66,103
Available literature and special studies reviewed support the fact that
animals and wildlife can and do flourish in the presence of military aircraft
operations, both subsonic and supersonic. Fletcher3® concludes if aircraft
noise were an adverse impact areas around large airports would be devoid of
wildlife. This is also true for military operating areas and it should be
noted that noise levels in MOAs are normally less than that at busy commercial
airports and military airfields with jet activity.

The Air Force, 1n conjunction with the Texas Historic Preservation
Commission and the Texas Bureau of Economic Geology, conducted a test to
evaluate the significance of supersonic flight on archaeological sites within
theiaeserve MOA. The test did not indicate that a significant impact would
occur. Applying this data along with data from studies conducted in Railroad
Valley, Nevada, the Air Force concludes cultural resources in the Reserve MOA
would not be significantly impacted.

/ Probatle dJdamage tc structures should be 1limited and would primarily
‘involve claims for window breakage. At the anticipated overpressure levels,
the probability of glass breakage is about two-tenths of one percent. NASA's
‘review of structural responses indicated overpressures less than about 11
' pounds per square foot should not cause damage.19 A 1977 evaluation on an
adobe house in Southern Arizona indicated the structure reacted similarly to
conventional style structures. Therefore, other than window breakage,
structural damage may be limited to the probability that the one in 16,700
super booms could have an assoclated focus region where the focused portion
would hit a structure. Due to the sparcity of structures in the area, the

- chance of a structure being hit by such a boom 1is 1limited; however, it is

possible,

The potential for sonic boom impact in the local economy has been
evaluated and determined not to be significant. The evaluation included a
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review of population, employment, personal income, retail trade, assessed
valuation, real estate development, tourism, ranching, farming, mining, and
forestry. In no case did any of the areas' economic attributes indicate sonic
booms would result in a significant impact.

In conclusion, the Air Force does not foresee significant impacts to human
health, the 1local economy, or the other topics investigated, such as
endangered species., As reflected by the public comments, however, the lncal
populace clearly anticipates significant impacts to such factors as their
quiet, rural lifestyle; the local economy; and their health. Many commenters
opposed the proposal, criticized the Air PForce's analysis, or both. Due to
the subjective nature of individual responses to noise, active campaigns
against a proposed flight program will frequently generate multiple
anticipatory complaints far in excess of those occurring during the actual
program, Nevertheless, a small number of people would be anticipated to
remain “highly annoyed” after operations commenced. Because the booms
themselves cannot be mitigated further, commenters emphasized the exploration
and consideration of alternatives, such as alternate areas or reliance on
weekend flying.

5. Alternatives Considered:

In addition to the no action alternative, other options considered
feasible were: use only the White Sands Missile Range and Reserve MOA, and
use only the White Sands Missile Range and Valentine MOA., Use of other
locations within 150NM of Holloman AFB 1is not practical because other
operations would be disrupted. Airspace locations greater than 150NM from
Holloman AFB would result in excessive cost and are not considered viable
alternatives,

vii
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e "g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
[*3
« REGION V!
. @" INTERFIRST TWO BUILDING. 1201 ELM STREET
! amo? DALLAS, TEXAS 75270
SEF 1% 1.0y

John 0. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

We heve .orioleted our review of the Revised Draft Environmental Impact State-

ment - £I1&; on the proposed Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve
Milirary Operations Area (MOA) which is located in west central New Mexico.

The Draft EIS examines the impacts associated with 300 to 600 proposed
supersonic training flights each month by F-15 aircraft stationed at Holloman
AFB, New Mexico. The principal impacts associated with the proposed train-
ing are related to as many as 24 sonic booms generated each day by aircraft
maneuvering above 15,000 feet mean sea level in the MOA.

The following comment is offered for your consideration:

Considering the many concerns expressed by area citizens and State
Officials included in the Draft EIS, we suggest that the Air Force
consider mitigation further. The potential adverse impact that frequent
sonic booms would have on human and wildlife populations in the Reserve
MOA could be reduced by flying some of these supersonic missions at

Sells MOA and <ome overwater, as discussed in the EIS. Flying these
missions at Sells MOA would require aerial refueling, but since each
pilot must maintain refueling proficiency, multipie training requirements
could be satisfied on a single mission.

We classify your Revised Draft EIS as LO-1. Specifically, we have no objections
to the project as described in the Statement; however, we request that mitiga-
tion be considered further and offer suggestions. OQur classification will be
published in the Federal Register according to our responsibility to inform the
public of our views on proposed Federal actions, under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act.

Definitions of the categories are provided on the enclosure. OQur procedure
is to categorize the EIS on both the environmental consequences of the proposed
action and on the adequacy of the EIS at the draft stage, whenever possible.

720955
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We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. Please send our
office five (5) copies of the Final EIS at the same time it is sent to

the Office of Federal Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Washington, D.C.

Mcerely your;f(i:j;;>
. o L
Lanens) ©NTLLpo

Dick Whittington, P.E.
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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ENVIRCIMENTAL IMPACT QOF THE ACTION

Edl- Lack of Objections

. EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER - Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of cartain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
sugoested alternatives or modifications is reguired and has asked the
originating Federal agency to re-assess these aspects.

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermors, the Agency
believes that the potantial safequards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

-~

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Cateaory 1 - Adeauate . ’ .

The draft impact statsment adequately sets forth the envircnmental impac?\\\
of the proposed project or action as well as altarnatives reasonably
availahle to the project or action.

Cateqory 2 ~ Insufficient Information

EPA believes the draft impact statement does not contain sufificient
information to assass fully the environmental impact of the proposed
project or action. However, from the information submittad, the
Agency is able to make a preéliminary determination of the impact

on the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provice
the information that was not included in the drart statzament.

Catezqory 3 - Inadeaguate

'EPA believes that the draft irpact statement does not adeguataly
assess the environmental impact of the proposed project or aciion,

or that the statsmant inadequately analyzes reasonably availadDle .
alternatives. The Acency has requested mora information and-analysis

concerning the potential environmental hazards and has asked that -
cubstantial revision be made to the impact statement. If a drart
statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made of the
project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on which
to make a detarmination.




DATE:

IN REPLY

REFER TO:

SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHWEST REGION
. 0. BOX 1889
August 25, 1983 FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76101

ASW-43A

Environmental Impact Statement - Supersonic Flight Operations in the
Reserve Military Operations Area, Holloman AFB, New Mexico

Manager, Budget and Planning Branch, ASW-43

Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Southwest Region has reviewed the environmental impact statement on
proposed supersonic flight operations in the Reserve Military Operating
Area. We find that it will have no adverse impact on FAA facilities
now installed or planned.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this.

Lh ik

S

Wy
. B, McCoy
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4 %, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Sa x5 FORT WORTH REGIONAL OFFICE
% § 221 WEST LANCASTER AVENUE

s,
Gl
1."“h,.,.. we® P.0. BOX 2905
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76113
REGION Vi

IN REPLY REFER TO

October 14, 1983

Mr, Alton Chavis
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665
Dear Mr. Chavis:
SUBJECT: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Supersonic
Flight Operations in the Reserve Military Operations Area
Holloman AFB, New Mexico
The Revised Draft EIS for Supersonic Flight Operations in Holloman AFB,
New Mexico, has been reviewed in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development's Fort Worth Regional Office. It has been determined that the
Department will not have comments on the subject revised draft EIS, as the
undertaking and its impacts do not fall within our special areas of
environmental concern.
Sincerely,

éﬁ::zigjfﬁﬂ ;25222217’/294557

Victor J. cock

Acting ional Director

Community Planning and
Development Division, 6C

ce:
Office of Environmental Review (A-104)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, D.C. 20460

CFER, CPD, Central Office (Room 7151)

1-5
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322‘;?@3’;,‘? gf 2213;‘28 Region 3 517 Gold Avenue SW
Agriculture Albuquerque, NM 87102
Reply to ]950

s SEP 30 1983

-
Department of the Air Force
ATTN: Mr. Alton Chavis
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley Air Force Base, VA 23665

L.

Dear Mr. Chavis:

We have reviewed the revised draft environmental impact statement covering
supersonic flight operations in the Reserve Military Operations Area. The
Forest Service response from the Gila National Forest Supervisor to the
original draft environmental impact statement dated October 12, 1979, and
printed on pages 10-23 to 10-26 is still relevant. |t does appear that
concerns about consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have
been addressed as well as some boundary adjustments based on wildlife and
N recreation impacts. We encourage further attention to our original concerns
about impacts of sonic booms on wildlife species, dispersed recreationists
and archeological resources as addressed by our previous comments. In
addition, startiing noises such as sonic booms also results in a reaction by
domestic animals. Such reactions place the animal in a stressful situation
and affects individual animal performance, although no method for measuring
the degree of such affects has been developed. It is an established fact
that stress which occurs during different physiological stages will have
different effects.

We have reviewed the proposed action from an aviation safety standpoint.

The 15,000 MSL minimum elevation which is indicated in the draft appears

to adequately minimize conflict with Forest Service aviation and firefighting
operations as stated on page 3-27 of the revised draft environmental impact
statement.

Sincerely,

M. J. HASSELL
Regional Forester

vy
s

cc:
LMP
Gila N.F.

FS-6200-11(8-80)




United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Project Review
Post Office Box 2088
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87103

ER-83/963

SEP 19 1983

Mr. Alton Chavis
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Chavis:

This responds to your request for the Department of the Interior's comments on
the Revised Draft Envirommental Statement for Supersonic Flight Operations for
Reserve Military Operations Area, Catron County, New Mexico.

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

This revised document contains the results of formal consultations between the

Air Force and our Fish and Wildlife Service for the peregrine falcon and bald. .-
eagle. As a result of the consultation process, the Air Force has agreed to
restrict supersonic maneuvering ellipses in order to avoid existing and poten-
tial nesting sites of these endangered birds. Based on these restrictions thg
Fish and Wildlife Service rendered a non-jeopardy decision for the peregrine
falcon. Information specific to the effects of sonic booms on bald eagles was
not sufficient to render a biological opinion for this species; however, the
Air Force has agreed to safeguards which should avoid adverse impacts to eagle
wintering or breeding habitats.

oS

;
y
4
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There is still no definitive information available on long-term physiological
or behavioral effects of sonic booms on fish and wildlife specific to the
Reserve Military Operations Area. If adverse effects are found to result from
the proposed supersonic flight operations, it will be necessary to develop spe- |n,
cific measures to mitigate these impacts. .

Section 3.2.3.2, Sonic Boom Effect on Animals. There are several noteworthy
omissions from the list of wildlife beginning on page 3-17. These include the
black bear, bighorn sheep and elk. On page 3-18, a reference to Appendix G
describes it as a list of wildlife from the Gila National Forest. In fact, <
Appendix G is a transcript of a public hearing. There is no list, as described
on page 3-18, amnywhere in the document.

HYDROLOGY

The evaluation of possible impacts of sonic booms on water wells, particularly
water wells of considerable depth, is not adequate (pages 10-17 and 10-20).

The conclusions of the assessment are based on results of a study for NASA b))
(Goforth, T. T. and McDonald, J. A., 1968, Seismic Effects of Sonic Booms: NASA

1-7
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Contractor Report, NASA (R 1137) which found that peak particle velocities
recorded in a sealed vault at a depth of 44 feet were attenuated by a factor of
75 relative to those recorded at the surface (page 29). However, we note on
page 18 of the NASA report that experimental conditions made it impossible to
record ground velocity data from three seisometers placed in a deep well. The
conclusion concerning attenuation of effects with depth is apparently based on
energy losses incurred during transmission through sediments and does not con-
sider effects from transmission of single or multiple overpressures directly
down a deep, partially air-filled water well. We suggest that the analysis
should address factors more specifically significant for wells, such as (1) ef-
fects of the sonic boom at the air/water interface, where great differences in
compressibility will exist; (2) acceleration in the steel casing; and (3) inten-
sification of overpressure effects by reflection and focussing by the walls of

the drill hole.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the revised draft statement.

Sincerely,

7 ALY
(_/(.‘ /\,M-&}t / ~ AR

i:ggz;ond P. Churan

Regional Envirommental Officer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

1114 COMMERCE STREET
DALLAS, TEXAS 78242

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

SWDED-MM 0 SOCT 1983

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on Proposed
Supersonic Flight Opeirations in the Reserve Military Operation
Area (MOA)

Deputy for Environment and Safety

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Room 4C 885, The Pentagon

Washington, D. C. 20330

1. Our review of the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has
resulted in the following comments:

a. The Environmental Impact Statement does not as required list the {
names and qualifications (expertise, experience, professional disciplines)
of the persons who were primarily responsible for preparing the environ-
mental impact statement or signficant background papers.

b. It would appear that there are still unresolved cultural resource
problems to be addressed prior to the filing of the final Environmental
Impact Statement. An example is the effects of a sonic boom on Puebloau
Architectural ruins. It appears that if "bricks were loosened in a brick
wall by a sonic boom" as described in this report there would be an adverse
affect on loosely and uncemented joints in archeological architecture.

2. The report would be much easier to read and follow if additional
details and specialized information were put into the appendices, and
the EIS itself confined to generalized, statements and conclusions.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

ARTHUR D. DENYS, P.E.
/ Chief, Engineering Division
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STATE OF NEw MEXICO

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

SanTa FE
87503

ToNEY ANAYA
GOVERNOR November 3, 1983

Mr. John 0. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
Headquartcrs Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

Thank you for the opportunity for the State of New Mexico to review the
Revised DEIS - Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve Military Operations

Area., New Mexicans have a long history of accepting federal projects and are
fully versed in the importance of these projects to the well being and
security of the nation. We realize, as well, the importance of maintaining a
state of readiness and combat capable flight crews. We also understand and
appreciate the economic impact of these projects to the domicilary state.
Holloman is an important installation to our State's economy, and I look
forward to continued growth at this important installation. At the same time,
it is my duty and the duty of state agencies to protect the health and welfare
of New Mexicans. Those responsibilities must consider the strong opposition
to this particular project by some citizens of southwest New Mexico.

In balancing these economic and national security considerations with those
that relate to environmental and health concerns, I offer the following com-
ments.

The State's review of the Revised DEIS indicate that the revised DEIS does not
contain sufficient information to permit complete determination as to the true
environmental and other impacts of the proposal. As a result, I cannot
adequately balance my concerns. The deficiencies that I would request be
addressed in the final DEIS are as follow:

i. The whole area of noise effects on humans is discussed *. numerous
pages of debate. While there may not be any effects to humans,
there is no clear evidence of this fact.

2. The effects of sonic booms on domestic livestock, farming or mining
in the area is dismissed in a few cursory paragraphs. At the same
time, however, the document admits that no significant data was
collected on these subjects in the four control MOAs.

3. The State Aviation Division continues to have severe concerns about
the proposal, its appropriateness in the Reserve area and the lack
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of satisfaction in answering thelr concerns originally raised in
1979,

The state currently contains twelve military operations areas and several
restricted areas. The establishment of the Reserve Military Operations
area for supersonic flights is tantamount to establishment <f a
restricted area without going through the proper rule making procedures.

4, Currently, federal and state funds and policies have reserved this
area of the state for the establishment of wilderness and other
recreational pursuits. The establishment of this area as a
supersonic operations areas is inconsistent with these previously
established policies and funded projects. If these previously
established policies are to be changed, it must be with considerable
thought as to its consequences.

5. The Revised DEIS does not address adequately the possible alterna-
tives to the proposal. There are restricted military areas in and
near the State already 1in which the proposed flights could be
conducted without any supersonic flights over citizens of New
Mexico. Particularly because of the absence of evidence that there
will not be adverse impacts on people, these alternatives must be
fully considered.

6. Finally, the Revised DEIS does not consider nor comment on any
secondary or socio-economic impacts of this proposal. That is, are
there any military or civilian jobs at stake if the no action
alternative is followed or will this project bring additional jobs
into the state. If either prospect is possible, they should be
addressed in the DEIS.

I do not feel the revised DEIS answers the concerns raised in the original
DEIS nor docs it clearly address the overall question of the safety of the
proposal and, thus, does not meet NEPA requirements. I would urge that these
concerns be addressed in the final EIS.

Consequently, I will reserve final opinion based upon an analysis of the final
Environmental Impact Statement.

Technical documentation to support my position is attached for submission with
this letter. This submission also contains the sign off to meet requirements
of Executive Order 12372,

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

S

TONEY A
Governor

TA:dn
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TONEY ANAYA
GOVERNOR l

| ]
A ROBERT M:NEILL
il “ STATE OF NEW MEXICO BERT MNEL
-lTl L gNVlRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT DIVISION ROBER; L LOVATO. MAPA.
.0. i . DEPL .Y CRETAR
¢ E ONMENT P.0. Box 968, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0968 SECRETARY

i (505) 984-0020 : .
' decartment JOSEPH F JOHNSON
] DEPUTY SECRETARY

Steven Asher, Director

Mr. David Martinez, Planner October 31, 1982
Economic Analysis Division

Department of Finance and Administration

State Capitol Building

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

Re: EID comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve Military Operations
Area, Holloman AFB, New Mexico

Dear Mr. Martinez:

EID submitted extensive comments on the original DEIS (pp 10-32 to 16-38 and
Appendix G, pr 104 to 108 in the revised DEIS). Funding for the noise program
under which these comments were prepared has been terminated, and thus staff
with the appropriate expertise were not available to review the revised DEIS in
detail. The following points can, however, be made:

1. Studies quoted in the revised DEIS (pp 3-13 to 3-17) note that present data are
Y inadequate to determine the effect of long-term exposure to noise on human
Nealth other than to the auditory system. Paragraph 2, page 3-17 states that
. : "...1t could be concluded that if other physiological effects occur they should
be generally limited to that segment of the population predicted to be
annoyed. In this respect, six of the 65 people living in the operational area are
projected to be highly annoyed."

) This seems to indicate that the Air Force does not know whether or not there
b4 — will be long term health consequences; but, if there are, believes they shouid
not affect more than about 9% of the people in the operational area. The
possibility of adverse health effects to almost 10% of the exposed pcpuiation
is a substantial hazard which the Air Force should, if possible, avo.d.

14

2. The two studies cited (p 3-16) to determine the number of people who would
be highly annoyed by sonic booms were done in urban environments
(Oklahoma City, and near an Army base with regular exposure to artillery fire Wy
noise). No consideration seems to have been given to the possibility of -
increased impacts on people living in a normally quiet environment.

Sl

3. The revised DEIS notes (p 1-19) that "The prime recreational and tourist '
interests within that portion of the Gila Wilderness beneath the proposed area
N are hunting, fishing, and camping. The scenic drives, camp and picnic grounds,
rushing streams and majestic mountains of the Gila National Forest draw
thousands of visitors, and leisurely travel through the Forest is the most:
popular recreational use." 1In commenting on the impact of the proposal on

16
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these uses, the revised DEIS states (p 3-13, 3-14) "The degree of personal
irritation experienced by individuals participating in recreational activities is
difficult to assess with accuracy.” Nothing further is said about the effect of
the proposal on the quality of the recreational experience, except that tourism
is not expected to be affected (p 3-30). This seems to be saying that if an
impact cannot be readily quantified it can be ignored. The Air Force should
deal more directly with the fact that, while not precluding the use of the land
for these activities, the proposed flights will detract from the level of

enjoyment of people using the area in these ways.

The summary of the previous EID comments (pp 10-37 and 10-38) also are applicable
to the revised DEIS:

L1

The DEIS involves an action which introduces a new source of sound to an
environment that is pristine and valued for its natural condition. Quiet
and solitude are part of that natural condition. The proposed action will
impact an estimated 2,775 square miles of New Mexico that is mostly
federal land which is being developed by the various federal agencies for
uses that are enhanced by preserving the natural state of the forests,
wilderness and primitive areas.

The DEIS needs to address more fully the impacts of the new sound

source, a large number of sonic booms, on that sensitive environment.
The DEIS states that no known adverse health and welfare effects will
occur, yet insufficient evidence is presented to determine that adverse
effects will not occur. A proposed action of this magnitude impacting
this type of irretrievable environment should not be initiated without
conclusive evidence supporting the action. The final EIS will hopefully

16

17

provide the information for a determination to be made.

The basic purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act is to address concerns of
the type raised here and in the previous EID comments. Only by performing a
thorough and professional analysis of these issues can the Air Force fulfill its
obligations under NEPA.

Sincerely,

Mark Jones
Environmental Review Coordinator

cce

Mr Douglas Mieklejohn, AG Office
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

August 31, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: David Martinez
Economic Analysis Division, DFA

FROM: Bob White, Director -

SUBJECT: NM 84 22-022 DEIS Supersonic Operations Reserve MOA

The Aviation Division received a copy of theabove cited docu-
ment on July 29, 1983, and submitted a response directly to
the Department of the Air Force. Attached is a copy of our
reply.

The Transportation Department remains opposed to the prorosed
supersonic activity. While we recognize the need for this
training, Reserve MOA is the wrong place for 1it. The Air
Force has a much better alternative which it should pursue.

If the Air Force persists in conducting this activity, it
should only be done for a test period during which the
validity of data presented in the EIS could be verified. IZ
the experience falls short of the EIS claims, the Air Force
should abandon all efforts to place this activity at Reserve.

P.0. 80X 579
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
87504-0579
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

AVIATION
DIVISION
{505) 827-4590

P.0. BOX 579
SANTA FE, NEWMEXICO
87503

August 19, 1983

Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Lanyley AFB, Virginia 23665

RE: Revised Draft EIS, Supersonic Flight Operations,
Reserve MOA

Gentlemen:
Your revised environmental impact statement addresses most of
the objections stated in past years to this proposal, however,

it does not necessarily answer those objections.

A great deal of discussion revolved around "day-night average

l noise levels" (Ldn), which is of little significance in this
1
|
L

6l

case since it is a measure of accumualted noise energy and, as

you rightly point out, there is little accumulated energy as a
result of sonic booms.

1S

It continues to be our position that all supersonic activity

related to this project outside of WSMR should be accommodated
within the Valentine MOA since the main elevation of that area
is about 5,000 feet lower than Reserve, thereby allowing a O
substantially greater attenuation of overpressures. Further-
more, substantially fewer people would be impacted. {

oc

At Reserve, the major objection was and continues to be the
annoyance created by the sonic booms. There may or may not be
structural damage caused by this activity. If sonic booms exist
and are perceptible by humans, I know of no way the annoyance
factor can be eliminated.

I hesitate to submit the following comment since it might be
interpreted as a lessening of our opposition to this proposal.
I assure you that is not the case. However, if the Department
of the Air Force opts not to take our sugqgestion on utilizing
Valentine MOA and, instead, persists in its attempt to put
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Headquarters Tactical Air Command
August 19, 1983
Page 2.

supersonic activity at Reserve, I would offer an additional

recommendation. Before establishing Reserve as a permanent

site for this activity there should be a test period of three
to six months in which to measure the actual impact. This
would allow you to determine if your Oceana MOA experience 1is,
indeed, valid here and if your pilots can restrict their booms
to the elliptical area as depicted in the EIS. It would also
provide you with damage claim experience.

If, after that test period, the representations in the EIS
(i.e. numbers of booms and people impacted, geographic limit-
ation of impact area, focus booms as opposed to carpet booms,
etc.) do not hold up, then all activity should cease and an
alternate location found.

i1t is my feeling and the position of the Transportation Depart-

ment that this proposal was not well conceived and that a
better solution to your problem can be found. I would urge
you to find it.

Respectfully yours,

Bob White
Director

BW/1o
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APPLICANT: Department of Air Force - Langley AFR
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STATE APPLICATION IDERTIFIE

FEDERAL CATALOG NO.: 12.000
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW (5CS) PROCESS SCR~J

(Upont completion veturn this form to the State Clearinghouse)
/7 Application
[ x/ Orarc Environmental Impact Statement (Revised)

Y, Sta
T0
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ct

John A. Rittenhouse, Dept. Asst. Secretary of the Air Force, Langley AFB,Virginia

FROM: : . .
David F. Martinez, DFA, Economic and Financial Analysis Division
; action is submitted to you for review and comment.

"3
P
13
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'}
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o
arn this completed form Dy .

A. ‘i:le_Bexised_DElS,Supeveonin 1:.1.. Operations Reserve MOA
E A 2 ‘-Ilsllr

N -
1

1. To the best of your knowledge, does the proposed action conilict witi any az-
1 tute, policy, orcer, Or regulation?

[X ] Yes If "ves" please cite conflict on the reverse sice. Y
Vo o
Mo P s .
Federal and State policies establishing this area for recreational
values
2. Descrinse any concerns, suggestions or means of improving or stranglhzning
the propozed action. Please note comments on reverse side.
3. ne prop action duplicate any activities which are geared towaris thz
" please identify on the reverse side.
4. Identify the masterplan or the comprehensive plan that this proposed aftliin
relates to. N.A,
Is the proposed pian compatible with the plan?

NO If "No" please cite cconflicts on the reverse srie.
5. Identify the block grant, if any, which the preposed acticon reslates to.
N.A.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

pProposed action is supported

proposed action is supported with recommencations on reverse sice

——

X Proposed

action/iffgg;»supported. Note Commants XAXXIOMERRIRXIXE¥ Attached

lt‘z;lﬁ;jf; Economic And Financial Analysis Div.
Agency

v o

cc: [7 hpplicant: This acknowledges receipt of your proposed action and it is
now under clearinghouse review.
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ds) /l)/gB Review and Comment

ro. \OMW W\QJLLL\A DATE: 8/25/e 3

FROM: David F. Martinez, Fconomic and Financial Analysis Division, DFA

HEDR ™ 84 22-022 _ DElS Supersonic Flight Operations Reserve Mil{tary QOperations
SAl NUMBER PROJECTTITLE Area
——BHFA——————
LEAD AGENCY

Please review and comment on the above application and return to the sender by DFA

1. Does this plan duplicate any programs which have similar goals and objectives to the proposed application?
X Yes(lf yes, please identify these programs.)
- No

]

Existinz fligh= operations in “hite Sands Missile Range and

Valentine M0A, as described

2. Do>s the proposed application conform with a comprehensive plan developed for the area in which it is located?
__ X Notapplicable

Yes

No(lf no, please explain in what way it is not compatible.)

3. Does the proposed application conflict with any applicable statute. order, rule, or regulation {federal, state orflocal)?
N Yestif yes, please cite the conflicting statute, order, rule or regulation.)

No
P.L. 39-665, zs amended (National Historic Preservation Act) ™
requires federal agencies to identitfv sigrificant historic properties |N
in area of effect and to determine effects on these. In my opinion,
4. Describe any suggdstRTAGFIfm SOEIn FRVIAS 8 ¥aRR L&A ERRS pHip8saF &iplication.
See attached _etter to Deputy Assistant Secretary.
No interest in, or comment on, this project.
Proposal is supported.
Proposal is supported with recommendations.
Proponsal is not supported.
—_ X Further information needed. review suspended and applicant notified of request.
_Comments attached.
On the basis of my review, ] haveindicated my response and/or recommendations above.
C > State litstoric Prescrvation OtVicer
S_i.gnat\‘x‘r:(;-f—l!éviewer Title o T T T
10-12-33 distoric Prescrvation Division,
AP — - S et tre ot Ot a ATt Yy T -
Date Agency
Approved July, 1970 1-20
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

OFFICE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS
HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION
VILLA RIVERA, ROOM 101

228 EAST PALACE AVENUE
TONEY ANAYA SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87503 JiLL Z. COOPER
GOVERNOR (505) 827-8320 CULTURAL AFFAIRS OFFICER

¥Z

THOMAS W. MERLAN
DIRECTOR

October 12, 1983

John A. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Installations, Environment and Safety)
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Deputy Assistant Secretary:

This is to comment on the revised draft of the environmental impact state-
ment for supersonic flight operations in the Reserve Military Operations
Area. These comments have to do with the issue of effect on significant
prehistoric and historic sites.

The statement shows sites listed on the State Register of Cultural Pro-
perties and National Register of Historic Places in the proposed supersonic
area (pp. 3-24 and 25). It concludes that these sites are within the
proposed supersonic boundaries, but outside the supersonic maneuvering
area, and consequently should not be significantly impacted. It does not,
however, identify National Register-eligible sites, even categorically.

A letter from me (p. 10-8) is included in the draft. It states that
proposed supersonic flights are not likely to have an effect on signifi-
cant cultural resources, but that our experience of undertakings of this
kind is Timited. Elsewhere (p. iv) the statement refers to "1limited...
probable damage to structures." More specific statements on damage to
building fabric occur on pp. B-7 and D-11.

24

The statement quotes 36 CFR 800 (p. 10-1) and recognizes the responsibility
of federal agencies to identify properties listed in or eligible to the
National Register of Historic Places in the area of effect of the proposed
undertaking.

Because the Department of the Air Force has not provided any general identi-
fication or discussion of National Register-eligible structures in the

area of effect, nor any analysis of historic building materials other than
one reference to adobe, it is my opinion that the present statement is
inadequate to assess effects on significant cultural properties. I
recommend that at a minimum, a categorical discussion of cultural resource




John A. Rittenhouse
October 12, 1983
Page Two

types and materials and possible or probable effects on these to be pro- |
vided. The discussion of effects on modern construction (pp. D-11 to D-16) |
is instructive, but not fully relevant to this issue. N

N
KN

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

K o Ml

Thomas W. Merlan
State Historic Preservation Officer

TWM/bc
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GOVERNOR State of New Mexico STATE GAME COMMISSION
EDWARD MUNGZ, CHAIRMAN
TONEY ANAYA o
wm JW JONES
one ALBUGUEROUE
: JAMES H KOCH
SANTA FE

AH GUTIERREZ JR. . MD
CARLSBAD

€ SRISTINE DIGREGORIO
GALLUP

DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FiSH

STATE CAPITOL
SANTA FE
87503

September 8, 1983

Mr. Jdohn Rittenhouse
Headquarters Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665
Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

I have reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement, Super-
sonic Flight Operations in the Reserve Military Operations
Area, Holman AFB, New Mexico. This document adequately covers
wildlife concerns of this agency. If tie impact statement as
presented is followed, no severe impact to wildlife should

occur due to this operation.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this

document.
Sincerely,
arold F?ézf:on
Director
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October 24, 1983

Mr. John 0. Rittenhouse

Department of the Air Force

Deputy for iInstallations Management
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

On September 8, 1983, | sent you a letter with regard to the revised
draft of the environmental impact statement on ''Supersonic Flight
Operations in the Reserve Military Operations Area.' In that letter,

| indicated that the draft adequately covers our wildlife concerns.
However, my response was incomplete, and | am taking this opportunity to
provide you a more complete response. Therefore, please consider the
present letter as my response to the draft and discard my letter of
September 8, 1983.

As | indicated in my earlier letter, | felt that wildlife concerns had
been adequately treated in the revised draft of the EIS. Actually, this
assessment was an over~simplification, in part because we substituted
our knowledge of the wildlife in the impact area for that which was
lacking in the draft. In other words, we failed to request that you
present data on the wildlife in the impact area that would demonstrate N
that you understood the situation there. The fact that we know much
about the wildlife in the area is not sufficient, for the critical issue
is that you also know this and take it into account. Therefore, | am
asking that the next draft of the EIS reflect more completely the status
of wildlife in the Reserve MOA and that the potential impacts of your
proposed flights in the area be properly reflected.

In regards to the data that you have presented on wildlife of the Reserve
MOA area, we find only the following references:

Pp. 1-18 to 1-19: a general description of the life zones. -

Pp. 2-1 to 2-2: an excerpt on wildlife concerns from a communication
to you from this agency.
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Pp. 3-17 to 3-21: sonic boom effects on animals.
P. 10-1: discussion of Section 7 consultation on

endangered species. (lIncidentally, the
publicizing of the exact location of a

bald eagle nestsite in Catron County here

and elsewhere in this document is unnecessary,
potentially detrimental, and should not have
been done).

Pp. 10-5 to 10-7: see p. 10-1 (above), including comments with
regard to the unnecessary compromising of
bald eagle nestsite.

Pp. 10-10 to 10-19: various wildlife impacts in a letter to you
from the Department of the iInterior, Regional
Environmental Officer, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Pp. 10-23 to 10-26: various wildlife matters in a letter to you
from the Gila National Forest, Silver City,
New Mexico.

Pp. 10-50 to 10-58: various wildlife matters in letters to you
from the Catron County Commission, Reserve,
New Mexico.

Pp. C-1 to C-5: Appendix €, ''Facts about the Gila National
Forest'" (excerpted from Gila National Forest
publication).

Pp. D-16 to D-19: Appendix D, ''Sonic Boom Characteristics."

0f these nearly 40 pages of wildlife-related materials, only about a ]
third of the content could be considered to have been generated by your
agency. In other words, most of the wildlife materials in the draft

Io| were made available by someone other than the Air Force. This suggests
M| that your agency failed to appreciate the importance of the Reserve MOA
to wildlife and thereby did not adequately address the matter. The fact
that the additional materials on wildlife do not adequately address the
wildlife means that the Air Force still needs to assume its proper
responsibility and to document exactly what the environment (including
wildlife) is that will be affected.

26

The relevance of proper documentation of the wildlife values in the
Reserve MOA to your proposal rests on several factors. One, it is a
requirement under NEPA that the environment be properly described in any
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E1S, and in my view this has not been done. Two, wildlife cencerns must
be addressed aund the relative values of different areas weighed in
deciding on usage for supersonic flights. And three, impacts of such
flights on wildlife need to be considered both indirectly as well as
directly, thereby requiring a good data base and an understanding of

a breadth of related issues.

{ do not think that it is necessary for me to make a case for the
inadequacy of the data base on wildlife in the revised draft of the EIS.
The failure to document the kinds of vertebrates in the area is an obvious
shortcoming, as are more specific lacks, such as identification of
important areas for game and nongame species. My agency can help in

this regard, but we are mainly prepared to recommend and raview--not to
compile data for you. Considering the dollar costs of your operation,

| suspect that you can afford a few thousand dollars for having some
reputable source put together an adequate wildlife data base for you.

With regard to the relevance of wildlife data in deciding on usage of
areas for supersonic flights, let me explain. Supposed that you must
decide between two or more areas for such flights on the basis of wild-
life considerations. |f one area has a high diversity and density of
wildlife, many localized or otherwise notable species, and is otherwise
superior biotically, then in my view it should be less impacted than

an area that is of lesser biotic value. | suspect that the Reserve MOA
is biotically more notable than either the Valentine or White Sands
Missile Range MOA's, and therefore the former should receive lesser
impacts. However, to make this determination you must have the data
base, and as | have said, this is lacking.

The need to weigh biotic importance in your determinations wouid |
exist even if the potential for negative impacts to wildlife from super- i
sonic fiights were negligible. On the latter point you have presented

some evidence that such may be the case. However, we remain far from
convinced that supersonic and other aircraft sounds are harmless to !
wildlife, your study by David Ellis notwithstanding. On the contrary, we N
believe that such impacts on stressed organisms (e.g. pesticide-contaminatedjoy
peregrine falcons) could well be detrimental. Furthermore, the fact that
the Air Force paid thousands of doillars in damage claims (see P. D-17)
means that even your agency can be convinced that some animals may be
negatively impacted by aircraft noises.

My third point is that wildlife matters are important in an issue such

as this because of indirect as well as the direct effects that supersonic
flights may have. For example, suppose that you had trekked from El Paso
to the Reserve MOA to watch birds, fish, or hunt. And suppose that

your activities were interrupted at intervals by sonic booms in the area,
to the extent that your enjoyment of a wildlife experience was marred or
ruined. Would you be apt to return to the area, knowing that such
disturbance could be there in perpetuity? In some cases | suspect that

28
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we would lose wildlife enthusiasts from the Reserve MOA and this could
prove detrimental not only to wildlife but to the economy of the area

and that of New Mexico. In our state we need all of the wildlife support
that we can get, and it is especiaily critical in an area such as the
Reserve MOA--where the biotic diversity, primitiveness, and remoteness
are natural attractants and reenforcers to wildlife enthusiasts.

52
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| believe that under the circumstances the Air Force simply must do a
better job in documenting the wildlife and associated values of the
Reserve MOA. Even without admitting that supersonic flights in the

area might prove negative to wildlife, it seems to me that your agency
has an obligation to demonstrate that it understands and appreciates
what is at stake ther=z and how the proposed flights might affect matters.
Once you understand these issues, | believe that the questionable nature
of using the Reserve MOA for supersonic flights will become more

apparent to you. Even if you do not eventually agree to drop or diminish
the proposed flying there, we will feel that wildiife matters have
received proper consideration.

Sincerely,

Ao el T llloen.

Harold F. Olson
Director

vm

cc: Brant Calkins




BEN D. ALTAMIRANO COMMITTEES.
D-CATRON & GRANT-28 Cheirman:
Address: CORPORATIONS

1123 Santa Rita Street Member:
SILVER CITY, NEW MEXICO 88061 EDUCATION

Business Telephone:
538-5231 £
Home Telephone: RN

538-3525
Netr Mexicn State Senate

Dunta Fe

August 30, 1983

Headquurters Tactical Air Command/DELV
langley AFB, Virginia 23665

e: JSupersonic Flignht Operations, heserve, N. M. MOA
To Wiom It May Concern:

The objections to supersonic activity in and around the
Reserve area drew many objections from a very concerned
constituency in and around the Reserve area. The public
meeting held at the courthouse bore tlis out and I thought
guve enough credence to the situstion so that it may never
surface again.

I understand now that the revised environmental impact
statement would prcbably negate all the previous actions
and trat the supersonic activity may again commenee at
the high intensity that it occurred when the protests
were registered.

6¢
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Wiiile I cannot speak technically on the issue, that is
not techniclly in terms of overpressuggsday-night average
noise levels, and scientific terms related to supersonic
booms, 1 can certainly express to you that the people

in the area strongly object to the activity.

In tiie area the people object to the annoyance of the
noise crested by the sonic booms. I am convinced also,
that their was sufficient evidence of damage to property
brought out at tlie public meetinz,

I feel that more stucdy should be given to this activity and
that mayce alternative sights for the same proposal be
chosen.
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Btate of Wewr Mexico

OFFICE OF THE

Conmisstoner of Public Lands

JIM BACA - PO BOX 1148
COMMISSIONER ganta }2 SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 875041148

October 25, 1983

HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

ATTN: Mr. Alton Chavis
Dear Mr. Chavis:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared
for the proposed Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve
Military Operations area. There is significant acreage of State
Trust Lands within the proposed boundary of these supersonic over-
flights. As trustee of those lands, mandated by law to get maximum
income from these lands for the various beneficiaries (schools)
throughout the state, I am concerned as to the potential detrimental
effects of the daily sonic booms.

My overall concerns with this proposed Supersonic Flight Operation
are lack of sufficient information on potential negative impacts

and the strong possibility of economic loss to the ranching industrv
in the Reserve area.

As an example, [ don't believe sufficient information is available ;
to determine what effect these sonic booms would have on domestic !
livestock, the cat.ie industry specifically. Virtually all the
State Trust Lands in this area are leased to various ranching

interest for grazing purposes and I'm concerned that these sonic -
booms could have a negative effect on beef production thereby ’
putting added economic burdens on the ranchers of that area.

£

Additionally, I'm not satisfied that sufficient information exists
(| o0 any potential negative effects these sonic booms might have on

ol the residents of this area. Also, the potential damaging effects

of the sonic booms on structures could have negative economic impact
on this entire area.
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Mr. Alton Chavis
October 21, 1983
Page -~ 2 -

Until it can be proven that neither the residents nor the economy
of this area will not be effected negatively by these supersonic
overflights, I am opposed to this proposal.

Thank you for the opportunity to review, in draft, your environ-
mental impact statement. Please keep me advised as to future
actions and/or procedures you might follow.

Sjincerely

\

m

BACA
ITSSTONER OF PUBLIC LANDS

ce: Governor's Office
Attorney General
David Martinez, Department of Finance and Administration




SOUTHWEST NEW MEXICO
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

P. O. BOX 2157
211V2 N. BULLARD SERVING AS:
SILVER CITY, N.M. 88061 Area Planning Junsdiction

388-1974 Area Comprehensive Health Planning
Area Econ«.mic Development
Acea Agency on Aging

Area Housing Agency

September 12, 1983

John O. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

We have reviewed your Environmental Impact Statement on
Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve Military operations
area (MOA) and offer the following comments.

l. Your report evaluates potential economic characteristics
of Sells & Gladden Arizona to the Reserve (MOA). There
is no way to compare economic characteristics of such
dissimilar areas for the following reasons.

A. Tourism in the Reserve (MOA) is quite different
than Sells & Gladden. The tourist in Catron
County come to fish and hunt and backpack in
the cool and quiet atmosphere. A quite different
environment from where most of the visitors come

from.
&
B. Catron County offers a quiet rural existence
for those wishing to retire from congested noise N
areas. The people who retire in Catron Countv i
do so because they wish to get away from the
noise and pollution from where they have come.
They are an independent lot and do not want the
rules and regulations they have had to live with
in the past.
C. The type of tourism offered in Catron County is
far different than that offered at Sells and
Gladden Arizona. Catron County offers one of
the largest Wilderness experience in the U.S.
and Congress has added more land to the wilderness
MEMBERS MUNICIPALITIES: DISTRICTS: SCHOOL DISTRICTS
COUNTIES Bovyard Grant NRCD Cobre Consobhdated Schonls
Gront Cen*rof Deming NRCD Lordsburg Municier Schinols
Caotron Ceming San Francisco NRCD
Liact Columbus Hidalgo NRCD IND!VIDUALS
Hidalgo Siiver City
Lardsburg Mr Robert Abercrombne
Hurley 1-31
Reserve
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- - John O. Rittenhouse
9-12-83
page 2

in the last few years. Hundreds of miles of
streams and numerous lakes are available for
the fisherman. Hunting for deer, bear, turkey,
elk and antelope to name a few of the species
available is unsurpassed in the State of New
Mexico. Annually thousands of hunters from all
over New Mexico, West Texas and Arizona arrive
in the county and add to the local economy.

In Catron County hunting begins in September
and continues until January. Fishing in the
county is nearly year around.

£e
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2. Much of the data used in your economic evaluation is to
out-of-date to be useful. Your statement that tourism
had been declining appears to be based on the energy
impact of the 1970's and does not reflect a 1981 report
by the U.S. Travel Data Center which shows, that total
travel generated dollars has increased from $664,000 in
1978 to $771,000 in 1981. Tourism has been one of the
only bright spots in the economy of the county. With
a national building stump of the last few years the timber
industry had been at a virtual standdown. Recently with
the resurgence of the housing industry we have seen
the revival of the timber industry in Catron County.

The unemployment rate for 1982 was 18.9%.

143
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3. Your report states that supersonic flights will be
confined to a narrow corridor and a minimum altitude of
15,000 ft. WwWhat assurances are there that these standards
will be maintained. If supersonic flights are flown at
lower altitudes during the fire season disaster is possible
with slurry bombers.

—

Deviation from flight paths and premature supersonic flight
will have aircraft encroaching in the Gila Wilderness. N4
The Reserve Airport is located at the edge of the Reserve
MOA. The elevation of the airport is at an elevation of
6,387'. Again will all supersonic aircraft remain above
the 15,000 limit. It appears that the potential for
disaster with the dramatic elevation of terrain, slurry
bombers at 13,000 ft elevations and airstrips located at
elevations as high as 8,000 ft.

se

4. At the time your initial report was being prepared a
planning firm called Team Four was hired to do an economic
analysis. We would suggest that the report they prepared
with public funds be made available to the Catron County
Commission and our office to help elevate the impact
statement.

9¢
36
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John O. Rittenhouse
9-12-83
page 3

In conclusion we feel that there are other areas where supersonic
flights can be flown as outlined in your report that would have
less socio and economic impact.

We thank you for the opportunity to respond to this impact
statement.

S erely, -
0
24
/

ames W. Harrison, J.D.
Executive Director
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COMMENTS OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF CATRON COUNTY, NEW MEXICO

on
REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
SUPERSONIC FLIGHT OPERATIONS IN THE
RESERVE MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA,

HOLLOMAN AFB, NEW MEXICO

November 4, 1983
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II\ John]. Kelly

LAW OFFICES

201 BROADWAY SOUTHEAST - ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 87102 - 505-842-6123

November 1, 1983

Mr. John O. Rittenhouse

Deputy for Installations Management
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFG, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Rittenhouse:

The Catron County Commission appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Supersonic Flight Operations In the Reserve Military Operations
Area, (hereafter "“RDEIS").

These comments are organized into three parts. Part One
contains a resolution dated October 13, 1983 and approved by the
Board of County Commissioners. It states the policy position of
the County with respect to low level supersonic flight.

Part Two addresses the principal sections of the RDEIS from
the standpoint of the National Environmental Policy Act and
applicable regulations. It contains suggestions for further
analysis and poses questions with respect to facts and opinions
expressed in the RDEIS but not substantiated.

Part Three consists of a technical report prepared by Steven
I. Rothman, B.S.E.E., M.S.E.M.. Mr. Rothman is a consultant to
Catron County. He owns Copper Creek Systems a local consulting
firm located in Glenwood, New Mexico. He brings to this project
several years experience as a systems analyst with the Mitre
Corporation,

The County Commission looks forward to a detailed response
to the comments as required by 40 CFR Sec. 1503.4.

Yours Truly,
Kt r.‘ - /
"/Q‘_Lvr{b\_. /‘/ RS '-_'.'-’
/ 7
- “John J. Kelly
Attorney for the Board of County
Commissioners of Catron County,
New Mexico

JJK/lal 1-35
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the CATRON COUNTY COMMISSION opposes
the Low Level supersonic training §Lights in CATRON COUNTY, NEW MEXICO,
gon the reasons hereinbefore stated.

DONE this 13th day of October, 1983.

BOARD OF CATRON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

‘io,mw

Alv&n Laney, Membea

({.r
oy ey
i A_\ [" ' /‘-‘Cv\.

ERELotE G. McMaAtea Member

/;11522? ~
f—\f"r/ < /_ e

0 Qﬂt’A Atwbod' ~
Catron County Clenk
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ITI. GENERAL COMMENTS

After reviewing the RDEIS it is the judgment of the County
Commission that the subject document is an inadequate
environmental impact statement upon which to make a decision as
significant as the proposed creation of a low level supersonic
flight area over the private property and leased lands of Catron
County. The RDEIS is deficient in its description of the
project, analysis of alternatives, discussion of environmental

impacts and consideration of mitigation measures.

The County Commission subscribes to the purpose and goals of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as stated in section
101 of the Act. It calls upon the United States Air Force to
revise and reconsider its proposal and rewrite the EIS in an
effort to strike a balance between military objectives and the
environmental values that Congress raised to the level of

national policy when it enacted NEPA in 1969.

The most serious deficiency of the RDEIS, and one that
affects all sections, is the poor quality of the information in
the document. This makes accurate scientific analysis and
objective decision making impossible. 40 CFR Sec. 1500.1(b).

The regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality
(hereafter "CEQ") mandate agencies to insure the professional and

scientific integrity of the discussions in an environmental




impact statement. 40 CFR Sec. 1502.24. The same regulation
requires that all sources relied upon for conclusions be
explicitly referenced in footnotes. Notwithstanding these
requirements the Air Force RDEIS makes assertion after assertion

without documenting the basis of the facts contained in the text.

The Rothman Technical Report, infra, makes clear that the
RDEIS contains incomplete analysis and lacks relevant information
which is available or could be available to the Air Force at

reasonable expense., The CEQ regulations at 40 CFR Sec. 1502.22

provide:

When an agency is evaluating significant
adverse effects on the human environment in
an environmental impact statement and there

[N}

N are gaps in relevant information or
scientific uncertainty, the agency shall ~
always make clear that such information is ™

lacking or that uncertainty exists.

(a) If the information relevant to
adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives and is not known
and the overall costs of obtaining it are not
exorbitant, the agency shall include the
information in the environmental impact
statement.

Until the Air Force rewrites the EIS and supplies the necessary

information the document cannot begin to meet the requirements of

NEPA.

In preparing its comments Catron County was hampered by the

8§unavai1ability of source documents referenced in the RDEIS, and (g,
™

by the omission from the RDEIS of a list of the preparers of the
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document. Throughout the comment period the County has requested
reference materials mentioned in the RDEIS only to be told that
the materials are publicly available (location unspecified) or to
receive no response at all. On the former point the CEQ
regulations state: "No material may be incorporated by reference
unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially
interested persons within the time allowed for comment."™ 40 CFR
Sec. 1502.21. On the latter point it should be noted that the
regulations require inclusion of a list of preparers in

environmental impact statements., 40 CFR Sec. 1502.17.

A. Programmatic EIS

The case for a programmatic or generic EIS is strong
whenever a proposed action, when viewed with other reasonably
foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have similarities that
provide a basis for evaluating their environmental conseguences

together. 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(3).

The Air Force and Department cf Defense have not, but must,
prepaﬁé a programmatic EIS on the plan3to fly below 30,000 feet
over lan;;\zht31de of military reservations and restricted
airspace. The County and the Wilderness Society separately

raised this point three years ago, yet no mention of the issue

1-41
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can be found in the RDEIS.

It is now a matter of public record that the Air Force,
chiefly through the Tactical Air Command, is planning
unprecedented low level supersonic flights over populated areas
not only in New Mexico, but also in Texas, Arizona, Utah and
Nevada. It is safe to assume that common operational and
training considerations or other objectives, are behind the
effort of the Air Force to obtain supersonic air space outside
restricted areas. It is also clear that the Air Force plan will
potentially have similar environmental impacts throughout the
west that will require similar methods of analysis in order to
assess the nature and extent of the impacts. Alternatives and
mitigation measures for each of the proposed supersonic areas
should be thoroughly considered in one generic or programmatic

EIS. 40 CFR Sec. 1502.4(c)(2).

The Air Force is embarking on a new policy of conducting
long-term, low-level supersonic operations directly over land
owned and inhabited by private citizens instead of over water or
government-owned, restricted areas (such as White Sands Missle
Range). NEPA requires that the advisability of this type of
action be analyzed in a programmatic EIS and not on a piece-meal
basis as evidenced by the current proposal. Indeed, Catron

County questions whether the Air Force can constitutionally

1-42
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undertake its proposed actions without condemning the land over
which it proposes to fly. Issues like this, and others, must be {
N
raised and analyzed in a programmatic EIS.

B. Project Description

The project description does not distinguish clearly between
the creation of a supersonic airspace over Catron County and the
accomplishment of the supersonic training requirements of the
49th TFW. The former constitutes the true project. It will
potentially have far greater environmental impacts than the
latter. The RDEIS must clearly describe the project and all of
its environmental ramifications. The RDEIS discusses the impacts
of 600 sorties per month, but the Air Force proposal could
potentially involve hundreds upon hundreds of additional flights

per month.

Q.1. If a waiver is granted and supersonic flight is

4C

permitted over Catron County, will the waiver:

1-43




1

/ a. Specify the number of supersonic flights per month

/ permitted within the supersonic operations area (SOA)?

g b. Specify the Air Force units authorized to fly within
; the SOA and the Air Force bases from which supersonic
i

IEEN
. O
/{iiw‘ flights may originate? o
; <
o~
c. Prohibit other military units from using the SOA?
d. Specify a minimum flight level?
) Q.2. BHave waivers from the requirements of Air Force
Regulation 55-34 been granted within the last ten
years?
Q.3. If the answer to the previous question is in the
& affirmative please:
;:

a. Identify the MOA for which the waivers were granted.

b. State the month and year the waivers were granted and,

if applicable, the month and year the waivers were

rescinded.
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Q.4.

144

134

007.

bt

Q.8.

Sk

State the name of the Air PForce base and unit that

requested the waiver.

Are there any applications for a waiver of Air Force
Regulation 55-34 presently pending? If so please

state the name of the applicant.

How many F-15's are currently stationed at Holloman

AFB?

How many were at Holloman in 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981
and 1982?

Please identify the documents which constitute the
basis of the following statements on page 1-3 of the
RDEIS:

The 49th TFW needs to accomplish 1200 supersonic

sorties per month.

The Army's ongoing mission prohibits use of the WSMR

airspace to the extent required by the 49th TFW.

Did the Army's research and development operations
have priority over the 49th TFW at the t‘me the F-15

beddown decision was made?

1-45
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Q.11l.

Q.12.

Q.13.

1Q.14.

Qo]-s-

How many T-38's are presently based at Holloman AFB?

How many T-38's were based at Holloman in 1978, 1979,
1980, 1981 and 19822

How many T-38 sorties were conductd on an average
daily basis from Bolloman AFB in 1978, 1979, 1980,
1981 and 19822

Will there be an increase in the number of T-38's or
F-15's based at Holloman if the necessary waivers are

obtained for an SOA within the Reserve and Valentine

MOA's?

Of the 160-170 daily T-38 sorties how many, on the

average, require use of a gunnery range?

Of the 160-170 daily T-38 sorties how many on the

average use WSMR? McGregor Range? Talon MOA? Beak
MOA?

Who will manage the airspace within the Reserve MOA
following designation of an SOA? Will the SOA be off

limits to all other aircraft?

l-4¢
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1Q.16. What is the basis of the statement on p. 1-13 that the
N
o 1200 supersonic sortie requirement is expected to
I‘)
remain constant?

Q.17. 1If there is an increase anticipated in WSMR research
and development projects, is it not possible that the

49th TFW will be required to increase beyond 600 the |..
Ky

projected number of monthly sorties flown outside the

WSMR?

Q.18. What is the substance of the agreement between the

49th TFW and the 479th TTW with respect to the

O

'R
allocation of flight time over WSMR. 1Is it true that b,
the 479th TTW has priority?

hQ.19. What documents contain the information used as the

0‘\ 1\0
basis for the answer to the preceding question? 0

C. Alternatives

The alternative section of an EIS is the heart of the

environmental impact statement. Natural Resources Defense

Council v. Callaway, 524 F.2d 79, 93-92 (2nd Ciz. 1975). The

1-47
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RDEIS must "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives,” as well as discuss the reasons why
possible alternatives are eliminated from detailed study. 40 CFR

Sec. 1502.14(a). The RDEIS fails to meet this standard.

An EIS must discuss the environmental impact of

alternatives. Impact statements:

. . .must not simply list possible

alternatives; instead it must contain a

detailed and careful analysis of the relative

environmental merits and demerits of the

proposed action and possible alternatives.

NRDC v. Callaway, supra, 524 F.2d at 92; NRDC

v. Morton, 458 F.2d4 827, 834 (D.C. Cir.

1972).
The purpose of the discussion of alternatives is to "present the
environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in
comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing
a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and
the public. 40 CFR Sec. 1502.14. The RDEIS fails to meet this

standard as well.
An objective review of alternatives to supersonic flight
over Catron County would at a minimum analyze in detail the

following seven alternatives.

= -« 1, Fly at White Sands on weekends.

- 2. Temporarily relocate the 49th TFW.




G

3., Temporarily relocate the 479%9th TTW

4, Fly supersonically over lands with lower
elevations to attenuate noise.

5. Change the WSMR priorities between the
479th TTW and 49th TFW.

6. Fly supersonic in the Talon, Beak or
Pecos MOA's.

7. Make use of Cannon AFB for the 479th TTW
or 49th TFW.

The RDEIS pays lip service to aspects of the above mentioned
alternatives, but it does devote substantial treatment to them as

required by NEPA. Furthermore the RDEIS does not identify the

agencies preferred alternative or alternatives. 40 CFR Sec.

]
{1502.14(e).

Q.20. If 50 supersonic sorties can be flown per day on

weekends at White Sands Missle Range, why does the
RDEIS conclude that only 120 additional sorties per
month can be flown? There are nine weekend days per v
month; multiplied by 50 this results in 450 additional

monthly sorties.

Q.21. Why must weekend flying result in a seven day work
week for base support personnel? It would seeem more
sensible to increase the number of base support

personnel to accomodate using the F-15 seven days per

week. This would stimulate the local economy and be
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Q.22.

Q.23.

Q.24,

Q.25.

Q.26.

less expensive than flying over Catron County.

How do you reconcile paragraph 4.4.2.1. on pages 4-15,
4-16 of the RDEIS, with statements contained in the
environmental assessment for the F-15 beddown to the
effect that all supersonic flight would be within the
White Sands Missle Range? See Beddown E.A. pages 21,
30.

What is the elevation of Valentine, Texas?

Is it not correct that because of its average
elevation, supersonic flight in the Valentine MOA will
have less adverse impact than supersonic flight in the

Reserve, MOA, all other variables being equal?

Is it not correct that there is no potential for
adverse noise impact upon wilderness areas within the

Valentine MOA?

On page 4-1 paragraph 4.1.1.1., reference is made to
Air Force and FAA regulations that require the Air
Force to avoid or minimize impact on other airspace
users. Please provide a citation to the referenced

regulations.

N
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Q.27.

'0028.

Q.29.

Q.30.

Isn't it true that while the F-15 needs a 40 x 50 mile
area to accomplish effective training only about a

third of that total area is required for supersonic 3

flight?

Isn't it true that supersonic flight elipses could be
fit into other MOA's within 150 miles of Holloman and

affect fewer people within the elipse than are present

GE

within the Reserve elipse on page 4-16?

The RDEIS at page 4~5 ctates that the Talon MOA could
be expanded to a 20 x 30 N.M. area, but concludes thig
is insufficient for supersonic flight. Measurement of
the Talon MOA along its north-south and east-west

axis, however, shows that the Talon MOA as 40 x 40

67

N.M. at its widest. 1Is there any reason why this MOA
could not be squared off to provide a full 1600 sqg.
N.M. and further expanded by 10 N.M. on its western

side to provide almost 2000 sq. N.M. of flight space?

What is the population below the Talon MOA presently

configured? Below the Beak A MOA? Beak B MOA? Beak

68

C MOA?
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Q.32.

QL

Q.33.

A

Q.34.

L

Q.35.

gL

P~

A comparison of the September 1979 and April 1983
versions of the Albuquergue Sectional Aeronautical
Chart, Scale 1:500,000 does not reflect a 1980
division of the Talon MOA into three working areas as
stated at the top of page 4-5 of the RDEIS. Please

elaborate on the statement in the EIS.

Is there any reason why the Talon MOA cannot be moved

westward away from Artesia and Carlsbad?

If supersonic flight takes place only in an elipse of |
12 x 18 N.M. isn't it true that there should be little
difficulty conducting supersonic training within the
current Talon MOA and still maintain a five mile
supersonic flight distance from the cities of Artesia

and Carlsbad?

Why does the RDEIS not consider temporary relocation
of the 479th TTW, and use of the current WSMR airspace

by the 49th TFW?

What units based at Cannon AFB use the Pecos MOA? 1In
answer to this question please identify the wing or

unit, state the type of aircraft flown, the nature of

71
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Q.37.

SL

Q.38.

9.

Q.39.

YA

Q.40.

8.

the flight operations, and the flight levels within

which the flight operations take place.

Why does the EIS say that Cloudcroft and Mescalero are
within the Beak MOA?

Isn't it true that supersonic operations could easily
be conducted within the Beak MOA's without sonic booms

impacting Ruidoso, Mescalero or Cloudcroft?

From whom must approval be obtained to raise the
ceiling of the Beak, Talon or Pecos MOA's to 50,000
feet?

Please provide citations to any DOD, FAA, or other
regulations that regulate changes in the floor and

ceiling levels of existing MOA's.

From whom must approval be obtained to bring about a
change in common carrier flight routes to accomodate
use of airspace for military operations? Please cite

to the applicable regulation.
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0042.

0s

o0.43.

Q.44.

9|

Q.45.

Cxy

Q.46.

=4

What is the basis of the statement at page 4-6, that
there are no hard surfaced runways within the Reserve

MOA?

Why does the RDEIS in its discussion of temporary
deplcyment of Holloman units only discuss relocation

¢ Tyndall AFB or Nellis AFB?

Why does the RDEIS contain no discussion of temporary

deployment of the 479th TTW?

Why does the RDEIS contain no discussion of temporary
deployment of either the 49th TFW or the 479th TTW to

Cannon AFB, New Mexico?

Why does the RDEIS not reflect a cost benefit analysis
of:

A. Flying seven days a week at WSMR v.
. Flying in the Reserve MOA.

B, Temporary relocation of the 479th TTW to

Cannon v. Flying in the Reserve MOA.
Why does the RDEIS not consider establishing
supersonic airspace within the Talon, Beak, Reserve,

Valentine and Pecos MOA's and then dividing the

73
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supersonic flights between all five areas to minimize

£°]

noise impacts over any one area? >

D. Environmental Effects
1. Noise - See Rothman Technical Report, infra.

2, Air Quality
It is impossible to evaluate air quality impacts
_based on the discussion contained in the EIS. This is
principally due to the failure of the EIS to quantify current or

base levels of pollutants. Base line information should be

(3

provided for carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides,
sulfur oxides and partuculates. Table I on page 3-1 is also

inadequate. It compares current aircraft emissions with

R OEE EE N EE G AR R R S S A W

%)
projected future emissions, but leaves the reader with no ©
information concerning the basis of the figures contained
therein.

Q.47. Does Table I, include emissions from subsonic as well
l as supersonic flight?
l- o] Q-48. What types of aircraft are included in the current and
[N
0
projected figures? t
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Q.49. How many annual flights of each type of aircraft are
assumed in arriving at the current and projected

figures.

Q.50. Do the figures in Table I inlude only aircraft from

Holloman AFB or all aircraft? Please be specific.

Q.51. What will be the air quality impact in surrounding

87

Q
€

Wilderness areas from the aircraft pollutants emitted 2

during flight within the Reserve MOA?

3. Economy

The eonomic impact analysis of proposed supersonic
flight on the economy of Catron County is inadequate and
misieading. The economic impact study of four other southwest
ﬁOA's prepared by a private consultant for the Air Force providegq
little revelant data and no credible analysis from which to
predict the impact of supersonic flight on the Catron County

economy.

Among other inadequacies discussed in the Rothman

Technical Report, infra, the following are the most significant
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and bear repetition.
a. There is no data to support the conclusion that
the economies of the four base MOA's are comparable to the

economy of Catron County.

b. There is no data to support the conclusion that
the type of aircraft, nature of flight operations, number of
sorties, number of sonic booms, altitude of flight operations,
ground elevations, or CDNL noise curves, are sufficiently similar
in the four base MOA's to the projected and potential Catron

County situation, to justify the comparisons undertaken.

¢. In Catron County the pronosed Reserve
supersonic flight area occupies a substantial portion of the
county's geographic area and includes a substantial portion
(almost half) of the county's total population. In the base
MOA's the supersonic areas include small fractions of several
counties and insignificant percentages of the total county
populations. The county data compiled with respect to the base
MOA's is therefore a poor indication of the impact on the
economies of the communities directly under the supersonic flight
area and of no value in assessing the potential impact on the

economy of Catron County.
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4. wildlife
Q.52., It is difficult to follow the response of the
United States Fish and Wildlife Servie at pp. 10-4,
10-5, and 10~6, without first reviewing the
referenced Air Force correspondence of December 15,
1980, December 3, 1981 and May 5, 1980? Please

include these letters in the next EIS.

ol Q.53. What are the minimum ceiling levels established by the |

Air Porce for flight over bald eagle territory?

o
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INTRODUCTION

As a systems analyst I was directed by Catron County to analyze this
RDEIS, to assess the probable sonic boom exposure of the residents of the
county, to estimate the possible adverse health effects or other
environmental impacts, and to evaluate the alternatives. Howzver, it soon
became clear that the RDEIS could not form a basis of any type of analysis
of environmental problems that would result from supersonic flight
agperations. The document is rife with errors. There are so many errors
of so many different types that no meaningful analysis could be
performed.

The objective of the proposed supersonic flights is to train F-15
pilots in air combat maneuvers, allowing them, when they choocse, to exceed
the speed of sound. I started out asking the question, "How much training
is required?” Immediately any analyst is brought to a complete halt in
pursuing his investigations of the document: for if training is the
objective then there should be a measure of how much is needed. The
document provides none.

From beginning to end, the RDEIS concerns itself with the number of

sorties flown. When flying from Holloman Air Force Base to Catron County,
Nithe time for the sortie is 84 minutes of which only 36 minutes can be used
for training, the remaining 54 minutes being time in transit. A similar
sortie conducted over White Sands Missile Range or some other area closer

to Holloman Air Faorce Base allows more training per sor e i fatt, as I
tkt ice as much
bas It follows

will show later, the same sortie could provide/pt'
training if conducted in an area closer to the F-15’

that "“number of sorties" is not a measure of pilot training! Because the
document considers only the quantity of sorties gi;nggt’ regard to the

training that takes place on each sortie, it cannot be used to determine

D e s S e s e

;5 any particular alternative would provide the 49th Tactical Fighter Wing

hth sufficient training.

'€%7Q‘I found that a systems analysis based on this document cannot be done.
.Do not be mislead by the brevity of these comments. I could write a
document of the same weight and size of the RDEIS as a critique of the
RDEIS. Instead, I have chosen a categorization of the types of errors that
occur in the document and will provide the reader with a sampling of each
error type. Following are categories that are used:

I. Errors in document craftsmanship page: 3
II. Errors in use of reference materials 4
III. Errors in conceptual techniques and analytic methods 9
IV. Omission of key reference sources 16
V. Omission of impacts and alternatives 18

Overall Conclusions are on page 25, with References and Exhibits
attached.

1-60

92




I. ERRORS IN DOCUMENT CRAFTSMANSHIP

1. There are three large-scale maps of the area presented in the RDEIS.
The one on page 3-2&4 includes a scale. The scale is incorrect, making it
very difficult to make sense of these maps. If this scale is used, thej™
proposed supersonic area increases from about 1799 square miles to 5869
square miles.

——— s e

!

2. The population fiqures on the page 4—-16 map are in error. Even
worse is the discrepancy between this page in the Reserve RDEIS and the
same page in the Valentine RDEIS: the pages appear identical except the
population figures have been changed. While the town of Reserve is shown
to have 449 people in the Reserve document, it has 3586 in the Valentine
dacument. Both are wrong. Other erasures and substitutions can be seen
on these two pages (refer to attached exhibits). This type of
manipulation is inexcusable and inexplicable. It may have been intended
to give the impression to the people of Valentine that more people live ir
the Reserve area than really do.

¥

9

v —— - —— s -
e
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3. On page 4-19 there is a map of the Valentine area which is in error,
as a comparison with the map on page 3-7 of the Valentine RDEIS would
indicate (see exhibit, looking closely at numbers inside the ellipses).
Only the most diligent research waquld uncover the fact that some of the
numbers are arbitrary map keys while other numbers on the same map are
population figures. The impression received when looking at the map on
page 4-1? is that there is a tremendous population in the Valentine MOA
outside of the defined ellipses. This is untrue. The numbers outside
the ellipses are reference numbers that are explained nowhere, neither in
the Valentine document nor in the Reserve document. &

S¢

There is no way to have discovered the meaning of the map on 4-19 by
looking at the Reserve RDEIS itself. Only by a comparison with the
Valentine document is anything found to be out of place. To see the
futility of any analysis when the documents are such poor quality, look at
page 3-7 of the Valentine document: the map refers vyou to “"Table 2".
However "table 2" is irrelevant, giving no information about this map at
all.

4. In this section, and in each of the following sections, I have
described only a few samples of each error type. My purpose is to
demonstrate the futility of trying to use the RDEIS as the basis for an
environmental analysis.
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II. ERRORS IN USE OF REFERENCE MATERIALS

In general, references have been used in a way reminiscent of a movie
advertiser’s use of critics® reviews, not in a way consistent with
scientific inquiry. The documents have been  quoted out of context, have
been misquoted, or have been otherwise misconstrued. It is the rule in
this RDEIS that the authors have selected those parts of the reference
documents that seem favorable to them and have omitted those parts that
are unfavorable, even to the extent of misrepresenting the reference
entirely. Of course this is inappropriate for a NEPA environmental
analysis. The following examples will prove the point:

{All document numbers are from Section 11 of the RDEI1S)

1. Page 4-11 tries to justify the selection of Holloman Air Force Base
for the beddown of the F-13s5. "Six selection criteria” from the Beddown
Documant (which is reference number 15 in Section 11) are shown. The Air
Force has to some extent paraphrased the reference but, in Item Number 2,
has changed the referenced selection criterion completely. In the Beddown
Document, selection criterion 2 refers _ to an area having only
limited general aviation, but the RDEIS refers instead to an area having
sparse population. This goes beyond a paraphrase. This seems to be an
intentional misquote +from the reference. The Air Force has changed in-
frequently used airspace to sparsely populated land beneath the airspace
in apparent justification to fly over sparsely populated area.The Beddaown
Document intended no such thing.

Further, the Beddown Document makes clear in several places that the
selection of Holloman Air Force Base was predicated upon use of the White
Sands Missile Range. Page 21! "F-15 and T7-38 activity will take place
within the restricted airspace controlled by White Sands Missile Range.
The airspace overlies unpopulated desert plains and sonic booms generated
during the training will not be perceived cutside the boundaries of the
White Sands Missile Range." Page 3¢: "No additional airspace is planned to
support the transition from F-4 to F-15 aircraft or the increase of T-38
aircraft.” (typo corrected) Here, then, is an example of not only an
intentional misquote from the reference source, but a deliberate
mi srepresentation of the reference. It is clear +from the Beddown
Document, which is itself an environmental impact statement, that these
F~15’s were based in Holloman Air Force Base with the intention of using
White Sands Missile Base exclusively for any supersonic operations. The
authors of the RDEIS have apparently tried to justify the concept of
flying supersonically over people by re—writing history. This type of
error cannot be explained in an innocent manner, and in fact fails even
the liberal ideas of Madison Avenue when it comes to quoting reference
sources. The rigorous fact—finding procedures of scientific inquiry have
been completely ignored.
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2. It 1s instructive to investigate how the subject of focus bocms .s
presented in the EIS in regard to references. On page "ii" of the
summary, the following statement is made:

“YAs indicated, these focus boaoms impacted a fixed location and do not
follow the aircraft flight track. vhe pressure increase can varv 2 to 2
times the overpressure level of the carpet boom at the laocation of fccus.
However, atmospheric conditions reduce the possibility of such increase to
2 to 4 times. Often atmospheric turbulence will cause a ce—focusing
effect that dissipates the booms completelvy.*

It is hard tao find more errors contained in a smaller number of words.
This section is also repeated on 3-16 in the body of the document. Let us
examine this statement one part at a time.

Firstly, "focus booms impact a fixed 1laocation and do not follow thei
aircraft flight track": the documents quoted in this respect are 73 and]
98. 98, it turns out upon examination is really only referencing the
primary source which is 78. So referring to 78 which is the origiral
research on this topic and which is referenced by at least & other
documents that we have found, we Ffind the statement that "all military
aircraft which make high 1oad factor maneuvers produce focus and
super—focus booms all along the supersonic airpath®”, and then later "the
focusing zone is a line 3938 feet wide and the superfaocus occurs over a
surface of 300 feet radius approximately”. This means that instead of a
focus boom occurring simply at one location, it occurs all along the:
flight path. f

The next part of the statement quotes these documents as claiming that:
the pressure increase will vary from 2 to S times that of a carpet boom: |
quite the contrary, the original document states "a very sophisticated set;
of tests made in the French Flight Test Center show that the boom!
intensity is multiplied by 5 in case of focus and by at 1least 9 for§
super—focus. The chosen maneuver was a turn, because it 1localizes the!
focus along a continuous line." Further, "consequently it is important:
for us not to forget that in every case we measure a value of the ¥ocus§
factor lower than the actual value.” Also, "we can only assert that the;

actual figure (of superfocus) is not less than ?.°“

o)

Next, there is the claim that atmospheric conditions reduce the
possibility of <focusing to a factor of 2 to 4 times and that the.
de-focusing effect sometimes completely dissipates the boom: this is
contrary to what was found in the original research. The original
research did measure focus on windy days: “the chosen value for the wind:
was the mean value between 2 soundings made just before and after the:
flight test", and later "the perturbations were due to the windy,
weather". In fact, other references not quoted here show that although.
atmospheric turbulence could de-focus one boom, they will on average notf
have any effect because in other cases they focus a boom that was not’
going to otherwise be focused. So that calling out the fact that the’
atmosphere sometimes de—focuses a boom without noting the companion effect|
of the turbulence that sometimes it does focus a boom that would not§
otherwise be focused is certainly misleading. On this same subject,!
reference 98: "In some instances, however, the atmospheric conditions arui
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such as to cause shock waves that impact populated areas."” Furiner,
"non-standard weather conditions involving extreme temperature i1invars:ons,
oland unusual wind structures can result in the ray path situation showrn...
in this case the wave propagation speed profile in the atmosphere is such:
that the sonic booms which previously impacted short of the populatea area?‘
are projected further forward and thus can directly impact the surface!
over an extended distance". :
Reference 98 brings up another topic not addressed in the EIS &. all.:
"On the other hand, the secondary sonic boom carpet and the disturbances:
experienced within it are not wel l—-defined and only fragmentary.
wlobservations and measurements are available. Fropagacion distances’
"’greater than 159 kilometers are common, and relatively large ¢-Zund areasir
are exposed, but the significance from a community response standpoint is;”
not well-defined." This is contained in the concluding remarks and simply;
cannot be overlooked. It 1is, however, not a topic that is addressed 1in;
the EIS. '

«
t

3. On page 3—-19 the statement is made: "experience gained in the Sells|
MOA in Arizona where the number of booms heard does not average morea than|
2 or 3 a day"” is based upon reference 53. Not quoted from the introduction;
to reference 53 is the following statement: "The information in this table
should not be treated as hard data because it is based on leading|.
questions, it was abtained through an interpreter for the most part and|
was derived from cryptic notes, hurriedly made after each conversation%
period".

oo/

4. On the bottom third of paqge 3-19 and continuing to the middle of:
3-12 is a long series of quotes from reference 99. This reference is to,
the Air Force’s own sonic boom expert, Galloway, who alsoc was the author!
of reference 74, The EIS fails to point out that all supersonic boom,
exposure levels as expressed in CDNL values bhave been calculated fromis
reference 94 and not from reference 99 which was written two years later. |
In fact, the EIS misrepresents the tone and purpose of referaence 99 by|
failing to quote appropriately. i

10/

The subject of reference 99 is "research recaommendations”, as indicated.
by its title. Galloway speaks at length about a program to collect test

data in a supersonic area and continues: "Upon completion of the:
mggsu:ementmmpgpgram, the results should be used to modify the CTDNL
prediction  program as necessary. It may turn out that an entirely’

c/

different modeling procedure may be advisable. Principal uncertainties in
the prediction of human response are the choice of acoustical descriptor.
and the validity of a cumulative exposure measure such as DNL or CDNL for%
describing human response to randomly occurring, infrequent, impulsive,

-
[

noise events. Of equal uncertainty is the applicability of noise response’ -
information inferred from a suburban-urban population to people living in;
the very low population densities of rural areas most likely to be!
subjected to some booms from USAF operations." '
|
(//‘Throughnut reference 99 from the introduction to its conclusions, .
Galloway indicates that the Air Force does not now have adequate data to;
{allow it to write environmental impact statements. Further, he recommends|

\J
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a data collection procedure to remedy this problem. This 1= =& key:
s ldocument since it is the Air Force’s own sonic boom expert saying thac theé
Air Force does not yet have the proper information which it needs for an,>™
environmental impact statement, and recommends how the Air Faorce shouldii
proceed to get this information. 2
— -

' Misrepresentations of reference material are so serious that [ am
considering taking this to the U.S. Air Force Inspector General’ s office.

It appears that errors in the RDEIS have gone beyond being incomp-=tent, to
hging fraudulent and in violation of the NEPA law. This document is an

impossible basis for scientific inquiry.

o  ———

S. On page 3-15 the RDEIS quotes from Reference 92 which is from the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, entitled “Information on Levels of
Environmental Noise Requisite tao Protect Public Health and Welfare With an
Adequate Margin of Safety”. This obviously sounds like an appropriate
document to reference. The RDEIS has chosen a relatively innocuous qguate:
“number of factors must be considered in predicting the effects of impulse
noise on people". What they aomitted to quote, however, was the following
conclusion that EPA came to when they studied the effects of sonic boams:
“Thus, the peak over-pressure of a sonic boom that occurs during the day
should be no more than 35.91 Pascals (8.75 pounds per square foot) if the
population is not to be annoyed, or the general health and welfare
adversely affected." EPA presents a formula that shows that for 3 booms a
day the acceptable boom overpressure should be less than 8.5 pounds per
square foot. S

€0l
!

. It should be obvious to the most casual observor that EPA-identified
numbers such as the ones contained in the above gquote are emphatically;
relevant to the case at hand. However, the RDEIS omits this informationf

I' entirely. The Air Force plans to exceed the 8.5 pounds per sgquare foot by|
a large margin. From page "i" in the summary, "“the average carpet boom;
will range between 2 to 3 pounds per square foot." Page 3—-6 gshows a tablei

-ll where 177 of the booms exceed 4 pounds per square foot. Added to this are.
the multiplicative factors that may focus a boom by as much as 2 to 5, org

even up to 9 times, depending upon the atmosphere, canyon surfaces, and;

aircraft maneuvers.

6. Reference 1866 1is a basic source for the RDEIS’s assessment of
community response. Although not quoted directly very often, it is a
source of all of the Ffigures for the "highly annoyed"” peogple, is based on
the results of the O0Oklahama City test (References 9, 16 and b)), and is
quoted extensively in the appendix on page D-8. A sample: "at end of the
-|test, 73% of the group felt they could 1learn to live with 8 booms a day
R{indefinitely." The actual quote is "at the end of & months, about 1/4 of
all the people felt that they could not learn to accept the booms]
(original emphasis). A graph is presented in the reference that shows the
number of people that could not 1learn to accept booms was increasing
through the period of the tests fraom 97 at the beginning to 174 in the
middle tao 27%Z at the end when the test was stopped. Not mentioned at all
is the fact that many law suits, including a suit by the Oklahoma City
Council had been started to force cancellation of this test.

sl

104
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; Projecting the community response to an unending sonic boum exposurs 1S
iprobably inapprooriate because the test was conducted in an urban area.
However, the trend of annoyance at the end of the test is vervy important. |
The portion of the populaticn who could not learn to live with the booms.
can reasonably be expected to increase even further than 274 if the test‘

had continued. The percentage of the people at the end of the test who!

were "highly annoyed" was 36% and was also increasing. Neither of these.

observations were made in our RDEIS. Jﬁ
xS

18

When these fiqures were used by CHABA (reference 186) and subsequently
by our RDEIS, the definition of the term "highly annoyed" was changec so:
that it does not mean what you or I would expect. It was estimated {(page:
19) that 607 of the population would never complain about anv cavernmental
action no matter how annoyed they were. Consequently, the Cklahoma Cityi
test results were reduced by 68%. "This cynical definition of "highly'
annoyed", excluding as it does those people that are highly annoyed but:
will not complain about a governmental action, is inapnropriate as a basis|
for deciding adverse environmental impacts. !

7. The bottom paragraph on page 315 says, “CHABA has evaluated the.
hazard of pre—-natal noise exposure and reports: “"There is no conclusive
evidence of detrimental effects of high intensity external sound in higher;
animals...". The RDEIS goes on to quote a paragraph from that document.
The operative word, apparently, is "conclusive": there may be evidence, ;
but it is not yet conclusive evidence. The document states explicitly inj
its abstract, in its introduction, and in its conclusions, the following:|
"Questions asked were (1) What are the potential hazards of noise§
exposure? [to the fetus]l (2) On the basis of current knowledge canji
reasonable limits be specified for conditions of noise exposure?... The!
~|following brief report reviews the research considered relevant by the|
G|working group, points out the problems and limitations encountered in this]
research and its evaluation, and concludes that, on the basis of available v
data, definite answers cannot be given to questions 1 and 2.9
Recommendations are made for further research." !

This is an interesting case because the whole purpase of this document,
was to answer the Air Force’s question as posed in the contract. The!
above quote makes it clear that answers are not possible right now and
that further research is recommended. The NEPA law requires the Air Force:
) to go ahead, in a case of significant adverse human environmental impact,’
and fund the additional research to get thes® answers. Instead, the RDEIS
ignores the conclusions of the report and yuotes an ambiguous paragraph'
which gives the reader an erroneous impression that CHABA has made a
finding. :
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I11. ERRORS OF CONCEPTUAL TECHNIGUE & ANALYTICAL METHODS

1. OBJECTIVE FUNCTION: As discussed briefly in the introduction, the
Alr Force bhas an unrealistic and meaningless statement of its objective
for the proposed action. The entire RDEIS deals with numbers of sorties,
but the stated purpose is to provide training tao F—-15 pilots. It is
stated in several places that flying in Catron County would provide only
38 minutes of training out of an 84 minute sortie. This represents
approximately 39 minutes of excess transit time when compared to flying in
White Sands. This is a conservative estimate and the savings in transit;
time is prabably greater. Therefore, a single sortie of 84 minutes flown
over White Sands Missile Range would provide more than twice the training
to an F-15 pilot in air combat maneuvers. This same reasoning applies to
each and every alternative in the document and especially should be used
in a cost benefit analysis as suggested later. The document as written
becomes meaningless and defies any systems analysis when it talks of
sorties instead of discussing training.

It is interesting to note that the number of sorties seems to have been
determined by an arbitrary and possibly capricious method. Apparantly the
number of planes in the Tactical Fighter Wing (72) was multiplied by the
number of working days in a month (20) and then again by the arbitrary
assumption that 83% of these sorties must be supersonic. This leads to a
figure of approximately 1200 sorties per month, of which it is claimed
only 608 can be flown aver White Sands Missile Range (although 999 sarties
per month have been flown over White Sands as a “"short—-term solution”
(page 1-4)). 1t can be seen that the derivation of sortie rates
seeas to depend upan the availability of planes rather than any particular
training requirement for F-15 pilots. The meaninglessness of this figure:
mecomes apparent when the "readiness rate" is taken into account.

]
The U.S.A.F. Directorate of the Budget has supplied me with the
following: "fully mission-capable readiness rate as of October 1983 is
61.77". The United States must buy 168 F-15’s in order to have 61 of them
capable of flying. 1In the case of Holloman Air Farce Base and the 49thi
Tactical Fighter Wing, this would lead to an estimate that of the 72
planes based at Holloman about 28 of them would be incapable of flying al
ission at any one time. When this factor is taken into account, the!
total number of sorties possible per month from the 49th Tactical Fighteq
ing is 888 sorties. 1If 854 of these are supersonic then 755 supersonic!
orties could be flown per month. Use of a measure such as sortie rate
ill lead the Air Force to an inefficient utilization of its resources!
nd, without question, leads the reader of the RDEIS up a deadend road.
e document must be re-written with the stated objective in aind: t
rovide the F-135 pilot with a certain required number of hours of training
ach month, not a specific number of sorties.
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! 2. ECONGMIC IMPACT MODEL: Reference 96 is an Air Force—-sponscred ctudy:
jof 277 pages, intended to show the economic impact upon Catron County. The%
general methodology proposed is to study the impact of supersonic flight]
operations in 4 other areas and use the results to predict the impact oni
Catron County. The 4 areas chosen were White Sands Missile Range and the
Sells, Desert, and Gladden MOAs. Nowhere in the document are the type of!
supersonic operations that were conducted aover these areas describ: d. One!
area, White Sands Missile Range, is all Department of Defense iand or is|
under contract to the Department of Defense. Similarly, the Desert MCA is|
mainly Department of Defense land, including the "Nevada Test Site” where;
atomic bombs had been tested. The appropriateness of using these for’
areas as a model to predict the economic impact upon Catron County has not;
been justified. ;

One reason to doubt the suitability of these models for pradictions;
about Catron County is that all of them have been averflown since Worid.
War II. How is it possible, one might ask, to see the effect of sonic pocom:
operations where, on one hand, for two generations the madel MOAs nave
been overflown, and on the other hand, Catron County is propaosed to:
undergo a severe change, by introducing supersonic flight next year? On;
page 9-1 of the RDEIS, even the Air Force shows some appreciation of!
Catron County: "Due to the area’s rural population and remoteness, area
residents are accustomed to a life style free from the encroachment of!
many modern-—-day experiences. Area residents refer to the area proposed’
for supersonic flight as the “last unspoiled Frontier”. Some of the samej
residents see the proposed flight operations as government intrusion,!

interfering with their chosen life styles."” All aof the 4 MOA models are!

~|located in desert terrain as opposed to the forested, mountainous countryg

S}which is heavily used for outdoor recreation. It is attractive to people]

' around the country as a retirement community. From these observations’
alone it can be concluded that the 4 MOAs chosen as models are |
inappropriate. &

"\

Weakness in the MOA models is significant, but the weakness in the]
methodology is fatal. In each case, the economic health of the MOA!
community has been assessed by evaluation of county statistics. One!
example: page 143 of the reference (the economic impact study, Reference
6) shows “each of the counties under analysis in the White Sands, Desert,.
Sells, and Gladden supersonic military operations areas has a net gain ini
the number of residents since 1968 as well as since 197d...the number of
employed people...the total and per capita personal income...the retaii;
sales...the assessed evaluation of taxed property has increased very'
strongly”. In its summary of its findings in the 4 active MOAs, this,
document concludes that everything is doing well. :

However, closer examination shows, on page 81, that Gladden itself has!
3 towns, each having under 189 persons, with Gladden "estimated to be 10
people”. Use of county statistics leads the authors of this reference to
use Maricopa County, which as shown on page S4, has a total personali
income of just about $9 billion dollars. 1If this seems strange then page:
44 should clear up any possible misconceptions: Maricopa County, which is{
used to analyze the economy of the Gladden MOA, has a population of!
1,293,200, about S5% of the population of the entire state of Arizona. It
happens that Arizona has large counties and the city aof Phaenix is locatedf
in the same county as a portion of the Gladden MOA. In fact, the city of|
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Gladden is on the opposite side of the county from Phoenix at a discarce
of approximately 94 miles. It is obvious that the people of Prnceni: are:
not being subjected to whatever sonic booms occurred over the Giadden MOA.
Further, the very idea of representing the economic impact of sonic booms
to this model MOA where Gladden itsel+ has a population estimated to be’
19, by the economic statistics gathered from a county that includes:
Phoenix with a population of 1.3 million, is simply absurd. '

To show that this is not an isolated example, I will take on. more of
these model MOAs as an illustration. The Sells MOA has a population.
estimated to be a little more than 8988, while the population of the:
county is 461,798. Indeed, this is another county which has a major city:
at the other end, that is, Tucson. Tucson is about 89 miles sway from the.
center of the Sells MOA. '

It is hard to accept the failure of methodology, by which I mean the:
use of county statistics to estimate the impact of sonic booms on the:
model MOAs. How is it possible to explain this kind of misleading use of
statistics 1n an innocent manner? One conclusion is inescapable: the'
reference document 96 and consequently the section entitled "Economic:
Considerations” and the section entitled "Socio—-Economic Conditions” and’
the page 3-27 through 3-31 inclusive in the RDEIS are without value.
Comparisons are continually made back to the "4 control MOAs" which were:
discussed above. Since these models are unsuitable to begin with andg
since the methadology used is inappropriate, the conclusions arej
unjustified. It is anticipated that supersonic flight over Catron County|
would introduce a great and possibly devastating economic impact upon the:
county and its residents. The environmental impact statement must beE
re-written to address this impact. i

3. SONIC BOOM EXPOSURE MODEL: The idea of using a single maneuvering
ellipse comes from examination of the Oceana study but does not satisfy
the NEPA requirement to do a worst case analysis. As is discussed
elsewhere in this report, the Air Force is seeking a waiver for supersonic
flight in a 1799 square mile area and is not limited to flying in the 170
square miles of the ellipse. In addition, examination of the Hill Air
Force Base draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Gandy Range
extension shows that Hill Air Force Base can easily fit 2 ellipses within
that supersonic area, not one. They estimate that each ellipse has a
carrying capacity of 4900 supersonic flights per month for a total of 899
supersonic flights in the Reserve MOA. Even so, I want to go ahead and
illustrate the flaws that have occurred in using the Oceana data to
calcul ate sound exposure in this single ellipse, for the case of 300
sorties per month.

The referenced document 1s 94 which is a control report by William,
Galloway on "Development of C-Weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level
Contours for F-15 Air Combat Maneuvering Areas”". This is based upon
simplified formulas for calculations of carpet boom exposure levels,
certain assumptions about focusing booms and data +from the Oceana MOA
study. The Oceana study is a dubious madel of operations over Reserve;
for instance, it takes place over the ocean and not over the mountains.
On page 22 of the reference a chart is given of the sonic booms created
during 21 sorties in the Oceana MOA. Approximately one single day of
flight is statistically of no value at all. It is not possible with one
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Q;data point to compute the expected distributions and var:iations that would:
®loccur from one day to the next in the use of the Reserve MOA. .

The following discussion, while somewhat technical i1n nature, 1is
nonetheless important since the conclusion is reached that the sonic boom
exposure levels are grossly underestimated. The consequent estimate of
C-weighted day—-night noise levels exceeded all standardse and are well into
a reqion of unacceptable noise.

The Oceana test was conducted in an area that had navigational beacons
located on both sides of the ellipse. This currently would not be the
case in the Reserve MOA. Use of Oceana as a model for Reserve is
certainly questionable.

The first step in using the Oceana model was the determination that o¥§
the 21 sorties, 36 booms were created, and out of these 56 events, 18§
would reach the ground. If we are to believe that Oceana is an adequate,
model for Reserve, then the use of sea level in Figure 4 on page 22 as the!
origin of the cutoff is inappropriate. The mistake made is that 18 booms§
are assumed to reach sea level and then are subsequently adjusted up to!
the overpressures that would occur if the ground were at 5889 feet. 1,
however, the ground is assumed to be at 58000 feet to begin with (or I,
choose it to be at 79088 feet, since that is more representative of <
Reserve) then the dotted line on Figure 4 is raised 7/16 of an inch. This:
means that of 56 sonic events, 24 of them would reach the ground and not!
18. Instead of 9.8 booms per sortie, there would be 1.14 boams per;
sortie. 0Of course using this higher figure upsets the entire sonic boom
expasure analysis and also the calculated C-weighted day-—night noise
levels.

The next error is where the training time was neglected. The training;
time at Oceana was 20 minutes per sortie; training time assumed at Reserve;
is 30 minutes per sortie which is 587 greater. It is reasonable to assume:
that the number of sonic boom events would also consequently be S&%L/G
greater. This raises the number of booms reaching the ground from aboutL*
24 to 36 and with or without the previous adjustment (in the paragraph‘
above) will upset the entire sonic boom exposure analysis in the RDEIS.

The next error is an unjustifiable resort to use of averages instead ofy
individual calculations to the carpet boom exposure of the sonic boom
events that will hit the ground. A simplified example might help explain;
what I mean: When there is a threshold value being considered, in this!
case the Mach cutoff, above which elevation sonic booms will not hit the
ground, use of averages can be misleading. For instance, if we were to
assume that the cutoff elevation at a certain Mach speed was 18,009 feet;
and that all planes were going at this same Mach speed but half of the!
planes were at 199 feet above the ground and the other half of the pl anes!
were flying at 39,000 feet above the ground, then the average flight level. .
is approximately 15,008 feet, which is abaove the assumed 19,900 feeti~
cutoff level. This would lead one to assume that no booms were going to!
hit the ground on the average; however, in reality, since half of the!
planes were <flying at only 160 feet off the ground, very fierce booms.
would be felt, produced by half the planes in the example. i

|

The use of an averaging technique in this case (root—mean—squared}

method) creates a bias when there is an anomalous data point, such as the;
plane that was flying at Mach 1.5 at 42,000 feet. Galloway has discarded|
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this data point because he was using an averaging method. in such a suell
‘test as this, discarding one out of 18 points means throwing away «loost
&7 of the data. There is no reason to assume that this flight will never:
re-occur and, in fact when looking at the wide variation of sonic boom:
events that occurred in Oceana, there is every reason to assume that this|
flight might be representative of future high level escapes during af
dogfight. If the effect of all sonic boom events were calculated!
individually then their sum would be a better estimate of what would have,
been heard on the ground than use of any kind of averaging technr: gue.

Because of the nature of sonic boom cutoff speeds and the lateral.
cutoff distance, use of an average tends to minimize the sonic boom.
exposure. With detailed analysis we would increase these exposure levels!
by considering each and every sonic boom event. ;

Another result of recomputing the sonic boom exposures individually is!
to change the CSEL, the C-weighted sound equivalent level as caicuiated in§
equation 9. It is likely that individual boom event calculations wouldg
vield sonic boom exposure area greater than the 28 square miles assumed.:
If this were the case then the CSEL may increase substantially from theg

194 decibels given in equation 9. i

17/
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Equation 18 involves a factar of 5/7 that is entirely unjustified. The
rationale for using S/7 is that sonic booms are expected in the Reservei
area only S5 days out of every week. However, the sonic boom exposure.
levels as measured by CDNL are all published on a 24-hour basis, nct on an.
annualized basis. The noise in each day of the week should be judged day'
by day. This is consistent with all of the reference documents,!
particularly those +from CHABA (reference number 184), "Assessment of
Community Response tao High Energy Impulsive Sounds®". Elimination of the!
5/7 factor increases the sonic boom exposure by 20%. This factor itsel+f,:
or in combination with the added factors from the above paragraphs, tendsf
to elevate the expected CDNL values by a large amount. |

Z1!

"e

The next error made in this document is caonsideration of superbaoms. |
Firstly, an assumption is made that a superboom will be one out of every
20 booms that reach the ground. It is my conclusion that not only is this
statement made without any data but that it is incorrect. Galloway
defines a superboom as having a factor of 4 increase 1in overpressure.l
This is in fact not a superboom but a focus boom, and a focus boom is
created every time an aircraft breaks the sound barrier. This means thatj
for every one of the carpet booms there must be at least one focus boom.
This would be true even if the planes stayed in level flight. However the;
whole purpose of this exercise is to perform air combat maneuvering, which!
involves turns and pushovers, dives and climbs, all of which can createl
focusing effects. Additional focusing effects are created by the terrain;
in the Catron County area. Larger booms are alsa created when one|
aircraft passes another aircraft, which of course will happen all the time|
in a dogfight. The original research on focus booms (reference number 78)!
reports that focus booms occur in a continuous line under the flight path,§
s0 the assumption made in reference 94 that focus booms would only reach;
the ground in the ratio of one focus boom per 20 carpet booms is
unjustified. A better assumption would seem to be that for each and avery|
carpet boom there will be at least one focus boom and probably more. The!
focusing effects in air combat maneuvers are quite severe. 1

£/
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Changing the assumptior will also change the likelihood of hearing}
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Ibooms. The overpressures and the number of booms heard would chance.
\?Some of these booms would be projected outside of the area since they do:
Q‘not occur beneath the flight path of the plane. This means that even i+

we were to believe that all of the maneuvering could take place with:in thej?
ellipse, sonic booms would travel a great distance outside of the ellipse:’
because of the focusing effects. Incidentally, the boom I referred toi
before occurred at a Mach of 1.5 and an altitude of 42,000 feet. Booms of
this sort would travel a considerable distance, an estimate being somewhat
in excess of 39 miles across. 1 estimate from the figure on D-3. of the
RDEIS that it was approximately 27 miles in length. Thus about 8986 square
miles would be subjected to this boom.

Another error in this analysis (reference 94) was poi-t=zd out by
Galloway in his document 2 years later (reference 99). The formulas for:
calculating sonic boom overpressures are for straight and level flight and;
that when a plane is in a dive the effective height of that plane is lower'
than its actual height and its effective speed is faster than its actual.:
speed when using these formulas. Analysis of air combat maneuvers must be!
performed before determining which booms would be heard and which are’
above cutoff. A most significant effect would be a substantial increase.
in sonic boom overpressures for planes that are diving to escape in al..
dogfight and are going toward the 15,000 foot mean sea level floor. The! =
effective elevation of the plane in a 38%Z dive under these circumstances’
would be somewhere just above 12,090 feet and the Mach speed would!
increase to somewhere close to 1.9. The overpressure calculations would,
show a carpet boom in excess of &6 pounds per sqguare foot. It should bef
emphasized that this is not a focus boom but actually a carpet boom that|
spreads over a much wider area and is much more intense than booms that
would be calculated by tha methads used in reference 94.

bl

The above effects necessitate a complete re—-writing of the section onj
sonic boom exposure and calculation of CDNL levels. Before leaving this,
subject I just want to note that the estimates of number of booms to bej
heard in one day on page 3-9 are limited to carpet booms and do not:
consider the large number of focus and superfocus booms that would be;
created by air combat maneuvers. Table 3 on page 3-6, which purports to|
show the expected carpet boom overpressures, is entirely erroneous because _
it assumes a normal distribution of booms. Examination of Table L just|{~
above it, and based upon this small sample of booms in Oceana, normal’
distribution of boom overpressures can not be defended and consequently’
use of standard deviations to express the expected deviation of boom
overpressures from the mean is groundless. ' i

i

gl

It may be interesting to note that even without any of the errors noted
above, the assumption stated on page 3-9 that the center of the ellipse.
will get an average of 4 booms a day would mean that the EIS should have!
drawn in a smaller ellipse within the maneuvering ellipse to show the|
higher intensities of sound delivered in this central area. Calculations;
of that central area, assuming the mean number of boaoms hit it each day, !
vield a CDNL level of 68.9. Impulse noises are penalized by approximately!'>
by S dB when compared with DNL A-weighted standards; this puts the noise!
levels of the center of the ellipse {74 DNL) into a completelyi
unacceptable range even without changing any of the calculations that|
are indicated by the preceding paragraphs. i

9/!

In conclusion, the analysis of sonic boom exposure and C-weighted
day-night noise levels is grossly inadequate and tends to underestimate by
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be re-written to account for the much higher noise level impact.
document cannot form a basis for assessing sound exposure impact.
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a very large margin the sound that would be heard in a single ellipse.
Even 380 sorties a month would produce unacceptable sound levels in that
region. Not only must this analysis be redone, but since its results are
used throughout the RDEIS from beginning to end, the entire document must
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iv. OMISSIONS OF RELEVANT SOURCE REFERENCES

The RDEIS refers to about 16 documents that relate to huran health.
Since this is such an important possible adverse environmental impact, a
more vigorous literature search should have been done. Dr. Worthington
had come up with about 835 additional references when he did his search in
1978. He said to me, personally, that there have been about a hundred
studies since that date. The Air Force seems to have missed several
important studies relating impulse noise to health effects and the EIS
cannot be permitted to stand on Dr.Worthington’s now-outdated commentary.
In fact, the NEPA 1law requires more than a literature research and says
that if there are gaps in relevant information or scientific uncertainty
that the agency shall either supply the migssing information or do a worst
case analysis. A few examples of the kind of document the Air Force has
missed are given below.

single noise events as well, it seems justifiaib.e to demand an assessment
of naise not only by calculated equivalent continuous noise level, but
also by limits for single noise events which must not be exceeded even if
the continuous level is below the criteria fixed in standards or laws. It
is obvious, too, that single noise events whose intensities exceed
established limits are as important as equivalent continuous sound

1. (Catron County Document 16): “As hiina health is endangered by

levels. ™

2. This is Catron County Document 13 which was published in 1981 and
has been cited as a landmark original research on the effect of noise.
“We have demonstrated for what we believe to be the first time in a
carefully controlled experiment that moderate levels of realistic noise,
presented at appropriate times throughout the day, can produce sustained
elevations in blood pressure without producing significant changes 1in
auditory sensitivity.” (The Air Force says that if there is no hearing
damage then there would be no other physiological damage.) "...We havei
provided evidence, based on a primate madel, that these two categories fo

event may occur independently in humans exposed to moderately intense
noise over long periods of time. Further, we have demonstrated that noise
effects do not necessarily dissipate when the noise ends.”

3. The RDEIS quotes Reference 92 which was written in 1974, that!
“behavioral habituation is normally seen in humans" when exposed to!
repeated impulse noise. This quote, however, does not claim that;
physiological habituation is seen, and many studies have shown that there
jis no habituation possible. One of these, Catron County Document 22,
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describes a study conducted in a laboratory where sleepers were
interrupted by loud noises. The first several days, of course, they awoke
when the loud noises began. After several days all of the subjects were
able to sleep through these loud noises; they seemed to have habituated.
The researchers were quite surprised to find, however, that on a
physiological level the subjects had not habituated at all.

When measuring heart rate, adrenal secretions, etc., the study shows
that the fifteenth day measurements were the same as the very first day
measurynents. The researchers conclude that no physiological habituation|?
can take place. Other studies relate this stress on the organism to a
multitude of diseases and disorders. This study is just one example of
where recent studies reveal much more about the possible adverse health
effects of impulse noises than do documents from the 1968’s or early
1978’s. 0Of course, this is not surprising since it is well known that
scientific research has made great strides in the very recent past. The
RDEIS cannot be allowed to rely on outdated research, particularly when

human health effects are being considered.

4. Another document that has been omitted from the Air Force list of
references is a most obvious one: "Transcript of the Public Hearing
Concerning the Sells, Arizona, MOA" in 1979 (Catron Caounty Document 2¢g).
Why is this such an obvious document? Casual reading of our RDEIS shows
it to be almost without exception theoretical in its treatment of noise
exposure. However, if an agency wanted to really find out the effects of
sonic booms upon people, wouldn’t it be reasonable to ask people that had
been subjected to just such noises. There do exist. Some people who
have been subjected to sonic booms: the Papago Indians in southern
Arizona. I have guestioned the lawyer who had represented the Papagos, and
he has many horror stories to tell about the effects of sonic booms. Most
of these are well-documented cases. This testimony is available to the
Air Faorce because they transcribed it in a public meeting that they
conducted in March of 1979. They have seen fit, however, in this RDEIS, to
ignore the complaints and heartache expressed by the people in Sells, in
favor of theoretical mathematical modeling.
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V. OMISSION OF IMPACTS AND ALTERNATIVES

Several subjects are not discussed at all in the RDEIS, but are
necessary for an understanding of the environmental impacts or an analysis
of the proposed action.

1. RADIO WAVES: We are fortunate to have the world’s largest radia
telescope, located several miles from the supersonic flight area. The
Very Large Array (VLA)is an extremely sensitive receiver of radio waves
from the stars and galaxies, some of which are billions of miles distant.
When a fighter plane takes evasive action in the course of a dogfight, it
often employs "ECM", electronic countermeasures. These are sophisticated

target acquisition radar or weaponry. It is reasonable to assume that the|,
proposed use of this area for air combat maneuvers will significantly|
increase the amount of electromagnetic radiation (radio waves) for the

area. The choice of this location as a site for the VLA was predicated
among other things upon an environment relatively +free from extraneous
radio wave interference. No discussion or analysis of these effects is

presented in the RDEIS.

2. INTERFERENCE WITH GENERAL AVIATION: The law requires that the agency
submitting a Draft Environmental Impact Statement solicit comments from
persons or organizations who may be interested or affected. One of these
organizations which had not been informed is the Aircraft Owners and
Pilots Association (AOPA) representing many of the interests of general
aviation. Following is a statement by the AOPA:

"The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association objects to the concept of a
supersonic operations area within existing ™MOAs in the interests of
aircraft safety. AOPA represents more than 260,099 pilot members who fly
general aviation aircraft for business and pleasure. We are the world’s
largest pilot organization and our members are the largest group affected
by airspace proposals.

"Historically a military operations area is a see—-and-be-seen area of
airspace where both civil and military aircraft can operate under visual

flight rules (VFR) conditions without control. MOAs are depicted on
general aviation charts to alert pilots to the possibility of subsonic
military operations within that airspace. The proposed supersonic

operations area completely negates that see-and-be-seen concept. It would
be virtually impossible for the pilot of a general aviation aircraft to
see® an approaching supersonic fighter and successfully taking meaningful
evasive action. And, the chances of military pilot flying at supersonic
speed seeing another aircraft in time to take any evasive action are also
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"In essence, AOPA sees this supersonic airspace proposal as an airspace
grab promoted outside the reqular avenues of existing legislative
procedure and that by its very nature it would create a restricted area.
We feel that the basic concept of a supersonic MOA is unsafe for all users
of the airspace.”

The present RDEIS presents no discussion or analysis of the effects of

the supersanic training area upon general aviation.

——— ————

3. SIMULATION: Aircraft simulators are extremely sophisticated and are
capable of replacing actual flight training in many cases. Lest anyone
doubt this, 1look at our space program and our landing on the moon which
was done only using simulators for training. In fact, simulators can
provide training that is wunavailable in the aircraft itself. For
instance, it is possible to fight 8 aircraft at a time; or it is possible
to fight from a damaged aircraft, one for instance with a hydraulic system
that has failed. Another example would be to fight from an aircraft going
at Mach 2 or even Mach 3, the upper capability of an F-15. Or to operate
the aircraft at 140 feet elevation above the ground instead of 79809 feet
above the ground. There is no discussion of simulation within the RDEIS.

Colonel Stamm of Holloman Air Force Base replied to a question about
simulation that, yes, they do use simulators to train F-135 pilots but that
the simulator that they have at Holloman is presently in use 12 hours a
day and no more time is available on it. This kind of answer indicates a
whole new alternative to supersonic flight that is not discussed in the
RDEIS. For instance, maybe the Air Force should consider buying a new
simulator for Holloman Air Force Base.

|

It is not being suggested that the pilots stop all flying in an F-15;
rather, that some number of hours of additional training can take place in
a simulator and not in flight over people. It is most likely that this
would be the mast environmentally acceptable alternative and by far the
least expensive one for the Air Force. 1f the 300 flights proposed for
Reserve are converted into hours of training, only 1958 hours of training
has to take place each month. At twelve hours a day, a simulator may be
able to provide even superior training in a matter of 2 weeks, or
alternatively can provide twice the amount of training in a period of a
month. This obviously deserves further consideration and, in fact, any

rational evaluation of alternatives requires this type of information.

—— s

4. DEMOGRAPHICS: Most studies that estimate the effects of sonic booms
or noise on human health use healthy young human volunteers. Since the
Air Force proposes to inflict high intensity sonic hbooms on a general
population for an extended and indefinite periad, there should be a
discussion of the demographics of the area. For instance, how many people

are in ill health? How many people are on shift work and sleep during thej

day? Any infants sleep during the day? How many women are pregnant?
How many cattlemen are likely to be working with animals during the day?
This is the kind of information necessary if there is to be any reasonable
attempt to predict the effects of sonic booms upon this particular
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population. Remember, general statistics do not apply in any particular
njcase, and this 1is most obviously the case when the statistics are
Ulcollected from urban areas or from laboratory studies using healthy!
subjects.

For example, a statement that distills the essence of this Air Force
proposal could be the following: "the Air Force plans to sneak up 2 or 3
times a day, without warning, upon each and every seventy-year—old person
living in the Reserve area and say Boo!" O0f course the Air Force does not
plan to discriminate igainst seventy-year—-olds but will startle (with
sonic booms) people of all ages. But how many seventy-year—olds are there
that will be startled day after day? A discussion of demographics 1is
imperative.

——— e

S. WORST CASE ANALYSIS OF SONIC BOOM EXPOSURE: Section 3 of the RDEIS
presents what the Air Force considers its most likely use of the area for
supersonic training.They plan to do most of the supersonic flight in a
relatively small area in the southeastern portion of the supersonic area.
However, they are seeking a waiver to fly supersonically in the entire
area. 1 am not convinced even that their most likely case is very likely:
insight may be gained from a concurrent draft environmental impact
statement for the Gandy Range as proposed by Hill Air Force Base in Utah
(Catron County Document 26). On page 44 of that document there is a map of
the proposed supersonic flight area with the maneuvering ellipses drawn.
Considering the area just north of Goshute Indian Reservation, it can be
seen that 4 ellipses are proposed for an area of approximately 2998 square
miles. This gives an average of approximately 730 square miles per
ellipse. Since the area proposed in the Reserve MOA is approximately 1788
square miles, it can easily accommodate, by this method, 2 ellipses.
Since the capacity of each ellipse as stated on page 41 1is approximately
499 supersonic sorties each month and since our RDEIS anticipates the;
paossibility of flying 499 sorties each month, it becomes quite likely thatf
- 2 ellipses will be used instead of one as implied on page 4-16 of our
document. In any case, the NEPA law requires that a worst case analysis
be conducted when there are significant factors concerning human health
that have not been answered.

=
Z

I¥ the Air Force were (o seek a waiver to be allowed supersaonic flight
only within their ellipse, their single ellipse, they would have more
credibility. However, far from an area of 170 square miles, they are
asking for an area of approximately 17900 square miles for supersonic
flight. Because the Air Force seeks a waiver for the entire 1788 square
miles, a more extensive analysis of the effects of supersonic over the
entire area must be performed.

In addition to this, any reading of the references would indicate that
sonic booms travel beyond political boundaries. So an area surrounding a
flight area must also be included in a worst case analysis. The
surrounding area would obviously be subject to booms and would be impacted
J|directly, as well as in many other ways, particularly in decreased land
"lvalues. This extended area is indicated in the Air Force-sponsored
economic impact study (Reference 6, page 148) where a 15-mile boundary is

Z

-

considered impacted by the proposed action. This additional area,

incidentally, is considerably larger than the area that is being proposed

for supersonic flight. Not only is this outlying area subject to carpet
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boams but is likely to hear focused booms, which are prosiected outwardL}
from the groundtrack of maneuvering fighter aircraft. i“

———— ——— —

6. OQTHER SUPERSONIC AIRCRAFT: on page 1-16 of the RDEIS, it 1is
mentioned that other aircraft may use the airspace and participate in air
combat maneuvers with the F-15. Presumably, since Holloman Air Force Base
is claiming that they need 1200 F-15 <flights per month, any participation
by F-4’s ar A~7’s or other supersonic aircraft would add to this monthly
scrtie rate figure. Discussion should be provided that would take into
account these added sorties.

26

/.

7. THE CATRON COUNTY AIRSTRIP AT RESERVE, NEW MEXICO: This newly paved
airstrip represents a substantial investment by the local government and
the associated Council of Governments. The effects of changing the status
of the airspace abave it should be discussed in a practical, rather than
legalistic manner. For instance, supersonic flight within a MOA aoverlying
the airstrip may well discourage its use.

The FAA experience in the Desert MOA in southern Nevada can serve as a
practical example: since aeranautical charts did not specify that the
Desert MOA contained supersonic flight, local general aviation would +fly
across it; the result was "a very large quantity of near mid-air
collisions” (quote from the Director of Airspace, AOPA, Washington, DOC).
There were so many “"near misses" that the local FAA affice began to show a
video tape of the Air Force supersonic dogfight misson to the area pilaots’
groups. The pilots stopped trying to cross the MOA, and near misses have
almost stopped. 1t is important to understand that supersonic dagfighting
was shown to be a very hazardous activity for general aviation, and that
the MOA is now being treated as a restricted area, even though the Air
Force maintains the fiction that it is open to all general aviation. In a
similar way, the Reserve Airstrip in Catron County may become defunct if
the Reserve MDA is authorized for supersonic dogfights.

AR W S W OGN AN e
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8. COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS: Same isolated attempts at discussing costs
appear in Section 4 and in Section F of the RDEIS. Nowhere is there
consistent exploration of the cost benefits of all the alternatives,
including most particularly the alternative of flying in White Sands
Missile Range on weekends. Cost benefit analysis would also allow a
better evaluation of other alternatives such as the Pecos Military
|Operations Area which has certain high altitude jet routes above it that
would have to be moved if F-15°’s were to conduct supersonic air combat
maneuvers there. A second objection to Pecos is that it has a population
of 2009 people, but one suspects that this population is at one extreme of
the MOA; if the Air Force were to use its mathematically-defined ellipses
they could certainly locate that ellipse in an unpopulated area. However,
the point here is that a cost-benefit analysis is quite commonly done for
these kinds of alternatives and may well serve as a better vehicle for
systems analysis than the casual and unquantified observations made
throughout Section 4.
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9. EFFECTS ON VISITORS TO THE AREA: There are 2 large elements of the
population that will be affected by the proposed supersonic flight area
that have not been considered. The first of these, which bhad been
mentioned in 1979, is the presence of the camp for deaf children which
reportedly attracts more than 1608 children each vyear for horseback
riding. The other major element of the population are visitors to the
National Forest. In a letter from the Gila National Feorest which 1is
reproduced on pages 18-23 through 16-27 and dated October 1979, the Gila
National Forest Supervisor indicates that there were at that tine 69,064
visitor—-days annually (where a visitor-day is ore person visiting the
forest for a 1Z2-hour day), 30,008 of which were dispersed throughout the
region. There 1is a prediction that this number will substantially}
increase in the near future.

No update of these figures is present in the current RDEIS and no
discussion or analysis is presented to account for the sonic bcom effects
on this transient part of the population. It 1is quite possible that
18,000 or 20,909 people visit this area for recreational purposes and
would be affected by sonic booms. Both of these groups, the visiting
children and the National Forest visitors, should be considered when
assessing the adverse human impact of conducting supersonic flight in this
area.

19. BALD EAGLE NESTING SITES AND HABITAT: Page 10-27 indicates 2 areas
identified by the Gila National Forest as "additional endangered species
reproduction habitat areas”, one of which lies directly beneath the
proposed air combat maneuvering ellipse. The possible impact of sonic
booms on a nesting bald eagle or potential nesting sites for the bald
eagle is not discussed in the RDEIS, beyond merely the mention that
Centerfire Bog is not under the maneuvering ellipse.

——— a——

11. AIR SPEED AND NAVIGATIONAL VIOLATIONS: It has been stated to me
privately by 3 different experienced sources, and it is also present in
public testimony, that no matter what the environmental impact says”
violations will occur in actual practice. Young pilots in the heat of
pretended dogfight will either exceed authorized speeds or fly below
authorized flight levels or will fly outside of the indicated maneuvering
ellipse or even outside the entire authorized supersonic area. A case in
point in- shown on page D-32 where one pilot in this Oceana test flew
higher and faster and longer than anybody else (and flew entirely outside
of the maneuvering ellipse).

Dr. William A. Shurcliff is a physicist who was active during thr. SST
debates and wrote a book on the subject of sonic booms. He sta‘’es in a
letter to Catron County: "Long experience with A°r Force tests, etc., of
19 years or so ago show that the pi’ots wander very far from the
prescribed course. Experience ='ows, also, that they deny doing this;
their supervisors ‘.eny it; damage claims are rejected." This entire
subject is igrored in the RDEIS and must be addressed.

It is unknown with what frequency violations would occur but it is

possible that substantial and significant impact would be felt by such
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violations. It has happened several times that speccacular damage
resulted when a pilot got carried away. For instance, I am quoting now
from Catron County Document 8: "At the Uplands Airport at Ottawa an F-144
supersonic fighter plane flew at 589 feet above the multi-million dollar
terminal building, producing a sonic boom that broke most of the windows,
twisted metal window frames, and jarred laose insulation cemented to the
underside of the roof. The damage was estimated at $566,000.09."

A similar incident occurred at the Air Force Academy: "In May 31, 19&8
an F-105 plane flew at supersonic speed 598 feet above the Air Force
Academy at Colorado Springs, Colorado. The sonic boom broke $59,998.90
worth of windows and showered broken glass onto persons attending
graduation ceremonies. Fifteen persons were injured. {New York Times,
June |, 1948, front page article with photograph of damage)” The
possibility of extensive damage fram violations is significant and surely
must be discussed in the environmental impact statment.

12. WEEKEND FLYING AT WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE: Page 4-17 of the RDEIS
purports to discuss this subject but actually does not. Catron County in
1979 proposed as a viable alternative the utilization of the airspace over
White Sands Missile Range for an entire seven—day week. This is possible
to do while maintaining a five-day wark week <for any one pilot.
Information is given on this page that at least 45 sorties could be
conducted on a weekend day, thus allowing 399 sorties to be flown over
White Sands Missile Range. This section of the document, however, seems to
be construing the Catron Caunty proposal to mean that the Air Force should
fly on Saturday and Sunday instead of flying on 2 week days. This was
not the intention at all. A full discussion of utilization on a
seven—day-a-week basis of the White Sands Missile Base airspace is
required, since it is an alternative that is least costly to the Air Force
and conforms to the Air Force commitment expressed in Reference 15 (the
Environmental Impact Statement for the F-15 Bed-down at Holloman Air Force
Base), to conduct all supersonic flights over the WSMR.

13. CHANGING THE PRIORITY OF F-15 VERSUS T38 IN WSMR: Careful reading
of the RDEIS suggests the possibility that the shortfall of sorties over
White Sands may be an artifact of Air Force policy rather than any new
development. The original beddown document for the F-15 and T-38
anticipated this same number of supersonic flights and yet was able to
promise that they would all be conducted over White Sands Missile Range.
The RDEIS seems to indicate that there is an agreement between the
Tactical Fighter Wing and Tactical Training Wing, that any sortie time
available over 600 sorties per month in White Sands Missile Range will be
given to the Tactical Training Wing. From page 1-13: "No more than &98
F-135 supersonic sorties can be expected in the White Sands Missile Range

airspace since any excess air time is scheduled for the shorter range
T-38’s."

The Air Force implies the T-38 needs White Sands to practice delivery
of ordinance and gunnery practice. It is quite likely that this is a very
small fraction of the training in a T-38 and that much of the actual
training is a very low impact activity (in contrast to F-15 supersonic

/32

training which has been shown to be a very high impact activity).
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Adjustment of the relative priorities exercised by the F-15’s versus the
T-38°s at White Sands may cure this sortie shortfall without further
to-do.

It is not unknown for a government agency such as the Air Force to
create shortages that don’t exist by arbitrary policy decisions. The
information necessary to make analysis of this kind of alternative (T-38
versus F-13 priority change) is absent from the RDEIS. Discussion and
analysis of this alternative must be included in discussion of
alternatives. The section beginning on page 4-15 entitled "Priority,
Change" ignores this entire possibility.

It can be shown that any alternative which allows the Air Force to fly
390 sorties in White Sands instead of flying them in Reserve is going to
save more than 2308 extra hours of F-15 transit time. This is time spent
simply driving the F-15 to its training area beyond the time necessary for
the F-15 to get to White Sands. Using figures abtained from the U.S.A.F.
Directorate of the Budget, a savings is possible of $24.9 million dollars
annually by flying in White Sands. This amount represents operational
costs only, exclusive of amortization of the F~15 aircraft, and could be
used for beneficial training of F-15 pilots (instead of driving the plane

back and forth across the state of New Mexico).

14. GROUND INSTALLATIONS: The Air Force usually conducts supersonic
training in a fully instrumented air combat maneuvering area. This often
involves up to 5@ separate radar installations which are necessary to keep

track of what is happening during each training session. This entire
subject is omitted from the RDEIS. If the Air Force does not intend any
ground installations, they should specifically say sa. If ground

installations are anticipated some time in the future, now is the time, in
the environmental impact statement, to assess the possible impact on the

environment from installation of the instrumented range equipment.
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

Enormous power is entrusted to the Air Force by the American people,
and carries with it an obligation to use that power very carefully. Even
if no other law existed concerning this matter, the Air Force owes the
citizens of the United States the courtesy of honest and forthright
treatment. In this case there is a federal law, the National
Environmental Policy Act, whaose regulations state in part: "Agencies shall
ensure the professional integrity, including the scientific integrity, of
the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements.” The Air
Force has failed to meet this aobligation.

The revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Reserve
Military Operations Area is rife with errors from front to back including
misstatements of fact, misuse of references, inappropriate methodologies,
inaccurate analytic techniques, and omissions of relevant literature and
omissians of relevant subject discussions. As a systems analyst I have
sat across the table from generals in the Pentagon who trusted me to give
them an objective analysis of Tactical Air Command operations. I am doing
the same kind of objective analysis here. 1 find it impossible to do any
meaningful analysis based upon the information presented and

misinformation presented, omitted or misstated in this environmental
impact statement.

In many ways this impact statement is worse than nothing at all, since
it has been written with an intent to minimize or obscure detrimental
environmental impact. The types of errors present in this RDEIS in such
quantity can admit of no purely innocent explanation. Ultimately, it may
be up to the Air Force Inspectaor Beneral’s aoffice to determine whether any
individual can be proven to be at fault. Meanwhile, it is clear that the
document itself is of no value to the environmental impact analysis
process, and is so inadequate as to preclude any meaningful analysis.

1-83




s

CC-13 Noise Raises Blood Pressure Without Impairing Auditcry Sensitivity
From SCIENCE Magazine, Vol. 211, pg 1459, 3-81

CC—-14 NEPA Rules and Regqulations by US Govt Printing Office 1979

CC-15 Community Response to Blasting 1-83 J.Acoust.Soc.Am.74(3),9-83
by Sanford Fidell, Richard Horonjeff, Theodore Schultz &
Sherri Teffeteller;BoltBeranek & Newman, Inc,PO Box 633,
Canoga Park, CA 91385

CC—-16 Non-Auditory Effects of Noise Physiological and Psychological
Reactions in Man by Gerd Hansen of Inst. Hyg. Arbeitsmed,
University of Bochum, Germany

CC-17 Personal Letter to Suedeen from William A. Shurcliff,Physicist 19/
Retired, Home Phone (617) 874-0764; 19 Appleton St;Cambridge,MA 82

CC-18 Personal Letter to Steve from Papago Indian Agency, (%1/89%)
Sells, AZ 85634 (Verna N. Morrow, Acting Principal for Della
Williams, San Simon School, Star Rt. 1 Box 92, Sells,AZ 85634)

CC~19 The 0ld EIS for our MOA formerly called Maorenci now Reserve

CC-28 Air Force Representatives at Public Hearing Sells Airspace
Presentations at Public Hearing, Photos of aircraft,
Organizations’ presentations, clippings, Legal Services, 3-7S

CC-21 Jet Stream — Sonic Boom Phenomena, Tucson, Arizona, 4-75
by Richard A. Wood, Official in Charge, Weather Service Ofc,
Tucson, Arizonaj; from WEATHERWISE, Vol 28,#4,8-75,American
Meteorological Society

CC~-22 Noise Can Be Hazardous to Our Health 6-82, by Janet Ralof¥f
from SCIENCE NEWS, Vol. 121,pg 377

CC-23 COMMENTS on Revised DEIS3 CRITIGQUE of section 3.2.3.1
Sonic Boom Impacts on People 10-83
by Richard D. Worthington, Ph.D., Associate Professor of
Biological Sciences} Home:740 Tepic3El Paso,TX 795iZ2

CC-24 GQuestions and Comments regarding the RDEIS for Supersonic Flight
Operations in Reserve and Valentine MOA; Richard Bargen, M.D.
Home: Box 14435 Fallon, Nevada 89496 16-83

CC-25 Forest Service Comment Letter to Alton Chavis, TAC, 9-83
Langley AF Base, VA 23645 written by M. J. Hassell, Regional
Forester, 517 Gold Avenue, SWJ Albuquerque, NM 87192 (Region3)

CC-26 DEIS: Gandy Range Extention & Adjacent Restricted
Airspace as an Area for Supersonic Fight Training
Hill AFB, Utahj July 28, 1983; Environmental Planning
HQ AFLC/DEPV, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio 435433
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REFERENCES QUOTED IN CATRON COUNTY ANALYSIS OF RDEIS

Some Effects of Flight Path Upon the Distribution of SonicBooms
by Donald L. Lansing &/81
Prepared for NASA3 Langley Research Center, VA

SONIC BOOM by Wallace D. Hayes 1971
Prepared for Dept. of Aerospace and Mechanical Sciences
Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey

Public Health and Welfare Criteria for Noise 7/73
Prepared by US EPAj;0ffice of Noise Abatement and Control

Aircraft Noise Reduction Technology 3773
by Lewis Research Ctr., NASA, Cleveland, Ohio 44135
Prepared for NASA;WashDC 20544

Sonic Boams From Aircraft In Maneuvers 1962
by Domenic J. Maglieri and Daonald L. Lansing
tangley Research CtrjLangley StationjHampton,VA (NASA)

Seismic Waves Generated by Sonic Booms: A Geocacoustical Problem
by A.F.Espinasa & W.V.Mickey of Environmental Science Services
Administration, Rockville,MD 20852 & P.J.Sierra,Observatorio
Astronomico Naciaonal,Universidad de La Plata,Argentina 19467

An Investigation of Ground Shock Effects Due ta Rayleigh Waves 1966
Generated by SonicBooms by Melvin L. Baron, Hans H. Bleich

and Jaseph P. Wright(Prepared under NAS contract by Paul

Weidl inger,Consulting Engineer,NY,NY for Langley Research of NASA)

SST and Sonic Boaom Handhook (paperback) by William A. Shurcli+f¥
Director, Citizens League Against the Sonic Boom 1979
Published by Ballantine Books,NY

The SST:From Watts to Harlem in Two Hours 11/68
by William F. Baxter (from Stanford Law Review) of Stanford U
(author is a Professor of Law at Stanford University)

CC-19 Luke AF Range EIS (approximately 18/81) by AF

CC-11

Issues and Concerns Which Need tao be Addressed in Environmental
Impact Statements - 1982-1983 - Department of Navy Proposals,
Fallon Naval Air Station, Nevada by Federal Regulation Review
Committee, Legislative Bldg3 CapitolComplexs Carson City, Nevada

CC-12 Valentine EIS by AF
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FIGURE 16 _
NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN THE RESERVE MOA - ALTERNATIVE
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Figure 16 Number of People in the Reserve MOA

Table 10

Number of People in Ellipses at the Reserve MOA

CDNL 65 CDNL 61 CDNL 51
Ellipse Ellipse Ellipse
Total People in Area 3* 60** 2
% Highly Annoyed 22.7 13.7 3.3
Number of Highly 0.7 8.2 0.1

Annoyed

* Present during fire season. ]
#* Thirty-four of the sixty are present only during the fire season.
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ceiling and one-half mile visibility.

. unique capability in Mr Combat Maassuvering (ACM). It is desirable to exploit

*An {nstrumented range allows radar coverage of the air-to-air activity in

UNGLASSIFIED

4.1.3 SELECTION CRITERIA

Tactical Air Command (TAC) has been designated to receive the first
three operational F-15 wings (*uch as the proposed action for Holloman AFB)
as wvell as provide for the operational testing and evsluation (OTS&E) program
and conduct the Combat Crew Training (CCT) program. Criteris, in order of
priority, for selection of a beddown location is as follows:

PP RINLY  SWONTY, PRI VS

(1) Vell suited withian the Contimental United States (éONUS) for
overseas deployments. Ancillary congidaratiom is given to the poseible
integration into the CONUS aix defensa

b il

(2) Air Cowbat Mameuvering (ACM) airspace with unconstrained use a
no altitude limitatioms - praferably over water or other area of limited use
civ_lllmr.l aviation. Instrumeated ACN* range is desirable, but not

, (3) Good Year-vrewnd flying weether - no extended periods of weather
below 2,000 ft cloud ceiling and three wmiles via:lbuicy and 200 ftr cloud

(4) Air-to-air amd air-to-growsd ranges in close proxinity.-
(5) Acceptadle ewviromment.
(6) Minimum ‘facilitie.o deficiencies/reasonsble cost.

TAC installations and facilities throughout the Continental United
States (CONUS) are generally located in those areas which are optimum for
operational and training requirements, and possess the general facility and
security assets normally associated with tactical aircraft operations. 1Ia
determining the basing of the P-15 weapon system, a significant and possibly
the overriding factor is required maneuvering ajirspace. From the initial
conception of the F-15, the flight envelope design has afforded a new and

and to enhance the capsbilities of the airplane in both initial and continu-
ation training for the F-15 sircrews.

) It is anticipeted that the F-15 may be called upon to perform the air
defense role; therefore, proper geographic positioning to allow integratiom
into the air defense role and still retain responsiveness to worldwide deploy-
ment contingencies becomes important in acquiring ACM airop.ce for F-15
flight operations.

the ACM area to he videotaped and replayed to the air crews upon landing.
This technique allows the aircrewe to recreate and critique actions which they
took during the very fluid and dynamic period of aerial combat maneuvering.

g < Wy A0 8]+ 100 | Dt S el et et i itndnci A it o it i

UNCLASSIED ¢
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which requires refueling support on a daily basis appears to be
impractical due to excessive cost, nonavailability of adequate
airspace time and tanker support. Inflight refueling was also
considered as a means of utilizing the Nellis Range supersonic
airspace located 500 miles west of Holloman. Compared to the Sells
MOA, the Nellis Range airspace is located a greater distance from
Holloman and has less range time available. Because of the ccsts,
the Nellis airspace is not a feasible alternative.

4.2.1.3 Temporarily Deploy Holloman Units to Satellite Operating
Locations to Obtain Supersonic Sorties: The following paragraphs
analyze the feas Yo g supersonic sorties by
temporarily statioming Holloman unite at operating locations with
access to supersomic airspace. Befoce this discussion, however, it

is important to review factors for not relocating either the 49th
TPW or the 479 TN.

In the envirommental evaluation for the beddown of aircraft at
Holloman AFB, over 84 alternate bases were evaluated for the F-15
beddown and 89 bases for the T-38 operations. Holloman is
considered to be the optimum location for the P-15 and T-38 aircraft
beddown based on the following criteria:

(1) The location is well suited for overseas deployments from
the Continental United States, Additionally, F-15s positioned at
Holloman enhance air defense capabilities in the south central

portion of the Unjted:8

(2) Airspace in the vicinity of Holloman is capable of Ry
supporting supersonic flight activity over sparsely populated areas. -

lying weather
with no extended getiods of weather below 2000 feet (cloud ceilings)
and three miles visibility. .

(4) Live ordnance air-to-air (F-15) and air-to-ground (T-38)
gunnery ranges are located near Holloman so that transit time
enroute to and from the ranges is minimized.

(5 Existing base support facilities required only limited new
construction to accommodate F-15 and T-38 operational requirements.

(6) The placement of both wings at Holloman resulted in a net
increase of 70 personnel as opposed to the 770 decrease in base
personnel that would have occurred if the T-38 wing had been located
elsevhere. The desirable operational attributes of the Holloman
location and the high costs normally involved in moving to and.
setting up opsrations at another base make relocation of either the
479th TTW or the 49th TFW very costly, and operationally impractical.

Area residents have suggested that the 49th TFW be relocated to
a Texas Gulf Coast military base to conduct supersonic flights over
wvater. Proposed locations near over water surersonic areas were
evaluated and eliminated from consideration based on one or more of

the following reasons:
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Table 1

OVERALL REACTIONS TO SONIC BOOMS

Oklahoma City Area
February-July 1964

(REF & Jo

Percent
Reporting
~
(oo J ] T
®
89 89
70
60 56
/O
s0 "
44 __~
/O
40 37 __. :
) O-
30 26 21
.fo\\-.“/’a
~ -0
20 16 - 7 -
— 22
O -0
—
9 éa-—-"
3 % 2
7 UR RN D "
0 1 i : £>
Feb, 3- Apr.20- June 15-
Apr. 19 June 14 July 25
@ Interfercence
O— - Annoyance
()--—' Felt like complaining
[OJ— —=— Cannot accept booms
Dovevens Actual complaincs
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’ . ) o Table 6 w
l REPORTED INTERFERENCE AND ANNOYANCE BY SONIC BOOMS
Oklahoma City Ar‘ea
l February-July 1964
l Percent
Reporting
l T T T
' /00
) 25
' & \-o*o.\ B
l 50 - Interference 83 T Qm
| T
60 58
| =
0 -
| 0
4.0 r. .—.—-'038
Jo . 34 Annoyance
| 20"
20 -
l 0 F
l 0 [ _1 {
Feb. 3- Apr.20- June 15-
Apr. 19 © June 14 July 25
l Total
Q= ==0-8 miles
' [)=——8-12 miles
O_,_12-16 miles
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REF 39
_ TABLE XII o '
— TEST HOUSE NO. &
SUMMARY OF INSPECTION FINDINGS
INTERIOR DEFECTS i
%"""‘" Loose or "Popped" Extensions Misc. Total
Week Nails in GCypsum Board New of Old Interior Intericr .
F aL No. Ceilings Walls Total Cracks Cracks Defects Defects
Rep 1 0 7 3 10
2 0 18 1 16 l
0.1 3 2 2 6 5 13
e ry 4 1 1 6 1 8
) 5 1 1 4 5 .
T3 6 3 3 6 2 2 10
7 1 1 2 3 6
8 1 1 2 2 5
9 8 3 11 13 2 26 l
10 2 2 1 3 6
. o 11 19 a1 60 ? 4 71
I 152 S 12 3 3 6 4 1 11 '
L4 € 13 1 1 7 8
& 14 7 40 47 2 2 1 52
g 15 2 21 23 6 2 31 l
] % S 16 18 18 2 1 21
DA 17 4 4 8 2 2 12
18 2 13 15 1 16
19 & 4 1 5 l
yqol 20 2 15 17 2 1 20
21 10 11 21 2 1 24
¢ 2 22 9 7 16 - 6 2 26 '
- 23 10 3s 45 4 1 50
AL 24 3 4 7 3 3 13
f i 25 4 6 10 2 3 15
. 26 6 17 23 7 1 31 l
4
7 5M TOTALS 103 243 346 115 44 4 509
15 K 27 4 1 5 1 6 l
28 1 15 16 1 17
8 29 1, 1 3 2 6
= 30 4 4 8 . 1 2 12 l
w31 5 5 1 1 1 8
= 32 13 13 5 18
8 33 6 6 1 7 '
A 34 1 1 1 2
= 35 3 3 3 2 8
£ 36 1 13 14 2 16
< 37 11 11 1 12 '
38 3 8 11 11
39 1 9 10 1 11
TOTALS 14 90 104 14 10 6 136 .
1-96 l
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Ref 96

i

TABLE 6-1 POPULATION, 1960 - 1978
MARICOPA COUNTY AND TOWN OF WICKENBURG, ARIZONA
STATE OF ARIZ0NA MARICOPA COUNTY
Percentage Percent Percentage
Mvg. Annual / \ " of Avg. Annual
Year Population Growth Rate Population State Growth Rate
1978 2,354,000 21 1,293,200 54.9 )
. i .6
1977 2,305,000 1,200,400 54.7
‘ 2.5 . 3.0
1976 2,249,130 . 1,224,094 54.4 )
1 0.
1975 2,225,077 ) 1,221,414 54.9
- 3.4 . 3.6
1973 2,083,161 1,140,257 54.7
5.9 6.0
- 1970 1,770,900 967,522 54.6
= 1.7 3.7
1966 1,609,000 842,522 52.3
—_ 3.9 4.5
1960 1,302,161 663,510 50.9

I

K/A: Data Not Available

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
__See Bibliographic References AZ-35 through AZ-38.

Haricopa. Mohave, and Yavapa
Counties were used to analyze
the economy of the Gladden MOA.
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INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1

CATRON COUNTY

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT
P.0.BOX 347
RESERVE, NEW MEXICO
87830

October 18, 1983

HQ TAC/DEEV
Attention: ALton Chavis
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dean Sixn:

The School Board of Education of Catron County, Independent Distrndict
#1, in Reserve, New Mexico, strongly opposes the planned supersondic
§Lights in the Reserve MOA. The Board feels that the Air Force has
not seniously considened the alternatives to the proposal. The po-
Htential health efgects are centainly clear enough to warrant further
detailed neseanch before the §Lights begin. The efgects on” the
Tranquility of the county are obvious. The impact on the Achoof
according Zo the DEIS would be substantial. The interference with

the class rnoom atmosphere would be detrnimental to the students.

The Board believes that the Adin Force, through more efficdient use of
existing supensonic ainspace, coufd accomplish the necessary training
needed to maintain combat neadiness.

Sincerely,

/‘;:1?C19ﬂf1 c;jn4quu£/éla
Sam Trhujillo,
Presdident, Board of Education

ST:54

1-101
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| John] Kelly

LAW OFFICES

201 BROADWAY SOUTHIEAST - ALBUCUERGUE, NEW MEXICO 87102 - 505 542 #1124

September 2, 1983

HQ-TAC/DEEV
Attn: Mr. Alton Chavis
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Chavis:

I am writing on behalf of the Catron County Commission with
respect to the comment period and public hearing on the proposal
of the U.S. Air Force to conduct supersonic operations over the
County. Within the next few days you will receive a request from
the County Commission and New Mexico State Officials asking that the
Air Force extend the comment period on the EIS an additional thirty
(30) days to October 30, 1983 and further that a public hearing
be held on October 13, 1983.

My purpose in writing is to give you as much advance notice
as possible of the request. The mail from Reserve, New Mexico to
Washington, D.C. can take a week or longer.

The County and the State believe an extension is necessary

to ensure adequate public participation in the EIS review process.
Your cooperation in this regard will be appreciated.

Yours truly,

ohn J(Sz:{fzuéé;’—

Attorney for Board of
Commissioners, Catron County

JJK/1lal

1-102




l STATE OF NEW MEXICO

' CATRON cou NTY ELLIOTT G. McMASTER

ROBERT A. ATWOOD
I CLERK — 533-8400 RESERVE, NEW MEXICO 87830 COMMISSIONER DISTRICT NO. 1
PATTY K. CHADDICK W. ALVIN LANEY
TREASURER — 533-6384 COMMISSIONER DISTRICT NO. 2
DAVID M. VACKAR, CHAIRMAN

BONNIE MILLIGAN
ASSESSOR ~ 533-6577 September 1, 1983 COMMISSIONER DISTRICT NO. 3

DON BARTRAM
PROBATE JUDGE

CORWIN HULSEY
SHERIFF — 533-6222 COMMISSION OFFICE — 533-8423

HQ-TAC/DEEV
Attn: Mr. Alton Chavis
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Chavis:

Enclosed is a Petition for Extension of Time of the comment
~|period concerning the Air Force's draft environmental impact

J]statement concerning supersonic flights over Catron County. The N
petition also requests that a public hearing be held October 13, 0

1983 at 7:00 P.M..

/

We request your prompt consideration of this request and
look forward to hearing from you in the very near future. Please
be assured of our cooperation in making arrangements for the public

hearing.

DMV/1lal

Enclosures




IN THE MATTER OF

THE REVIEW OF REVISED

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT, SUPERSONIC FLIGHT
OPERATION IN THE RESERVE
MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA
HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE,

NEW MEXICO

N N Nt o o N N N N

PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

The undersigned Governor of the State of New Mexico,
Commissioner of Public Lands of the State of New Mexico, member
of the New Mexico State Senate, and the Board of County Commissioners
of Catron County, New Mexico hereby petition the United States
Air Force, Department of Defense to extend by thirty (30) days, to
October 30, 1983, the period of time for the submission of written
comments on the above captioned environmental impact statement
(EIS) and to schedule an informal public hearing on the draft EIS

in Reserve, New Mexico on October 13, 1983 at 7:00 P.M..

The request to extend the comment period is made
pursuant to 40 CFR § 1506.10 (c)(d). As grounds for this request

the undersigned state as follows:

(1) New Mexico state agencies with an interest in the
proposed project and with technical expertise in areas of

probable environmental impact have not all received copies of the

draft EIS.

1-104




(2) The draft EIS raises a number of complicated
issues, particularily the noise analysis and the impacts of
supersonic noise on people and wildlife. Without an extension
of the comment period, state and local government agencies will
have insufficient time to undertake the necessary technical
review and analysis that must precede the submission of

written comments.

(3) The four year time lapse between the release of
the initial draft EIS and the revised draft EIS, suggests that a
further delay of thirty (30) days to afford state and local
officials an opportunity to review and comment, will not adversely

affect Department of Defense interests.

The undersigned also request that a public hearing on
the proposed action be scheduled on, or subsequent to, October 13,
1983 in Reserve, New Mexico. The reasons for this request are

as follows:

(1) There is a high degree of concern in Catron County,
New Mexico about the proposed action and its environmental impacts.
In 1979 a similar hearing was held on the initial draft EIS with

more than 500 county residents in attendance.

(2) Catron County is a rural area with fragmented
newspaper, television and radio coverage. Many residents rely on
word of mouth to learn of local events. As a result it is a time

consuming process to adequately publicize a public meeting.

1-105




(3) A public hearing scheduled during mid September
would not be adequately attended, because many county residents

travel to Albuquerque during that period of the State Fair.

For the foregoing reasons the undersigned petition the
United States Air Force Department of Defense to extend by

thirty (30) days the period for submitting written comments and

to schedule a puplic hearing in Reserve, New Mexico on October 13,

1983.

Toney Ana
Governor

Catron County, New Mexico

///' / /
OLD. 44— LS

David véckar
mmissioner of Public Lands Chai n

/"o
/‘/

Y (i . \
s ! < R N C’
/Y We o o s oot 71 ante
/ Ben Altamirano Elliott McMaster
State Senator, District 28 Member
J; .
ﬁ{/u S den N 7 y A
Alvin Laney vl
Member
1-106
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

CATRON COUNTY

ROBERT A. ATWOOD ELLIOTY G. McMASTER
CLERK — 533-8400 RESERVE, NEW MEXICO 87830 COMMISSIONER DISTRICT NO. t
PATTY K. CHADDICK . W. ALVIN LANEY
TREASURER — 533-6364 COMMISSIONER DISTRICT NO. 2
BONNIE MILLIGAN November 1, 1983 DAVID M. VACKAR, CHAIRMAN
ASSESSOR — 533-6577 COMMISSIONER DISTRICT NO. 3

DON BARTRAM
PROBATE JUDGE

CORWIN HULSEY
SHERIFF — 533-6222 COMMISSION OFFICE — 533-8423

Senator Jel! Bingaman
502 Hart Senate Office Bldg.
Wachington, DC 20510

Dear Senautor Bingaman:

I am o native of Catron County who attended the Air Force heariny:
on the sonic boom issue in Catron County.

I came away from that meeting with feelings of frustration and
outrage, I am not in the military service and Jo not feel I should
be treated so. The gentleman vho conducted the meeting was so dicta-
torial as to the type of question that could be asked that I do not

~

foel a true or complete picture was presented by the Air Force,

I am not unpatriotic, I just feel there are other more feasille
places for the Air Force to fly - more economical for the taxpayers of
this Country too. I do not feel any reasonable person can approve of
the Alr Force proposal at this point in time with the limited informa-
tion made available by the Air Force. |

gs/
/38

Sincerely,

7*4%42;, 75( Ch a o ot é(/

Patty K, Chaddick
Catron County Treasurer

ce: Alton Chavis

HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley Air Force Base
Virginia 23665 3
B

REVOL

Do
i "mﬁ'ﬂm«
o A

-
-
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Hdgts., TAC
DERV

l.ancley Air Force Base, Virginia

Dear Sirs:

The Catron County Farm Bureau wishes to express its opposition
to the proposed sonic booms in Catron County. We feel as though the
EIS submitted by the Air Force is inadequet and misleading. We also i
Eifeel as though the Air Force has existing facilities to train their kg
supersonic aircraft without annexing air space over inhbbited lands.}\

We represent over one hundred citizens in Catron County so

we think That our input should be considered.

Sincerely,

. v /
) y
\)//rn W /"/'I‘:z’?""q

Jim Williams

President

Catron Countv Farm Bureau
P.O. Box 182

Quemado, N.M. 87829

1-108
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§ New Mexico

\ |
: WILDERNESS STUDY COMMITTEE

' G601 Hzines Avenue NE
Albusuercue, lew Nexico 27112
October 27, 1983
Fr.ilton Chavis

Tactical Air Command/DEEV
Langley AFB , Va. 23665

l Dear Mr. Chaviss

I have heard ¢f the Air Force plans to expose the Gila Wilderness
to Super Sonic Boons. No human beings or wildlife or Wilderness Areas should be
committed to such intense exposures, The purpose of Wilderness is to provide |

a haven to escape such devistating exposures. Y

The Air Force should locate their bases for Super Sonic Jets where they

—|can soon be out over water after take-off. Such planned training flights should

—-

14

be done over large bodies of water and not over peorle, You heve lost your
sensitivity !

Respectfully, ~
A7 90 am, W

Milo M. Conrad
Past Director and Founder
NMWSC

conies to:
Gov. Toney Anaya-~New Mexico
Sen. Fete Domenici
Sen, Jeff Bingaman
Congressman John Siberling

G oh U Uy B I B -

1-109
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New Mevico
.-Q- N -
WILDERNESS STUDY COMMITTELE

2t

913 Adams Sz
Albuquerque, NM 87108

October 28, 1983

Mr, Alton Chavis
Tactical Air Command/DREEV
Langley AFB, VA J23665

Dear Mr, Chavis:

The New Mexico Wilderness Study Committee wishes to express its

opposition to the proposed super-sonic training flights over
Catron County in New Mexico.

Not only will the resulting sonic-booms disrupt the tranquiiity of |
the Gila Wilderness and adversely effect the wildlife, but, worse |
yet, it will have an intolerable impact on the people living f
in the Reserve area, We believe it is totally wrong to subject
anyone to such health damaging conditions. The flights can and |
must be conducted elsewhere, over areas that are unpopulated. ;

35S

s

Sincerely, ‘
/QJ«CXQ [Kutz_
L/éack Kutz, Chairperson

Copies to: Gov, Toney Anaya
Sen, Pete Domenici
Sen., Jeff Bingaman
Mr. Larry Tackman

1-110
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Jim Stewar

1634 Falleade o i

Albuguer guo, N
8§57 1w,

November Z., 15

Headgquerters, Tactical Ailr Command/DEEV
Langley AFK, VA 13665

i am commenting on behai+ of the Fio Grande Goeoter
ot the Si1erra Club which is on record es opposing ©he
proposal 4or supersonic training flighos over the
PO

The proposal to conduct super sonilc
pul ated areags 1s an amazing example of oh
i RDEIS are strawmen which do not addrezs :
in a sensze the icssuse i1s one of eminent domain. To whal
estent can an agency of the goverment i1mpose upon
segments of ow citizenry what is presuomed tao be
the mejoriily and what reparations are 1o b2 made
rmposition wupon the precious right of freedomn to

chioses™

In virtually every city and village 10 the courndt:
there ex1st ordinances prohiibiting noise — prohabiting iy ds

will lowd cars frem disrupting the general catm, pronabitaing

ioud parties, prohibiting business operatians which eslesd
come reasonable noise level. The manitest reason tor L
rules 1e nol becedse there exist long tern physical e+
o because 0of demonstrable psychologicel upsel. These
gqlat Dy elmost unanimous assent belauvze people wieh ¢
lives surrounded by relat.ve peace and calm. It 1e cidi-:
L 1Tmagine anyone giving credence to the argument of =
howroddirg youth who has done his homewor bk and found Lt
»olid scientific evidence proves his loud car does any
permanent physical or psychological damage and €, he shadic
be allowed to cruise down our streetrs as loudly as he
desires.

EBut, in the name ot national security, the Air
Foree and the Navy are asking just thel. lte ol though.
because they won’t do their crulsing in the city where iots

of foile will be disturbed. They want to do 1t over the
rurel aress of Texas, New Me:ico and Nevada where peop.a
nave choesern to live 1n a much gquieter envirvronment then o
cilres, where the difterence beLween the  ackgrournc roy s
and a sonic boom will be even greater.

1t 4«8 discouraging that supersoric training ovel
popul ated areas 15 even considered an alternative much pese
the preferred alternative. It is clear that the 1zcue i«
rnational 1n scope. The military is, once aoein, radefinung
our concepts of eminent domain, doing il piecemeal on &
local basis, avoiding a national debeate. The propocals by
the Air Force in Te:as and New Mexico and by the Nevy 1rn
Nevada shoula be cropped until a programmatic EIS can Le
written which will address the new national policy of
subjecting citizens to sonic booms on a regular basis. (Jtre
new, of course, only to taxpaying, voting Anglaos never aind
the Fap#go Indians in Arizona).

The taipayers of thie country have recently seen
some examples of how careful the Fentagon is with our morney.
Huw much money could be recovered from the {fraudulent

1-111
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T el i = Ut @ Lwesd o witeal Fron Y o toopos
e N ¢ ottty Uhe T e Lnslnalil s el L D aeis
:
ypa e L Ui mo s ataryT {eee atlached nowinaper ot Lille ..

Bov. ot mcney Lol e be trimmed from the bloliione of ol
cle v Dver s 3 mrlitary contracts” How aowch ef-o0 0
viotd 2 b bere to save the paltry $20 million the FAir iorow
ceyd oL o woula tale 1o train at Tyncaell AFE 10 Flov cde™
S el , Tu anb thess few Gmericans to give up the pesce o
tratiger ity of thetr lifestiyles so that $€30 milliaon can oo
éves laulie tor Boelryg or Sperry or TRW to apply to & costu
Over oty 4w ludicrous priority.

Thess 1scues are not sepurable. Gs convenien: ag 5%
1w Lo oevond the national scope of what has bDeer progoos .

.

cannct be allowed.

The ayopiae 0f the wrzler s of thie RDETS 1o nic whie e
evigenrt than 1n thelr dismiesal of weeskend flvioo o
aw oan o lternative. It wonld certainly be ahireasonah
y seven days o weel — the alternative ocifersd. Wry

everyone s tlying schedule by two days ang give peop
Mornwey and Tuesday of 7 Couldn™t the 479 TTwW cooperate wit
trie «51h TR to thiet extent . UFf course, 1i-woulg be ;
moserately 1ncanvenient to AF personnel but 1L 15 an
iecarnventence shared by millions of Americans who wori ¢
cehenule cther th:n Mondey through Friday not o menticn
those who work Sunday through Saturday just to beep going o
thewe austere time.:.

imosummary D zupersonic flights over

= congrdered only as a last resort,
gr are erxhausted and only then in
ble nationel cricie. Clearlv. Gthur
woast owhohoo 1ndaglht of the Fentagon®s spending prior ti.es,
Mo ve ol been addrezced. Trhe quasi-scilientifro stuoie 3
elttecte of sunic booms o peouple, animalsz and réscurcs:s: are
nes o particulearly relevant until it 1s shGwn, wnejuivocaliy
thet o reacsk alternatives exist.

L .
™~
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n NATIONAL RADIO ASTRONOMY OBSERVATORY
]

% , 1000 BULLOCK BOULEVARD, N.W. POST OFFICE BOX 00 SOCORRO, NEW MEXICO 87801
'" . TELEPHONE 505 B35 2924 TWX 910 888 1710 VLA SITE 805 772 401

(Sl

August 4, 1983

Headquarters Tactical Air Command/DEEV
lLangley AFB, VA 23665

Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Reference: June 29, 1983 Revised Draft, Environmental Impact Statemeut,
Supersonic Flight Operations in the Reserve Military Operations Area,
Holloman AFB, New Mexico

Sirs:

Thank you for the copy of the reference document. Provided that
the boundry of the operating Area is modified as shown in Figure 10,
page 2-3 of the reference document, preventing supersonic flight from
occurring nearer than 20 miles to the Very Large Array, this revised
draft is acceptable to the National Radio Astronomy Observatory.

Sincerely,
£ e

Peter J. Napier
Deputy Site Manager/VLA

PIN/tY

OPERATED BY ASSOCIATED UINIVERSE T &, 1S |
1_114 UNDER CONTRACT WITH THE NATIONAL SCIENGE FOUNDIATION

e o
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NATIONAL RADIO ASTRONOMY 0OBSERVATORY

TELEPHONE 505772 4011 TWX 9108881710

l & POST OFFICE BOX O SOCORRO. NEW MEXICO 87801

October 27, 1983

Seadquarters,
Langley Air Fo
Virginia 3o

ce Ease

Tactical Air Command/DEEV
r
>

sject: Comments or Draft Environmental Impact Statennnt
Reference {a3: June 29, 1983 hevised Lraft. Euvironmental imp ot
Statement, Supersonic Flight Operaticns in tne
heserve Military Operations Arca, Hollomun ATE,
New Mexico.
{b): Natiounal Radio Astronomy Observatory loti:o v daved
N

August 4, 1¥53, same subject, by Peter J. Nepie:.

Subsequent to Reference letter (b), further investigation reveals
the potential for occurrence of sonic booms at the Very Large Arrayv
(VLA) as shown in igure 2-3 of subject DEIS, even allowing for the 20
mile buffer previously provided. Our main concern is that the "Jet
Stream" or other abnormal atmospheric conditions might cause the
Pressure Wave to travel further than usual and cause harm to
maintenance personne! while working on the Radio Telescopes at the
VLA.

No matter how infruquent, any startle response could be
disa ~raus to VLA personnel on the stairs, ladders or exposed
struc:ure of the Radio Telescopes, or while tramsporting a Radio
Teles. ope on the special purpose vehicles. Personnel danger will also
exist under specific conditions when a Radio 1 :‘escope boresight is in
alignment with the Reserve MOA, previously mentioned atmospheric
conditions wvxist, and personnel are working at or near rhe prime foc:s
of a telescope. The Radio Telescopes utilized at the A are a
Cassegrain System with a 25 meter parabaloid of revolution as the
prime reflector and a 2.3 meter hyperbolic secondary reflector. These
telescopes will effectively focus acoustic as well as electromagnetic
encrgy oand our calculations show that pressure waves due to sonic
booms counld be amplified by a factor of 20 near the prime focal point
of the 25m parabolas. Depending on the strength of the boom, this
amplified pressure wave could endanger personnel working near the
focal point of a telescope when a boom occurs.

Because of this concern for the safety of personnel working on
VLA Telescopes, we request that information be included in the Final
EIS concerning the frequency of occurrence of unusual atmospheric
conditions, or other effects such as boom focusing resulting from

aircraft turning, causing sonic booms to reach the VLA site, and the uy
pressure strengths to be expected in such waves when they do arrive at {¥
the VLA. This information will allow us to determine if special
maintenance procedures are necessary at the VLA to ensure personnel
~1-115 OPERATED BY ASSOCIATED UNIVERSITIES, INC .
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I

satety at all times. Should low-level supersonic flight in the
Kesorve MUA be started, we request that we be notvified so that our
niinteundnee persouncl workiug on the telescopes can be cautioned.
Stiould the Aiv Force wish to discuss these concerns with ns,
‘icane contact Mr. Les Temple, Head of the VLA Engineering and
Services Division at the phene number above.
Thank vou for your consideration.

e
I

PIN/ap
enclosures: (2) Information concerning the VLA.
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deceive. A plea of simple ignorance would not explain away,

P.C.Box 278, Glenwood, NM 88033
October 26, 1983
FPROPOSED SUPERSCNIC FLI4575 .2~ TRF
RESERVE MILITARY CPREAATICNS AHEA

Hon, Jeff Bingaman
U.S5.Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Bingaman:

ghhaxg agprecngted your reaction to my recent letters in which I urged wvc: rnot to let
» - o - 3 F .

e Air Force impuse a ruinous program of supersonic voor:isd oi the Reseive arca urtil

you have all the facts. o

The public hearing held by the Air Force in Reserve

] : ) on October 20 revealed some of
u?e:e facts: numerous deliberate deceptions in their DEIS regarding widespread loss
of health and property values that would result from their proposed program.

The Catron County ;owmissioners are preparing a detailed brief to go to you and to all
of cur elected o?flclals as well as the Air Force, which will show that the present
DEIS cannot possibly meet the requirements of the Federal Law governing such matters,

I believe no fairminded person can read the analyses that have been prepared by various
persons in Catron County without concluding that vital facts were deliberately concealed

or misrepresented almost throughout this DEIS ~-- in other words with an intent to
for example, some of the

jstribution, and for economic growth |

falsifications and misuse of data for population d T

in metropolitan areas far removed from supersonic operations.

Senator Bingaman, the Air Force lost a tremendous amount of credibility and support
on the part of those present at this hearing, as well as those who have carefully
studied the DEIS.We have a right to be protected, not ruined, by the defgnders.of our
country. Intentional deception to cover up vital facts should not be permitted in any

attempt to comply with Federal law.

er seventeen percent of our land to the military. We do

o this, we should be asked (forced is more corre;ﬁ) to
if3 3 istical convenience. ere

sacrifice our health and property merely for Air Force logis L _

are other more suitable areas.And for that matter, since t@e ma jor popglatlon areas

would be defended, not Reserve and Glenwood,and since the élr Force claims no ?%im

and very few even 'highly annoyed', why not let them practice over the metrgpo itan

areas where there would be more people who would be grateful for the protection,

We ask for your help, not just to preserve the qu§1ity of our livesthi:e,dszgggh this
ought to be'reason enough, but to protect our region from the threa e ‘

New Mexico already has given ov
not believe that, in addition t

exaggerate!l) ofruination. .
\/ Ve g \ ’P
PR €.~ WV\I\'/\/\L/(
Sincerely, <A$43Aaj<kéxi<gl—

Lowell Sumner, Chairman, Glenwood Community Recreation Center Board
y i nhe Reality
Enclosure: Effects of Sonic Booms on Human Health -- The Air Force Claims and the Reall

cc: Catron County Commissioners and Technical Consultants

Residents of Catron County
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EFFECTS OF SONIC BOOMS ON HUNAN HEALTH
The Air Force Claims (in their DEIS for the Feserve Area)
and The PReality, Presented at the Public Hearing Conducted by
the Air Force in Reserve, Catron County, NM, October 20, 1983
by L

Towell Sumner, Research Biologist

The Air Force admits that its dog-fighting supersonic
aircraft would create thii'ty to forty sonic booms per day,
some of which would crack plaster and break windows. But
they claim that such shocks are "not known to cause any health
hazards to individuals living beneath the area” - - and they
estimate that only two or three booms per day would be heard
by any one individual in the entire RKeserve MOA; and, at worst,
they say, only six people would be "highly annoyed”.

Calculations by 6pponents indicate that three o four
times as many booms would be heard by any one individual and
many more individuals would be involved: in addition, serious
health hazards would result from the prolonged bombardment.

Gur original paragraph-by-paragraph analysis of these
Air TForce claims totals over 20 pages, and of course the pre-
sentation tonight has been greatly condensed for the few min-
utes allotted. But the complete review will be presented
to the Air Force, and to our Senators, Congressman and Gover-
nor, tefore the November 4 deadline.

A sales prospectus presents its point of view in the

best possible light. Hazards or drawbacks are down-played,

a7




not mentioned at all. The new Air Force Environmental
(39

Impact statement (DEIS), attempting to show virtually no harm-
£yl effects from sonic booms, follows this pattern. In Appen-
dix E it Dburies an adverse health forecast by a University of
Texas authority under a load of largely irrelevant Air Force
comments.

Kesults of world-wide research on stress have been sum-
marized in two books for the general public by Dr. Hans Selye,
an international authority who pioneered a vast new field of

research on the subject.which started in the '30s and conti-

nues in full swing today. Selye defines stress as "the rate

of wear and tear on the body". Nodern medecine attaches great
significance to research findings concerning stress on human
beings.

Fifty years of stress research show that a typical st-ess
reaction is produced by the "startle effect” of loud noises

such as sonic booms, which are roughly equivalent to the ex-

Slplosion without warning of a stick of dynamite in your back

yard. Wwhenever a person (cc¢ an animal) is startled, an age-

old, uncontrollable ref;ex takes place within the body, preparing

it for fight or flight. The body is immediatedly flooded with

adrenalin and other potent internal secretions (hormones) to

give it extra energy and endurance for the emergency.

| Because this kind of stress reaction is completely auto-
iimatic. like the blink of an eye when threatened, one can ne-
\d;ver get "used" to sonic booms. If continued over a long per-

!iod, exhaustion of the powers of stress resistance follows;

the body then loses control of the prolonged flooding by hor-
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mones and they proceed to overstimulate and attack vital organs:
blood pressure stays high and heart rhythm changes.

Development of stomach ulcers is one of the commonest

early signs of such long-continued stress. Sleeplessness is
another. Hypertensive kidney disease, tooth decay, tubercu-

losis, arthritis, lowered resistance to infection, numerous

e ot - s

- . . diseases )
b irreversible degenerative/and premature aging are some of the
'y

consequences that eventually follow. Because of the lowered

v s ot

resistance, some forms of cancer have been implicated.

4
4

!

Not mentioned by the Air Force is the discovery that each

of us appears to be born with an inherited and unchangeable

total reserve of stress-resistance. Each exposure to stress,

cal "scar" or insoluble residue in the cell structure and

uses up a portion of our total life reserves of stress resis-

tance.

p.274 Dr. Selye points out that "aging is not detérmined by the
time elapsed since birth but by the total amount of wear and
tear to which the body has been exposed”. For this reason,
elderly people would be the most vulnerable to a daily bom-
bardmant by sonic booms:.

By contrast, the Air Force summarizes its approach to
this hazard when it states that "house rattles appear to be
the most sensitive effect of sonic booms"; and "there is no
evidence known to us of direct physiological injury due to
exposure to sonic booms”; and "Until such proof is forthcom-

irig, such possible effects must be ignored in the planning

despite the recovery brought by rest, leaves a small chemi- '
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or decision-making process. If we do not ignore these conjec-
tures . . . the question is should we have an industrial civil-
ization at all . . . a few sonic booms would be only a small
contribution to the average person'’'s total noise experience”.
So much has been learned about the consequences of long-
continued stress, that the present Environmental Impact State-
ment (DEIS) must be judged inadequate to comply with the Act

'of Congress when it ignores the subject or tries to dispose

Nlof it by estimating that only six people in the entire county

éwill be, at worst, "highly annoyed”.

’ Clearly, to correct and revise the current Air Force

i

'DEIS with respect to the effects on human health of prolonged
!
1 stress from sonic booms, full account must be taken of current

{
knowledge resulting from 50 years of medical research.

To qualify, the present document would have to be rewrit-

ten to present all the known facts: the truth, the whole truth

and nothing but the truth. This is what Congress intended.
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P.0.Box 278, Glenwood, NM 88039
October 28, 1983

PROPOSED SUPERSONIC FLIGHTS OVER THE
RESERVE MILITARY OPERATIONS AREA

Headquarters Tactical Air Command / DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Gentlemen:

In accordance with Air Force letter of June 29, 1983, transmitting copy of your
DEIS on the above subject, and your subsequent announcement of closing date change
for written comments from September 30 to November 4, I enclose comment entitled
Effects of Sonic Pooms on Human Health ~=the Air Force @laims (in their DEIS for the
Reserve MOA) and the Reality,

Residents of Catron County,N.M,, deeply regret the necessity of opposing you, who are
traditionally considered our defenders, but this proposal allows us no choice. Our

health, our property, not just our convenience (as in your case) but our whole future
is at stake.

New Mexico is high on the list of states that have given up large areas for military
purposes =~ in our case 17 percent of the state or over 13 million acres, And because our
people are intensely patriotic we are correspondingly disillusioned, scared and

outraged when the Air Force attempts to deceive us with the false reassurances con=-
tained in the present DEIS.

In the spirit of Winston Churchill's famous words, we shall fight you now and in the
future, at every level of encounter, if you insist on doing this ruinous thing to us.
And if you think the County is stirred up now, you would find this to be tame compared

to the furious uproar if our people were ever to be blasted by a dozen or more sonic
booms per day.

Looking back at the first hearing of October 2, 1979, it seems too bad, not only from
our standpoint but from yours as well, that you did not decide at that time to leave
us in peace, because now we are more elarmed, organized and determined than ever, and

opposition to inflicting sonic booms on defenceless residents is beginning to spread
beyond our own local area.

I believe our people would be willing to forgive and forget the deception on which
your DEIS now rests if you would decide to protect us rather than ruin us -- by abandon-
ing your supersonic flight proposal for the Reserve area.

Sincerely, gp ZQ Q UJ\/VI’V\&N

Lowell Sumner, Chairman, Glenwood Community Center Board
Attachment

cc: Catron County Commissioners and Technical Staff

Senators Domenici and Bingaman; Congressman Richardson; Governor Anaya
Catron County residents

Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested
1-122




II.
III.

IV,

EFFECTS OF SONIC BOONMS ON HUWAN HEALTH
A Review of the Air Force Claims )
(in their DEIS for the Reserve MOA) and the keality

by

Lowell Sumner, Research Biologist

Digest

Conclusions

In order to comply with Federal requirements governing the
preparation of Environmental Impact Statements the present
DEIS must be reorganized and rewritten to give adequate con-
sideration to very important findings concerning the effects
of long continued stress, including sonic booms, on human
health.

Organization of This Review

What the Worthington Report Says Concerning Health Effects

of Sonic Booms

Eighty three references are cited to support its contention
that the continued stress of loud sound from sonic booms en-
dangers human health.

The Air Force Denies Health Damage by Sonic Booms

It claims permanent damage to human health by sonic booms is
unproven, the effects are reversable and only about 6 people
will be, at worst, "highly annoyed”. Claims "house rattles"
are the principal cause of annoyance,

The Air Force Critique of the Worthington Feport

AFs Delayed response to citizens' claims for minor damage
are the chief complaint against sonic booms.

AF

Sonic booms threat to human health unproven.
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VI‘

VII.

. . . . . H
N AF 1gnores an entire flield of stress research proving 1r-‘
' !

Digest (con't)

Ui
reversible consequences do result from prolonged stress. <

Current Knowledge of Prolonged Stress Effects on Human

Heal th

History of stress research

International status of Hans Selye and others, proving
prolonged stress irreversibly damages human health

Stress effects explained to the public

sSummary

So much has been learned about the consequences to human
health of long continued stress, including sonic booms,
that the present DEIS by ignoring this aspect of the sub-
ject is inadequate to comply with the Federal law that

requires the Preparation of Environmental Impact Statements.

If the DEIS is to present the truth, the whole truth and
rnothing but the truth, full account must be taken of con-
clusions on stress resulting from fifty years of medical

research.
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Conclusions

A sales pitch, whether in a mail crder catalog or
a prospectus, is designed to present its point of view
or "product" in the best possible light and as reassur-
ingly as possible. If there are any hazards, penalties
or drawbacks they are downplayed, or if possible, not
mentioned at all,

The current Air Force "Draft Environmental Impact
Statement" (DEIS), purporting to show virtually no harm-
ful effects from sonic booms in the Reserve Nilitary
Operations Area (MOA), follows this pattern. It min-
imizes many of the known adverse effects of sonic booms
on human beings. It ignores fifty years of world-wide
research on irreversible damage by stress, such as sonic
booms, to human health. And it buries in Appendix E
Dr. Richard D. Worthington's adverse health report under
a load of largely irrelevant commentary by Air Force
personnel,

Although the main body of the DEIS seems designed
to withhold rather than to present the most significant
information on this subject, the summary, presented
at the front of the DEIS, even before the Table of Con-
tents, is watered down even further. Of course it is
placed there because the formidable bulk of the docu-
ment with its imposing collection of tables, figures,
lists of government agencies consulted, literature

cited, etc., will discourage most people from reading

1-125

Py -




II.

further

z ontrast, a penuinely scientific analysis would
present an objective treatment of all the positive and
nersative effects of the proposed program, based on the
realities of the situation. Congress passed the Act re-
quiring Environmental Impact Statements with this require-
ment in mind. Accordingly the present DEIS must be re-
vised to present all the known facts -- the truth, the
whola truth, and nothing but the truth -- in order to
meet the requirements of Federal law.

Organization of This Review

Since discussion by the Air Force of sonic boom
effects on human health is incomplete, the conclusions
of medical researchers quoted in the Worthington Report
will be presented first, in Section III. Next, in Sec-
tion IV, are presented numerous statements by Air Force
personnel attempting to deal with or ignore the conclus-
ions of medical research, and .o paint a reassuring pic-
ture of inconsequential and short-lived effects on human
health. These statements illustrate the Air Force stra-
tegy; which occupies a major part of the DEIS.

Next, in Section V, is our review of Appendix E
in which the Air Force presents the Worthington Report
in full and attacks it in detail, ignoring the consider-
able body of medical research on which the report is
based.

This in turn leads to Section VI, in which we present

current knowledge regarding the stress effects of long
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continued sonic booms on human health, based on fifty
years of world-wide medical research, pioneered by Dr.
Hans Selye, on the whole subject of stress.

What the Worthington Report Says Concerning Health Ef-

fects of Sonic Booms

A report on "The Potential Health Effects of Sonic
Booms on Human Population" (1978) by Dr. Richard D.
Worthington, University of Texas at El Paso, showed
that loud sounds of whatever frequency within the range
of human hearing, whether short-pulsed or continuous,
produce the same general effects within the human body.
All studies of these effects on man and animals indi-
cate that coniinuous programs of sonic booms should
not be inflicted on humans without further investisation
of their long-term effects.

The Worthington Report showed that hearing loss
can occur in animals exposed to simulated sonic booms
over a long period of time, and therefore probably in
humans. However, other effects of long continued sonic
booms on human health were considered to be more dama-
ging and even more likely to occur. As the Worthington
Report makes clear, any kind of sudden assault on the
body, including loud sounds, produces a state of stress
which calls forth a flood of internal chemical secre-
tions designed to stimulate the heart and blood vessels,
inhibit digestion, change blood sugar levels and pre-

pare the body for the age-o0ld reactions of flight or
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fight.

These reactions are purely involuntary, and are so
automatic that no one can ever get used to the "startle
effect”that calls them forth. One is just as startled
at the two hundredth sonic boom as at the first one,
and in the meantime one's body has been over-stimulated
two hundred times, and because of the resulting hyper-
tension, and the cumulative effect of so many internal
chemical releases, it 1s beginning to wear out. Stomach
ulcers become common at this stage as health begins to
deteriorate.

The Worthington Report shows further that studies
of prolonged sound stress on animals show, in addition
to the above, heart enlargement, thyroid degeneration,
decreased resistance to disease, decrease in fertility,
birth defects and abnormal growth. Parallel deteriora-
tion in humans under prolonged stress has been demon-
strated in research by Hans Selye and others, to be
discussed later. Eighty three references to medical
literature are cited in the Worthington Report to sup-
port its contention that the continued loud sound of
sonic booms endangers human health.

The Air Force Denies Health Damage by Sonic Booms

In the current DEIS, the Air Force cites (pages 3-13
to 3-17) about 13 references (in a bibliography of 108 on
miscellaneous subjects) in an attempt to show that per-

manent damage to human health by sonic booms is unproven,
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that the effects if any are reversible, and that only a-
bout six people in the Reserve MOA may be, at worst,
"highly annoyed". Their statements in support of this
contention are quoted and analyzed in the following 19
paragraphs of our review (ending where Section V begins).
Regrettably, this material is somewhat repetitious,

but as evidence of Air Force thinking it is significant.
Those who are already convinced that vital facts have
been played down or ignored might skip the detailed
analyses in Sections IV and V, and read Sections VI and

VII.

The Air force Quotes References - What They Say:

Reference A "Sonic Boom Literature Survey” done in 1973 by
'#69 DEIS
pg. 3-14 or for the Federal Aviation Administration is quoted
' without details to the effect that sonic booms tend to
degrade visual, steering and tracking tasks in some
l people but not in others., Work, rest, school and other

daily activities are affected buy there is no considera-

sulting from prolonged exposure to such sound.

cs/

. tion of the cumulative adverse physiological effects re-

'Reference An Environmental Protection Agency report of 1974
#92 DEIS

'pg. 3-14 is quoted to the effect that whereas the noise made by o

pile-driving, metal working, hand guns, fire crackers ~

. and cap pistols "may irritate, startle and awake people”

' they get used to such noises when repeated. Again no

consideration of the cumulative adverse physiological

' | 1-129




eference
95 DEIS
go 3-1“

eference
108 DEIS

g. 3-15

-.Jeffects that would result from continued exposure to

page

such sound.

A report in 1981 on "The Effects on Human Health
from Long-Term Exposure to Noise", by the Committee on
Hearing, Bioacoustics and Biomechanics, "Nonitoring A-
gency Office of Naval Research" (!), iIndicated that the
“startle reactions" made people "jump” and caused a
slight increase in rate of heart beat, but that "changes
were momentary and disappeared within a few seconds after
exposure”, while there was "a tendency to habituation
after about ten sonic boom exposures”. Still no consi-
deration of long-term physiological effects, no measure-
ments of critical physiological stress symptoms such as
increases in adrenalin, noradrenalin, steroids, or cor-
tical blood volume. The report concludes that "an at-
tempt should be made to obtain more critical evidence".

A report issued in 1973 by the Air Force on "Pri-
mary Components of Simulated Air Bag Noiée and Their
Relative Effects on Human Hearing”, showed “"small temp-
orary changes in hearing [that}) were mainly caused by
the high frequency noise and not the low frequencies as
found in . . . sonic booms". From these irrelevant ob-
servations the Air Force does not consider sonic booms
proposed for the Reserve area to endanger hearing. The
question of irreversible physiological damage seems to be

entirely outside their awareness.
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eference
107 DEIS

g. 3-15

eference
55 DEIS
pg. 3-16

I'nd D-9

£5/

A.report in 1982 on "Prenatal Effects of Exposure
to High Level Noise" by the Committee on Hearing, Bio-
acoustics and Biomechanics, "Monitoring Age.cy, Office
of Naval Research", states that "there is no conclusive
evidence of detrimental effects of high intensity ex-
ternal sound in higher mammals"“. But the Air Force
itself states in the preceding report on air bag noise
that "small changes in hearing were mainly caused by the

high frequency noise and not _the low frequencies as fo