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Record of Decision 
Air Force Special Operations Command Assets Beddown 

Cannon AFB, New Mexico 

This document records the decision of the United States Air Force (Air Force) with 
regard to the beddown of Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) assets at Caru1.0n 
Air Force Base (AFB). In making this decision, the information, analyses, and public comments 
contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for AFSOC Assets Beddown at 
Cannon AFB, New Mexico were considered, along with other relevant matters. 

This Record of Decision (ROD) is prepared in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A) at Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1505.2, Record of Decision in Cases 
Requiring Environmental Impact Statements (40 CFR §1505.2). Specifically, this ROD: 

• States the Air Force's Decision (page 11); 

• Identifies all alternatives considered by the Air Force in reaching the decision (see pages 
3- 5) and specifies the environmentally preferable alternative (see page 6); 

• Identifies and discusses relevant factors (e.g., statutory mission, national security policy, 
operational, environmental, economic and technical) that were considered in making the 
decision among the alternatives and states how those considerations entered into this 
decision (see pages 5, 6, and throughout this ROD); and 

• States the mitigations adopted, determines whether all practicable means to avoid or 
minimize environmental harm from the selected alternative have been adopted, and 
summarizes the applicable monitoring and enforcement program adopted for the 
applicable mitigation (see pages 6 - 10). 

BACKGROUND 

Pursuant to the requirement of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission 
Recommendation #100, as set forth in the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission Report to the President, to seek and consider designating a new mission for Cannon 
AFB, NM, prior to December 31, 2009, the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) approved the 
proposal presented to him on June 19, 2006 by the Secretary of the Air Force and designated the 
AFSOC mission to Cannon AFB (Department of Defense [DoD] 2005). 

To carry out the SECDEF mission designation, the United States Air Force (Air Force) 
proposes to transfer aircraft and personnel from Hurlburt Field, Florida, and/or other existing 
operational locations, to Cannon AFB. This action would involve construction and 
modifications to facilities at Cannon AFB and Melrose Air Force Range (AFR) through Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2013. AFSOC also proposes to begin utilizing the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR, existing 
military training airspace, Military Training Routes (MTRs), and other locations for personnel 
training. Scheduling authority for Special Use Airspace (SUA) and MTRs currently coordinated 
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by the 2ih Fighter Wing (27 FW) would be transferred to an .AFSOC Special Operations Wing 
(SOW) at Cannon AFB. 

AFSOC anticipates additional growth from now through FY 2014. Force structure 
increases and additional training requirements require new base and range facilities. AFSOC 
needs another base for the following reasons: 

a. Quality of training in the southeast United States is not representative of ongoing real
world deployments that support the War on Terrorism. 

b. Increased competition for Eglin range time with the proposed addition of the new F-35 
Joint Strike Fighter Integrated Training Center and other BRAC actions would limit 
AFSOC training. 

c. Locating a MAJCOM at a single base -- Hurlburt Field -- makes it vulnerable to a 
catastrophic event (i.e., Hurricane Andrew or Katrina). 

The Proposed Action fulfills the SECDEF designation of AFSOC as the new mission for 
Cannon AFB and resolves AFSOC's needs. The fmal BRAC report (2005) from the BRAC 
Commission to the President recommended Cannon AFB remain open until at least 31 December 
2009. In the interim, the SECDEF was to seek other missions for assignment to Cannon AFB. 
Missions for Cannon AFB were sought and evaluated consistent with the recommendations of 
the BRAC Commission. As a result of this search, AFSOC was designated as the new mission 
for Cannon AFB. AFSOC would benefit from additional facilities and training opportunities. 
The SECDEF designation of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB addresses the 2005 BRAC 
Commission's recommendation and effectively utilizes an existing base, and, in addition, nearby 
Melrose AFR provides training for AFSOC assets. 

The beddown and training of AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB, at Melrose AFR, and within 
Cannon AFB associated airspace permit AFSOC assets to meet expanding mission requirements. 
These requirements include the types of terrain, aircraft, operating conditions, and targets 
currently and projected to be part of AFSOC operations. Training for Cannon AFB assets will 
involve all phases of the operational use of personnel, equipment, and munitions, including 
weapons and tactics test and evaluation. Operational training includes forward presence and 
engagement, information operations, precision employment and strike, and SOF mobility. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The public involvement process and Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for 
Environmental Planning (IICEP) and agency consultation accomplished by the Air Force is 
discussed in the Final EIS (Section 2.5 and Appendix C). The major elements of public 
involvement are: 

• Issuance of a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register (Vol. 71, No. 
164, Page 50048) on 24 August 2006; 

• Performing public and agency scoping from August 25 through October 5, 2006, 
including public meetings in Clovis, Clayton and Fort Sumner, New Mexico, on 
September 18, 19 and 20 respectively (Appendix C summarizes issues raised during 
public scoping); 
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• Contacting interested persons, agencies and tribes as part of the scoping process directly 
by mail in September 2006 informing them of the project, potentially affected areas and 
the opportunities for public involvement (Appendix C); 

• Issuance of a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS in the Federal Register 
(Vol. 72 , No 61, Page 15135) on March 30, 2007, thus initiating the 45-day public 
review period of the Draft EIS. The Air Force actively solicited comments during this 
review period (March 30, 2007 through May 14, 2007); 

• Conducting public hearings in Clovis, Fort Sumner and Clayton, New Mexico, on April 
17, 18 and 19, 2007 respectively, to present the Draft EIS, environmental analysis, and 
opportunities for public and agency involvement (Chapter 7 presents Comments and 
Responses); and 

• Issuance of a Notice of Availability of the Final EIS and start of the 30-day wait period in 
the Federal Register (Vol. 72, No 139, Page 39808) on July 20, 2007 

The Air Force considered relevant issues raised during the agency and public review 
period for the Draft EIS. A total of 131 members of the public and agency representatives 
attended the three public hearings. At the hearings, 19 members of the public provided oral 
comments and 11 people provided written comments. Eighteen additional comments were 
received during the comment period. These comments, the transcripts of the public meeting, and 
responses to comments are contained in Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIS. 

The Air Force consulted and coordinated with Federal and State agencies throughout the 
environmental impact analysis process. Agencies reviewing biological and cultural resources 
were contacted early in the process through IICEP, as well as the Draft and Final EIS 
notification. Federal and State agency response letters explaining no objection to the proposed 
action are contained in Chapter 7. 

The Final EIS includes identification of mitigation measures to reduce environmental 
consequences, public and agency comments and responses to comments. 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 

The beddown proposal transfers approximately 108 AFSOC Primary Aircraft Inventory 
(P AI) to Cannon AFB over a period of approximately 6 years. Approximately 25 to 33 percent 
of the aircraft could be deployed from Cannon AFB at any given time. AFSOC mission aircraft 
include C-130 aircraft with varying mission requirements, CV -22 tilt-rotor aircraft, Predator 
Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS), and additional miscellaneous aircraft. 

Two alternatives were assessed for facilities at Cannon AFB: The preferred East and 
West Airfield Alternative and the West Flightline Alternative. 

The preferred alternative is the East and West Airfield Alternative. Under the East and 
West Airfield Alternative, construction and renovation would occur at Cannon AFB between 
2008 and 2013 involving approximately $435 million in military construction (MILCON) funds 
plus $530 million of operations and maintenance (O&M) funding. However, of these amounts, 
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only a portion would be unique to the AFSOC assets beddown at Cannon AFB. The majority of 
this money has already been budgeted for operations regardless of basing location because 
resources of this magnitude will be required regardless of where the AFSOC assets for required 
expansion are based. Facility construction would affect approximate 342 acres of previously 
disturbed areas in the west tlightline area and approximately 284 acres of previously disturbed 
unimproved grasslands in the east tlightline area. 

Under the West Flightline Alternative, construction and renovation would occur at 
Cannon AFB between 2008 and 2013 utilizing approximately $310 million in MILCON funding 
plus $530 million of O&M. This construction would occur within approximately 342 previously 
disturbed acres on the west flightline side of the base. Again, the majority of this money is 
already programmed for operations regardless of basing. Again, resources of this magnitude are 
going will be required regardless of where the AFSOC growth is based. 

AFSOC asset beddown schedules for construction, aircraft, and personnel are dependent 
upon congressional appropriations. Mission personnel assigned to Cannon AFB and 
construction personnel could increase from 4,467 personnel to 5,680 between FY 2005 and FY 
2011. A dip in personnel could occur in FY 2007 to 3,186 personnel assigned. 

Two alternatives were assessed for Melrose AFR: The preferred Two-Target 
Alternative and a Three-Target Alternative. Melrose AFR training under either alternative 
would occur within the 60,010 acres that constitute the range. The preferred Two-Target 
Alternative has two new live-fire target complexes. The Three-Target Alternative would create 
three new live-fire target areas. Either alternative would involve live munitions from 30 
millimeter (rnm) up to 105 mm high-explosive (HE) and incendiary munitions from AC-130 
gunships. The use of these munitions within Melrose AFR would affect management of the 
training range and grazing allotments. Melrose AFR is currently divided into Exclusive-Use, 
Restricted Leasing for agriculture, and Unrestricted Leasing for agriculture. The Exclusive-Use 
area contains current targets for F -16, other aircraft, AFSOC SOF, and other personnel training. 
Exclusive-Use areas would be expanded for safety around live-fire targets. 

An estimated $30 million of MILCON projects on the range would include new fire 
management capabilities, construction of new targets, and other improvements. A prepared 
aircraft and helicopter landing zone/drop zone (LZ/DZ) affecting approximately 50 acres will be 
located on the range away from live-fire targets. Vertical landing aircraft such as the CV-22 
could also land at unprepared locations on the range. The current small arms range would be 
enhanced to support SOF and Army National Guard training. 

Cannon AFB schedules the restricted airspace supporting Melrose AFR, Military 
Operations Areas (MOAs), and MTRs. AFSOC aircraft missions require an annual average of 
40 percent of their flights to occur during "environmental night" (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 
Night flights on some MTRs could increase from effectively none to 1,000 or more per year. 
MTR training flights would normally be from 4 to 5 hours with aircraft between 100 and 1,000 
feet above ground level (AGL) and usually at 250 feet AGL or higher. Air refueling tracks 
would be coordinated with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as the existing aerial 
refueling (AR) track (AR-602) iis at too high an altitude for some AFSOC aircraft. 
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Defensive chaff and flares would be used by AFSOC aircraft during training. AFSOC 
training is projected to use 36,000 chaff bundles and 24,000 defensive flares armually. The 
distribution of chaff and flare use would change, with an estimated four times the current number 
of chaff bundles and flares used in restricted airspace over Melrose AFR and a proportionate 
decrease in chaff and flare use within the MOAs. The minimum altitude for M-206 or equivalent 
defensive countermeasure flare release in assessed NMTRI Special Use Airspace (SUA) outside 
Melrose AFR continues to be above 2,000 feet AGL. When the National Fire Danger Rating 
System indicates high fire conditions or above, the minimum altitude for flare release in SUA 
outside Melrose AFR shall be raised to above 5,000 feet AGL. Flares and other munitions would 
be used over Melrose AFR in accordance with the Melrose AFR Operations Condition Matrix 
Restrictions derived from the new Cannon AFB responsibilities and procedures supplement to 
AFI 13-212 for the maintenance and use of Melrose AFR. 

AFSOC proposes establishing a transit area for the Predator UAS between the restricted 
airspace associated with Carmon AFB and restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR. 
This airspace could be transited under a Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) issued by 
the FAA. The Predator UAS is not authorized to fly in the National Airspace System without 
meeting an equivalent level of safety to the "see and avoid" requirements of Federal Aviation 
Regulation (FAR) 91-113. 

SOF missions include infiltration, exfiltration, re-supply, and refueling. Training 
activities include additional LZs, DZs, and water training locations for infiltration and 
amphibious training. Operational and safety consideration require that LZ, DZ, or water training 
be located in an area free from obstructions, be within a one to two-hour drive from Cannon 
AFB, avoid populated, noise-sensitive, or residential areas, and be located in a relatively flat area 
away from city lights. All applicable environmental analyses and permitting would be followed 
in LZ, DZ, or water training site selection. This analysis would be completed once 
developmental CV -22 operational capabilities and requirements for LZs/DZs are refined. 

The No Action Alternative included in the EIS addresses the conversion of Cannon AFB 
with a SECDEF mission designation to AFSOC, but no action to transfer AFSOC assets to 
Carmon AFB. For the purposes of this analysis, No Action would result in no movement of 
AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB and AFSOC would maintain and operate the base. With regards 
to Melrose AFR, no Cannon AFB assets would train at the range. New Mexico Air National 
Guard (NMANG) and transient aircraft would continue to use the airspace and Melrose AFR. 
The No Action Alternative would reduce personnel levels to approximately 150 between 2007 
and 2009. These 150 personnel would support base infrastructure and range operations. Flight 
operations would consist of transient aircraft. 

RELEVANT NATURAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC, AND TECHNICAL 
FACTORS 

This section summarizes the natural, environmental, economic, and technical factors 
considered in making the decision among alternatives. Public and agency scoping focused the 
analysis of the EIS on the following natural, environmental, and economic resources: airspace 
management and air traffic control, noise, safety, air quality, physical (including hazardous 
materials and waste), biological, cultural, land use, ranching, transportation, and recreation, 
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socioeconomics and environmental justice. The technical analysis produced the following 
results for the base, range, and airspace. 

Cannon AFB 

Cannon AFB economic activity would increase in Curry and Roosevelt counties. Noise, 
safety, transportation, and other resources around and on the base would not be impacted. No 
significant impacts to biological or cultural resources are anticipated. Planned base facilities 
would safely handle hazardous materials and munitions for AFSOC operations. An FAA 
Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) is proposed to permit UAS transit from Cannon 
AFB to Melrose AFR. 

MelroseAFR 

Melrose AFR training would increase targets, exposed soils, munitions debris, noise, and 
safety requirements on the range. Munitions noise, especially during night hours, could impact 
some residences on the periphery of the range. Expansion of the Exclusive-Use area on the 
range would impact lessees who use portions of the range for grazing and agriculture. Although 
part of the proposed action, AFSOC decided to not include 25mm munitions for live fire training 
on the range following public input on the Draft EIS. Elimination of the 25mm munitions 
produces a smaller safety footprint and reduces the amount of exclusive use area and the overall 
impact upon lessees. Fire risk would increase with the use of live munitions. The Cannon AFB 
Local Range Supplement (AFI 13-212) will describe the expanded fire management practices 
and capabilities to reduce fire risk on the range. Natural, biological, or cultural resources would 
not be significantly impacted by the change in training. 

Airspace 

Military Operations Area (MOA) and Military Training Route (MTR) overflight activity 
would increase. Noise levels on MTRs and under MOAs would noticeably increase and would 
be expected to result in some increased annoyance to individuals under the airspace. No 
significant impact to civil aviation is anticipated from training missions. Use of water areas, 
landing zones, and drop zones for training would increase localized activity and noise. 

Cumulative federal and non-federal actions, in combination with AFSOC beddown and 
training, would not be expected to result in significant impacts to areas affected by the beddown 
or training of AFSOC assets. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

For most environmental resources at Cannon AFB, Melrose AFR, and training airspace, 
the No Action Alternative would be the environmentally preferred alternative. For 
socioeconomics and envirorunental justice at Cannon AFB, the East and West Airfield 
Alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative. 

MITIGATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

Mitigation and management measures for the proposed beddown of AFSOC assets have 
been identified and will be carried forward in implementing the selected alternative. 
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Management measures are defined for the purposes of this EIS and ROD as those measures 
incorporated in the design of the preferred alternative to avoid, minimize, or reduce the impacts 
to most of the resource areas. These management measures are primarily discussed in the EIS 
Chapter 2.0. The EIS Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 include management and mitigation measures 
required by regulation or agency guidance (even though impacts may not be significant) for each 
relevant resource. Management measures also include the planning and implementation of 
efforts to restore degraded ecosystems, where applicable. 

Mitigations may also include permit requirements, Best Management Practices (BMPs), New 
Mexico State regulatory requirements for fugitive dust, burn permits, and Memoranda of 
Understanding between agencies. 

CEQ regulations (at 40 CFR § 1508.20) define mitigation as follows: 

1. A voiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action, and its 
implementation. 

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

Avoiding, minimizing, or reducing potential environmental impacts was a priority guiding 
the design, development, and seeping of the alternatives during the initial development of this 
project. 

The Air Force shall develop or require their contractors to develop as required, plans to 
address and monitor specific mitigations selected for implementation. These plans, for example, 
may include a Temporary Erosion Sediment Control Plan, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP), and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. These plans 
may be in addition to, and complement, any perrnits that may be issued to the Air Force for the 
project. 

Management Actions 

The following includes a description of the practicable management actions to avoid, minimize, 
rectify, reduce, or compensate for potential impacts: 

• Certificate of Waiver or Authorization measures from the FAA will be employed to 
minimize conflicts of U AS operations with general aviation outside restricted or Class D 
airspace. (Section 2.3.3) 

• After-dark training will be scheduled to occur as much as possible before 10:00 pm to 
reduce disturbances to residents and species. Noise sensitive avoidance areas will be 
reviewed and updated. (Sections 4.1.3 and 5.6.3.1) 
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• AFSOC will confer andl cooperate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
develop appropriate and reasonable conservation measures to minimize, mitigate, and 
identify significant adverse effects on a population of migratory bird species of concern. 
LZ/DZ biological and cultural surveys consistent with the site selection criteria will be 
performed. (Sections 2.3.4, and 3.6) 

• Water training activities will be scheduled to the extent possible to reduce potential 
impacts on migratory bird species of concern and recreational and residential areas 
bordering on lakes, especially during holidays or high use periods. Water safety training 
craft will use existing access locations and all elements used in the training activities will 
be retrieved to reduce potential impacts to soil, lakeshores, reservoirs, and lakeshore 
cultural or paleontological resources. (Sections 2.3.4 and 5.2.3.1) 

• Sortie operations over the Pecos Wilderness Area Class I area will be conducted at 
altitudes above 2,000 feet AGL to reduce the effect of potential aircraft emissions on 
ground-level pollutant concentrations within this area (Section 5.4.3.1). 

• A new Cannon AFB responsibilities and procedures supplement to AFI 13-212 for the 
maintenance and operation of Melrose AFR will be prepared (Section 2.2). 

• During construction activities dust suppression, soils stabilization, and revegetation will 
be applied to areas disturbed to prevent soils migration. Persormel will be required to 
notify the Air Force archaeologist in the event of inadvertent discoveries of cultural 
artifacts during construction. Cannon AFB will take action in accordance with the 
Cannon AFB Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP). (Sections 3.4.3, 3.7.3, and 
4.5.3.1). 

• Construction of Cannon AFB facilities will be consistent with long-term planning goals. 
Information on potential AFSOC personnel and growth is provided to support regional 
planning and transportation to meet anticipated demands. Melrose AFR potentially
affected lands are identified for lessee grazing decisions: (Sections 2.1.3, 2.2.4, 2.2.5, 
and 3.9.3). 

Mitigation Actions 

Carmon AFB has committed to a variety of management actions associated with the use 
of defensive countermeasures where approved within Cannon AFB-managed training airspace. 
These actions were formalized in a mitigation plan prepared subsequent to the New Mexico 
Training Range Initiative (NMTRI) ROD (13 February 2007). The following includes a 
description of the mitigation actions to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for 
potential impacts: 

• Carmon AFB will provide a contact telephone number for ranchers to call to identify large 
cattle concentrations during seasonal ranching operations. When informed of such 
concentrations, training operations will avoid to the extent possible low-level overflights of 
such concentrations (Section 5.9.3.1). 
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• All pilots receive a Local Area Orientation brief prior to conducting operations in Callllon 
AFB-managed training airspace. Aircrews not assigned to Callllon AFB are provided the 
web link to the Local Area Orientation airspace brief. The briefing includes information on 
the local airspace, including operating altitudes, aircraft restrictions, and type of chaff and 
flare authorized for use. The CaiUlon Operations Support Squadron webpage publishes the 
current National Fire Danger Rating System indication, specifying which expendables may 
currently be used in Callllon AFB-managed training airspace (Section 2.8.3). The 
minimum altitude for defensive countermeasure flare release in NMTRI Special Use 
Airspace (SUA) outside Melrose AFR continues to be above 2,000 feet AGL (flares bum 
out after falling approximately 400 feet) (Section 2.8.3). 

• When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire conditions or above, the 
minimum altitude for flare release in SUA outside Melrose AFR shall be raised to above 
5,000 feet AGL. As part of the above referenced flight briefing, all aircrews will check the 
National Fire Danger Rating System status for Pecos MOA and comply with the 
appropriate altitudes for flare expenditures. Flare releases over Melrose AFR would be in 
accordance with the Melrose AFR Operations Condition Matrix Restrictions derived from 
the new Cannon AFB responsibilities and procedures supplement to AFI 13-212 for the 
maintenance and use ofM·elrose AFR (Section 2.8.3). 

• Callllon AFB has established Mutual Aid Agreements with civilian communities or other 
government agencies to supplement internal levels of fire protection staffing and equipage. 
Cooperation with local agencies for mutual aid response to fires will continue. Callllon 
AFB currently has Mutual Aid Agreements with seven surrounding communities, including 
Broadview, Clovis, Floyd, House, Melrose, Portales, and Texico. The Cannon Civil 
Engineer Squadron, Fire and Emergency Services Flight, maintains these agreements. 
Additional mutual aid response and coordination will be in accordance with formal 
Military Support to Civil Authorities guidance (Section 2.8.3). 

• An education program for fire departments in the communities surrounding Callllon AFB, 
including those beneath airspace assessed for flare use, will continue to include information 
on flares. The CaiUlon Civil Engineer Squadron Fire and Emergency Services Flight 
provides educational training with the fire departments serving the communities. This 
training includes precautions for emergency response to chaff/flares, to include 
identification, proper disposal and recovery of residual materials and dud flares (Section 
2.8.3). 

• Records of defensive countermeasure (chaff and flares) use will reflect, to the maximum 
extent practicable, all defensive countermeasures expended in airspace assessed for use of 
defensive countermeasures. Cannon Operations Group will be responsible for recording 
defensive countermeasure expenditures and will maintain annual records. Records include 
the type of countermeasures used, the period of use, and the airspace in which the 
countermeasures were used, for both Callllon AFB and transient aircraft (Section 2.8.3). 

• Response and recovery procedures for defensive countermeasure residual materials and 
dud flares discovered off-range are employed, including: 

o Use of Callllon AFB personnel to identify, render safe if necessary, and remove if 
feasible, any chaff or flare residual materials and dud flares discovered off-range. 
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In particular, Cannon personnel will render safe any chaff or flare residual materials 
and dud flares, discovered off-range, which pose an imminent and substantial 
threat. 

o Disseminate information annually to the public through Caru10n AFB Public Affairs 
concerning precautions with dud flare and residual materials. 

o Establish Cannon AFB Public Affairs as the initial point of contact for members of 
the public who discover a dud flare or residual material resulting from the use of 
chaff and flares. Cannon Public Affairs will immediately notify Cannon Judge 
Advocate and Civil Engineer Squadron response personnel who will coordinate a 
response and work to resolve issues as required. 

o Ensure that claims of potential loss or damage due to training operations will be 
referred to the Cannon AFB Judge Advocate for appropriate processing. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Some of the AFSOC training activities are projected to result in disturbance and/or noise 
within areas not previously or recently subject to these effects. In other cases, AFSOC training 
would continue to result in activities that have been identified as an annoyance during scoping 
meetings. To the extent possible, mitigation and management measures, such as those identified 
above and in EIS Sections 2.8.2 and 2.8.3, would be applied to reduce potential effects to 
acceptable levels. However, some impacts that cannot be mitigated would occur. These 
impacts, while not likely to be significant to environmental resources, could be considered 
significant or annoying to individuals potentially affected. 

Potential impacts that could occur and cannot be mitigated include the following: 

• Noise from low-level training overflights would be heard on MTRs (Section 5.2.3). 

• Available lakes would receive some impacts from water training to biological species, 
recreationists, and residents (Sections 5.6.3.1 and 5.8.3.1). 

• Training missions would increase noise during environmental night (between 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00a.m.) (Sections 4.2.3 and 5.2.3). 

• Chaff and flare debris, although reduced from existing levels, would continue to be 
deposited outside Melrose AFR under training airspace where chaff and flare use has 
been assessed (Section 5 .6.3 .1 ). 

• Munitions chemicals and materials would be deposited at target areas and such chemicals 
could eventually affect soils or water resources on the range (Section 4.5.3). 

• Noise from munitions would be audible off range (Section 4.2.3). 

• New live-fire target restrictions on Melrose AFR for required AFSOC training and safety 
would change land use and ranching operations on Melrose AFR (Section 4.8.3). 

• Individual species would be affected by changes in Melrose AFR and/or water training 
activities (Sections 4.6.3.1, 4.6.3.2, and 5.6.3.1). 
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• Increased numbers of temporary workers have the potential to increase the need for local 
safety and protection services (Section 3.9.3.1). 

• Expanded student population would increase the requirement for school services (Section 
3.9.3.1). 

• Increased demand for construction resources could result in a short-term increase in 
construction costs (Section 3.9.3.1). 

CUMULATIVE AND FUTURE ACTIONS 

The cumulative effects analysis (Section 6) evaluates past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions and determines no significant cumulative effects are anticipated. The 
Air Force recognizes future actions may be planned for Cannon AFB and the region; however, 
the Air Force cannot speculate on the impacts of preliminary proposals that may be under 
development at the very early discussion stage and not presently capable of meaningful analysis. 

DECISION 

After consideration of relevant operational, environmental, economic and technical 
factors discussed in this ROD, environmental consequences explained in the Final EIS, inputs 
from the public, inputs from regulatory agencies, and other relevant factors, the Air Force has 
decided to implement the Preferred Alternative (East West Airfield Alternative at Cannon AFB, 
the Two Target Alternative at Melrose AFR, and the use of Cannon scheduled airspace). 

The decision takes into account the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from the 
alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes all practicable means to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate environmental harm. Although measures/mitigations are included as part of this 
decision, identified measures/mitigations could be reexamined and reevaluated in any future 
environmental impact analyses for potential future Federal actions. 

William C. Anderson 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations, Environment & Logistics) 
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Our goal is to give you a reader-friendly document that provides an in-depth, accurate analysis of potential environmental consequences.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 
AFSOC ASSETS BEDDOWN AT CANNON AFB, NEW MEXICO 

a. Responsible Agency:  United States Air Force 
b. Cooperating Agency:  None 
c. Proposals and Actions:  This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes a proposal to beddown, or 

locate, Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) assets at Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) and Melrose 
Air Force Range (AFR) and to train these assets primarily in airspace scheduled by Cannon AFB.  The 
Secretary of Defense designated the AFSOC mission to Cannon AFB pursuant to his duties under the 
recommendations of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission.  The proposal assigns approximately 
108 AFSOC aircraft to Cannon AFB, although 25 to 33 percent could be deployed at any given time.  The 27th 
Fighter Wing 60 F-16 jets currently assigned to Cannon AFB would be replaced by AFSOC turboprop aircraft 
(C-130s with varying missions, CV-22s, Predator Unmanned Aerial Systems, and additional aircraft).  The 
current flight operations at Cannon AFB would be reduced approximately 40 percent.  The West Flightline 
Alternative would involve military construction (MILCON) and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs 
totaling $840 million across the six-year Future Years Defense Program (FYDP).  The preferred East and West 
Airfield Alternative would involve MILCON and O&M costs of $965 million across the FYDP.  However, of 
these amounts, only a portion would be unique to the AFSOC assets beddown at Cannon AFB.  The majority 
of this money is already programmed for operations regardless of basing.  Resources of this magnitude are 
going to be required regardless of where the AFSOC growth is based.  The Proposed Action would include 
new equipment and personnel increases from 4,147 to 5,360 plus an estimated 320 contract personnel between 
2005 and 2011.  This would be comparable to personnel levels during the Cannon AFB F-111 mission through 
1994.  Training would occur within the 60,010 acre Melrose AFR using the preferred two live-fire target areas.  
A Three-Target Alternative is also evaluated.  Live-fire targets would involve high-explosive (HE) and 
incendiary munitions from 30 up to 105 millimeter (mm) from AC-130 gunships.  An estimated $30 million of 
MILCON projects on the range would relocate facilities, improve fire management, and build new target 
areas.  An expanded small arms range for personnel training would be constructed at the existing small arms 
range.  Landing zones (LZs) for aircraft and helicopters and approximately 50-acre drop zones (DZs) would 
be located on the range.  Military training airspace would have an annual average of 40 percent of flights 
occurring during environmental night (between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.).  Military Training Route (MTR) training 
flights would normally be from 4 to 5 hours long with aircraft between 100 and 1,000 feet above ground level 
(AGL).  Night flights on most MTRs could increase from effectively none to 1,000 or more per year.  Overall, 
AFSOC would use less defensive chaff and flares.  AFSOC proposes to utilize area lakes for water training 
and to identify additional off-range locations for LZ/DZ training.  The No Action Alternative means that 
Cannon AFB would become an AFSOC installation with no beddown of AFSOC assets. 

d. Inquiries:  For further information on this Final EIS, contact Mr. Carl Hoffman, AFSOC Assets Beddown EIS 
Project Manager, 427 Cody Avenue, Suite 303, Hurlburt Field, FL  32544-5434.  Telephone inquiries may be 
made to Denise Boyd, HQ AFSOC Public Affairs at (850) 884-5515.  The Final EIS may be found at 
http://www2.afsoc.af.mil/fonsi.  A Record of Decision (ROD) will be issued no earlier than 30 days 
following the publication of the Final EIS. 

e. Designation:  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
f. Abstract:  This Final EIS has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.  Public 

and agency scoping resulted in the analysis of the following environmental resources:  airspace management 
and air traffic control, noise, safety, air quality, physical (including hazardous materials and waste), 
biological, cultural, land use, ranching, transportation, and recreation, socioeconomics and environmental 
justice.  Cannon AFB economic activity would increase in Curry and Roosevelt counties.  Noise, safety, and 
other resources around and on the base would not be impacted.  An airspace transit area to permit UAS 
transit from Cannon AFB to Melrose AFR could inconvenience, but not significantly impact, some general 
aviation.  Melrose AFR training would increase targets, exposed soils, munitions debris, noise, and safety 
requirements on the range.  Munitions noise could impact some residences on the periphery of the range.  
Expansion of the Exclusive-Use area on the range would impact lessees who use range buffer areas for 
grazing and agriculture.  Natural biological or cultural resources would not be significantly impacted by the 
change in training.  Airspace Military Operations Area (MOA) and MTR training activity would increase.  
Noise levels on MTRs and under MOAs would noticeably increase and would be expected to result in some 
increased annoyance.  Use of water areas for training would increase activity and noise.  Water training 
would need to be scheduled to mitigate impacts on biological species or recreationalists.  Cumulative federal 
and non-federal actions would not be expected to result in significant impacts. 
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Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides a full and fair discussion of a project’s 
potential environmental consequences.  This EIS considers alternative facilities at Cannon Air 
Force Base (AFB) and alternative targets at Melrose Air Force Range (AFR).  The No Action 
Alternative means that AFSOC assets would not be located at Cannon AFB.  Preparation of an 
EIS involves several steps. 

1. Announce that an EIS will be prepared.  A Notice of 
Intent was published in the Federal Register. 

2. Conduct scoping.  The Air Force initiated the 
Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination 
for Environmental Planning (IICEP), submitted 
letters to local, state, tribal and federal agencies 
informing them of the Air Force’s intent to 
prepare this EIS, and conducted public scoping 
meetings.   

3. Prepare and Distribute Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS was 
distributed to agencies, regional libraries, and 
members of the public who requested copies to 
ensure the widest dissemination possible.      

4. Public/Agency Review.  The 45-day review period 
began when the Notice of Availability (NOA) for 
this Draft EIS was filed in the Federal Register.  
Public hearings provided direct feedback to the 
Air Force.  Comments were accepted throughout 
the public comment period.  

5. Prepare Final EIS.  The Final EIS includes all 
written comments, verbal testimony, and Air 
Force responses.  An NOA was published in the 
Federal Register to announce availability of the 
Final EIS.  The NOA begins a 30-day waiting 
period. 

6. Issue Record of Decision.  The Record of Decision 
(ROD) may be signed after the 30-day waiting 
period.  The ROD identifies which action has been 
selected by the Air Force decisionmaker and what 
mitigation or other measures would be carried out 
to reduce, where appropriate, adverse impacts to 
the environment.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) designated the Air Force Special Operations Command 
(AFSOC) mission to Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) pursuant to his duties under the 
recommendations of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission approved by 
Congress and the President (Department of Defense [DoD] 2005).  This Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) analyzes the potential environmental consequences of a proposal to beddown, 
or locate, AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB and Melrose Air Force Range (AFR), New Mexico, and 
to train these assets in special use airspace and Military Training Routes (MTRs) currently 
coordinated by the 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW) and to be scheduled by AFSOC personnel at 
Cannon AFB.   
This EIS has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and its implementing regulations.  This EIS incorporates public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS and identifies a preferred base and range alternative.  This Final EIS with public and 
agency comments on the Draft EIS will be considered in decision making on the AFSOC 
proposal. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 
The proposed beddown of AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB would implement the SECDEF’s 
designation by determining how to beddown AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB.  Cannon AFB, 
Melrose AFR, and operations airspace provide locations to base AFSOC assets and to train to 
meet expanding mission requirements.  These requirements include the types of terrain, 
aircraft, operating conditions, and targets currently and projected to be part of AFSOC 
operations.  AFSOC provides United States Air Force (Air Force) Special Operations Forces 
(SOF) for worldwide deployment and assignment to regional unified commands.  Training for 
Cannon AFB assets would involve all phases of the operational use of personnel, equipment, 
and munitions, including weapons and tactics test and evaluation.  Operational training 
includes forward presence and engagement, information operations, precision employment and 
strike, and SOF mobility.   
AFSOC needs facilities and training opportunities beyond those available at Hurlburt Field, 
Florida, to accommodate additional growth through 2013.  Force structure increases and 
additional training requirements establish a need for Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR for the 
following reasons:   

a. Quality of flying training in the southeast United States (U.S.) is not representative of 
on-going real-world deployments that support the War on Terrorism. 

b. Increased competition for Eglin range time with the addition of the new F-35 Joint Strike 
Fighter and other BRAC actions would limit AFSOC training. 

c. A one-base Major Command (MAJCOM) at Hurlburt Field makes it vulnerable to a 
catastrophic event (i.e., Hurricane Andrew or Katrina). 

AFSOC requires additional facilities and training opportunities.  The Proposed Action 
implements the SECDEF designation of AFSOC as the new mission for Cannon AFB and 
resolves AFSOC needs.  The final BRAC report (2005) from the BRAC Commission to the 
President recommended Cannon AFB remain open until at least 31 December 2009.  In the 
interim, the SECDEF was to seek other missions for assignment to Cannon AFB.   
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Missions for Cannon AFB were sought and evaluated consistent with the recommendations of 
the BRAC Commission.  As a result of this search, AFSOC was designated as the new mission 
for Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR.   

Proposed Action and Alternatives 
The beddown proposal transfers approximately 108 AFSOC Primary Aircraft Inventory (PAI) to 
Cannon AFB over a period of approximately 6 years.  Approximately 25 to 33 percent of the 
aircraft could be deployed off-station at any given time.  Under BRAC, Air Combat Command 
(ACC) would deactivate the 27 FW at Cannon AFB and relocate the 60 F-16 PAI currently 
assigned to Cannon AFB.   
AFSOC mission aircraft would be C-130 aircraft with varying mission requirements, CV-22 tilt-
rotor aircraft, Predator Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS), and miscellaneous additional aircraft.  
The AFSOC aircraft assets are turboprop aircraft, as compared to the F-16 jet aircraft.   
Two alternatives are assessed for facilities at Cannon AFB: the West Flightline Alternative and 
the East and West Airfield Alternative.  Under the West Flightline Alternative, construction and 
renovation would occur at Cannon AFB between 2008 and 2013 of approximately $310 million 
worth of military construction (MILCON) projects plus $530 million worth of operations and 
maintenance (O&M).  However, of these amounts, only a portion would be unique to the 
AFSOC assets beddown at Cannon AFB.  The majority of this money is already programmed for 
operations regardless of basing.  Resources of this magnitude are going to be required 
regardless of where the AFSOC growth is based.  These projects would occur within 
approximately 342 previously disturbed acres on the north side of the base.   
The preferred alternative is the East and West Airfield alternative.  Under the East and West 
Airfield Alternative, construction and renovation would occur at Cannon AFB between 2008 
and 2013 of approximately $435 million worth of MILCON projects plus $530 million worth of 
O&M.  Again, of these amounts, only a portion would be unique to the AFSOC assets beddown 
at Cannon AFB.  The majority of this money is already programmed for operations regardless of 
basing.  Any additional MILCON needed to support the Preferred Alternative will be pursued 
through future programming.  Resources of this magnitude are going to be required regardless 
of where the AFSOC growth is based.  Approximately 284 acres on the south side of the base 
(unimproved disturbed grasslands) would additionally be disturbed for facility construction.   
Flight operations by AFSOC aircraft at Cannon AFB would be approximately 60 percent of the 
current approach/departure and closed pattern operations experienced during 27 FW training.   
Mission personnel assigned to Cannon AFB and contractor personnel could increase from 4,467 
personnel to 5,680 between Fiscal Year (FY) 2005 and FY 2011.  A dip in personnel could occur 
in FY 2007 to 3,186 personnel assigned.  Personnel assignments would be determined by annual 
federal budget appropriations.  Ultimately the assigned AFSOC personnel are projected to be 
approximately the number of assigned personnel during the F-111 mission through 1994. 
AFSOC training would generally occur within the 60,010 acres that constitute Melrose AFR.  
Responsibilities and procedures for the maintenance, operation, and use of Melrose AFR as 
defined in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 13-212, Volume 1, ACC Supplement 1, Cannon AFB 
Addendum A (“Cannon Addendum”) would be replaced with a new supplement to reflect 
AFSOC’s new role as range manager, subsequent to transfer of the range from ACC.  The 
AFSOC Cannon Local Range Supplement will be developed to reflect the more substantive 
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range changes that are the subject of this EIS, subsequent to issuance of the Air Force’s Record 
of Decision (ROD). 
Two alternatives are assessed for the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR: a Two-Target and a Three-
Target Alternative.  The preferred alternative is the Two-Target Alternative.  Under the Two-
Target Alternative, two new live-fire target complexes would be established.  The Three-Target 
Alternative would create three new live-fire target areas.  Either alternative would involve live 
munitions from 30 up to 105 millimeter (mm) high-explosive (HE) and incendiary munitions 
from AC-130 gunships.  The use of these munitions within Melrose AFR would affect 
management of the range and grazing allotments.  Melrose AFR is currently divided into 
Exclusive-Use, Restricted Leasing for agriculture, and Unrestricted Leasing for agricultural 
categories.  The Exclusive-Use area contains current targets available for military training by F-
16, other aircraft, and AFSOC SOF training.  Exclusive-Use areas would be expanded for safety 
around live-fire targets.  An estimated $30 million of MILCON projects on the range would 
include new fire management capabilities, construction of new targets, and other 
improvements.  An aircraft and helicopter prepared landing zone (LZ)/drop zone (DZ) 
affecting approximately 50 acres could be located on the range away from live-fire targets.  
Vertical landing aircraft such as the CV-22 could also land at unprepared locations on the range.  
The current small arms range would be enhanced to support SOF and Army National Guard. 
Cannon AFB schedules the restricted airspace supporting Melrose AFR, Military Operations 
Areas (MOAs), and MTRs.  AFSOC aircraft missions require an annual average of 40 percent of 
their flights to occur during “environmental night” (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).  The majority of the 
airspace currently has relatively few night training flights.  Night flights on some MTRs could 
increase from effectively none to 1,000 or more per year.  MTR training flights would normally 
be from 4 to 5 hours with aircraft between 100 and 1,000 feet above ground level (AGL) and 
usually at 250 feet AGL or higher.  Air refueling locations would be coordinated with FAA as 
the existing aerial refueling (AR) track (AR-602) is at too high an altitude for some AFSOC 
aircraft. 
Defensive chaff and flares would be used by AFSOC aircraft during training.  The current chaff 
use is 48,617 bundles released by aircraft per year, and the current flare use is 32,230 bundles 
per year.  AFSOC training is projected to reduce chaff and flare use to 36,000 chaff bundles and 
24,000 flares released by aircraft annually.  The distribution of chaff and flare use would change, 
with an estimated four times the current number of chaff bundles and flares used in restricted 
airspace over Melrose AFR and a proportionate decrease in chaff and flare use within the 
MOAs.  M-206 or equivalent flares would be used in the assessed MOAs above 2,000 feet AGL 
and would be used above 5,000 feet AGL when the National Fire Danger Rating System 
indicates high fire conditions or above.   
AFSOC proposes establishing a transit area between Cannon AFB and the restricted airspace 
associated with Melrose AFR.  The Predator UAS is only authorized to fly in the National 
Airspace System under a Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) issued by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA).  Compliance with the COA is mandatory and would be 
expected to establish an equivalent level of safety to the “see and avoid” requirements of FAR 
91.113.  
SOF missions include infiltration, exfiltration, re-supply, and refueling.  Training activities 
could include additional LZs, DZs, and water training locations for infiltration and amphibious 
training outside of Cannon AFB or Melrose AFR.  Operational and safety consideration require 
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that LZ, DZ, or water training be located in an area free from obstructions, be within a one to 
two-hour drive from Cannon AFB, avoid populated, noise-sensitive, or residential areas, and be 
located in a relatively flat area away from city lights.  Identification of LZ, DZ, or water training 
locations would occur with agencies and/or property owners and involve evaluation of 
cultural, natural, hazardous, and other site environmental resources.  All applicable 
environmental analyses and permitting would be followed in LZ, DZ, or water training site 
selection.  This analysis would be completed once developmental CV-22 operational capabilities 
and requirements for LZs/DZs are determined.  Some types of training, such as open water 
training or mountaineering, would be conducted while personnel are on assignment to existing 
training locations. 
The No Action Alternative included in this EIS addresses the conversion of Cannon AFB with a 
SECDEF mission designation to AFSOC, but no action to transfer AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB.  
For the purposes of this analysis, No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to 
Cannon AFB and AFSOC would maintain and operate the properties.  With regards to Melrose 
AFR, no Cannon AFB assets would train at the range.  New Mexico Air National Guard 
(NMANG) and transient aircraft would continue to use the airspace and Melrose AFR.  No 
action would reduce personnel levels to approximately 150 between 2007 and 2009.  These 150 
personnel would support base infrastructure and range operations.  Flight operations would 
consist of transient aircraft. 

Environmental Consequences 
Airspace Management and Air Traffic Control 
Base.  Other than adjustments made to reflect the transition from supersonic F-16 fighters to 
turboprop fixed-wing aircraft, airspace management and air traffic control procedures in the 
vicinity of Cannon AFB would not change with the beddown of AFSOC assets under either the 
West Flightline Alternative or East and West Airfield Alternative.  Airfield operations would be 
reduced by approximately 40 percent annually.   
Range.  Management of Melrose AFR would be performed by AFSOC personnel at Cannon 
AFB.  Other than adjustments made to reflect the transition from supersonic F-16 fighters to 
turboprop fixed-wing aircraft, airspace use and management would remain unchanged from 
current conditions.  An LZ/DZ at Melrose AFR would be scheduled consistent with other 
Melrose AFR training activities.  A 2-mile wide UAS transit area between Cannon AFB and 
Melrose AFR, parallel to and south of Highway 60 for a distance of about 20 miles, with an 
operating altitude between 10,000 and 16,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL), would permit 
the normal flow of civil aviation parallel to the proposed UAS transit area and traffic 
perpendicular to the transit area at an altitude above or below that proposed for UAS transit.  A 
COA for this transit area would not be expected to significantly affect general aviation, but 
specific north-south flights may elect to avoid airspace potentially occupied by a UAS.   
Airspace.  Increased annual sortie operations in the MOAs would not be expected to affect 
airspace management.  AFSOC training would involve a substantial increase in use of the MTRs 
including sorties of fixed-wing turboprop aircraft.  Four- to five-hour training missions would 
fly between 100 and 1,000 feet AGL and usually at 250 feet AGL and higher.  During night 
missions, these altitudes on MTRs would be below altitudes used by general aviation.  During 
daylight missions, low-altitude general aviation aircraft such as agricultural aircraft could be 
encountered at training altitudes.  The C-130 and CV-22 aircraft have a pilot and co-pilot that 
support see-and-avoid procedures during daylight and night operations.  LZ, DZ, and water 
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training could involve landing at locations not currently used by aircraft.  Coordination with 
FAA would be initiated as part of the identification of LZ, DZ, or water training.  AR tracks 
would be coordinated with FAA when CV-22 operational capabilities are determined. 

Noise 
Base.  Noise levels in the vicinity of Cannon AFB would generally be reduced in nearly all areas 
when compared with current conditions.  The reduction in noise is primarily due to the quieter 
AFSOC aircraft and fewer operations when compared to current jet aircraft.  The exception is 
one area to the northeast of Cannon AFB which would be exposed to additional 65 decibel (dB) 
noise contours.  Short-term construction noise may also be anticipated.  Base noise would be 
essentially the same under the West Flightline Alternative or the preferred East and West 
Airfield Alternative.   
Range.  Under the preferred Two-Target Alternative, noise would increase on Melrose AFR and 
on properties proximate to the range.  Aircraft noise from AC-130 aircraft orbiting at an altitude 
of approximately 6,000 to 11,000 feet AGL, in combination with noise levels from existing 
NMANG and transient aircraft training, would increase noise levels under Restricted Airspace 
and the Taiban MOA to an annual Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) 55 to 58 dB noise level.  
This increase in noise from of the existing Ldn 44 to 51 dB could be noticed and be annoying to 
or impact residents under the Restricted Airspace or the Taiban MOA.  Impulse noise from 
AFSOC munitions use during training on Melrose AFR is projected to create a C-weighted Day-
Night Average Sound Level (CDNL) 62 C-weighted decibel (dBC) contour primarily over the 
range.  The 62 dBC (comparable to Ldn 65) contour is used as a contour for addressing the 
potential for significant impacts.  No ranches are within the 62 dBC contour.  Experience with 
HE munitions at Eglin AFB demonstrated that persons within approximately 6 miles of the 
targets could experience an impulse sound comparable to strong knocking on a door and feel a 
vibration comparable to distant thunder.  Impulse noise would not be expected to cause 
damage to a structure or its contents, but when heard and felt, especially during night hours, 
such noise could cause annoyance to residents and be perceived by residents as a significant 
impact.  Domestic or wild animals in areas subject to aircraft operations or impulse noise would 
be expected to avoid the specific impact area and habituate to noise levels.  Penned cattle 
approximately 3 or more miles from the impact areas would not likely be affected by noise or 
vibration from HE rounds beyond those distances.  Under the Three-Target Alternative, live 
munitions use would occur at three locations.  Aircraft noise and impulse noise would affect a 
greater area as target usage would be spread out over three targets instead of two.  Target 
construction noise would not be expected to extend beyond the boundaries of the 60,010-acre 
range under either the Two-Target or Three-Target Alternative.  The proposed expanded small 
arms range would increase noise from various size weapons up to 50 caliber machine guns.  
This noise would be less than the noise from munitions usage on live-fire targets, but could still 
result in annoyance to residents in the periphery of the range. 
Airspace.  Average noise levels in Pecos (Day-Night Average Sound Level [Ldn] 45), Mt. Dora 
(Ldn 36), and Taiban (Ldn 55) MOAs would increase, however they would generally not be above 
Ldn 55 dB.  MTRs would have substantially greater aircraft activity than at present, especially at 
night.  Applying the night penalty of Ldn 10 dB to flights between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
results in certain MTR segments having increased noise levels from ambient and No Action 
conditions in the Ldn 25 to 36 dB range to average noise levels in the 49 dB range.  Some of the 
MTRs with combined routing or bi-directional routing could experience an average of four 
overflights per environmental night (between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.).  Although many of the 
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MTRs are up to 20 miles wide, and the training aircraft could be flying anywhere along the 
route, some segments of some routes will experience substantial changes from ambient 
conditions.  This noise would not be at sustained levels that could damage human health, but 
the noise could result in annoyance and noise complaints from residents under the MTRs.  
AFSOC would coordinate with representatives of national forests and grasslands to address 
noise complaints from the public.  LZ, DZ, and water training locations would be subjected to 
increased noise from C-130, CV-22, other aircraft, or group activities.  LZ and DZ locations 
would be identified to avoid, to the extent possible, noise impacts upon local residents.  The 
four water locations available for the four projected monthly training events could experience 
C-130, CV-22, and night training activity.  Training could produce sufficient noise to be 
perceived as an intrusion and annoyance to residents and recreationalists.   

Safety 
Base.  C-130 aircraft have an excellent safety record of less than one Class A accident per 100,000 
flight hours.  The current F-16 Class A accident rate is 3.6 per 100,000 flight hours.  CV-22 
aircraft are a new complex system.  Class A mishap rates have not yet been calculated for CV-22 
aircraft because they have not yet accumulated 100,000 flight hours.  Normally the mishap rate 
for new aircraft is higher until the aircraft becomes operationally mature.  The combined safety 
effect of the C-130 and CV-22 base operations plus other aircraft assigned to Cannon AFB is 
expected to be comparable to the F-16 safety at Cannon AFB.  Airfields have safety zones at the 
ends of runways.  Construction of new buildings or facilities would not take place in safety 
zones and would be consistent with the Base General Plan and safety procedures.  Ground 
safety, aircraft safety, and bird aircraft strikes for either the West Flightline Alternative or East 
and West Airfield Alternative are not expected to be measurably different from baseline 
conditions.  Under either alternative, base safety procedures would be developed to address 
changing munitions needs for Melrose AFR training. 
Range.  Melrose AFR live-fire and use of HE munitions training would increase the Exclusive-
Use Areas where non-participating personnel and ranching operations would not be permitted.  
The 60,010-acre range currently has 8,800 acres of Exclusive-Use Area.  Under the Preferred 
Two-Target Alternative, there would be an estimated 10,600 Exclusive-Use acres and under the 
Three-Target Alternative, there would be 12,700 Exclusive-Use acres.  The Exclusive-Use 
acreage would come from current restricted and/or unrestricted grazing areas.  The existing 
Melrose Range Management Plan would be updated to address the use and management of live 
ammunition and the range residue associated with this change in use.  AFSOC has proposed 
adoption of continued and expanded fire management practices, including grading of 
firebreaks, clearing of vegetation around targets, and aggressive reduction of weedy plants.  
This would improve fire management on Melrose AFR.  Training of SOF and other personnel 
on the expanded small arms range would include use of small arms, live explosives, and flares.  
This training on Melrose AFR would not be conducted in areas where unexploded ordnance 
(UXO) was known to be present.  Aircraft flares used over the range would be treated as other 
munitions.  Ground safety for the Two-Target and Three-Target Alternatives would be 
comparable, except an additional target area would require aggressive fire management.     
Airspace.  Within the MOAs and the MTRs, national forests, national monuments, and state 
parks would be avoided by 2,000 feet AGL.  AFSOC would coordinate with representatives of 
national forests and grasslands to address noise complaints from the public.  Aircraft safety is 
not expected to be measurably different from baseline conditions.  Bird-aircraft strikes of small 
night-migrating songbirds could increase with the MTR low-level flights.  Aircraft safety within 
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the training airspace would be enhanced by the improved situational awareness of the two-pilot 
C-130 and CV-22 aircraft.  No safety consequences from continued and reduced chaff and flare 
use are anticipated in the MOAs.  LZ, DZ, and water training would include safety procedures 
to protect nonparticipating personnel and vehicles.   

Air Quality 
Base.  The air quality region that includes Cannon AFB is in attainment for all pollutants.  
Emissions associated with construction under the West Flightline Alternative or East and West 
Airfield Alternative would increase ambient air pollutant concentrations on a localized and 
short-term basis.  These emissions would not result in any significant air quality impacts.  
Operational emissions from the West Flightline Alternative or East and West Airfield 
Alternative would be expected to decrease with new facilities and the different types of aircraft.  
Operational emissions would not produce any significant air quality impacts.   
Range.  Air emissions under the aircraft and munitions use of the Two-Target Alternative or 
Three-Target Alternative combined with soils disturbance for targets and fire management 
would increase particulates, but not be expected to exceed any emission significance thresholds.  
No significant air quality impacts are projected in or around Melrose AFR.  Chaff and flare 
residue would not be expected to change air quality conditions.   
Airspace.  Air pollutant emissions associated with the AFSOC training would not have an effect 
upon ambient air conditions within the MOAs or MTRs.   

Physical Resources (including Hazardous Materials and Waste) 
Base.  The generally flat terrain at Cannon AFB would support construction with relatively little 
cut and fill.  Any effects upon soils would be localized and would not result in any significant 
impacts to water resources or other resources.  Any stormwater runoff associated with 
additional impervious surface area would be addressed through management practices.  All 
hazardous materials and construction debris generated by the construction projects would be 
handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.  
Facility demolition would generate solid wastes that would be deposited at the Cannon AFB 
Recycling Center or the Clovis Regional Landfill.  The base Environmental Restoration Program 
(ERP) office would request a waiver from the state to construct on or near six ERP sites under 
the West Flightline Alternative or East and West Airfield Alternative.   
Range.  The potential impacts to physical resources, primarily soil and water, would be from 
residual munitions materials or from chaff and flare materials falling to the ground.  There are 
no current live munitions used at Melrose AFR except the white phosphorus rocket and 
defensive flares.  AFSOC training would reduce the total use of training chaff and flares when 
compared with 27 FW usage.  The distribution of chaff and flare use would change.  The 
amount of chaff or flare materials proposed for use over Melrose AFR would quadruple when 
compared with current conditions.  Chaff rapidly breaks down to the common elements of silica 
and aluminum.  Any fire in the arid east New Mexico environment has the potential to 
detrimentally affect soils, vegetation, and other resources.  Improved fire management 
procedures would aid in protecting Melrose AFR and off-range resources from fire caused by 
munitions or other sources.  Non-irrigated soils representative of those on the range are highly 
susceptible to erosion due to persistent winds of the plains.  Exposed soils associated with 
targets or other range activities such as fire breaks could result in increased wind erosion. 
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Live-fire training would increase chemicals from munitions, lead, and other heavy metals and 
potentially affect soil and water chemistry on the range.  Expanded explosive ordnance disposal 
(EOD) range clearance would be required in accordance with AFI 13-212.  HE munitions use on 
the range could add approximately 250 acres (Two-Target) or 750 acres (Three-Target) requiring 
EOD clearance.  Up to an additional 3,200 acres would have increasing lead munitions from the 
small arms range.  Hazardous materials and chemical residues resulting from HE munitions 
would be managed through the Cannon AFB hazardous materials management program.  Live-
fire training would impact soils with HE chemical residues.  Migration of HE residues into 
ground or surface waters is not expected due to the depth to groundwater under Melrose AFR.  
Enhanced fire management programs would apply to all target areas to reduce the potential for 
munitions-caused impacts.   
Airspace.  Overflight activities would not cause disturbances to the ground.  LZ and DZ 
construction would occur on permitted or leased land in accordance with Best Management 
Practices (BMPs).  Water training activities would occur within the four existing lakes as 
coordinated with lake management agencies.  Water training and LZs supporting water 
training could increase the amount of fuel and other products near reservoirs.  Procedures 
would be included in water training to ensure that no fuel spills or debris was deposited in the 
water bodies.  Chaff and flare use would decrease in the airspace except under the restricted 
airspace.  No significant impacts to physical resources are expected.   

Biological Resources 
Base.  The West Flightline Alternative or East and West Airfield Alternative would be 
constructed on existing disturbed areas within Cannon AFB boundaries.  No wetlands or other 
jurisdictional water bodies fall within the construction footprints of the West Flightline 
Alternative or East and West Airfield Alternative.  Any construction disturbance would be 
minor and have no significant impact on species distribution or abundance.   
Range.  Operations would involve a mix of aircraft and ground-based activities over and on 
Melrose AFR.  Changes associated with aircraft operations under the Two-Target Alternative or 
Three-Target Alternative would be related to lower overflights, landings, and takeoffs of C-130 
and CV-22 aircraft on the range LZs, DZs, and live-firing exercises.  These activities would 
exceed the current conditions.  Target reconstruction, reconfiguration, and cleanup would 
create an increase in visual and noise disturbance caused by humans, with a minor impact on 
wildlife species occupying the adjacent habitat.  No target areas would be located near surface 
water areas or seasonally active drainages on Melrose AFR.  Direct mortality of individual 
organisms would be less than significant after development of the new target complexes.  
Target areas would be avoided by large nocturnally active species such as pronghorn and mule 
deer.  The degree of habitat disturbance and the residual chemicals and materials from 
munitions use have the potential to impact wildlife within the area.  Disturbance-related 
behavioral and ecological changes in wildlife could include changes in home range and 
abandonment of habitats.  These changes will vary with wildlife species group and wildlife 
species.  Physiological stress changes would be difficult to quantify.   
Long-term effects of aircraft and ground training activities would include localized species loss, 
species displacement, and a modification of ecological community structure at Melrose AFR.  
Recent monitoring at Melrose AFR revealed the presence of lesser prairie-chickens (federal 
candidate, New Mexico state sensitive).  Surveys are being conducted and a candidate species 
plan will be prepared.  No other federal or state listed endangered, threatened, or candidate 
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species identified for Curry or Roosevelt counties have been observed at Melrose AFR.  No 
critical habitat is present on the range.  Aircraft and SOF training associated with the Two-
Target Alternative or Three-Target Alternative is not expected to have an impact upon 
threatened or endangered species.  The increased chaff and flare use over Melrose AFR would 
not be expected to impact biological systems.  There would be no significant adverse effects of 
the military readiness activities described in this EIS on any population of resident or migratory 
birds.   
Airspace.  AFSOC aircraft produce less noise and fly at slower speeds, with a slower onset of 
the noise than jet aircraft currently operating in the airspace or on the MTRs.  AFSOC aircraft 
would spend more time training at lower altitudes in MTRs than at current conditions.  
Although the total number of bird-aircraft strike hazard (BASH) incidents is not expected to be 
great and would not approach a measurable effect on bird populations, the number is expected 
to increase from that of 27 FW safety experience.  Wildlife respond more to noise from 
helicopters than fixed-wing aircraft.  This response is attributed to the noise of rotors, coupled 
with the response to the visual aspect of the helicopters.  The CV-22 tiltrotor, when flying in the 
aircraft mode, does not produce the same noise signature as a helicopter.  CV-22 training in 
support of LZ, DZ, or water activities, however, would be conducted in the helicopter mode.  
Increased night use could disturb nocturnal species.  Water training would occur on existing 
lakes that are part of the migratory flyway and over-wintering areas for Bald Eagles.  Water 
training would be expected to disturb water fowl similar to a disturbance from fast moving 
boats and result in wildlife nesting at less disturbed parts of the lake.  The reduced use of chaff 
and flares within the MOAs, combined with the overall lack of effect of chaff or flare residual 
materials on species, would result in no significant impacts from chaff or flares on biological 
resources.  Based on proposed training activities and projected species behavior, training 
overflights may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, sensitive species including 
wintering Bald Eagles, Mexican spotted owls, or lesser prairie-chickens. 

Cultural Resources 
Base.  Cannon AFB inventoried structures date from World War II and the Cold War era.  Five 
World War II era buildings may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
None of the buildings proposed to be directly affected by construction under the West 
Flightline Alternative or East and West Airfield Alternative is eligible for the NRHP.  Previously 
unknown or unrecorded resources could be present under ground, and in the unlikely event 
that such unrecorded or unevaluated cultural resources are encountered during construction, 
Cannon AFB would manage these resources in accordance with the Cannon AFB Cultural 
Resources Management Plan (CRMP).   
Range.  No NRHP-eligible buildings are located on Melrose AFR.  Sixty of the 240 
archaeological sites within the 60,010-acre range -are eligible for the NRHP.  Impacts to all 
NRHP-eligible archaeological resources within the Exclusive-Use area have been mitigated.  
Prior to construction of the targets, an archaeological review would be conducted to identify 
any archaeological sites within areas selected for target construction under the Two-Target 
Alternative or Three-Target Alternative.   
Airspace.  The proposed UAS corridor would not affect cultural resources.  LZ, DZ, or water 
locations for training would be surveyed for cultural or paleontological resources prior to 
agreements for their use.  Training activities on MTRs would not be expected to impact 
historical or cultural resources.  State parks associated with lakes identified for water training 
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have documented cultural and paleontological resources.  Use of existing boat ramps and 
already disturbed recreational beaches could avoid impacting such resources. 

Land Use, Ranching, Transportation, and Recreation 
Base.  Under the West Flightline Alternative, on-base land uses would be consistent with the 
Cannon AFB Base General Plan.  Under the preferred East and West Airfield Alternative, 
additional areas would be designated for flightline uses on the south side of the base.  Highway 
access to this area would be by a new perimeter road on the base.  An emergency access gate 
would be constructed on the south side of the base.  Existing or projected land uses would be 
consistent with Cannon AFB development goals.  65 dB noise contours would be generally 
reduced and would not be expected to change the underlying use of the land.  Under either 
alternative, additional traffic volumes may be expected but would be accommodated under the 
existing road structure.  The projected traffic increase would continue to be met by existing 
roadways. 
Range.  Under the preferred Two-Target Alternative, modification to the existing Melrose AFR 
land use designations would occur.  The Exclusive-Use area would increase in size to include 
the area where UXO could occur.  Land use on Melrose AFR currently consists of 
approximately 8,800 acres of Exclusive-Use area, 18,710 acres of Restricted Leased Grazing, and 
32,500 acres of Unrestricted Leased Grazing.  Under the preferred Two-Target Alternative, the 
Exclusive-Use area would increase in size to an estimated 10,600 acres and the Restricted 
Leased Land would be reduced to 18,600 acres.  The Unrestricted Leased Lands would decrease 
to 30,810 acres.  Under the Three-Target Alternative, the Exclusive-Use impact area would 
increase in size to 12,700 acres, Restricted Leased Land would be reduced to 23,300 acres, and 
Unrestricted Leased Lands would decrease to 24,010 acres.  New impulse noise and vibration 
effects would be heard and felt off the range.  These effects would not be expected to change 
general land use patterns, land ownership, or land management, although individuals living 
within 6 miles of new range targets could be annoyed.  Chaff would not be expected to cause a 
significant impact on land resources or land uses.  Improved fire management and a new fire 
station would reduce the risk to property owners from fires on Melrose AFR.   
Airspace.  Land under Cannon AFB-scheduled airspace is predominantly agricultural, 
especially rangeland.  Population density reflects the intensity of agricultural use.  There are 
11.8 persons per square mile under the Bronco MOA, 1.0 under the Mt. Dora MOA, and 0.7 
under the Pecos MOA.  Population densities under the MTRs are between those of the Pecos 
and Mt. Dora MOAs.  Land is primarily private, with some state and federal parcels and land 
uses.  The proposed training would not be expected to affect land access or place restrictions on 
any property outside of the Melrose AFR.  Such economic activities as the building of wind 
farms, radio or cellular phone transmission towers, or similar structures would be required to 
meet FAA standards and would be identified as avoidance areas for training AFSOC aircraft.  
Cannon AFB would continue to work with federal, state, and local agencies to identify the 
impacts caused by the development of tall structures to Cannon AFB operations and training.  
Recreational hunting currently occurs in areas under MOAs with low-level overflight to 500 
feet.  Additional noise in MTRs could result in increased annoyance, although the noise is not at 
the level that would damage human health.  Training LZ and DZ sites would be selected to 
avoid noise effects on nearby land uses.  The limited number of reservoirs for water training 
would mean that water training could affect recreational and other lands along the banks of 
reservoirs.  This noise could result in increased annoyance, although the noise would not be at a 
level that would damage human health.  Coordination with reservoir land use managers will be 
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initiated by AFSOC.  Amendments to park management plans would be anticipated to permit 
low-altitude overflights, CV-22 landings, and other water training activities.  Neither chaff nor 
flares would be used in conjunction with water training.  The three to four pieces of residual 
plastic or aluminum-coated material from each flare and the plastic pieces and chaff particles 
from each chaff bundle used in assessed training airspace would not result in impacts to range 
cattle or other native or non-native species.  Fuel loss during in-flight refueling missions would 
be minimal, estimated to be one gallon per refueling exercise, and would normally vaporize 
before reaching the ground.  Fuel would not be jettisoned by AFSOC aircraft except in an 
emergency situation.  AFSOC training activities within the airspace could result in annoyance to 
individuals who experience noise, vibration, low-level night overflights, or find pieces of chaff 
or flare residual materials.  None of these events would be expected to significantly affect 
overall land use or land ownership within the area.   

Socioeconomics 
Base.  The AFSOC beddown would change economic activity, especially in Curry and 
Roosevelt counties.  AFSOC personnel and expenditures for facility construction and operation 
and maintenance would result in a one-year dip in employment followed by rapid growth to a 
peak of 13,533 direct, indirect, and induced jobs in 2011 and a long-term direct, indirect, and 
induced employment of 8,724 jobs by 2014.  These personnel numbers are based upon 
Congressional budget authorizations and would be comparable to those experienced during the 
F-111 mission at Cannon AFB through 1994.  Although initial housing demand could be met 
with available housing vacancies, the expected housing demand could be over 5,000 units 
between 2008 and 2014.  In addition, there would be an estimated replacement project of over 
1,000 existing older military housing with private housing during the period of the AFSOC 
beddown.  An estimated 2,253 additional students would need educational facilities and 
personnel, primarily within Clovis and Portales school districts.  Population, employment, 
housing, and education needs would be essentially the same under the West Flightline 
Alternative or East and West Airfield Alternative.  Under the Preferred East and West Airfield 
Alternative, additional construction would be required to extend utilities and add additional 
facilities.  This construction could somewhat increase the magnitude or duration of direct and 
secondary employment, but would not be expected to substantially change the projected long-
term economic effects.   
The No Action Alternative would mean that Cannon AFB would become an AFSOC 
installation, but no beddown of AFSOC assets would occur at Cannon AFB in accordance with 
the BRAC 2005 recommendation.  After 2006, the loss of an estimated 6,800 direct, secondary, 
and induced jobs in Curry and Roosevelt counties could increase the unemployment rate from 
4.3 percent to 12.3 percent.  Relocation of military families to base housing would depress the 
housing market and reduce the value of the existing housing stock.  Schools would face a 
decline in enrollment and budgets would pressure districts to reduce the number of schools 
with increased commute distances for the remaining students.   
Range.  Under the Two-Target Alternative, live-fire training would affect the grazing and 
agriculture on portions of the range.  The Exclusive-Use area would increase and Restricted 
Leased Grazing Lands and Unrestricted Leased Grazing Lands would be changed.  The 
approximately 2.8 sections of rangeland removed from Restricted or Unrestricted grazing leases 
to become Exclusive-Use area could reduce stock grazing on Melrose AFR by approximately 45 
Animal Units (AUs) (a cow plus a calf).  Such a reduction would not significantly affect regional 
cattle operations, although it could detrimentally affect ranching or agricultural operations of 
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the affected lessees.  Under the Three-Target Alternative, 6.1 sections of the rangeland removed 
from Restricted or Unrestricted grazing leases to become Exclusive-Use areas could reduce 
stock grazing by approximately 98 AUs.  Such a reduction would also not significantly affect 
regional cattle operations, although it could detrimentally affect ranching operations of the 
affected lessees.  Portions of two of the leases are developed in irrigated crop land, one lease 
being designated as organically grown.  The preferred Two-Target Alternative without 25 mm 
munitions would not be expected to affect irrigated crop land on the range.   
Residents within 6 miles of the Melrose AFR target impact areas would be subject to increased 
impulse noise from munitions and increased night overflight by training AFSOC aircraft.  These 
training activities do not result in any residences within noise levels in excess of 62 dBC 
(comparable to Ldn 65 dB), which is the noise contour used as a basis for addressing the 
potential for significant impacts.  Residents on the periphery of Melrose AFR who would be 
outside the 62 dBC contour could be annoyed by the increased impulse noise and vibration 
from cannons and other munitions.  Ranching functions would not be expected to be affected as 
cattle become habituated to training activities.  The exception could be during a round-up 
within 3 miles of a live-fire target, where especially sudden night firing could startle penned 
animals.   
Airspace.  Changes in MOA or MTR use would not affect the regional agricultural economy or 
general aviation.  AFSOC training aircraft fly generally lower and at slower speeds than F-16 
fighters.  During night missions, training aircraft would be below general aviation altitudes.  
During daylight missions, C-130 and CV-22 pilots and co-pilots would increase the number of 
eyes available to support see-and-avoid procedures for UAS.  Multi-hour aircraft refueling 
patterns would be identified for civil aviation.  The width of the MTRs, AFSOC’s goal to avoid 
populated areas, and avoidance of airfields would reduce the risk for AFSOC aircraft and 
general aviation interaction.  Oil and gas development, as well as wind energy development, 
would not be affected by overflights from AFSOC aircraft.  Existing or new wind turbines under 
MOAs or MTRs would be mapped and avoided by AFSOC aircraft.  Cannon AFB would 
continue to work with federal, state, and local agencies to identify the impacts caused by the 
development of tall structures to Cannon AFB operations and training.  No significant 
socioeconomic impacts are expected to airspace use.   
The increased MTR and Pecos, Mt. Dora, and Taiban MOA noise levels could be expected to 
increase human annoyance.  Concern was expressed at public meetings that increased noise 
may negatively affect livestock, as well as people.  Five cases of loss or injury to penned 
livestock under the Pecos MOA have been attributed to low-flying jet aircraft between 1994 and 
2005.  Cattle are also sensitive to helicopters because ranchers frequently use helicopters to herd 
cattle.  Although AFSOC aircraft are quieter and slower than the existing F-16 jets, low-level 
overflights on MTRs could still startle individual penned livestock.  AFSOC training would not 
be expected to impair overall wild animal populations, and wildlife and livestock have 
demonstrated habituation to regular noises from military training.  Despite habituation, low-
altitude overflights could result in short-term negative impacts to wildlife or livestock that 
could include increased heart rate, flight, or potential injury.  The Air Force has an established 
procedure for damage claims that begins by contacting Cannon AFB Public Affairs. 
The complex nature of property evaluation factors makes any estimate of the potential effects of 
changes in airspace use on land values highly speculative.  Other economic factors such as 
business activity, employment, interest rates, and land scarcity or availability are much more 
likely to affect property values than an increase in MTR use.  Ranching operations, 
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communities, and private airports all exist and function under the existing Pecos 500-foot AGL 
airspace and under existing low-level MTRs.  Noise associated with increased low-altitude 
training, particularly night training, could be viewed as a significant impact by residents under 
the MTRs or near reservoirs used for water training.  Ranching operations, wind energy 
operations, oil and gas exploration and production, and other economic pursuits are not 
expected to experience any negative effects as a result of AFSOC training.   

Environmental Justice 
Base.  Changes in noise levels with the West Flightline Alternative or East and West Airfield 
Alternative are not expected to disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations 
north of the base.  Regional economic stimulation associated with the AFSOC beddown would 
be expected to benefit all residents within the regional economy.  Some classroom crowding 
could exist in advance of growth in school capacity.   
The No Action Alternative could result in a substantial economic downturn in Curry County 
and to a lesser extent in Roosevelt County.  During times of economic downturn, minority and 
low-income populations may be disproportionately affected due to greater competition for jobs.  
Children may be impacted by the loss of family income and a reduction in basic services 
associated with a declining economic area.   
Range.  No permanent residents are on the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR.  Residents under the 
restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR or in areas immediately adjacent to the range 
under the Taiban MOA are representative of the minority, low-income, and youth in adjacent 
counties.  No disproportionate impacts are expected to minority or low-income populations and 
no impacts are expected to children.   
Airspace.  No disproportionately high or adverse impacts to minority or low-income 
populations are expected and there would be no expected impacts to children.   
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED 
BEDDOWN OF AFSOC ASSETS AT 
CANNON AFB AND MELROSE AFR 

The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission received and considered a May 2005 
recommendation from the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) to close Cannon Air Force Base 
(AFB).  Subsequently, a final report (September 2005) from the Commission to the President 
recommended Cannon AFB remain open as an enclave until at least 31 December 2009 and that 
the 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW) be disestablished.  In the interim, the SECDEF was to seek other 
missions for assignment to Cannon AFB.  As a result of this search, the Air Force Special 
Operations Command (AFSOC) was designated as the new mission for Cannon AFB.  AFSOC is 
conducting this environmental analysis to identify and evaluate the potential environmental 
consequences of bedding down AFSOC assets. 

The SECDEF designated the AFSOC mission to Cannon AFB pursuant to 
his duties under the recommendations of the BRAC Commission, approved 
by Congress and the President (Department of Defense [DoD] 2005).  

To carry out the SECDEF mission designation, the United States Air Force 
(Air Force) proposes to transfer aircraft and personnel from Hurlburt Field, 
Florida, and/or other existing operational locations, to Cannon AFB.  
Potential AFSOC assets to be transferred include aircraft, personnel, 
weapons systems, and equipment.  This action would involve construction 
and modifications to facilities at Cannon AFB and Melrose Air Force Range 
(AFR) through Fiscal Year (FY) 2013.  AFSOC also proposes to begin 
utilizing the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR, existing military training airspace, 
existing Military Training Routes (MTRs), and other locations for personnel 
training.  Scheduling authority for Special Use Airspace and MTRs 
currently coordinated by the 27 FW would be transferred to an AFSOC 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) at Cannon AFB. 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addresses alternative ways to implement the 
AFSOC mission designation under the BRAC recommendation.  The purpose of this action is to 
implement the SECDEF’s designation by determining how to beddown AFSOC assets at 
Cannon AFB.  Training would include use of airspace scheduled by Cannon AFB, including 
restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR, MTRs, and the Pecos Military Operations 
Areas (MOAs), the Mt. Dora MOA, the Taiban MOA, and the Bronco MOA.  Alternatives 
identify different ways to beddown the assets at Cannon AFB and to train on Melrose AFR.  The 
No Action Alternative included in this EIS addresses the conversion of Cannon AFB with a 
SECDEF mission designation to AFSOC, but no action to beddown AFSOC assets to Cannon 
AFB.  For the purposes of this analysis, No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC 
assets to Cannon AFB and AFSOC would maintain and operate the properties.  With regards to 
Melrose AFR, no Cannon AFB assets would train at the range.  New Mexico Air National Guard 
(NMANG) and transient aircraft would continue to use the airspace and Melrose AFR.  No 
action would reduce personnel levels to approximately 150 between 2007 and 2009.  These 150 
personnel would support base infrastructure and range operations.  Flight operations would 
consist of transient aircraft. 
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1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Current Mission at Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR 

Cannon AFB is located in eastern New Mexico 
approximately 7 miles west of the city of Clovis.  
The base comprises approximately 3,500 acres 
and administers Melrose AFR, which is located 
approximately 37 miles west of Cannon AFB 
(Figure 1.1-1).  Cannon AFB-scheduled military 
training airspace is depicted on Figure 1.1-2.   

Cannon AFB has trained aircrews with an air-
to-ground mission since 1943.  Initially, the 16th 
Bombardment Operational Wing trained crews of the B-17, B-24, and B-29 heavy bombers.  
Inactivated in 1947, the base was reactivated in 1951 as a Tactical Air Command (TAC) base 
with the 140th Fighter-Bomber Wing, flying F-86 Sabrejets.  By 1959, the base’s 27th Tactical 
Fighter Wing had been established and was flying F-100 supersonic jet fighters.  Ten years later, 
the 27th was re-equipped with the supersonic F-111E, and in 1971 with the supersonic F-111D.  
The F-111s trained at high speeds and low altitudes using Cannon AFB-scheduled MTRs, both 
Instrument Routes (IRs) and Visual Routes (VRs) (see 
Figure 1.1-2).   

In 1995, all F-111 aircraft were replaced by supersonic 
F-16s with a combined air-to-air and air-to-ground role.  
The F-16s normally trained at higher altitudes than the 
F-111s.  Cannon AFB has also historically hosted 
cooperative programs designed to standardize flight 
training among allied nations.  For example, until 2004, the 
428th Fighter Squadron was a combined United States Air 
Force/Republic of Singapore Air Force F-16 squadron that 
was established at Cannon AFB as part of this cooperative 
program. 

Melrose AFR consists of two principal activities: a 
Bombing and Gunnery Range and an Electronic Combat 
(EC) Range.  Cannon AFB provides a fire department at 
Melrose AFR and Cannon-based Explosive Ordnance 
Disposal (EOD) personnel provide decontamination 
support.  Melrose is a Class “A” range operated through 
27th Operations Support Squadron (27 OSS/OSR) elements 
in the Weapons and Training Flight of the 27 OSS.  F-16 
pilots have used the range to demonstrate proficiency in a 
variety of missions and tactics including, but not limited 
to, Basic Surface Attack, Tactical Weapons Delivery, 
Suppression of Enemy Air Defenses (SEAD), Destruction 
of Enemy Air Defense (DEAD), and Combat Search and 
Rescue (CSAR). 

 
F-16 aircraft have been based at 
Cannon AFB from 1995 through 
2007. 

The 60,010-acre Melrose AFR 
currently has 8,800 acres designated 
for targets and range support. 

 
Cannon AFB is proposed for the beddown of 
AFSOC personnel and aircraft 
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Figure 1.1-1.  Location of Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR 
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Figure 1.1-2.  Existing Military Training Airspace Scheduled by 
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1.1.2 Mission of AFSOC  
AFSOC provides Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) for worldwide deployment and 
assignment to regional unified commands.  AFSOC’s core tasks have been grouped into four 
mission areas:  forward presence and engagement, information operations, precision 
employment and strike, and SOF mobility. 
AFSOC was established May 22, 1990, with headquarters at Hurlburt Field, Florida.  AFSOC is a 
Major Command (MAJCOM) and the Air Force component of United States Special Operations 
Command (USSOCOM), a unified command located at MacDill AFB, Florida.  AFSOC is 
responsible to USSOCOM for the readiness of Air Force SOF for worldwide deployment.  
AFSOC is composed of highly trained, rapidly deployable airmen who are equipped with 
highly specialized aircraft.  These forces provide global ability to conduct special operations 
missions ranging from precision application of firepower, to infiltration, exfiltration, resupply, 
and refueling of SOF operational elements. 
AFSOC’s unique capabilities include airborne radio and 
television broadcast for psychological operations, as well 
as combat aviation advisors to provide other governments 
military expertise for their internal development.  The 
command’s special tactics squadrons combine combat 
control, special operations weather, and pararescuemen to 
ensure air power is integrated and operable with special 
operations and conventional forces.   
The 1st Special Operations Wing (1 SOW), at Hurlburt 
Field, is the Air Force’s only active-duty SOW and 
maintains world–wide response responsibility. 
AFSOC anticipates additional growth from now through FY 2014.  Force structure increases and 
additional training requirements require new base and range facilities.  AFSOC needs another 
base for the following reasons:  

a. Quality of flying training in southeast United States (U.S.) is not representative of on-
going real-world deployments that support the War on Terrorism. 

b. Increased competition for Eglin range time with the addition of new F-35 Joint Strike 
Fighter and other BRAC actions would limit AFSOC training. 

c. Locating a MAJCOM at a single base -- Hurlburt Field -- makes it vulnerable to a 
catastrophic event (i.e., Hurricane Andrew or Katrina). 

1.2 Purpose and Need of Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action meets the SECDEF designation of AFSOC as the new mission for Cannon 
AFB and resolves many of AFSOC’s needs.  The final BRAC report (2005) from the BRAC 
Commission to the President recommended Cannon AFB remain open until at least 31 
December 2009.  In the interim, the SECDEF was to seek other missions for assignment to 
Cannon AFB.  Missions for Cannon AFB were sought and evaluated consistent with the 
recommendations of the BRAC Commission.  As a result of this search, AFSOC was designated 
as the new mission for Cannon AFB.  AFSOC would benefit from additional facilities and 
training opportunities.  The SECDEF designation of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB addresses the 
2005 BRAC Commission’s recommendation and effectively utilizes an existing base, and in 
addition nearby Melrose AFR provides training for AFSOC assets. 

 
AFSOC trains with a variety of 
turboprop aircraft, including the 
AC-130 pictured above. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 
AND ALTERNATIVES 

The Proposed Action is to establish Air Force Special Operations 
Command (AFSOC) assets at Cannon Air Force Base (AFB).  
This chapter describes two alternative facility layouts for areas 
of Cannon AFB.  This chapter also describes two alternative 
target array locations at Melrose Air Force Range (AFR) and 
proposed AFSOC training activities.  The No Action Alternative, 
which would not beddown AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB at this 
time, is also discussed.   

Beddown of AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB is proposed to take place over a period of 
approximately 6 years beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2008.  It would involve construction of 
facilities to support the aircraft and training personnel needed to operate and maintain the 
aircraft and associated facilities.  

AFSOC needs a dedicated installation, range facilities, and training airspace for special 
operations forces (SOF) to achieve and maintain skills.  Cannon AFB has unused capacity with 
the disestablishment of the 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW).  Melrose AFR provides proximal 
capabilities for the various SOF training needs.  New Mexico military training airspace is 
anticipated to meet AFSOC training needs with a proposed Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) to allow unmanned aerial system (UAS) 
transit below 18,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) between Cannon AFB airspace with 
Melrose AFR airspace.  

The proposed beddown of AFSOC assets would involve several activities at Cannon AFB, 
Melrose AFR, and in the associated training airspace.  This chapter presents proposed activities 
at Cannon AFB, use of Melrose AFR, training use of Special Use Airspace (SUA) and Military 
Training Routes (MTRs), and other training associated with the AFSOC beddown.  The No 
Action Alternative is described in conformance with the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502.14(d) and 32 CFR Part 989).  
Alternatives considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis are discussed in Section 
2.4.2.   

2.1 Elements Affecting Cannon AFB 

2.1.1 Proposed Beddown Aircraft 

The beddown proposal transfers AFSOC Primary Aircraft 
Inventory (PAI) and Backup Aircraft Inventory (BAI) aircraft to 
Cannon AFB (Table 2.1-1).  The number of aircraft to be 
transferred is estimated to be 108.  Approximately 25 to 33 
percent of the aircraft would be deployed at locations other than 
Cannon AFB at any given time.  Currently, 60 F-16 PAI aircraft 
are assigned to the 27 FW at Cannon AFB.  Pursuant to the 
requirements of the recommendations of the Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC) Commission, Air Combat Command (ACC) will deactivate the 27 FW and 
relocate the aircraft.  Air National Guard F-16s, transient active-duty F-16s, and other aircraft 

Primary Aircraft Inventory 
(PAI) are aircraft assigned 
for operational missions.  
Backup Aircraft Inventory 
(BAI) are aircraft available 
to back up operational 
requirements when a PAI 
aircraft is unavailable for a 
mission. 

The Air Force Preferred 
Alternative is the East and 
West Airfield Alternative at 
Cannon AFB combined with 
the Two-Target Alternative 
at Melrose AFR and 
projected training in Cannon 
AFB-managed airspace. 
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would continue to use Melrose AFR for training.  An annual estimate of 200 F-16 airfield 
operations (i.e., a landing or takeoff) at Cannon AFB are projected to continue in support of F-16 
training after an AFSOC beddown. 

Aircraft proposed for normal training in Cannon AFB-managed airspace and their training 
missions are described below. 

Table 2.1-1.  Proposed Aircraft to be Transferred 
under the Proposed Action 

Aircraft Type Number1 Fiscal Year2 
AC-130H 8 2009/10 
MC-130H 8 2008/9 
MC-130P 10 2008/9 
MC-130W 12 2008 
C-130E3 2 2008/9 

CV-224 22 2010 
C-47 Type Aircraft5 2 TBD 
UH-1 Huey Helicopters5 2 TBD 
Non-Standard Aircraft (NSA)6 18 2008 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS)7 

(some assembled) 
24 2008 

Notes: 1. Includes PAI, BAI, and training aircraft. 
 2.   Projected beddown year; actual schedule is governed by 

  Congressional budgeting. 
 3. Used for lower cost transport or training. 
 4. The first squadron of 13 due in 2010; remainder anticipated in 2014. 
 5.  Alternative types of aircraft could be used for special operations use 
 6. NSA would arrive around the year 2008.   

  NSA could be a mix of small to medium size single- or 
  multi-turboprop-engined aircraft. 

 7. The squadron would move its temporary home at Creech AFB, 
  Nevada to Cannon AFB.  Most of this unit’s 24 aircraft would 
  remain deployed in support of global commitments. 
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AC-130 Gunships  

The four-engine turboprop AC-130H gunship’s primary missions are close air support, air 
interdiction, and force protection.  Missions in close air support are troops in contact, convoy 
escort, and urban operations.  Air interdiction missions are conducted against preplanned 
targets or targets of opportunity.  Force protection missions include air base defense and 
facilities defense. 

These heavily armed aircraft incorporate side-
firing weapons integrated with sophisticated 
sensor, navigation, and fire control systems to 
provide surgical firepower or area saturation 
during extended loiter periods, at night and 
in adverse weather.  The sensor suite consists 
of a television sensor, infrared sensor, and 
radar.  These sensors allow the gunship to 
visually or electronically identify friendly 
ground forces and targets any place, any 
time.  The AC-130U employs synthetic 
aperture strike radar for long-range target 
detection and identification.  The gunship’s 
navigational devices include inertial 
navigation systems and global positioning 
system (GPS).  The AC-130U employs the 
latest technologies, can attack two targets 
simultaneously, and has twice the munitions capacity of the AC-130H.  Gunships must train for 
daylight and, especially, after dark missions.  For noise management purposes, “environmental 
night” occurs from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  During an average year, 25 percent of Melrose AFR 
training would occur during environmental night. 

MC-130H  

The MC-130H Combat Talon II provides 
infiltration, exfiltration, and resupply of SOF 
and equipment in hostile or denied territory.  
Secondary missions include psychological 
operations and helicopter air refueling. 

The MC-130H features terrain-following and 
terrain-avoidance radars capable of 
operations as low as 250 feet above ground 
level (AGL) in adverse weather conditions.  
Structural changes to a basic C-130 include 
the addition of an in-flight refueling 
receptacle and strengthening of the tail to 
allow high-speed/low-signature airdrop.  
Their navigation suite includes dual ring-
laser gyros, mission computers, and 
integrated GPS.  They can locate, and either land or airdrop, on small, unmarked zones with 
pinpoint accuracy day or night.   
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To mitigate potential impacts during environmental night, low-level night flights would begin 
as early after dark as possible (6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., depending on the season) and last for four 
to five hours.  This mitigation action would reduce the estimated annual after-dark training to 
an average of 40 percent during environmental night. 

An extensive electronic warfare suite enables the aircrew to detect and avoid potential threats.  
If engaged, the system protects the aircraft from both radar and infrared-guided threats, and 
includes the deployment of defensive chaff and flares.  The MC-130H is equipped with aerial 
refueling (AR) pods to provide in-flight refueling of SOF and Combat Search and Rescue 
(CSAR) helicopters.   
MC-130P and MC-130W 

The Combat Shadow and Combat Knife fly 
clandestine or low visibility, single- or multi-ship 
low-level missions intruding politically sensitive or 
hostile territory to provide air refueling for special 
operations aircraft.  The MC-130P/W primarily fly 
missions during darkness to reduce probability of 
visual acquisition and intercept by airborne threats. 

Secondary mission capabilities may include airdrop 
of leaflets, small special operations teams, bundles 
and combat rubber raiding craft, as well as night 
vision goggle (NVG) use, takeoff and landing 
procedures, and in-flight refueling as a receiver.  No leaflet-drop training would occur in 
Cannon-scheduled airspace. 

The MC-130P/W features improved navigation, communication, threat detection, and 
countermeasures systems.  Both aircraft have a fully-integrated inertial navigation and GPS, 
and NVG compatible interior and exterior lighting.  They also have forward looking infrared, 
radar and missile warning receivers, chaff and flare dispensers, NVG compatible heads-up 
display, satellite and data-burst communications, as well as in-flight refueling capability as a 
receiver. 

MC-130P/W aircraft can fly in the day against a low threat.  The crews fly night low-level, air 
refueling and formation operations using NVGs.  To enhance the probability of mission success 
and survivability near populated areas, employment tactics include blacked-out flights with no 
external lighting and no communications to avoid radar and weapons detection.  The 
proportion of training flights during environmental night would be comparable to those of the 
MC-130H training. 

C-130E  

The C-130E is similar to other C-130 variants and is used for activity such as material or 
personnel transport or for some training that does not require a higher cost mission aircraft.  
C-130E flights are used in training and/or transport and do not add to the flight operations. 

Non-Standard Aircraft  

The Non-Standard Aircraft (NSA) are light cargo single or dual turboprop engine utility aircraft 
that provide intra-theater support for special operations forces.   

 
MC-130P aircraft deploy drogues to 
refuel rotary wing or tilt-rotor 
aircraft. 
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C-47 Type Aircraft and Helicopters 

The 6th Special Operations Squadron (6 SOS) operates fixed and rotary-wing aircraft that are 
common mobility platforms used by partner nations.  Aircraft currently used are similar to the 
C-47 and BT-67.  As with the C-47, UH-1 Huey helicopters are common airlift and gunship 
platforms in the countries where AFSOC personnel operate.  Two UH-1 Hueys are proposed for 
beddown at Cannon AFB.  Personnel using UH-1 helicopters can support theater combatant 
commanders in search and rescue, low-level operations, and to assess, train, advise, and assist 
foreign forces.  The proportion of environmental night flights would be comparable to the 
MC-130H training. 

CV-22  

The CV-22 Osprey is a tiltrotor twin-engine 
aircraft that combines the vertical takeoff, 
hover, and vertical landing qualities of a 
helicopter with the long-range, fuel efficiency, 
and speed characteristics of a turboprop 
aircraft.  The Osprey adds new capability and 
fills a long-standing United States Special 
Operations Command (USSOCOM) require-
ment to conduct long-range infiltration, 
exfiltration, and resupply missions during 
night operations.  

The CV-22 can take off vertically and, once 
airborne, the nacelles (engine and prop-rotor 
group) on each wing can rotate into a forward 
position.  The cover of this Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) shows two CV-22 
aircraft with engines in a forward position.  This versatile, self-deployable aircraft offers 
increased speed and range over other rotary-wing aircraft, and can perform missions that 
normally would require both fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft.  The Osprey can cruise at 220 
knots indicated airspeed (KIAS).  The proportion of training during environmental night is 
comparable to that of the MC-130H training. 

The CV-22 has an advanced electronic warfare suite, a multi-mode radar that permits flight at 
very low altitude in zero visibility, a retractable AR probe, and four crew positions in the 
cockpit.  The CV-22 will also be equipped with defensive weapons. 

Predator  

The MQ-1 Predator is a UAS.  As a single-engine, medium-altitude, long-endurance, remotely 
piloted aircraft, the Predator’s primary mission is interdiction and conducting armed 
reconnaissance against critical, perishable targets.  When the Predator is not actively pursuing 
its primary mission, it acts as the Joint Forces Air Component Commander-owned theater asset 
for reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition in support of the Joint Forces 
commander.  

A fully operational Predator system consists of four aircraft (with sensors), a ground control 
station (GCS), a Predator Primary Satellite Link (PPSL), and approximately 55 personnel for 
deployed 24-hour operations.  
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The basic crew for the Predator is one pilot, one sensor 
operator, and a mission coordinator.  They fly the 
aircraft from inside the GCS via a C-Band line-of-sight 
data link or a Ku-Band satellite data link for beyond line-
of-sight flight.  The aircraft is equipped with a color nose 
camera (generally used by the pilot for flight control), a 
day variable-aperture television camera, a variable-
aperture infrared camera (for low light/night), and a 
synthetic aperture radar (SAR) for looking through 
smoke, clouds, or haze.  The cameras produce full 
motion video while the SAR produces still frame radar 
images.  The Predator MQ-1 can be armed with air-to-ground weapons.  Predators are not 
proposed to be flown from Cannon AFB with live munitions or to train on Melrose AFR with 
live munitions.  Training with live munitions would be conducted on ranges where such 
training is authorized. 

The system is composed of four major components that can be deployed for worldwide 
operations.  The GCS is transportable in a C-130 (or larger) transport aircraft.  The Predator can 
operate on a 5,000 feet by 75 feet (1,524 meters by 23 meters), hard surface runway with clear 
line-of-sight.  The ground data terminal antenna provides line-of-sight communications for 
takeoff and landing.  The PPSL provides over-the-horizon communications for the aircraft.  

An alternate method of MQ-1 Predator employment, Remote Split Operations, employs a 
smaller version of the GCS called the Launch and Recovery GCS (LRGCS).  The LRGCS 
conducts takeoff and landing operations at the forward deployed location while the Continental 
United States (U.S.)-based GCS conducts the mission via extended communications links.  If 
PPSL communication is lost, the Predator is designed to orbit in a circle and climb to an altitude 
from which direct GCS contact can be reestablished.  For communication and safety, the 
Predator includes an ARC-210 radio, an APX-100 IFF/SIF with Mode 4, an upgraded turbo-
charged engine and glycol-weeping “wet wings” for ice mitigation.  The latest upgrade includes 
fuel injection, longer wings, dual alternators, and other improvements. 

2.1.2 Projected Aircraft Operations at Cannon AFB 

The Special Operations Wing (SOW) could employ a 
variety of aircraft, weapons systems, and equipment 
from their current locations at Hurlburt Field, Florida, 
and worldwide.  AFSOC mission aircraft are all 
propeller-driven with one to four engines.  The nature 
and potential locations of future AFSOC operations 
could include training with miscellaneous other 
aircraft for special missions.  Proposed airfield 
operations associated with the AFSOC beddown are 
presented in Table 2.1-2.   

 
The Predator is an unmanned system 
that can be operated through line-of-
sight or satellite. 

Base and airspace use is described in 
this Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) using these terms: 

• Sortie:  an aircraft leaving and 
returning to the base. 

• Operation:  One landing or 
takeoff action.  Thus, one sortie 
that consists of a takeoff (1), 
two touch and go approaches to 
the airfield (2) (3), and one 
landing (4) would result in four 
operations. 

• Sortie-operation:  The use of a 
defined airspace unit by one 
aircraft.  This means that a sortie 
that flies in one of the Melrose 
AFR airspaces, the Taiban 
Military Operations Area (MOA) 
and the Pecos Low MOA, would 
result in three sortie-operations. 
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Table 2.1-2.  Current and Proposed Annual Airfield Operations1 

CURRENT 
CONDITION2 

PROPOSED 
ACTION3 

Aircraft2 A/D CP4 A/D CP4 
AC-130H/U 0 0 4,452 2,968 
MC-130H 0 0 3,944 3,944 
MC-130P 0 0 3,944 3,944 
MC-130W 0 0 3,944 3,944 
CV-22 0 0 5,000 5,000 
C-47 0 0 912 1,824 
UH-1 0 0 600 1,200 
Predator UAS 0 0 360 360 
NSA (Non-Standard Aircraft) FY 2009 0 0 3,648 3,648 
F-16 (Cannon AFB-based) 33,549 14,139 0 0 
Other Transient Aircraft 660 0 660 0 
Total 34,209 14,139 27,664 28,032 

Notes: 1. Proposed Action Based on PAI. 
 2. FY 2005 data. 
 3. Thirty-five percent of average sorties between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
 4.  Closed Patterns counted as one event. 
A/D = Approaches and Departures 
CP = Closed Patterns 

2.1.3 Facilities  

AFSOC proposes to use Cannon AFB facilities and equipment to the extent possible for AFSOC 
assets.  Because Cannon AFB has been home to jet fighter aircraft for the past 55 years (see 
Section 1.1.1), extensive construction and renovation will be required to support the larger 
turboprop aircraft used by AFSOC.  Base Master Plans would be updated to reflect AFSOC 
requirements.  This section describes two alternatives to meet facilities and equipment 
requirements for the AFSOC beddown.  These two alternatives are the West Flightline 
Alternative and the East and West Airfield Alternative. 

2.1.3.1 West Flightline Alternative  

Under the West Flightline Alternative, most new facilities to house and maintain the AFSOC 
aircraft would be constructed in the existing mission support area.  Figure 2.1-1 presents the 
West Flightline Alternative.  This alternative would include the construction and renovation 
projects presented in Table 2.1-3 to be implemented between FY 2008 and 2013.  The estimated 
annual expenditures for AFSOC construction, renovation, and operations and maintenance 
(O&M) costs in FY 2007 dollars is projected in Table 2.1-4.  Table 2.1-4 also includes military 
construction (MILCON) projects scheduled for Cannon AFB in addition to AFSOC specific 
projects.   
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Figure 2.1-1.  West Flightline Facility Development  

at Cannon AFB, New Mexico 
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Table 2.1-3.  Proposed Facilities for West Flightline Alternative 

FY Project # Title 
Scope 

(square feet) 
2008 CZQZ073006 Add/Alter Hangar 109 for C-130 22,185 
2008 CZQZ 063015 SOF Flight Simulator Facility 15,070 
2009 CZQZ2063010 SOF Aircraft Maintenance Hangar 38,298 
2010 CZQZ063002 Consolidated Communications Facility 51,850 
2011 CZQZ063019 C-130 Fuel Cell Hangar & Corrosion Control 

Hangar 
Fuel Cell – 31,000 
Corrosion Control 

– 59,000 
2011 CZQZ063027 SOF CV-22 Simulator Facility 15,070 
2011 CZQZ063052 SOF Construct UAV Squadron 

Operations/Ground Control Stations 
43,690 

2011 CZQZ063028 SOF Construct MC-130 Squadron Operations 26,996 
2011 CZQZ063026 SOF Alter Building 198 for Talon II (MC-130H) 26,017 
2011 CZQZ063021 SOF C-130 2-Bay Hangar/Aircraft Maintenance 

Unit (AMU) 
65,004 

2011 CZQZ063029 SOF Construct Special Tactics Squadron (STS) 
Squadron Operations 

62,990 

2011 CZQZ073005 Dormitory (96 rooms) 34,100 
2011 CZQZ093002 Child Development Center 17,007 
2011 CZQZ063023 SOF CV-22 Squadron Operations Facility 26,006 
2011 CZQZ063022 SOF Construct Taxiway Shoulders for C-130s 753,480 
2011 CZQZ063027 SOF Construct Simulator Facility 15,070 
2011 CZQZ133001 Add/Alter Waste Water Treatment Plant 5,382 
2011 CZQZ063053 SOF Add/Alter Hangar for UAV AMU 43,895 
2012 CZQZ123001 96-Person Dormitory 34,100 
2012 CZQZ063024 SOF CV-22 Taxiway Expansion 75,003 
2012 CZQZ043001 Library Education Center 38,643 
2012 CZQZ063033 SOF Construct Tiltrotor Maintenance Squadron 

Operations Facility 
16,996 

2012 CZQZ063032 SOF Construct Mission Readiness Supply 
Storage Facility 

49,998 

2012 CZQZ063034 SOF Construct Addition CV-22 Squadron 
Operations 

13,593 

2012 CZQZ063035 SOF Construct CV-22 AMU Addition 5,005 
2013 CZQZ063030 SOF Construct C-130 Hangar/AMU 31,991 
2013 CZQZ053003 Add/Alter Fitness Center 58,180 
2013 CZQZ063051 SOF Construct MC-130 Parking Apron 1,540,016 
2013 CZQZ063049 SOF MC-130 2-bay Hangar/AMU 65,004 
2013 CZQZ063050 SOF MC-130 Squadron Operations 35,004 
2014 CZQZ073015 SOF Hot Cargo Pad/Relocate Combat Arms 

Training and Maintenance Range 
344,448 

2014 PXLY073001 SOF Landing Strip at Melrose AFR 1,237,860 
2014 PXLY073002 SOF Relocate Current Melrose AFR Compound 50,052 
2014 CZQZ073019 SOF Mobility Aerial Delivery Facility 50,052 
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Many of the costs presented in Table 2.1-4 are associated with the planned growth of AFSOC 
units in response to operational requirements.  MILCON and O&M resources of this magnitude 
would be required to support AFSOC operations wherever they would be located.  The six-year 
Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) represents costs previously programmed for AFSOC and 
costs required to support Cannon AFB base operating support under either ACC or AFSOC.  
Table 2.4-1 aggregates the realignment of programmed costs for planned AFSOC growth at 
various locations, the base operating costs at Cannon AFB, and projected AFSOC beddown 
costs at Cannon AFB. 

Table 2.1-4.  West Flightline Projected Annual Construction, 
Renovation, and O&M Expenditures for AFSOC Beddown ($ Million)1 

Fiscal 
Year 

AFSOC Mission 
Construction/ 
Renovation1 

AFSOC Mission 
O&M2 (Request) 

Cannon 
Other 

Additional 
Utilities 

2008 9 146 0 1 
2009 9 92 0 3 
2010 15 73 20 5 
2011 163 70 34 0 
2012 41 77 30 0 
2013 73 72 12 0 

Notes: 1. FY 2007 dollars. 
 2. Program Year subject to Congressional Authorization.  Any unfunded requirements would 
  roll over to the next year.  

The West Flightline Alternative construction 
would occur within approximately 342 acres 
of previously disturbed area.  Affected acres 
represent the area covered by the construction 
footprints of the proposed facilities from Table 
2.1-3 plus the surrounding lands where 
construction-related clearing and grading 
would occur.  No construction is expected 
outside the existing property limits of the 
base.  The West Flightline Alternative would 
include operations or maintenance to support 
the AFSOC mission.  Table 2.1-4 shows O&M 
FY 2008 through FY 2013 estimated costs to 
support the relocation of personnel and 
aircraft at Cannon AFB to meet AFSOC 
requirements.  O&M construction would take 
place within or adjacent to existing facilities.  As beddown of AFSOC facilities progressed over 
time (see Table 2.1-1), some temporary facilities, including temporary hangars, a temporary 
wash rack and runoff capture, modular units, and other temporary facilities would be in place 
on previously disturbed areas of Cannon AFB until military construction programs for the 
facilities were complete. 

 
Representative Tent structures, depicted in 
color, and other temporary facilities would be 
erected to support aircraft and personnel 
while permanent facilities are under 
construction. 
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2.1.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative  

The East and West Airfield Alternative is the preferred alternative for Cannon AFB.  This alternative 
would renovate and construct facilities on the north side of the runway and construct new facilities 
for large aircraft south side of the runway.  Figure 2.1-2 depicts project locations for the East and 
West Airfield Alternative.   

The East and West Airfield Alternative would involve approximately 284 acres of additional 
unimproved disturbed grassland.  Infrastructure upgrades, such as connecting new facilities to 
water and power systems, would also count in the affected area.  Affected acres represent the area 
covered by the construction footprints of the proposed facilities from Table 2.1-5 plus the 
surrounding lands where construction-related clearing and grading would occur.  No construction 
is expected outside the existing property limits of the base.  Table 2.1-6 presents estimated annual 
costs by year.  As noted in Section 2.1.3.1, annual construction is dependent upon Congressional 
appropriations. 

East and West Airfield Alternative O&M construction would be essentially the same as those 
for the West Flightline Alternative.  Table 2.1-6 includes FY 2007 estimated O&M dollars to 
support the relocation of aircraft, personnel, and equipment to meet beddown requirements.  
As with the West Flightline Alternative, temporary facilities would be in place while permanent 
facilities were constructed. 

2.1.4 Equipment 

Under either the West Flightline or the East and West Airfield Alternative, AFSOC would 
require approximately 141 vehicles above the 27 FW’s current 492 vehicles, for a total of 633 
vehicles.  The proposed additional vehicles would consist of the same type and design of 
vehicles currently at Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR.  However, the United States Air Force (Air 
Force)-wide directive for utilization of low speed vehicles (LSV) across all commands may effect 
the overall fleet composition.  The proposed 30 percent conversion of selective fleet vehicles to 
LSVs by FY 2007 may effect approximately 19 vehicle authorizations.   

2.1.5 Mission Personnel  

Military personnel assignments would be the same under either the West Flightline or the East 
and West Airfield Alternative.  AFSOC personnel would train to perform a variety of missions.  
AFSOC proposes to transfer a number of personnel to Cannon AFB.  Most personnel currently 
assigned to the 27th Medical Group and 27th Mission Support Group will remain at Cannon AFB 
and transfer to AFSOC.  The Cannon AFB population would begin to increase starting FY 2008.  
Most of the population growth will occur during the FY 2008 to FY 2010 period.  The projected 
change in manpower authorizations and support personnel is shown in Table 2.1-7.  No Action 
is also presented in the table.   

Cannon AFB personnel assignments with the AFSOC beddown would be approximately the 
same personnel numbers as those which existed with the F-111 missions in the mid-1990s. 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
2-12 2.0 Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 
Figure 2.1-2.  Preferred East and West Airfield Facility Development  

at Cannon AFB, New Mexico 
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Table 2.1-5.  Proposed Facilities for  
East and West Airfield Alternative 

(Page 1 of 2) 

FY Project # Title 
Scope 

(square feet) 
2008 CZQZ073006 Add/Alter Hangar C-130 Hangar 22,185 
2008 CZQZ063015 SOF Flight Simulator Facility 15,070 
2009 CZQZ2063010 SOF Aircraft Maintenance Hangar 38,298 
2010 CZQZ063002 Consolidated Communications Facility 51,850 
2010 CZQZ063037 SOF Squadron Operations and Maintenance 

Facilities 
43,000 

2011 CZQZ063019 SOF C-130 Fuel Cell and Corrosion Control 
Hangars 

Fuel Cell – 31,000 
Corrosion Control 

– 59,000 
2011 CZQZ063027 SOF CV-22 Simulator Facility 15,070 
2011 CZQZ063052 SOF UAV Squadron Operations/Ground 

Control Stations 
43,690 

2011 CZQZ063028 SOF MC-130 Squadron Operations Facility 26,996 
2011 CZQZ063026 SOF Add/Alter Building 198 for Talon II 

Squadron Operations 
26,017 

2011 CZQZ063021 SOF C-130 2-Bay Hangar/Aircraft Maintenance 
Unit (AMU) 

65,004 

2011 CZQZ063029 SOF Special Tactics Squadron (STS) Squadron 
Operations 

62,990 

2011 CZQZ073005 Dormitory (96 rooms) 34,100 
2011 CZQZ093002 Child Development Center 17,007 
2011 CZQZ063023 SOF CV-22 Squadron Operations Facility 26,006 
2011 CZQZ063022 SOF Taxiway Shoulders for C-130s 753,480 
2011 CZQZ133001 Add/Alter Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(WWTP) 
5,382 

2011 CZQZ063053 SOF UAV Hangar/AMU Facility 43,895 
2011 CZQZ073026 SOF Fuselage Trainer Facility 13,993 
2012 CZQZ123001 96-Person Dormitory 34,100 
2012 CZQZ063024 SOF CV-22 Taxiway Expansion 75,003 
2012 CZQZ043001 Library Education Center 38,643 
2012 CZQZ063033 SOF Tiltrotor Maintenance Squadron 

Operations Facility 
16,996 

2012 CZQZ063032 SOF Mission Readiness Supply Storage Facility 49,998 
2012 CZQZ063034 SOF Add/Alter CV-22 Squadron Operations 13,993 
2012 CZQZ063035 SOF CV-22 AMU Addition 5,005 
2013 CZQZ063030 SOF C-130 Hangar/AMU 32,000 
2013 CZQZ053003 Add/Alter Fitness Center 58,180 
2013 CZQZ063051 SOF MC-130 Parking Apron 1,540,016 
2013 CZQZ063049 SOF MC-130 2-Bay Hangar/AMU  65,004 
2013 CZQZ063050 SOF MC-130 Squadron Operations 35,004 
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Table 2.1-5.  Proposed Facilities for  
East and West Airfield Alternative 

(Page 2 of 2) 

FY Project # Title 
Scope 

(square feet) 
2010 CZQZ073010 SOF Add/Alter Simulator Facility for CV-22 15,070 
2012 CZQZ073011 SOF Add/Alter Simulator Facility for MC-130 15,070 
2014 CZQZ073012 SOF Add/Alter Simulator Facility for MC-130 15,070 
2014 CZQZ073014 SOF AC-130 Squadron Operations Facility 32,000 
2014 CZQZ073015 SOF Hot Cargo Pad and Relocate Combat Arms 

Training and Maintenance  
344,448 

2014 CZQZ073016 SOF MC-130 Parking Apron 1,539,252 
2014 PXLY073001 SOF Landing Strip – Melrose AFR 1,237,860 
2014 PXLY073002 SOF Relocate Melrose AFR Compound 50,052 
2014 CZQZ073017 SOF MC-130 Squadron Operations Facility 26,996 
2014 CZQZ073018 SOF C-130 Wash Rack/Hangar 25,026 
2014 CZQZ073019 SOF Mobility Aerial Delivery Facility 50,052 
2014 CZQZ073020 SOF Forward Area Rearm/Refuel Point Facility 26,996 
2014 CZQZ073021 SOF Aviation Maintenance Facility 16,996 
2014 CZQZ073022 SOF Resurface Roads 197,000 
2014 CZQZ073023 Satellite Dining Facility 30,010 
2014 CZQZ073024 Satellite Fitness Facility 30,010 
2014 CZQZ073025 Satellite Fire Station 25,026 
2016 CZQZ073013 SOF Add/Alter Simulator Facility for Non-

Standard Aircraft 
15,070 
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Table 2.1-6.  East and West Airfield Projected Annual Construction, 
Renovation, and O&M Expenditures for AFSOC Beddown ($ Million) 

Fiscal 
Year 

AFSOC Mission 
Construction/ 
Renovation1 

AFSOC Mission 
O&M2 (Request) 

Cannon 
Other 

Additional 
Utilities 

2008 9 146 0 1 
2009 9 92 0 3 
2010 40 73 20 5 
2011 213 70 34 0 
2012 66 77 30 0 
2013 98 72 12 0 

1. Program Year subject to Congressional Authorization.  
2. Any unfunded requirements would roll over to the next year.  

 

 

Table 2.1-7.  Current and Proposed Personnel Authorizations1 

 No Action FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 20082 FY 20092 FY 20102 
Officer 11 275 190 439 702 755 
Enlisted 105 3,142 2,171 2,743 4,020 4,185 
Civilian 34 730 505 407 417 420 
Contractor 0 320 320 320 320 320 

Cumulative 
Total 

150 4,467 3,186 3,909 5,459 5,680 

Note: 1. CV-22, NSA, Foreign Internal Defense (FID) missions are future growth and should be in place by FY 2010. 
 2. These numbers apply to both action alternatives. 
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The timing of personnel change was noted as a concern during public scoping meetings.  The 
estimated timing of the drawdown of the 27 FW would be from January 2007 through March 
2008.  The build-up of AFSOC personnel is proposed to be approximately 25 percent of the 
AFSOC mission and AFSOC Base Operating Support per year from October 2007 through 
October 2011.  Annual construction and personnel build-up are subject to Congressional 
appropriations. 

2.1.6 No Action Alternative at Cannon AFB 

Section 1502.14(d) of the CEQ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations requires 
an EIS to include analysis of a no action alternative.  No Action for this EIS means that Cannon 
AFB becomes an AFSOC installation but no beddown of AFSOC assets would occur at Cannon 
AFB at this time.  Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark and enables 
decision-makers to compare the magnitude of the environmental effects of the proposal.   

No Action personnel numbers are identified in Table 2.1-7.  The MILCON, other Cannon 
MILCON, or the O&M expenditures associated with the AFSOC beddown in Tables 2.1-4 and 
2.1-6 would not occur under No Action.   

2.2 Elements Affecting Melrose AFR 
Melrose AFR is primarily an air-to-ground and electronic combat training range with diverse 
target arrays for training Air Force personnel.  The range also includes a small arms range, as 
well as laser targeting capabilities for training ground forces, and has been used to train 
operations of small UAS. 

Two alternatives are under consideration at Melrose AFR, the Two-Target Alternative and the 
Three-Target Alternative.  Both alternatives would include gunships and other live fire directed 
at specific targets on Melrose AFR.  Melrose AFR does not currently support live-fire munitions.  
This action would change the type of munitions permitted on the range allowing aircrews to 
train more effectively.  The live-fire targets and training would affect existing grazing leases.  A 
No Action Alternative is also evaluated that does not include training from AFSOC assets at 
Cannon AFB. 

AFSOC training would generally occur within the 60,010 acres that constitute Melrose AFR.  
Responsibilities and procedures for the maintenance, operation, and use of Melrose AFR as 
defined in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 13-212, Volume 1, ACC Supplement 1, Cannon AFB 
Addendum A (“Cannon Addendum”) would be replaced with a new supplement to reflect 
AFSOC’s new role as range manager, subsequent to transfer of the range from ACC.  The 
AFSOC Cannon Local Range Supplement will be developed to reflect the more substantive 
range changes that are the subject of this EIS, subsequent to issuance of the Air Force’s Record 
of Decision (ROD). 

Melrose AFR is comprised of 60,010 acres divided into three main areas:  Exclusive Air Force 
Use, Restricted Leased, and Unrestricted Leased Land.  Figure 2.2-1 presents a portion of 
Melrose AFR.   

The leased area is both farm and ranch land of short grass prairie.  Portions of two leases have 
been developed in irrigated agriculture.   
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Figure 2.2-1.  Melrose AFR Targets  
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The Exclusive-Use land includes manned areas, targets, and impact areas.  Restricted Leased 
Land restrictions include prohibiting human access to specific days and times.  Unrestricted 
Leased Land can be used for human access 24 hours a day.  No permanent structures, or 
structures over 50 feet tall, are permitted on any leased land.  Development rights have been 
acquired to ranch lands on the periphery of the range to reduce the risk of encroachment and 
improve safety. 

Melrose AFR soils are sandy in nature, 
predominately flat, with a rocky 200-foot-tall mesa 
bounding the impact area on the west and south.  
The range supported prairie dog communities, and 
currently supports hawks, golden eagles, owls, 
many other birds, porcupines, badgers, several 
kinds of snakes, antelope, deer, rabbits, and 
coyotes. 

There is an average annual rainfall of 16 inches and 
winds of varying speed throughout the year.  There 
are no permanent surface water bodies on Melrose AFR.  There are two wells used for 
supplying water for the target area and numerous government-owned irrigation wells.  The 
government uses these wells for firefighting, to provide water for wildlife habitats, and for 
agriculture.   

2.2.1 Melrose AFR Targets and Facilities 

Melrose AFR has a variety of conventional and non-
conventional targets (see Figure 2.2-1) used for laser 
targeting and inert bombing runs.  The range is capable of 
Weapons Impact Scoring System (WISS) scoring on 101 
targets day and night.  Tactical targets include a complete 
airfield; anti-aircraft artillery sites; an SA-3 missile site; 
bridge; train; dam; tunnel; convoys;, ground control 
intercept site; petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POLs) storage 
area; munitions storage area; and revetted surface-to-surface 
missiles.   

Melrose AFR also includes permanent structures, which 
support personnel and range activities.  These are listed in 
Table 2.2-1. 

Table 2.2-1.  Permanent Structures on Melrose AFR 

Main Towers Main Building and Patio UPPD Facility 
Flank Tower Fire Department EW Admin 
Generator Shed EW Support (2) EW Interconnect 
Wind Meter Antenna Towers (4) EOD Facility 

 
Sandy soils are graded around Melrose AFR 
targets. 

 
Representative existing buildings 
and vehicle targets.  areas around 
targets are graded to reduce the 
risk of fire. 
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2.2.2 Melrose AFR Restricted Airspace 

R-5104 and R-5105 constitute the restricted airspace associated with 
Melrose AFR (see Figure 1.1-1).  R-5104 is divided into two altitude 
blocks.  The restricted area airspace is R-5104A from the surface to, 
but not including Flight Level (FL) 180 and R-5104B from FL180 to 
FL230.  When not in use, control of the restricted airspace is turned 
over to Cannon AFB Command Post, who normally returns it to 
Albuquerque Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC). 

R-5105 comprises the restricted airspace (surface to 10,000 feet MSL) north of the range.  When 
not in use, control is turned over to Cannon AFB Command Post, who normally returns it to 
Albuquerque ARTCC.        

AFSOC proposes an array of aircraft utilizing Melrose AFR and associated Restricted Areas as 
presented in Table 2.2-2.  Ground level in the vicinity of Melrose AFR is from 4,500 to 5,000 feet 
MSL.  Due to normal operating altitudes, realistic Predator training in restricted airspace over 
the range would primarily occur in R-5104A and B.  Airspace over the base and range is 
restricted, although transit between the base and range is in FAA Class E controlled airspace.  
AFSOC would request a COA for an airspace corridor extending from the Class D Cannon 
Airport Traffic area through existing Class E Controlled Airspace to the Restricted Areas that 
overlap the Class E airspace around Cannon AFB.  This COA could permit UAS transit (see 
Section 3.1.2 for airspace discussion). 

Table 2.2-2.  Proposed Annual Aircraft Sortie-Operations  
for Melrose AFR and Restricted Areas 

R-5104A1 R-5104B2 R-51053 
Aircraft Day4 Night5 Day4 Night5 Day4 Night5 

AC-130H 936 312 9 3 936 312 
MC-130H 468 312 60 39 468 312 
MC-130P 468 312 60 39 468 312 
CV-22 750 500 0 0 750 500 
C-47 Type 137 91 0 0 137 91 
UH-1 113 38 0 0 113 38 
NSA 456 456 0 0 456 456 
UAS 90 90 90 90 90 90 
MC-130W 468 312 60 39 468 312 
Transient 1,170 300 1,170 300 1,170 300 
Notes: 1. To 18,000 feet 
 2. 18,000 feet to 23,000 feet 
 3. To 10,000 feet 
 4. Day operations would be from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
 5. Night operation is considered 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

The Pecos and Taiban Military Operations Areas (MOAs) bound range airspace on the west (see 
Figure 1.1-2).  Primary attack headings on range targets are from the north or south, with a 
secondary attack heading from the west. 

The following Cannon-scheduled MTRs offer entry to the range:  Instrument Route (IR)-107 (the 
only Cannon assigned route B-1s and B-52 bombers can use), IR-111, IR-113, Visual Route 

FL180 (Flight Level 180) 
refers to the Flight 
Level and is effectively 
18,000 feet above mean 
sea level (MSL) for the 
purposes of this EIS.  
Most AFSOC aircraft 
never fly above FL180. 
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(VR)-100, VR-108, VR-114, and VR-125.  They comprise day/night, all weather (IR only), and 
varied-altitude range entry capabilities.  Albuquerque ARTCC controls all routes.  27th 
Operations Support Squadron (27 OSS/OSOS) currently schedules all of the routes, the Pecos 
MOAs, and other airspace pictured in Figure 1.1-2.  This responsibility would transfer to the 
SOW. 

2.2.3 Ordnance Use at Melrose AFR 
Melrose AFR currently has two strafe pits, which take 
up to 30 millimeter (mm) munitions and are scored by 
Improved Remote Strafe Scoring System (IRSSS).  
Targets support MK-106, BDU-33, and BDU-48 practice 
bombs, inert ordnance up to MK-82s, 84s, BDU-38s, 
and inert GBU-10s and GBU-12s. 

The range currently supports the F-16 Targeting Pod 
(Laser), F-117 lasing system, PAVE TACK, PAVE 
SPIKE, the GLLD, the MULE, and the LTD-1 lasing 
systems.  The range includes a Smokey Sam (ground-
to-air missile simulator) and Laser Detector Scoring 
systems.   

Chaff and flare use is approved in Restricted Airspace 
associated with the range.  Melrose AFR also includes a small arms (9mm, M-16, M-60, etc.) 
range.  This small arms range is located to the east of the range facilities and between the 
manned facilities and east entrance road (see Figure 2.2-1).  The small arms range is used by 27 
FW personnel.  When in use, small arms ranges are conducted under the strict control of the 
Range Control Officer (RCO). 

2.2.4 Proposed Change in Ordnance Use 
AFSOC training would increase the annual ordnance use at Melrose AFR as shown in Table 
2.2-3.  Table 2.2-3 lists aircraft delivered ordnance used at Melrose AFR currently by the 27 FW 
and proposed for AFSOC training.  The Draft EIS included 
proposed C-130 use of 25 mm munitions for training on Melrose 
AFR.  These munitions extended the safety footprint and 
Exclusive-Use area around the target area.  During the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS, several commenters 
expressed concern with the size of the Exclusive-Use area driven 
by the 25 mm safety footprint.  To reduce the safety footprint, 25 mm munitions are not 
proposed for use on Melrose AFR as part of this Final EIS. 

Table 2.2-4 lists proposed ground ordnance expended by ground personnel that include Special 
Tactics Squadron, Security Forces (Security Police), Survival, Evasion, Resistance, and Escape 
(SERE) personnel, other SOF components, and New Mexico Army National Guard (NMARNG) 
personnel.   

2.2.5 Alternative Air-to-Ground Target Areas 
Two alternatives are under consideration to meet AFSOC training requirements for air-to-
ground gunnery training. 

 
American and Allied personnel 
currently practice lasing targets from 
ground positions.  personnel would 
continue to train with laser systems. 

Training is defined 
throughout this EIS to 
include all phases of the 
operational use of munitions 
including weapons and 
tactics test and evaluation. 
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2.2.5.1 Melrose AFR Two-Target Alternative 

The Two-Target Alternative adds two new target areas on Melrose AFR for AFSOC training 
with the capability to operate two AC-130 gunships simultaneously on the range.  The two new 
live-fire target areas are shown in Figure 2.2-2.  A minimum of two target areas are needed for 
live-fire training.  Two target areas permit training by two aircraft and, if for any reason, such as 
clean-up or target maintenance, one target is inoperable, there would be at least one target for 
minimally required training. 

Typical targets within the impact area would include tank hulks (approximately 30) and four 
15-feet-by-15-feet sheets of steel armor.  During an average year, approximately 25 percent of 
the Melrose AFR training activity would occur during environmental night (after 10:00 p.m. and 
before 7:00 a.m.).   

Table 2.2-3.  Current and Proposed Annual Ordnance Use 
within Melrose AFR 

MELROSE AFR 
Aircraft Ordnance2 Current Conditions Proposed Action3 

BDU-33 15,720 2,000 
BDU-50HD  419 40 
BDU-50LD 419 40 
GBU-12 35 5 
GBU-10 42 5 
20 mm 51,200 3,5001 
30 mm Target Practice 
Rounds (AC-130) 

0 600 

30 mm High Explosive 
Incendiary (AC-130) 

0 50,000 

40 mm (AC-130) 0 50,000 
105 mm Target Practice 
Rounds (AC-130) 

0 12,500 

105 mm High Explosive 
Incendiary (AC-130) 

0 2,500 

105 mm High Frag (AC-130) 0 280 
2.75 Rockets -M151 73 731 
2.75 Rockets -Other 24 241 
Notes: 1. Ordnance expended by transient users. 
 2. See Section 2.3.2 for chaff and flare discussion. 
 3. CV-22 ordnance has not yet been determined. 
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Table 2.2-4.  Proposed Annual Ground Use Ordnance on Melrose AFR 
(Page 1 of 2) 

MELROSE AFR 

Ground User Ordnance Current 
Conditions Proposed Action1 

40 mm Smoke 0 504 
40 mm Practice M781 0 26,250 
40 mm FXD Mult Proj xm 576 0 <10 
40 mm White Star Para M583 0 <10 
40 mm HEDP M433 Sngl Rd 0 <10 
Fragmentation Grenade 0 <10 
Hand Smoke M18 0 389 
Mine Anti Personnel M18A1 0 <10 
A/P25S-5A Sig Kit Personl Distress 0 18 
MK124-0 Sig Smoke Illum Marine 0 <10 
MK125A1 Sig Illum Ground 0 <10 
M49A1 Surface Trip Flare 0 <10 
MK25 Marker  0 <10 
M115A2 Sim Proj Ground Burst 0 <10 
M118 Sim Booby Trap 0 <10 
M119 Sim Explosive Booby Trap 0 <10 
M116A1 Sim Hand Grenade  0 <10 
M60 Igniter Time Blast Fuze 0 100 
M112 Comp 4, 1.25lb Demo Charge  0 100 
1LB TNT Demo Charge  0 <10 
M7 Non Electric Blasting Cap 0 77 
M2A2 15LB Comp B Demo Charge  0 <10 
Detonating Cord Assembly 0 1,475 
M700 Time Blast Fuse 0 1,500 
7.62 Ball 4-1 Linked 0 1,030,000 
7.62 Blank, M82 Linked 0 3,200 
9mm (sub cal) 0 1,960,000 
.50 cal ball/Tracer Linked 120 425,000 
40mm TP M918 Linked 0 16,000 
40mm HEDP M430AI Linked 0 8,832 
84 MM AT4 HE Rocket 0 410 
Hand Smoke White HC 0 32 
Hand Incendary 0 16 
35mm Practice F/ 
M190 LAU Rocket 

0 1,058 

Inter Tube Assy Fit F/LAU M190 0 1,058 
66 mm LAU Rocket  0 23 
66 mm M72A3 HE rocket 0 <10 
Practice Launcher 0 <10 
Smoke Grenades (Ground)  0 60 
Training Flares (Ground) 0 600 
5.45 mm 0 26,000 
5.56 mm 1,035 2,430,000 
12 gauge 0 33,000 
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Table 2.2-4.  Proposed Annual Ground Use Ordnance on Melrose AFR 
(Page 2 of 2) 

MELROSE AFR 

Ground User Ordnance Current 
Conditions Proposed Action1 

60 mm 0 7,000 
81 mm 0 5,100 
Mines 0 2,200 
Grenades 0 7,600 
Flares 0 2,100 
66 mm LAW 0 60 
84 mm AT-4 0 60 

Note: 1. Includes NMARNG and Special Forces Group use. 
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Figure 2.2-2.  Melrose AFR Preferred Two-Target Alternative 
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A variety of targets would be constructed within each approximately 1 kilometer by 1 kilometer 
target area.  One target set could include approximately 271 SEALAND containers placed on 
Melrose AFR to simulate an urban setting.  The SEALAND containers are depicted in Figure 
2.2-3 with a variety of targets.  The SEALAND containers would not be used specifically as 
targets; rather targets would be located among the containers.  These containers would be 
located within the live-fire exclusive-use area.  There is an estimated expenditure of $30 million 
split between FY 2008 and FY 2009 for targets, a defense access roads project, and improved 
range and fire safety improvements.  

Table 2.2-5 presents the estimated acreage in each of the Exclusive-Use, Restricted Leased, and 
Unrestricted Leased categories within the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR.   

Table 2.2-5.  Acres of Land Use1 

TWO-TARGET 
ALTERNATIVE 

THREE-TARGET 
ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use 
Existing 

Conditions Draft EIS Final EIS2 Draft EIS Final EIS 
Exclusive-Use 8,800 16,613 10,600 23,275 12,700 
Restricted 
Grazing1 

18,710 12,247 18,600 12,615 23,300 

Unrestricted 
Grazing1 

32,500 31,150 30,810 24,120 24,010 

Total 60,010 60,010 60,010 60,010 60,010 
Note: 1.  Acres summarized from Geographic Information System; survey acreage may vary. 
 2.  Preferred Alternative. 

 

2.2.5.2 Melrose AFR Three-Target Alternative  

The Three-Target Alternative would better meet operational training requirements for all 
AFSOC assets proposed to be located at Cannon AFB.  Training personnel would regularly 
require two targets, and experience has demonstrated that target maintenance and cleanup 
would render at least one target unavailable for training use approximately one and one-half 
months per year.  This means that a two-target alternative would be reduced to one useable 
target approximately three months of the year.  A three-target alternative would permit rotation 
of target use so that at least two targets would be available for required training throughout the 
year. 

The Melrose Three-Target Alternative has three live-fire target areas on Melrose AFR as 
depicted in Figure 2.2-4.  Table 2.2-5 includes the land management areas for Melrose AFR 
under the Three-Target Alternative.  The Three-Target Alternative would include all mission 
training described in Section 2.2.1 for the Two-Target Alternative.  This includes the munitions 
and chaff and flare use identified in Section 2.2.1.  The day/night proportion of training would 
also apply to the Three-Target Alternative.  As described for the Proposed Action, there would 
be one Landing Zone (LZ) and Drop Zone (DZ) and several Helicopter Landing Zones (HLZs) 
on Melrose AFR.   
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Figure 2.2-3.  Representative 11-Acre Target Layout 
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Figure 2.2-4.  Melrose AFR Three-Target Alternative 
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As with the Two-Target Alternative, the estimated Three-Target Alternative expenditure for 
Melrose is $30 million split between FY 2008 and FY 2009.  The primary difference between the 
Two-Target and the Three-Target Alternatives would be the changes in targets and resulting 
changes in grazing leases associated with the safety zones.  This difference is presented in Table 
2.2-5. 

2.2.6 Additional Melrose AFR Activities 

Additional proposed Melrose AFR activities include the ability to land and recover personnel 
training for insertion and extraction and improved small arms range capability. 

2.2.6.1 Landing Zone and Drop Zone 

Eventually there would be one proposed C-130, UAS, and NSA LZ on Melrose AFR.  Several 
HLZs would be surveyed on Melrose AFR to accommodate CV-22 and helicopter use.  A DZ 
would be surveyed on Melrose AFR to accommodate all aircraft.  Training using LZ/DZ/HLZ 
would be approximately 50 percent during environmental night (after 10:00 p.m. and before 7 
a.m.).  LZ/DZ training could include the 
following: 

• Fixed wing aircraft landing on the 
strip in darkened conditions to off-
load supplies, equipment or per-
sonnel. 

• C-130 or CV-22 landing for refueling 
training at a remote location. 

• C-130 or CV-22 discharging para-
troops to simulate a drop behind 
“enemy” lines. 

• C-130 landing or CV-22 landing or 
hovering to retrieve personnel after 
a mission. 

• Personnel deployed from a C-130 or 
CV-22 securing the location and/or 
moving from the strip to “attack” Melrose targets.   

LZ/HLZ/DZ sites would be graded and would include a soil stabilizer to reduce the potential 
for debris to affect engine performance.  LZ/DZ/HLZ sites would result in approximately 50 
acres being cleared of vegetation and stabilized.  An LZ would require a paved strip to support 
C-130 aircraft.  Figure 2.2-5 presents a representative 50-acre LZ/DZ which would be located on 
Melrose AFR following decisions regarding the Two- or Three-Target Alternatives presented in 
this EIS. 

2.2.6.2 Small Arms Range 

SOF train to enter an area, carry out a mission, and exit the area.  To accomplish this process, 
they must be proficient in the use of a variety of arms and ammunition.  NMARNG personnel 
must also be trained in the use of a variety of arms.  Proposed enhancements to the Melrose 
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AFR small arms range would meet the needs of both the 515th Regiment of the NMARNG and 
the Cannon-based AFSOC personnel. 

The proposed small arms enhancements take into consideration past usage of the range for 
small arms training.  The proposed range would provide basic and advanced weapons 
marksmanship ranges to include the following: 

• Rifle/Machine Gun Zero Range 

• Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range 

• Automated Record Fire Range 

• Combat Pistol Qualification Course 

• Grenade Launcher Range 

• Range Operations Center 

The proposed munition usage for the small arms range is presented in Table 2.2-4. 

Figure 2.2-5 presents the area that could be affected by live fire from the small arms ranges 
above.  The range facilities and firing locations would be in the upper right of the red polygon 
and the typical shape of these firing locations is presented in the figure.  Targets would be 
located to the southwest of the firing locations.  The red polygon encompasses all safety zones 
for all small arms training.  Depending upon the type of training, portions or the entire polygon 
could be subject to stray or ricocheting rounds.  During training, and depending on the 
weapons being used, personnel would be excluded from potential risk areas for safety.   

Potential impacts from munitions use would be mitigated by having all targets meet stringent 
Air Force requirements for cleanup and collection of lead. 

2.2.7 No Action Alternative at Melrose AFR 

Section 1502.14(d) of the CEQ implementing regulations requires an EIS to analyze the No 
Action Alternative.  Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark and enables 
decision-makers to compare the magnitude of the environmental effects of the proposal.  No 
Action for this EIS means Melrose AFR continues to be used for New Mexico Air National 
Guard (NMANG) and transient user training.   

2.3 Elements Affecting Airspace 

2.3.1 Training Missions within Airspace 

There are four types of local training airspace scheduled 
by Cannon AFB.  Figure 2.3-1 displays these types of 
airspace and a COA.  Airspace scheduled by Cannon 
AFB associated with this proposal encompasses all the 
Restricted Airspace supporting Melrose AFR, the MOAs, 
and the MTRs.  AFSOC aircraft do not normally fly in 
Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAAs).  
Restricted airspace use is discussed in Section 2.2.2. 

The scoping briefings explained that 
AFSOC aircrews can meet airspace 
training requirements within the 
existing Cannon AFB managed 
airspace, including the Pecos, Mt. 
Dora, Taiban, and Bronco MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace associated with 
Melrose AFR.  The MOAs, Restricted 
Airspace, and MTRs scheduled by 
Cannon AFB would support AFSOC 
low level, night, and other training 
missions as well as on-going training 
by other military users of the 
airspace.  An FAA COA would be 
needed to permit Predator transition 
from Cannon AFB to Melrose AFR. 
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Figure 2.2-5.  Influence Area for Proposed 
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Figure 2.3-1.  Types of Training Airspace 
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Figure 1.1-2 presents the existing airspace scheduled by Cannon AFB.  This airspace includes the 
Pecos MOAs, the Mt. Dora MOA, the Taiban MOA, and the Bronco MOA.  The Taiban and Pecos 
MOAs are often used in conjunction with Melrose AFR.  The Pecos MOAs are divided into a north 
and south segment, with each segment having a high and low component.  In general, these MOAs 
abut each other horizontally and vertically, essentially forming one contiguous block of airspace.  
The exception to this is the Pecos South High MOA, which extends to the south beyond the 
southern border of the Pecos South Low MOA.  This structuring of the MOA airspace, in effect, 
created a “shelf” of MOA airspace extending to the south of the southern border of the Pecos South 
Low MOA that begins at 11,000 feet MSL.   
The Taiban MOA is situated along the northeastern edge of the Pecos MOAs.  This MOA effectively 
extends the Pecos North Low MOA and a portion of the Pecos South Low MOA eastward to the 
Restricted Airspace, which supports operations on Melrose AFR.  These MOAs are scheduled by 
staff at Cannon AFB; airspace utilization is under the control of the Albuquerque ARTCC. 
A COA is issued by FAA to permit a special use 
of a defined airspace for a specified period of 
time.  The Predator aircraft based at Cannon AFB 
would need a COA to traverse the corridor 
between Cannon AFB and R-5104 and R-5105 
associated with Melrose AFR.  The Mt. Dora 
MOA is located north of Cannon AFB and has 
not been extensively used by Cannon AFB F-16 
aircraft because of its distance from the base.  As 
noted by participants at scoping meetings, the F-
111s previously based at Cannon AFB used the 
Mt. Dora MOA.  AFSOC C-130 and CV-22 aircraft 
can access and train in the Mt. Dora MOA.  There 
is no proposed ground activity under the Mt. 
Dora MOA as part of this EIS. 
The Bronco MOA is south of Cannon AFB and 
has been used for F-16 air-to-air training.  AFSOC would train in the Bronco MOA.  There is no 
proposed ground activity under the Bronco MOA as part of this EIS. 
AFSOC aircraft would utilize the existing airspace for a variety of training missions.  Table 2.3-1 
briefly describes AFSOC training missions. 
Table 2.3-1 includes two AR cases.  Different AFSOC C-130 aircraft have air-to-air refueling 
capability from KC-135 and KC-10 aircraft.  AFSOC C-130s can also refuel CV-22s, CSAR 
helicopters, and some U.S. Army Special Operations helicopters.  AR can be accomplished by both 
the tanker aircraft and the refueling aircraft flying an orbit pattern such as the existing AR-602 
refueling track on Figure 1.1-2.  The existing refueling tracks for F-16 aircraft are too high an altitude 
for AFSOC aircraft.  AFSOC will coordinate with appropriate agencies to lower the altitudes of 
existing tracks and/or designate other refueling tracks.  The CV-22 is a new weapon system and 
operational capabilities and requirements for refueling are currently under development.  Proposed 
C-130/CV-22 AR tracks would be established in conjunction with FAA when operational 
capabilities are refined.  Civil aviation would be notified of the location, altitudes, and time of use.  
An FAA modification to MTR use to document AR tracks would be requested for AFSOC training. 
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Table 2.3-1.  Training Activity Description 
(Page 1 of 2) 

Training Activity Description 
Live Fire (aircraft) Identify and engage targets with one or more available aircraft weapons in 

addition to weapons currently authorized on Melrose AFR.  Table 2.2-3 includes 
AFSOC ordnance.  These activities would occur within the restricted airspace of 
Melrose AFR. 

Live Fire (ground) Identify and engage targets with one or more man-portable weapons. Personnel 
may approach the target(s) by foot or vehicle and would normally be executing a 
tactical scenario that culminates in a live-fire activity.  AFSOC man-portable 
weapons are included in Table 2.2-4.  Other weapons would be used on the 
Melrose AFR in addition to those currently authorized.  Training would take 
place on the approved small arms firing ranges at Melrose AFR. 

Low Level 
Navigation 
Training 

Four- to five-hour flights consist of both day and night activities (50 percent 
environmental night) with altitudes being between 100 feet AGL and 1,000 feet 
AGL (75 percent in the 500 feet AGL range) and airspeeds between 100 and 250 
knots.  These flights normally consist of flying to an objective (simulated or real) 
and then departing the objective area to recover back to base.  Simulated or real 
objectives can consist of LZs, DZs, or target areas. 

Air Drops (land) Air drops normally consist of personnel and equipment exiting the aircraft from 
approximately 250 to 1,000 feet AGL on a DZ that is either owned or leased by the 
federal government.  High-altitude drops would occur at 12,000 feet AGL. These 
DZs are normally 2,300 yards long by 800 yards wide or smaller and can be 
identified to the aircraft by visual or electronic means.  These DZs would be 
manned with logistic support prior to a drop occurring.  Medical and safety 
support personnel would be available at the site.  All items that exit the aircraft 
would be recovered and transported back to the nearest military installation. 

Air Drops (water) Air drops over water normally consist of personnel and equipment exiting the 
aircraft from approximately 1,000 to 3,500 feet AGL and landing in a large body of 
water.  These water DZs would be manned prior to executing the drop and all 
items that exit the aircraft would be recovered as quickly as possible and 
transported back to the nearest military installation.  Water drops would have at 
least one safety boat on the DZ in time to survey the area for hazards.  If any non-
participating vessels were located within the DZ, the safety boat would ask them 
to exit the area.  The drop would not take place if the area could not be safely 
secured. 

Vertical Landings 
(tactical) 

Vertical landings would normally be executed to a 320 by 160-foot clearing 
located on government-leased or owned land.  These landings would be day or 
night.  Activities can include offloading and on-loading of personnel and 
equipment.  Normally the aircraft would spend very little time on the ground and 
would attempt to exit the area as quickly as possible.  There are times when 
training requires the aircraft to stay in the area for extended periods while 
accomplishing required training.  Multiple aircraft executing simultaneous 
landings could occur at DZs. 
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Table 2.3-1.  Training Activity Description 
(Page 2 of 2) 

Training Activity Description 
Fixed Wing 
Landings (tactical) 

Most AFSOC aviators require training in NVG landings.  C-130 crewmembers 
accomplish this training by landing on improved (paved) runways without the aid of 
airfield or aircraft lighting.  These fields are no less than 3,500 feet long, 60 feet wide, 
and capable of supporting C-130 type aircraft.  These events can take place on military 
or non-military airfields.  Some events would only consist of landings and departures 
while others may consist of offloading and on-loading personnel and equipment.  The 
military must formally request permission to accomplish this training at non-military 
fields from the owner/operator of that facility. 

Chaff and Flares Expending chaff and/or flares is achieved in conjunction with ground/aircraft 
radar while performing evasive maneuvers.  These events would take place in 
approved MOAs or in Restricted Airspace.  The minimum MOA altitude 
identified for flare use under less than very high fire danger is 2,000 feet AGL. 
Most AFSOC aircraft require this training event. 

Strategic Aerial 
Refueling (high 
altitude) 

Most AFSOC aircraft have the capability to refuel while airborne.  AR training 
would be accomplished nightly in one of the local MOAs between KC-135/KC-10 
aircraft and AFSOC C-130s and CV-22s. These refueling events would normally 
take place between 9,000 and 14,000 feet MSL and would take several hours as 
different C-130s and CV-22s cycle to the tanker.  CV-22s would also practice AR 
in this same environment as they rendezvous with AFSOC’s C-130 aerial tanker 
fleet.  Both types of refueling would be accomplished at approximately 200 knots. 

Tactical Aerial 
Refueling (low 
altitude) 

AFSOC has a fleet of C-130s that have the ability to extend an AR basket behind 
the aircraft while allowing modified helicopters and CV-22s to receive fuel.  This 
procedure would normally occur at 1,000 feet AGL or higher at 100 to 210 knots 
and could occur on designated refueling tracks.  An FAA modification to MTR 
use to document AR tracks would be requested for AFSOC training. 

Self-Contained 
Underwater 
Breathing 
Apparatus (SCUBA) 
Operations 

SCUBA operations would take place in local lakes to allow AFSOC personnel to 
stay proficient in these tactical skills.  During operations, there would be several 
safety boats on site to ensure training events take place as planned and to provide 
a buffer between divers and civilian observers.  The Blue Hole is the regional 
location that provides adequate conditions for direct certification. 

Forward Area 
Refueling Point 

Fuel is transferred from tanker aircraft (C-130 or C-17) to a receiver aircraft 
(C-130, H-60, H-53, H-47, and H-6) via a Forward Area Manifold (FAM) cart and 
other specialized refueling equipment.  Fuel is transferred from the tanker’s 
internal tanks to a maximum of three simultaneous receivers. 

Airborne Intercepts C-130s would fly against fighter-type aircraft to simulate an airborne threat 
engagement.  Airborne Intercepts between C-130s and fighters would be flown 
inside the MOA.  
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Table 2.3-2 presents proposed sortie operations for AFSOC aircraft within MTRs and MOAs.  
Sortie-operations on these MTRs and within the MOAs could include, from Table 2.3-1, low-
level navigation training, flying a route to simulate airdrops, flying to meet refueling aircraft, 
and other missions. 

Currently there are several noise avoidance areas under the MOAs and MTRs scheduled by 
Cannon AFB.  AFSOC airspace schedulers would identify these avoidance areas, assess the 
applicability and use by AFSOC, and mitigate noise impacts by adopting noise-sensitive 
avoidance areas. 

2.3.2 AFSOC Use of Chaff and Flares in Cannon Managed 
Airspace 

Military aircraft are currently authorized to use chaff and defensive flares in Restricted Areas 
(R-5104, R-5105), Taiban MOA, Sumner ATCAA, and in the Pecos MOA/ATCAA.  Flares are 
authorized for use in the MOAs and ATCAAs above 2,000 feet AGL under conditions not 
designated at, or above, high fire risk.  When conditions are designated at or above high fire 
conditions, the minimum flare altitude for MOAs is 5,000 feet AGL.  Chaff is also authorized in 
the northern portion of VRs-100/125.  The NMANG will continue to use chaff and flares in the 
previously approved, existing airspace.  RR-188 chaff and M-206 flares (or equivalent) are the 
only defensive countermeasures assessed for airspace outside R-5104 or R-5105. 

AFSOC pilots use chaff and flares as self-protection measures against radar-directed anti-
aircraft artillery and radar-guided and heat-seeking missiles.  When aircrews detect threats 
from these systems, they must respond instantly and instinctively using appropriate 
countermeasures.  The inability of aircrews to actually use these countermeasures in training 
results in the loss of critical response habit patterns.  The instinctive nature of these habit 
patterns often determines an aircrew’s survivability in a hostile environment.  The following 
discussion provides information characterizing military training chaff and flares that would be 
used under the Proposed Action.  Figure 2.3-2 depicts the life cycle and processes upon release 
of chaff and flares. 

An annual total of 60,770 chaff bundles and 40,286 flares are assessed for F-16 and transient 
training throughout the permitted airspace.  Table 2.3-3 presents the current and proposed chaff 
and flare usage with the proposed AFSOC beddown.   

Chaff.  Modern training chaff (known as “angel hair” chaff) consists of bundles of extremely 
small strands of aluminum-coated silica fibers that are designed to reflect radio waves from a 
radar set.  Chaff is made as small and light as possible so that it will remain in the air long 
enough to confuse enemy radar.  Individual chaff fibers are approximately the thickness of a 
very fine human hair and range in length from 0.3 inch to 1.0 inch (0.76 centimeters to 2.5 
centimeters).  The length of the chaff determines the frequency range of the radio wave most 
effectively reflected by that particular fiber.  Chaff fibers are cut to varying lengths in order to 
make it effective against the wide range of enemy radar systems that may be encountered.  
Chaff used in the Cannon airspace is typically training chaff and may include RR-188 chaff or 
other versions of training chaff depending on the user.  This specific chaff contains fibers cut to 
lengths that will not interfere with radars operated by the FAA for Air Traffic Control (ATC) 
throughout the National Airspace System. 
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Figure 2.3-2.  Life Cycle of Dispensing Chaff and Flare 
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Table 2.3-3.  Current and Proposed Chaff and Flare Usage 

Airspace Current Chaff Proposed Chaff Current Flares 
Proposed 

Flares 
Mt. Dora MOA 0 0 0 0 
Pecos MOA 20,484 10,000 15,100 9,000 
Bronco MOA 0 0 0 0 
Taiban MOA 20,483 6,000 15,099 5,000 
Restricted (R-5104/5105) 3,762 18,000 2,031 10,000 
VR-100/125 3,888 2,000 0 0 
Totals 48,617 36,000 32,230 24,000 

About 5 million chaff strands are dispensed in each bundle of chaff.  When released from an 
aircraft, chaff initially forms an “electronic cloud” that disperses widely in the air.  Dispersed 
chaff effectively reflects radar signals and forms an image on a radar screen.  If the pilot quickly 
maneuvers the aircraft while momentarily obscured or “masked” from precise radar detection 
by the electronic cloud, the aircraft can avoid the threat.  When multiple chaff bundles are 
ejected, each forms a similar cloud that further confuses radar-guided weapons.  Chaff itself is 
not explosive; however, it is ejected from the aircraft pyrotechnically using a small explosive 
charge that is part of the ejection system.  The chaff dispenser remains in the aircraft.  Two 
1-inch square by 1/8-inch thick pieces of plastic and a felt spacer are ejected with the chaff.  On 
rare occasions, the chaff may not wholly separate and may fall to earth as a clump.  For more 
detailed information on chaff, please refer to Appendix A. 

Flares.  M-206 (or equivalent) defensive training flares are the only flares assessed for use 
outside of the restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR.  M-206 flares are magnesium 
pellets that, when ignited, burn for a short period (3.5 to 5 seconds) at approximately 2,000 
degrees Fahrenheit (°F).  The burn temperature is hotter than the exhaust of an aircraft engine 
and therefore attracts and decoys heat-seeking weapons and sensors targeted on the aircraft.  
The flares are wrapped with aluminum filament reinforced tape and inserted into an aluminum 
case closed with a felt spacer and a plastic end cap.  The top of the case has a pyrotechnic 
impulse cartridge that is activated electrically to produce hot gases that push one 1-inch square 
by 1/4-inch thick cap and the flare material out of the flare dispenser mounted in the aircraft.  
The flare ignites as it is ejected from the dispenser.  Two approximately 1-inch square by 1/4-
inch thick nylon or plastic pieces and an up to 2-inch by 13-inch piece of aluminum wrapped 
Mylar (similar to dry, aluminum-coated duct tape) fall to the earth with each flare.  On 
extremely rare occasions, a flare may not ignite and could fall to the earth as a dud flare.  For 
more detailed information on flares, refer to Appendix B. 

Use of training flares where approved within Cannon AFB-managed airspace incorporates the 
following management practices: 

• The minimum altitude for flare release in special use airspace is 2,000 feet AGL (flares 
burn out after falling approximately 400 feet). 

• When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire conditions or above, 
the minimum altitude for flare release would be raised to above 5,000 feet AGL. 
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• The Air Force will maintain a record of chaff and flare usage within the training 
airspace. 

• The Air Force will establish and maintain a method whereby chaff or flare materials 
found on private property can be identified for safety risk and removed to ensure safety. 

• Cooperation will occur with local agencies for mutual aid response to fires. 

• Continue an education program for fire departments beneath the airspace to include 
information on flares. 

2.3.3 Proposed Airspace Enhancements and Use 

Cannon AFB scheduled airspace meets the training needs of 
AFSOC training with one exception.  Training with UAS 
currently can only be performed in restricted airspace.  A 
COA by the FAA would be requested for UAS aircraft based 
at Cannon AFB to transit between Cannon AFB and the 
restricted airspace over the Melrose AFR.  Predator aircraft 
could launch from Cannon AFB, be under visual or satellite 
control between Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR, and train in 
Restricted Airspace associated with Melrose AFR.  A COA 
between the Air Force and FAA could permit Predator flights between Cannon AFB and the 
Restricted Airspace associated with Melrose AFR. 

Existing ARs are at higher altitudes than those needed for AFSOC aircraft.  AFSOC controllers 
would work with the FAA to identify refueling locations.  Figure 2.3-3 presents such an AR 
track where AFSOC aircraft could refuel. 

2.3.4 Additional Training Outside 
Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR 

Section 1.1.2 explains that the mission of AFSOC includes 
precision application of firepower, which would occur at 
Melrose AFR (see Section 2.2.1).  In addition, AFSOC SOF has 
missions that include infiltration, exfiltration, resupply, and 
refueling.  Search and rescue of SOF personnel is also part of 
AFSOC’s role.  Table 2.3-1 describes the training activity 
required to be proficient for these SOF and other missions.  
Those training activities include LZ, DZ, and water training as well as recovering airdrop loads, 
personnel, and equipment.  Section 2.2.6.1 describes the LZ/DZ training that could occur at a 
location within Melrose AFR.  An estimated 200 LZ/DZ training events per month could be 
required to ensure combat proficiency. 

Amphibious infiltration training could involve a variety of types of dives ranging from compass 
dives to amphibious operations to underwater search and recovery.  These training events 
could occur during any weather conditions as AFSOC personnel could be called on to perform 
anywhere, anytime.  Some amphibious training that involves open water would occur when 
personnel are on assignment to locations other than Cannon AFB.  In addition, the Cannon base 
pool could support some level of proficiency and emergency procedure training. 

The scoping briefing described 
AFSOC’s Predator UAS mission 
currently being fulfilled at 
Creech AFB in Nevada and 
explained that it could be 
beneficial to include that 
mission at Cannon AFB.  A UAS 
corridor at a specific altitude 
could connect Cannon AFB 
with the Restricted Airspace 
associated with Melrose AFR. 

AFSOC missions described 
during scoping included air 
drops, insertions, and extrac-
tions.  LZs, DZs, or water areas 
for training could be on the 
range or at locations with 
established agreements such 
as with ranchers, at State or 
community managed locations, 
and/or on an existing airfield 
such as Ft. Sumner or Clovis 
Municipal airports. 
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Figure 2.3-3.  LZ, DZ, and Water Training Areas of Interest 
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Comprehensive, real life LZ, DZ, and water 
training would require realistic settings and 
different locations to test SOF personnel skills.  
AFSOC proposes to utilize lakes in the local 
area for water operations.  Activities could 
include personnel and equipment airdrop, 
scuba, and boat operations.   

Four lakes within 100 miles of Cannon AFB 
have the potential to support water training.  
These are Sumner Lake, Ute Lake, Conchas 
Lake, and Santa Rosa Lake.  Training at lake 
water bodies would involve personnel and 
boats accessing the site prior to the drop for 
safety of personnel and/or later retrieval of 
dropped personnel and equipment.  Activities 
would occur during the mission itself and 
during recovery of personnel and materials for transport back to Cannon AFB.  Support 
vehicles (light trucks, vans) and support boats would use existing infrastructure including 
roads, parking areas, and launch ramps. Coordination with agencies responsible for lakes 
would be necessary to obtain access to lakes for training.  Revisions to lake policies may be 
needed to permit low-flying aircraft or landing CV-22 aircraft at an LZ agreed to by lake 
managers. 

Typically there would be four to five monthly training events in a given lake during spring to 
fall, water levels and weather permitting.  Prior to the event, two boats with safety personnel 
would be launched from existing ramps.  A typical event would last four to five hours.  Either a 
C-130 or a CV-22 aircraft would fly over several times, and there could be three to five drops 
with 7 to 10 Special Operations personnel dropped into the lake with each drop.  These events 
could be during day or night, but when they are at night they would generally avoid lights 
from campers and homes along the shore.  For safety and operational realism, drops would be 
toward the middle of the water, away from shorelines and trees.  After the drop, the Special 
Operations personnel would move to shore in a dark area of the lake and proceed covertly on 
foot to the objective.  Either a vehicle or a CV-22 would use existing access or a designated LZ to 
pick up personnel and complete the mission. Where a CV-22 would land and where the Special 
Operations personnel come ashore would be surveyed at each lake similar to the survey for the 
other LZ/DZ locations.  Such surveys would be performed sometime over the next 3 years 
before any CV-22s are assigned to Cannon.  Preparation of separate environmental analysis, 
tiered from this EIS, would be expected for each LZ/DZ site.  This analysis would be completed 
once developmental CV-22 operational capabilities and requirements for LZs/DZs are refined. 

There is also a need for approximately four LZs/DZs in the vicinity of Cannon AFB to 
accommodate MC-130 and CV-22 training.  Figure 2.3-3 identifies general areas of interest for 
LZ, DZ, or water training.  LZ, DZ, or water training areas outside of Cannon AFB or Melrose 
AFR boundaries cannot be determined prior to a decision to beddown AFSOC assets at Cannon 
AFB.  These locations are subject to review by Air Force real property personnel and required 
property ownership and environmental conditions must be evaluated before a state, federal, or 
private property could be used, or otherwise agreed to, or leased (in the case of an LZ or DZ) for 
off-base or off-range training. 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
2-42 2.0 Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

LZ, DZ, or water training sites require the following operational, safety, and environmental 
considerations: 

• The site should be located in an area free from obstructions such as towers, wires, wind 
machines, or underground utilities such as oil or gas pipelines that could make aircraft 
or ground operations hazardous. 

• The site should be within an approximate two-hour drive from Cannon AFB and have 
good vehicular access to support training, recover air drop loads, recover personnel and 
equipment, and support safety oriented activities. 

• Training operations, to the extent possible, should avoid residential buildings with a 
buffer of approximately 1,000 feet. 

• Open, relatively flat areas remote from city lights are desirable for specific training 
missions. 

• Training operations should avoid, to the extent possible, populated areas, ranches, or 
other noise-sensitive areas. 

Training areas of interest would be identified and compared with the siting criteria listed above 
to determine the feasibility of the site.  Any site would be subject to a subsequent evaluation of 
potential environmental concerns as well as a field evaluation of environmental conditions at 
the site.  State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and natural resources agencies would be 
consulted, as appropriate, in the final determination of LZ, DZ, and water training locations.  
All applicable environmental impact analysis and permitting processes would be followed. 

2.3.5 No Action Alternative within the New Mexico Airspace 

Section 1502.14(d) of CEQ implementing regulations requires an EIS to analyze the No Action 
Alternative.  Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark and enables decision-
makers to compare the magnitude of the environmental effects of the proposal.  No Action for 
this EIS means that Cannon AFB becomes an AFSOC installation, but no beddown of AFSOC 
assets would occur within New Mexico airspace at this time.  NMANG and transient aircraft 
using the Cannon managed airspace would continue to conduct training within the airspace 
and on Melrose AFR.   

2.4 Identification of Alternatives 

2.4.1 Review of Alternative AFSOC Missions at Cannon AFB  

The BRAC Commission received and considered a May 2005 recommendation from the 
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) to close Cannon AFB.  Subsequently, a final report (September 
2005) from the Commission to the President recommended Cannon AFB remain open as an 
enclave until at least 31 December 2009 and that the 27 FW be disestablished.  In the interim, the 
SECDEF was to seek other missions for Cannon AFB and if no such mission were found 
Cannon AFB would close by December 2009.  As a result of this search, the SECDEF designated 
AFSOC as the new mission for Cannon AFB.  This designation provides the basis for the 
proposed AFSOC beddown as well as opportunities for training and assumption of 
management responsibilities for Melrose AFR, and associated airspace. 
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2.4.2 Consideration of Alternatives 

Recognized Cannon AFB assets included little encroachment upon the base, an associated 
military range for training, extensive airspace for training personnel, and an environment with 
some characteristics similar to areas of current and potential continuing conflict.   

With BRAC, there are relatively few growing Air Force commands with a need for expanded 
facilities.  AFSOC, however, is one such growing command.  The experiences with recent 
devastating Gulf hurricanes points to a need for an additional location for AFSOC assets and a 
more arid training location than Hurlburt/Eglin in Florida to simulate real-world combat 
threats.  The growing mission requirements for AFSOC, combined with BRAC-directed actions 
at the AFSOC currently-used Eglin Range, make identification of a second location critical. 

Without a back-up operating base, AFSOC aircraft and units would have to split up for months 
if Hurlburt were devastated by a hurricane.  Combat capability would suffer and so would 
AFSOC’s ability to support the War on Terror.  Beddown of substantial additional AFSOC 
assets at Hurlburt Field was not considered a reasonable alternative for operational reasons. 

Cannon AFB availability and its associated assets mesh perfectly with the AFSOC requirements.  
Which AFSOC assets to locate at Cannon AFB was the next question.  AFSOC assets are 
interdependent.  AC-130 gunships and low-level flying aircraft like the MC-130 and SOF 
ground forces depend upon the extraction capabilities of the CV-22.  Predators supply 
battlefield information in support of all aspects of the missions.  Operations in host countries 
utilize a variety of international common aircraft and both urban and rural locations. 

The interdependence of AFSOC assets makes replication of the mission capabilities at Hurlburt 
Field the most efficient asset mix for Cannon AFB.  The types of aircraft, personnel, and training 
missions proposed for Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR create a second AFSOC capability to both 
meet growing defense requirements and provide a location where a catastrophic storm would 
not neutralize AFSOC capabilities.  Cannon AFB was designated as the best location for AFSOC 
assets. 

2.5 Environmental Impact Analysis Process Public 
 Participation 
This Final EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321-
4347), CEQ (40 CFR § 1500-1508), and 32 CFR Part 989, et seq., Environmental Impact Analysis 
Process (formerly known as Air Force Instruction [AFI] 32-7061).  NEPA is the basic national 
requirement for identifying environmental consequences of federal decisions.  NEPA ensures 
that environmental information is available to the public, agencies, and the decisionmaker 
before decisions are made and before actions are taken.   

An EIS is prepared as a tool for compiling information 
about a proposal and providing a full and fair 
discussion of potential environmental impacts to the 
natural and human environment.  The Air Force 
analyzes alternatives to ensure that fully informed 
decisions are made after review of the comprehensive, 
multidisciplinary analysis of potential environmental 
consequences.  The Air Force actively solicited 
comments during the EIS scoping period (August 25,  

Opportunities for public input include 
scoping meetings and public hearings. 
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2006 through October 5, 2006) through press releases, newspaper advertisements, public service 
announcements, and letters to the public, local governments, federal and state agencies, Native 
Americans, and pilot associations.   

On March 30, 2007, the Air Force issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS.  The 
NOA began the 45-day public comment period of the document.  The Air Force actively 
solicited comments during this review period (March 30, 2007 through May 14, 2007) through 
press releases, newspaper advertisements, public service announcements, postcards, flyers, and 
letters to the public, local governments, federal and state agencies, Native Americans, and pilot 
associations.   

Public hearings were held in New Mexico to present the Draft EIS, environmental analysis, and 
opportunities for public and agency involvement (refer to Table 2.5-1).  A total of 131 members 
of the public and agency representatives attended the three public hearings.  At the hearings, 19 
members of the public provided oral comments and 11 people provided written comments.  
Eighteen additional comments were received during the comment period.  These comments, the 
transcripts of the public meeting, and responses to comments are contained in Chapter 7.0 of 
this Final EIS.  Also included in Chapter 7.0 is a description of the process used to review and 
incorporate public comments into the Final EIS.  A Privacy Advisory was provided to 
commenters on the public meeting information brochure, written comment forms, speaker 
registration cards, as well as the briefing given in the public meetings.  The Privacy Advisory 
provided on the internal title page of the Draft EIS is included in Appendix C.  A summary of 
scoping participation and responses to public and agency comments to help focus the Draft EIS 
are contained in Appendix C. 

Table 2.5-1.  AFSOC Public Hearings Conducted During April 2007 

Date Time Location Address 
April 17, 2007, 
Tuesday 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Clovis, New Mexico Clovis Community College 
417 Schepps Blvd. 

April 18, 2007, 
Wednesday 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Fort Sumner,  
New Mexico 

Fort Sumner Community 
House, 
137 East Baker Avenue 

April 19, 2007, 
Thursday 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Clayton,  
New Mexico 

Clayton High School, 
323 South Fifth Street 

2.6 Regulatory Compliance 
This EIS has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of the NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.), and its 
implementing regulations.  

This analysis of environmental resources considered all applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations.  Certain areas of federal legislation, such as the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), include direct contact with agencies.  Other state 
and federal regulations used for guidance in this analysis are presented in Appendix D.   

Implementation of an alternative would involve coordination with several agencies.  
Compliance with the ESA involves consultation with the Department of the Interior (delegated 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) in cases where a federal action could affect listed 
threatened or endangered species, species proposed for listing, or candidates for listing.  The 
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primary focus of this consultation is to request information on whether any of these species 
occur in the region of influence of the Proposed Action or an alternative.  If any of these species 
are present, a determination of the potentially adverse effects on the species is made.  Should no 
species protected by the ESA be affected by the Proposed Action or an alternative, no additional 
action is required.  A letter was sent to the appropriate USFWS office as well as New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF), informing them of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives and requesting information on protected species (Appendix C).   

The preservation of cultural resources falls under the purview of SHPO, as mandated by the 
NHPA and its implementing regulations.  A letter was sent to the New Mexico SHPO and the 
Mescalero Apache, Jicarilla Apache, and Comanche tribes informing them of the proposal to 
beddown and train AFSOC assets (Appendix C).   

2.6.1 Permit Requirements 

This EIS has been prepared in compliance with NEPA; other federal statutes, such as the Clean 
Air Act (CAA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA); Executive Orders (EOs); and applicable state 
statutes and regulations.  A list of Cannon AFB permits and certifications was compiled and 
reviewed during the EIS process.  Table 2.6-1 summarizes these applicable federal, state, and 
local permits and the potential for change to the permits due to implementing the proposed 
beddown or an alternative.  No new compliance permits are expected to be required as a result 
of this action.  As noted in Section 2.3.4, coordination with lake managers would be required for 
water training. 

Table 2.6-1.  Environmental-Related Permitting 

Permit Resource Proposed Action 

Air Quality Synthetic Minor Permit Air 
New construction may require 
modifications to existing air 
quality permit. 

Cannon AFB National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Storm Water 

There are no jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. located on 
Cannon AFB or Melrose AFR; 
therefore, there is no 
requirement to obtain a storm 
water construction NPDES 
permit for any construction 
activity. 

2.7 Environmental Comparison of Alternatives 

2.7.1 Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Table 2.7-1 presents the summary of environmental consequences for the West Flightline 
Alternative, the Air Force preferred East and West Airfield Alternative, and the No Action 
Alternative for Cannon AFB.  Table 2.7-2 presents the summary of environmental consequences 
for the Air Force preferred Two-Target Alternative, Three-Target Alternative, and the No 
Action Alternative for Melrose AFR.  Table 2.7-3 presents the summary of environmental 
consequences for the Proposed Training and No Action Alternative for the Cannon AFB-
managed airspace. 
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Table 2.7-1.  Cannon AFB Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 1 of 3) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

West Flightline 
Alternative 

East and West Airfield 
Preferred Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Airspace 
Management and 
Air Traffic 
Control, 
EIS Section 3.1 

Airspace management and 
control procedures would be 
adjusted to include AFSOC 
mission requirements.  
Airfield operations would be 
reduced by approximately 40 
percent annually. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Aircraft operations at 
the airfield would be 
limited transient 
aircraft and would be 
substantially below 
current (27 FW) 
conditions. 

Noise, 
EIS Section 3.2 

Noise levels around the 
airfield would be reduced in 
nearly all areas in the vicinity 
of Cannon AFB. 

Approximately the same as 
West Flightline Alternative 
with minor changes in engine 
runup locations. 

Noise levels would be 
substantially lower 
than current 
conditions. 

Safety, 
EIS Section 3.3 

Flight safety would be 
affected by the change in 
aircraft at Cannon AFB.  
Class A mishap rates for 
C-130 aircraft are low (1 per 
100,000 flight hours).  Class A 
mishap rates for newer 
aircraft (CV-22) are 
unknown.  The overall 
AFSOC aircraft Class A 
mishap rate is expected to be 
comparable to the F-16 rate of 
3.6 per 100,000 flight hours.  
Aircraft safety, bird aircraft 
strikes and ground safety 
conditions should be 
unchanged.  Explosive safety 
procedures will be developed 
to address changing 
munitions needs for Melrose 
AFR training. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Safety provisions 
would continue as 
under current 
conditions.  Flight 
safety issues would be 
limited to transients. 

Air Quality, 
EIS Section 3.4 

Emissions associated with 
construction would increase 
ambient air pollutants on a 
short-term basis.  Aircraft 
emissions are expected to 
decrease with array of 
AFSOC aircraft. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative 

Emissions would be 
reduced following the 
departure of the 27 
FW. 
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Table 2.7-1.  Cannon AFB Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 2 of 3) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

West Flightline 
Alternative 

East and West Airfield 
Preferred Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Physical 
Resources, 
EIS Section 3.5 

Disturbance of approximately 
342 acres should not affect 
base earth or water resources.  
Addition of approximately 20 
acres of impervious surface 
may increase stormwater 
runoff.  Hazardous materials 
and construction debris 
would be addressed in 
accordance with all 
applicable regulations.  A 
waiver would be submitted 
to the state to construct on or 
near 6 Environmental 
Restoration Program sites. 

Disturbance of approximately 
284 additional acres over 
West Flightline Alternative.  
Additional 150 acres of 
impervious surface.  
Otherwise, same as West 
Flightline Alternative. 

Physical resources 
would remain the 
same as current 
conditions. 

Biological 
Resources, 
EIS Section 3.6 

Construction would occur in 
disturbed areas.  Aircraft 
noise levels would change, 
but wildlife are habituated to 
the airfield environment. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Biological resources 
would remain the 
same although noise 
levels would be 
reduced. 

Cultural 
Resources, 
EIS Section 3.7 

The construction or 
renovation projects would 
not affect National Register of 
Historic Properties.  AFSOC 
will continue to manage 
cultural resources in 
accordance with the 2004 
Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (CRMP). 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Cultural resources 
would continue to be 
managed in 
accordance with the 
2004 CRMP. 

Land Use and 
Transportation, 
EIS Section 3.8 

Construction would be 
consistent with the updated 
base plan.  Some off-base 
land uses may be impacted 
by noise.  Traffic volume 
increases would be 
accommodated by existing 
roadways. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Land uses would be 
unchanged from 
current conditions.  
Noise levels and traffic 
volumes would be 
reduced. 
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Table 2.7-1.  Cannon AFB Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 3 of 3) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

West Flightline 
Alternative 

East and West Airfield 
Preferred Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Socioeconomics, 
EIS Section 3.9 

Dependent upon 
Congressional 
appropriations, direct and 
secondary employment is 
projected to drop for a year, 
peak at 13,533 in 2011, and 
stabilize at 8,724 in 2014.  
Approximately 5,000 housing 
units and education 
capabilities for 2,253 students 
would be needed for Curry 
and Roosevelt counties. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Substantial 
socioeconomic 
downturn upon the 
overall economy of 
Curry and Roosevelt 
counties. 

Environmental 
Justice, 
EIS Section 3.10 

No disproportionate affect to 
minority or low-income 
populations.  Regional 
economic stimulation may be 
beneficial.  Classroom 
crowding may occur. 

Same as West Flightline 
Alternative. 

Substantial economic 
effect may affect 
minority, low-income 
populations. 
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Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 1 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target 
Preferred Alternative Three-Target  Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Airspace 
Management, 
EIS Section 4.1 

Airspace management of 
Restricted Airspace would 
remain unchanged from 
current conditions except for 
modifying procedures to 
include AFSOC 
requirements.  Landing zones 
would be consistent with 
other Melrose AFR training 
activities.  A proposed COA 
allowing UAS operation 
between Cannon AFB with 
Melrose AFR in airspace 
other than restricted areas or 
military Class D airspace 
would not be expected to 
affect most general aviation, 
although some pilots may 
elect to avoid airspace 
potentially occupied by a 
UAS complying with “see 
and avoid” requirements of 
Federal Aircraft Regulation 
91-113. 

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative. 

Aircraft operations 
would be limited to 
transient aircraft and 
would be substantially 
below current (27 FW) 
conditions.  

Noise, 
EIS Section 4.2 

Under the Two-Target 
Alternative, noise would 
increase to a Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (Ldn) of 
55 to 58 decibels (dB) under 
the Restricted Airspace and 
the Taiban MOA.  This would 
be noticeable and potentially 
annoying. 
Domestic or wild animals in 
areas subject to aircraft 
operations or impulse noise 
would be expected to avoid 
the specific impact area and 
habituate to noise levels.  
Penned range cattle have 
been known to react to jet 
aircraft low-level overflight.   
Impulse noise contours of 62 
dB CDNL would be nearly  

Under the Three-Target 
Alternative, live munitions 
use would occur at three 
locations.  Aircraft noise 
would be approximately the 
same as the Two-Target 
Alternative.   Impulse noise 
would be felt over a greater 
area.  The 62 dB CDNL 
contour would be nearly 
completely contained within 
the range.  Effects would be 
as described for the Two-
Target Alternative. 

The noise 
environment for 
Melrose AFR would 
be reduced due to the 
removal of the 27 FW 
F-16 aircraft. 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
2-50 2.0 Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 2 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target  
Preferred Alternative Three-Target Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Noise, 
EIS Section 4.2 
(continued) 

completely contained within 
the range.  Impulse noise 
within 6 miles from the target 
could produce an off-range 
sound comparable to strong 
knocking on a door and a 
vibration comparable to 
thunder.  Such noises would 
not be expected to cause 
damage to a structure or its 
contents, but when heard and 
felt, especially during night 
hours, could cause 
annoyance to residents 
within approximately 6 miles 
of Melrose AFR.   Target 
construction noise is not 
expected to extend beyond 
the boundaries of the 60,010-
acre range under this 
alternative.  Small arms live-
fire could result in annoyance 
to residents on the periphery 
of the range. 

  

Safety, 
EIS Section 4.3 

Exclusive-Use areas would be 
expanded for safety from 
8,800 to 10,600 acres.  AFSOC 
has proposed adoption of 
continued and expanded fire 
management practices, 
including grading of 
firebreaks, clearing of 
vegetation around targets, 
and aggressive reduction of 
weedy plants, which would 
improve fire management on 
Melrose AFR.   
Designation of additional 
areas for more buffer area 
grazing management would 
be needed to contain weapon 
safety footprints.  AFSOC 
will prepare a supplement to 
AFI 13-212 to address the use 
of live munitions and 
residues. 

Exclusive-Use areas would be 
expanded for safety from 
8,800 to 12,700 acres.  
Otherwise, same as Two-
Target Alternative except 
more aggressive fire 
management as this will 
cover three targets instead of 
just two.  

Safety risks on 
Melrose AFR would 
be somewhat reduced 
due to the deactivation 
of the 27 FW.  
Continued use of 
Melrose AFR by 
transient aircraft, 
including the 
NMANG F-16s, would 
continue the 
requirement for 
existing safety 
measures on the 
range. 
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Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 3 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target  
Preferred Alternative Three-Target  Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Air Quality, 
EIS Section 4.4 

Air emissions under the 
aircraft and munitions use of 
the Two-Target Alternative 
would increase particulates, 
but not exceed any emission 
significance thresholds.  
Melrose AFR.  Chaff and flare 
residue would not be 
expected to change air 
quality conditions.   

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative. 

No Action Alternative 
would produce less 
than significant air 
quality impacts within 
and around the 
Melrose AFR and 
Taiban MOA project 
region. 

Physical 
Resources, 
EIS Section 4.5 

The Two-Target Alternative 
would quadruple the amount 
of chaff or flare materials 
currently used over Melrose  
AFR.  However, because 
chaff rapidly breaks down to 
the common elements of 
silica and aluminum no 
impacts to the soil are 
expected.  Any fire in the arid 
east New Mexico 
environment has the 
potential to detrimentally 
affect soils, vegetation, and 
other resources.  Improved 
fire management procedures 
would serve to protect 
Melrose AFR and off-range 
resources from fire caused by 
munitions or other sources.  
Surface disturbance from live 
munitions and fire 
management could increase 
wind erosion of soils.  The 
training would increase 
chemicals from munitions, 
lead, and other heavy metals 
and potentially affect soil and 
water chemistry on the range.  
HE munitions use on the 
range could add up to 250 
acres needing explosive 
ordnance disposal (EOD) 
clearance.  Up to an 
additional 3,200 acres would 
have increasing lead  

Similar to Two-Target 
Alternative.  Munitions, 
including high-explosive (HE) 
munitions, would be used on 
three targets under this 
alternative.  The area needing 
EOD clearance would increase 
by up to 750.  Potential for HE 
chemical residuals would 
increase with three live-fire 
targets as compared with two 
live-fire targets.  Small arms 
effects would be comparable to 
those for the Two-Target 
Alternative.  Chaff and flare 
materials would be as 
described for the Two-Target 
Alternative.  Wind erosion 
effects expected to be greater 
due to exposure of additional 
soils areas.  No significant 
impacts would be expected 
from chaff use.  Flares 
properly deployed would not 
be expected to increase fire 
risk. 
Enhanced fire management 
programs would apply to all 
three targets areas to reduce 
the potential for munitions-
caused impacts. 

Impacts would be the 
same as current 
conditions, with a 
reduction in overall 
chaff, flare, and 
munitions use 
associated with the 
deactivation of the 27 
FW. 
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Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 4 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target 
Preferred Alternative Three-Target  Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Physical 
Resources, 
EIS Section 4.5 
(continued) 

munitions from the small 
arms range.  Hazardous 
materials and chemical 
residues result from HE 
munitions would be managed 
through the Cannon AFB 
hazardous materials 
management program.  
AFSOC will prepare a 
supplement to AFI 13-212 to 
address the use of live 
munitions and residues. 

  

Biological 
Resources, 
EIS Section 4.6 

Construction of targets and 
use of AFSOC aircraft would 
result in some habitat loss 
and potentially impact 
wildlife in the area.  
Disturbance-related 
behavioral and ecological 
changes in wildlife would 
include changes in home 
range and abandonment of 
habitats.  These changes will 
vary with wildlife species 
group and wildlife species.  
Long-term effects of aircraft 
training activities under the 
Two-Target Alternative 
would include localized 
species loss, species 
displacement, and a 
modification of ecological 
community structure at 
Melrose AFR.  No federal or 
state-listed endangered, or 
threatened species have been 
observed at Melrose AFR.  
Recent monitoring at Melrose 
AFR revealed the presence of 
lesser prairie-chickens 
(federal candidate, New 
Mexico state sensitive).  
Surveys are being conducted  

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative except wildlife 
habitat loss would be greater. 

Biological resources on 
Melrose AFR would be 
expected to experience 
less human and 
training activity than 
present.   
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Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 5 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target  
Preferred Alternative Three-Target  Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Biological 
Resources, 
EIS Section 4.6 
(continued) 

and a candidate species plan 
will be prepared.  No critical 
habitat is present on the 
range.  The increased chaff 
and flare use over Melrose 
AFR would not be expected 
to impact biological systems.   

  

Cultural 
Resources, 
EIS Section 4.7 

No National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)-
eligible buildings are located 
on Melrose AFR.  Prior to 
construction of the targets, an 
archaeological review would 
be conducted to identify any 
archaeological sites within 
areas selected for target 
construction. 

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative.  

Cannon AFB would 
continue to manage all 
cultural resources 
within the range in 
accordance with the 
2004 CRMP. 

Land Use and 
Ranching, 
EIS Section 4.8 

Modification to the existing 
Melrose AFR land use 
designations would occur.  
The Exclusive-Use area 
would increase in size from 
8,800 to 10,600 acres and the 
Restricted Leased Land 
would be reduced from 
18,710 to 18,600 acres.  The 
Unrestricted Leased Lands 
would decrease from 32,500 
to 30,810 acres.  The reduced 
acreage would not be 
regionally significant, but 
could significantly impact 
grazing or agricultural 
operations of specific lessees.  
New impulse noise and 
vibration effects would not be 
expected to change general 
land use patterns, land 
ownership, or land 
management, although 
individuals living within 

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative except the target 
area would be greater.  The 
exclusive-use impact area 
would increase in size to 
12,700 acres and the 
Restricted Leased Land 
would be reduced to 23,300 
acres.  The Unrestricted  
Leased Lands would 
decrease to 24,010 acres.  
Greater impact upon affected 
lessees. 

Melrose AFR would 
continue to operate as a 
training range for 
military aircraft.  Land 
ownership and the 
general land use 
patterns would remain 
the same.   
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Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 6 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target  
Preferred Alternative Three-Target  Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Land Use and 
Ranching, 
EIS Section 4.8 
(continued) 

audible range of this noise 
could be annoyed.  Chaff 
would not be expected to 
cause a significant impact on 
land resources or land uses.   
Improved fire management 
would reduce the risk to 
property owners from fires 
on Melrose AFR.   

  

Socioeconomics, 
EIS Section 4.9 

Live-fire training would affect 
the ability to access portions of 
the range.  The Exclusive-Use 
area would increase and 
currently Restricted Leased 
Grazing Lands and 
Unrestricted Leased Grazing 
Lands would change.  The 
approximately 2.8 sections of 
new Exclusive-Use land 
removed from Restricted or 
Unrestricted grazing leases 
could reduce stock grazing by 
an estimated 45  animal units 
(AUs).  Such a reduction 
would not significantly affect 
regional cattle operations, 
although it could detrimentally 
affect ranching operations of 
the affected lessees.  The 
preferred alternative is not 
expected to significantly 
impact existing irrigated 
agricultural on two leases. 
Residents within a few miles of 
Melrose AFR would be subject 
to increased impulse noise 
from munitions use and 
increased night overflight by 
training AFSOC aircraft.  
These training activities could 
be considered significant 
impacts by residents within 
approximately 6 miles of the 
Melrose AFR boundary.    

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative except that the 
rangeland available for 
grazing would be reduced 
more than under the Two-
Target Alternative. 
Approximately 6.1 sections of 
the rangeland removed from 
Restricted or Unrestricted 
grazing leases could reduce 
stock grazing by an estimated 
98 AUs.  Such a reduction 
would not significantly affect 
regional cattle operations, 
although it could detrimentally 
affect ranching operations of 
the affected lessees. 

Melrose AFR grazing 
lease programs would 
remain as they currently 
exist.  Noise levels and 
range activities would be 
reduced as the 27 FW 
was deactivated. 
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Table 2.7-2.  Melrose AFR Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 7 of 7) 

Resource, 
EIS Section 

Two-Target  
Preferred Alternative Three-Target  Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

Environmental 
Justice, 
EIS Section 4.10 

No permanent residents are on 
the Melrose AFR.  Residents 
under the restricted airspace 
associated with Melrose AFR 
or in areas immediately 
adjacent to the range are 
representative of the minority, 
low-income, and youth in 
adjacent counties.  No 
disproportionate impacts are 
expected to minority or low-
income populations or to 
children.   

Same as Two-Target 
Alternative. 

No impacts on minority 
or disadvantaged 
individuals.  Some 
residents within 
approximately 6 miles of 
Melrose AFR boundaries 
would receive less 
impulse or aircraft noise 
with no action than with 
either action alternatives.  
These individuals are not 
disproportionately 
minority or low-income. 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
2-56 2.0 Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Table 2.7-3.  Training Airspace Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 1 of 4) 

Resource, 
EIS Section Proposed Training  

No Action 
Alternative 

Airspace 
Management, 
EIS Section 5.1 

Increased annual sortie operations would 
occur in the MOAs and MTRs.  At night, MTR 
training altitudes would be below those used 
by general aviation.  During daylight, low-
altitude general aviation aircraft could be 
encountered at training altitudes.  C-130 and 
CV-22 aircraft are piloted and would employ 
see-and-avoid procedures during four- to 
five-hour daylight and night operations.  LZ, 
DZ, and water training could involve landing 
at locations not currently used by aircraft; 
coordination with FAA and land or lake 
managing agencies would be initiated to 
identify specific locations. 
AR would be performed under ATC and 
would not be expected to affect civil aviation. 

Airspace use would be less than 
current use, but would still include 
NMANG 150th Fighter Wing (150 FW) 
aircraft and transient users. 

Noise, 
EIS Section 5.2 

Annual average noise levels would generally 
be at or below Day-Night Average Sound 
Level (Ldn) 55 dB in Pecos, Taiban, Mt. Dora, 
and Bronco MOAs.  Certain MTR segments 
would experience noise levels of 
approximately Ldn 49 dB.  Some of the MTRs 
could experience an average of four 
overflights during environmental night, 
resulting in some segments experiencing 
substantial changes from ambient conditions.  
LZ, DZ, and water training locations would 
be subjected to increased noise from C-130, 
CV-22, or other aircraft.  Night activity in the 
Taiban MOA, on MTRs, and at lakes used for 
training could produce sufficient noise to be 
perceived as an intrusion and annoyance to 
residents and recreationists.   

Noise levels would be lower than 
existing conditions since the number 
of military training sorties would be 
reduced with the disestablishment of 
the 27 FW. 

Safety, 
EIS Section 5.3 

Aircraft safety is not expected to be 
measurably different from baseline 
conditions; AFSOC aircraft (C-130 and CV-22) 
possess improved situational awareness.    
Bird-aircraft strike of small night-migrating 
songbirds could increase with the MTR low-
level flights.  All national forests, national 
monuments, and state parks would be 
avoided by 2,000 feet.  No safety 
consequences are anticipated from continued 
and reduced chaff and flare use.  LZ, DZ, and 
water training would include safety 
procedures. 

Safety procedures would continue 
within the military training airspace. 
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Table 2.7-3.  Training Airspace Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 2 of 4) 

Resource, 
EIS Section Proposed Training  

No Action 
Alternative 

Air Quality, 
EIS Section 5.4 

Air pollutant emissions associated with the 
AFSOC training would not have an effect 
upon ambient air conditions within the 
MOAs or MTRs.   

Emissions associated with military 
training aircraft would be reduced 
with the disestablishment of the 27 
FW. 

Physical 
Resources, 
EIS Section 5.5 

Overflight activities would not cause 
disturbances to the ground.  DZ and LZ 
construction would occur on permitted or 
leased land using Best Management Practices 
(BMPs).  Water training would occur within 
the four existing lakes and would require 
coordination and scheduling with lake 
management agencies. The amount of fuel 
and other products near reservoirs would 
increase; procedures would be employed to 
ensure that no fuel spills or debris was 
deposited in the water bodies.  Chaff and flare 
use would decrease in the airspace except 
under the restricted airspace.   

No changes to physical resources 
would occur. 

Biological 
Resources, 
EIS Section 5.6 

AFSOC aircraft produce less noise and fly at 
slower speeds with a slower onset of the noise 
than jet aircraft currently operating in the 
airspace or on the MTRs.  Wildlife respond 
more to noise from helicopters than fixed-
wing aircraft.  CV-22 training in support of 
LZ, DZ, or water activities would be 
conducted in the helicopter mode.  Increased 
night use could disturb nocturnal species.  
Water training would occur within developed 
areas.  No significant impacts from chaff or 
flares on biological resources are anticipated.   

No changes to biological resources 
would occur.  Noise levels would be 
reduced with the disestablishment of 
the 27 FW. 

Cultural 
Resources, 
EIS Section 5.7 

Airspace use, including the proposed UAS 
corridor, would not affect cultural resources.  
LZ, DZ, or water locations for training would 
be surveyed for cultural resources prior to 
agreements for their use.  State parks 
associated with lakes identified for water 
training possess cultural and paleontological 
resources.  Avoidance includes using existing 
boat ramps and disturbed shoreline areas for 
training activity.  Training activities on MTRs 
would not be expected to impact historical or 
cultural resources.   

No changes to cultural resources 
would occur. 
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Table 2.7-3.  Training Airspace Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 3 of 4) 

Resource, 
EIS Section Proposed Training  

No Action 
Alternative 

Land Use and 
Recreation, 
EIS Section 5.8 

Land use, land ownership and land 
management plans are not expected to be 
affected by changes in noise levels associated 
with AFSOC aircraft.  No new restrictions on 
any property outside of the Melrose AFR are 
anticipated.  Recreational hunting currently 
occurs in areas under MOAs with low-level 
overflight to 500 feet.  Additional noise in 
MTRs and MOAs could result in increased 
annoyance, although the noise is not at the 
level that would damage human health.  
Training LZ and DZ sites would be selected 
to avoid noise effects on nearby land uses.  
Water training sites would occur in existing 
lakes as coordinated with managing agencies.  
Continued CV-22 training could annoy lake 
recreationalists or residents.  Coordination 
with State Park superintendents will be 
initiated and changes to management plans 
may be required to permit low-flying aircraft.  
Chaff and flare use is not expected to result in 
modifications to land use.  Cannon AFB 
would continue to work with federal, state, 
and local agencies to identify the impacts 
caused by the development of tall structures 
to Cannon AFB operations and training.  
AFSOC training activities within the airspace 
could result in annoyance to individuals who 
experience noise, vibration, low-level night 
overflights, or find pieces of chaff or flare 
residual materials.  None of these events 
would be expected to significantly affect 
overall land use or land ownership within the 
area. 

No changes to land use and 
recreation resources would occur. 
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Table 2.7-3.  Training Airspace Summary of Consequences by Resource 
(Page 4 of 4) 

Resource, 
EIS Section Proposed Training  

No Action 
Alternative 

Socioeconomics, 
EIS Section 5.9 

Activities associated with AFSOC training are 
not expected to have any significant adverse 
impacts on the human, social, or economic 
resources of the region.  Recreational land 
use, ranching operations, wind energy 
operations, oil and gas exploration and 
production, and other economic pursuits are 
not expected to experience any limitations or 
negative effects as a result of beddown of 
AFSOC assets.  Cannon AFB would continue 
to work with federal, state, and local agencies 
to identify the impacts caused by the 
development of tall structures to Cannon AFB 
operations and training.  Increased noise 
associated with low-altitude training, 
particularly night training, could be viewed 
as an annoyance or an impact by residents 
under the MTRs, under the Taiban, Pecos, 
and Mt. Dora MOAs, and near water training 
areas. 

Regional economic activity would 
experience a downturn associated 
with Cannon AFB assuming enclave 
status. 

Environmental 
Justice, 
EIS Section 5.10 

Populations under the MOAs and MTRs are 
not disproportionately minority or low-
income and no disproportionate impacts are 
expected.  Low-altitude night training would 
be widely dispersed and would not 
specifically impact children.   

Any downturn in regional economic 
activity could affect workers, 
including minorities and low-income 
populations. 
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2.7.2 Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

CEQ requires the identification of the environmentally preferred alternative.  For most 
environmental resources at Cannon AFB, Melrose AFR, and training airspace, the No Action 
Alternative would be the environmentally preferred alternative.  For socioeconomics and 
environmental justice at Cannon AFB, the No Action Alternative is not the environmentally 
preferred alternative.  For these environmental resources, the East and West Airfield Alternative 
would be the environmentally preferred alternative. 

2.8 Mitigation and Management Measures 
Mitigation and management measures for the proposed beddown of AFSOC assets have been 
identified and will be carried forward in implementing the selected action.  Management 
measures are defined as those measures incorporated in the design of the preferred alternative 
to avoid, minimize, or reduce the impacts to most of the resource areas.  These management 
measures are primarily discussed in Chapter 2.0.  Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 include 
management and mitigation measures required by regulation or agency guidance (even though 
impacts may not be significant) for each relevant resource.  Management measures can refer to 
the planning and implementation of efforts to restore degraded ecosystems, where applicable.  
Mitigations can include permit requirements, Best Management Practices (BMPs), New Mexico 
State regulatory requirements for fugitive dust and noise, burn permits, and Memoranda of 
Understanding between agencies.   

For those resource areas where potential impacts are not mitigated by avoidance (i.e., project 
design), mitigation and management measures are proposed and discussed in this section.   An 
example of this type of mitigation is taking action in accordance with the Cannon AFB CRMP in 
the case of inadvertent discovery of cultural artifacts uncovered during construction. 

Each of the following resource subsections includes a description of possible measures to avoid, 
minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for the identified impact. 

2.8.1 Defining a Mitigation Measure 

The mitigation measures discussed in an EIS cover a range of issues generally addressing 
mitigation measures applied in the design of reasonable alternatives (i.e., mitigation by 
avoidance) or address mitigations not included in the design, but applied after impact analysis 
(i.e., reduction, et al.).  Mitigation measures are considered even for impacts which, by 
themselves, would not be considered “significant.”  The AFSOC asset beddown proposal is 
considered as a whole to address specific effects on the environment (whether or not 
“significant”), and mitigation measures are developed where it is feasible to do so.  Mitigations 
already in place for the training airspace are described in Section 2.8.3.  Once environmental 
consequences are described and mitigation measures are presented, those effects that would 
still occur are identified in Section 2.8.4. 

CEQ regulations (at § 1508.20) define mitigation in the following five ways: 

1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action, and its 
implementation. 

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 
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4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

During the initial development of this project, mitigation and management measures were 
included in the design parameters.  This meant that avoiding, minimizing, or reducing potential 
impacts was a priority guiding the development of the alternatives.  These mitigation and 
management measures, which are incorporated into the overall design of the alternatives, 
include BMPs. 

The Air Force will develop plans to address specific mitigations.  These plans, for example, will 
include a Temporary Erosion Sediment Control Plan, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.  These plans are in 
addition to, and complement, any permits that may be issued to the Air Force for the project. 

2.8.2 Resource-Specific Measures Adopted to Reduce the 
Potential for Environmental Impacts 

Section 2.8.1 describes the CEQ definition of mitigation measures (§ 1508.20).  This section 
describes measures adopted to reduce the potential for environmental impacts.  Each measure is 
listed by environmental resource identified during development of this EIS or during public 
and agency participation in the environmental process.  Example sections where the resource is 
addressed are noted for each measure.  In addition, the type of mitigation action is identified 
from the CEQ list (§ 1508.20) presented in Section 2.8.1.  The mitigation measures from Section 
2.8.1 are abbreviated as follows:  Avoiding = A; Minimizing = M; Rectifying = Rc; Reducing = 
Re; Compensating = C. 

2.8.2.1 Airspace Management and Air Traffic Control 

• Employ FAA COA measures for UAS operations outside restricted or Class D airspace 
to minimize conflicts with general aviation: A (Section 2.3.3).  

• Perform after-dark (before 10:00 p.m.) MTR training at altitudes not frequented by 
general or commercial aviation: A (Section 2.3.1).   

2.8.2.2 Noise 

• Schedule after-dark training to occur as much as possible (approximately 40 percent) 
before 10:00 p.m. to reduce activity during environmental night: M (Section 4.1.3).   

• Place new live targets as close as possible toward the center of the range to reduce 
impulse noise effects on surrounding ranches: M, Re (Section 4.2.3).   

• Apply LZ/DZ siting criteria to avoid residences and reduce noise effects: A, Re (Section 
2.3.4).   

• Identify noise sensitive avoidance areas under the airspace: M (Sections 2.3.1 and 5.2.3).  

2.8.2.3 Safety 

• Identify a Cannon AFB contact telephone number for ranchers to call to help training 
aircraft avoid cattle roundups: A (Section 5.9.3.1).  
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• Expand fire response capabilities at Melrose AFR and exercise an aggressive vegetation 
control program to reduce fire risk: Re (Sections 4.2 and 4.3.2.1).  

• Expanded small arms range to overlap with historic small arms ranges to keep 
munitions within existing impact areas to the extent possible: M (Section 2.2.6.2).  

• Prepare a new AFSOC responsibilities and procedures supplement to AFI 13-212 for the 
maintenance operation and use of Melrose AFR: M (Section 2.2).  

2.8.2.4 Air Quality 

• Stabilize soils during construction and replace ground cover in disturbed areas to reduce 
particulates: Rc (Section 3.4.3). 

• Apply dust suppression and soils stabilization measures to areas disturbed by 
construction-related activities on Melrose AFR: M (Section 4.5.3.1). 

• Conduct sortie–operations over the Pecos Wilderness Area Class I area at altitudes 
above 2,000 feet AGL in order to reduce the effect of potential aircraft emissions on 
ground-level pollutant concentrations within this area: M (Section 5.4.3.1). 

2.8.2.5 Physical Resources 

• Revegetate construction-disturbed areas to the extent practicable to prevent soils 
migration: Rc (Sections 3.4.3 and 4.5.3.1). 

• Perform regular EOD cleanup on Melrose AFR to reduce concentrations of lead or other 
munitions residual materials in accordance with the new AFI 13-212 Supplement: Rc 
(Section 2.2). 

• Use existing lake access locations, to the extent possible, and retrieve all elements used 
during water training to reduce potential for impacts to soil, lakeshores, or reservoirs: M 
(Section 2.3.4). 

2.8.2.6 Biological Resources 

• Conduct after dark training as much as practicable prior to early morning hours to 
reduce disturbance on species such as lesser prairie-chickens: M (Section 5.6.3.1). 

• Confer and cooperate with USFWS to develop appropriate and reasonable conservation 
measures to minimize, mitigate, and identify significant adverse effects on a population 
of migratory bird species of concern: M (Section 3.6). 

• Perform water training during daylight or early evening hours to the extent possible to 
be similar to ongoing lake recreational activities to which species have adapted: M 
(Section 5.6.3.1). 

• Avoid, to the extent possible, low-level overflights of concentrations of cattle during 
identified seasonal ranching operations when Cannon AFB is notified of the 
concentrations: A (Section 5.9.3.1). 

• Use existing access locations for water safety craft training to be consistent with other 
human activities: M (Section 2.3.4). 
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• Perform LZ/DZ biological surveys consistent with site selection criteria: Re (Section 
2.3.4). 

2.8.2.7 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Perform LZ/DZ cultural surveys consistent with site selection criteria: Re (Section 2.3.4). 

• Use existing access locations for water training to avoid lakeshore paleontological or 
cultural resources: M (Section 2.3.4). 

• Continue to make available information regarding AFSOC training activities to agencies 
and Native American tribes: M (Section 2.8.3). 

• Require personnel to notify the Air Force archaeologist in the event of inadvertent 
discoveries of cultural artifacts during construction.  Cannon AFB will take action in 
accordance with the Cannon AFB CRMP: A, Rc (Sections 3.7.3 and 4.7.3). 

2.8.2.8 Land Use and Transportation 

• Provide information on potential AFSOC personnel and growth to support regional 
planning and transportation: Re (Section 3.9.3). 

• Schedule training on lakes to reduce, to the extent possible, potential impacts on 
recreational and residential locations bordering the lakes, especially during holidays or 
other high use periods: M (Section 5.2.3.1).   

• Apply LZ/DZ criteria to be consistent with rural land uses to the extent possible: A 
(Section 2.3.4).   

• Construct Cannon AFB facilities consistent with long-term base planning goals: Re 
(Section 2.1.3). 

• Locate Melrose AFR new live-fire targets to minimize, to the extent possible, changes to 
land use in the area: Re (Section 2.2). 

• Coordinate scheduling of AFSOC water training exercises with agencies to reduce 
surprise effects on property owners and recreationalists: M (Section 2.3.4). 

2.8.2.9 Socioeconomics 

• Provide projected population and education information for regional management 
decisions to meet anticipated demands: Re (Section 3.9.3).  

• Identify Melrose AFR potentially-affected lands for ranching decisions regarding 
grazing lands: Re (Sections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5). 

2.8.2.10 Environmental Justice 

• Scheduling after-dark MTR and MOA training missions to the extent possible 
(approximately 40 percent) before 10:00 p.m. to reduce environmental night noise to 
residents and children under the training airspace: M (Section 4.1.3). 

2.8.3 Ongoing Mitigation Actions 

Cannon AFB has committed to a variety of management actions associated with the use of 
defensive countermeasures where approved within Cannon AFB-managed training airspace.  
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These actions were formalized in a mitigation plan prepared subsequent to the New Mexico 
Training Range Initiative (NMTRI) ROD (13 February 2007). 

All pilots receive a Local Area Orientation brief prior to conducting operations in Cannon AFB-
managed training airspace.  The briefing includes information on the local airspace, including 
operating altitudes, aircraft restrictions, and type of chaff and flare authorized for use.  The 
Cannon Operations Support Squadron webpage publishes the current National Fire Danger 
Rating System indication, specifying which expendables may currently be used in Cannon AFB-
managed training airspace.  Aircrews not assigned to Cannon AFB are provided the web link to 
the Local Area Orientation airspace brief containing all applicable restrictions and information 
for their flights.  The specific actions may be summarized as follows: 

Minimum Altitude 

The minimum altitude for defensive countermeasure flare release in NMTRI SUA continues to 
be above 2,000 feet AGL (flares burn out after falling approximately 400 feet).   

High Fire Conditions  

When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire conditions or above, the 
minimum altitude for flare release in SUA shall be raised to above 5,000 feet AGL.  As part of 
the above referenced flight briefing, all aircrews will check the National Fire Danger Rating 
System status for Pecos MOA and comply with the appropriate altitudes for flare expenditures.   

Mutual Aid Agreements  

Cannon AFB has established Mutual Aid Agreements with civilian communities or other 
government agencies to supplement internal levels of fire protection staffing and equipage.  
Cooperation with local agencies for mutual aid response to fires will continue.  Cannon AFB 
currently has Mutual Aid Agreements with seven surrounding communities, including 
Broadview, Clovis, Floyd, House, Melrose, Portales, and Texico.  The Cannon Civil Engineer 
Squadron, Fire and Emergency Services Flight, maintains these agreements.  Additional mutual 
aid response and coordination will be in accordance with formal Military Support to Civil 
Authorities guidance. 

Education Program  

An education program for fire departments in the communities surrounding Cannon AFB, 
including those beneath airspace assessed for flare use, will continue to include information on 
flares.  The Cannon Civil Engineer Squadron Fire and Emergency Services Flight provides 
educational training with the fire departments serving the communities.  This training includes 
precautions for emergency response to chaff/flares, to include identification, proper disposal 
and recovery of residual materials and dud flares.   

Recording Defensive Countermeasure Use 

Records of defensive countermeasure (chaff and flares) use will reflect, to the maximum extent 
practicable, all defensive countermeasures expended in airspace assessed for use of defensive 
countermeasures.  Cannon Operations Group will be responsible for recording defensive 
countermeasure expenditures and will maintain annual records.  Records include the type of 
countermeasures used, the period of use, and the airspace in which the countermeasures were 
used, for both Cannon AFB and transient aircraft.   
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Response and Recovery Procedures 

Response and recovery procedures for defensive countermeasure residual materials and dud 
flares discovered off-range are employed, including: 

• Use of Cannon AFB personnel to identify, render safe if necessary, and remove if 
feasible, any chaff or flare residual materials and dud flares discovered off-range.  In 
particular, Cannon personnel will render safe any chaff or flare residual materials and 
dud flares discovered off-range, which pose an imminent and substantial threat. 

• Disseminate of information annually to the public through Cannon AFB Public Affairs 
concerning precautions with dud flare and residual materials. 

• Establish Cannon AFB Public Affairs as the initial point of contact for members of the 
public who discover a dud flare or residual material resulting from the use of chaff and 
flares.  Cannon Public Affairs will immediately notify Cannon Judge Advocate and Civil 
Engineer Squadron response personnel who will coordinate a response and work to 
resolve issues as required. 

• Ensure that claims of potential loss or damage due to training operations will be referred 
to the Cannon AFB Judge Advocate for appropriate processing. 

2.8.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Some of the AFSOC training activities are projected to result in disturbance and/or noise within 
areas not previously or recently subject to these effects.  In other cases, AFSOC training would 
continue to result in activities that have been identified as an annoyance during scoping 
meetings.  To the extent possible, mitigation measures, such as those identified in Sections 2.8.2 
and 2.8.3, would be applied to reduce potential effects to acceptable levels.  However, some 
impacts that cannot be mitigated would occur.  These impacts, while not likely to be significant 
to environmental resources, could be considered significant or annoying to individuals 
potentially affected. 

Potential impacts that could occur and cannot be mitigated include the following: 

• Noise from low-level training overflights would be heard on MTRs (Section 5.2.3). 

• Available lakes would receive some impacts from water training to biological species, 
recreationalists, and residents (Sections 5.6.3.1 and 5.8.3.1). 

• Training missions would increase noise during environmental night (between 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m.) (Sections 4.2.3 and 5.2.3). 

• Chaff and flare debris, although reduced from existing levels, would continue to be 
deposited under training airspace where chaff and flare use has been assessed (Section 
5.6.3.1). 

• Munitions chemicals and materials would be deposited at target areas and such 
chemicals could eventually affect soils or water resources on the range (Section 4.5.3). 

• Noise from munitions would be audible off range (Section 4.2.3). 

• New live-fire target restrictions on Melrose AFR for required AFSOC training and the 
safety would change land use and ranching operations on Melrose AFR (Section 4.8.3). 
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• Individual species would be affected by changes in Melrose AFR and/or water training 
activities (Sections 4.6.3.1, 4.6.3.2, and 5.6.3.1). 

• Increased numbers of temporary workers have the potential to increase the need for 
local safety and protection services (Section 3.9.3.1). 

• Expanded student population would increase the requirement for school services 
(Section 3.9.3.1). 

• Increased demand for construction resources could result in a short-term increase in 
construction costs (Section 3.9.3.1). 
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3.0 CANNON AIR FORCE BASE AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the affected environment and potential environmental consequences at 
Cannon Air Force Base (AFB).  Chapter 4.0 addresses Melrose Air Force Range (AFR) and 
Chapter 5.0 addresses areas under the training airspace.  In compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and 32 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989, et seq., the description of the affected environment 
focuses on those resources and conditions potentially subject to impacts.  The affected 
environment is described for ten resource topics:  Airspace Management and Air Traffic 
Control, Noise, Safety, Air Quality, Physical Resources (including Hazardous Materials and 
Waste), Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use and Transportation, 
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.  Many of these resources are extensively 
interrelated.  In recognition of those interrelationships, each resource topic relies upon the 
findings of relevant other analyses.  For example, noise analyses are reflected in the analysis of 
land use, socioeconomics, and biological resources  

The sections for each resource topic begin with an introduction that defines the resources 
addressed in the section, defines key terms as necessary and describes the region of influence 
(ROI) within which the effects from the Alternative Actions are anticipated to occur.  The ROI 
varies from resource to resource, but in general, effects from Cannon AFB Alternative Actions 
are expected to be concentrated on base and in Roosevelt and Curry counties (see Figure 1.1-1).  
There are three primary reasons why the ROI can differ among resources: 

• The resource itself has a geographic definition.  For example, the ROI for earth resources 
can be defined as limited to the location where ground disturbance from construction 
would occur (i.e., Cannon AFB), whereas the ROI for air quality is defined by a much 
larger area (i.e., air quality control region) due to the nature of air pollutants to migrate 
throughout a broad region. 

• The nature of potential impacts from the alternative actions can vary from resource to 
resource.  For example, impacts to water resources may be defined by drainage patterns 
from the location of proposed development to surrounding surface water, while impacts 
from aircraft noise may be defined by proposed flight paths. 

• In some cases, data about the resource are only available for certain defined areas (e.g., 
at the Census block or block group level); as a result, the analysis can only be performed 
at that level. 

Following the introduction for each resource topic, information is presented about existing 
environmental conditions in the ROI.  This information provides a frame of reference about 
conditions that prevail currently or existed in the recent past.  Applicable laws and regulations 
for each resource are presented in Appendix D.   

For each resource the Action Alternatives and No Action Alternative, as described in Section 
2.1, are assessed for their potential to impact the natural and human environment.  In some 
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instances a brief methodology is provided to explain how the analysis of impacts was 
conducted, and to describe what would constitute a significant impact.   

The impacts described in this section represent a best estimation of the consequences of the 
beddown of Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) assets at Cannon AFB.  The 
impact analysis for each alternative includes direct and indirect, as well as short-term and long-
term impacts.  The impacts of each alternative are compared against the baseline conditions.  
Cumulative impacts and other environmental considerations are described in Section 6.0. 

3.1 Airspace Management and Air Traffic Control 

3.1.1 Definition of the Resource 

Airspace management is defined as the direction, control, and handling of flight operations in 
the “navigable airspace” that overlies the geopolitical borders of the United States (U.S.) and its 
territories.  “Navigable airspace” is airspace above the minimum altitudes of flight prescribed 
by regulations under United States Code (USC) Title 49, Subtitle VII, Part A, and includes 
airspace needed to ensure safety in the takeoff and landing of aircraft (49 USC § 40102).  
Congress has charged the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) with responsibility for 
developing plans and policy for the use of the navigable airspace and assigning by regulation or 
order the use of the airspace necessary to ensure the safety of aircraft and its efficient use (49 
USC § 40103(b); FAA Order 7400.2 2004).   

There are two categories of airspace or airspace areas:  regulatory and non-regulatory.  Within 
these two categories, there are four types of airspace:  Controlled, Special Use, Other, and 
Uncontrolled airspace.  Controlled airspace is airspace of defined dimensions within which air 
traffic control service is provided to Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) flights and to Visual Flight 
Rule (VFR) flights in accordance with the airspace classification (Pilot/Controller Glossary 
[P/CG] 2004).  Controlled airspace is categorized into five separate classes:  Classes A through 
E.  These classes identify airspace that is controlled, airspace supporting airport operations, and 
designated airways affording en route transit from place-to-place.  The classes also dictate pilot 
qualification requirements, rules of flight that must be followed, and the type of equipment 
necessary to operate within that airspace.  Uncontrolled airspace is designated Class G airspace 
and has no specific prohibitions associated with its use.  Other airspace consists of advisory 
areas, areas that have specific flight limitations or designated prohibitions such as Military 
Training Routes (MTRs) and parachute jump areas.   

Special Use Airspace (SUA) identified for military and other governmental activities is charted 
and published by the National Aeronautical Charting Office in accordance with FAA Order 
7400.2 and other applicable regulations and orders.  Management of this resource considers 
how airspace is designated, used, and administered to best accommodate the individual and 
common needs of military, commercial, and general aviation.  The FAA considers multiple and 
sometimes competing demands for aviation airspace in relation to airport operations, Federal 
Airways, Jet Routes, military flight training activities, and other special needs to determine how 
the National Airspace System can best be structured to address all user requirements.  Specific 
rules and regulations concerning airspace designation and management are listed in FAA Order 
7400.2.   

SUA is airspace of defined dimensions wherein activities must be confined because of their 
nature, or wherein limitations may be imposed upon aircraft operations that are not a part of 
those activities.  The types of SUA areas are Prohibited Areas, Restricted Areas, Military 
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Operations Areas (MOAs), Warning Areas, Alert Areas, Controlled Firing Areas, and National 
Security Areas.  MOAs and Restricted Areas are proposed to be used for AFSOC training 
missions. 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) manages airspace in accordance with processes and 
procedures detailed in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 13-201, Air Force Airspace Management.  AFI 
13-201 implements Air Force Planning Document 13-2, Air Traffic Control, Airspace, Airfield, and 
Range Management, and Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 5030.19, DoD Responsibilities on 
Federal Aviation and National Airspace System Matters.  It addresses the development and 
processing of SUA, and covers aeronautical matters governing the efficient planning, 
acquisition, use, and management of airspace required to support Air Force flight operations. 

The airspace directly associated with the proposed AFSOC beddown includes Restricted Areas 
R-5104 A/B and R-5105 (addressed in Chapter 4.0), and the Pecos, Taiban, Mt. Dora, and Bronco 
MOAs, and the following MTRs:  IR-107, IR-109, IR-111, IR-113, VR-108, VR-114, VR-100/125 
and Aerial Refueling (AR) Route AR-602 (addressed in Chapter 5.0).  The volume of airspace 
encompassed by the combination of these airspace elements constitutes the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) ROI for airspace management.     

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 
Airspace areas associated with the Cannon AFB airfield 
consist of those designated to serve civil and military aircraft 
operating to and from the base or transiting the local area.  
Two types of controlled airspace are designated around 
Cannon AFB to support airfield operations.  Class D 
controlled airspace immediately surrounds the base, forming 
a uniform circle with a radius of approximately 6 nautical 
miles (nm) and extending from the surface up to 6,800 feet 
above mean sea level (MSL).  Class D airspace is comprised 
of an Airport Traffic Area and Control Zone.  Class E 
controlled airspace represents the larger area in which Air 
Traffic Control (ATC) radar services are provided to base air 
traffic as well as to other pilots (military and civilian) 
transiting the area.  Air Force ATC personnel provide radar 
approach control services to commercial aircraft using Clovis 
Municipal Airport.  For most of its extent, this Class E 
airspace encompasses a radius of 20 nm surrounding Cannon 
AFB.  To the northeast, an additional corridor of Class E 
airspace extends from this circle for approximately 20 nm.  
Southeast of Cannon AFB, the Class E airspace bulges 
slightly to accommodate activities at the public airport in 
Portales.  The Class E airspace around Cannon AFB also 
overlaps partially with the eastern edge of restricted areas R-5104A and R-5105 when these 
areas are inactive.  When the restricted areas are active, the border of the Class E airspace is 
coincident with the eastern edge of the restricted areas to support air-to-ground training at 
Melrose AFR. 

 
Air Force personnel in the new 
Cannon AFB tower pictured here 
are responsible for aircraft 
traffic in the immediate vicinity of 
the base. 
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The proposed Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) would specify a corridor to be 
established to connect the Cannon Class D airspace with R-5104 by traversing the Class E 
airspace between Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR.  This COA is discussed in Section 4.1. 

The base has two intersecting runways that cross near its southwest corner:  Runway 04/22, 
oriented northeast and southwest, is 10,000 feet long; and the northwest and southeast runway, 
31/13, is 8,200 feet in length.  The majority of takeoffs and landings use Runway 04/22.  Cannon 
AFB supports both visual and instrument flight operations. 

There are three public and two private airports located within the vicinity of Cannon AFB.  
Public airports are located at Portales, approximately 14 nm to the southwest, and at Clovis and 
Benger, approximately 12 and 35 nm, respectively, east of the base.  Private airfields consist of 
Lockmiller, 12 nm northwest of Cannon AFB, and Farwell, 15 nm to the east. 

Three federal airways (V routes) cross the Class E airspace and two are adjacent to the Class E 
airspace east of Cannon AFB.  Victor Airways are controlled airspace and can be likened to 
highways in the sky for aircraft.  These airways are used by both IFR and VFR aircraft. The 
airspace set aside for a Victor Airway is 8 miles wide with a floor at 1,200 AGL extending up to 
18,000 feet MSL ceiling. 

Military aircraft conduct approximately 23,600 sorties at Cannon AFB annually under baseline 
conditions.  Of these, over 97 percent are operations conducted by F-16 aircraft.  Transients (i.e., 
aircraft from other bases), ranging from helicopters to C-5A transport aircraft, account for the 
remainder.  These airfield operations consist of departures and arrivals in the airfield airspace.   

3.1.3 Environmental Consequences 
3.1.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

With the implementation of the West Flightline Alternative, airspace management and ATC 
procedures in the vicinity of Cannon AFB would require changes with the beddown of AFSOC 
assets.  Modification to the Cannon AFB Airfield Operating Instruction (AOI) 11-250 would be 
needed to accommodate the type of operations typically executed by AFSOC aircraft. 
Alterations to the local approaches/departure patterns, aircraft separation and provisions for 
operations with night vision devices and airfield lights out operations would need to be 
incorporated into the AOI.  Airfield operations, including approaches/departures and closed 
patterns, would be reduced by approximately 40 percent annually.  This reduction would not 
result in any modifications to Cannon Tower procedures. 

3.1.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

Under the East and West Airfield Alternative, the number of annual airfield operations and 
sorties would be the same as those described under the West Flightline Alternative; thus, the 
airspace effects are identical.  The East and West Airfield Alternative includes a variation on the 
construction, renovation, and infrastructure improvement projects.  The consequences to the 
airspace environment from aircraft operations would be similar to those described for the West 
Flightline Alternative. 

3.1.3.3 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  After the 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW) is 
disestablished, aircraft operations around the airfield would be limited to transient aircraft and 
would be substantially below current conditions. 
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3.2 Noise 
3.2.1 Definition of Resource 
The noise environment is generally described by the sound level or the amplitude of a sound 
that occurs at any given time.  From the ground, the sound level of an aircraft changes 
continuously, starting at the ambient (background) level, increasing to a maximum as the 
aircraft passes closest to the receiver, and then decreasing to ambient as the aircraft flies into the 
distance.  Sound levels are on a logarithmic decibel scale; a sound level that is 10 decibels (dB) 
higher than another will be perceived as twice as loud.  Specific noise metrics include Maximum 
Sound Level (Lmax), the Sound Exposure Level (SEL), Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn), 
and Onset-Rate Adjusted Monthly Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldnmr).  A-weighted levels 
are used for subsonic aircraft noise, and C-weighted levels are used for sonic booms and other 
impulsive noises.  A “C” is included in the symbol (as dBC) to denote when C-weighting is 
used.  Each of these metrics is summarized below and discussed in detail in Appendix F.  

• Lmax is used to define maximum sound levels.  Lmax is the highest sound level measured 
during a single aircraft overflight.  For an observer, the sound level starts at the ambient 
sound level, rises up to the maximum level as the aircraft flies closest to the observer, 
and returns to the ambient level as the aircraft recedes into the distance.  

• SEL accounts for both the maximum sound level and the length of time a sound lasts.  
SEL does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time.  Rather, it 
provides a measure of the total sound exposure for an entire event.  This provides a 
better measure of intrusion that Lmax alone. 

• Ldn is a noise metric combining the levels and durations of noise events and the number 
of events over an extended time period.  It is a cumulative average computed over a set 
of 24-hour periods to represent total noise exposure.  Ldn also accounts for more intrusive 
night time noise, adding a 10 dB penalty for sounds after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m.  
Ldn is the appropriate measure to account for total noise exposure around airfields and 
airports.  Depending on the regularity of operations, Ldn is computed either as an annual 
average or for operations representing an average busy day.   

• Ldnmr is the measure used for subsonic aircraft noise in military airspace (MOAs or 
Warning Areas).  When military aircraft fly low and fast, the sound can rise from 
ambient to its maximum very quickly.  This rapid onset rate carries a “surprise” effect 
that can make noise seem louder than its measured SEL would suggest.  Ldnmr contains a 
penalty of up to 11 dB to account for this effect.  It is computed for the busiest month of 
the year, so as to account for the seasonal use of some airspaces.  Ldnmr is interpreted by 
the same criteria as used for Ldn. 

• C-Weighted Day-Night Sound Level (CDNL) is a day-night average sound level 
computed for areas subject to impulsive noise or sonic booms, including munitions.  
These areas are also subjected to subsonic noise assessed according to Ldnmr. 

Specific guidelines concerning noise are discussed in Appendix F.  The ROI for Cannon AFB is 
the airfield and the vicinity potentially affected by aircraft takeoffs and landings.  Noise 
contributions from aircraft operations and ground engine run-ups at the base airfield were 
calculated using the NOISEMAP model, the standard noise estimation methodology used for 
military airfields.  NOISEMAP uses the following data to develop noise contours:  aircraft types, 
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runway utilization patterns, engine power settings, airspeeds, altitude profiles, flight track 
locations, number of operations per flight track, engine run-ups, and time of day. 

3.2.2 Cannon AFB Existing Conditions  
At Cannon AFB, the noise environment is primarily influenced by aircraft operations.  Noise 
from these operations typically occurs beneath main approach and departure corridors and in 
areas immediately adjacent to parking ramps and aircraft staging areas.  As aircraft take off and 
gain altitude, their contribution to the noise environment drops to levels indistinguishable from 
the background. 

Land use guidelines identified by Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (1980) are 
used to determine compatible levels of noise exposure for various types of land use 
surrounding airports; Ldn 65 dB noise contours are frequently used to help determine 
compatibly of aircraft operations with local land use.  Figure 3.2-1 presents the Ldn 65 to 80 dB 
noise contours in 5 dB increments surrounding the Cannon AFB airfield based on existing 
airfield operations.  Table 3.2-1 presents the current land acreage exposed to noise levels 
between Ldn 65 and 80 dB or more.  Further discussion of land use compatibility and noise in 
areas surrounding Cannon AFB is included in Section 3.8, Land Use and Transportation. 

Table 3.2-1. Baseline Noise Contour Acreage  
in the Vicinity of the Cannon AFB Airfield 

 NOISE CONTOUR (Ldn) 
 65-70 dB 70-75 dB 75-80 dB 80 +dB 

Acres 4,575 2,270 1,050 1,420 

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.2.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

Under the West Flightline Alternative, noise levels in the vicinity of Cannon AFB would 
decrease from baseline conditions.  This is primarily due to the lower number of missions and 
quieter turbo-prop aircraft as compared with current F-16 operations.  A noise contour overlay 
representing baseline and projected noise contours is presented in Figure 3.2-2.  This is 
attributed to the new array of aircraft that would be based at Cannon AFB including the 
AC-130H, MC-130H/P/W, CV-22, C-47, UH-1, and Predator unmanned aerial system (UAS).  
Airfield operations for these aircraft is based on Table 2.1-2.  

Short-term noise increases due to construction and renovation, as well as infrastructure 
(stormwater and electric lines) installment and realignment would also occur.  Construction 
occurs in stages; the earlier stage entails trucks, bulldozers, and other heavy construction 
equipment for the major construction projects (e.g., hangars, aircraft parking facilities, apron).  
This stage of construction would be temporary and isolated to those areas where construction 
would occur.  Later stages of construction involve less heavy equipment, are also temporary, 
and occur in the same areas.  Most of these projects would be undertaken adjacent to the flight 
line and occupy industrial areas, and would be isolated from any off base communities.  In 
addition, construction would take place during daylight hours and would follow Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize noise to any off base receptors.  Construction noise 
would be contained within base environs since most heavy construction would occur near the 
flight line, where noise would be compatible with ongoing activities. 
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Figure 3.2-1.  Existing or Baseline Noise Contours at Cannon AFB 
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Figure 3.2-2.  Baseline and Proposed Noise Contours at Cannon AFB 
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3.2.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

Under the East and West Airfield Alternative, the number of annual sorties would be the same 
as those described under the West Flightline Alternative; thus, the noise effects are identical.  
The East and West Airfield Alternative includes a variation on the construction, renovation, and 
infrastructure improvement projects.  However, because the overall construction noise would 
be temporary and often masked by aircraft taking off and landing, adverse impacts from 
construction noise is not expected.  The consequences to the noise environment from aircraft 
operations would be essentially the same as those depicted for the West Flightline Alternative 
in Figure 3.2-2. 

3.2.3.3 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  Noise levels around the airfield would remain as 
discussed in Section 3.2.2 until the F-16 aircraft depart.  After the departure of the F-16 aircraft, 
the base could only host transient aircraft and would have substantially lower noise levels than 
at present. 

3.3 Safety 
3.3.1 Definition of Resource 
This section addresses ground, flight, and explosive safety associated with operations 
conducted at Cannon AFB.  Ground safety considers issues associated with operations and 
maintenance activities that support base operations, including fire response.  Flight safety 
considers aircraft flight risks.  Explosive safety discusses the management and use of ordnance 
or munitions associated with airbase operations.   

The safety ROI includes Cannon AFB and environs.  Safety at Melrose AFR is discussed in 
Section 4.3 and safety in military training airspace used by aircrews from the 27 FW is discussed 
in Section 5.3. 

3.3.2  Existing Conditions 
3.3.2.1  Ground Safety 

Ongoing operations and maintenance activities conducted by the 27 FW are performed in 
accordance with applicable Air Force safety regulations, published Air Force Technical Orders, 
and standards prescribed by Air Force Occupational Safety and Health requirements.   

The 27 FW fire department provides fire and crash response at Cannon AFB.  The unit has a 
sufficient number of trained and qualified personnel, and possesses all equipment necessary to 
respond to aircraft accidents and structure fires.  There are no response-equipment shortfalls.  
Should extraordinary requirements occur, the Cannon AFB Fire Department has established 
seven mutual aid support agreements with the nearby communities of Clovis, Portales, Floyd, 
Texico, House, Broadview, and Melrose (Air Force 2001a). 

To minimize the results of a potential accident involving aircraft operating from Cannon AFB, 
Clear Zones (CZs), Accident Potential Zones (APZs), and safety zones have been established 
around the airfield (see Figure 3.3-1).  In developing these zones, Cannon AFB is considered to 
have two Class B runways.  Within clear and safety zones, construction is either prohibited 
(CZs) or limited in terms of placement and height (safety zones).  Areas around the airfield 
where experience has shown most aircraft accidents occur are designated as APZs. 
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Figure 3.3-1.  Accident Potential Zones and 
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The CZ is an area 3,000 feet wide by 3,000 feet long for both Class A and Class B runways, and 
is located at the immediate end of the runway.  The accident potential in this area is so high that 
no building is allowed.  For safety reasons, the military is authorized to purchase the land for 
these areas if not already part of the installation (U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and 
Preventive Medicine 2001). 

APZ I is less critical than the CZ, but still poses significant potential for accidents.  This 3,000-
foot wide by 5,000 foot-long area located just beyond the CZ has land use compatibility 
guidelines that allow a variety of industrial, manufacturing, transportation, communication, 
utilities, wholesale trade, open space and agricultural uses.  Uses that concentrate people in 
small areas are not compatible (Air Force 2001f). 

APZ II is less critical than APZ I, but still poses potential for accidents.  APZ II is 3,000 feet wide 
and extends 7,000 feet beyond APZ I.  Compatible land uses include those of APZ I, as well as 
low density single family residential, and those personal and business services and commercial 
retail trade uses with low intensity or scale of operation.  High density functions such as 
multistory buildings, places of assembly (e.g., theaters, schools, churches and restaurants) and 
high-density offices are not considered compatible (U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and 
Preventive Medicine 2001).   

Unified Facilities Criteria 3-260-01 also specifies requirements for imaginary surfaces on and 
around the runway.  These criteria specify encroachment-free standards along and on either 
side of the runway (U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine 2001).  
Currently, Cannon AFB is operating under 14 permanent waivers and exemptions to these 
criteria.   

3.3.2.2  Flight Safety 

Air Force flight operations are conducted according to specific procedures contained in various 
AFIs.  Among them, the AFI-11 series addresses general flight rules, aircrew training, as well as 
aircraft specific operational requirements.  These instructions establish the framework for safe 
operation of Air Force aircraft. 

One concern with regard to flight safety is the potential for aircraft accidents.  Such mishaps 
may occur as a result of bad weather, mechanical failure, pilot error, mid-air collisions, 
collisions with manmade structures or terrain, or bird-aircraft collisions.  Flight risks apply to 
all aircraft; they are not limited to the military.   

The Air Force defines four categories of aircraft mishaps:  Classes A, B, C, and High Accident 
Potential (HAP).  Class A mishaps must result in one of the following:  a loss of life, permanent 
total disability, a total cost in excess of $1 million, destruction of an aircraft, or damage to an 
aircraft beyond economical repair.  Class B mishaps result in total costs of more than $200,000, 
but less than $1 million, result in permanent partial disability or inpatient hospitalization of 
three or more personnel, but do not result in fatalities.  Class C mishaps involve reportable 
damage of more than $20,000, but less than $200,000, or a lost workday involving 8 hours or 
more away from work beyond the day or shift on which it occurred; or occupational illness that 
causes loss of work at any time.  HAP represents minor incidents not meeting any of the criteria 
for Class A, B, or C.  Class C mishaps and HAP, the most common types of accidents, represent 
relatively unimportant incidents because they generally involve minor damage and injuries, 
and rarely affect property or the public (Air Force 2001b).  Class A mishaps are of primary 
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concern in environmental analyses because of their potentially catastrophic results either on or 
off base. 

Secondary effects of an aircraft crash include the potential for fire or environmental 
contamination.  Again, because the extent of these secondary effects is situationally dependent, 
they are difficult to quantify.  A crash of any aircraft can cause damage and loss of life.  The 
terrain overflown in the ROI is diverse.  For example, should a mishap occur in highly 
vegetated areas during a hot, dry summer, such a mishap would have a higher risk of extensive 
fires than would a mishap in more barren and rocky areas during the winter.  When an aircraft 
crashes, it may release hydrocarbons.  Those petroleum, oils, and lubricants not consumed in a 
fire could contaminate soil and water.  The potential for contamination is dependent on several 
factors.  The porosity of the surface soils will determine how rapidly contaminants are 
absorbed.  The specific geologic structure in the region will determine the extent and direction 
of the contamination plume.  The locations and characteristics of surface and groundwater in 
the area will also affect the extent of contamination to those resources. 

Based on historical data on mishaps at all installations, and under all conditions of flight, the 
military services calculate Class A mishap rates per 100,000 flying hours for each type of aircraft 
in the inventory.  Table 3.3-1 presents Class A mishap rates for aircraft flown in the Pecos 
airspace.  CV-22 and Predator are new aircraft that have not flown the requisite hours to 
calculate Class A accident rates.  During operational testing, V-22 aircraft variants have incurred 
several Class A accidents.  This is not unusual for a new aircraft type just entering production.  
CV-22 aircraft could have mishap rates comparable to CH-46 type helicopters or 6.78 per 
100,000 flying hours.  Predator aircraft are new and are expected to have mishap rates 
comparable to or below military fighter aircraft from Table 3.3-1. 

Table 3.3-1.  Projected Class A Mishap Rates for Aircraft 

Aircraft Mishap Rates per 100,000 Flying Hours 
A-10 2.30 
F-15 2.46 
F-16 3.60 
F/A-181 3.34 
UH-1 3.22 
C-1302 0.90 
B-1B 4.51 
CH-46 6.78 
CV-22 N/A3 
Notes: 1. F-18 mishap rate. 

2. Includes all C-130 variants. 
 3. New aircraft that have not flown the requisite hours to calculate 
  Class A accident rates. 

Source: Air Force Safety Center 2006 

A Class A mishap can result in metal debris on the ground.  The extent of the debris field 
depends upon the aircraft accident.  Both for reconstructing the cause of the accident and for 
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restoring the accident site as much as possible, the Air Force makes every effort to locate, 
document, and then clean up debris resulting from the accident.   

For purposes of comparison, aircrews at Cannon flew their first F-16 training sortie in 
September 1995.  Since 1995, Cannon-based F-16s have been involved in eight Class A mishaps.  
All accidents except one occurred on local training missions, but not necessarily in the Cannon 
airspace (personal communication, Zahnley 2004).  The most recent Class A mishap involving 
Cannon-based aircraft occurred in April 2006 and was caused by ingestion of a Swainson’s 
Hawk into engine intake, resulting in engine damage (personal communication, Steele 2006).  
The last fatal crash in the U.S. involving a Cannon AFB aircraft occurred in September 2002 and 
occurred 50 miles west of Cannon AFB.  Citizens incurring damage from Cannon AFB mishaps 
can contact Cannon AFB directly to inquire about the damage claims process.  The Air Force has 
an established claims process for citizens who have damages as a result of aircraft training 
activities.  This process is initiated through contact with a base’s Public Affairs Office. 

Cannon AFB maintains detailed emergency and mishap response plans to react to an aircraft 
accident, should one occur.  These plans assign agency responsibilities and prescribe functional 
activities necessary to react to major mishaps, whether on or off base.  Response would 
normally occur in two phases. 

The initial response focuses on rescue, evacuation, fire suppression, safety, elimination of 
explosive devices, ensuring security of the area, and other actions immediately necessary to 
prevent loss of life or further property damage.  Subsequently, the second or investigation 
phase is accomplished. 

The initial response element consists of those personnel and agencies primarily responsible to 
initiate the initial phase.  This element will include the Fire Chief, who will normally be the first 
On-scene Commander, fire-fighting and crash-rescue personnel, medical personnel, security 
police, and crash-recovery personnel.  A subsequent response team will be comprised of an 
array of organizations whose participation will be governed by the circumstances associated 
with the mishap and actions required to be performed. 

The Air Force has no specific rights or jurisdiction just because a military aircraft is involved.  
Regardless of the agency initially responding to the accident, efforts are directed at stabilizing 
the situation and minimizing further damage.  If the accident has occurred on non-federal 
property, a National Defense Area will normally be established around the accident scene and 
the site will be secured for the investigation phase. 

After all required actions on the site are complete, the aircraft will be removed and the site 
cleaned up.  Depending on the extent of damage resulting from a Class A mishap, only the 
largest damaged parts may be located and removed from a crash site. 

Tall structures on the ground have the potential to create hazards to flight.  The FAA provides 
detailed instructions for the marking of obstructions (i.e., paint schemes and lighting) to warn 
pilots of their presence.  Cannon AFB would continue to work with federal, state, and local 
agencies to identify the impacts caused by the development of tall structures to Cannon AFB 
operations and training.  Any temporary or permanent structure, including all appurtenances, 
that exceeds an overall height of 200 feet (61 meters) above ground level (AGL) or exceeds any 
obstruction standard contained in 14 CFR Part 77, should normally be marked and/or lighted.  
The FAA may also recommend marking and/or lighting a structure that does not exceed 200 
feet AGL or 14 CFR Part 77 standards because of its particular location (FAA 2000).  The 
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obstruction standards in 14 CFR Part 77 are primarily focused on structures in the immediate 
vicinity of airports and approach and departure corridors from airports (14 CFR Part 77 1971). 

3.3.2.3  Wildlife Strike Hazard 

Bird-aircraft strikes constitute a safety concern because they can result in damage to aircraft or 
injury to aircrews or local populations if an aircraft crashes.  Aircraft may encounter birds at 
altitudes up to 30,000 feet MSL or higher.  However, most birds fly close to the ground.  Over 97 
percent of reported bird strikes occur below 3,000 feet AGL.  Approximately 30 percent of bird 
strikes happen in the airfield environment.   

Bird-aircraft strike data from 1996 to 2003 indicate that Cannon-based aircraft experience an 
average of approximately 25 bird-strikes per year.  The majority, approximately 41 percent, 
occur during July, August, and September.  The months of January, February, and March 
exhibit the lowest incidence (approximately 12 percent).  The dominant species involved are 
doves (27 percent), horned larks (16 percent), swallows (12 percent), and kingbirds (11 percent).  
The remaining 33 percent of strikes involved a wide variety of raptors, owls, shore birds, and 
small songbirds (personal communication, Zahnley 2004).  As noted previously, the last 
reported Class A mishap involving a bird strike occurred in April 2006. 

3.3.2.4  Explosives Safety 

The 27 FW controls, maintains, and stores all ordnance and munitions required for mission 
performance.  Ordnance is handled and stored in accordance with Air Force explosive safety 
directives (Air Force Manual 91-201), and all munitions maintenance is carried out by trained, 
qualified personnel using Air Force-approved technical data.  Ample storage facilities exist and 
all facilities are approved for the ordnance they store.   

During current training, aircraft are not loaded with any ordnance configured with high 
explosive warheads.  Inert training bombs and several different types of rockets are delivered 
on Melrose AFR, as well as training projectiles fired from the aircrafts’ 20 millimeter (mm) 
cannon.  Aircraft may also be configured with training air-to-air and air-to-ground missiles.  
AFSOC aircraft will utilize a variety of munitions on Melrose AFR that will be stored and 
located at Cannon AFB.  These munitions are shown in Table 2.2-4. 

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences 
3.3.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

Ground Safety 

Other Cannon AFB activities, including the construction of new buildings and facilities under 
the West Flightline Alternative, would not take place in CZs or APZs.  The construction would 
be consistent with the Base General Plan and construction safety procedures would be part of 
any construction contract.  Construction of a Hot Cargo Pad would require the establishment of 
an Explosive Quantity-Distance (QD) arc that measure 1,250 feet from the corners of the pad.  
This Explosive QD arc should not impact construction or operations at Cannon AFB.  The 
change in personnel is not expected to have an effect on safety. 

Flight Safety 

The beddown of AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB would essentially replace existing F-16 with 
variants of the C-130 and add new aircraft, including the CV-22, Predator, and, potentially Non-
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Standard Aircraft (NSA).  Cannon AFB aircraft ground safety conditions would not change as a 
result of the new aircraft.   

Historically, when new military aircraft first enter the inventory, the flight safety accident rate is 
higher.  For example, safety data are limited for the CV-22 because it is a new aircraft with 
multiple complex systems.  These systems are undergoing refinement as the CV-22 transitions 
from a test and training platform to an operational system.  Class A mishaps are calculated on a 
basis of 100,000 flight hours.  The CV-22 has not yet achieved that level of flight hours.  During 
test activities and weapons system development, the CV-22 had a number of Class A mishaps; 
this is not unusual for a new aircraft.   

As the CV-22 becomes operationally mature, the aircraft mishaps rate is expected to become 
comparable with a similarly sized helicopter aircraft with a similar mission.  Historical trends 
show that mishaps of all types decrease the longer an aircraft is operational as operations and 
maintenance personnel learn more about the aircraft’s capabilities and limitations.  

Wildlife Strike Hazard 

The C-130 and CV-22 would operate in the same airfield 
environment as the F-16, and the overall potential for bird-
aircraft or wildlife strikes is not anticipated to be greater than 
current levels given the reduced number of sorties to be 
conducted by AFSOC aircraft within the Cannon AFB airspace.  
There would be no significant adverse effects of the military 
readiness activities described in this EIS on any population of 
resident or migratory birds.   

Explosive Safety 

The amount of munitions associated with the beddown of 
AFSOC assets is projected to be higher than that associated with the existing F-16 squadrons.  
Training requirements for AC/MC-130 crew are established in AFI 11-2AC130 and require 
training with live ordnance.  Existing Air Force instructions and procedures that address 
explosive, flying, and ground safety will provide a basis for a new Melrose AFR specific 
instruction for Cannon-based personnel.  Table 2.2-3 shows current and projected annual 
ordnance use within Melrose AFR. 

The number of chaff bundles and flares would be reduced with the introduction of AFSOC 
assets in comparison to the amount currently deployed by F-16 squadrons.  Cannon AFB has 
the personnel and facilities to handle the level of munitions and chaff and flares associated with 
implementing the West Flightline Alternative. 

3.3.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

Under the East and West Airfield Alternative, the number of annual sorties would be the same 
as those described under the West Flightline Alternative; thus, the flight safety effects are 
identical.  The East and West Airfield Alternative includes a variation on the construction, 
renovation, and infrastructure improvement projects.  However, the variation in construction 
activity would not result in any greater safety risk than that posed by activity under the West 
Flightline Alternative.   

 
Cannon AFB has an active 
BASH program to reduce the 
potential for bird and wildlife 
strikes and enhance airfield 
safety. 
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3.3.3.3 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  Safety conditions around the airfield would remain 
as discussed in Section 3.3.2 until the F-16 aircraft departed.  Under No Action conditions, 
aircraft training activity would be reduced to limited numbers of transients. 

3.4 Air Quality 
3.4.1  Definition of Resource 
This section discusses air quality considerations and conditions in the area around Cannon AFB 
in Curry County, New Mexico.  It addresses air quality standards and describes current air 
quality conditions in the region.  The potential influence of emissions on regional air quality 
would typically be confined to the air basin in which the emissions occur.  Therefore, the ROI 
for the West Flightline Alternative is the Pecos-Permian Basin Intrastate Air Quality Control 
Region (AQCR) (AQCR 155), which includes Chaves, Curry, DeBaca, Eddy, Quay, and 
Roosevelt counties in New Mexico. 

Federal Air Quality Standards.  Air quality is determined by the type and concentration of 
pollutants in the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and local and regional 
meteorological influences.  The significance of a pollutant concentration in a region or 
geographical area is determined by comparing it to federal and/or state ambient air quality 
standards.  Under the authority of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) has established nationwide air quality standards to protect public health and 
welfare, with an adequate margin of safety.  These federal standards, known as the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), represent the maximum allowable atmospheric 
concentrations and were developed for seven “criteria” pollutants:  carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than or equal to 10 
micrometers in diameter (PM10), particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers in 
diameter (PM2.5), ozone (O3), and lead (Pb).  The NAAQS are defined in terms of concentration 
(e.g., parts per million [ppm] or micrograms per cubic meter [µg/m3]) determined over various 
periods of time (averaging periods).  Short-term standards (1-hour, 8-hour, or 24-hour periods) 
were established for pollutants with acute health effects and generally may not be exceeded 
more than once a year.  Long-term standards (annual periods) were established for pollutants 
with chronic health effects and may never be exceeded. 

Based on measured ambient criteria pollutant data, the USEPA designates areas of the U.S. as 
having air quality equal to or better than the NAAQS (attainment) or worse than the NAAQS 
(nonattainment).  Upon achieving attainment, areas previously in nonattainment are considered 
to be in maintenance status for a period of 10 or more years.  Areas are designated as 
unclassifiable for a pollutant when there is insufficient ambient air quality data for the USEPA 
to form a basis of attainment status.  For the purpose of applying air quality regulations, 
unclassifiable areas are treated similar to areas that are in attainment of the NAAQS. 

State Air Quality Standards.  Under the CAA, state and local agencies may establish ambient 
air quality standards and regulations of their own, provided that these are at least as stringent 
as the federal requirements.  The New Mexico Air Quality Bureau (NMAQB) has promulgated 
the New Mexico ambient air quality standards (NMAAQS) that meet these guidelines and they 
have adopted standards for pollutants not included in the NAAQS.  Table 3.4-1 summarizes the 
NAAQS and NMAAQS. 
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Table 3.4-1.  Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAAQS 
NEW 

MEXICO 
Air Pollutant 

Averaging 
Time Primary Secondary AAQS 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)  8-hour 
1-hour 

9 ppm 
35 ppm 

--- 
--- 

8.7 ppm 
13.1 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)  Annual 
24-hour 

0.053 ppm 
--- 

0.053 ppm 
--- 

0.05 ppm 
0.10 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)  Annual 
24-hour 
3-hour 

0.030 ppm 
0.14 ppm 

--- 

--- 
--- 

0.50 ppm 

0.02 ppm 
0.10 ppm 

--- 
Total Suspended Particulates Annual 

30-day 
7-day 

24-hour 

--- 
--- 
--- 
--- 

--- 
--- 
--- 
--- 

60 μg/m3 

90 μg/m3 

110 μg/m3 

150 μg/m3 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 1 Annual 
24-hr 

--- 
150 μg/m3 

--- 
150 μg/m3 

--- 

--- 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)1 Annual 
24-hour 

15 μg/m3 

35 μg/m3 
15 μg/m3 

35 μg/m3 
--- 

--- 

Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) 1-hr2 
½-hr3 
½-hr4 

--- 
--- 
--- 

--- 
--- 
--- 

0.010 ppm 
0.100 ppm 
0.030 ppm 

Total Reduced Sulfur5 ½-hr2 
½-hr3 
½-hr4 

--- 
--- 
--- 

--- 
--- 
--- 

0.003 ppm 
0.010 ppm 
0.003 ppm 

Ozone (O3) 8-hour 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm --- 
Lead (Pb) and Lead 
Compounds6 

Calendar 
Quarter 

1.5 μg/m3 1.5 μg/m3 --- 

Notes: 1. In 2006 the federal annual standard of 50 μg/m3 for PM10 was revoked, and the federal PM2.5 standard for 
  the 24 hour averaging time was changed from 65 μg/m3 to 35 μg/m3; the State of New Mexico does not have 
  any standards for PM10 or PM2.5. 

 2. Entire state except for the Pecos-Permian Air Basin (AQCR 155), which includes De Baca, Chaves, Curry, 
  Quay, and Roosevelt counties. 

 3. Within the Pecos-Permian Air Basin. 
 4. Within corporate limits of municipalities in the Pecos-Permian Air Basin, or within 5 miles of the corporate 

  limits of municipalities having a population greater than 20,000 and within the Pecos-Permian Air Basin. 
 5. Total reduced sulfur does not include Hydrogen Sulfide. 
 6. The State of New Mexico does not have any standard for lead or lead compounds. 
Sources: 40 CFR 50; 20.2.3 New Mexico Administrative Code (NMAC). 
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State Implementation Plan (SIP).  An SIP is a detailed description of the programs a state uses 
to carry out its responsibilities under the CAA.  State implementation plans are collections of 
the regulations used by a state to reduce air pollution.  The CAA requires that USEPA approve 
each SIP.  For attainment, non-attainment regions, and unclassifiable regions, all states are 
required to develop an SIP designed to eliminate or reduce the severity and number of NAAQS 
violations, with an underlying goal of bringing state air quality conditions into (and maintain) 
compliance with the NAAQS by specific deadlines.  The SIP is the primary means for the 
implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of the measures needed to attain and maintain 
the NAAQS in each state.  

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).  Section 162 of the CAA further established the 
goal of PSD of air quality in all international parks; national parks which exceeded 6,000 acres; 
and national wilderness areas and memorial parks which exceeded 5,000 acres if these areas 
were in existence on August 7, 1977.  These areas were defined as mandatory Class I areas, 
while all other attainment or unclassifiable areas were defined as Class II areas.  Under CAA 
Section 164, states or tribal nations, in addition to the federal government, have the authority to 
redesignate certain areas as (non-mandatory) PSD Class I areas (e.g., a national park or national 
wilderness area established after August 7, 1977, which exceeds 10,000 acres).  PSD Class I areas 
are areas where any appreciable deterioration of air quality is considered significant.  Class II 
areas are those where moderate, well-controlled growth could be permitted.  Class III areas are 
those designated by the governor of a state as requiring less protection than Class II areas.  No 
Class III areas have yet been so designated.  The PSD requirements affect construction of new 
major stationary sources in areas that attain the NAAQS and serve as a pre-construction 
permitting system.  In attainment and unclassifiable areas, the federal New Source Review 
(NSR) program is implemented under the PSD preconstruction program requirements of 
Section 165 of the CAA and the implementing regulations in 40 CFR § 52.21.  New Mexico’s 
PSD program regulations that are part of the SIP are contained in 20.2.74 New Mexico 
Administrative Code (NMAC). 

Visibility.  CAA Section 169A established the additional goal of prevention of further visibility 
impairment in PSD Class I areas.  Visibility impairment is defined as a reduction in the visual 
range and atmospheric discoloration.  Determination of the significance of an activity on 
visibility in a Class I area is typically associated with evaluation of stationary source 
contributions.  The USEPA is implementing a Regional Haze rule for Class I areas that will 
address contributions from mobile sources and pollution transported from other states or 
regions.  Emission levels are used to qualitatively assess potential impairment to visibility in 
PSD Class I areas.  Decreased visibility may potentially result from elevated concentrations of 
NO2, particulate matter, and SO2 in the lower atmosphere.  
Stationary Source Operating Permits. In New Mexico, the NMAQB Permitting Section 
processes permit applications for industries that emit pollutants to the air.  The Permitting 
Section consists of two groups:  (1) NSR and (2) Title V.  NSR under the NMAC, is subdivided 
into a number of subcategories including, but not limited to:  (1) minor new source review 
(Minor NSR) (20.2.72 NMAC); (2) PSD (20.2.74 NMAC); (3) new source performance standards 
(NSPS) (20.2.77 NMAC); (4) national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants 
(NESHAPS) (20.2.78 NMAC); and (5) nonattainment area new source review (NA NSR) (20.2.79 
NMAC).  In general, Minor NSR applies to all stationary sources with the potential emission 
rate greater than 10 pounds per hour, or 25 tons per year (TPY), of criteria pollutants (such as 
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nitrogen oxides [NOx] and CO), except as otherwise provided.  The exceptions are too 
numerous to summarize here (e.g., 20.2.72.202 NMAC Exemptions), but they include the 
majority of emissions sources that are analyzed here in both the existing conditions and 
environmental consequences sections for air quality.  Examples of such exceptions include 
highway and nonroad mobile sources; ‘fire fighter training’ (20.2.72.202 A(4)); ‘Government 
military activities such as field exercise, explosions, weapons testing and demolition to the 
extent that such activities:  (a) Do not result in visible emissions entering publicly accessible 
areas; and (b) are not subject to NSPS or NESHAP (20.2.72.202 A(5))’; and ‘Use of portable 
aerospace ground equipment (such as power generators, compressors, heaters, air conditions, 
lighting units) in direct support of aircraft operations and or in the immediate vicinity of an 
airfield (20.2.72.202 A(13))’.  Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires states to issue 
Federal Operating Permits for major stationary sources.  In New Mexico, 20.2.70 NMAC 
implements the federal Title V Operating Permit program requirements for existing and new 
major stationary sources.  A major stationary source in an attainment or maintenance area is a 
facility (i.e., plant, base, or activity) that emits more than 100 TPY of any one criteria air 
pollutant, 10 TPY of a hazardous air pollutant, or 25 TPY of any combination of hazardous air 
pollutants.  The purpose of the permitting rule is to establish regulatory control over large, 
industrial activities and to monitor their impact upon air quality (NMAQB 2006). 

Conformity of General Federal Actions to the State Implementation Plan (20.2.98 NMAC).  In 
nonattainment and maintenance areas in New Mexico, new or modified federal mobile and 
fugitive sources of emissions that are otherwise exempt from stationary source permitting 
requirements are subject to General Conformity requirements.  The General Conformity 
requirements do not apply in air quality areas that have always been designated as attainment 
or unclassifiable for the NAAQS, as CAA § 176(c)(5) limits applicability to nonattainment and 
maintenance areas. 

3.4.2 Existing Conditions 

Climate.  The general climate for the region surrounding Cannon AFB is arid or semi-arid, with 
light precipitation, abundant sunshine, low relative humidity, and a relatively large annual and 
diurnal temperature range (Western Regional Climate Center [WRCC] 2006a).   

Winds at Cannon AFB are generally moderate in strength and persistent, with an annual 
average of 12 miles per hour (mph).  All months maintain an average wind speed of between 10 
and 14 mph, with a maximum occurring in April (WRCC 2006b).  Winds are generally westerly 
from late fall through spring, and then switch to a more southerly direction during the summer 
and early fall months (WRCC 2006c).  Wind speeds and direction can vary greatly on a shorter 
time-scale due to the effects of air mass frontal passages, severe storms, and interaction with 
local topography. 

Winters in Curry County are cool and dry.  January, on average, is the coldest month, and 
experiences the least precipitation.  For the city of Clovis, approximately 8 miles east of Cannon 
AFB, average high and low temperatures for January are 53 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and 23ºF, 
and the average monthly precipitation is 0.35 inches.  Conversely, summers are much warmer 
and wetter, with July being the warmest month, and August being the wettest.  Average high 
and low temperatures for July are 97°F and 62°F, and the average recorded rainfall in August is 
2.97 inches.  The average annual precipitation in Clovis is 16.97 inches.  Snow does occasionally 
fall during the winter months, with a peak average of 1.4 inches in the month of December.  The 
annual average snowfall is 5.1 inches (WRCC 2006d).   
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Regional Air Quality.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 81 delineate certain AQCRs which were 
originally based upon population and topographic criteria closely approximating each air basin.  
The potential influence of emissions on regional air quality would typically be confined to the 
air basin in which the emissions occur.  Therefore, the discussion includes the Pecos-Permian 
Basin Intrastate AQCR (AQCR 155) as described above in Section 3.4.1. 

Attainment Status.  The USEPA designates all areas of the U.S. as having air quality better than 
(attainment) or worse than (nonattainment) the NAAQS.  A nonattainment designation 
generally means that a primary NAAQS has been exceeded more than once per year in a given 
area.  Curry County and AQCR 155 are presently in attainment of all NAAQS and have always 
attained these standards, due to their general rural nature and lack of substantial emission 
sources. 

PSD Class I Areas.  Mandatory PSD Class I areas for the State of New Mexico are listed under 
40 CFR 81.421.  The nearest PSD Class I area is the Salt Creek Wilderness Area, located 
approximately 90 miles southwest of Cannon AFB. 

Current Air Emissions.  Air emissions at Cannon AFB occur from both stationary and mobile 
sources.  Stationary sources at the installation include heating units, generators, engine testing 
(while engine is not attached to an aircraft), classified waste disintegration, fuel storage and 
transfer, paint and chemical usage, degreasers, woodworking activities, welding, fuel cell 
maintenance, abrasive blasting, pesticide application, small arms firing, open detonation of 
energetic materials, equipment leaks, and barrier engine emissions.  The installation is 
considered to be a minor source under the CAA Amendments, due to the fact that its potential 
emissions from stationary sources are below the Title V thresholds for major sources.  The 
mobile sources at Cannon AFB include (1) ground-based activities, such as on-road and off-road 
vehicles, aerospace ground equipment, aircraft trim and power checks and (2) aircraft flying 
operations, including landings and takeoffs and low approaches.   

Table 3.4-2 summarizes the results of an emissions inventory for sources at Cannon AFB for 
calendar year 2004 (Air Quality Branch, Environmental Analysis Division, Air Force Institute 
for Operational Health 2005).  Nitrogen oxides mainly include NO2 and NOx.  Because volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) and NOx are precursors to the formation of O3 in the atmosphere, 
control of these pollutants is the primary method of reducing O3 concentrations in the 
atmosphere.  The aircraft flying operations emissions in Table 3.4-2 were calculated using 
default Air Force combat aircraft time-in-mode data and emission factors (Air Force Institute for 
Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health Risk Analysis 2003) and the aircraft trim check 
emissions were calculated using default number of tests per aircraft and time in mode values 
per test from the Air Force Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) (Air Force Center for 
Environmental Excellence [AFCEE] 2005).  Although Pb is also a criteria pollutant, it is often not 
quantified in this analysis because emissions of this pollutant are minimal at Cannon AFB. 
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Table 3.4-2.  Baseline Emissions for Cannon AFB 

ANNUAL EMISSIONS (TONS PER YEAR) 
Source VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Stationary 1 37.98 47.94 30.09 0.78 1.94 1.94 
Aircraft Flying Operations 2 7.34 154.40 199.05 6.52 12.07 11.97 
Aircraft Engine Testing (Mobile)3 42.31 70.22 70.18 3.25 4.07 4.04 
Commuting 4 18.80 258.87 34.27 0.23 0.95 0.61 

Notes: 1. 2004 Air Emissions Inventory (Air Quality Branch, Environmental Analysis Division, Air Force 
Institute for Operational Health 2005).  PM2.5 assumed to be same as PM10 since there was no 
determination of PM2.5 emissions in the Emissions Inventory. 

 2. Calculations based on a fleet of 60 F-16s flying a total of 23,105 sorties per year (DOPAA). 
 3. Calculations based on default total number of tests per aircraft and time in mode per test given by 

the U.S. Air Force Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM), using emission factors from the 
Air Force Institute for Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health Risk Analysis.  Since these 
tests are conducted while the engines are on the plane, these are considered mobile sources. 

 4. Calculated by assuming that all base personnel commute 20 miles round trip, 5 days a week, 50 
weeks a year, with an average of 1.1 commuters per vehicle. Emission factors were generated from 
the USEPA’s Mobile6 model, for average conditions at Cannon AFB, and assuming an average mix 
of vehicles. 

 VOC = volatile organic compound 

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences 

The proposed beddown of AFSOC assets would change emissions from Cannon AFB.  Air 
pollutant emissions produced from each project alternative were quantitatively estimated, 
netted with base case operational emissions that will be removed from the AQCR, and then 
compared to the criteria identified below to determine their significance.  Emission sources 
associated with the project alternatives would include combustive and/or fugitive dust (PM10) 
emissions generated by construction or operational activities.   

Air quality standards are based on federal, state, and local air pollution standards and 
regulations.  Net emissions impacts would be potentially significant if they equaled or exceeded 
the PSD major source threshold for new non-listed sources or the major source thresholds for 
hazardous air pollutants.  The PSD threshold for new non-listed major sources of regulated 
pollutants under the CAA is 250 TPY.  New Mexico applies this preconstruction permitting 
threshold to all new stationary sources of regulated pollutants in attainment areas except for 
twenty-eight listed source categories, none of which are involved in this action (20.2.74.7 AF(2) 
and 20.2.74.501 NMAC).  The major source thresholds for hazardous air pollutants are 25 TPY 
for aggregate hazardous air pollutants or 10 TPY for any single hazardous air pollutant (CAA § 
112(a)(1)) (NMAQB 2006).  This approach is conservative because these thresholds are designed 
to assess the potential for stationary sources to impact a localized area.  However, almost all of 
the proposed emissions would occur from mobile sources that would spread impacts over a 
large portion of Cannon AFB and the surrounding area.   

If emissions exceeded a significance threshold described above, further analysis of the emissions 
and their consequences would be performed to assess whether there was likelihood of a 
significant impact on air quality.  The nature and extent of such an analysis would depend on 
the specific circumstances.  The analysis could range from simply a more detailed and precise 
examination of the likely emitting activities and equipment, to air dispersion modeling 
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analyses.  If project emissions were determined to increase ambient pollutant levels from below 
to above a national or state ambient air quality standard, these emissions would be significant. 

According to USEPA’s General Conformity Rule in 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart W, any proposed 
federal action that has the potential to impact air quality in a nonattainment or maintenance 
area must undergo a conformity analysis.  A conformity analysis is not required in an 
attainment area.  Since Curry County is currently an attainment area for all criteria air 
pollutants, the West Flightline Alternative does not require a conformity analysis.   

As previously discussed, Section 169A of the CAA established the PSD regulations to protect air 
quality in regions that already meet the NAAQS.  Certain national parks, monuments, and 
wilderness areas have been designated as PSD Class I areas, where appreciable deterioration in 
air quality is considered significant.  The nearest PSD Class I area is the Salt Creek Wilderness 
Area, located approximately 90 miles southwest of Cannon AFB.  Since the project site is so far 
from this Class I area, the West Flightline Alternative would not be expected to produce any 
significant air quality impacts upon it, unless net emissions exceeded a significance threshold.  

3.4.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

The West Flightline Alternative would involve transfer of AFSOC aircraft to Cannon AFB.  The 
fleet would be comprised of at least nine different types of aircraft (see Table 2.1-2).  The West 
Flightline Alternative would also include the construction of new structures to support the 
different activities associated with AFSOC aircraft.   

Construction Emissions 

Emissions during the construction period were quantified to determine the potential impacts on 
air quality in the project area.  Calculations of VOCs, NOx, CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), and PM10 
emissions were performed for each year of construction with the use of emission factors from 
the USEPA’s MOBILE6.2 (USEPA 2006a) and NONROAD2005 models (USEPA 2006b).  Emissions 
produced during construction of new buildings include contributions from engine exhaust (i.e., 
construction equipment and material handling) and fugitive dust (e.g., from ground 
disturbance).  Estimated total emissions that would occur from the annual construction 
activities under the West Flightline Alternative are presented in Table 3.4-3.   

Review of the data in Table 3.4-3 show that the annual emissions of criteria pollutants, as well 
as the combined total emissions from six years of proposed construction activities, would 
produce emissions that remain well below the emission significance thresholds of 250 TPY.  
Additionally, the project construction contractor would comply with BMPs to minimize fugitive 
dust emissions during construction.  For instance, frequent spraying of water on exposed soil 
during construction, proper soil stockpiling methods, and prompt replacement of ground cover 
or pavement are BMPs that would minimize the amount of dust generated during construction.  
Using efficient practices and avoiding long periods where engines are running at idle also 
would reduce combustion emissions from construction equipment.   
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Table 3.4-3.  Construction Emissions at Cannon AFB –  
West Flightline Alternative 

TONS PER YEAR 
Project Year VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2009 0.16 0.86 1.33 0.21 0.70  0.27  
2010 0.10 0.51 0.91 0.14 1.19  0.33  
2011 1.00 5.50 8.69 1.49 5.24  1.98  
2012 0.15 0.84 1.34 0.24 0.85  0.32  
2013 0.31 1.71 2.79 0.52 1.89  0.73  
2014 0.06 0.32 0.53 0.10 0.38  0.15  

All Years Totaled 1.77 9.74 15.58 2.71 10.26 3.77 
Significance 
Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Emissions associated with construction of the West Flightline Alternative would increase 
ambient air pollutant concentrations on a localized and short-term basis.  However, their 
relatively low magnitude would not result in any significant air quality impacts in Curry 
County or the Pecos-Permian Basin Intrastate AQCR (AQCR 155). 

Operational Emissions 

Upon completion of the West Flightline Alternative, air emissions at the Cannon AFB would 
change because the new aircraft would produce emissions at a different rate compared to the 
current primary assigned aircraft.  Other base emissions, including contributions from 
stationary sources and commuting of personnel, are expected to increase as the operations 
increase with the addition of new aircraft and personnel.  It is also possible that the installation 
or modification of any air emission sources, such as boilers and heaters, emergency generators, 
paint booths, degreasers, etc., may be subject to NMAQB permitting requirements. 

Table 3.4-4 summarizes the estimated changes in aircraft emissions for the West Flightline 
Alternative.  Factors used to estimate project aircraft emissions were obtained from the Air 
Emissions Inventory Guidance Document for Mobile Sources at Air Force Installations (Air Force 
Institute for Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health Risk Analysis 2003).  Factors used to 
determine emissions from commuting vehicles were generated using the MOBILE6 model (USEPA 
2006a).  The data in Table 3.4-4 show that the West Flightline Alternative would reduce emissions 
of all criteria pollutants from current levels at Cannon AFB.  Due to the estimated decrease in 
emissions, the West Flightline Alternative would not produce any significant air quality impacts 
in Curry County and the AQCR.  
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Table 3.4-4. Change in Operational Emissions at Cannon AFB – 
West Flightline Alternative 

TONS PER YEAR (1) 
Source VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Stationary  11.11  14.02  8.80  0.23  0.57  0.57  
Aircraft Flying 
Operations 5.67  (113.44) (172.76) (3.39) 0.45  0.45  
Aircraft Engine 
Testing (Mobile) (40.87) (62.91) (47.74) (1.32) 1.27  1.26  
Commuting 5.50  75.72  10.03  0.07  0.28  0.18  

Total Change (18.59) (86.61) (201.68) (4.41) 2.57  2.45  
Significance 
Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Note:  (1) Parentheses represent a reduction in emissions from current levels. 

3.4.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

The East and West Airfield Alternative is essentially the same as the West Flightline Alternative 
except for construction location and a few facility differences.  All operational emissions, 
including those from stationary sources, commuting, and aircraft operation would be the same 
as in the West Flightline Alternative. 

Construction Emissions 

While the East and West Airfield Alternative proposes a different area of the base for 
development, most of the structures that would be built are the same as in the West Flightline 
Alternative.  The few differences that do exist were applied to the emission source data and 
using the same calculation methods as outlined with the West Flightline Alternative, emissions 
were estimated for each year during the projected construction period.  Estimated annual 
emissions that would occur from construction under the East and West Airfield Alternative are 
presented in Table 3.4-5.  Review of these data show that the combined total emissions from 
seven years of proposed construction activities would produce emissions that remain well 
below the emission significance thresholds of 100 TPY.   
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Table 3.4-5.  Construction Emissions at Cannon AFB –  
East and West Airfield Alternative 

EMISSIONS (TONS PER YEAR) 
Project Year VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2009 0.25  1.32  2.04  0.32  1.08  0.41  
2010 0.10  0.51  0.91  0.14  1.19  0.33  
2011 0.58  3.19  5.04  0.87  3.04  1.15  
2012 0.23  1.29  2.06  0.37  1.31  0.50  
2013 0.31  1.71  2.79  0.52  1.89  0.73  
2014 0.06  0.32  0.53  0.10  0.38  0.15  

Project Totals 1.52  8.34  13.36  2.33  8.89  3.26  
Significance Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Emissions from construction of the East and West Airfield Alternative would increase ambient 
air pollutant concentrations on a localized and short-term basis.  However, as with the West 
Flightline Alternative, their relatively low magnitude would not result in any significant air 
quality impacts in Curry County or the Pecos-Permian Basin Intrastate AQCR (AQCR 155). 

Operational Emissions 

Operational emissions produced from the East and West Airfield Alternative would be the 
same as those estimated for the West Flightline Alternative, and thus would not produce any 
significant air quality impacts in Curry County or the AQCR. 

3.4.3.3 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction emissions would occur and the installation’s 
operational emissions would be identical to current baseline presented in Section 3.4.2 until the 
F-16 aircraft depart.  After that, emissions would be reduced.  The No Action Alternative would 
produce less than significant air quality impacts. 

3.5 Physical Resources 

3.5.1  Definition of Resource 

Physical resources include a description of earth (topography, geology, and soils), water, and 
hazardous material and waste.  Topography characterizes surface form of the landscape and 
provides a description of the physical setting.  Geologic resources include subsurface and 
exposed rock.  The inherent properties of local bedrock affect soil formation and properties, 
groundwater sources and availability, and terrain.  Soils include particulate unconsolidated 
materials formed from in place the underlying bedrock or other parent material or transported 
from distant sources via wind and water.  Soils play a critical role in the natural and human 
environment, affecting vegetation and habitat, water and air quality, and the success of the 
construction and stability of roads, buildings, and shallow excavations.  Water resources 
include surface water, such as lakes, rivers, streams and wetlands and groundwater (subsurface 
hydrologic resources.)  These resources may have scientific, historical, economic, ecological and 
recreational value.  
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Typically, issues relevant to water resources include the quality and quantity of downstream 
water bodies potentially affected and hazards associated with 100-year floodplains delineated 
in accordance with Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management.  EO 11988, Floodplain 
Management, requires federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood damage; 
minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and to restore and 
preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.  Federal agencies are directed 
to consider the proximity of their actions to or within floodplains.   

Hazardous materials are identified and regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA); the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA); and the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
(EPCRA).  Hazardous materials have been defined in AFI 32-7086, Hazardous Materials 
Management, to include any substance with special characteristics that could harm people, 
plants, or animals.  Hazardous waste is defined in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) as any solid, liquid, contained gaseous or semisolid waste, or any combination of 
wastes, that could or do pose a substantial hazard to human health or the environment. 

Waste may be classified as hazardous due to of its toxicity, reactivity, ignitibility, or corrosivity.  
In addition, certain types of waste are “listed” or identified as hazardous in 40 CFR 263.   

The ROI for this resource is primarily Cannon AFB.  However, descriptions of topography and 
geology are described in a regional context to depict the setting.  Soils and water resource 
information provided is site-specific, focusing on the properties most likely to be affected or to 
have an effect on construction of the facilities planned under the West Flightline Alternative. 

3.5.2  Existing Conditions 

3.5.2.1  Earth Resources 

Cannon AFB is located within the Southern High Plains Major Land Resource Area on the 
western edge of the Great Plains.  The topography of the base consists of nearly level landscape 
dominated by a southeastern downslope of 0-2 percent (Air Force 1997a, USDA Soil 
Conservation Service [SCS] 1980).  The high point on the base is 4,330 feet; the low is 4,260 feet 
above sea level.  The Southern High Plains is underlain by nearly horizontal sedimentary rocks 
that have been covered by alluvial and aeolian deposits (Air Force 2003a).   

In general, the semi-arid climate of the region contributes to the development of thin topsoil 
with low organic content, underlain at relatively shallow depths by a leached clay-carbonate 
hardpan.  The soils within major portions of the base contain caliche layers, and all have well-
developed soil horizons or layers, indicating they formed in place over a long period of time.  
Soils in the project areas associated with the West Flightline Alternative are classified as 
Amarose fine sandy loam, 0-2 percent slope.  Amarose soils are very deep, well-drained, 
moderately permeable soils that formed in calcareous loamy materials (Natural Resources 
Conservation Service [NRCS] 2004, Air Force 1997a)  A secondarily deposited calcium carbonate 
horizon variably develops at depth of between 30 to 60 inches.  Amarose soils formed in eolian 
(windborne) deposits from the Blackwater Draw Formation.   

Soil physical and chemical characteristics determine their potential for wind and water erosion, 
and the soil’s suitability for siting buildings, roads, and pipelines, which are important factors 
to consider when planning for construction and stabilization of disturbed areas.  Table 3.5-1 
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summarizes the important soil hazards and limitations that should be taken into account during 
site planning in Amarose fine sandy loam. 

Table 3.5-1. Amarose Fine Sandy Loam Hazards and Limitations 
Facility Related to Construction 

HAZARD RATINGS LIMITATIONS 

Water 
Erosion 

Wind 
Erosion Roads 

Shallow 
Excavations 

Commercial 
Buildings 

Moderate Moderate Slight Slight Slight 
Source: NRCS 1997 

3.5.2.2  Water Resources 

There are no major drainageways or perennial streams on Cannon AFB.  No 100-year 
floodplains have been delineated on Cannon AFB.  Surface water runoff on Cannon AFB is 
managed through a stormwater system consisting of a combination of swales, inlets, culverts, 
and pipes currently having adequate capacity to handle flows.  Currently, stormwater 
discharges are managed in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requirements for construction activity under a program administered by the 
USEPA.  Cannon AFB has certification under an NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges.  Based on a recent (22 June 2006) review, Cannon AFB was determined to have no 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  Water bodies and drainages within the Cannon AFB ROI are 
isolated and not subject to regulation under the Clean Water Act (CWA).  Construction 
activities do not require site-specific stormwater pollution prevention plans or permitting under 
Section 404 of the CWA.  See Section 3.6 for a further discussion of waters habitats. 

The watershed in which Cannon AFB is located drains towards the Brazos River in Texas.  
However, little or no surface water reaches receiving waters from the High Plains in eastern 
New Mexico due to the low annual precipitation and high evaporation rates (Air Force 2003a).  
Surface waters at Cannon AFB are isolated from jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

The Ogallala Aquifer is the principal aquifer system underlying the region and provides the 
primary source of domestic water.  It occurs chiefly in the Ogallala Formation, a thick geologic 
formation composed of late Miocene to early Pliocene clay, silt, sand, and gravel layers, 
sometimes cemented by calcium carbonate and silica with a caprock of caliche at the top (North 
Plains Groundwater District 2004).  Regional groundwater levels have declined for the past 65 
years with an average annual decline slightly over 2 feet.  These declining regional water-level 
data likely indicate groundwater withdrawals from the resource exceeded recharge (U.S. 
Geological Survey [USGS] 2006).  A long-term project to bring surface water via pipeline from 
Ute Reservoir to Curry and Roosevelt counties is under consideration for funding by the state.     

3.5.2.3 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

Hazardous Materials.  The majority of hazardous materials used by Air Force and contractor 
personnel at Cannon AFB are controlled through an Air Force pollution prevention process 
called the Pollution Prevention Program Plan (P2 Program Plan).  This process provides 
centralized management of the procurement, handling, storage, and issuing of hazardous 
materials and turn-in, recovery, reuse, or recycling of hazardous materials.  The P2 Program 
Plan process includes review and approval by Air Force personnel to ensure users are aware of 
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exposure and safety risks.  Base management plans further serve to ensure compliance with 
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

Aircraft flight operations and maintenance, as well as installation maintenance, require the 
storage and use of many types of hazardous materials.  These materials, such as flammable and 
combustible liquids, include acids, corrosives, caustics, glycols, compressed gases, aerosols, 
batteries, hydraulic fluids, solvents, paints, pesticides, herbicides, lubricants, fire retardants, 
photographic chemicals, alcohols, and sealants. 

Hazardous Waste.  Cannon AFB is a large-quantity hazardous waste generator, generating 
more than 2,200 pounds of hazardous waste per month.  Hazardous wastes are generated from 
a variety of functions on base, including aircraft and vehicle operations and maintenance 
(hydraulic and lubricating oils and JP-8 jet fuels); medical and dental facilities; morale, welfare, 
and recreation; and security operations.  These wastes include solvents, metal-contaminated 
spent acids, and sludge from wash racks.  Cannon AFB recycles lubricating fluids, batteries, oil 
filters, absorbents with petroleum products and JP-8 grade fuel.  Hazardous wastes generated 
are managed in accordance with the Cannon AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan, Plan 32-
2, dated 2006.   

Generators of hazardous wastes are responsible for properly segregating, storing, 
characterizing, labeling, marking, packaging, and transferring all hazardous wastes for disposal 
from the initial accumulation point (IAP) to the established 90-day storage area according to 
federal, state, local, and Air Force regulations.  There are approximately 96 IAPs located on base 
and 89 to 114 established waste streams; the present number may vary with changes in 
operational procedures and management practices.  Approximately 12,000 pounds of 
hazardous wastes were disposed of in calendar year 2005 (personal communication, Wood 
2006).  

Cannon AFB closed their Hazardous Waste Storage facility, Building 226.  The Part B storage 
building approved as “clean closed” by the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) on 
September 19, 2003.  Installation waste generators manage their respective waste generations in 
containers with a maximum quantity of 55 gallons, at or near the point of generation and under 
the control of the process operator.  Full containers are removed from the accumulating area 
and transferred to the less-than-90-day interim storage on site.  Later, the hazardous waste 
generation is shipped off site on a manifest to an approved Treatment Storage Disposal Facility 
permitted to accept the waste.  Return signed and dated manifests complete the paperwork trail 
for all off-site waste shipments. 

Cannon AFB has a Facility Response Plan, which addresses on-base storage locations and 
proper handling procedures of all hazardous materials to minimize potential spills and releases.  
The plan further outlines activities to be undertaken to minimize the adverse effects of a spill, 
including notification, containment, decontamination, and cleanup of spilled materials.  The 
plan meets the Federal Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) requirements.   

Storage Tanks.  There are currently 64 aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) located at Cannon 
AFB (personal communication, Smith 2006).  No underground storage tanks (USTs) are located 
at Cannon AFB.  The ASTs range in size and function from a 132-gallon diesel fuel tank used for 
an emergency generator to an 840,000-gallon fuel tank used for aircraft fuel storage.   

Solid Waste Management.  Solid waste generated on Cannon AFB is removed by contract 
services to either the Clovis Regional Landfill or the Cannon AFB Recycling Center.  The 
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Cannon AFB Recycling Center is located in the southwest corner of the base, just east of 
Perimeter Road.  In Fiscal Year (FY) 2005, Cannon AFB generated 13,998 tons of solid waste and 
diverted 299 tons to mulch.  The base also generated 10,112 tons of construction and demolition 
debris and diverted 7,747 tons for recycling (personal communication, Madril 2006).  Clovis 
Regional Landfill is a sanitary landfill, but also accepts construction and demolition waste.  In 
2006, this facility received 260 tons per day of wastes, excluding special wastes.  The current 
disposal area has a remaining useful life of approximately 5 years and there are additional lands 
available for expansion with the approved landfill site (personal communication, Wang 2006). 

Asbestos.  Asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) are those materials that contain greater than 1 
percent asbestos.  Friable, finely divided, and powdered wastes containing greater than 1 
percent asbestos are subject to regulation.  Friable waste is one that can be reduced to a powder 
or dust under hand pressure when dry.  Non-friable ACMs, such as floor tiles, are considered to 
be non-hazardous, except during removal and/or renovation, and are not subject to regulation. 

An asbestos management plan provides guidance for the identification of ACMs and the 
management of asbestos wastes.  An asbestos facility register is maintained by the base Civil 
Engineer.  The design of building alteration projects and requests for self-help projects are 
reviewed to determine if ACMs are present in the proposed work area.  ACM wastes are 
removed by contractor and disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations 

RCRA/Defense Environmental Restoration Act (DERA).  Cannon AFB underwent a RCRA 
Facility Assessment in 1987 as the result of an application for a RCRA Part B Permit to store 
hazardous waste and 128 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and 52 Areas of Concern 
(AOCs) were identified.  Currently, there remain 44 SWMUs and 3 AOCs on Cannon AFB.  
Recently, 23 RCRA sites and 11 sites regulated under the DERA were categorized by NMED as 
No Further Action (NFA).  The Cannon AFB Management Action Plan (Air Force 2004a) 
summarizes the current status of the base environmental programs, including and presents a 
comprehensive strategy for implementing actions necessary to protect human health and the 
environment.  The Plan also identifies that the base is covered with a layer of unconsolidated 
alluvium deposits that overlie a 25- to 60-foot-thick layer of caliche.  The caliche is underlain by 
unconsolidated silts, sands, and gravels up to depths of 400 feet below ground surface.  
Groundwater occurs at approximately 280 feet below ground surface and is part of the Ogallala 
Aquifer.  Groundwater levels have been dropping at a rate of 2 feet per year as a result of 
pumping patterns during the last 40 years.  Given these geologic and hydrologic conditions 
along with the lack of substantial precipitation soil and groundwater contamination is limited 
within Cannon AFB. 

Construction and demolition to support the AFSOC beddown would take place at or near 
several Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) sites (SD-15, SS-18, SS-19 and ST-27) 
described below and near many of the remaining SWMUs.  Waivers for construction on or near 
these sites or other RCRA sites will need to be submitted by AFSOC to the NMED.   

ERP Site SD-15 is an Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Drainage Ditch remaining after 
railroad tracks were removed in the late 1960s.  This site originated on the northwest corner of 
Building 184 and ran parallel to the flightline sides of Buildings 186, 191, 192, and 193.  In 1991, 
approximately 400 feet of the ditch nearest to Building 192 was filled and covered with concrete 
due to nearby construction.  The ditch currently receives stormwater runoff from flightline 
operations and nearby roads.  Sampling Investigations (SI) conducted in 1982 identified oil and 
grease contamination.  A Remedial Investigation (RI) was conducted in 1992 and a Class 3 
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Permit Modification Request for NFA was submitted in September 2000.  A Record of Decision 
(ROD)/Decision Document (DD) was submitted in 1996; this site is considered closed. 

ERP Site SS-18 is a JP-4 Fuel Spill site that occurred on the south apron southwest of Building 
120.  Building 120 was moved to another location and a new facility constructed over the site.  
Approximately 400 gallons of JP-4 fuel spilled onto the apron from a broken fuel coupling on an 
aircraft fuel tank in 1980.  A Draft Supplemental Assessment Report is being reviewed; four soil 
samples were analyzed for VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and lead.  All 
concentrations below current NMED residential soil screening levels (SSLs); and an NFA 
recommended.  After NMED’s approval of the Final Supplemental Assessment Report, the site 
will be removed from the permit when Cannon submits its next Class 3 Permit Modification 
Request. 

ERP Site SS-19 is the site of two motor gasoline (MOGAS) spills (2,000 – 3,000 gallons) from 
overturned fuel trucks.  These spills occurred in the early 1960s at the site location of Argentia 
Avenue southeast of Building 444.  A portion of this spill site is located under Argentia Avenue.  
An SI was conducted in 1985; an RI was conducted in 1992; a Feasibility Study (FS) was 
conducted in 1996; and a ROD/DD was submitted in 1996 indicating NFA was needed.  After 
NMED’s approval of the Final Supplemental Assessment Report, the site will be removed from 
the permit when Cannon submits its next Class 3 Permit Modification Request. 

ERP Site LF-25 is a concrete rubble pile covering approximately 30 acres adjacent to the 
perimeter road on the east area of the base.  This site is located adjacent to the site for 
construction of the raw water distribution system.  The rubble consists mainly of materials from 
demolished World War II era facilities (bricks, concrete blocks, and asphalt road and runway 
material).  Two or more cut-and-burn landfill trenches were located under the rubble.  In FY 
2000, an abatement project removed all asbestos siding and concrete rubble and covered the site 
with topsoil.  An RI was conducted in 1992; an FS was conducted in 1995, and a ROD submitted 
in 1996.  Long-term monitoring continues and NFA will be requested for this site.  This site is 
considered closed. 

ERP Site ST-26 was originally constructed as the base gas station during World War II.  The 
records are scanty for this location but original drawings do show that two USTs were 
originally planned to be installed.  However, when the location was used as a solvent disposal 
site only one UST is mentioned.  It could not be determined whether the second tank was 
removed or was not installed.  When a new gas station was constructed around 1965, the facility 
was partially demolished and at least one UST of 20,000 gallons was left in place and used for 
waste solvent disposal.  The location around the 20,000-gallon UST was identified as Facility 
4028.  The Aboveground Overflow Capacity Tank (SWMU 48b) was an adjacent 2,000-gallon 
tank that was brought in to provide overflow protection for the underground tank.  These tanks 
were on the northeast lot at the corner of Torch Boulevard and Argentia Boulevard.  They were 
active as solvent disposal tanks from approximately 1965 to 1984.  Prior to 1965, the 20,000-
gallon tank was used as a fuel tank for the base gas station.  A Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act Facility Investigation (RFI) has been submitted to NMED and once comments are 
received further actions will be determined. 

ERP Site ST-27 is a sump located just off the southern edge of the south ramp.  The location for 
this old sump is now surrounded by concrete pavement or concrete pads on the north, east, and 
south.  It is a 22-feet by 22-feet dirt and grass covered area between the telephone pole to the 
north and the new hazardous waste accumulation area to the south.  The area was deliberately 
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left uncovered to facilitate future investigations; otherwise the hazardous waste accumulation 
facility would have been constructed over it.  This sump was still in existence when the ERP 
and RFI programs started and was described as being located 120 feet west of Building 120.  
Building 120 along with Buildings 113, 114, 118, and 119 were moved to a new location on-base 
and the new small aircraft maintenance dock constructed over the old sites.  The sump was self-
contained and measured approximately 6 feet by 8 inches by 5 inches and was constructed in a 
12-feet by 14-feet concrete pad. 

During the construction of the small aircraft maintenance dock, the only thing found remaining 
was a French drain that was apparently constructed in the bottom of the sump.  This French 
drain consisted of a gravel filled pit 1 foot wide and at least 5 feet long.  The total length was not 
uncovered and the depth is unknown.  The gravel was completely covered with black oily 
wastes and is now covered with up to 2 feet of clean soil.  This oily gravel could be relocated by 
digging trenches east to west across the grassy area. The purpose of the sump, potential 
contaminants, and the date of construction are unknown; however, it apparently received 
drainage off the south ramp.  NMED reviewed November 2004 NFA document and the site was 
removed from the permit on 31 December 2006. 

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences 

3.5.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

Earth Resources 

Due to the great depth to bedrock in the locations of the proposed facilities, it is unlikely that 
potential impacts could occur to geologic resources.  Under the West Flightline Alternative, 
newly constructed facilities and facility upgrades would disturb approximately 342 acres.  Only 
a portion of the acreage disturbed would occur in any one year. 

Due to the relatively flat terrain at Cannon AFB, little cut and fill would be needed to prepare 
the sites for facility construction. In any construction, the natural soil horizons would be 
disturbed if they have not already been disturbed from previous construction.  There would be 
few hazards or limitations to construction of buildings or roads on the soil types at the locations 
of the proposed facilities.  Potential secondary effects from surface-disturbing activities, such as 
increases in stormwater runoff or offsite sedimentation, would be minimized through the 
installation and maintenance of standard construction practices and landscaping.  While soils 
would be changed by construction activities, the effects would be localized and would not 
result in significant secondary impacts to water resources because standard construction 
practices would be implemented. 

Water Resources 

At Cannon AFB, approximately 20 acres of additional impervious surface from new buildings 
and parking lots would increase stormwater runoff during precipitation events.  Approximately 
10 acres of new buildings and parking areas would be interspersed between existing base 
buildings and stormwater from these facilities would be handled with a combination of existing 
storm drains and newly installed infrastructure.  Two projects, the Hot Cargo Pad and the 
CV-22 ramp, would make up the remaining 10 acres of new impervious surface.  Stormwater 
flows from these two projects would generate a combined peak flow of 37.8 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) during a 25-year 24 hour storm event.  These flows would be dispersed to reduce 
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the potential for erosion. At Cannon AFB, the flat terrain and permeable soils would allow 
much of the surface water to infiltrate before leaving the base. 

Although no site-specific stormwater pollution plans are required for construction under the 
West Flightline Alternative, stormwater design and planning would identify standard 
construction practices appropriate for the site and soil type to be implemented during 
construction to minimize wind erosion and off-site sedimentation due to water erosion, and to 
keep increases in surface water runoff to a minimum.  After construction has been completed, 
all disturbed areas would be stabilized with landscaping, most likely combinations of native 
plants and gravel ground cover, which would minimize erosion and improve infiltration of 
precipitation.  BMPs would reflect Cannon AFB’s long history of sound natural resource 
stewardship. 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

Hazardous Materials.  Construction and demolition of facilities to support the AFSOC 
beddown may require the use of hazardous materials by contractor personnel.  In accordance 
with Cannon AFB Hazardous Materials Pharmacy (HAZMART) procedure, copies of Material 
Safety Data Sheets must be provided to the base contracting office (27 CONS) and maintained 
on the construction site.  Project contractors would comply with federal, state, and local 
environmental laws and would employ affirmative procurement practices when economically 
and technically feasible. 

All hazardous materials and construction debris generated by the proposed projects would be 
handled, stored and disposed of in accordance with federal state and local regulations and laws.  
Contractors will obtain permission from the base to store hazardous materials required to 
complete facility construction.  Contractors will obtain appropriate storage cabinets for 
hazardous material storage. 

Hazardous Waste.  Contractor personnel may generate hazardous waste during construction. 
Storage and disposal of these wastes would be the responsibility of the site contractor. 
Generation of appreciable amounts of hazardous wastes from AFSOC projects is not 
anticipated.  However, IAPs encountered in buildings scheduled for demolition would be 
relocated to the new locations associated with hazardous waste generation.  Any soil suspected 
of contamination discovered during the construction or demolition process, would be tested 
and disposed of in accordance with proper regulations. 

In the event of fuel spillage during construction, the contractor would be responsible for its 
containment, clean up, and related disposal costs.  The contractor would have sufficient spill 
supplies readily available on the pumping vehicle and/or at the site to contain any spillage.  In 
the event of a contractor related release, the contractor shall immediately notify the AFSOC 
CES/Environmental Management Office and take appropriate actions to correct its cause and 
prevent future occurrences. 

Forward Area Refueling Points (FARP) will be adapted on existing flightline areas for training 
for contingency operations.  FARP training will consist of passing fuel from one aircraft to 
another using fuel lines designed for such transfers.  Operations safety and spill plans will be 
adapted for each site prior to the start of these training procedures. 

ACMs have been identified in Buildings 12, 102, 206, 155, 622/622A, and 680 (personal 
communication, Hamilton 2006).  Construction at these facilities may disturb ACMs, and if so, 
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then the following federal and state regulations must be followed if ACMs or lead-based paint 
are found in or near the demolition areas. 

• Asbestos Removal and Disposal.  Upon classification as friable or non-friable, all waste 
ACM should be disposed of in accordance with the New Mexico Solid Waste 
Management Regulations (20NMAC9.1), and transported in accordance with the New 
Mexico regulations governing Transportation of Hazardous Materials (20NMAC9.1 et 
seq.). 

• Lead-Based Paint Removal and Disposal.  The proposed project should comply with 
the U.S. Department of Labor, OSHA regulations, and with the USEPA regulations 
addressing Lead: Management and Disposal of Lead-Based Paint Debris (40 CFR Part 
745 ). 

Storage Tanks.  Certain AFSOC projects may require the installation of ASTs to support 
proposed operations and new emergency power generators.  These fuel tanks will be 
constructed and managed in accordance with existing Cannon AFB procedures. 

Solid Waste Management.  Demolition of the facilities would generate solid wastes consisting 
of concrete, brick, wood, structural steel, glass, and miscellaneous metal building components. 
These materials would be generated during a 5-year period from FY 2008 through FY 2014.  
Demolition contractors would be directed to mulch or recycle materials to the maximum extent 
possible, thereby reducing the amount of demolition debris disposed in landfills.  Based on the 
Cannon AFB FY 2003 experience, approximately 48 percent of the demolition materials 
generated by the AFSOC projects would be recycled.  Materials not suitable for recycling would 
be taken to a landfill permitted to handle construction debris wastes, such as the Cannon AFB 
Recycling Center and Clovis Regional Landfill.  Construction of new facilities would also 
generate debris, and based on studies conducted by USEPA (USEPA 1998), construction during 
the FY 2008 through FY 2014 timeframe would average 1.6 tons per day.  Disposal of these 
wastes at the Clovis landfill would increase the daily flow by less than 1 percent and would not 
have a significant impact to the operating life of the landfill. No significant environmental 
consequences would result from the implementation of the West Flightline Alternative. 

RCRA/DERA.  Construction and demolition associated with AFSOC projects would occur on or 
near ERP Sites SD-15, SS-18, SS-19, LF-25, ST-26 and ST-27 and in close proximity to a number 
of SWMUs.  The base would request a waiver to construct on or near these sites.  Any soil 
suspected of contamination would be disposed of in accordance with proper NMED 
regulations.  Disposal of contaminated soil would be funded by this beddown project.  
Construction of the Hot Cargo pad would also require the closure and cleanup of the existing 
CATM range.  This action and would require the removal of lead from the soil and the recycling 
of the lead and would be coordinated with the NMED.   

3.5.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

Earth Resources 

Impacts analysis would be similar to the West Flightline Alternative.  Under this alternative, 
approximately 284 additional acres would be disturbed.  Due to the relatively flat terrain at 
Cannon AFB, little cut and fill would be needed to prepare the sites for facility construction.  In 
any construction, the natural soil horizons would be disturbed if they have not already been 
disturbed from previous construction.  There would be few hazards or limitations to 
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construction of buildings or roads on the soil types at the locations of the proposed facilities. 
Potential secondary effects from surface-disturbing activities, such as increases in stormwater 
runoff or off-site sedimentation, would be minimized through the installation and maintenance 
of standard construction practices and landscaping. 

While soils would be changed by construction activities, the effects would be localized and 
would not result in significant secondary impacts to wind or water resources because standard 
construction practices would be implemented.  No significant impacts to physical resources 
would result from the implementation of the East and West Airfield Alternative. 

Water Resources 

Under this alternative, approximately 150 acres of additional impervious surface from new 
buildings and parking would increase stormwater runoff during precipitation events.  During a 
25-year 24-hour storm event, it is anticipated that approximately 350 cfs of stormwater would 
be generated from the new impervious surface.  This additional stormwater runoff would be 
managed by directing the stormwater to an area that would allow for the stormwater to 
infiltrate the permeable soils found on Cannon AFB.  

Although no site-specific stormwater pollution plans are required for construction under this 
Alternative, project planning would identify standard construction practices appropriate for the 
site and soil type to be implemented during construction to minimize wind erosion and off-site 
sedimentation due to water erosion and to keep increases in surface water runoff to a minimum.  
After construction has been completed, all disturbed areas would be stabilized with 
landscaping, most likely combinations of native plants and gravel ground cover, which would 
minimize erosion and improve infiltration of precipitation.  BMPs would reflect Cannon AFB’s 
long history of sound natural resource stewardship.  In compliance with the USEPA General 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges, this additional stormwater runoff would be managed to 
keep quantities to pre-development conditions where practicable.  Even if additional 
stormwater runoff were generated, the improved storm drain system, constructed in 
conjunction with new facilities, would be designed to handle additional flows.  At Cannon AFB, 
the flat terrain and permeable soils would cause much of the surface water to infiltrate before 
leaving the military properties. 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

Hazardous Materials.  Under this alternative, construction and demolition of facilities to 
support the AFSOC beddown would be slightly greater and may require the use of hazardous 
materials by contractor personnel.  All hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, and storage 
tanks would be handled as described for the West Flightline Alternative.   

Solid Waste Management.  Demolition of the facilities would generate solid wastes consisting 
of concrete, brick, wood, structural steel, glass, and miscellaneous metal building components. 
These materials would be handled as described for the West Flightline Alternative. 

RCRA/DERA.  Under this alternative, construction and demolition would be as described for 
the West Flightline Alternative.   

3.5.3.3 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  No construction or demolition would occur.  
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Physical resources would remain the same as current conditions.  Management of hazardous 
wastes or materials would continue assuming Cannon AFB were managed in an enclave status. 

3.6 Biological Resources 
The term “biological resources” refers to non-domestic organisms that may be found within and 
potentially affected by specified project areas on Cannon AFB.  The biological resources 
category includes all native and introduced plant and animal species and the habitats, including 
wetlands, within which they occur.  Functional groups of species that are linked by ecological 
processes within a defined area are referred to as ecological communities.  These communities 
may be either terrestrial or aquatic.   

Terrestrial communities consist of plant and animal species whose life history strategies include 
little or no aquatic component.  In contrast, aquatic communities consist of plant and animal 
species whose dominant life history pattern features an aquatic component; the term also 
considers the water associated with these species.  Most ecological communities are 
distinguished by a characteristic assemblage of dominate plant species.  The spatial and 
functional portion of a community within which a species obtains its required resources 
(nutrients, water, shelter, space, temperature, etc.) is defined as its habitat.  Within an ecological 
setting the quality and attributes of available habitat determine wildlife composition, diversity 
and abundance.  Habitat requirements, species interactions and tolerance establish observed 
distribution and abundance patterns of individual species.  For this reason, habitat type, quality, 
and area affected will provide the dominant perspective in establishing baseline conditions and 
assessing potential impacts. 

Ecological communities and the species they support are presumed to have intrinsic value.  
They are sources of biological diversity, important for nutrient, water and atmospheric gas 
cycling, and are linked to regional and global ecosystem functions; they also provide aesthetic, 
recreational and socioeconomic values to society.  This biological resources section focuses on 
animal species and vegetation types that typify or are important to the function of the 
ecosystem, are of special societal importance, or are listed as endangered or threatened under 
federal or state law or statute.  These resources are organized into three major categories:  (1) 
terrestrial ecological communities, including animals and plants, (2) wetlands, and (3) special-
status species.  As stated above, a habitat-level perspective will govern both descriptions of 
existing conditions and analyses.  The following defines the wetland and special status species 
categories. 

Wetlands are a special category of Waters of the U.S. and are subject to regulatory authority 
under Section 404 of the CWA and EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands.  Jurisdictional wetlands are 
those defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and USEPA as meeting all the 
criteria defined in the USACE’s Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) 
and fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE.  Recent Supreme Court decisions and subsequent 
guidance have determined that isolated wetlands do not have jurisdictional status and are not 
subject to regulation under Section 404 of the CWA.  On 22 June 2006, the USACE determined 
that Cannon AFB does not have any jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

Special-status species are defined as those plant and animal species listed as threatened, 
endangered or candidate for listing by the USFWS, as well as those species with comparable 
state levels of legal protection.  The Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects federally listed 
threatened or endangered plant and animal species.  Candidate species are species that USFWS 
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is considering for listing as federal threatened or endangered but for which a proposed rule has 
not yet been developed.  Candidates do not benefit from legal protection under the ESA.  The 
USFWS encourages federal agencies to consider candidate species in their planning process 
because they may be listed in the future and, more importantly, because current action may 
prevent future listing.   

The New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act (1978) provides for the listing of species at risk 
within the state as endangered or threatened.  New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
(NMDGF) maintains a list of endangered and threatened fish and animals.  The New Mexico 
Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department (EMNRD) manages state-listed plants.  
Other states provide similar species conservation frameworks.  Typically state and federal lists 
have considerable overlap, but occasionally a state may provide more protection than is 
required at the federal level.   

Regulatory Setting for Biological Resources  

Endangered Species Act 

The ESA of 1973 (16 USC §§ 1531–1544, as amended) established measures for the protection of 
plant and animal species that are federally listed as threatened or endangered, and for the 
conservation of habitats that are critical to the continued existence of those species.  Federal 
agencies must evaluate the effects of their proposed actions through a set of defined procedures, 
which can include the preparation of a Biological Assessment and can require formal 
consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Act. 

The consultation requirements of Section 7 of the Act are to ensure that actions of Federal 
agencies will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or adversely modify 
designated critical habitats.  Before initiating an action, the Air force must ask the USFWS to 
provide a list of threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species and designated 
critical habitats that may be present in the project area.  If the USFWS answers that no species or 
critical habitats are present, then the Air Force has no further obligation under the consultation 
provisions of the Act, and “consultation” is concluded.  If a species is present, then the Air Force 
must determine whether the project may affect a listed species.  If so, further consultation is 
required.  If the Air Force determines (and USFWS agrees) that the project does not adversely 
affect any listed species then the consultation (informal to this point) is concluded and the 
decision is put in writing.  If the Air Force determines the project may adversely affect a listed 
species or designated critical habitat, “formal consultation” is required.  Letters were sent to the 
appropriate USFWS offices informing them of the West Flightline Alternative and alternatives 
and requesting data regarding applicable protected species (Appendix C). 

Clean Water Act  

The CWA of 1977 (33 USC § 1251 et seq.) and the USEPA Stormwater General Permit regulate 
pollutant discharges that could affect aquatic life forms or human health and safety.  Section 404 
of the CWA and EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, regulate development activities in or near 
streams or wetlands.  Section 404 regulates development in streams and wetlands and requires 
a permit from the USACE for dredging and filling in wetlands.  Based on a recent USACE 
determination (USACE 2006), inundated areas on either Cannon AFB or Melrose AFR are 
considered components of isolated drainages and not classified as jurisdictional waters of the 
U.S.  No wetlands, currently defined by USACE, occur at either Cannon AFB or Melrose AFR. 
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703 et seq.) and EO 13186    

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the take, possession, import, export, transport, 
selling, purchase, barter, or offering for sale, purchase or barter, any migratory bird, their eggs, 
parts, and nests, except as authorized under a valid permit (50 CFR 21.11).  Taking, as defined 
by USFWS, does not include habitat destruction or alteration as long as these activities do not 
lead to the direct take of birds, nests, eggs or their parts.  The MBTA governs the taking, killing, 
possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests.  The 
take of all migratory birds is governed by the MBTA’s regulation of taking migratory birds for 
certain purposes, such as educational, scientific, and recreational purposes and requiring 
harvest to be limited to levels that prevent overuse.  Eighty-three percent of all native bird 
species are protected by MBTA.  Section 315 of the FY 2003 National Defense Authorization Act 
(signed 2 December 2002) provided DoD a one-year exemption from the incidental take during 
“military readiness activities” and directed USFWS to develop a rule governing these activities.    

The final rule (published in the Federal Register on 28 February 2007) became effective on 30 
March 2007.  It authorizes incidental take of migratory birds that may result from military 
readiness training and requires DoD:  

• To assess the adverse effects of military readiness activities on migratory birds. 

• To confer and cooperate with USFWS to develop appropriate and reasonable 
conservation measures to minimize, mitigate and identify significant adverse effects on a 
population of migratory bird species of concern. 

• To monitor the effects of military readiness activities on migratory bird species of 
concern and conservation measures. 

EO 13186 (effective January 10, 2001) outlines the responsibilities of federal agencies to protect 
migratory birds, in accordance with the MBTA, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Acts, the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, ESA, and NEPA.  This order specifies the following: 

• Established the USFWS as the lead for coordinating and implementing EO 13186;  

• Requires federal agencies to incorporate migratory bird protection measures into their 
activities;  

• Requires federal agencies to obtain permits from USFWS before any “take” occurs, even 
when the agency intent is not to kill or injure migratory birds; and  

• Requires federal agencies to develop and implement a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with USFWS that promotes the conservation of migratory birds. 

Sikes Act (16 USC 670) 

The Sikes Act requires military services to establish Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plans (INRMPs) to conserve natural resources for their military installations unless the 
Secretary of the service concerned determines that in the absence of significant natural resources 
on a particular installation makes preparation of an INRMP inappropriate.  The INRMPs 
include threatened and endangered species, other fish and wildlife resources, wetlands, 
migratory bird habitat and forest lands.  INRMPs are developed in cooperation with the USFWS 
and state Fish and Wildlife agencies. 
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3.6.1 Definition of Cannon AFB Biological Resources 
Biological resource within the Cannon AFB ROI associated with the West Flightline Alternative 
include those wild species that reside or may occur in some transient fashion on base and may 
be affected by project related construction and operations.  The definition includes plants, 
wildlife, and their habitats.   

3.6.2 Existing Conditions 
The area of Cannon AFB lies within the Southwest Plateau and Plains Dry Steppe and Shrub 
Province ecoregion as defined by Bailey (1995).  Prior to airfield construction, agricultural fields 
covered the area occupied by the base (Air Force 1997a).  Agriculture is still the dominant land 
use surrounding the base.  Lands within base boundaries are currently classified as Urban and 
Cultivated, although pre-settlement vegetation was Plains-Mesa Grassland (Dick-Peddie 1993).  
Only small areas of natural vegetation exist on base (DeBruin et al. 1995).  Nearly the entire area 
of the base northwest of the runway/taxiway complex is full developed.  In addition, large 
areas of the base on the southeast side are full developed.  Biological surveys have defined four 
habitat types at Cannon AFB: improved/landscaped, semi-improved/mowed grassland, 
unimproved/disturbed grassland, and riparian/aquatic (USACE 1998).  Landscaped habitats 
include lawns and planted areas within the fully developed portion of the base; the USACE 
(1998) provided a list of landscape plants at Cannon AFB.  Semi-improved/mowed areas 
generally consist of lawn grasses and weeds, which are kept mowed to facilitate base training 
and enhance base aesthetics. 

Unimproved/disturbed grasslands are not mowed and include Bermuda grass (Cynodon 
dactylon), windmill grass (Chloris verticillata), Johnsongrass (Sorghum halapense), silver bluestem 
(Bothriochloa saccharoides), common sunflower (Helianthus annuus) and ragweed (Ambrosia 
psilostachya) (USACE 1996).  Because of the history of land use, dominance of exotic plant 
species, and the isolation and small size of remaining habitat patches, habitat quality at Cannon 
AFB is considered low. 

Terrestrial wildlife at Cannon AFB generally consists of species associated with disturbed 
places, including species that benefit from the presence of humans.  Such species include 
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), great-tailed grackle (Quiscalus mexicanus), northern 
mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), American robin (Turdus migratorius), European starling 
(Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), house mouse (Mus musculus), deer mouse 
(Peromyscus maniculatus), and red fox (Vulpes vulpes) (USACE 1995, 1996).  Ten to 15 pairs of 
Mississippi kites (Ictinia mississippiensis) regularly nest in trees on the base’s golf course.   

Aquatic habitats at Cannon AFB include seasonally inundated playas (4.74 acres), ponds and 
basins (25.59 acres), and 2,913 linear feet of intermittent streams and drainages (Air Force 
1996a).  Because of the isolated nature of drainages within the Cannon AFB ROI, USACE made 
a determination that no jurisdictional waters occur on base (USACE 2006).  None of these 
surface water features are regulated or afforded special protection status under the CWA or 
require permitting under Section 404 prior to actions that may result in dredging or the 
placement of fill material in them. 

The two isolated mesic habitats are the South Playa Lake (4.56 acres) and a small area (0.18 
acres) on the golf course.  The South Playa Lake receives much of its water as run-off from the 
nearby airfield and is only seasonally flooded wetland.  The golf course area also receives run-
off water from developed portions of the base. 
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Other inundated areas are the North Playa Lake, one man-made basin near the Ammunition 
Storage Area that is temporarily flooded, and four ponds on the golf course.  The North Playa 
Lake, historically a natural playa (an isolated, undrained basin in which floodwaters 
accumulate during rainy periods and subsequently evaporate), receives continuous effluent 
from adjacent sewage lagoon and thus remains permanently inundated.   

The USACE conducted a biological survey of the North Playa Lake in 1995 (USACE 1995).  Both 
the North and South Playa lakes attract waterfowl during migration and in winter and provide 
important transient or seasonal habitat in an otherwise arid region.  Thirty-two species of 
waterbirds utilize North Playa Lake habitats as residents or seasonal migrants.  These include a 
variety of grebes, herons, ducks, geese, shorebirds, and gulls (USACE 1995).  Upland bird 
species in the area are likely occasional visitors.  Additionally, North Playa Lake supports 
barred tiger salamanders (Ambystoma tigrinum) and small numbers of Woodhouse’s toads (Bufo 
woodhousei).  Small mammal species identified in the area are among those habitat generalists 
typical of disturbance communities.  No active large mammal burrows have been detected on 
Cannon AFB (USACE 1995.) 

The USFWS provided a list of endangered, threatened, and candidate species, and species of 
concern for Curry County (USFWS 2006).  The NMDGF, New Mexico Natural Heritage 
Program (NMNHP), and New Mexico Rare Plant Technical Council (NMRPTC) web sites 
provided state listings of species of special concern (NMRPTC 1999, NMDGF 2006a, NMNHP 
2003).  Due to the degree of development on Cannon AFB, there is little potential for occurrence 
of listed species or other species recognized as sensitive on sites that could be affected by 
construction of project facilities on Cannon AFB.  Federally and state-listed and candidate 
endangered or threatened species potentially occurring on Cannon AFB are listed in Table 3.6-1. 

The USFWS reported three federally protected species having the potential to occur in Curry 
County, along with one candidate species.  Additionally, several species have a special status in 
New Mexico, with a number of these not ranked federally.     

The black-footed ferret is a federally and state-listed endangered species historically associated 
with prairie dog colonies across the western prairies.  The black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) 
has not been documented in the state since 1934; in 1991 it was considered extirpated from the 
state (NMDGF 2006a) and is not considered further in this EIS.  The black-tailed prairie dog is 
known to occur at Cannon AFB, but its population has declined drastically across its range in 
the prairie states.  Population declines are attributed to habitat loss and modification, poisoning, 
and disease (sylvatic plague) (USFWS 2000).  It is currently a species of concern. 

The interior least tern, a federally and state-listed endangered species, breeds at Bitter Lake 
National Wildlife Refuge, 153 kilometers southwest of Cannon AFB near Roswell.  This small 
breeding colony typically consists of three to seven pairs (NMDGF 2006a).  These birds often 
use playa lakes for foraging and have the potential to occur at playa basins in the ROI.  To date, 
no interior least terns have been observed at Cannon AFB (Air Force 1998a).   

The bald eagle, a federally and state-listed threatened species, is not known to nest in Curry 
County.  It is a migratory species and is a common winter resident along the Pecos River.  One 
winter roost site occurs at Sumner Lake (Air Force 2001a) 113 kilometers west of Cannon AFB.  
On Cannon AFB, only the North Playa Lake contains potential bald eagle habitat, but eagles 
have not been previously observed there (Air Force 1998a).  However, because bald eagles are 
migratory, they have the potential to occur at the North Playa Lake during fall, winter, or 
spring. 
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Table 3.6-1.  Federally and State-Listed Threatened, Endangered and 
Candidate Species Identified for Curry County, New Mexico and Having 

Potential to Occur at Cannon AFB 

Common Name 
and 

Scientific Name 

Status 
(Federal/ 
State)1 General Habitat Association 

Likelihood of occurrence in the 
Cannon AFB Project Area 

Least tern (Interior 
Population), Sterna 
antillarum 

E/E Nest mainly on riverine sandbars or 
open sandy or gravel coastal 
beaches.  May nest on dredge 
material.  Long distance migrant. 

No habitat present. Occurrence 
highly unlikely. 

Bald eagle, Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

T/T Breeding habitat most commonly 
includes areas close to coastal areas, 
bays, rivers, lakes, that reflect the 
general availability of primary food 
sources including fish, waterfowl, 
and seabirds  

Seasonal, incidental occurrence 
possible.  No perching/roosting 
habitat present.  Base not 
within riverine migration 
corridors.  

Lesser prairie-chicken, 
Tympanuchus 
pallidicinctus 

C/-- Mixed grass-dwarf shrub 
communities that occur on sandy 
soils; principally the sand sagebrush 
and bluestem.  Year-round residents 
where they occur 

No habitat present.  Very low 
likelihood of occurrence. 

Peregrine falcon, Falco 
peregrinus 

--2/T Bare rock/talus/scree, cliff, 
shrubland/chaparral, 
urban/edificarian, woodland - 
conifer, woodland – hardwood, 
woodland – mixed 

No habitat present.  Low 
likelihood of occurrence. 

Baird's sparrow, 
Ammodramus bairdii 

--/T Forage among dense bunch grasses 
in northern prairie settings. Breed in 
ungrazed or lightly grazed mixed-
grass prairie, wet meadows, local 
pockets of tallgrass prairie. 

No foraging or breeding habitat 
present on base.  Very low 
likelihood of incidental 
occurrence. 

Bell’s vireo, Vireo bellii --/T Dense brush, willow thickets, 
mesquite, streamside thickets, and 
scrub oak, in arid regions often near 
water, also adjoining uplands 

No habitat present.  Low 
likelihood of occurrence. 

Notes: 1. Status: Federal/State E = Endangered, T= Threatened, C = Candidate, -- = not listed. 
 2. The peregrine falcon was delisted under the Federal Endangered Species Act in August 1999.   
Sources: NMDGF 2006a, USFWS 2006. 
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In New Mexico, the lesser prairie-chicken inhabits prairies of sand bluestem and little bluestem 
grasses (Bouteloua hallii and B. scoparium), mixed with shinnery oak (Quercus harvardii) or sand 
sagebrush (Artemisia filifolia) (Giesen 1998).  Population declines of prairie-chickens are due to 
habitat loss, degradation, and drought (Giesen 1998, NMDGF 2006b).  There are several state-
managed lesser prairie-chicken Conservation Areas in nearby Roosevelt County (Massey 2001).  
Lesser prairie-chickens have not been observed on Cannon AFB; no habitat is present. 

Although the peregrine falcon was federally delisted in 1999, the State of New Mexico considers 
it a threatened species.  Cliff nesting habitat is not present on base or in the vicinity.  However, 
peregrines are migratory and could be rare transient visitors to Cannon AFB.  A peregrine 
falcon was observed at North Playa Lake in spring 1997 (Air Force 1998a). 

Baird’s sparrows breed in the northern prairies and winter primarily in northern Mexico.  They 
also may winter in New Mexico grasslands (NMDGF 2006a).  One Baird’s sparrow was 
observed in mixed grassland in the southeast part of Cannon AFB in spring 1997 (Air Force 
1998a).  It is likely a rare visitor to the ROI.    

3.6.3  Environmental Consequences 

Potential impacts to biological resources, including plants, wildlife and habitat is based on the 
following:  

• Importance of the resource (i.e., legal, commercial, recreational, ecological, or scientific) 
of the resource;  

• Proportion of the resource potentially affected relative to its occurrence in the region;  

• Sensitivity of the resource to the Proposed Action’s activities; and 

• Duration of ecological ramifications.   

Impacts to resources are significant if habitats of high concern are adversely affected over 
relatively large areas; if disturbances to small, essential habitats would lead to landscape-levels 
effects on the ecology; or if disturbances impact the abundance or distribution of federally or 
state-listed species.  Permanent habitat loss and temporary disturbance due to construction are 
specific issues and concerns for biological resources.  Habitat degradation caused by post-
construction invasion of noxious weeds is also a consideration.   

This section only discusses environmental consequences of construction and operations 
associated with the West Flightline Alternative and East and West Airfield Alternative at 
Cannon AFB.  Environmental consequences associated with Melrose AFR and project-related 
airspaces are discussed in Sections 4.6.3 and 5.6.3, respectively. 

3.6.3.1  West Flightline Alternative 

Under the West Flightline Alternative, approximately 342 acres of land in current development 
would be converted to project-related uses.  The area includes the current apron, taxiways, and 
associated buildings and hangars.  Little vegetation or wildlife habitat is present in this area.  
Terrestrial communities affected by the West Flightline Alternative are mainly lawns, semi-
improved/mowed grassland, and some unimproved/disturbed grassland surrounding 
buildings or pavement.  Cannon AFB was developed on land in previous agricultural use; no 
intact native communities are present.  Wildlife species affected by the loss or alteration of such 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
3-42 3.0 Cannon AFB Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

habitats would be those species inhabiting disturbed places or those typically associated with 
human habitation.  Such species would only be temporarily displaced during construction and 
would ultimately re-establish home ranges, as before, within surrounding habitats.  Re-
vegetation, landscaping, and maintenance associated with proposed construction would 
minimize the establishment of invasive, non-native plant species and the proliferation of their 
seeds within soil seed banks.   

No wetlands and other water bodies fall within the proposed construction area or adjacent to 
the proposed construction area.  They would not be impacted by construction or operations 
associated with the West Flightline Alternative. 

Under the West Flightline Alternative, the total number of Cannon AFB airfield operations 
would decrease by approximately 41 percent.  Operations would shift from approximately 80 
percent day to approximately 35 percent night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).  Aircraft assets 
operating within the Cannon ROI would shift from primarily F-16 jet aircraft to predominantly 
a mix of large to medium-sized propeller-driven aircraft and tilt-rotor aircraft.  These aircraft 
move more slowly and function in the vicinity of the airfield differently than current aircraft, 
primarily F-16s.  Overall noise levels are expected to increase slightly under the West Flightline 
Alternative.  Both the acoustical and visual characteristics associated with aircraft operations, as 
well as their temporal patterns, would also change under the West Flightline Alternative.  
Wildlife species, particularly waterfowl using the North Playa Lake, would experience a change 
in aircraft overflight patterns.  However, because little wildlife habitat is present on base and 
resident and transient species occurring on base currently are habituated to intensive airfield 
operations, impacts to wildlife are expected to be negligible and less than significant.  

No federally or state-listed species would be directly impacted by the West Flightline 
Alternative.  All identified federally or state-listed species have little likelihood of occurrence at 
Cannon AFB, and, if present, would be more likely to occur as transients in open spaces 
peripheral to the project site and open water sources such as the sewage lagoons, North Playa 
Lake, and water impoundments associated with the base golf course.  There is no critical habitat 
or essential resources for listed species present on Cannon AFB.  Any disturbance effects would 
be minor or temporary and have no impact on species distribution or abundance.  Impacts to 
biological resources of construction and operation of the West Flightline Alternative on Cannon 
AFB would be less than significant. 

3.6.3.2  East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

The East and West Airfield Alternative would use an additional portion of Cannon AFB for 
project-related facilities but is otherwise the same as the West Flightline Alternative.  Under the 
East and West Airfield Alternative, approximately 284 additional acres in the southeast portion 
of the base would be completely developed through the construction of project-related 
buildings, taxiways, and aircraft parking areas.  Terrestrial communities affected by the East 
and West Airfield Alternative are mainly semi-improved/mowed grassland, or unimproved/ 
disturbed grassland.  Cannon AFB was developed on previously cultivated land; no intact 
native communities are present.  Little or no shrub component is present within the 
construction footprint, which is vegetated primarily by grasses and weedy species.  Wildlife 
species affected by the loss or alteration of such habitats would be those species inhabiting 
disturbed places or those typically associated with human habitation.  Such species would only 
be temporarily displaced during construction and ultimately re-establish home ranges within 
surrounding habitats, including disturbed grassland and semi-improved habitats.  Re-
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vegetation, landscaping and maintenance associated with proposed construction would 
minimize the establishment of invasive, non-native plant species and the proliferation of their 
seeds within soil seed banks.   

No water bodies fall within the proposed construction or are in proximity to the proposed 
construction area.  Thus, no water bodies would be impacted by construction or operations 
associated with the East and West Airfield Alternative. 

Noise effects on biological resources under the East and West Airfield Alternative would be 
similar to those for the West Flightline Alternative.  

No federally or state-listed species would be directly impacted by the East and West Airfield 
Alternative.  All identified federally or state-listed species have little likelihood of occurrence at 
Cannon AFB, and, if present, would be more likely to occur as transients in the open spaces 
peripheral to the project site and open water sources such as North Playa Lake and water 
impoundments associated with the base golf course.  There is no critical habitat and no essential 
resources for these species present on Cannon AFB.  Any disturbance effects would be minor 
and temporary and have no impact on species distribution or abundance.  Impacts to biological 
resources of construction and operation of the East and West Airfield Alternative on Cannon 
AFB would be less than significant. 

3.6.3.3  No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  Construction projects would not take place as 
proposed.  No training with AFSOC assets would occur.  The 27 FW and its current 
complement of F-16s would be disestablished as previously planned.  No impacts to biological 
resources on base are expected with the reduced activity of the No Action Alternative.   

3.7 Cultural Resources 

3.7.1 Definition of Resource 

Cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object 
considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, religious 
or other purposes.  They include archaeological resources, historic architectural resources, and 
traditional resources.  Archaeological resources are locations where prehistoric or historic 
activity measurably altered the earth or produced deposits of physical remains (e.g., 
arrowheads, bottles).  Historic architectural resources include standing buildings and other 
structures of historic or aesthetic significance.  Traditional resources are associated with cultural 
practices and beliefs of a living community that are rooted in its history and are important in 
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community.   

Historic properties (as defined in 36 CFR 60.4) are significant archaeological, architectural, or 
traditional resources eligible for listing, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  Historic properties are evaluated for potential adverse impacts from an action, as are 
significant traditional resources identified by American Indian tribes or other groups.  In 1999, 
the DoD promulgated its American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, which emphasize the 
importance of respecting and consulting with tribal governments on a government-to-
government basis.  The Policy requires an assessment, through consultation, of the effect of 
proposed DoD actions having the potential to significantly affect protected tribal resources, 
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tribal rights, and Indian lands before decisions are made by the services.  The ROI for cultural 
resources consists of Cannon AFB. 

The ROI for cultural resources on Cannon AFB consists of those portions of the base that will be 
directly affected by ground-disturbing activities.  Regional history that encompasses Cannon 
AFB from 12,000 years ago to the 20th century is presented in Sections 4.7.1 and 5.7.1. 

A modern military presence was established in the region during World War II with the 
opening of Clovis Army Air Base in 1942.  It was selected as one of three sites, including 
Ephrata, Washington, and Salina, Kansas, for a “super-airdrome.”   

On December 24th, 1942, the 409th Base headquarters and Air Base Squadron arrived at Clovis 
Air Base followed by the arrival of the 16th Bombardment Operational Wing, which arrived in 
January of 1943.  In April of 1943, the base was renamed Clovis Army Air Field.  From early 
1943 to late 1945, the airfield served as a bombardment training base.  From June through 
December 1943, the 302nd Bombardment Group trained B-24 personnel.  B-17 crews from the 
25th, 497th, 498th, 499th, and 500th Bombardment Groups trained at the airfield from February to 
April 1944.  From 1945 to 1946, the airfield was home to B-29 Bombardment Groups.   

Following the end of the war, Clovis Army Airfield operations began to decrease.  Coinciding 
with personnel shortages, bombardment training was no longer a primary focus for the base.  In 
July of 1946, the airfield was placed on a reduced status with complete inactivation occurring in 
May of 1947. 

Control of the airfield changed hands numerous times during its period of inactivation, which 
lasted until 1951.  In August of 1947, the Strategic Air Command took control, changing the 
name of the airfield to Clovis Air Force Base in 1948 before handing it over to Air Training 
Command in April of 1950, who then handed it over to Tactical Air Command (TAC) in July of 
1951.  The 140th Fighter Bomber Wing (140 FBW), flying the P-51 “Mustang” and made up of Air 
National Guard elements from Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah, was called to active duty as the 
first TAC unit at Clovis AFB (Air Force 2004b).  The 140 FBW returned to Air National Guard 
control in 1952, replaced by the 50th Fighter Bomber Wing.  In 1957, Clovis Air Base became a 
permanent Air Force installation and was renamed Cannon AFB in honor of the former 
commander of Tactical Air Command, John Kenneth Cannon (Air Force 2004b).  During the late 
1950s and early 1960s, Cannon AFB personnel and planes were deployed throughout the world.  
Crews deployed to Berlin during the Berlin Wall Crisis, and a decade later, to Vietnam and 
Thailand during the conflict there.  In 1965, the mission for Cannon AFB began to change, 
focusing more on training F-100 pilots and mechanics.  In 1968, Cannon AFB added further 
training for Forward Air Controllers and Air Liaison Officers.  With this, Cannon AFB became 
the largest replacement training wing in TAC.  During the late 1960s, with the arrival of 
different F-111 variants, the primary mission for Cannon AFB began to once again change back 
into a tactical one.  The current F-16 aircraft were based at Cannon AFB starting in 1995. 

After the Persian Gulf War, the NMANG transitioned to flying the F-16 Fighting Falcon; in 1991 
this was the only fighter squadron to fly the F-16 equipped with Low Altitude Navigation and 
Targeting Infrared for Night (LANTIRN) pods.   

3.7.2 Existing Conditions on Cannon AFB 

In compliance with the NHPA, the Air Force has completed a Cultural Resources Management 
Plan (CRMP) for Cannon AFB and Melrose Range (ACC 2004a).  The plan, developed in 
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consultation with the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), summarizes 
cultural resources at the base and range, including NRHP-eligibility status; it also spells out a 
number of standard operating procedures; and it provides protocols for consultation between 
the Air Force and SHPO.   

Although Cannon AFB occupies the location of an airfield dating to the 1920s, structures from 
that time were demolished during construction of the AFB, and no standing facilities remain 
from the pre-World War II era.  Cannon AFB inventoried structures dating from the World War 
II and Cold War eras (ACC 2004a).  Of the World War II era buildings still present, five may be 
eligible for the NRHP (Table 3.7-1).  From the Cold War era (1946 through 1989), none of the 13 
structures inventoried are NRHP-eligible (ACC 2004).   

Table 3.7-1.  Structures That May be Eligible  
for the National Register of Historic Places  

Building number   Description Construction Date/Era 
002 Flagpole 1943/World War II 
2107 Concrete storage magazine 1943/World War II 
2111 Storage shed 1943/World War II 
2113 Storage shed 1943/World War II 
2115 Storage shed 1943/World War II 
Source:  ACC 2004a. 

Archaeological survey on Cannon AFB has identified three archaeological sites, two prehistoric, 
and one historic.  None of these sites are considered eligible for the NRHP.  No traditional 
cultural resources have been located on Cannon AFB, and no Native American groups have 
indicated areas of specific interest. 

3.7.3 Environmental Consequences 

Impact analysis for cultural resources focuses on assessing whether the West Flightline 
Alternative or alternatives have the potential to affect cultural resources that are eligible for 
listing in the NRHP or have traditional significance for American Indian groups.  Under Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the proponent of the action is 
responsible for determining whether any historic properties are located in the area; assessing 
whether the proposed undertaking would adversely affect the resources, and notifying the 
SHPO of any adverse effects.  An adverse effect is any action that may directly or indirectly 
change the characteristics that make the historic property eligible for listing in the NRHP.  If an 
adverse effect is identified, the federal agency consults with the SHPO and federally recognized 
American Indian tribes to develop measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects 
of the undertaking. 

Direct impacts may occur by physically altering, damaging, or destroying all or part of a 
resource; altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the 
resource’s significance; introducing visual or audible elements that are out of character with the 
property or alter its setting; or neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is 
destroyed.  Direct impacts can be assessed by identifying the types and locations of proposed 
activity and determining the exact location of cultural resources that could be affected.  Indirect 
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impacts generally result from increases in population that can lead to increased use of an area 
and are harder to quantify. 

At Cannon AFB, the West Flightline Alternative and East and West Airfield Alternative include 
changes in the aircraft inventory, an overall reduction in airfield operations (both approaches 
and departures, and closed patterns), additional vehicles, and a number of construction and 
renovation projects.  In compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and the CRMP, the Air Force 
has initiated consultation regarding the proposed AFSOC Assets Beddown (refer to Appendix 
C). 

3.7.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

Twenty-four buildings will be directly affected by the West Flightline Alternative.  Table 3.7-2 
lists the facilities, their date of construction, and NRHP eligibility.  Recent inventory and 
evaluation have determined that none of these buildings is eligible for the NRHP under any 
criteria (ACC 2004a). 

New construction will occur under this action.  Most or perhaps even all of the area has been 
previously disturbed by prior construction and other Air Force activities.  Survey of Cannon 
AFB has located three sites that lie outside the area that will be directly affected by construction.  
None of the archaeological sites is eligible for the NRHP. 

The addition of personnel has the potential to indirectly, adversely affect archaeological sites, if 
recreation or use of an area were to cause damage to a historic property.  However, since no 
archaeological historic properties (i.e., no NRHP-eligible archaeological sites) are present on 
Cannon AFB, the population increase will have no effect.  Furthermore, because the five 
structures on Cannon AFB that may be eligible for the NRHP (Table 3.7-1) achieved eligibility 
while associated with airfield operations and the associated noise, changes in the noise 
environment will have no effect on historic properties.   

There is always the possibility that previously unknown or unrecorded resources could be lie 
underground, sometimes underneath existing development.  In the unlikely event that 
previously unrecorded or unevaluated cultural resources are encountered during construction, 
Cannon AFB will manage these resources in accordance with the Cannon AFB CRMP (ACC 
2004a), adhering to federal and state laws, as well as Air Force regulations. 

3.7.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

The East and West Airfield Alternative for Cannon AFB differs from the West Flightline 
Alternative only in facilities development, and there would be no effects to historic properties 
under this alternative.  Rather than concentrating on the west side of the runway, development 
would also occur on the east side.  There would be some variation in the buildings experiencing 
additions and/or alterations.  However, because these actions would not alter the five 
structures on Cannon AFB that may be eligible for the NRHP, there would still be no effect on 
known eligible historic properties.  No archaeological sites have been identified in the area of 
the East and West Airfield Alternative.  In the unlikely event that previously unrecorded or 
unevaluated cultural resources are encountered during construction, Cannon AFB will manage 
these resources in accordance with the Cannon AFB CRMP (ACC 2004a), adhering to federal 
and state laws, as well as Air Force regulations. 
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Table 3.7-2.  Buildings included with projects  
under the West Flightline Alternative at Cannon AFB  

Building 
# Current Function 

Construction 
Date 

NRHP 
eligibility 

012 Target intelligence training 1969 Not eligible 
022 Shop, aircraft, general purpose 1992 Not eligible 
102 Squadron Operations 1958 Not eligible 
109 Maintenance Dock 1991 Not eligible 
125 Maintenance Dock 1989 Not eligible 
126 Maintenance Dock 1990 Not eligible 
133 Munitions load crew training 1993 Not eligible 
155 Headquarters, Group 1966 Not eligible 
160 Warehouse Supplies and Equipment Base 1993 Not eligible 
196 Maintenance Dock 1969 Not eligible 
197 Maintenance Dock 1990 Not eligible 
198 Squadron Operations 1991 Not eligible 
199 Aircraft Corrosion Control 1992 Not eligible 
206 Warehouse Supplies and Equipment Base 1969 Not eligible 
208 Maintenance Dock, Small Aircraft 1995 Not eligible 
622 Avionics Shop 1974 Not eligible 
624 Warehouse Supplies and Equipment Base 1992 Not eligible 
679 Electronic and Communication Maintenance Pod 

Shop and Storage 
1992 Not eligible 

680 Shop, Jet Engine inspection and maintenance 1965 Not eligible 
684 Shop, Aircraft General Purpose 1991 Not eligible 
780 Flight Simulator Training 1994 Not eligible 
790 Flight Simulator Training 1967 Not eligible 
2332 Shop, Aircraft General Purpose 1991 Not eligible 
5123 Pad, Power Check with Suppressor 1988 Not eligible 
NRHP Eligibility Source:  ACC 2004 
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3.7.3.3 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  As long as Cannon AFB is managed as an enclave, 
the base would continue to manage any cultural resources that could be present in accordance 
with the 2004 CRMP. 

3.8 Land Use and Transportation 
3.8.1  Definition of Cannon AFB Land Use and Transportation 
The attributes of Cannon AFB and nearby land use addressed in this analysis include general 
land use patterns, land ownership, land management plans, and applicable plans and 
ordinances.  General land use patterns characterize the types of uses within a particular area 
including human land uses, (e.g., agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, 
and recreational) or natural land uses (e.g., forests, refuges, and other open spaces).  Land 
ownership is a categorization of land according to type of owner; the majority of land 
ownership in the region is private.  Land use plans and ordinances, policies, and guidelines 
establish appropriate goals for future use or regulate allowed uses.  

Transportation resources include the infrastructure required for the movement of people, 
materials, and goods.  For this analysis, transportation resources include the road network. 

The ROI for this resource consists of Cannon AFB, the land immediately surrounding it, and 
access routes to the base. 

3.8.2  Existing Conditions 
Cannon AFB is located on 3,500 acres of federally owned land within Curry County, New Mexico.  
The city of Clovis, the county seat for Curry County, lies about 8 miles to the east of Cannon AFB.  
With a population of 32,667, it is the largest city within the support area of the Base.  Curry County 
has a total land area of 900,905 acres with about 828,000 acres designated as farmland.  The principal 
crops include corn, grain, sorghum, wheat, barley, oats, alfalfa, cotton, and various vegetables.  In 
addition to farms used for crop growing, there are several large cattle ranches scattered throughout 
the area. 

Cannon AFB is surrounded by agricultural, commercial, and residential land.  There is virtually no 
off-base encroachment from the eastern, southern, or western agricultural land contiguous to the 
base.  There is a sparsely populated residential and commercial development along U.S. Highway 
60/84 northeast of the base, but no encroachment.   

According to the General Plan, land uses within Cannon AFB are grouped for their functionality 
(Air Force 2002).  In general, housing is located in the northern portion of the base; the airfield in the 
middle; and open space south of the flightline.  The Air Force is currently revising the Base General 
Plan in anticipation of AFSOC assets beddown.  Figure 3.8-1 represents the future land use map that 
is under consideration.  In general, land uses addressed in the existing General Plan make 
recommendations for areas affected by both the potential for aircraft noise and aircraft accidents.  
Noise contours developed are used to describe noise exposure around the base and support 
compatible land use recommendations.  Noise is one of the major factors used in determining 
appropriate land uses since elevated sound levels are incompatible with certain land uses.  Figure 
3.8-2 shows the existing noise contours at Cannon AFB.  When noise levels exceed an Ldn of 65 dB, 
residential land uses are normally considered incompatible.  Further, the percentage of persons 
highly annoyed by noise can increase by the varying noise levels.   
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Figure 3.8-1.  Future Land Use within Cannon AFB 
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Figure 3.8-2.  Future Land Use under the Baseline Action Noise Contour 
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The Air Force has designated Air Installation Compatible Use Zones (AICUZs) around Cannon 
AFB to provide recommendations for compatible uses in areas subject to accident hazards.  
Airfield restrictions have been developed and placed on land use within APZs and runway CZs 
because of the increased risk of aircraft accidents within these areas.  Cannon AFB has four CZs, 
one at each end of the runway (Figure 3.8-3).  Cannon AFB has already acquired the property 
contained by the CZ areas off the end of Runways 04, 13, and 31, while much of Runway 22 CZ 
is owned and controlled by the Burlington Northern & Santa Fe Railroad.  The local 
communities or county governments are responsible for adopting appropriate land use controls 
to prevent incompatible development.  The property surrounding Cannon AFB airfield 
environs is managed and controlled by the Curry County Board of Commissioners.  Curry 
County has no current zoning restrictions.  In addition, Curry County has been purchasing 
restrictive easements for the property contained within the APZ.  Restrictive easements limit the 
use of the property to compatible development.  The restrictive easements also impose height 
restrictions on structures.  Curry County does not have a comprehensive plan, but is currently 
working with the city of Clovis to prepare a plan for both jurisdictions (personal 
communication, Smith 2006). 

Prime farmland is defined by 7 USC 4201 and CEQ 1508.27(b)(3) as those areas that contain the 
best combination of physical and chemical characteristics.  Prime farmland is identified for 
resource conservation and growth management.  Because Cannon AFB is not in agricultural 
production, no prime farmland is located on the installations.  Because of New Mexico’s arid 
climate in agricultural areas, no lands in New Mexico qualify as Prime Farmland unless 
irrigated with a dependable supply of irrigation water.  The land surrounding Cannon AFB, 
while irrigated, could potentially qualify for prime agricultural land, but since construction 
would not occur outside of Cannon AFB boundaries, any prime farmland in the area would not 
be affected.    

Transportation 

Primary access to Cannon AFB is provided on the north side of the base from U.S. Route 60.  
U.S. Route 60 is a four-lane divided highway between Clovis to the east and for a distance of 
approximately 4½ miles to the west of the base.  U.S. Route 60 becomes a 2 lane rural highway 
4½ miles west of the Cannon AFB Main Gate and connects to Interstate 25 roughly 200 miles to 
the west.  At the base Main Gate, State Route 311 continues to the north.  State Route 311 is a 2 
lane rural highway.  Approximately 3 miles to the east of the Main Gate, U.S. 60 intersects State 
Route 467.  Approximately 13½ miles to the west of the Main Gate, U.S. 60 intersects State Route 
224.  The nearest Interstate (I-40) is about 50 miles south of Cannon AFB.  I-40 traverses the state 
east-west through Albuquerque. 

U.S. 60 has been assumed to function as a multilane arterial highway as defined by the Highway 
Capacity Manual 2000 (Transportation Research Board 2000).  Access to the south is provided by 
State Route 467.  State Route 467 connects to U.S. 60 to the north and to U.S. 70, at Portales New 
Mexico to the south.  State Route 467 has been assumed to function as a two lane collector (class 
II) rural highway as defined by the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (Transportation Research 
Board 2000).   



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
3-52 3.0 Cannon AFB Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

 
Figure 3.8-3.  Current Land Use Around Cannon AFB 
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There are two gates that provide access to Cannon AFB:  the Main Gate on U.S. 60 and the 
Portales Gate on State Route 467.  The Main Gate is accessed by a partial clover leaf interchange 
for traffic westbound into the base from the direction of Clovis, and a diamond interchange for 
traffic leaving the base in the east bound direction.  The observed traffic to the east of the base, 
between the Main Gate and Clovis, is approximately 3 times as large as the traffic observed to 
the west of the base Main Gate.  

Using methods contained in Trip Generation 7ed, the peak traffic for the a.m. peak hour was 
estimated (Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003).  With the existing base population of 
4,467, the approximate number of peak hour (morning) trips is 1,021.  This represents 982 
vehicles at the Main Gate and 39 at the Portales Gate.  With three lanes available at the Main 
Gate and one lane at the Portales Gate, the existing facilities are sufficient to pass the existing 
peak hour traffic into the base. 

Traffic volume on routes surrounding Cannon AFB is low and the existing roadway level of 
service is high.  Only one major transportation improvement in the vicinity of Cannon AFB has 
been identified, this improvement is a railroad overpass on State Route 467 (at milepost 16) that 
will be completed in spring 2007.  This overpass may facilitate vehicular movement associated 
with the Portales Gate and support local users, shippers, and construction access to the base 
(personal communication, Kurtz 2006). 

There are no fixed route public transit lines servicing Cannon AFB or Melrose AFR.  Clovis Area 
Transit System provides curb-to-curb public transportation services on a reservation, demand-
response basis.  During exercises and air shows, Cannon AFB operates a set-route shuttle 
service with two to three buses.  A small community airport provides Clovis with commuter 
service.  The closest large commercial airports are the Rick Husband Amarillo International 
Airport (105 miles), Lubbock International Airport (107 miles), and Albuquerque International 
Sunport (217 miles).   

3.8.3  Environmental Consequences 
Land use impacts could be deemed significant if they would (1) be inconsistent or in non-
compliance with applicable land use plans or policies; (2) preclude the viability of existing land 
use; (3) preclude continued use or occupation of an area; (4) be incompatible with adjacent land 
use to the extent that public health or safety is threatened. 

As described in Chapter 2.0, the key elements of the proposal are facility construction, flight and 
training activities, and personnel changes.  Established and recognized noise models have been 
applied to estimate the off base and on base noise conditions.  These models are described in 
Appendix F.  For the land use resource, consequences are associated with increases in noise due 
to a change in aircraft type and use. Potential effects to land use plans, land use patterns, and 
circulation due to construction or personnel increases are considered. 

To assess potential environmental consequences associated with the transportation resource, 
increased utilization of the existing roadway system due to the potential increase of personnel is 
analyzed, as well as potential effects of construction activities.  Anticipated impacts on the 
operational characteristics of those roadways, using levels of service (levels of congestion) and 
other metrics are identified.  Consequences to the on base road network is also discussed.  
Potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on the existing base access facilities are also 
addressed.   



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
3-54 3.0 Cannon AFB Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.8.3.1  West Flightline Alternative 

Under the West Flightline Alternative, new facilities to house and maintain the AFSOC aircraft 
would be constructed.  These facilities would involve construction and renovation projects 
implemented over the period from 2008 to 2013 (Table 2.1-3).  The West Flightline development 
affects 342 acres consisting of the area covered by the construction footprints of the proposed 
facilities plus the surrounding lands where construction-related clearing and grading would 
occur.   

The proposed aircraft and mission change, as well as facility construction, alteration, and 
demolition, would increase the intensity of land use within the base; however, the West 
Flightline Alternative would not introduce any new land uses at Cannon AFB, and would 
remain compatible with current uses at the base and the Base General Plan.  The construction of 
new facilities would not occur in CZs or APZs.  The construction would be consistent with the 
updated Base General Plan.  None of the proposed new facilities would violate height 
restrictions around the runways (refer to Section 3.3, Safety, for a more detailed discussion of 
runway safety areas).   

Noise from construction would be temporary and would take place only during daytime hours 
(see Section 3.2).  Noise levels from these activities on adjacent properties would not exceed 65 
A-weighted decibels (dBA).  Aircraft noise would remain the dominant noise source in adjacent 
areas.  Therefore, construction noise would cause minimal impacts to land uses.  

The proposed beddown of AFSOC aircraft would affect land use in some areas beyond the 
airfield boundary.  Aircraft noise is the primary source of these impacts.  Figure 3.8-4 shows 
proposed noise contours, and Table 3.8-1 summarizes the acres affected by noise levels above 65 
dBA on base and off base.  The beddown of AFSOC aircraft would result in a different pattern 
for noise contours because different aircraft would be used and at different times of the day 
(and night).  The FAA has developed noise exposure compatibility guidelines for various land 
use categories.  An Ldn of 65 dBA is generally considered the threshold above which residential 
land uses (and other sensitive uses such as schools and hospitals) are not recommended.   

Table 3.8-1. Baseline Noise Contour Acreage at 
Cannon AFB Airfield and Vicinity 

 NOISE CONTOUR (DNL) 
 65-70 dB 70-75 dB 75-80 dB 80 +dB 
On Base 505 acres 691 acres 743 acres 1,375 acres 
Off Base 3,828 acres 1,572 acres 463 acres 49 acres 
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Figure 3.8-4.  Future Land Use under the West Flightline Alternative 
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Table 3.8-2 shows that the total area affected by levels of 65 dBA or greater would increase on 
base from 505 acres to 992 acres.  However, for all other noise contours the acreage affected 
would decrease.  The greatest decrease of area affected would be off base in the 65 to 70 dB level 
where, under both alternatives, the area would decrease by 2,788 acres.  At the 80 dB and above 
the area affected would decrease by 1,090 acres from baseline conditions.  The 85 dB would no 
longer extend off base, decreasing the over all area affected by 49 acres.  The changes in the 
noise environment are compatible with the existing land uses on and off base.  The proposed 
noise contours fall within acceptable land uses on base.  Off base, a greater area of the 
incompatible development would not fall into the 65 to 70 dB noise contour.  Although this area 
would have a decrease in noise exposure, it is still exposed to average noise levels (DNL) above 
the 55 dB identified by the USEPA as being protective of the public health and welfare (USEPA 
1974). 

Table 3.8-2.  Proposed Noise Contour Acreage at 
Cannon AFB Airfield and Vicinity 

 NOISE CONTOUR (DNL) 
 65-70 dB 70-75 dB 75-80 dB 80 +dB 
On Base 992 acres 679 acres 536 acres 283 acres 
Off Base 1,048 acres 180 acres 2 acres 0 acre 

Note: Acreage affected would be the same for both alternatives as aircraft use would not  
 change under either alternative. 

Under the West Flightline Alternative, additional personnel would be assigned to Cannon AFB 
(see Table 2.1-7).  It is not anticipated that this increase would adversely affect local or regional 
land use.   

Transportation resources may be affected by the proposed addition of 1,213 additional military 
and civilian personnel that would be permanently stationed at the base by 2010.  The projected 
traffic volumes for 2010 and five years after that point, 2015, would operate in a safe and 
efficient manner at an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on the adjacent public roadways.  There 
may be some impact on the function of the Cannon AFB Main Gate that could be addressed 
with procedural changes or additional lanes.  This section discusses peak hour trip generation, 
gate access, traffic volume, and LOS on adjacent U.S. 60 and State Route 467, and the roadway 
network on base. 

Peak hour trip generation.  The number of personnel added to the base can be used to estimate 
the increase in traffic to be expected.  Transportation engineering generally determines the 
expected function of the roadway in the design peak hour.  The expected design peak hour 
traffic expected to be generated by the AFSOC assets beddown was estimated using trip 
generation methods (Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003).  The expected traffic can vary 
depending on the time of the day and week.  Traffic volumes are typically analyzed for the 
expected greatest level of traffic occurring on either morning weekday, evening weekday, 
Saturday or Sunday time period.  The results of this calculation are shown in the Table 3.8-3.  
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Table 3.8-3.  Anticipated Peak Hour Trip Generation for AFSOC Assets 
Beddown at Cannon AFB 

Time Period Total Trips Entering Exiting 
Weekday a.m. 485 427 58 
Weekday p.m. 363 134 337 

Saturday 315 157 158 
Sunday 218 109 109 

The weekday peak morning hour would be the largest expected impact, since entering traffic 
would be slowed by the requirements of security for base access and would impact both the 
base access gates and the principal public roads.   

It has been assumed that construction associated with the AFSOC assets beddown would start 
in the year 2007 and that construction would be complete by the year 2013.  Traffic analyses 
were conducted for the year 2010 when the majority of AFSOC personnel would be assigned to 
Cannon AFB and for the year, 2015 after all construction is completed.   

Gate Access.  Cannon AFB has two gates - the Main Gate exiting onto U.S. 60 and the Portales 
Gate exiting onto State Route 467.  Based on recent gate counts (presented in Table 3.8-4), 
approximately 96 percent of existing base traffic uses the Main Gate (personal communication, 
Neiman 2006).  The new traffic was assumed to be prorated between the two base access points 
in the same proportion as the existing traffic, as depicted on Table 3.8-4.    

Table 3.8-4.  Expected Peak Hour Number of Vehicles Entering the Base 

EXPECTED GATE USE – AM PEAK HOUR IS PEAK FOR GATE USAGE 
ENTERING 

 Population 
Peak Hour 

Trips Main Gate Portales Gate 
Existing 4,467 1,021 982 39 
Proposed 5,680 1,506 1,446 60 

The capacity of an access gate is directly related to the type of processing or force protection 
condition being used.  Checkpoint design capacity is approximately: 

• 400 – 600 vehicles/hour/lane (use 500) for decal-only check. 

• 300 – 400 vehicles/hour /lane (use 350) for identification and decal check. 

• 400 – 600 vehicles/hour/lane (use 500) for identification and decal check using tandem 
processing. 

It would likely be desirable to implement processes to alleviate congestion at the Main Gate, 
including: 

• The use of tandem processing in the peak a.m. hour.  

• The addition of additional lanes or gates. 

• The use of staggered start times for shifts at the base. 
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With one lane available at the Portales Gate, the existing facilities would be expected to be 
sufficient to pass both the existing condition and the West Flightline Alternative traffic. 

Traffic Volume.  Traffic counts on U.S. Route 60 were obtained from the New Mexico 
Department of Transportation (personal communication, Pena 2006).  Average Annual Daily 
Traffic (AADT) was available for the years 2003, 2004, and 2005.  The measured traffic volume 
in 2005 was then projected to the years 2010 and 2015.  A traffic growth rate of 3 percent was 
calculated between the years 2003 and 2004 and an anticipated traffic growth rate of 3 percent 
was used in the model.  As depicted on Table 3.8-5, the anticipated traffic caused by the 
proposal was added to the expected traffic with and without the proposed increase in personnel 
in years 2010 and 2015.    

Table 3.8-5.  Expected Peak Hour Traffic (vehicles per hour) 
on U.S. Route 60  

 

Baseline1 

With 
AFSOC 
Assets 

2005 Peak Hour Heavy Direction 767  
2005 Peak Hour Light Direction 192  
   
2010 Peak Hour Heavy Direction 889  1,293  
2010 Peak Hour Light Direction 222  278 
   
2015 Peak Hour Heavy Direction 1,030  1,439 
2015 Peak Hour Light Direction 258  313 
Notes: 1. Assumes current AADT of 3,833 vehicles per day. 
Source: Personal communication, Pena 2006.   

No traffic count data is available for State Route 467, so the highest volume of traffic needed to 
yield LOS A service on this roadway has been assumed.  Table 3.8-6 depicts expected peak hour 
traffic on State Route 467. 

Table 3.8-6.  Expected Peak Hour Traffic (vehicles per hour) 
on State Route 467 

 

Baseline 

With 
AFSOC 
Assets 

2005 Peak Hour  456  
2010 Peak Hour  529  589  
2015 Peak Hour  613  673  

VPH – Vehicles Per Hour 

Level of Service.  Generally the desired LOS for arterial roadways is LOS C or better, although 
in urban areas LOS D or even E is sometimes acceptable.  The Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board 2000) discusses the LOS determination characteristics of arterial 
multilane roadways, as well as two lane highways.  U.S. Route 60 is a multiple lane highway 
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and State Route 467 is assumed to be a class II or collector roadway.  Table 3.8-7 summarizes 
LOS definitions for multiple lane and two lane highways. 

Table 3.8-7.  Level of Service definitions 

Level of Service Multiple Lane Highways Two Lane Highways 
A Free flowing traffic at average travel 

speeds, a density of less than 11 
passenger cars per mile per lane and 
vehicles are relatively unimpeded in 
their ability to maneuver within the 
traffic stream 

Highest quality of traffic service, with 
motorists able to travel at their desired 
speed and with little restriction on their 
ability to pass slower traffic.  Percent time 
following is 40 percent or less. 

B Reasonably unimpeded operation at 
average travel speeds, a density of 
between 11 and 18 passenger cars per 
mile per lane.  Ability to maneuver 
within the traffic stream is only 
slightly restricted and most drivers 
find operation of the highway not 
stressful. 

Condition where the drivers have some 
restrictions on their speed of travel and 
ability to change lanes to pass, but still 
represents comfortable and relatively low 
stress driving conditions.  Percent time 
following is between 40 and 55 percent. 

C Stable operations; however, the ability 
to maneuver and change lanes is more 
restricted than in LOS B, and with a 
density of between 18 and 26 
passenger cars per mile per lane.  
Most drivers find the operation of the 
highway somewhat stressful. 

Condition of stable traffic flow that has 
significant restrictions on the ability of 
motorists to travel at their desired speed 
and to change lanes to pass.  LOS C is 
somewhat stressful for most drivers.  
Percent time following is between 55 and 
70 percent. 

D Borders the range in which small 
increases in flow may cause 
substantial increases in delay and 
decreases in travel speed.  LOS D may 
be due to high volumes of traffic and 
has a density of between 26 and 35 
passenger cars per mile per lane.  
Most drivers find the operation of the 
highway stressful. 

Unstable traffic flow.  Drivers are 
restricted into slow moving platoons and 
disruptions in the traffic flow can cause 
significant congestion.  There is little or 
no opportunity to pass slower moving 
traffic.  Most drivers find LOS D stressful.  
Percent time following is between 70 and 
85 percent or less. 

E Characterized by significant delays.  
LOS E has a density of between 35 
and 45 passenger cars per mile per 
lane.  Most drivers find the operation 
of the highway very stressful. 

Highest volume of traffic that can move 
on the roadway without a complete shut 
down.  Most drivers find LOS E very 
stressful.  Percent time following is 
greater than 85 percent. 

F Characterized by low traffic flow at 
low speeds.  LOS F has a density of 
greater than 45 passenger cars per 
mile per lane.  Almost all drivers find 
the operation of the highway very 
stressful.  Intersection congestion is 
likely at critical signalized locations, 
with high delays, high volumes, and 
extensive queuing. 

Heavily congested flow with traffic 
demand exceeding capacity.  Traffic 
flows are slow and discontinuous.      
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A LOS analysis assessing the consequences of the increased volume associated with the AFSOC 
assets beddown was performed.  Presently, the operation of U.S. 60 is at an acceptable level of 
LOS A.  The additional volume would reduce the LOS of U.S. 60 to LOS B (refer to Table 3.8-8).  
LOS B would be an acceptable LOS for a roadway of this type.  State Route 467 is at an 
acceptable LOS B and the proposed increase in volume is not expected to change the expected 
LOS.  LOS B would be an acceptable LOS for a roadway of this type.   

Table 3.8-8.  Expected Roadway LOS for U.S. Highway 60  

 2010 2015 
 HD LD HD LD 
Baseline LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A 
     
West Flightline Alternative LOS B LOS A LOS B LOS A 

HD – Direction of heavier traffic 
LD – Direction of lighter traffic 

Road network on base.  The volume of traffic would also increase within the existing Cannon 
AFB roadway system.  It is possible that some existing transportation facilities within the base 
may require rehabilitation or upgrades to support the increase in traffic.  Typical road 
improvements would include roadway widening, pavement strength improvements, 
intersection improvements, and signage.  

Any new construction would be expected to provide for internal roadway networks; parking; 
pedestrian access to adjoining buildings and transit stops; sidewalks and sidewalk curb ramps 
at all crosswalks to accommodate persons with disabilities, bicyclists, and pedestrians.  Right-
of-way and geometric design of the parking lots and local road systems would be expected to 
be designed to acceptable engineering standards.  New permanent and temporary facilities 
would be expected to be designed to current engineering standards.  

3.8.3.2   East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

Under the East and West Airfield Alternative, the transfer of aircraft and equipment to Cannon 
AFB would be as described in Section 2.1.1.  Manpower authorizations would also be the same 
as under the West Flightline Alternative.  The East and West Airfield Alternative differs in the 
approach to facility development.  The East and West Airfield Alternative affects an additional 
284 acres.  Table 2.1-5 presents facilities development under this alternative.  

Similar to the West Flightline Alternative, the proposed aircraft and mission change, as well as 
facility construction, alteration, and demolition would increase the intensity of land use within 
the base; but would not introduce any new land uses at Cannon AFB, and would remain 
compatible with current uses at the base.  New facilities would not violate height restrictions 
around the runway.  Both the siting and use of new munitions storage facilities would be 
constructed in accordance with Air Force regulations to ensure that new QD arcs are compatible 
with ongoing activities and land uses on the base (refer to Section 3.3, Safety, for a more 
detailed discussion of runway safety areas and explosive safety).   

The noise analysis would be the same as under the West Flightline Alternative.  Figure 3.8-2 
shows the existing noise contours at Cannon AFB.  Table 3.8-2 presents acreages affected by the 
proposed noise contours.  As presented, the change in the noise environment would not affect 
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land uses on or off base.  Portions of the 65 dBA noise contour already affect this area and with 
the change in the noise contours, a lesser area would be affected.   

Other aspects of this alternative (such as construction, personnel increase, and transportation) 
are identical to the West Flightline Alternative and therefore anticipated effects would be the 
same as described in Section 3.8.3.1.   

3.8.3.3   No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  The F-16s would depart by FY 2008.  If Cannon 
remained an enclave, future land uses proposed in the Cannon General Plan would not occur.  
Land ownership under this alternative would remain the same.  Noise levels would decrease 
around the flightline; however, because Cannon AFB does not have conflicting land uses now 
nor would have in regards to the AFSOC beddown, then no impact would be expected.  The 
general land use patterns would remain the same.  The transportation network would 
experience less traffic volume than presently. 

3.9 Socioeconomics 

3.9.1 Definition of Resource 

Socioeconomics is defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the human 
environment, particularly population and economic activity.  Economic activity typically 
encompasses employment, personal income, and regional industries.  Changes to these 
fundamental components can influence other community resources such as housing 
availability, utility capabilities and public services. 

Cannon AFB is situated in the high plains of eastern New Mexico, 7 miles east of the city of 
Clovis.  Socioeconomic activities associated with the base are concentrated in Curry and 
Roosevelt counties, which, in addition to the base itself, comprise the ROI for this analysis. 

3.9.2 Existing Conditions 

3.9.2.1 Population and Housing 

Cannon AFB 

Cannon AFB supports a workforce population of 4,467 personnel, including 275 officers, 3,142 
enlisted personnel, 730 civilian employees, and 320 contract employees.  There are an estimated 
4,437 dependents associated with base personnel, resulting in a total Cannon AFB-related 
population of 8,904 persons. 

Military family housing at Cannon AFB includes 1,644 units (Cannon AFB 2006a).  Family 
housing consists of six separate housing areas in four separate locations.  There are 683 family 
housing units actually situated on base, 611 units across U.S. Highway 60/84 adjacent to the 
base, and an additional 250 and 150 units of government leased housing in the cities of Clovis 
and Portales, respectively.  Cannon AFB has 12 dormitories accommodating up to 723 
unaccompanied enlisted personnel.  Temporary quarters provide an additional 99 bed spaces 
on base. 

Curry and Roosevelt counties, which comprise the ROI, provide nearly all the housing and 
education support services for Cannon AFB.  Cannon AFB houses 11.4 percent of the 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
3-62 3.0 Cannon AFB Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

population associated with base operation.  Clovis houses 83.8 percent, Portales houses 4.2 
percent, and the remaining 0.6 percent are housed at other locations.   

Curry and Roosevelt Counties 

The estimated 2005 population in the ROI was 65,176 persons, reflecting growth of 3.3 percent 
since 2000.  The 2000 Census established the ROI population at 63,062 persons, an increase of 
approximately 7 percent from the 1990 population of 58,909 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).  Of the 
33 counties in New Mexico, Curry ranks 12th with a population of 46,059 persons and Roosevelt 
ranks 22nd with a population of 19,117 persons.  Almost 75 percent of the ROI population 
resides in the city of Clovis, which includes most Cannon AFB residents.  The population of 
Clovis was 33,357 persons in 2005, 7.7 percent more than the 1990 population of 30,954.  The 
population of Portales, the population center in Roosevelt County, was 11,295 persons in 2005 
compared to 10,690 persons in 1990. 

According to the 2000 Census, there were 23,405 households in the ROI with an average 
household size of 2.62 persons.  Population density in the state averages 15.0 persons per square 
mile (U.S. Census Bureau 2000b).  Curry County has a higher density, 32.0 persons per square 
mile; this is due to the population center of Clovis, which has 1,458.9 persons per square mile.  
The population density of Roosevelt County, in which Melrose AFR is located, is 7.4 persons 
per square mile, with a majority of the people concentrated in the city of Portales. 

Detailed information describing the housing contained in the region is presented in the 2000 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing.  This is the most comprehensive source of information 
describing the housing stock in the ROI.  In 2000, there were 19,212 housing units in Curry 
County and 7,746 housing units in Roosevelt County.  Of the total number of housing units, 12.7 
percent in Curry County and 15.1 percent in Roosevelt County were mobile homes (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2001). 

The vacancy rates for the two counties were 12.7 and 14.3 percent, respectively.  In 2000, there 
were 2,446 vacant housing units in Curry County and 1,107 vacant units in Roosevelt.  The 
vacancy rate for rental housing is about twice the homeowner vacancy rate.  Owner-occupied 
housing accounts for 60 percent of all housing units in the ROI; rental units comprise the 
remaining 40 percent.  Some of these vacant units are assumed to be substandard. 

Between 2000 and 2005, housing units in Curry County increased by a total of 1.2 percent and in 
Roosevelt County increased by a total of 1.8 percent.  The number of new units constructed 
between 2000 and 2004 were 235 in Curry County and 471 in Roosevelt County. 

3.9.2.2 Economic Activity 

Cannon AFB 

The total annual economic impact generated by Cannon AFB in FY 2003 was estimated at $211.2 
million (Cannon AFB 2006b).  Military and civilian payroll totaled $116.2 million.  Contracts and 
purchases of goods and services amounted to $41.4 million annually. 

Curry and Roosevelt Counties 

A number of factors have influenced economic activity and employment in New Mexico in 
recent years, contributing overall to moderate growth despite some industry-specific declines.  
Since the early 1990s, New Mexico’s numerous U.S. military sites and related enterprises have 
experienced reduced federal defense spending, resulting in a loss of more than 8,500 jobs in the 
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past decade (University of New Mexico 2001).  The mining and manufacturing sectors, 
particularly copper and potash mining and textile manufacturing, declined during the 1990s, 
losing hundreds of relatively high-wage jobs.  High-tech manufacturing, on the other hand, has 
shown significant growth since 1990.  Employment in this sector, which contributed an 
estimated 30,000 total jobs in 2000, has helped offset federal job losses during the same period. 

The 1990s were a period of 
expansion for the ranching 
industry in New Mexico, 
particularly dairy operations.  
Agriculture, food processing 
and food-related industries 
together employ over 100,000 
people in New Mexico and 
contribute $2 billion in annual 
crop and livestock sales (New 
Mexico Department of 
Agriculture 2004).  Milk 
production in New Mexico has 
increased 400 percent since 1990, ranking the state 7th in the nation in milk production, 5th in the 
nation in production per cow, and first in the nation in herd size (New Mexico State University 
2004).  The dairy industry has noticeably grown in the past decade in Chaves, Curry, and 
Roosevelt counties. 

Additional industry trends in recent years include the influx of call centers to the state, due to 
favorable legislation, and the growth of the gaming industry, particularly Native American-
owned casinos.  By 2000, these two industries contributed 12,000 and 6,000 jobs, respectively 
(University of New Mexico 2001).  There also were substantial job gains in the retail sector due 
to the proliferation of superstores across the state.  While job growth was moderate overall, the 
losses in relatively high-paying federal, mining, and manufacturing jobs compared to the gains 
in high-tech manufacturing and relatively low-paying call center, gaming, and retail jobs 
resulted in slow growth in the state’s average wage level. 

The economy of the specific region comprised of Curry and Roosevelt counties is supported by 
a combination of government, services, and agricultural employment.  The civilian labor force 
in the ROI amounted to 30,864 persons in 2005 (University of New Mexico Bureau of Business 
and Economic Research 2006).  Over time, employment in the region has experienced increases 
and decreases.  The total number of employed persons was 26,513 in 1980, increasing to 28,945 
workers in 1990 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).  Total employment in the ROI decreased to 24,433 
workers in 2000, and increased again to 29,530 jobs in 2005.  The 2000 Census identified 
approximately 2,700 employees in construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations.  The 
unemployment rate, following national trends, rose to 7.2 percent in 2000, up from 6.0 percent 
in the early 1990s, but has since fallen to 4.3 percent in 2005.  Unemployed persons in the ROI 
numbered 1,334 in 2005. 

3.9.2.3 Education 

A variety of public and private schools provide education to Clovis and Roosevelt counties.  In 
2000, there were 14,704 students aged 3 and over.  The estimated Cannon AFB dependent 
population enrolled in school amounts to 2,546 students, comprising 17.3 percent of the ROI 

 
New Mexico milk production is 7th in the nation.  This dairy is 
immediately south of Cannon AFB and east of the training 
airspace. 
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student population.  Table 3.9-1 presents the number of students by grade level in the two 
counties, and the estimated student population associated with Cannon AFB personnel. 

Table 3.9-1.  Students in ROI 

School Curry County Roosevelt County Cannon AFB 
Preschool 850 308 159 
Kindergarten 770 344 153 
Elementary (1-8) 6,152 2378 1,166 
High School (9-12) 2,885 1017 533 

Total 10,657 4,047 2,011 
Source:  U.S. Bureau of Census 2000a 

There are eight public school districts serving the ROI population surrounding Cannon AFB, 
with a total enrollment of 12,744 students in the 2005-2006 school year (see Table 3.9-2).  Public 
school enrollment accounts for 85 percent of the student population, with the remaining 
students attending private schools or homeschooled.  Student-teacher ratios in the two county 
school districts range from 9.5 in Elida Municipal Schools to 16.1 in Clovis Municipal Schools.  
The average school in the ROI has 303 enrolled students and 20 teachers. 

Approximately 95 percent of students associated with Cannon AFB personnel attend schools in 
Curry County.  The majority of these dependents attend Clovis schools, which is by far the 
largest district in the ROI with over 8,305 students enrolled in the district’s 18 schools. 

Table 3.9-2.  Public Schools Data for Curry and Roosevelt Counties 
(2005-2006) 

 Enrollment Schools 
Student-Teacher 

Ratio 
Curry County 
Clovis Municipal Schools 8,305 18 16.1 
Grady Municipal Schools 147 3 9.7 
Melrose Public Schools 248 3 11.2 
Texico Municipal Schools 526 3 14.8 
Roosevelt County 
Dora Consolidated Schools 231 2 10.5 
Elida Municipal Schools 141 2 9.5 
Floyd Municipal Schools 253 3 11.9 
Portales Municipal Schools 2,893 8 15.6 

ROI Total 12,744 42 15.3 
Source:  New Mexico Public Education Department 2006 

3.9.2.4 Infrastructure 

Potable Water.  Cannon AFB obtains potable water for the base distribution system from five 
wells with a production capacity of 2.8 million gallons per day (MGD).  For the years 2005 and 
2006, average daily demand equaled 0.90 MGD.  Wells 2, 3, 8, and 12 pump water to treatment 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
3.0 Cannon AFB Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 3-65 

plant number 1, where water is chlorinated before it enters a 271,000-gallon above-ground tank.  
Four boost pumps at the main water plant can deliver water to the main distribution system at a 
capacity of 5,300 gallons per minute.  Well 7 delivers water to treatment plant 2, where it is 
chlorinated and stored in a 50,000-gallon underground tank.  Two booster pumps at this 
location deliver water to the distribution system.  A sixth well, Well 5, delivers water directly to 
the distribution system after being chlorinated. 

There are a total of six potable water storage tanks with a total capacity of 871,000 gallons of 
water.  There are three non-potable wells that are used for golf course irrigation, to fill the 
fountain pond, and for fire support and training. 

Potable water is provided to the city of Clovis by New Mexico American Water, a privately 
owned company. The system operated by New Mexico American Water includes 
approximately 45 groundwater wells, a distribution and pumping system, and 10.65 million 
gallons of potable water storage facilities.  The average daily demand for the system ranges 
from 6.5 to 7.0 MGD with summer peak demands increasing to 11 MGD (personal 
communication, Wright 2007).    

The city of Portales currently derives its supply of potable water from two wellfields that 
consist of approximately 30 wells.  These wells meet the current average daily demand of 3.8 
MGD from the approximately 5,800 customers in the city and surrounding area.  Summer daily 
demands of 6.0 MGD can be met from the wells that have a maximum production capability of 
6.8 MGD and storage that equals 9.25 million gallons (personal communication, Howell 2007).   

Water levels in the existing wells for both systems continue to decline between 1 to 2.7 feet per 
year as a result of regional dependency on groundwater by both municipal and agricultural 
users.  New Mexico American Water is adding six new wells to their system to maintain 
production capacity and the city of Portales is adding 1.2 MGD of capacity with three new wells 
in 2007.  The city of Portales also has adopted a comprehensive Water Conservation Plan that 
provides numerous conservation measures to its customers to assist in reducing water 
consumption.  Both water systems would utilize surface water provided from the Ute Reservoir 
pipeline when it becomes available after 2020. 

Wastewater System.  The on-base wastewater treatment plant has a maximum design flow of 
1.13 MGD.  For the years 2005 and 2006, average daily flows equaled 0.47 MGD.  The plant 
consists of a new grit and grease collection device, influent pump station with emergency 
generator, sequence batch reactors, aerobic digester, chlorine contact chamber, sludge drying 
beds, and a composting area.  The plant was modified in early 2007 to include a grit and grease 
collection system.  The grit and grease collection system entrance works facility is a stand alone 
system and replaces the existing entrance works system.  The existing entrance works will 
remain intact and can be utilized as required.  A new manhole with two 24-inch knife gate 
valves is located at the front end of the grit and grease collection device; these valves can be 
operated to allow flow into the existing entrance works facility, or into the grit and grease 
system.  The preferred method of operation will utilize the grit and grease collection system, but 
the old entrance works will remain to be utilized as a backup option when required for 
emergency use, or maintenance operations.  The waste water collection system consists of 
approximately 228,000 linear feet of piping.  Main and secondary lines range from 4 to 24 inches 
in diameter.  Lines are constructed from concrete or asbestos cement, vitrified clay, polyvinyl 
chloride (PVC), high-density polyethylene, and castor ductile iron piping. 
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Storm Sewer.  Stormwater runoff on base is conveyed through a drainage system consisting of 
culverts, storm sewers, and ditches.  Stormwater flows are generally to the south and east.  
Flightline runoff is conveyed through storm sewer at both ends, southwest and northeast, and 
allowed to enter natural watercourses.  Stormwater at the southwest end of the flightline flows 
through four sewers ranging in size from 27-inch to 48-inch and outlets to a depression with no 
outlet.  At the northeast end of the flightline stormwater is routed through a pair of storm 
sewers, size unknown, before being outlet to a natural watercourse near the small arms range. 

Electrical Distribution.  Cannon AFB receives electrical power from Xcel Energy.  A 115 
kilovolt transmission circuit terminates in the 25 megawatt base substation on Arcadia Street.  
This transmission line can be energized from either of two Xcel substations:  the Clovis 
substation located east of the base, or the Blackwater Draw substation located south of the base.  
Source selection is made at an Xcel switching station on SR 60/84.  Base demand in FY 2005 was 
approximately 55,400 megawatt hours, which equaled about 58 percent of capacity. 

Natural Gas.  Public Service of New Mexico provides natural gas to Cannon AFB via pipeline to 
a substation 1 mile north of the base.  From the substation, Cannon AFB owns the pipeline and 
underground natural gas distribution lines ranging from 1 to 6 inches in diameter.  Currently, 
there are no natural gas lines running to the south side of the flightline.  In FY 2005, the base 
consumed about 244,220 cubic feet. 

3.9.3 Environmental Consequences 

Personnel changes at Cannon AFB as well as expenditures for facility construction, operations, 
and maintenance will be major factors in the socioeconomic character of Curry and, to a lesser 
extent, Roosevelt counties.  Table 3.9-3 presents the personnel changes projected for the years 
2006 through a steady state of 2010.  No Action is included in the table to reflect base status 
under the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 directive. 

Table 3.9-3.  Projected Cannon AFB Manpower Authorizations 

 No Action FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 20081 FY 20091 FY 20101 
Officer 11 275 190 439 702 755 
Enlisted 105 3,142 2,171 2,743 4,020 4,185 
Civilian1 34 730 505 407 417 420 
Contractor 0 320 320 320 320 320 
Total 150 4,467 3,186 3,909 5,459 5,680 
Note:  1.  These numbers apply to both action alternatives. 

Existing demographic and economic characteristics in Curry and Roosevelt counties were 
analyzed to assess the potential socioeconomic impacts of the proposed AFSOC beddown.  The 
beddown, described in detail in Chapter 2.0, involves two factors that may affect socioeconomic 
resources: personnel changes and facility renovation and construction.  Socioeconomic impacts 
would occur if changes associated with the beddown of AFSOC assets substantially affected 
demand for housing or community services, such as schools, or substantially affect the region’s 
economy. 

During scoping, commenters noted that Air Force personnel and their families at Cannon AFB 
are very involved in the community.  Persons associated with Cannon AFB regularly volunteer 
for community activities.  Concern was expressed that a drawdown could affect volunteer 
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organizations in Clovis and Portales.  As noted in Table 3.9-3, there is a projected reduction in 
base personnel between 2006 and 2008.  During this period, there could be fewer Air Force-
related personnel volunteering for community service activities.  In 2009, personnel numbers 
are projected to be back to 2006 levels.  The personnel numbers suggest a short-term reduction 
in available volunteers followed by an increase.  There could be a short-term one to two-year 
effect, but there is not likely to be any long-term negative effect on volunteers from Cannon 
AFB who support the communities.  Under the No Action Alternative, from Table 3.9-3, there 
would be a substantial reduction in Air Force personnel and an anticipated substantial 
reduction in local volunteers. 

3.9.3.1 West Flightline Alternative 

The beddown of AFSOC assets would have construction-related and personnel-related 
consequences.  Each is addressed separately, followed by a combined consequences discussion. 

Construction-Related Consequences 

Facility modifications under the West Flightline Alternative would include renovation, 
construction, or infrastructure improvement projects implemented over a 5-year period.  Table 
3.9-4 presents the annual expenditures projected at Cannon AFB to support the transfer of 
AFSOC assets under the West Flightline Alternative.  The proposed construction activity would 
generate a number of direct construction-related jobs and additional secondary jobs through the 
multiplier effect of regional purchases (indirect effect) and payroll spending (induced effect), as 
depicted in Table 3.9-5.  Construction activity also would contribute to regional economic 
output and regional household income (as related to increased employment levels).  These 
potential effects would be temporary, however, lasting only for the duration of the construction 
activity. 

Table 3.9-4.  Proposed Construction, Renovation, and O&M (FY2007 $M) 

Fiscal 
Year 

AFSOC Construction/ 
Renovation 

AFSOC O&M 
(Request) 

Cannon 
Other 

Area II 
(Utilities) 

2008 9 146 0 1 
2009 9 92 0 3 
2010 15 73 20 5 
2011 163 70 34 0 
2012 41 77 30 0 
2013 73 72 12 0 
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Table 3.9-5.  Annual Construction-Related Socioeconomic Effects 

 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 
Economic Effects (Annual Total) 

Employment (jobs)       

Direct 1,976  1,300  1,401  3,424  1,888  2,009  

Indirect 332  221  239  558  313  330  

Induced 481  320  346  827  458  486  

TOTAL 2,789  1,841  1,986  4,809  2,659  2,825  

Payroll ($thousands)       

Direct $63,568  $42,135  $45,612  $109,594  $60,546  $64,349  

Indirect $8,188  $5,504  $6,011  $13,797  $7,708  $8,141  

Induced $11,572  $7,685  $8,330  $19,894  $11,005  $11,688  

TOTAL $83,328  $55,324  $59,953  $143,285  $79,259  $84,178  

Output ($thousands)       

Direct $156,000  $104,000  $113,000  $267,000  $148,000  $157,000  

Indirect $22,260  $15,000  $16,406  $37,451  $20,934  $22,103  

Induced $37,676  $25,022  $27,121  $64,773  $35,832  $38,054  

TOTAL $215,936  $144,022  $156,527  $369,224  $204,766  $217,157  
Demographic Effects (Cumulative Increase from FY07) 

Population (persons) 2,916 3,301 3,924 7,444 8,000 8,295 

Housing (units) 1,395 1,579 1,877 3,560 3,826 3,967 

School Enrollment (students) 567 642 763 1,447 1,555 1,612 

Total employment (equal to the sum of direct, indirect, and induced employment) related to 
construction activity under the West Flightline Alternative would vary from an estimated 2,789 
jobs in 2008 to 2,825 jobs in 2013 (see Table 3.9-5).  Employment levels would fluctuate over the 
6-year construction period, peaking at 4,809 jobs in 2011.  At the peak, there would be demand 
for 3,424 direct workers likely to be involved in construction or related fields. 

Construction and renovation projects under the West Flightline Alternative would represent an 
increase in annual economic activity generated by Cannon AFB in the local area and region.  
Increased demand for construction personnel and construction materials has the potential to 
increase short-term costs for local construction projects. 

The two-county construction industry would not be expected to accommodate the labor 
demand of the proposed projects.  The anticipated increase in regional economic activity 
associated with the Cannon AFB construction projects would likely have two effects with 
regard to the local workforce.  First, labor force participation within the region would likely 
increase in response to enhanced job prospects.  Second, laborers outside the region could be 
motivated to relocate (i.e., in-migrate) to the region. 

Depending on the flow of funding, the demand for labor could be cyclical or intermittent, and 
could generate both relocation into the area by construction workers and their families (i.e., in-
migration) and weekly commuting from communities outside the ROI.  Because the supply of 
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existing skilled laborers in the region would be insufficient to meet anticipated demand, it is 
assumed that a significant portion of the workforce would come from outside the area.  It is 
assumed that roughly half of the needed laborers would relocate (i.e., in-migrate) to the area 
during 2008, the initial construction year.  Population in-migration would fluctuate over the 
next 5 years in accordance with the varying level of base-related construction activity.  After 
2013, the final construction year, construction-related socioeconomic effects would come to an 
end.  

The estimated population in-migration and associated increase in housing demand and school 
enrollments are presented at the bottom of Table 3.9-5.  Estimates of these demographic effects 
are based on the assumed migration ratios, described in the previous paragraph, and family 
size and student data from the U.S. Census.  The broader socioeconomic consequences of these 
anticipated effects will be discussed in detail below under Combined Consequences. 

Operations-Related Consequences 

For the purpose of this analysis, personnel numbers represent Air Force manpower 
authorizations rather than actual persons.  Actual personnel are often between 80 and 90 
percent of authorized personnel.  As with expenditures, personnel changes under the West 
Flightline Alternative not only result in direct employment effects, but also result in payroll-
related induced effects.  Indirect effects are related to business-to-business activity rather than 
household spending; therefore, no indirect effects would be anticipated with regard to 
personnel changes at Cannon AFB. 

Economic and demographic effects associated with personnel changes under the West 
Flightline Alternative are presented in Table 3.9-6.  Also included are the anticipated 
socioeconomic effects under No Action, which are discussed below in the relevant No Action 
section.  The baseline year for the analysis is FY 2006, for which current personnel levels at 
Cannon AFB (i.e., direct jobs) and associated socioeconomic conditions are presented.  
Transition of the base under the West Flightline Alternative initially would yield a decline in the 
employment level during 2007 and 2008, as current personnel are re-assigned prior to and 
concurrent with the arrival of AFSOC personnel.  By FY 2010, the proposed steady-state 
personnel level would be achieved and projected to remain stable at 5,680 base personnel. 
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Table 3.9-6.  Annual Personnel-Related Socioeconomic Effects 

West Flightline Alternative 
 No Action 

FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 
Economic Effects (Annual Totals) 

Employment (jobs)        

Direct 150  4,467  3,186  3,909  5,459  5,680  5,680  

Indirect/Induced 89  2,569  1,811  2,134  2,930  3,044  3,044  

TOTAL 239  7,036  4,997  6,043  8,389  8,724  8,724  

Payroll ($thousands)        

Direct $10,899  $381,712  $266,458  $315,637  $436,595  $453,952  $453,952  

Indirect/Induced $1,725  $61,986  $43,741  $51,526  $70,675  $73,423  $73,423  

TOTAL $12,624  $443,698  $310,199  $367,163  $507,270  $527,375  $527,375  

Output ($thousands)        

Direct $11,640  $419,886  $297,345  $350,460  $480,029  $498,615  $498,615  

Indirect/Induced $3,326  $201,284  $141,887  $167,232  $229,569  $238,514  $238,514  

TOTAL $14,966  $621,170  $439,232  $517,692  $709,598  $737,129  $737,129  

Total Demographic Effects 

Population (persons) 300 8,904 6,360 7,842 10,943 11,392 11,392 

Housing (units) 150 4,467 3,186 3,909 5,459 5,680 5,680 

School Enrollment (students) 68 2,011 1,430 1,802 2,544 2,652 2,652 

Estimated annual population effects and associated housing demand and school enrollments 
are presented at the bottom of Table 3.9-6.  These demographic effects related to proposed 
personnel changes are based on current family size data at Cannon AFB, student population 
ratios in Curry and Roosevelt counties, and the assumption of one household per employed 
person.  In 2000, there were 1.05 jobs per household in the ROI.  The early transition period 
would result in a population decline in fiscal year 2007, and associated reduction in the demand 
for housing and number of enrolled students in area schools.  Personnel levels will grow, 
however, from 2008 to 2010, expanding the population, housing demand, and student 
enrollment to planned stable levels in 2011 and after.  The broader socioeconomic consequences 
of these anticipated effects will be discussed in detail below under Combined Consequences. 

Combined Consequences 

The combined socioeconomic effects of construction activity and personnel changes associated 
with the proposed AFSOC transition at Cannon AFB are presented in Table 3.9-7. 

Employment.  Total employment declines by an estimated 2,039 total jobs in 2007 and then 
begins a steady increase in job creation through 2011.  Employment drops back somewhat in 
2012 and 2013 as the peak construction period concludes.  By 2014, construction activity would 
be complete and long-term employment levels would stand at the anticipated stable level 
associated with Cannon AFB personnel.  The projected 2014 employment levels are 5,680 direct 
jobs and 3,044 indirect and induced jobs, yielding a total long-term employment level of 8,724 
jobs and an overall increase of 1,688 jobs over total baseline (FY 2006) employment of 7,036 jobs. 
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Population.  Although the construction activity is anticipated to take place over a period of 6 
years and then come to an end, the multi-year nature of the employment opportunities 
generated would be likely to induce a percentage of relocation of workers and their families 
from larger urban areas outside the region.  The anticipated in-migration of new residents 
would experience two highs, the first in 2008 when AFSOC personnel begin arriving at Cannon 
AFB, and the second in 2011 during the peak construction year (see Table 3.9-7).  Consequently, 
population change in the region would be expected to fluctuate over the period from 2007 to 
2013.  The long-term anticipated increase in regional population would be an estimated 10,784 
persons. 

Housing.  The overall anticipated increase in personnel assigned to Cannon AFB would be 
expected to require 1,213 housing units.  In addition, the relocation of secondary workers and 
their families to the region would generate demand for 3,967 housing units, bringing the total 
increase in long-term housing demand to 5,180 units (see Table 3.9-7).  There were over 3,200 
housing units estimated to be vacant in Curry and Roosevelt in 2005; however, the quality of 
these units is unknown, as is the number of seasonal or recreational homes that may be 
included in that number.  By assuming 50 percent of the vacant units are available for lease or 
purchase and are of suitable condition for occupancy, it is estimated that 1,600 housing units 
would be available in the ROI, resulting in a potential shortfall of 3,580 housing units.   

Cannon AFB has entered into a housing privatization effort that could result in the demolition 
and replacement of 1,248 homes.  Economic activity associated with this demolition and 
construction could add $50 million per year for 2 years in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Although such 
construction is frequently accomplished by large corporations with a transient workforce, the 
stimulation would place increased pressure on available temporary housing and rental housing.  
It is likely that demand for additional housing would exceed supply in the short term. 

Education.  Incoming AFSOC personnel and relocating construction and other workers would 
bring their families with them, including their school-age children.  The estimated number of 
potential school enrollments associated with the beddown of AFSOC assets would follow the 
same trend as population and housing, an initial decline in 2007 as the base transition begins, 
followed by two highs in 2008 and 2011 (see Table 3.9-7).  The long-term change in school 
enrollments is expected to be 2,253 students, representing an increase of 15 percent in the ROI 
student population.  It is estimated that 60 percent of the new students would be of elementary 
school age, 25 percent high school, and the remaining 15 percent pre-school and kindergarten.  

Based on current school size and student-teacher ratios, it is anticipated that more classroom 
space and teachers could be needed to accommodate the anticipated increase in student 
population.  Based on past residence choices, an estimated 95 percent of the Cannon-related 
population and 70 percent of the secondary population would reside in Curry County and 
attend the four county school districts, primarily Clovis.  The remaining 5 percent of the 
Cannon population and 30 percent of the secondary population would be expected to reside in 
Roosevelt County and attend area schools there, primarily Portales. 

Utilities and Infrastructure.  The West Flightline Alternative includes construction of 
infrastructure improvements to support both the infill development and new facilities on 
Cannon AFB.  Water and sewer lines to the base are adequate to meet current and projected 
demand.  Water treatment for the existing and new population would need to be improved to 
meet personnel and equipment water demands. As a result of growth associated with the 
beddown of AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB, average daily demands have the potential to 
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increase by 1.8 MGD by FY 2013.  This additional demand would be split among the cities of 
Clovis and Portales and the bases water system depending on the housing locations chosen by 
AFSOC personnel.  With this gradual increase in potable water demand over the next five years, 
all three existing systems would be able to plan for, and accommodate this increase with 
minimal effects of the level of service provided to the systems customers. 

3.9.3.2 East and West Airfield Preferred Alternative 

Economic and demographic effects under the East and West Airfield Alternative would be 
comparable to those anticipated under the West Flightline Alternative, but construction 
expenditures are somewhat higher under the East and West Airfield Alternative from 2010 to 
2013, resulting in marginally higher socioeconomic effects during those years (see Table 3.9-8).  
The general nature of the consequences related to employment, population, housing, and 
education would be similar to those described under the West Flightline Alternative.  The 
primary difference would be in utility requirements.  Development across the base on the east 
side (East Side Development Area) would include a number of new facilities, as well as a large 
aircraft-parking ramp, which would require considerable lighting power.  The connected 
transformer load for the new facilities could exceed the capacity of a 4,160-volt feeder.  A new 
115 kilovolt – 12.47 kilovolt base substation would be needed near the property line east of the 
Development Area.  Sanitary sewer lines, water lines, and a new storm sewer would be 
required under the East and West Airfield Alternative.  A new 14,500-foot gas line also would 
be required. 

3.9.3.3 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  Table 3.9-9 presents the socioeconomic effects 
related to 2006 baseline Cannon AFB activity, the effects associated with projected enclave 
status, and the resulting change in socioeconomic effects.  The overall loss of 6,797 jobs would 
consist of 4,317 Cannon AFB positions plus 2,480 indirect and induced jobs.  A loss of 2,480 jobs 
in Curry and Roosevelt counties would be expected to raise the current unemployment rate of 
4.3 percent by almost triple to a projected 12.3 percent. 

As military families were relocated and base housing was maintained as full as possible, the off-
base housing vacancy rate would be expected to exceed 25 percent, more than double the 
vacancy rates experienced in 2000.  This would tend to depress the housing market and 
substantially reduce the value of the existing housing stock. 

Schools would face an expected decline in enrollment amounting to 1,943 students, as presented 
at the bottom of Table 3.9-9.  This enrollment decline, representing almost 13 percent of the 
existing student population, would place pressure on districts to reduce budgets, possibly 
cutback the number of schools and increase the commute distances of remaining students. 

As a result of these anticipated consequences, No Action would be projected to create a 
substantial socioeconomic effect upon the overall economy of primarily Curry County and 
secondarily, Roosevelt County. 
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Table 3.9-9.  Socioeconomic Effects of No Action 

  FY 2006 No Action Change 
Economic Effects 

Employment (jobs)    

Direct 4,467  150  -4,317 
Indirect/Induced 2,569  89  -2,480 
TOTAL 7,036  239  -6,797 

Payroll ($thousands)    
Direct $381,712  $10,899  -$370,813 
Indirect/Induced $61,986  $1,725  -$60,261 
TOTAL $443,698  $12,624  -$431,074 

Output ($thousands)    
Direct $419,886  $11,640  -$408,246 
Indirect/Induced $201,284  $3,326  -$197,958 
TOTAL $621,170  $14,966  -$606,204 

Demographic Effects 
Population (persons) 8,904 300 -8,604 
Housing (units) 4,467 150 -4,317 
School enrollments (students) 2,011 68 -1,943 
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3.10 Environmental Justice 

3.10.1 Definition of Resource 

Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  
In addition to environmental justice issues are concerns pursuant to EO 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, which directs federal agencies to the 
extent permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency’s mission, (a) make it a 
high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children; and (b) ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks 
or safety risks. 

For purposes of this analysis, minority, low-income, and youth populations are defined as 
follows: 

• Minority Population:  Persons of Hispanic origin of any race, Blacks, American Indians, 
Eskimos, Aleuts, Asians, or Pacific Islanders. 

• Low-Income Population:  Persons living below the poverty level. 

• Youth Population:  Children under the age of 18 years. 

Estimates of these three population categories were developed based on data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census.  Total and minority population figures are based on recent demographic 
data released from Census 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).  The census does not report 
minority population, per se, but reports population by race and by ethnic origin.  This data was 
used to estimate minority populations potentially affected by implementation of the West 
Flightline Alternative.  Low-income and youth population figures were also drawn from the 
Census 2000 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a). 

Environmental justice analysis applies to adverse environmental impacts.  Potential 
disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations are assessed only when 
adverse environmental consequences to the human population are anticipated, otherwise no 
analysis is required.  The same is true for analysis of special risks to children, which would be 
driven by adverse environmental impacts.  If adverse impacts are not anticipated, no special 
risk to children analysis is required.  Environmental factors assessed in relation to 
determination of environmental justice concerns often include air quality, safety, hazardous 
materials, and noise.  In the event that adverse environmental impacts to the human population 
were anticipated, the effects would be identified and the impact footprint would be mapped for 
the specified ROI.   

3.10.2 Existing Conditions 

Disadvantaged groups within the ROI, including low-income and minority communities, are 
specifically considered in order to assess the potential for disproportionate occurrence of 
impacts (see Table 3.10-1).  Based on 2000 Census data, the incidence of persons and families in 
Clovis and Roosevelt counties with incomes below the poverty level was just slightly higher 
than state levels (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).  In the ROI during 2000, 20.0 percent of persons 
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and 25.3 percent of children were living below the poverty level, compared to 18.4 percent of 
persons and 24.7 percent of children in the State of New Mexico as a whole. 

Minority persons represent 40.1 percent of the Clovis and Roosevelt county populations.  
Hispanic or Latino persons account for most of the minority population in the ROI, representing 
31.2 percent of the ROI population and 77.8 percent of the minority population.  By comparison, 
minority persons represent 55.3 percent of the state population, with Hispanic or Latino persons 
accounting for 76.1 percent of the state minority population.  The youth population, which 
includes children under the age of 18, accounts for 28.0 percent of the ROI population, 
compared to 28.0 percent at the state level. 

Table 3.10-1.  2000 Population and Environmental Justice Data 

MINORITY PERSONS 
PERSONS BELOW 

POVERTY CHILDREN UNDER 18 
Area Population Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Curry County 45,044 18,583 41.3 8,327 19.0 13,561 30.1 

Roosevelt County 18,018 6,719 37.3 3,928 22.7 5,060 28.1 

State of New 
Mexico 

1,819,046 1,005,551 55.3 328,933 18.4 508,574 28.0 

Total ROI 63,062 25,302 40.1 12,255 20.0 18,621 29.5 
Notes: 1. The U.S. Census calculates percent low-income for individual counties based on total county populations 

that differ slightly from the county populations reported in the first column. 
 2. Population figures for each category are from different reporting years as described in the previous 

section.  Therefore, except for minority population, the percentage figures are not based on the total 
population presented in this table but from the relevant data year. 

Source:   U.S. Census Bureau 2000a 

3.10.3 Environmental Consequences 

No disproportionately high or adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations are 
expected.  In addition, there are no known concentrated AOCs where children might be subject 
to special health or safety risks.  In order to address the possibility of environmental justice 
concerns, potential health and safety factors were analyzed to determine whether any 
disproportionately high or adverse human health or environmental impacts could affect the 
human population.  In addition, potential environmental health or safety hazards were 
examined to assess potential special risks to children.  The analyses conducted for air quality, 
safety, hazardous materials, and noise indicate that no adverse environmental impacts to the 
human population are anticipated under the West Flightline Alternative or the East and West 
Airfield Alternative.  As a result, no disproportionate environmental justice impacts would 
occur, nor would there be any special health or safety risks to children.  With regard specifically 
to noise, changes in noise contours associated with the West Flightline Alternative or East and 
West Airfield Alternative are not expected to affect populations to the north of the base.   

The economic stimulation associated with the AFSOC beddown (see Section 3.10.2) would be 
expected to benefit all residents including minority and low-income as the regional economy 
expanded.  There is no projected disproportionate effect upon children although some 
classroom crowding could occur if economic expansion and growth exceeded school capacity.  
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Growth related pressures could place some strain on schools, but this effect is not projected to 
have any long-term impact upon children. 

3.10.4 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  This Alternative could result in substantial 
economic downturn in Curry and, to a lesser extent, Roosevelt counties.  During times of 
economic hardship, minority and low-income populations may face a more difficult time due to 
increasing unemployment and greater competition for the few remaining jobs.  Children can be 
affected by loss of family income and a reduction in basic services associated with a declining 
economic area. 

These demographic and employment factors suggest the No Action Alternative has the 
potential to disproportionately impact minority and low-income job seekers and could have a 
secondary impact upon children. 
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4.0 MELROSE AIR FORCE RANGE AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the affected environment and potential environmental consequences at 
Melrose Air Force Range (AFR) and associated Restricted Areas (R-5104 and R-5105), which are 
depicted on Figure 2.2-1.  In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 989, the description of the affected environment focuses on those resources and conditions 
potentially subject to impacts.  The affected environment is described for ten resource topics:  
Airspace Management, Noise, Safety, Air Quality, Physical Resources (including Hazardous 
Materials and Waste), Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use and Ranching 
(including Transportation), Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.  These resources are 
extensively interrelated and consequently, each resource topic relies upon the findings of relevant 
other analyses.  For example, noise analyses are reflected in the analysis of land use, 
socioeconomics, and biological resources.  
The sections for each resource topic begin with an introduction that defines the resources 
addressed in the section, defines key terms as necessary and describes the region of influence 
(ROI) within which the effects from an alternative action are anticipated to occur.  The ROI varies 
from resource to resource, but in general, effects are expected to be concentrated on the range 
under the Restricted Airspace.  Section 3.0 describes primary reasons why the ROI might differ 
among resources. 
Following the introduction for each resource topic, information is presented about existing 
environmental conditions in the ROI.  This information provides a frame of reference about 
conditions that prevail currently or existed in the recent past.  Applicable laws and regulations for 
each resource are presented in Appendix D.   
For each resource, the Two-Target Preferred Alternative, Three-Target Alternative, and No Action 
Alternative, described in Section 2.2, are assessed for their potential to impact the natural and 
human environment.  In some instances a brief methodology is provided to explain how the 
analysis of impacts was conducted and to describe what would constitute a significant impact.   
The impacts described in this section represent a best estimation of the consequences of training 
Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) and associated assets at Melrose AFR.  The 
impact analysis for each alternative includes direct and indirect, as well as short-term and long-
term impacts.  The impacts of each alternative are compared against the baseline conditions.  
Cumulative impacts and irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources are described in 
Chapter 6.0. 

4.1 Airspace Management 
4.1.1 Definition of Resource 
Airspace management is defined as the direction, control, and handling of flight operations in the 
“navigable airspace” that overlies the geopolitical borders of the United States (U.S.) and its 
territories.  “Navigable airspace” is airspace above the minimum altitudes of flight prescribed by 
regulations under United States Code (USC) Title 49, Subtitle VII, Part A, and includes airspace 
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needed to ensure safety in the takeoff and landing of aircraft, as defined in Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Order 7400.2E (49 USC).  This navigable airspace is a limited natural 
resource that Congress has charged the FAA to administer in the public interest as necessary to 
ensure the safety of aircraft and its efficient use (FAA Order 7400.2E 2000).   
The FAA has designated four types of airspace above the U.S.  They are Controlled Airspace, 
Special Use Airspace (SUA), Other Airspace, and Uncontrolled airspace.  Controlled airspace is 
designated around Melrose AFR to support military operations at the range.   
The ROI for airspace management are those airspace units that support operations at the Melrose 
Bombing, Gunnery, and Electronic Combat Range complex, known as Melrose AFR.   

4.1.2 Existing Conditions 
Restricted airspaces, R-5104A, R-5104B, and R-5105, 
support training activities on Melrose AFR (see 
Figure 4.1-1).  R-5104A, which overlies Melrose AFR 
and extends from surface up to but not including 
18,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL), provides 
maneuvering area for air-to-ground activities.  
R-5104B extends from FL180 to FL230.  Currently 
Cannon Air Force Base (AFB)-based F-16s account 
for 60 percent of the 3,720 sortie-operations 
conducted within the R-5104A/B areas.  
Approximately 23 percent of the sortie-operations 
are conducted during environmental night (10:00 
p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).  R-5105 abuts R-5104A directly to 
the north, but does not overlie the range and must be 
activated concurrently with R-5104A for air-to-ground training.  R-5105 extends from surface up 
to 10,000 feet above MSL.  Cannon AFB-based F-16s account for 100 percent of the 1,470 sortie-
operations conducted within the R-5105 area.  Each Restricted Area is designated airspace that 
supports ground or flight activities that could be hazardous to non-participating aircraft.  A 
Restricted Area is airspace designated under 14 CFR Part 73, within which the flight of aircraft, 
while not wholly prohibited, is subject to restriction.  Most restricted areas are designated “joint-
use” and IFR/VFR operations in the area may be authorized by the controlling Air Traffic Control 
(ATC) facility when it is not being utilized by the using agency (Pilot/Controller Glossary [P/CG] 
2004).  This airspace is described in Table 4.1-1. 
The Taiban Military Operations Area (MOA), immediately to the west of the restricted airspace, is 
often scheduled with the restricted airspace to support training on Melrose AFR. 

4.1.3 Environmental Consequences  
4.1.3.1 Two-Target Alternative 

Airspace management would remain unchanged from current conditions for the existing 
restricted airpaces and scheduling issues associated with the joint military-civil use of the airspace 
in its current configuration would continue.  Airspace use would change to support live-fire 
training by AFSOC aircraft.  Approximately 40 percent of the training activity would occur 
between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  The introduction of a 50-acre landing zone (LZ)/drop zone 
(DZ) would result in increased air-to-ground activity on Melrose AFR.  Management of Melrose 
AFR would also continue as under current conditions.  

Increased Night missions and live fire will 
change Melrose AFR use. 
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Figure 4.1-1.  Airspace Associated with Melrose AFR 
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Table 4.1-1.  Restricted Area Identification and Description 

ALTITUDES 
PUBLISHED HOURS OF 

USE 
Airspace Minimum Maximum From To 

Controlling 
ARTCC 

R-5104A Surface UTBNI  
18,000 MSL 

8:00 a.m. 
(Mon-Fri) 

Midnight 
(Mon-Fri) Albuquerque 

R-5104B 18,000 MSL 23,000 MSL As requested in 
conjunction with R-5104A Albuquerque 

R-5105 Surface 10,000 MSL 8:00 a.m. 
(Mon-Fri) 

Midnight 
(Mon-Fri) Albuquerque 

Notes: 1. UTBNI = Up to but not including. 
 2.  MSL = mean sea level 
Source:  Air Force 2000b, Department of Defense (DoD) 2003. 

The proposed Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) would specify a corridor to be 
established to connect the Cannon Class D airspace with R-5104 by traversing the Class E 
airspace between Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR to provide for predator unmanned aerial 
system (UAS) launch and training.  This corridor would be parallel to, and south of, Highway 
60 and would extend approximately 20 miles at an operating altitude from 10,000 to 16,000 feet 
MSL.  

During the scoping and public comment periods, commenters expressed concern with potential 
UAS operations outside of the restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR.  A limited COA 
between Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR to provide for launch and control of UAS between the 
two locations could affect civil aviation transit of the area between Cannon AFB and Melrose 
AFR.  AFSOC proposes establishing a transit area between Cannon AFB and the restricted 
airspace associated with Melrose AFR.  The Predator UAS is only authorized to fly in the 
National Airspace System under a Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) issued by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  Compliance with the COA is mandatory and would be 
expected to establish an equivalent level of safety to the “see and avoid” requirements of FAR 
91.113.  Some general aviation pilots may be reluctant to traverse a COA potentially occupied 
by a UAS. 

General aviation transiting the airspace between Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR could avoid 
COA airspace when it was potentially occupied by a UAS.  Avoidance could be accomplished 
by flying above or below the COA airspace. Commercial activity in this area is at altitudes 
above those proposed for UAS transit and are not expected to be affected by such a corridor. 

4.1.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

Under the Three-Target Alternative, aircraft operations and day/night proportion of training would 
be as described for the Two-Target Alternative.  Environmental consequences associated with 
airspace management would be identical to those identified under the Two-Target Alternative. 

4.1.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon 
AFB and no Cannon-based AFSOC training would occur in the airspace associated with 
Melrose AFR.  There would be continued use of the airspace and range by aircraft from New 
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Mexico Air National Guard (NMANG) and by other transient users.  Total range use would 
decline with the deactivation of the 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW). 

4.2 Noise 

4.2.1 Definition of Resource 

The ROI for Melrose AFR includes the range and the restricted areas (R-5104 and R-5105).  A 
general discussion of the noise metrics used for noise modeling is provided in Section 3.2.1 and 
a more thorough explanation is provided in Appendix F. 

Aircraft operations within restricted airspace generate noise levels different from community 
noise environments.  Aircraft operations at airfields tend to be continuous or patterned, while 
sortie-operations in training airspace are sporadic.  Noise from military overflights also differs 
from community noise due to the low altitude and turning characteristics of military aircraft 
maneuvers.  High-speed military aircraft can exhibit a rate of increase in sound level (onset rate) 
of more than 150 decibels (dB) per second.  Table 4.2-1 presents the sound level (in dB) for a 
variety of aircraft types.  A 10 dB difference is perceived as a doubling of sound, thus an F-16A is 
perceived as approximately twice as loud as a C-130 under takeoff power and approximately 
three times as loud as a CV-22 flying at a comparable altitude (see Table 4.2-1).  The Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (Ldn) metric is adjusted to account for the surprise or startle effect of the 
onset rate of aircraft noise on humans with an adjustment of up to 11 dB added to the normal 
Sound Exposure Level (SEL).  The adjusted Ldn averaged over the busiest month period is 
designated as Onset Rate Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldnmr).  Figure 4.2-1 depicts 
baseline aircraft noise levels under Restricted Airspace and the Taiban MOA.  Baseline noise 
levels calculated for Melrose AFR were Ldnmr 48 to 51 dB.  These baseline noise levels result from 
current aircraft training. 

Table 4.2-1.  Sound Exposure Level (SEL) in Decibels under the Flight 
Track for Aircraft at Various Altitudes in the Airspace1 

Aircraft Configuration1 Power 
Airspeed 
(KIAS) 

300 
feet 

AGL 

500 
feet 

AGL 

1,000 
feet 

AGL 

2,000 
feet 

AGL 

5,000 
feet 

AGL 

10,000 
feet 

AGL 
F-15C Mid-speed 

training route 
81% 
NC 

520 116 112 107 101 91 80 

F-22A2 Cruise power 70% 
ETR 

520 120 114 108 101 89 77 

F-16A Mid-speed 
training route 

87% 
NC 

450 110 107 101 95 85 74 

C-130H Takeoff power 850 
CTIT 

180 99 95 90 84 76 68 

V-22B3 Airplane 
mode 

0 deg. 
nacelle 

210 94 91 87 82 73 65 

B-1B Training route 101 
RPM 

550 116 112 107 101 92 82 

Notes: 1. Used SEL_Calc program for fixed-wing aircraft noise calculations and assumed standard acoustical 
conditions. 

 2. Projected based on F-22A composite aircraft. 
 3. Used Rotorcraft Noise Model for V-22 noise calculations. 
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Figure 4.2-1.  Baseline Aircraft Noise Levels in Ldnmr under 

Restricted Airspace and Taiban MOA  

Source:  Air Force 2006 
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Noise levels resulting from aircraft operating in the restricted airspace were calculated with the 
U.S. Air Force (Air Force) noise modeling program Military Operating Area and Range Noise 
Model (MR_NMAP).  Resultant noise levels were based on the number of sortie-operations, 
time of day the sortie-operations occurred, altitudes of the aircraft during the sortie-operations, 
engine power setting, and airspeed.  The noise assessment included all local and transient 
aircraft. 

Noise at Melrose AFR would also include impulse noise from munitions being fired and from 
blast noise.  Blast noise contours were developed using the Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) 
BNOISE program to describe noise produced by munitions use on Melrose AFR.  BNOISE 
Version 2, used in this study, is a collection of computer programs that together can produce 
C-weighted Day-Night Average Sound Level (CDNL).  CDNL is defined in units of C-weighted 
decibels (dBC) and is the metric used to define high-energy impulsive noise. 

Impulse noise produced by artillery fire and detonation of air-to-ground or ground-to-ground 
live ammunition is analyzed differently than noise sources produced by aircraft engines.  This is 
because of the higher energy created at low frequencies by these blasts.  The low-frequency 
component can induce structural vibrations, which may generate additional annoyance to 
people beyond the audibility of the sound created by the blast. 

The definition of CDNL is similar to Ldn except that C-scale is used to weigh the impulsive 
sound levels.  Results of surveys related to community annoyance to A-weighted Ldn and 
CDNL found that an Ldn of 65 dBA equates to the same percentage of annoyance 
(approximately 15 percent) as a CDNL of 62 dBC (Table 4.2-2). 

Table 4.2-2.  Noise Zone Definitions 

NOISE ZONE 
Criteria I II III 

A-Weighted Average Noise Levels 
(Continuous Noise) < 65 dBA 65 - 75 dBA > 75 dBA 

C-Weighted Average Noise Levels 
(Impulsive Noise) < 62 dBC 62 - 70 dBC > 70 dBC 

Percent of Population Highly 
Annoyed <15% 15% - 39% >39% 

Key: < = less than. > = greater than. 
dBA = decibels (A-weighted). 
dBC = decibels (C-weighted). 
Source:  U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine 2005. 

Impulse noise from munitions can consist of three components:  the firing of the projectile from 
the weapon, the ballistic wave from the projectile traveling through the air, and the detonation 
of the projectile, if it contains a high-explosive (HE) charge.  When a projectile containing HE 
material is fired from an aircraft, the noise resulting from the firing, the projectile traveling 
through the air, and the detonation of the projectile are calculated.  An HE projectile that strikes 
the ground would have detonation.  If the projectile is non-HE, only the noise resulting from the 
firing of the projectile is calculated.  
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Similar to NOISEMAP, the BNOISE2 computer program processes files to generate a grid file 
that is a collection of noise levels at equally spaced points.  The NMPLOT program uses the 
“grid” file to draw contours of equal CDNL for overlay onto land use maps. 

4.2.2  Existing Conditions 

As noted during scoping, a number of ranches and other residences are located under the 
restricted airspace and the Taiban MOA.  These residences are currently subject to overflight by 
training aircraft entering or exiting Melrose AFR.  Figure 4.2-1 depicts baseline aircraft noise 
levels under Restricted Airspace and the Taiban MOA.  Baseline noise levels calculated for 
Melrose AFR were Ldnmr 48 to 51 dB.  Training aircraft from Cannon AFB, NMANG, and 
transient users of the range account for the aircraft activities in the Melrose AFR restricted 
airspace.  The average operational parameters reflect the noise modeling of the F-16 aircraft, 
whose contributions to the noise environment are dominant.  Other aircraft that use the range 
infrequently include A-10s, F-15s, F/A-18s, F-22As, German Air Force Tornados, B-1Bs, B-52s, 
C-130s, and various helicopters (Air Force 2006). 

4.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

4.2.3.1 Two-Target Alternative 

Under the Two-Target Alternative, noise levels on Melrose AFR and associated Restricted Areas 
would change from baseline conditions as depicted in Table 4.2-1.  This is largely attributed to 
the different array of aircraft that would be based at Cannon AFB, including the AC-130H, 
MC-130H/P/W, CV-22, C-47, UH-1, and Predator UAS.  The range and restricted airspace 
would experience a substantial reduction in F-16 training as the 27 FW is disestablished.  The 
range would continue to see activity from B-1B bombers based at Dyess AFB, the 150th NMANG 
F-16s, and other transient users including A-10s, F-15s, F/A-18s, F-22As, German Air Force 
Tornados, B-52s, C-130s, and various helicopters (Air Force 2006). 

The majority of the projected AFSOC training aircraft would be C-130 variants and CV-22s.  The 
currently dominant aircraft training in the airspace is the F-16.  Comparing the SEL in dB 
demonstrates that a jet F-16 is approximately twice as loud as a turboprop C-130 and 
approximately three times as loud as a CV-22 flying at a comparable altitude (see Table 4.2-1).  
SEL is measured on a logarithmic scale and noise levels are perceived as doubling with 
approximately a 10 dB increase (see Appendix F).  AFSOC aircraft would spend more time 
training at lower altitudes and more time training after 10:00 p.m. when there is a 10 dB noise 
penalty added. 

Figure 4.2-2 presents aircraft noise levels under the Restricted Airspace and Taiban MOA that 
would result from AFSOC training aircraft.  Noise levels in these areas would noticeably 
increase.  While AFSOC aircraft have lower noise levels than F-16 aircraft, AFSOC aircraft fly 
longer sorties at lower altitudes, and more after 10:00 p.m. at night.  This results in an increase 
in noise levels that could be noticed by residents under, or in proximity to, the airspace.  The 58 
dB Ldnmr noise levels represent the use of training airspace as much as possible before 10 p.m  
The estimated noise levels are below the 65 dB level normally viewed by FAA as a level of 
potentially significant noise.  Nevertheless, residents within the area affected would notice the 
increased noise and could be annoyed by aircraft noise in the airspace. 
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Figure 4.2-2.  Two-Target Alternative Aircraft Noise Levels in Ldnmr under 

Restricted Airspace and Taiban MOA 
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Impulse noise from AFSOC munitions use on Melrose AFR would consist of delivery of 105 
millimeter (mm) howitzer HE and a variety of smaller ordnance.  Impulse noise was estimated 
using the BNOISE model.  Impulse noise produced by artillery fire and detonation of air-to-
ground or ground-to-ground live ammunition is analyzed differently from non-impulse noise 
(see Appendix F). 

The 30 mm, 40 mm, and 105 mm ammunition is fired from the air by AC-130 gunships.  The 105 
mm howitzer is the weapon with the greatest impulse noise.  Because of its size, the firings of 105 
mm rounds are expected to dominate the noise environment.  Using the munitions data presented 
in Chapter 2.0, the BNOISE2 computer program was used to calculate the noise exposure for the 
ranges.  The 62 dBC contour equates to the A-weighted 65 dB contour. 

The projected 2,500 rounds of 105 mm HE and fragmentary (frag) munitions plus 12,500 rounds of 
105 mm inert munitions are projected to create a 62 dBC contour as presented in Figure 4.2-3.  The 
62 dBC contour would be nearly entirely contained within the range.  A 62 dBC noise level is 
approximately comparable to an Ldn 65 noise level and is a noise level used to address the potential 
for significant impacts.   

The 62 dBC contour extends approximately 2.5 miles from the center of the HE target areas 
presented in Chapter 2.0.  All CDNL 62 contours would be contained within approximately 1 mile 
of the boundaries of Melrose AFR, resulting in below Noise Zone I impacts to off-range property 
proximate to the range (see Table 4.2-2). 

Experience with 105 mm training at Eglin AFB demonstrates that off-range property within 
approximately 6 miles of the orbiting gunship could experience a “rap-rap-rap” impulse sound 
comparable to knock on a wooden door when the 105 mm are fired and feel a vibration comparable 
to distant thunder when the HE shells struck the earth.  Such impulse noises would not be expected 
to cause damage to a structure or its contents.  The 62 dBC contour would remain nearly entirely on 
the range and would not produce significant impacts to residences outside the range.  Nevertheless, 
such impulsive noises could cause annoyance to residents when the noise was heard or felt, 
especially during night hours after 10 p.m.  A review of Figure 4.2-3 demonstrates one residence 
within 4.2 miles of the northeast 1-kilometer target box and one residence within 4.3 miles of the 
southwest target box.  An estimated seven residences are within 5.2 miles of the boundary of a 
target box. 

Animals generally avoid specific impact areas that can be viewed as a threat.  Animals also 
generally demonstrate an ability to habituate to noise levels not perceived as a threat.  Scoping 
commenters expressed concerns about effects of impulse noise on range cattle during times when 
they are in an enclosed area.  Penned cattle, approximately 3 or more miles from the impact area, 
would not likely be affected by HE rounds due to the reduced noise and vibration beyond those 
distances.  Five cases of penned range cattle suffering damage or loss within a 14-year period have 
been attributed to jet aircraft low-level overflight (Air Force 2006).  A startle effect could occur to 
penned cattle in close proximity to live fire on the Melrose AFR, although impacts would not be 
expected beyond 3 miles from the target location. 

The expanded small arms range would be used for a variety of munitions that could result in noise 
levels heard off-range.  This small arms noise could result in annoyance to residents east of the 
range but would not be at levels potentially causing a significant impact.   
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Figure 4.2-3.  Impulse Noise Map for the Two-Target Alternative on 

Melrose AFR 
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AFSOC training would include enhanced range 
management to reduce the potential for fire. 

The Two-Target Alternative involves construction on Melrose AFR although construction noise is 
not anticipated to extend beyond the boundaries of the range.  Aircraft overflight and noise 
associated with munitions use will dominate the noise environment for Melrose AFR. 

4.2.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

Under the Three-Target Alternative, aircraft operations and day/night proportion of training 
would be as described for the Two-Target Alternative.  Aircraft noise would not be greater than 
the Ldn 58 as described for the Two-Target Alternative.  However, noise associated with 
munitions use would be different since three target areas would be located on Melrose AFR, as 
presented in Figure 2.2-4.   

Because training would be distributed 
among three targets, impulse noise would 
be distributed over a wide area.  Figure 4.2-
4 presents the 62 dBC contour, which would 
be nearly entirely within the range for the 
Three-Target Alternative.  The 
consequences in terms of noise levels and 
impacts would be comparable to those 
described for the Two-Target Alternative 
except that three locations would result in a 
greater area on the range impacted by 
impulse noise than under the two locations.  
A review of Figure 4.2-4 demonstrates one 
residence to be 3.2 miles from the southwest 
1-kilometer target box.  One residence to the 
east and one to the northwest are within 4.0 miles from target boundaries.  An estimated total of 
10 residents are within 5.2 miles of the boundary of a target box. 

One location within the 62 dBC contour would be the small arms range.  The aircraft munitions 
noise would dominate noise in the area of the small arms range. 

4.2.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no beddown of AFSOC assets would occur at Cannon AFB 
and no Cannon AFB-based AFSOC training would occur at Melrose AFR at this time.  The noise 
environment for Melrose AFR would be reduced without the contribution of the 27 FW F-16 
aircraft due to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) directive to disestablish the 27 FW. 

4.3 Safety 

4.3.1 Definition of Resource 
This section addresses ground, flight, and explosive safety associated with operations 
conducted at Melrose AFR.  These operations include activities and operations conducted on 
the range itself, as well as training conducted in regional military training airspace.  Ground 
safety considers issues associated with operations and maintenance activities that support base 
operations, including fire response.  Flight safety considers aircraft flight risks.  Explosive safety 
discusses the management and use of ordnance or munitions associated with airbase operations 
and training activities conducted in various elements of training airspace.   
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Figure 4.2-4.  Impulse Noise Map for the Three-Target Alternative on 

Melrose AFR 
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Range management involves the development and implementation of those processes and 
procedures required to ensure that Air Force ranges are planned, operated, and managed in a 
safe manner.  The focus of range management is on ensuring the safe, effective, and efficient 
operation of Air Force ranges.  The overall purpose of range management is to balance the 
military’s need to accomplish realistic testing and training with the need to minimize potential 
impacts of such activities on the environment and surrounding communities (Air Force 2001c, 
2001d, 2001e). 

4.3.2  Existing Conditions 

4.3.2.1 Ground Safety  

Melrose AFR is currently managed in accordance with requirements and procedures prescribed 
in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 13-212, Volumes 1, 2, and 3.  Specific direction on different range 
activities is contained in AFI 13-212, Volume 1, Range Planning and Operations, Volume 2, Range 
Construction and Maintenance, and Volume 3, SAFE-RANGE Program Methodology (Air Force 
2001c, 2001d, 2001e).  Cannon AFB’s Supplement to AFI 13-212 also assigns responsibilities and 
provides detailed processes and procedures to the range control officer (RCO) regarding range 
scheduling, maintenance, explosive ordnance disposal, range decontamination and debris 
disposal, entry into, operations within, and exit from the airspace directly supporting range 
operations (Cannon AFB 2000).   

These instructions address a wide range of ground safety considerations that include land 
ownership and control, weapons employment safety, range scheduling, range maintenance, 
explosive ordnance disposal (EOD), range decontamination and debris disposal, and 
environmental stewardship of the range. 

The Cannon AFB Fire Department provides an on-site fire response and suppression capability 
on Melrose AFR.  Fire Department response units are on site any time the range is active.  While 
the assigned fire suppression equipment has proven to be adequate, large earth-moving 
equipment, which is on site to support range operations, is also available for fire suppression 
requirements.  In addition, the Cannon AFB Fire Department is a party to mutual aid support 
agreements with city and volunteer fire departments near the base and Melrose AFR.  Cannon 
AFB would continue mutual aid support agreements and other assistance to local communities, 
and receive support as required.  As in the past, Cannon AFB would work with non-military 
fire departments to alert private citizens about the potential for injury should they handle or 
disturb aircraft or munitions debris.  These agreements reduce human health risks and risks 
from wildfires.  The base commander would continue to direct the base fire department to assist 
in any local or regional fire emergency. 

New Mexico normally experiences two fire seasons annually that correspond to the two driest 
times of the year.  The worst of the two seasons is usually the windy spring season when the 
state receives almost no rain, live vegetation is starved for moisture, and strong dry winds 
occur.  Fires during this season are most often caused by human activity or lightning from dry 
thunderstorms (thunderstorms with little or no rain).  The second fire season usually begins 
with another dry period during the fall, when many grasses and other small plants begin to die 
and dry out, providing ready fuel for fire.  Atmospheric moisture levels are reduced and dry 
thunderstorms again become a fire threat (New Mexico State University 2000).  Based on the 
records kept by the New Mexico’s Forestry Division for the years 1996-2000, the state had an 
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annual average of 792 wildfires which consumed approximately 153,700 acres per year on state 
and private lands. 

The Melrose AFR senior fire official consults daily with the RCO to evaluate regional fire risk.  
They monitor weather and fire conditions from resources available on the Southwest Area Fire 
Intelligence website and provide recommendations to operations personnel.  These 
recommendations address the need to alter flight operations and, if the risk is excessive as 
determined on a situational basis, impose restrictions on range operations.  These restrictions 
could range from limiting the type of ordnance used to the complete curtailment of ordnance use.  
Prior to flight operations, aircrews review and adhere to fire restrictions regarding the use of 
ordnance on the range.   

Melrose AFR has experienced fires resulting from spotting charges and flares.  On November 
30, 2005, a training munition released by a B-1B aircraft at Melrose AFR started a fire that 
burned 26,000 acres of grazing and farmland and damaged or destroyed privately owned 
structures, fencing, wells, livestock, animal feed, and crops.  In general, fires that have occurred 
on the range tend to be small and remain contained within the target impact areas, which are 
generally devoid of vegetation or are surrounded by firebreaks.  In addition to on-site fire 
spotting and fire suppression capabilities, fire risk on the range can be managed by controlled 
burning and development and maintenance of fire breaks.  Fire risk is reduced by suspending 
the use of heat- and spark-producing ordnance when fire risk is elevated (Air Force 1997b).  The 
Air Force follows established procedures for claims in the event that an Air Force-caused fire 
should occur and subsequently damage farmlands, livestock, or infrastructure.  Cannon AFB, 
with cooperation from the U.S. Forest Service, has developed a Wildland Fire Management Plan 
that establishes policy, procedures and responsibilities for Wildland Fire Management and also 
outlines procedures, controls, and duties specific to Fire Suppression Operations at Cannon 
AFB.  This document complies with National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Standard 
1051, Standard for Wildland Fire Fighter Professional Qualifications, NFPA Standard 1143, Standard 
for Wildland Fire Management, NFPA 1144, Standard for Protection of Life and Property from Wildfire, 
AFI 32-2001, The Fire Protection Operations and Fire Prevention Program, and AFI 32-7064 Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Chapter 12 Wildland Fire Management requirements.  
Implementation of this plan will provide for projected equipment and manpower increase to (3) 
engines, (1) tender and (1) command/control vehicle, and 9 personnel covering 24/7 
operations.  The range contractor provides grader support.  Also, since the 2005 Melrose AFR 
fire, Cannon AFB has implemented the following additional measures: 

• Installed new dedicated radio frequency/repeater for emergency response. 

• Created and implemented a fire condition Risk Analysis/Decision Matrix. 

• Installed new fire danger weather sensor which integrates real time weather with fire 
conditions.  

• Purchased new wildland response vehicle for both off-road and on-road responses. 

• Firefighters are all certified to National Wildland Coordinating Group/NFPA 
requirements. 

• Trained mutual aid fire departments in National Incident Management system process.  

A “Weapon’s Safety Footprint,” and its extent and configuration, is a ground safety consideration.  
When an air-to-ground weapon containing high explosives (live ordnance) detonates, the radius of 
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blast damage and fragmentation of the weapon's case must be considered.  When a training (inert) 
air-to-ground weapon impacts on or near the target, different concerns exist.  The inert weapon may 
have a spotting charge that sets off a shotgun-sized charge with smoke to mark where the bomb 
struck.  If the ordnance does not detonate, it may skid, bounce, or burrow under the ground for 
some distance from the point of impact, coming to rest at some distance from that point.  The 
military has analyzed extensive historic data and continues to incorporate weapons safety data into 
safety programs.  Melrose AFR currently meets safety requirements in accordance with AFI 13-212.   

Range operations require that the surface area encompassing the weapon safety footprints be 
protected by purchase, lease, or other restriction to ensure the safety of personnel, structures, 
and the public from expended rockets, missiles, or target debris (Air Force 2001c).  The lands 
associated with the Melrose AFR Complex meet these requirements. 

White phosphorus rockets typically used in Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR) mission training 
and defensive training flares are the only live ordnance currently approved for use on Melrose AFR.  
No other air-launched live, HE, or other ordnance is currently used on Melrose AFR.  AFI 13-212 
safety requirements address all ordnance currently delivered on Melrose AFR.  Specific operational 
limitations and constraints for current use of the range have been documented in detailed range 
operating procedures.  These operational parameters are unique to targets, aircraft, ordnance used, 
and delivery profiles employed under the auspices of Air Combat Command (ACC).  All aircrew 
using the range must be knowledgeable of and comply with all requirements specified in these 
operating procedures (Cannon AFB 2000).  These parameters will change under AFSOC’s Cannon 
Addendum to AFI 13-212, subsequent to issuance of the Air Force’s Record of Decision (ROD).   

4.3.2.2 Flight Safety 

Baseline conditions for flight safety issues presented in Section 3.3.2.2 is applicable to flight 
safety issues that would be encountered at Melrose AFR.  

4.3.2.3 Explosive Safety 

Cannon AFB controls, maintains, and stores all ordnance and munitions required for mission 
training.  Ordnance is handled and stored in accordance with Air Force explosive safety 
directives (AFI 91-201), and all munitions maintenance is carried out by trained, qualified 
personnel using Air Force-approved technical data.  Ample storage facilities exist and all 
facilities are approved for the ordnance stored.   

Current training does not have aircraft loaded with any ordnance configured with HE warheads.  
Inert training bombs and several different types of rockets are delivered on Melrose AFR, as well 
as training projectiles fired from the F-16’s 20 mm cannon.   

Ordnance expenditure during training is limited to ranges within Restricted Airspace.  Air Force 
safety standards require safeguards on weapons systems and ordnance to ensure against 
inadvertent releases.  All munitions mounted on an aircraft, as well as the guns, are equipped 
with mechanisms that preclude release or firing without activation of an electronic arming circuit. 

System malfunctions or material failures could result in either an accidental release of ordnance 
or the release of a dud component that fails to operate properly.  Studies have shown that the 
probability of such an accidental release occurring, the probability of it occurring where person 
or property could be affected, and the possibility of injury to a person or damage to property on 
the ground is so infinitesimally small that the risk associated with the occurrence can be 
essentially discounted (Air Force 1999). 
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RR-188 chaff and M-206 or equivalent flares have been assessed for use in the airspace adjacent 
to Melrose AFR (Pecos MOAs, Taiban MOA, and Pecos and Sumner Air Traffic Control 
Assigned Airspace [ATCAAs]).  Within the restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR, 
other types of flares and ordnance can be deployed.  RR-188 chaff may also be used along the 
northern portions of VR-100/VR-125 (Air Force 2001a).  Use is governed by detailed operating 
procedures to ensure safety.   

Chaff consists of small fibers of aluminum-coated mica packed into approximately 4-ounce 
bundles.  Chaff is ejected from an aircraft to reflect radar signals.  When ejected, chaff forms a 
brief electronic “cloud” that temporarily masks the aircraft from radar detection.  Although 
chaff may be ejected from the aircraft using a small pyrotechnic charge, the chaff itself is not 
explosive (Air Force 1997b).  RR-188 chaff is specifically designed to not interfere with FAA 
radars.  Refer to Appendix A for more details on the characteristics of chaff.   

Defensive flares consist of small pellets of highly flammable material that burns rapidly at 
extremely high temperatures.  Their purpose is to provide a heat source other than the aircraft’s 
engine exhaust to mislead heat-sensitive or heat-seeking targeting systems and decoy them 
away from the aircraft.  The M-206 flare is essentially a pellet of magnesium that ignites upon 
ejection from the aircraft and burns completely within approximately 3.5 to 5 seconds.  The 
M-206 flare burns up within approximately 400 feet from release point (Air Force 1997b; 
Appendix B).  Flare use in the Cannon AFB airspace outside of restricted airspace is governed 
by a minimum release altitude restriction of 2,000 feet above ground level (AGL) and is limited 
by fire risk conditions to minimize fire risk.  Refer to Appendix B for more details on the 
characteristics of M-206 flares. 

4.3.3 Environmental Consequences  

Live ordnance projected to be used on Melrose AFR as part of AFSOC training include 30 mm, 
40 mm, and 105 mm HE rounds from AC-130 gunships.  Use of these munitions would require 
establishment of new targets and new range operational and safety procedures as well as 
establishment of new safety zones for these targets.  An expanded small arms range would 
require operational and safety procedures to protect personnel operating on the range. 

4.3.3.1  Two-Target Alternative 

Ground Safety 

The uses of Melrose AFR for live fire, including HE rounds, and increased use of inert 
munitions training activities have the potential to increase the frequency of fires.  In addition, as 
a result of the unique way that CV-22s can turn their engines to “helicopter” mode on landing, 
engine exhaust could ignite dry grasses in potential LZs.  These LZs would need to be cleared of 
vegetation and/or treated to reduce the risk of fire.  As part of the program to upgrade facilities 
at Melrose AFR, AFSOC has included plans for expanded fire control capabilities at the range.  
This action along with adoption of increased firebreaks and enhanced fire management 
practices would improve the fire management efforts on Melrose AFR.   

Range managers are required to assess risks associated with weapons employment and 
establish mission parameters that minimize potential safety hazards.  Specific weapon safety 
footprints must be assessed against each intended target to ensure that they can be safely 
employed (Air Force 2001c).  These assessments have been accomplished by 27 FW staff and 
allowable ordnance delivery profiles have been documented in Cannon AFB Supplement 1 to 
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AFI 13-212 (Cannon AFB 2000).  Although remote, there is always the possibility that ordnance 
could significantly miss a target, either through human error or equipment malfunction.  
However, a more likely possibility is that ordnance would impact the ground, and then bounce, 
slide, or tumble along the ground, sometimes for extended distances.  Based on extensive data 
collection and analyses, weapons safety footprints have been developed that describe (at a 95 
percent confidence level) the geographic area that will contain 99.99 percent of delivered 
ordnance and its associated debris.  These footprints are specific to ordnance type, aircraft type, 
and delivery methods and profiles. 

A variety of safety footprints have been calculated for proposed Melrose AFR targets.  The 
approximate 1 kilometer square target area used for 105 mm, 30 mm, and 40 mm rounds would 
require a safety footprint that extends out beyond the box by an additional 2,296 feet.  This safety 
box is depicted on Figure 2.2-2.   

A 10,338 foot diameter circle describes the gunship orbit for the highest altitude from which 
firing could occur.  Gunship firing at the ground targets would be within this orbit.  For safety 
reasons, lands within this orbit would be restricted access lands during firing to protect any 
activities on the ground from accidentally dropped objects.  Figure 2.2-2 presents the orbit for 
the highest altitude gunship training. 

Special Operations Forces (SOF) conducting ground training and involved in insertion/extraction 
exercises would not use areas where unexploded ordnance (UXO) are known to be present.  
Training operations will be conducted in accordance with Melrose AFR operational instruction 
(AFI 13-212V1 Cannon Air Force Base Addenda A-A) and AFSOC safety procedures.  Training of 
AFSOC personnel will require use of small arms, smoke devices, simulated and live explosives, 
and flares.  A listing of these devices is shown in Table 2.2-4.  

SOF personnel would use the variety of weapons on the expanded small arms range.  Ground 
safety would dictate scheduling of air-to-ground use of specific targets to avoid users of the 
small arms range, and safety would dictate scheduling of the service of existing air-to-ground 
targets consistent with small arms training. 

Flight Safety 

The Two-Target Alternative would add additional low-altitude flights in the Restricted Areas that 
support operations at Melrose AFR.  However, the aircraft involved in training are multi-engine, 
train with more than one pilot, and possess radar and other flight control and navigation systems 
to enhance the low level capabilities of the aircraft.  Aircraft mishap rates for the C-130 models 
that will fly the majority of the low-level flights have a very low mishap rate (less than 1 Class A 
mishap per 100,000 flight hours).  This is not expected to increase with the implementation of the 
AFSOC beddown and training and no significant adverse environmental consequences are 
anticipated.  Flight safety for CV-22 and other aircraft is presented in Section 3.3.2.2. 

Explosive Safety 

AFSOC training would generally occur within the 60,010 acres that constitute Melrose AFR.  
The existing Air Force Instruction (AFI) 13-212, Volume 1 and 2 would be updated with a new 
AFSOC supplement to reflect AFSOC’s new role as range manager, subsequent to transfer of 
the range from ACC.  The AFSOC Cannon Local Range Supplement will be developed to reflect 
the more substantive range changes that are the subject of this EIS, subsequent to issuance of the 
Air Force’s Record of Decision (ROD).  The AFSOC Cannon Local Range Supplement would 
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incorporate revised operating instruction based on the existing AFI supplement, AFI 13-212 
Volume 1 Cannon AFB Melrose Weapons Range (refer to Appendix G). 

A new AFSOC supplement to the operating instruction (AFI 13-212) would address issues such 
as, but not limited to:  

• Continuing direct control over all range targets; 

• Ensuring targets are thoroughly cleaned of potential environmental hazards before 
being sited on range;  

• Maximizing the use of hard targets, such as metal plates and surplus tanks, to minimize 
generation of wastes and target residue; 

• Establishing scheduled range maintenance and periodic clean-ups of the range in 
accordance with AFI 13-212; 

• Ensuring that all personnel receive required explosive ordnance briefings and safety 
training. 

Military aircraft are currently authorized to use RR-188 chaff (or equivalent), a variety of 
defensive flares in Restricted Areas (R-5104, R-5105), and M-206 (or equivalent) defensive flares 
in Taiban MOA, Sumner ATCAA, and in the Pecos MOA/ATCAA.  Flares expended over 
Melrose AFR would be in accordance with AFI 11-214.  Flare use in MOAs is currently 
authorized above 2,000 feet AGL under conditions not designated at, or above, high fire risk.   

Use of training flares where approved within Cannon AFB-managed airspace would continue 
to be incorporated by AC/MC-130 and CV-22 aircraft with the following management 
practices: 

• The minimum altitude for flare release in SUA will continue to be 2,000 feet AGL (flares 
burn out after falling approximately 400 feet). 

• When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire conditions or above, 
the minimum altitude for flare release would be raised to 5,000 feet AGL. 

• Cooperation with local agencies for mutual aid response to fires will continue. 

AFSOC training would increase the use of chaff and flares in restricted airspace and the total 
annual chaff and flare use by Cannon AFB-based aircraft would decrease from current use. 

4.3.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

Ground and Flight Safety 

Implementation of the Three-Target Alternative would have consequences comparable to those 
described for the Two-Target Alternative in the amount of ordnance expended or sortie-
operations conducted at Melrose AFR.  The primary difference between this alternative and the 
Two-Target Alternative would be the addition of three target areas for AC-130 gunships.  Under 
this alternative, three target areas would be established within the existing range boundaries.  
Consequences and management actions to provide for ground safety would be as described in 
the Two-Target Alternative.   

The eastern approximate 1-kilometer square target of the Three-Target Alternative is less than 
500 feet from the proposed small arms range.  The safety footprint extends out 2,256 feet beyond 
the approximate 1-kilometer square target area and overlaps many of the small arms range 
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firing points and some of the potential small arms range targets.  The Three-Target Alternative 
could result in a UXO safety risk to personnel using the small arms range following use of the 
eastern target for live-fire training with HE munitions.  An EOD safety team sweep of the small 
arms range prior to use could be required after the eastern target was used for HE training. 

Explosive Safety 

As noted under the Two-Target Alternative discussion, the existing AFI 13-212, Volume 1 and 2 
would be updated with a new AFSOC supplement to address the use of live ammunition and 
the range residue associated with this change in use.  The potential for fires originating from 
live-fire training or the release of inert ordnance would be greater than under existing 
conditions.  Chaff and flare use would be as described for the Two-Target Alternative.  With the 
placement of additional fire management resources at Melrose AFR and observance of 
expanded fire management practices, the risk that fire would leave the boundary of the range 
would be expected to diminish.  

4.3.3.3  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no beddown of AFSOC assets would occur at Cannon AFB 
and no Cannon-based AFSOC training would occur at Melrose AFR at this time.  Safety risks on 
Melrose AFR would be somewhat reduced without the contribution of the 27 FW F-16 aircraft 
due to the BRAC directive to disestablish the 27 FW.  Continued use of Melrose AFR by 
transient aircraft, including the NMANG F-16s, would continue the requirement for existing 
safety measures on the range. 

4.4 Air Quality 

4.4.1  Definition of Resource 

This section discusses air quality considerations and conditions in the area around Melrose AFR 
including portions of Curry, Quay, De Baca, and Roosevelt counties in the State of New Mexico.  
The definition of the Melrose AFR air quality regulations are identical to those presented in 
Section 3.4.1 for the Cannon AFB project region. 

4.4.2 Existing Conditions 

The definition of the Melrose AFR regional air quality and attainment status are the same as 
those presented in Section 3.4.2 for the Cannon AFB project region.   

Climate.  The general climate for the region surrounding Melrose AFR is arid or semi-arid, with 
light precipitation, abundant sunshine, low relative humidity, and a relatively large annual and 
diurnal temperature range (Western Regional Climate Center [WRCC] 2006a).   

Winds at Cannon AFB, approximately 25 miles northeast of the Melrose AFR are generally 
moderate in strength and persistent, with an annual average of 12 miles per hour (mph).  All 
months maintain an average wind speed of between 10 and 14 mph, with a maximum occurring 
in April (WRCC 2006b).  Winds generally come from the west from late fall through spring, and 
then switch to a more southerly direction during the summer and early fall months (WRCC 
2006c).  Wind speeds and direction can vary greatly on a shorter time-scale from frontal 
passages, severe storms, and interaction with local topography. 

Winters in the area are cool and dry.  January, on average, is the coldest month, and the month 
with the least precipitation.  For the city of Melrose, approximately 10 miles northeast of the 
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Melrose AFR, average high and low temperatures for January are 53 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) 
and 23°F, and the average monthly precipitation is 0.41 inches.  Conversely summers are much 
warmer and wetter, with July being the warmest month, and August being the wettest.  
Average high and low temperatures for July are 92°F and 63°F, and the average recorded 
rainfall in August is 2.88 inches.  The average annual precipitation in Melrose is 16.32 inches.  
Snowfall is fairly common during the winter months, with a peak monthly average of 3.4 inches 
in December.  The annual average snowfall for Melrose is 13.7 inches (WRCC 2006e).   

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I Areas.  Mandatory PSD Class I areas for 
the State of New Mexico are listed under 40 CFR 81.421.  The nearest PSD Class I area is the Salt 
Creek Wilderness Area, located approximately 60 miles southwest of Melrose AFR. 

Current Air Emissions.  Air emissions at Melrose AFR primarily occur from (1) aircraft that 
originate from Cannon AFB and conduct training exercises over the range, (2) the ordnance 
dropped from aircraft, and (3) fugitive dust (particulate matter) generated from the ground impact 
of ordnance.  Table 4.4-1 summarizes the estimated annual emissions produced at Melrose AFR.  
These data were calculated by comparing the current baseline sorties with the sorties reported in the 
1998 Environmental Assessment for Proposed Force Structure Change and Foreign Military Sales Actions at 
Cannon AFB, New Mexico (Air Force 1998b).  The ratio of sorties for each region was then multiplied 
by the emissions reported in that document to estimate current baseline emissions.  Only aircraft 
emissions that occurred below 3,000 feet AGL are included in this analysis, as this is the average 
height of the surface mixing layer.  Any emissions released above this level would not transport 
downward and affect ground-level air quality conditions. 

Table 4.4-1.  Baseline Emissions for Melrose AFR 

ANNUAL EMISSIONS (TONS PER YEAR)  
VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Ordnance 1  0.02 <0.01 <0.01 1.58 1.05 
Aircraft Flying Operations 2 0.81 6.87 101.95 3.37 1.62 1.60 
Total 0.81 6.89 101.95 3.37 3.20 2.65 
Notes: 1. Calculations based on 16,635 dummy bombs being dropped annually and using the USEPA’s emissions 

factors for ordnance (USEPA AP-42, 2006). These dummy bombs are assumed to be classified in the 
“ground burst simulator” category, with an approximate net explosive weight of 0.141 pounds per 
bomb.  VOC is actually expressed as Total Non-Methane Hydrocarbons. 

2. Emissions from aircraft flying operations at the Melrose AFR include all activities under 3,000 feet AGL 
in the following areas: R-5104A, R-5105, and the Taiban MOA. Emissions where calculated by using the 
emissions from the 1998 Environmental Assessment for Proposed Force Structure Change and Foreign Military 
Sales Actions at Cannon AFB, New Mexico, and multiplying them by the ratio of current baseline sorties, to 
sorties documented in the 1998 Environmental Assessment (EA). 

VOC = volatile organic compound 
CO = carbon monoxide 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
SOx = sulfur oxides 
PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter 

4.4.3 Environmental Consequences 
Air pollutant emissions produced from the Two-Target Alternative were quantitatively 
estimated, then compared to the criteria identified below to determine their significance.  Air 
quality impacts from the beddown of AFSOC assets would occur from (1) combustive emissions 
generated by the operation of aircraft assigned to Cannon AFB, (2) combustive and fugitive 
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dust emissions due to the use of ordnance during training exercises, and (3) combustive and 
fugitive dust emissions from equipment usage during fire break construction and maintenance. 

As previously discussed, Section 169A of the Clean Air Act (CAA) established the PSD regulations 
to protect air quality in regions that already meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS).  Certain national parks, monuments, and wilderness areas have been designated as PSD 
Class I areas, where appreciable deterioration in air quality is considered significant.  The nearest 
PSD Class I area is the Salt Creek Wilderness Area, located approximately 60 miles southwest of 
Melrose AFR.  Since the project site is such a long distance from this Class I area, the Two-Target 
Alternative would produce less than significant air quality impacts to this area.  

4.4.3.1 Two-Target Alternative 

The Two-Target Alternative would involve the transition of use of the Melrose AFR and Taiban 
MOA to meet training requirements for the AFSOC aircraft to be assigned to Cannon AFB.  The 
27 FW would be disestablished and aircraft currently stationed at Cannon AFB would no longer 
train over the Melrose AFR.   
Operational Emissions 

Upon implementation of the Two-Target Alternative, air emissions at the Melrose AFR and 
Taiban MOA would change due to an increase in number of sorties flown and the fact that the 
airspace would produce emissions at different rates than that of the aircraft currently assigned 
to the area.  An increase in ordnance usage and fire break construction and maintenance 
activities at the Melrose AFR also would contribute to an increase in air emissions. 

Future chaff and flare use in the Melrose AFR and Taiban MOA are not included in this analysis 
because these materials, although substantially increasing in quantity over the range, would not 
be frequently at altitudes that could contribute to the overall emissions. 

To determine the change in emissions from proposed aircraft operations, a composite set of 
criteria pollutant emission factors were developed based on a weighted average of annual 
sorties for each type of aircraft stationed at Cannon AFB.  These composite emission factors 
were then compared with the emission factors of the current fleet of aircraft to develop an 
emission factor ratio.  In addition, the numbers of annual sorties were compared with the 
baseline annual sorties to develop another ratio to take into account the increase in use.  The 
baseline emissions were then multiplied by the ratio representative of the difference in emission 
factors and by the ratio representing the increase in sorties.   

Factors used to estimate project aircraft emissions were obtained from the Air Emissions 
Inventory Guidance Document for Mobile Sources at Air Force Installations (Air Force Institute for 
Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health Risk Analysis 2003) and the USEPA NONROAD 
2005 emissions model (USEPA 2005).  Table 4.4-2 summarizes the estimated change in aircraft 
emissions due to the Two-Target Alternative.  These data show that there would be an increase 
in emissions of criteria pollutants from current levels, but these increases would not exceed any 
emission significance thresholds.  Therefore, the Two-Target Alternative would produce less 
than significant air quality impacts within and around the Melrose AFR and Taiban MOA 
project region.  
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Table 4.4-2.  Net Change in Emissions - Melrose AFR/Taiban MOA - 
Two-Target Alternative 

TONS PER YEAR 
Source VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Aircraft Operation 16.28 14.88 58.68 15.93 19.40 19.23 
Air and Ground 
Ordnance1 

0.03 16.81 0.29 0.00 10.01 3.28 

Fire Break Grading2 0.02 0.14 0.34 0.05 4.06 0.86 
Total 16.33 31.83 59.31 15.98 33.47 23.37 
Significance Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Notes: 1. VOC emissions are not included in ordnance emissions.  Emissions from ordnance were estimated by using 

the emission factors from the USEPA’s AP-42 document for a 5.56 mm ball cartridge and applying that to 
the projected total number of pieces of ordnance expected to be used annually. 

 2. Grading for firebreak construction/maintenance would occur on 6 acres per day and 50 days per year.  

4.4.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

Implementation of the Three-Target Alternative would result in the same amounts of ordnance 
usage and sorties flown at Melrose AFR, compared to the Two-Target Alternative.  As a result, 
emissions from aircraft operation and ordnance usage would be nearly identical to those 
estimated for the Two-Target Alternative and as presented in Table 4.4-2.  The primary 
difference between the Three-Target Alternative and the Two-Target Alternative would be the 
addition of a target area for AC-130 gunships.  It is expected that this additional target area 
would require a firebreak and therefore construction and maintenance of this feature would 
increase emissions from grading equipment and fugitive dust by an additional one-half of the 
emissions (fire break grading) identified in Table 4.4-2.  With the addition of these emissions, 
total annual emissions from the alternative would not exceed any significance threshold.  
Therefore, implementation of the Three-Target Alternative would produce less than significant 
air quality impacts within and around the Melrose AFR and Taiban MOA project region. 

4.4.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no beddown of AFSOC assets and no 
Cannon-based AFSOC training would occur at the Melrose AFR or Taiban MOA at this time.  
As with either Action Alternative, the No Action Alternative would produce less than 
significant air quality impacts within and around the Melrose AFR and Taiban MOA project 
region. 

4.5 Physical Resources 
4.5.1  Definition of Resource 
This section discusses the Melrose AFR ROI.  Descriptions of topography and geology are 
described in a regional context to depict the setting.  Soils and water resource information 
provided is site-specific, focusing on the properties that would be most likely affected by 
activities planned.  Hazardous material and waste management focuses on Melrose AFR.   
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4.5.2 Existing Conditions 
4.5.2.1  Earth Resources 

Melrose AFR is located on a southeastward-sloping regional plateau known as the Southern 
High Plains.  Within this area of the plateau, the topography is typified by flat, featureless 
terrain having almost no relief.  Characteristically, the High Plains have a smooth and gently 
sloping or undulating surface on which scattered, normally dry, flat bottomed depressions are 
the dominant relief feature.  Elevations at Melrose AFR range from approximately 4,200 feet 
above sea level in the northeast portion to over 4,600 feet above sea level in the southwest 
portion.  There are several drainages and small canyons on Melrose AFR including Sheep 
Canyon.  The largest topographic feature of Melrose AFR is the mesa, a northeast trending, flat-
topped hill rising over 4,660 feet above sea level.  The mesa is located on the southwest side of 
the range. 

The semi-arid climate of the region contributes to the development of thin topsoil with low 
organic content, underlain at relatively shallow depths by a leached clay-carbonate hardpan or 
“caliche.”  Caliche forms as calcium carbonate and is leached from overlying sediments.  Within 
the region, tightly cemented layers of caliche are present in a number of soil horizons as well as 
in the Ogallala aquifer below (Air Force 2001a, Air Force 1997a). 

The soils on Melrose AFR have a permeability that ranges from moderate in the loam soils to 
high in the sand soils.  The soils are highly susceptible to erosion from the persistent winds of 
the plains.  The soils include the following associations. 

• Tivoli-Springer-Brownfield sands are deep, loose, sandy soils.  This association is found 
in the north part of the area. 

• Amarillo-Clovis loamy fine sands association is a moderately deep to deep sandy soil.  
This association is found south of the Tivoli-Springer-Brownfield sands in the north-
central part of the area. 

• Amarillo-Clovis fine sandy loam is a moderately deep to deep soil.  This association is 
found in the area below the Mesa and in the east-central part of the area.  

• Amarillo-Clovis loam is a deep to moderately deep hardland soil.  This association is 
found in the southeast part of the area. 

• Potter-Mansker association is a very shallow to moderately deep calcareous soil.  This 
association is found on top of the Mesa in the southwest part of the area (Air Force 
1997a). 

They can be generally characterized as slightly alkaline to alkaline (pH of 7.1 to 8.2) although 
these values range from a low of 6.6 to a high of 9.0.  These soils are deep to moderately deep in 
profile and are moderately well to well drained.  Additionally, the soils are characterized by 
typically coarse-textured material.   

Generally speaking, the soils underlying the bombing range have very poor water-holding 
capacities, as consistent with the relative lack of surface water features within the region.  As a 
consequence, depth to groundwater generally exceeds 100 feet (North Plains Groundwater 
District 2007). 

Melrose AFR is underlain by several hundred feet of unconsolidated sediments deposited over 
sandstone known as the Triassic redbeds.  This stratum forms the basement of the Ogallala 
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aquifer, which is developed within the overlying late Miocene to early Pliocene sediments.  The 
Ogallala Formation sediments are comprised of unconsolidated and poorly sorted gravel, sand, 
silts, and clays (Air Force 2001a, Air Force 1997a). 

4.5.2.2  Water Resources 

Within this region of New Mexico, precipitation averages about 12 inches per year, most of 
which occurs during summer thunderstorms.  Regional drainage consists of poorly developed 
ephemeral streams due to the low annual precipitation and high evaporation rates (Air Force 
2001a, Air Force 1997a).  The most prominent surface water features on Melrose AFR occur in 
the long shallow valleys of the Canada del Tule and Sheep Canyon draws and several smaller 
drainages carrying runoff from the Mesa.  The Canada del Tule seasonal draw carries runoff 
from the southeastern half of the range and flows through it in the northeasterly direction.  
Historically, the draw carried water to Tule Lake, located northeast of the range; however, due 
to the numerous impoundments along its course, flow has decreased and surface water flow 
north of Sundale Valley Road is not evident.  The Sheep Canyon drainage area consists of one 
major ephemeral drainage that flows northeast from the Mesa (the topographical high point on 
Melrose AFR, approximately 4,600 feet MSL (Air Force 1996).   

These drainages do not typically contribute actual flow to the three river valleys into which they 
eventually drain (the Red or the Brazos).  This is because much of the precipitation that falls is 
lost to infiltration and/or evaporation (Air Force 1996a).  Stormwater runoff from the 
southeastern half of Melrose AFR is generally carried by the Canada del Tule draw and the 
Mesa is drained from the northeast by the Sheep Canyon drainage.  Much of the runoff on 
Melrose AFR is captured in numerous impoundments that are used as sources of water for 
livestock.  Small playas are present throughout the level portions of Melrose AFR. 

Other surface water features on Melrose AFR include four periodically flooded areas (outside 
the Restricted Leased Area), 10 wildlife watering impoundments (three of which are on the 
existing Exclusive-Use area), 23 steel-rimmed stock tanks, and five other small man-made 
impoundments used to support livestock operations (inside the Restricted Leased Area).  The 
steel-rimmed tanks average about 19 feet in diameter and 18 inches in depth.  They are all 
located on the restricted leased land.  The other small impoundments are less than 0.01 acre and 
average about 8 feet in depth.  There are also several groundwater supply and monitoring wells 
located throughtout Melrose AFR.  Within the Exclusive-Use Area and at selected points 
around the range, there are a series of groundwater monitoring wells that have been established 
in association with monioring of past activities on the range.  Also found within the Restricted 
Leased and Unrestricted Leased Areas are a number of groundwater supply wells that service 
irrigation systems or stock tanks.  

No jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, are located within the Exclusive-Use 
Area, the Restricted Leased Area, or the Unrestricted Leased Area of Melrose AFR.  All surface 
water features are either isolated or components of isolated drainages.  Scattered earthen stock 
tanks occur in areas supporting grazing.  No permanently flooded areas are located on the 
range.   

4.5.2.3 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

Hazardous Materials Management.  Melrose AFR is operated by a contractor who monitors and 
maintains the televised ordnance scoring system, bombing and gunnery targets, and access 
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roads.  Small quantities of hazardous materials, such as paints, are used at the range and are 
managed through the base hazardous materials management program.   

Hazardous Waste Management.  Melrose AFR qualifies as a “conditionally exempt, small 
quantity generator” due to the monthly waste generations within the main compound and up 
on the mesa.  Generation of RCRA hazardous and universal waste may include liquid or solids 
accumulations in containers for processes used to clean parts and equipment, and/or battery 
replacements.  Hazardous waste reduction includes non-regulated solid waste filters.   

Range clean up at Melrose AFR typically consist of metal fragments from inert ordnance, 
targets, and training ammunition.  Under current practice, munitions safely recovered and 
removed from the targets are then stored in the holding container designation area.  Current 
practices are necessary for compliance with AFI 13-212, which requires the range clearance of 
munitions debris on a regular basis.  Tactical and conventional targets are cleared every 75-use 
days, annually, and every five years in accordance with the distance requirements of AFI 13-
212.  Every five years all impact areas are cleared to their boundary. 

The Cannon AFB EOD team inspects all munitions debris.  Occasionally, the small spotting 
charge in the training munitions fails to detonate or bomb casings on larger bombs do not 
fragment.  EOD explosively exposes the filler of inert bombs to ensure no explosive filled 
munitions are transferred to the recycling contractor.  If necessary, EOD personnel will safe all 
hazardous munitions remains in place.  Practice munitions with spotting charges that fail to 
function properly are collected and the spotting charge is disposed of on the range, rendering it 
safe, EOD then supervises the collection and disposition of the debris.  Solid waste (i.e., scrap 
munitions) is currently being stored in several locations within the target impact area at Melrose 
AFR.  Scrap munitions include inert (non-explosive) ordnance.  The EOD team has primary 
responsibility to ensure all inert ordnance and ordnance residue is rendered useless; therefore, 
such debris is subjected to double-inspection or a mechanized process to ensure ammunition, 
explosives, and other dangerous articles are not released to the public.  These safety measures 
ensure protection of human health and the environment and proper disposition of safe 
ordnance debris according to appropriate Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) 
directives, as directed by Memorandum of Agreement with DRMO, or through an option for 
direct commercial sales. 

Storage Tanks.  There are currently four Air Force-owned aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) 
located at Melrose AFR; there are no underground storage tanks (USTs) at the range (personal 
communication, Smith 2006).   
Resource Conservation and Recover Act (RCRA)/Defense Environmental Restoration Act 
(DERA) Program.  As part of an on-going examination of past waste management practices at 
Melrose AFR, Cannon AFB has identified three Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and 
four Areas of Concern (AOCs) associated with past military activities and maintenance and 
disposal activities.  The sites are located within the existing impact area and have been 
investigated and groundwater monitoring is being conducted.  Cannon AFB is requesting that 
the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) consider that these seven sites be classified 
as No Further Action (NFA) given that the sites are located within an active range.   

4.5.3 Environmental Consequences  
The limited areas of proposed construction on Melrose AFR, and the great depth to bedrock and 
to the aquifer in the locations of the proposed facilities, make it unlikely potential impacts could 
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occur to geologic resources or groundwater.  The potential impacts to physical resources, 
primarily soil and water, are from munitions and chaff or flare materials falling to the ground.   

In August 1997, Headquarters Air Combat Command (ACC) conducted a study of the 
environmental effects of using self-protection chaff and flares in military aircraft training (Air 
Force 1997b).  This physical resources section considers the effects of munitions and chaff and 
flare deposition on resources identified in Section 3.4, including soil chemistry, the potential for 
materials and debris to accumulate in water bodies and sediments, potential flare caused fires, 
and residual materials to leach toxic chemicals or change the chemical composition of surface 
areas.  The impact would not be considered significant if toxic chemicals would not be released 
or if accumulated residual materials would not alter soil or water. 

4.5.3.1  Two-Target Alternative 
Earth and Water Resources 

Due to the relatively flat terrain at Melrose AFR, little cut and fill would be needed to prepare 
the sites for facility construction.  In any construction, the natural soil horizons would be 
disturbed if they have not already been disturbed from previous bombing range activity.  There 
would be few hazards or limitations to construction of buildings or roads on the soil types at 
the locations of the proposed facilities.  Potential secondary effects from surface-disturbing 
activities, such as increases in stormwater runoff or offsite sedimentation, would be minimized 
through the installation and maintenance of standard construction practices and landscaping 
including dust suppression and soil stabilization measures. 

While soils would be changed by construction activities, the effects would be localized and 
would not result in significant secondary impacts to wind or water resources because standard 
construction practices would be implemented.  No significant impacts to soil, water, or geologic 
resources would result from range construction. 

With the establishment of an approximate 1 kilometer by 1 kilometer impact area in the 
northeast and southwest corners of the existing impact area, additional safety weapons 
footprints (Exclusive-Use) would surround these impact areas.  As shown in Figure 4.5-1, these 
safety weapons footprints do not interfere with the operation of existing groundwater wells on 
Melrose AFR.   

Munitions.  Munitions use on the range would change the range from a primarily inert 
munitions range to a live munitions range.  HE shells from 105 mm, 40 mm, and 30 mm 
weapons, practice rounds containing lead, and incendiary rounds would be used on new 
Melrose targets.  The training would increase chemicals from munitions, lead, and other heavy 
metals on the range.  Expanded EOD range clearance would be required in accordance with AFI 
13-212, including the new AFSOC supplement. 

Under the Two-Target Alternative, HE munitions use on the range could add up to 1,321 acres 
needing EOD clearance.  The two approximately 1 kilometer by 1 kilometer impact areas would 
be swept by EOD to remove UXO.  Up to an additional 3,200 acres would be affected by lead 
munitions from the small arms range. 
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Figure 4.5-1.  Groundwater Wells Near 
Two-Target Alternative On Melrose AFR 
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The components of munitions have the potential to negatively affect soil and water chemistry.  
Annual EOD clearance would reduce the extent of metal buildup and associated degradation of 
soils.  HE chemical residues and lead residues would increase on Melrose AFR.  The depth to 
groundwater would be expected to reduce the potential for chemicals or heavy metals to 
migrate off the range.  Such chemicals or heavy metals could eventually affect soils or water 
resources on Melrose AFR. 

Disturbance of the approximately 1 kilometer by 1 kilometer areas from munitions and target 
use, maintenance and EOD clearance activities have the potential to increase soil erosion with 
these areas.  Soils on Melrose AFR are highly susceptible to wind erosion and depending on the 
amount, intensity and timing of precipitation, and the amount and condition of vegetative cover 
within the target areas, there is the potential for an increase in soil erosion from the target areas.  
This is not an unusual condition in southeastern New Mexico when vegetation does not cover 
these soil types.   

Chaff.  Chaff consists of aluminum-coated silica fibers 1 inch or less in length, and 
approximately the thickness of very fine human hair.  Chaff disperses widely when deployed.  
Ultimate disposition depends upon the altitude of release and the prevailing winds at different 
altitudes at the time of release.  A conservative estimate is that all chaff (including nylon or 
plastic parts and felt spacers) used in the Restricted Airspace would be deposited on the ground 
under the airspace.  In reality, some chaff is expected to drift in air currents and land in areas 
not beneath the airspace, resulting in lower concentrations of chaff beneath the airspace.  The 
chaff and flare end caps and other plastic or aluminum-coated wrapping residual materials 
would average one piece per approximately 2.83 acres per year under the airspace.  Chaff 
filaments are estimated to average less than 0.20 ounces per acre per year.  Training flight 
patterns, as well as winds, could result in variable deposition under the airspace.  Higher 
percentages of chaff releases could occur toward the center of the Restricted Airspace and a 
correspondingly lower percentage of chaff releases could occur toward the edges of the 
airspace.  Chaff particles landing beyond the boundaries of the airspace are expected to be 
widely dispersed and are not expected to be detectible or to impact environmental resources.  In 
rare instances, chaff does not deploy correctly and rather than disperse in an electronic “cloud,” 
the fibers may clump together and fall to the ground beneath the airspace.  When this occurs, a 
tuft or clump of chaff can be discernible to the naked eye, but these chaff clumps would not 
accumulate in soil or water in quantities that could negatively affect or damage these resources. 

The component of chaff that has the potential to negatively affect soil or water chemistry is 
aluminum, which tends to break down in acidic and highly alkaline environments.  Laboratory 
and field analyses (Air Force 1997a) indicate that the pH of water in the soil or in a water body 
is the primary factor that determines the stability of the aluminum coating of chaff.  The coating 
is the most soluble and likely to release aluminum if the soil or water pH is less than 5.0 
(extremely acidic) or greater than 8.5 (strongly alkaline).  In arid conditions such as those found 
in the ROI, soil pH tends to be neutral to high, but there is usually not enough water in the soil 
to react with the aluminum (Air Force 1997a).  As described in Section 3.5, water bodies in the 
ROI are neutral to slightly alkaline, less than the threshold necessary to deteriorate the 
aluminum coating.  Chaff that falls into surface water would be chemically stable.  No impact to 
water bodies would be anticipated, even in the case of a highly unlikely event such as an entire 
clump of undispersed chaff falling into a small, confined water body. 
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Data on the chemical properties of the soils for Roosevelt County that encompass Melrose AFR 
were reviewed (Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS] 2002a).  According to these 
data, there are three soil series that have a pH in the surface layers ranging between 7.9 and 9.0.  
These soil series represent a very small percentage of the total area that could be affected, and 
all but one have a very low potential for soluble chemicals in the soil being lost to surface runoff 
or leaching into groundwater (Air Force 1997a).  The low percentage of soils in the ROI with a 
high enough pH to react with aluminum, in combination with the low soil water content, result 
in conditions that would be extremely improbable for aluminum concentrations to be produced 
from chaff particles that weather on the ground.  No significant impact to physical resources 
would occur due to the increased deployment of chaff. 

Flares.  The M-206 flares used in training missions are designed to be fully consumed before 
reaching the ground, with a failure rate estimated to be less than 1 percent (Air Force 1997b).  In 
rare cases when a dud flare or some of the materials from the burned flare reach the ground, the 
components that have the greatest potential to affect soil and water chemistry are minute 
quantities of chromium, magnesium, aluminum, boron, and barium.  However, only 
magnesium and boron showed levels in sufficient concentrations for concern in field and 
laboratory tests on flares, and then only in acidic environments that do not occur in soil or water 
within the ROI (Air Force 1997b).  The residual plastic, nylon, felt, and aluminum-coated 
wrapper materials that fall to the ground are basically inert and are not in concentrations that 
could affect physical resources.  As noted in the discussion under chaff, the total deposition of 
chaff and flare residual materials under the restricted airspace average one piece per 2.83 acres 
per year.  An average of one flare would be dispensed annually over each 29.5 acres under the 
Restricted Airspace.  

Any fire could adversely affect vegetation, increase soil erosion, and result in sediment delivery 
in surface water bodies.  There is a very low probability for fires to occur as a result of a burning 
flare striking the ground.  This is due to the low failure rate of less than 1 percent combined 
with a 2,000 feet AGL minimum release altitude for fire conditions below high and 5,000 feet 
AGL for high or greater fire conditions.  There have been no fires attributable to Cannon-based 
aircrews in the MOAs.  Sections 4.3, 4.5, and 4.8 contain additional discussion of potential 
consequences from fire. 

The potential for adverse impacts to physical resources would be essentially unchanged after 
deployment of flares.  The likelihood of a flare-caused fire that would significantly damage 
surface resources would remain low.  There would be no significant impacts to physical 
resources due to the chemical composition of flare materials that reach the ground. 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

Hazardous Materials Management.  With the increased use of Melrose AFR by both AFSOC 
aircraft and SOF, target, vehicle and equipment maintenance would generate the need for 
additional hazardous materials management activities.  These materials would be managed 
through the Cannon AFB hazardous materials management program and no significant adverse 
environmental consequences are expected.  

Hazardous Waste Management.  Target and equipment maintenance activities are anticipated 
to increase with the use of Melrose AFR by AFSOC assets.  These activities would generate 
hazardous waste that would be managed in accordance with the Cannon AFB Hazardous 
Waste Management Plan.  Accumulation points would be established as required by state and 
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federal requirements and it is anticipated that Melrose AFR would maintain its conditionally 
exempt, small quantity generator status.   

With the expanded use of live and inert munitions on Melrose AFR, additional EOD activities 
would be necessary and the amount of munitions-related debris that would be recycled and 
disposed of would increase.  In accordance with the requirements outlined in AFI 13-212, 
including the new AFSOC supplement, range clearance activities would continue.   

Storage Tanks.  With the relocation of Melrose AFR equipment and maintenance buildings, 
existing ASTs would be relocated to support new structures.  No adverse environmental 
consequences are anticipated.  
RCRA/DERA Program.  Development of two new target areas with the exclusive impact area of 
Melrose AFR and other target sets on the range would be coordinated with Cannon AFB 
Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) staff so that the construction and operation of these 
targets would not conflict with the existing three SWMUs and four AOCs and associated 
groundwater monitoring wells.  Cannon AFB would continue to coordinate with the NMED on 
the status of the sites.  
4.5.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 
Earth and Water Resources 

Effects to physical resources under the Three-Target Alternative are comparable to those 
described in Section 4.5.3.1.  With the establishment of an approximately 1 kilometer by 1 
kilometer impact area in the northwest, east-central, and southwest portion of Melrose AFR, 
additional safety weapons footprints (Exclusive-Use) would surround these impact areas.  As 
shown in Figure 4.5-2, these safety weapons footprints for the northwest and southwest impact 
areas do not interfere with the operation of existing groundwater wells on Melrose AFR.  
Within the safety weapons footprint (Exclusive-Use) for the east-central impact area, there are 
four Air Force groundwater monitoring wells.  

Munitions, including HE munitions, could be used on three targets under this alternative.  The 
area needing EOD clearance would increase by up to 3,845 acres.  The three approximately 1 
kilometer by 1 kilometer target areas would be swept by EOD crews.  Disturbance of the three 
approximately 1 kilometer by 1 kilometer areas from munitions and target use, maintenance 
and EOD clearance activities have the potential to increase soil erosion with these areas.  Soils 
on Melrose AFR are highly susceptible to wind erosion and depending on the amount, intensity 
and timing of precipitation, and the amount and condition of vegetative cover within the target 
areas, there is the potential for an increase in soil erosion from the target areas.  This is not an 
unusual condition in southeastern New Mexico when vegetation does not cover these soil types.   

The area requiring cleanup from the small arms range is as described in the Two-Target 
Alternative.  The Three-Target Alternative safety footprint overlaps with the small arms range 
and some clean-up areas would overlap.  Potential for concentration of HE chemical and lead 
residuals in three target areas and the small arms range would be greater with three live-fire 
targets as compared with two live-fire targets. 

Chaff and flare materials would be as described for the Two-Target Alternative.  No significant 
impacts would be expected from chaff use.  Flares properly deployed would not be expected to 
increase fire risk. 
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Figure 4.5-2.  Groundwater Wells Near 

Three-Target Alternative On Melrose AFR 
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Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

Hazardous Materials Management.  With the implementation of this alternative there would be 
a slight increase in the amount of hazardous materials used for target, vehicle and equipment 
maintenance, as compared to the Two-Target Alternative.  These materials would be managed 
through the Cannon AFB hazardous materials management program and no significant adverse 
environmental consequences are expected.  
Hazardous Waste Management.  Target and equipment maintenance activities would be greater 
under this alternative as a result of the establishment of three target areas for use by AC-130 
gunships.  These activities would generate hazardous waste that would be managed in 
accordance with the Cannon AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  Accumulation points 
would be established as required by state and federal requirements and it is anticipated that 
Melrose AFR would maintain its conditionally exempt, small quantity generator status.   

With the expanded use of live and inert munitions on Melrose AFR, the amount of munitions-
related debris that would be recycled and disposed of would increase.  In accordance with the 
requirements outlined in AFI 13-212, including the new AFSOC supplement, range clearance 
activities would continue.   
Storage Tanks.  With the relocation of Melrose AFR equipment and maintenance buildings as 
identified under the Two-Target Alternative, existing Melrose AFR ASTs would be relocated to 
support new structures.  The registrations with the State of New Mexico would be revised to 
meet regulatory requirements.  No adverse environmental consequences are anticipated.   
RCRA/DERA Program.  Development of three new target areas with the exclusive impact area 
of Melrose AFR and other target sets on the range would be coordinated with Cannon AFB ERP 
staff so that the construction and operation of these targets would not conflict with the existing 
three SWMUs and four AOCs and associated groundwater monitoring wells.  Cannon AFB 
would continue to coordinate with the NMED on the status of the sites.   
4.5.3.3  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no beddown of AFSOC assets would occur at Cannon AFB 
and no Cannon-based AFSOC training would occur at Melrose AFR at this time. 

The effects to physical resources under the No Action Alternative would be the same as current 
conditions, with a reduction in overall chaff, flare, and munitions use associated with the 
deactivation of the 27 FW.   

4.6 Biological Resources 
Biological resources are defined in Section 3.6.  This section will consider terrestrial and aquatic 
habitats, and species with special protection status at Melrose AFR. 

4.6.1 Definition of Resource 
Biological resources within the Melrose AFR ROI associated with the Two-Target Alternative 
include those wild species that reside or may occur in some transient fashion on the range and 
may be affected by project related operations, including training related ground disturbance.  
The definition includes plants, wildlife, and their habitats within both the target area and the 
Restricted Leased Area and modifications under the Two-Target Alternative.   
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4.6.2 Existing Conditions 
Melrose AFR lies within the Southwest Plateau and Plains Dry Steppe and Shrub Province 
ecoregion (Bailey 1995).  The landform is flat to slightly rolling with natural communities 
dominated by arid grasses and scattered shrubs and small trees.  The primary land use activity 
outside of the target impact area is livestock grazing with agricultural cultivation in the 
northern sections.  Thus, the landscape setting is modified by a post-settlement history of 
ground disturbing land uses and grazing.  Vegetation on Melrose AFR can be generally 
described as short grass prairie (91 percent of the area of the range), dominated by herbaceous 
plants and grasses (Figure 4.6-1).  Common species include blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis), side-
oats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), hairy grama (Bouteloua hirsuta), tobosa (Hilaria mutica), 
buffalograss (Buchloe dactyloides), and broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae) along Canada del 
Tule.  Prickly pear and cholla cacti (Opuntia spp.) occur throughout Melrose AFR.  Isolated 
patchy shrub habitats make up most of the remaining area of the range. 

As part of an inventory of vertebrate species found on Melrose AFR, Parmenter et al. (1994) 
classified plant communities, identifying five general habitat types:  mixed-species grasslands, 
mesquite-grasslands, sand-hill shrublands, old agricultural fields, and areas under current 
cultivation, such as wheat fields.  Varying numbers of wildlife species are found in these 
habitats.  Commonly found throughout the range are habitat generalists such as the ornate box 
turtle (Terrapene ornata ornata), western hognose snake (Heterodon nasicus), coachwhip 
(Masticophis flagellum), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), common nighthawk (Chordeiles 
minor), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), lark sparrow (Chondestes gramacus), horned lark 
(Eremophila alpestris), Cassin’s sparrow (Aimophila cassinii), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus 
californicus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), silky pocket mouse (Perognathus flavus), 
northern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys leucogaster), Ord’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ordii), 
coyote (Canis latrans), and pronghorn (Antilocapra americana) (Parmenter et al. 1994).  Swift fox 
(Vulpes velox), which historically occurred in the short grass prairie or plains-mesa grassland 
east of the Pecos River, may also be present on Melrose AFR.  New Mexico Department of 
Game and Fish (NMDGF) surveys have found swift fox throughout its historical range, with the 
exception of cropland areas of eastern Curry and Roosevelt counties (Harrison and Schmitt 
1997).  Black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus) colonies occupy less than 10 acres on 
Melrose AFR.  Disturbed habitats, including those habitats disturbed by prairie dog burrowing, 
may support some nesting western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) activity. 

The most widespread habitat on Melrose AFR is mixed-species grassland that, in addition to the 
generalist species listed above, supports a number of grassland specialist species.  The lowest 
species diversities are found in the sand hills, and in old agricultural and wheat field habitats.  
Common species found there are prairie lizard (Sceloporus undulatus), Texas horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma cornutum), mourning dove, cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), brown-
headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), and vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus) (Parmenter et al. 1994). 

Melrose AFR provides some seasonally inundated areas and seasonal aquatic habitats.  These 
include several minor surface water features, and intermittent streams and drainages.  No 
jurisdictional waters or wetlands are located within the range boundaries.  No aquatic habitats 
occur within or in proximity to proposed target areas.  Scattered earthen stock tanks have been 
developed in areas adjacent to the Exclusive-Use Area supporting grazing.  No permanently 
flooded areas are located on Melrose AFR.   
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Figure 4.6-1.  Melrose AFR Vegetation 
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Federally and state-listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species identified for Curry and 
Roosevelt counties, including Melrose AFR, are listed in Table 4.6-1. 

No federally listed mammal species are known to occur within the ROI.  The endangered black-
footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) has not been documented in the state since 1934; in 1991 it was 
considered extirpated from the state (NMDGF 2006a).  A certified black-footed ferret survey 
was conducted at Melrose AFR in 2000 and no black-footed ferrets or signs of black-footed 
ferrets were found. 

Extensive surveys of Melrose AFR found no species of plant, amphibian, reptile, or mammal that 
was or is currently listed as threatened or endangered (Parmenter et al. 1994, DeBruin et al. 1995).  
Three bird species that are considered species of concern by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) were observed:  ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi), and 
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) (Parmenter et al. 1994).  Ferruginous hawks have used at 
least three nest locations on Melrose AFR in recent years, but nest sites are not used every year 
and were not occupied in 2002.  One nest east of the impact areas was active in early 2003. 

Mountain plovers (Charadrius montanus), which were formerly proposed for listing by USFWS 
as a threatened species, are occasional visitors to Melrose AFR, but are not known to breed or 
winter on the range.  Mountain plovers nest in late March through August in habitats 
characterized by short grass and bare ground, including grazed areas, cultivated lands, and 
prairie dog colonies (USFWS 1999).  Breeding habitat is found in many Rocky Mountain and 
Great Plains states; mountain plovers winter in California, Arizona, Texas, and Mexico (USFWS 
1999).  Mountain plovers were not detected during the 1993-94 breeding season surveys of 
Melrose AFR (Parmenter et al. 1994).  Several groups of mountain plovers were observed on the 
range in surveys conducted during the spring migration period in 1998 (ACC 1999).  Two 
groups were found in the southern portion of Melrose AFR, one near a stock tank and one in a 
dry playa.  Mountain plovers were also seen on two subsequent days on a prairie dog colony in 
the east impact area.  Breeding activity was not subsequently observed on the range.  Although 
suitable nesting habitat exists on Melrose AFR, mountain plover use of the range appears to be 
limited to transient use during spring migration, which typically occurs in March and April 
(NMDGF 2006a).  Cannon AFB currently conducts surveys for mountain plovers on Melrose 
AFR, including the impact areas (personal communication, Crow 2007). 

The interior least tern (Sterna antillarum athalassos), federally and state-listed as endangered, is 
known to breed southwest of Melrose AFR along the Pecos River at Bitter Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR).  Interior least terns have bred annually at, or in the vicinity of, Bitter 
Lake NWR since 1949 and are not known to breed elsewhere in New Mexico.  The birds nest 
and forage predominantly along playa habitats on the refuge.  Since 1989, the number of 
interior least terns at Bitter Lake NWR has ranged from three to seven breeding pairs.  Least 
terns also occur as rare vagrants at other wetlands in the state, including Bosque del Apache 
NWR and in Eddy County (USFWS 1990, Bureau of Land Management 1997, NMDGF 2006a). 
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Table 4.6-1.  Federally and State Listed Threatened, Endangered and 
Candidate Species Identified for Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New 

Mexico and with Potential to Occur at Melrose AFR 

Common Name 
and Scientific Name 

Status 
(Federal/ 
State)1 General Habitat Association 

Likelihood of occurrence at 
Melrose AFR 

Least tern (Interior 
Population),  
Sterna antillarum 

E/E Nest on riverine sandbars or open 
sandy or gravel coastal beaches.  
May nest on dredge material.  Long 
distance migrant. 

No habitat present. Occurrence 
highly unlikely. 

Bald eagle,  
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

T/T Breeding habitat most commonly 
includes areas close to coastal areas, 
bays, rivers, lakes, that reflect the 
general availability of primary food 
sources including fish, waterfowl, 
and seabirds.  

Seasonal, incidental occurrence 
possible.  Some perching/ 
roosting opportunities present.  
Melrose AFR is not within 
riverine migration corridors.  

Lesser prairie-chicken, 
Tympanuchus 
pallidicinctus 

C/-- Mixed grass-dwarf shrub 
communities that occur on sandy 
soils; principally the sandsage and 
bluestem.  Year-round residents 
where they occur 

Small breeding population 
present on sandy soils in the 
northern part of Melrose AFR 
outside proposed target areas. 

Sand dune lizard, 
Sceloporus arenicolus 

C/E In New Mexico, endemic to small 
areas of shinnery oak habitat.  
Prefers active and semi-stabilized 
sand dunes with mammal burrows 
and some litter.  Associated with 
scattered stands of Harvard oak 
and sandsage; tends to occur in 
greatest abundance in areas where 
Uta stansburiana is scarce.  

Presence on Melrose AFR not 
revealed by surveys.  Melrose 
AFR is outside known 
distribution in state.  Very low 
likelihood of occurrence.   

Peregrine falcon,  
Falco peregrinus 

--2/T Bare rock/talus/scree, cliff, 
shrubland/chaparral, 
urban/edificarian, woodland - 
conifer, woodland - hardwood, 
woodland - mixed 

No habitat present.  Transient 
individuals possible. 

Baird’s sparrow, 
Ammodramus bairdii 

--/T Forage among dense bunch grasses 
in northern prairie settings.  Breed 
in ungrazed or lightly grazed 
mixed-grass prairie, wet meadows, 
local pockets of tallgrass prairie. 

No foraging or breeding habitat 
present on AFR.  Low 
likelihood of incidental 
occurrence. 

Bell’s vireo,  
Vireo bellii 

--/T Dense brush, willow thickets, 
mesquite, streamside thickets, and 
scrub oak, in arid regions often near 
water, also adjoining uplands 

No habitat present.  Low 
likelihood of occurrence. 

Notes: 1. Status: Federal/State E = Endangered, T= Threatened, C = Candidate, -- = not listed. 
 2. The peregrine falcon was delisted under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) in August 1999.   
Source:  USFWS 2006, NMDGF 2006a. 
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The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), federally and state-listed as threatened, is a transient 
and winter habitat user along portions of the Pecos River, but does not occur within Melrose 
AFR or its associated airspace.  The western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) is 
considered a sensitive species by the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service and 
is protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Burrowing owls are year-round residents in 
Roosevelt County (NMDGF 2006a) and are known to nest on Melrose AFR, but the number of 
nests on the range is not precisely known.  Burrowing owls are frequently observed in mixed 
grassland habitat types and other open areas at Melrose AFR (personal communication, Crow 
2006).  Nest burrows are frequently found on prairie dog towns or in association with other 
burrowing mammals such as badgers (NMDGF 2006a).  Melrose AFR and its burrowing owls 
are providing data for a southwestern regional study of burrowing owl migration patterns, site 
fidelity, and diet being conducted by DoD (Hartz 2006).   

Lesser prairie-chickens (Tympanuchus pallidicintus) are a USFWS candidate species and a New 
Mexico sensitive species.  The species is known to nest in southern Roosevelt County (Massey 
2001).  Prairie chickens were not found on Melrose AFR during surveys in 1993 (Parmenter et al. 
1994), 1998 (ACC 1999), or 2003; however, recent monitoring (April 2007) revealed the presence 
of a small breeding group in the northern portion of Melrose AFR.  The birds were located in an 
area of sandy soils outside of the northernmost target area for both the Two-Target and Three-
Target Alternatives.  Open shrubby habitats in this portion of the range may provide 
appropriate cover and foraging habitat.  Surveys for lesser prairie-chickens are currently being 
conducted and a candidate species plan will be prepared in the future. 

The sand dune lizard (Sceloporus arenicolus), a federal candidate and state-listed threatened 
species, is not likely to occur within the ROI for the Two-Target Alternative.  The nearest 
suitable habitat for sand dune lizards is found in moving sand dunes adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the range and the species has not been detected during extensive wildlife surveys 
conducted on the range (personal communication, Crow 2006). 

The New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department (EMNRD), Forestry 
Division, has authority over state-protected plant species in New Mexico.  According to the 
agency database, no rare plants are known to occur in Roosevelt or Curry counties (New 
Mexico Rare Plant Technical Council 1999).   

4.6.3  Environmental Consequences 

This section addresses consequences to biological resources related to construction and 
operations associated with the Action Alternatives at Melrose AFR.  Biological consequences 
associated with construction and operations at Cannon AFB and project-related airspaces are 
discussed in Sections 3.6.3 and 5.6.3, respectively. 

Methodology for evaluating potential impacts and definition of impact significance to biological 
resources are discussed in Section 3.6.3. 

4.6.3.1  Two-Target Alternative 

Development of the Two-Target Alternative would effectively expand the Exclusive-Use Area 
from 8,800 to 10,600 acres of habitat.  The additional Exclusive-Use Area had been previously 
leased for grazing. 
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Under the Two-Target Alternative, range support facilities, currently located at the center of the 
range, would be relocated to a previously developed site along the western side of the 
Exclusive-Use Area.  These newly configured facilities would be located on the mesa framing 
the western portion of Melrose AFR.  Expanded small arms range facilities would also be 
constructed on the east side of Melrose AFR.  Construction activities may involve the 
disturbance of an estimated 100 acres of mixed-grassland and mesquite-grassland habitats 
adjacent to developed areas.  Existing roads would be used to access construction locations.  
Disturbance associated with construction would result in the temporary displacement of 
wildlife species occupying habitats within and surrounding the construction site.  These would 
include habitat-generalist species identified in Section 4.6.2.  These species would re-occupy 
surrounding habitats or re-distribute themselves across the landscape.  However, some 
permanent loss of habitat within the construction footprint would occur.  No federally or state-
listed species or their habitats are known to occur within the proposed construction area.  
Because of the small area involved, relative to the surrounding habitats, proximity to existing 
structures, and current land use (grazing) effect on habitat quality, impacts to wildlife species 
populations are expected to be minimal and less than significant.  No impacts to federally and 
state-listed species are expected. 

Similarly, construction of two new target areas within the Exclusive-Use Area would result in 
some habitat loss.  Each target would be approximately 1 square kilometer (247.1 acres) in area 
and would be surrounded by a buffer area extending 2,296 feet from the approximate 1 kilometer 
target area edges.  Target construction would involve blading and grading of existing soil surfaces 
and the erection of simulated target structures.  The northern target, located on the northeast 
corner of the Melrose Exclusive-Use Area is sited in rangeland.  Its creation would result in the 
removal of about 247 acres of soaptree-yucca grassland vegetation and wildlife habitat.  The 
buffer area includes irrigated land on the east (restricted grazing allotment K) and rangeland on 
the north south and west.  No federally or state-listed species or their habitats are known to occur 
in this area.   

The southern target is located in the southwestern corner of the Melrose Exclusive-Use Area.  
This is an area of some relief as the landscape slopes up to the mesa that borders the western 
side of Melrose AFR.  In the high plains, areas of topographic relief tend to enhance habitat 
complexity for wildlife and are often areas of higher biological diversity.  Target construction in 
this area would result in the disturbance of blue grama–buffalograss grassland (on level 
portions of the site) and hairy grama-feather plume grassland (on steeper slopes).  Construction 
of new target areas associated with the Two-Target Alternative would result in a loss of some 
wildlife habitat and the displacement of wildlife species within the two target areas.  
Operationally, these sites would be presumed to experience complete and continual ground 
disturbance.  No federally or state-listed species or their habitats are known to occur within the 
proposed target area.  Because of the small area involved, relative to the surrounding habitats, 
impacts to wildlife species populations from target construction are expected to be minimal and 
considered less than significant.  No impacts to endangered or threatened species are expected. 

Operations under the Two-Target Alternative would involve a complex mix of ground-based 
and aircraft activities at Melrose AFR.  Range support operations and maintenance of range 
support facilities are presumed to have a similar effect on biological resources compared to 
current and recent historic conditions.  Project related targets will require somewhat intensive 
repair and ordnance removal activity.  These maintenance activities would exceed current 
conditions. 
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Target complexes within the proposed new target areas will receive intensive live fire from an 
assortment of aircraft (primarily AC-130 gunships), Special Tactics personnel, other Special 
Operations Command, and SOF from partner nations.  Target re-construction/re-configuration, 
clean-up, and ordnance removal would create an increase in human visual and noise 
disturbance in areas that receive little such disturbance currently.  Such disturbance will have a 
minor impact on wildlife species (birds and mammals) occupying adjacent habitats.  Monitoring 
of target areas and adjacent habitats as part of periodic required Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP) updates would help document and quantify any negative effects 
and permit AFSOC to develop procedures to minimize disturbance to wildlife and their habitats 
on Air Force-managed lands. 

Training under the Two-Target Alternative will involve an increase in the types and amounts of 
ordnance delivered to Melrose AFR (Tables 2.2-3 and 2.2-4).  These ordnance include both 
ground-fired rounds and aircraft-fired rounds composed of a variety of materials, including 
some heavy metals, such as lead.  Lead can be toxic to wildlife if ingested (Eisler 1988).  Metals 
or other chemicals from munitions have the potential to enter the food chain through direct 
ingestion or accumulation in plants.  Ingestion of lead is known to result in poisoning of 
waterfowl, vultures, and raptors.  In waterfowl, lead ingestion has been generally attributed to 
lead bird shot incidentally consumed by birds (especially mallards and pintails) feeding on the 
bottom of shallow water bodies where lead shot used in waterfowl hunting has accumulated.  
In raptors and vultures, poisoning may result from ingesting lead shot embedded in the flesh of 
prey (Eisler 1988; Kendall, et al. 1996).  Lead objects are ground down by the gizzard or 
dissolved by stomach acids and absorbed into the body as lead salts, which disrupt normal 
body functions, especially the digestive and nervous systems of birds.  Lead poisoning is 
uncommon in upland birds, but has been documented in mourning dove from areas where lead 
buckshot, similar in size and shape to seed and grit ingested by birds, is used extensively 
(Kendall et al. 1996).  

The smallest rounds proposed for use at Melrose AFR are spherical 12-gauge shotgun pellets, 
which are about 0.33 inches (8.42 mm) in diameter, assuming a 00 buckshot load.  All other 
small-arms ammunition proposed for use at Melrose AFR (Table 2.2-4) is much larger in size 
and/or has steel or copper jackets surrounding the lead.  For example, the 5.45 mm and 5.56 
mm projectiles are about 19 to 23 mm in length and comprised of a variety of materials 
including lead within a steel jacket.  As they are significantly greater in size, it is doubtful that 
intact rounds used in training at Melrose AFR would enter the food chain as a result of birds 
mistaking it as seed, but it is possible that vertebrates such as lizards or birds could incidentally 
ingest small fragments of impacted rounds while foraging on the ground for insects or seeds.  
Because the rounds typically “mushroom” upon impact rather than fragmenting, accidental 
ingestion of lead fragments is an unlikely pathway into the food chain.  Plant uptake is another 
potential route into the food chain, but few plants absorb and translocate lead in significant 
quantities and a review of the species present in the target area would be needed to identify 
potential lead accumulators. 

No target areas would be located near any surface water sources or seasonally active drainages 
on Melrose AFR.  Periodic sweeps of the range would remove UXO.  Projectiles, fragments, and 
other munitions debris, would accumulate lead and other chemicals, which could impact 
wildlife or other ecosystem components as described above.  
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Airspace associated with Melrose AFR would see a four-fold increase in chaff use (3,762 units 
per annum to 18,000 units).  Conceptual and perceptual issues and potential impacts of chaff 
and flare components on biological resources are discussed in Section 5.6.3.1.  Chaff and the 
physical components of flares (e.g., end caps) have been well-studied and documented to have 
no effect on natural living resources, agricultural resources, or special-status species.  No 
impacts to these resources are anticipated under the Two-Target Alternative.   

Across the area currently authorized for flare use, overall use would decrease by 25 percent 
under the Two-Target Alternative.  As with chaff use, airspace units associated with Melrose 
AFR would experience a four-fold increase in flare use (2,031 units per annum to 10,000 units).  
Flare types would be the same as currently authorized.  Fire risk and fire-frequency changes are 
a concern for natural and human-related agricultural resources in arid environments.  Although 
natural vegetation in the Southwest is considered fire-adapted, past and current land-use 
practices, in combination with drought, have altered fire regime and ecosystem processes.  
Ecosystem changes associated with fire may include (1) the introduction and spread of invasive 
non-native plants, which may promote the spread and intensity of fire or become established 
following fire; (2) habitat fragmentation, leading to increased vulnerability of isolated 
populations; and (3) increased wind and water erosion of soil following fire.  Therefore, even 
though most native species of the high plains are adapted to and even benefit from wildfire, any 
fire could result in direct losses and indirect negative effects.  Fires could also result in livestock 
and property losses.   

Within the Melrose AFR ROI, aircraft training under the Two-Target Alternative would involve 
low-level navigational sorties, intensive air-to-surface live-fire activities, air drops, and vertical 
landings.  Low-level sorties would approach proposed target areas and LZs or DZs on Melrose 
AFR.  Low-level flight with altitudes as low as 100 feet AGL are permitted in R-5104 and R-5105 
over Melrose AFR.  Live-fire activities would focus on proposed target areas.  Some of these 
training activities would involve multiple orbiting AC-130 gunships continuously firing on both 
target areas simultaneously.  The AC-130s could be orbiting between 6,000 up to about 12,000 
feet AGL while engaging targets.  LZ/DZ operations would accommodate both MC-130 and 
CV-22 aircraft.  Development and use of LZs/DZs at Melrose AFR would result in the loss of an 
additional 380 acres of habitat.  Fifty percent of all training activity would occur at night.  
Potential impacts associated with aircraft training include both visual aspects and noise.  
Receptor biological resource species would be presumed to have differences in day/night 
responses to these aspects as discussed under airspace biological resources in Section 5.6.3.  

Under the Two-Target Alternative, a variety of noise metrics describing the acoustical environment 
would change.  Additionally, a shift from fast-moving jet aircraft to slower propeller-driven aircraft 
would cause a change in the frequency structure of the acoustical environment.  Impulsive and sub-
audible (infrasound) noise would be presumed to increase.   

Changes associated with aircraft operations under the Two-Target Alternative would produce a 
variety of effects on wildlife species occupying habitats at Melrose AFR.  These changes would 
be related to lower, slower training; tilt-rotor aircraft operations; landings and take-offs on 
range; and long-duration continuous firing exercises.  Although noise exposure onset rates 
would increase, noise event duration would increase as would impulsive noise and visual cues 
associated with aircraft.   

After development of the new target complexes and LZs/DZs, direct mortality of individual 
organisms would not be a significant factor given avoidance of the disturbed habitat by wide 
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ranging species and diminished carrying capacity of the disturbed habitat for native organisms 
with small home ranges as described below.   

It is expected that the target areas would be avoided by large nocturnally active species such as 
pronghorn and mule deer after the target areas have been developed and subjected to initial 
use, given the degree of habitat disturbance associated with the development and initial use of 
the targets coupled with the frequency of nighttime use.   

Disturbance-related behavioral and ecological changes in wildlife would include expansion of home 
ranges, abandonment of habitats, and reduced recruitment.  These changes would vary with 
wildlife species group and wildlife species (see discussion in Section 5.6.3.1).  Ungulates such as 
mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) and pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra americana) would likely 
experience acute flight responses and eventual displacement from some areas.  Avian species 
responses are expected to be highly variable.  Relatively little is known about the behavioral effects 
of aircraft training operations at night, but as a rule, daytime-active (diurnal) species respond less to 
disturbance at night than during the daytime.  Nocturnal species would be expected to respond 
more greatly to disturbance during darkness when they are active.  Physiological stress changes 
would be more subtle and difficult to quantify.  Long-term effects of aircraft training activities 
under the Two-Target Alternative would include some species loss, species displacement, and a 
modification of ecological community structure at Melrose AFR.  Impacts would be somewhat 
localized and not expected to affect regional wildlife populations or habitats. 

During recent monitoring efforts conducted in April 2007, a small breeding group of the lesser 
prairie-chicken (a federal listed candidate and New Mexico state sensitive species) was detected in 
the northern portion of Melrose AFR.  Surveys for this species date back to 1993 at Melrose AFR; 
this is the first record of occurrence.  The status of this species at Melrose AFR is unclear at this time.  
Melrose AFR is located in a region of widely separated, isolated populations of lesser prairie-
chickens within a landscape of habitats highly fragmented by historic land use practices.  Open 
shrubby habitats with a grass component located in the northern portion of the range may provide 
some cover, foraging, and loafing habitat.  Breeding or transient occupancy of areas of Melrose AFR, 
even with current military training regimes, is not unexpected.  No critical habitat is identified for 
this species.  Air Force biologists are conducting surveys for this species and as data are collected 
will develop a candidate species plan.  Because AFSOC training operations, including live-fire 
exercise, occur at night, training under the Proposed Action would not be expected to interfere with 
critical pre-dawn and early morning courtship behaviors of these birds.  Construction of the Two-
Target Alternative and training under the Proposed Action would not be expected to result in direct 
mortality of lesser prairie-chickens or affect populations. 

No other federally and state-listed endangered, threatened, and candidate species identified for 
Curry and Roosevelt counties have been observed at Melrose AFB.  Aircraft training associated 
with the Two-Target Alternative is expected to have no impact on these other species. 

4.6.3.2  Three-Target Alternative 

Because the Three-Target Alternative includes development of a third target area and the three 
target areas would all be constructed outside the boundaries of the Exclusive-Use target impact 
area, impacts of the Three-Target Alternative would be greater than for the Two-Target 
Alternative.  Development of the Three-Target Alternative would effectively expand the 
Exclusive-Use Area from 8,800 to 12,700 acres of habitat.  The additional Exclusive-Use Area 
had been previously leased for grazing.  Impacts would be qualitatively similar to those 
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described above for the Two-Target Alternative.  In addition to the greater amount of habitat 
affected by establishment of a third new target area and causing all target areas to be located 
outside the boundaries of the Exclusive-Use Area, the operational impacts of having a third 
target area in use would increase the area affected by noise from ordnance use, increase the 
areas affected by munitions, and cause additive effects in areas between the targets when two or 
more targets are in use simultaneously.  Because of the expansion of the Exclusive Use Area, 
effects on the ability of lesser prairie-chickens to utilize open shrubby habitats in the northern 
portion of Melrose AFR would be greater than under the Two-Target Alternative.  Data are 
lacking to assess the consequences for population connectivity, dispersal, and energetics on an 
already highly-fragmented species. 

4.6.3.3  No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  The 27 FW and its current complement of F-16s 
would be disestablished as previously planned.  Transient and NMANG aircraft would 
continue to use Melrose AFR; however, no training with Cannon AFB-based AFSOC assets 
would occur.  Biological resources on Melrose AFR would be expected to experience less 
human and training activity than present under the No Action Alternative.   

4.7 Cultural Resources 

4.7.1 Definition of Resource 

Cultural resources on Melrose AFR conform to the same definitions as for Cannon AFB (Section 
3.7.1).  To summarize, cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, 
structure, or object considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, 
traditional, religious or other purposes.  Historic properties (as defined in 36 CFR 60.4) are 
significant archaeological, architectural, or traditional resources eligible for listing, or listed in, 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Historic properties are evaluated for potential 
adverse impacts from an action, as are significant traditional resources identified by American 
Indian tribes or other groups.   

The ROI for cultural resources on Melrose AFR consists of those portions of the range that will 
be directly affected by ground-disturbing activities, including target construction and use, 
relocation of facilities, and EOD activities.   

The earliest remains of human activity in the region date to approximately 12,000 years before 
present (BP) and are associated with the hunting of large game animals, such as mammoth and 
mastodon, commonly grouped and referred to as Pleistocene megafauna.  During this time, the 
climate was cooler and wetter, supporting vast grasslands, shallow lakes, and wetlands.  
Known only through the material remains they left behind, these earliest inhabitants are known 
as the Clovis Culture, and existed for perhaps only 700 years.  Evidence of the culture was first 
recognized at Black Water Draw, New Mexico, south of Clovis, in 1929.  In the years since, the 
site has been extensively excavated, revealing intermittent occupations of successive cultures 
that span thousands of years.   

Through the next several thousand years, the climate became warmer and drier.  The grasslands 
turned to a desert shrub environment, and the lakes and wetlands disappeared along with the 
megafauna.  The environmental changes forced a change in the subsistence of local populations, 
shifting to a reliance on other game animals and a greater utilization of plant resources.  
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Roughly 3,000 BP, ceramics came into use; the practice of agriculture developed; and more 
permanent, substantial residential structures (e.g., pueblos) were built (ACC 2004a).   

Spanish explorers first entered the region beginning in the mid-16th century, following 
exploration routes along the Pecos and Canadian Rivers.  They discovered a barren plain that 
occupies 37,000 square miles of west Texas and eastern New Mexico.  To the north and west, the 
plain is bounded by an escarpment that rises 300 feet above the plain.  Through the millennia, 
wind and water eroded the bedrock of the escarpment so that from a distance it resembles 
ramparts or fortifications.  As a result, the region, which is actually a southern reach of the 
Great Plains, was named the Llano Estacado (palisaded plain).  Once a forbidding place only 
suited to seasonal grazing, through irrigation the Llano now supports widespread agriculture 
and the communities of Lubbock and Amarillo, Texas, and Clovis, New Mexico.   

American forts in the region, such as Fort Sumner within the study area, were established by 
the early 1860s to defend routes of travel through the area (ACC 2004a).  After 1865, American 
cattle ranchers entered the region, establishing extensive ranches during the 1880s, including 
the Melrose AFR area.   

4.7.2 Existing Conditions 
No World War II resources remain on Melrose AFR.  Although there are a number of buildings 
from the Cold War era, all have been determined to be not eligible for the NRHP (ACC 2004a).  
Building 3125 and its accompanying tower have been previously misidentified as Cold War era 
resources.  However, extensive archival research has confirmed that both facilities were built in 
1992 (ACC 2004a). 

Several archaeological survey projects have been conducted within Melrose AFR since 1981, 
covering the entire range (ACC 2004a).  More than 240 archaeological sites, ranging in age from 
the Paleoindian period (before 7500 BP) through the Historic era (after 400 BP and up through 
World War II), have been recorded on the range (ACC 2004a).  Although the NRHP eligibility 
status of many of these sites remains unknown, more than 60 of the sites are considered eligible 
or potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP; however, currently none are listed on the 
NRHP.   

Melrose AFR includes a variety of landforms with varying densities of archaeological sites.  Data 
analysis has shown trends in the association of sites from different time periods with certain 
landforms.  The six landforms types are Drainage, Dune, Gentle Slope, Mesa Top, Playa Basin and 
Steep Slope.  Paleoindian sites are found most commonly in drainages; Archaic period sites are 
often located in drainages with gentle slopes being the next most common location; Archaic sites 
are the only dateable site type found in the steep slope landform.  Ceramic period sites are most 
common in playa basins followed by drainages.  Sites of unknown prehistoric period dominate 
the gentle slope category, with presence on mesa tops and drainages next.  Historic sites are most 
commonly found in gentle slopes, drainages and mesa tops.   

Native American groups with historic ties to the area include the Mescalero Apache, Jicarilla 
Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche.  The nearest reservation is the Mescalero Apache Reservation, 
located approximately 100 miles southwest of Melrose AFR near Ruidoso, New Mexico.  The 
Jicarilla Apache Reservation is 195 miles northwest of the range.  The Comanche and Kiowa 
Tribes are located near Lawton, Oklahoma, approximately 300 miles northeast of Melrose AFR.  
No traditional resources have been identified to date within Melrose AFR.  The Air Force has 
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initiated contact with the Mescalero Apache, Jicarilla Apache, Comanche, and Kiowa tribes to 
identify potential concerns associated with the Two-Target Alternative (refer to Appendix C).   

4.7.3 Environmental Consequences  
Impact analysis on Melrose AFR follows the definition of impacts and effects presented in 
Section 3.7.3.  The Two-Target Alternative and Three-Target Alternative on Melrose AFR 
include the relocation of the manned site at the center of the exclusive-use area, an increase in 
the use of ordnance, a decrease in chaff and flare usage, the creation of new target areas, and the 
creation of one LZ/DZ. 

4.7.3.1  Two-Target Alternative 

Since there are no NRHP-eligible buildings on Melrose AFR, moving or renovating existing 
structures will have no effect on historic properties.  There are more than 240 archaeological 
sites on Melrose AFR, at least 60 of which are eligible for the NRHP (ACC 2004a).  Although 
these sites can be affected by ground disturbance associated with relocating structures, or target 
use and construction, at the present time, impacts to all NRHP-eligible archaeological resources 
within the Melrose AFR exclusive-use area have been mitigated (ACC 2004a).  Mitigation may 
include data recovery consisting of excavation and detailed site recording, or similar actions at 
another site.  No archaeological sites have been identified within the locations identified for 
target construction under this alternative.  If, in the course of ground-disturbing activities, 
including target construction, cultural resources are encountered, the Air Force will comply 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) by evaluating them for 
NRHP eligibility and managing these resources in accordance with the Cannon AFB and 
Melrose AFR Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) (ACC 2004a). 

4.7.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

Under the Three-Target Alternative, there would be three targets rather than two, and all would 
be constructed outside the exclusive-use target impact area, in the area of restricted lease.  The 
areas proposed under this alternative have been surveyed for archaeological and architectural 
resources, and none are located within their boundaries.  Should cultural resources be located 
during construction, the Air Force will manage these resources in compliance with Section 106 
of NHPA and in accordance with the Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR CRMP (ACC 2004a).   

4.7.3.3  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon 
AFB although AFSOC would maintain and operate the properties.  There would be no new 
target construction, no relocation of structures, and a reduction in ordnance use on Melrose 
AFR as the 27 FW F-16 aircraft depart Cannon AFB.  Cannon AFB would continue to manage all 
cultural resources within the range in accordance with the 2004 CRMP (ACC 2004a). 

4.8 Land Use and Ranching 
4.8.1  Definition of Resource 
Land use addresses general land use patterns, land ownership, land management plans, and 
special use areas under the restricted areas.  General land use patterns characterize the types of 
uses within a particular area such as rangeland, agricultural, military, and urban.  Land 
ownership is a categorization of land according to type of owner.  The major land ownership 
categories include private, state, and federal.  Federal lands are described by the managing 
agency, which may include the Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, or DoD.   
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The ROI for land use and ranching consists of Melrose AFR and all the lands under the existing 
restricted airspace R-5104 and R-5105 used for military training. 

4.8.2  Existing Conditions 
Melrose AFR and R-5104/5105.  Melrose AFR, which is administered by Cannon AFB, is located 
in the southern portion of the restricted airspace approximately 30 miles west of Cannon AFB.  
The range is located on approximately 60,010 acres, of which 8,800 acres are used for an 
exclusive-use impact area for the Air Force.  The Air Force leases approximately 51,000 acres to 
ranchers for cattle grazing and farming.  Figure 4.8-1 presents targets and manned areas.  

Melrose AFR is currently divided into three management areas.  The first area is the Exclusive-
Use target area.  This is the area that contains targets where ordnance is actually expended and 
is the area that contains most manned range support facilities.  The area is fenced and access to 
this area is strictly controlled and monitored by the Air Force RCO.  The second area, outside of 
the Exclusive-Use Area, is the Restricted Leased Land that serves as a buffer zone for range 
safety requirements.  Cattle grazing is permitted in this area on a restricted basis.  The third area 
between the Restricted Leased Land and the range boundaries is leased for unrestrictive 
grazing use.  Warning signs identifying Melrose AFR are posted on the fence around the range 
boundaries.  On the periphery of the 60,010-acre range, the Air Force has acquired restrictive 
easements that include structure height restrictions. 

There are 13 ranchers that hold leases on Melrose AFR.  The lease sizes for the current 
leaseholders range from 160 acres to about 14,393 acres.  Most of the large leases have wells or 
other water devices (Air Force 1997a).  Most of the leases are used for grazing range cattle.  Two 
leases have developed irrigated cropland and one of those leases was identified during the 
Draft EIS public hearings as producing high-value, organically grown crops.  Table 4.8-1 shows 
the lease numbers, acreage per lease, and access restriction zones for the Melrose AFR.  The 
total of 50,932.8 leased acres, plus an estimated 277.2 acres of restricted and unrestricted access 
routes and other uses plus the Exclusive-Use 8,800-acre area equal the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR. 

Table 4.8-1.  Current Melrose AFR Leases and Acreage 

Zone B 

Number 
Restricted 

Access 
Limited 
Access 

Zone D 
Unrestricted 

Access Total 
PXLY-1-03-022   1,907.92 1,907.92 
PXLY-1-03-023 1,810  7,460 9,270 
PXLY-1-03-024 960 3,221.88 10,210.72 14,392.6 
PXLY-1-03-025   2,080 2,080 
PXLY-1-03-026 200  1,440 1,640 
PXLY-1-03-027   1,600 1,600 
PXLY-1-03-028 2,879.88 1,000 2,960 6,839.88 
PXLY-1-03-029 5,878  282 6,160 
PXLY-1-03-032 1,320  2,680 4,000 
PXLY-1-03-030 1,280  160 1,440 
PXLY-1-03-031   160 160 
PXLY-1-03-033   800 800 
PXLY-1-04-038  642.4  642.4 

Totals 14,327.88 4,864.28 31,740.64 50,932.80 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
4.0 Melrose AFR Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 4-47 

 
Figure 4.8-1.  Melrose AFR Existing Target Areas and Leased Lands 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
4-48 4.0 Melrose AFR Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Access zones have been developed within Melrose AFR to guide Melrose AFR for rancher 
safety (personal communication, Wright 2006). 

• Zone A:  Exclusive Use; access to Zone A will require permission of the 27 FW 
Operations Group Commander or his/her designated representative.  (Impact Area – 
none of which is leased out.) 

• Zone B:  Restricted and Limited Access; access is between the hours of 11:00 p.m. to 8:00 
a.m. local time, Monday through Friday; the hours of 3:00 p.m. local time Saturday to 
8:00 a.m. local time Monday; and the hours of 6:00 p.m. the day preceding a national 
holiday until 8:00 a.m. the day after the national holiday.  Additional hours of access 
shall be scheduled through the 27 OSS/OSTW.  Access to the leased area may be denied 
during special exercises in which case notification of denial will be given by the 27 
FW/OG or his/her designated representative. 

• Zone C:  Unrestricted Access at this time, but may be restricted in the future depending 
on target configuration.  Lessees are advised of restricted access at least six months prior 
to restrictions going into effect.   

• Zone D:  Access to Zone D is unrestricted and can be accessed 24 hours a day. 

Cannon AFB developed a Grazing Management Plan within their INRMP to improve and 
monitor grazing and agricultural practices on the range.  Grazing land improvements include 
structural improvements such as fences, cattle guards, water developments, and livestock 
enclosures, as well as non-structural improvements such as seeding, fertilizing, and vegetation 
management.  The rangeland supports about one animal unit (AU) (typically a cow plus a calf) 
per 40 acres (Air Force 2007). 

Because of New Mexico’s arid climate in agricultural areas, no lands in New Mexico qualify as 
Prime Farmland unless irrigated with a dependable supply of irrigation water.  Melrose AFR 
has irrigated land within Zone D.  Depending upon the alternative Melrose AFR targets 
selected for use, irrigated cropland could be impacted by new range activities.  Outside of 
Melrose AFR boundaries, irrigated farmland would be considered Land of Statewide 
Importance (NRCS 2006).  No Melrose AFR construction would occur outside of range 
boundaries and no conversion of agricultural land would occur.   

Public access on Melrose AFR is limited to ranchers or those who have business interests on the 
range.  Recreation is not permitted and the general public is not allowed access.  Liability and a 
hold harmless clause is included in existing leases.  The leases also include a clause requiring 
farmers and ranchers to attend safety briefings conducted by the Air Force. 

Outside the range boundary, lands are generally used for cattle grazing and crop production.  
Crops produced in Curry and Roosevelt counties include wheat, grain sorghum, corn, barley, 
cotton, hay, peanuts, and potatoes.  Urban land uses comprise less than 1 percent of the total 
area.  There is one identified noise-sensitive area on the periphery of the range:  the Jewell 
Ranch.  The Jewell Ranch is located to the southwest of the range and has a 1/2-mile no-fly 
circle around it.  

Table 4.8-2 shows the acreages and percentages of land uses under R-5104/5105.  Reflecting 
typical land uses found in eastern New Mexico, rangeland and agriculture are the dominant 
land uses under the airspace.   
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Table 4.8-2.  Existing Land Use under R-5104/5105 

Land Use Category Acreage 
Percentage of Restricted 

Area 
Rangeland 245,325  83 
Agriculture 48,249  16 
Water/Wetland 767  <1 
Urban 577  <1 

Total 294,918  100 
Source:  USEPA 2000. 

Land ownership under the restricted airspace outside Melrose AFR consists of approximately 
71 percent private land, 21 percent state-owned, and 8 percent federal government-owned.   

The majority of Melrose AFR is in Roosevelt County.  Roosevelt County maintains a comprehensive 
plan but it does not specifically address Melrose AFR or surrounding properties.  The County does 
not have a zoning ordinance but does administer subdivision regulations (personal communication, 
Hardin 2006). 

Transportation 

Three Air Force civilians and 27 full-time contractors manage Melrose AFR.  In addition, the 
Melrose AFR Fire Department employs four persons.  Personnel travel to the range in either 
personal vehicles or government vehicles.  Primary access to Melrose AFR is provided via U.S. 
60/84 to New Mexico Highway 267 to Sundale Valley Road.  A gated entrance is also located on 
the west side of the range off Krider Road.  Numerous unpaved roads provide access for 
contractor/military personnel and ranchers.  Traffic volume on these routes is low and 
therefore a level of service analysis has not been performed in this area (personal 
communication, Kurtz 2006).  

4.8.3 Environmental Consequences  

4.8.3.1  Two-Target Alternative 

Melrose AFR has a variety of conventional and non-conventional targets.  Implementation of 
the Two-Target Alternative at Melrose AFR would include the development of two live-fire 
target areas within the existing Exclusive-Use impact area as shown in Figure 2.2-2.  The two 
target areas would each be approximately 1 kilometer square and would be located in the 
northeast and southwest corners of the existing Exclusive-Use Area, and would require a buffer 
area that extends out 2,296 feet beyond the approximate 1 kilometer square target boundary in 
all directions.  Figure 2.2-3 presents a representative Target Set Layout to be installed within the 
impact area.  The Two-Target Alternative is expected to expand the manned site at the center of 
the range (depicted in Figure 2.2-1) and could include expanding manned sites on the mesa to 
the western side of the range.  Buildings that support the range, including the main tower and 
related support building and services, would be relocated from the center of the range.   

Annually, approximately 40 percent of the Melrose AFR training activity would occur during 
environmental night (after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m.).  Training using LZs and DZs would 
be approximately in the same proportion (40 percent) during environmental night. 
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Under the Two-Target Alternative, modification to the existing Melrose AFR land use designations 
would occur.  The Exclusive-Use Area would increase in size to include the area within the 
weapons safety footprint.  Table 4.8-3 presents the existing, Two-Target Alternative, and Three-
Target Alternative land use designations.  

Table 4.8-3.  Acres of Land Use1 

TWO-TARGET 
ALTERNATIVE 

THREE-TARGET 
ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use 
Existing 

Conditions Draft EIS Final EIS2 Draft EIS Final EIS 
Exclusive-Use 8,800 16,613 10,600 23,275 12,700 
Restricted 
Grazing1 

18,710 12,247 18,600 12,615 23,300 

Unrestricted 
Grazing1 

32,500 31,150 30,810 24,120 24,010 

Total 60,010 60,010 60,010 60,010 60,010 
Note: 1.  Acres based on Geographic Information System; survey acreage may vary. 
 2.  Preferred Alternative. 

Typical grazing operations rotate cattle among owned or leased grazing areas during a season.  
The reduction in grazing acreage would affect ranch operations for ranchers affected by the 
changes in Melrose AFR land use.  In the case of leases developed as irrigated farmland, live 
target use could have made the irrigated agriculture land use incompatible if 25 mm munitions 
were used from the gunships.  The preferred alternative without the use of 25 mm munitions is 
not expected to be incompatible with the existing irrigated land. 

During the Draft EIS public comment period, several commenters expressed concern about the 
use of 25 mm munitions and noted that the Two-Target Alternative would have less impact 
upon their ranching operations.  However, two commenters noted that the Two-Target 
Alternative with the 25 mm munitions safety footprint could substantially affect the viability of 
their agricultural operations on leased land. 

Cannon military aircraft currently use RR-188 chaff, M-206 defensive flares, other flares, and 
ordnance in Restricted Airspace over the Melrose AFR.  Under the Two-Target Alternative, the 
use of RR-188 chaff and M-206 defensive flares under the Restricted Areas authorized would 
increase from 3,762 chaff bundles to 18,000.  Flare use would increase from 2,031 to 10,000.  

The release of chaff and flare end caps and other residual materials together would average one 
piece per 2.83 acres per year.  Although the likelihood of encountering any chaff or flare 
residual components outside Melrose AFR is low, if such were found it could result in 
annoyance to the observer.  Flare residual materials from unassessed flares and end caps from 
assessed flares or chaff were displayed by a participant at public meetings conducted by 
Cannon AFB in 2005.  Participants expressed annoyance at finding residual flare and chaff 
materials on private property (Air Force 2006a).  

Chaff particles are extremely difficult to discern from naturally occurring materials found in the 
area (Air Force 1997b).  Chaff fibers break down to the consistency of background materials.  
Animals do not typically consume chaff (see Section 4.6), and it is unlikely that modern chaff or its 
residual components would accumulate in sufficient quantities to impact land uses, affect 
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recreational resources, or even be found.  In rare instances, chaff does not deploy correctly and 
rather than disperse in a large cloud, the fibers may clump together and fall to the ground.  When 
this occurs, tufts or clumps of chaff can be discernible to the naked eye.  These tufts may catch on 
vegetation or blow across the landscape with the wind.  Tufts may stay together or separate into 
individual fibers to some degree as the wind blows.  Depending upon the context, the chaff may 
appear to resemble naturally occurring tufted seed pods or be viewed as foreign material.  If 
viewed as a foreign material, the viewer may be annoyed by the presence of such chaff clumps. 

During scoping meetings for this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), participants expressed 
concern regarding potential detrimental effects to property values and the fire hazard of flares.  
The November 2005 fire was cited as a case where an Air Force release of a training munition 
caused substantial off-range damage. 

Use of chaff and flares would be directly correlated to the pilot’s response to a threat within the 
airspace.  Residual deposition of chaff or flare end cap materials would be the result of altitude 
of chaff use, wind directions, and wind speeds.  Due to the dispersal nature of deployed chaff 
and flares, the average wind in the area, wind altitudes, and the altitude at which chaff and 
flares are deployed, chaff or flare materials could be carried on wind currents outside, and, 
possibly, back inside the airspace.  This analysis assumes that all chaff and flare end caps would 
be concentrated on lands under the airspace.  This conservative assumption could produce a 
higher annual concentration of chaff or flare materials than may actually be experienced under 
the airspace.   

With regard to both chaff and flares, the likelihood of adverse impacts on Melrose AFR 
associated with these elements would increase over current conditions.  In the airspace, chaff 
concentrations would be estimated to be approximately 5.79 grams (0.20 ounce) per acre per 
year.  An estimated one flare would be dispensed annually over the Restricted Area every 29.5 
acres.   

The risk of fire associated with flare use is low and virtually indistinguishable compared to 
other potential sources of fire (e.g., lightning).  In the unlikely incidence of a fire, such as the 
November 2005 fire caused by a spotting charge from a dummy munition, the Air Force has 
established procedures for damage claims reimbursement.  Section 4.3 further discusses control 
of fire. 

There would be no anticipated change in general land use patterns, land ownership, or land 
management plans for the lands underlying the airspace as a result of continued chaff and flare 
use.  This is consistent with other areas throughout the country where chaff and flares have 
been used.   

Under the Two-Target Alternative, aircraft noise and impulse noise would increase in restricted 
airspace when compared with baseline conditions.  Annual average noise levels outside 
Melrose AFR and under the restricted airspace would increase from an Ldn of 44 to 48 dB to an 
Ldn of 55 to 58.  Noise levels at Ldn 58 dB are unlikely to change land use patterns, ownership, or 
management practices.  The noise levels could result in annoyance to residents living under the 
restricted airspace associated with Melrose AFR. 

Potential noise effects to land use would include aircraft and gun-related impulse noise.  
Impulse noise from munitions would be noticed both on the range and at ranches in the 
periphery of the range.  The day and night firing of cannon from aircraft and the ground impact 
would produce noise levels that, while not of the levels that could harm human health, could be 
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perceived as an annoyance by ranch residents and workers (see Sections 4.2.3.1 and 4.2.3.2).  
This noise would not be expected to change agricultural land uses on the periphery of the 
range. 

The Two-Target Alternative would include improvements to approximately 6 miles of Krider 
Road to provide access to the west side of the range.  Paving would provide improved access 
for range and emergency response vehicles.  Traffic volumes on Krider Road and Sundale 
Valley Road are not expected to increase sufficiently to create a drop in the Level of Service 
(LOS).  Therefore, traffic-related impacts are not expected.  

4.8.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

Under this alternative, three live-fire target areas for use by the AC-130 gunships would be 
developed within the 60,010-acre Melrose AFR.  As shown in Figure 2.2-4, all three target areas 
would be located within Melrose AFR and as near as possible to the existing Exclusive-Use 
Area.   

Table 4.8-3 shows the acreages within each land classification under existing conditions, the 
Two-Target Alternative, and the Three-Target Alternative.  Under the Three-Target Alternative, 
modification to the existing Melrose AFR land use designations would occur.  The Exclusive-
Use impact area would increase in size from 8,800 acres to 12,700 acres and the Restricted 
Leased Land would increase from 18,710 acres to 23,300 acres.  The Unrestricted Leased Lands 
would decrease to 24,010 acres.  This action would change the land use designation and would 
change the use of the land.  Leaseholders would have to change their leases and may decide to 
change their ranching practices.  In the case of the two leases with a portion of each lease 
developed in irrigated farmland, live target use with 25 mm munitions would have been 
incompatible with the irrigated land use.  The preferred alternative without the use of 25 mm 
munitions is not expected to be incompatible with the existing irrigated land.   

During the Draft EIS comment period, two commenters noted that the Three-Target Alternative 
would not affect the viability of their agricultural land use on leased land as much as the Two-
Target Alternative.  However, several commenters expressed concern about the use of 25 mm 
munitions and noted that the Three-Target Alternative would have greater impact on their 
ranching land use than the Two-Target Alternative. 

Consequences from aircraft and gun impulse noise and chaff and flare use would essentially be 
as described under the Two-Target Alternative.  The noise levels are discussed in Sections 
4.2.3.1 and 4.2.3.2.  Off range, the resulting noise levels would be below 62 dBC. 

The impacts from traffic under this alternative would be the same as under the Two-Target 
Alternative.  Krider Road would be improved and traffic volumes on both Krider and Sundale 
Valley road are not expected to increase sufficiently to create a drop in the LOS.  Therefore, 
traffic-related impacts would not result. 

4.8.3.3  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon 
AFB although AFSOC would maintain and operate the properties.  The F-16s would depart 
before the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 2008.  Melrose AFR would continue to operate as a training 
range for military aircraft.  Land ownership and general land use patterns would remain the 
same.  Because Melrose AFR would remain an active range, no impact is expected to land use 
under the No Action Alternative.   



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
4.0 Melrose AFR Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 4-53 

4.9 Socioeconomics 

4.9.1 Definition of Resource 

Socioeconomics is defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the human 
environment, particularly economic activity.  Economic activity typically encompasses 
employment, personal income, and regional industries.  Changes to these fundamental components 
can influence other community resources. 

Melrose AFR is situated in the high plains of eastern New Mexico, 32 miles driving distance 
west of Cannon AFB, in Roosevelt County.  Socioeconomic activities associated with the range 
are support for range activities and agriculture. 

4.9.2 Existing Conditions 

Maintenance and construction activities on the range are part of the Cannon AFB military 
construction (MILCON) and operations and maintenance (O&M) program.  Range employees 
are counted in the Cannon AFB personnel numbers.  The range expenditures and personnel 
numbers are included in Section 3.9.1 for Cannon AFB. 

Section 4.8.1 describes the agricultural land uses on Melrose AFR.  The 60,010 acres of Melrose 
AFR are managed in three distinct ways, as noted in Table 4.8-1.  Ranching operators manage 
grazing by rotating cattle among leased and owned properties, depending upon range 
conditions.  Reduction in available rangelands could affect the overall ranching operations.  In 
addition to grazing, two lessees produce row crops using center pivot irrigation systems. 

4.9.3 Environmental Consequences  

4.9.3.1  Two-Target Alternative 

The use of two new Melrose AFR targets for live fire will change the grazing activity on portions of 
the range.  Under the Two-Target Alternative, the Exclusive-Use Area would increase to 10,600 
acres (see Table 4.8-3).  Exclusive-Use Areas would exclude agricultural activities such as grazing or 
irrigated crops.  Currently, Restricted Leased Grazing Lands and Unrestricted Leased Grazing 
Lands would be changed.  This change would provide for safety zones around live-fire targets.  The 
approximately 2.8 sections of rangeland removed from Restricted or Unrestricted grazing leases on 
Melrose AFR usually support approximately one AU per 40 acres.  An AU is typically defined as 
the grazing area needed to support one cow and calf.  The Two-Target Alternative could reduce the 
AUs by an estimated 45.  In 2002, the latest year available with a comprehensive inventory, the 
number of beef cow cattle and calves in Curry, Roosevelt, and De Baca Counties was approximately 
240,000.  A reduction of 45 AUs would not significantly affect regional cattle operations, although it 
could detrimentally affect ranching operations of the affected lessees.  Lessees with increased 
restricted grazing leases would need to assess ranch management practices.  A portion of one lease 
to the northeast of the existing Exclusive-Use area is developed in irrigated organically grown 
agriculture.  The preferred alternative, without 25 mm munitions, would be expected to affect the 
portion of the lease in grazing and could require management changes due to lease modifications.  
New access provisions could affect management of the irrigated portion of the lease.  The live target 
safety footprint is not otherwise expected to impact the irrigated agriculture. 

Residents within 6 miles of Melrose AFR live-fire targets would be subject to increased impulse 
noise from munitions and increased night overflight by training AFSOC aircraft.  The day and 
night firing from AC-130 gunships would produce noise levels off range that, while not of the 
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levels that could harm human health, could be perceived as an annoyance by ranch residents 
and workers (see Section 4.2.3.1).   

4.9.3.2 Three-Target Alternative 

The consequences for the Three-Target Alternative are basically the same as those described for 
the Two-Target Alternative with the exception that three new targets for aerial gunnery would 
be established within the boundaries of Melrose AFR.  As presented in Table 4.8-3, the 8,800-
acre Exclusive-Use Area would become a 12,700-acre Exclusive-Use Area.  This would move 
approximately 6.1 sections currently used for grazing into the Exclusive-Use Area. 

Changes in the designation of grazing land within Melrose AFR would decrease both Restricted 
and Unrestricted leased grazing acreage.  Lessees whose land converted to Exclusive-Use and 
those with additional acreage in restricted grazing may need to assess ranch management 
practices due to changes in access periods and/or changes in available leased acreage.  In some 
cases noted during the public hearings on the Draft EIS, lease changes could significantly 
impact specific on-going ranch operations.   

Under the Three-Target Alternative, 6.1 sections of rangeland could be affected that currently 
support one AU per 40 acres.  This alternative could reduce the AUs by an estimated 98.  Such a 
reduction would not significantly affect regional cattle operations, although it could detrimentally 
affect ranching operations of the affected lessees.  Additional lessees would have land currently in 
unrestricted use converted to restricted use with additional access requirements that could affect 
cattle management activities in these areas. 

4.9.3.3  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB 
although AFSOC would maintain and operate the properties.  Melrose AFR would continue to 
operate as a training range for transient and NMANG military aircraft.  Melrose AFR grazing 
lease programs would remain as they currently exist.  Noise levels and range activities would 
be reduced as the 27 FW was deactivated. 

4.10 Environmental Justice 

4.10.1 Definition of Resource 

Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  
In addition to environmental justice issues are concerns pursuant to EO 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, which directs federal agencies to the 
extent permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency’s mission, (a) make it a 
high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children; and (b) ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks 
or safety risks. 

For purposes of this analysis, minority, low-income and youth populations are defined as 
follows: 
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• Minority Population:  Persons of Hispanic origin of any race, Blacks, American Indians, 
Eskimos, Aleuts, Asians, or Pacific Islanders. 

• Low-Income Population:  Persons living below the poverty level. 

• Youth Population:  Children under the age of 18 years. 

Estimates of these three population categories were developed based on data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census.  Total and minority population figures are based on recent demographic 
data released from Census 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).  The census does not report 
minority population, per se, but reports population by race and by ethnic origin.  These data 
were used to estimate minority populations potentially affected by implementation of the 
AFSOC beddown and associated training at Melrose AFR.  Low-income and youth population 
figures were also drawn from the Census 2000 Profile of General Demographic Characteristics 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).  The R-5104 and R-5105 ROI for Melrose AFR is a subset of that for 
Cannon AFB, so the material presented in this section draws from Section 3.10.   

4.10.2 Existing Conditions 

Disadvantaged groups within the Curry and Roosevelt counties ROI are specifically considered 
in order to assess the potential for disproportionate occurrence of impacts (see Table 4.10-1).  
The incidence of persons and families in the ROI with incomes below the poverty level was just 
slightly higher than state levels (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a).   

Minority persons represent 40.1 percent of the population in the ROI.  Hispanic or Latino 
persons account for most of the minority population in the ROI, representing 31.2 percent of the 
ROI population and 77.8 percent of the minority population.  This is a lower ratio of minority 
population than that of the State of New Mexico as a whole.  The youth population, which 
includes children under the age of 18, accounts for 29.5 percent of the ROI population, 
compared to 28.0 percent at the state level. 

Table 4.10-1.  2000 Population and Environmental Justice Data 

MINORITY PERSONS 
PERSONS BELOW 

POVERTY 
CHILDREN UNDER 

18 
Area Population Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Curry 
County 

45,044 18,583 41.3 8,327 19.0 13,561 30.1 

Roosevelt 
County 

18,018 6,719 37.3 3,928 22.7 5,060 28.1 

State of  
New Mexico 

1,819,046 1,005,551 55.3 328,933 18.4 508,574 28.0 

Total ROI 63,062 25,302 40.1 12,255 20.0 18,621 29.5 
Notes: 1. The U.S. Census calculates percent low-income for individual counties based on total county populations 

that differ slightly from the county populations reported in the first column. 
 2. Population figures for the each category are from different reporting years as described in the previous 

section.  Therefore, except for minority population, the percentage figures are not based on the total 
population presented in this table but from the relevant data year. 

Source:   U.S. Census Bureau 2000a. 
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4.10.3 Environmental Consequences  

For either the Two-Target or Three-Target Alternative, there are no permanent residents on the 
60,010-acre Melrose AFR.  Residents under the Restricted Airspace associated with Melrose 
AFR or under the Taiban MOA immediately adjacent to the range are representative of minority 
persons within the counties that constitute the airspace ROI.  The youth populationof children 
under the age of 18 under Restricted Airspace is consistent with the ROI population.  No 
disproportionate impacts are expected to occur to minority or low-income populations or to 
children. 

4.10.4 No Action 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties; at Melrose AFR there would be no effects on 
minority or disadvantaged individuals.   
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5.0 TRAINING AIRSPACE AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the affected environment and potential environmental consequences 
within the military training airspace associated with Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) and Melrose 
Air Force Range (AFR).  This airspace includes the Pecos, Taiban, Mt. Dora, and Bronco Military 
Operations Areas (MOAs), as well as Cannon AFB-scheduled Military Training Routes (MTRs) 
depicted on Figure 2.3-3, and other AFSOC training activities.  

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989, et seq., the 
description of the affected environment focuses on those resources and conditions potentially 
subject to impacts.  The affected environment is described for ten resource topics:  Airspace 
Management, Noise, Safety, Air Quality, Physical Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural 
Resources, Land Use and Recreation, Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.  These 
resources are extensively interrelated, and consequently, each resource topic relies upon the 
findings of relevant other analyses.  For example, noise analyses are reflected in the analysis of 
land use, socioeconomics, and biological resources.  

The sections for each resource topic begin with an introduction that defines the resources 
addressed in the section, defines key terms as necessary and describes the region of influence 
(ROI) within which the effects from the Proposed and Alternative Actions are anticipated to 
occur.  The ROI varies from resource to resource, but in general, effects from the Proposed and 
Alternative Action are expected to be concentrated on the range.  Section 3.0 describes primary 
reasons why the ROI might differ among resources. 

Following the introduction for each resource topic, information is presented about existing 
environmental conditions in the ROI.  This information provides a frame of reference about 
conditions that prevail currently or existed in the recent past.  Applicable laws and regulations 
for each resource are presented in Appendix D.   

For each resource, the Proposed Training and the No Action Alternative, described in Section 
2.3, are assessed for their potential to impact the natural and human environment.  In some 
instances a brief methodology is provided to explain how the analysis of impacts was 
conducted.   

The impacts described in this section represent a best estimation of the consequences of the use 
of Cannon AFB-scheduled military training airspace by Air Force Special Operations Command 
(AFSOC).  The impact analysis for each alternative includes direct and indirect, as well as short-
term and long-term impacts.  The impacts of each alternative are compared against the baseline 
conditions.  Cumulative impacts and other environmental considerations are described in 
Section 6.0. 
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5.1 Airspace Management 

5.1.1 Definition of Resource 

The airspace used for AFSOC training flights consists of MOAs, MTRs and Restricted Airspace 
(refer to Figure 2.3-1).  Restricted airspace is associated with Melrose AFR and is discussed in 
Section 4.1.  This section addresses MOA and MTR airspace. 

5.1.2 Existing Conditions 

5.1.2.1 Military Operations Areas 

Each MOA is airspace of defined vertical and lateral limits established below the Class A 
airspace floor of 18,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL).  MOAs separate and segregate certain 
non-hazardous military activities from Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) traffic and to identify for 
Visual Flight Rule (VFR) traffic where these activities are conducted (Pilot/Controller Glossary 
[P/CG] 2004).  MOAs are considered “joint use” airspace.  Aircraft operating under IFR must 
remain clear of an active MOA unless approved by the responsible Air Route Traffic Control 
Center (ARTCC).  Joint use by both participating and VFR non-participating aircraft is 
accomplished under the “see-and-avoid” concept described in 14 CFR § 91.113(b), which states 
that “[w]hen weather conditions permit, pilots operating IFR or VFR, vigilance shall be 
maintained by each person operating an aircraft so as to see and avoid other aircraft” (P/CG 
2004).  Right-of-way rules are contained in 14 CFR Part 91.  Non-participating aircraft operating 
under VFR are not prohibited from entering a MOA, even when the MOA is active for military 
use.  ARTCC provides separation of non-participating IFR aircraft within active MOAs in a 
variety of ways, including restricting IFR traffic from the active MOA.  “Lights out” training is 
not currently conducted by 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW) F-16s in the Pecos MOA.  However, 
under a Letter of Agreement (LOA) between the Albuquerque ARTCC and the 27 FW, the 27 
FW could perform lights out training if needed. 

Figure 5.1-1 presents the military training airspace in the vicinity of Cannon AFB.  This airspace 
includes the airspace scheduled by Cannon AFB and by other bases.  Cannon AFB schedules the 
Pecos, Taiban, Bronco, and Mt. Dora MOAs.  The Beak and Talon MOAs are scheduled by 
Holloman AFB near Alamogordo.  R-5107 and related ranges constitute the Army-scheduled White 
Sands Missile Range.  The MTRs pictured represent the main routes.  Multiple alternate entry/exit 
points providing access to these main routes are not represented on this figure.  MTRs are 
scheduled by various Department of Defense (DoD) agencies. 

The Pecos MOAs are four distinct MOAs that are divided into a north and south segment, with 
each segment having a high and low component.  In general, these MOAs abut each other 
horizontally and vertically, essentially forming one contiguous block of airspace.  The exception 
to this is the Pecos South High MOA, which extends to the south beyond the southern border of 
the Pecos South Low MOA.  This structuring of the MOA airspace, in effect, created a “shelf” of 
MOA airspace extending to the south of the southern border of the Pecos South Low MOA that 
begins at 11,000 feet MSL.  Termed the “Roswell Shelf,” this provided non-Special Use Airspace 
(SUA) up to 11,000 feet MSL to support other aircraft transiting to and from Roswell, New 
Mexico.  This Roswell Shelf was needed prior to the 1997 improvements in FAA radar coverage 
at Roswell. 
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Figure 5.1-1.  Military Training Airspace in the  
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Overlying about 3,120 square miles, the Pecos MOA extends from 500 feet above ground level 
(AGL) up to but not including Flight Level (FL) 180.  Sortie-operations in Pecos MOA are 
concentrated between 500 and 1,000 feet AGL (40 percent) and above 10,000 feet AGL (45 
percent).  Use of Pecos MOA can be independent of training in Melrose AFR airspace, although 
aircraft often conduct sortie-operations in Pecos MOA, Taiban MOA, and Melrose AFR airspace 
during a single training mission.  The Pecos MOA also supports air-to-air training activities.  
About 3,500 sortie-operations were conducted in Pecos MOA under baseline conditions.  F-16s 
from Cannon AFB performed 76 percent of 
these sortie-operations. 

The Taiban MOA overlies approximately 310 
square miles and is situated along the 
northeastern edge of the Pecos MOAs.  This 
MOA effectively extends the Pecos North Low 
MOA and a portion of the Pecos South Low 
MOA eastward to the Restricted Airspace, 
which supports operations on Melrose AFR.  
These MOAs are scheduled and managed by 
staff at Cannon AFB; utilization is under the 
control of the Albuquerque ARTCC.  Currently 
the 27 FW uses the Sumner ATCAA and conducts large-force exercises in the Beak MOA.  The 
Beak MOA, with approximately 3,850 baseline sortie-operations, ranges in altitude from 500 feet 
AGL to approximately 7,000 feet AGL.  About 55 percent of flight activities occur between 500 
and 2,000 feet AGL, with 45 percent between 2,000 and 10,000 feet AGL.  Roughly 62 percent of 
the current sortie-operations in Taiban MOA are attributable to F-16s from Cannon AFB. 

Mt. Dora MOA is located 110 miles north of Cannon AFB.  This triangular MOA overlies 
approximately 5,340 square miles, mostly in New Mexico, but with small sections in Texas and 
Colorado.  The MOA extends from 1,500 feet AGL to approximately FL180.  Cannon AFB-based 
aircraft split use of Mt. Dora MOA, accounting for 52 percent of the 747 total baseline sortie-
operations.  Flight activities are evenly distributed above and below 2,000 feet AGL, with 45 
percent of the activity above 10,000 feet AGL.  The Mt. Dora MOA has received little use from 
Cannon-based fighter aircraft in the past decade due to its distance from Cannon AFB.  AFSOC 
Cannon-based C-130 aircraft are proposed to use the Mt. Dora MOA more than the F-16s used 
that airspace. 

Bronco MOA covers approximately 6,820 square miles in eastern New Mexico and northwestern 
Texas.  Minimum flight altitude in the northern one-third of the MOA is 8,000 feet MSL with 10,000 
feet MSL as the floor altitude in the remainder of the MOA.  All portions of Bronco MOA extend up 
to FL180.  Baseline annual sortie-operations totaled 1,200; Cannon AFB F-16s accounted for 80 
percent.  The Bronco MOA south of Cannon AFB has been used for 27 FW F-16 training and for 
training by Texas-based units.   

The MOAs proposed to be used by AFSOC aircraft are developed, coordinated, used, and 
managed in accordance with LOAs between the 27 FW and the Albuquerque and Fort Worth 
Centers.  For the airspace, the LOA delegate airspace to Cannon AFB Radar Approach 
Control, defines responsibilities, and outlines procedures for aircraft operations, air traffic 
control operations, and utilization of airspace for which the 27 FW is the scheduling authority.  
Such LOAs are supplementary to the procedures in Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

 
training airspace proposed for use by AFSOC 
covers a large area characterized by high plains 
and grasslands with sparse vegetation and few 
permanent bodies of water. 
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Orders 7110.65 (Air Traffic Control) and 7610.4 (Special Military Operations).  The MOAs are 
described in Table 5.1-1.  Figure 5.1-2 presents these MOAs and the MTRs scheduled by 
Cannon AFB.  The primary MTR routes are presented in Figure 5.1-2.  Each MTR also 
typically has several branching entry or exit points. 

Table 5.1-1.  Existing MOAs Associated with Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR 

ALTITUDES 
PUBLISHED HOURS  

OF USE 
MOA / ATCAA Minimum Maximum From To 

Controlling 
ARTCC 

Pecos North Low MOA 500 AGL1 UTBNI2 11,000 MSL3 8:00 a.m.4 8:00 p.m.4 Albuquerque 

Pecos North High MOA 11,000 MSL UTBNI FL 1805 8:00 a.m. 8:00 p.m. Albuquerque 

Pecos South Low MOA 500 AGL UTBNI 11,000 MSL Inter By 
NOTAM6 

Inter By 
NOTAM6 

Albuquerque 

Pecos South High MOA 11,000 MSL UTBNI FL 180 Sunrise4 Sunset4 Albuquerque 

Taiban MOA 500 AGL UTBNI 11,000 MSL 8:00 a.m. Midnight Albuquerque 

Bronco 1 8,000 MSL FL 180 7:00 a.m. 4 10:00 p.m. 4 Fort Worth 

Bronco 2 10,000 MSL FL 180 NOTAM Fort Worth 

Bronco 3 & 4 10,000 MSL FL 180 7:00 a.m. 4 10:00 p.m. 4 Fort Worth 

Mt. Dora East/West High 11,000 MSL FL 180 NOTAM Albuquerque 

Mt. Dora East/West Low 1,500 AGL UTBNI 11,000 MSL NOTAM Albuquerque 
Notes: 1. AGL = Feet Above Ground Level 
 2. UTBNI = Up To, But Not Including 
 3. MSL = Feet Above Mean Sea Level.  Average ground elevation in ROI is approximately 5,000 MSL. 
 4. Times are Monday through Friday.  Additional scheduling is promulgated through Notices To Airmen 
  (NOTAMs). 
 5.  FL = Flight Level.  Described in terms of hundreds of feet MSL using a standard altimeter setting.   
  Thus, FL180 is approximately 18,000 MSL. 
 6. Inter By NOTAM = Times of use are intermittent, and are published in NOTAMs. 
Source: FAA 2000b; LOA 1996 

The 27 FW and New Mexico Air National Guard (NMANG) currently fly F-16s and conduct a 
range of training activities in this MOA/Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA) 
airspace.  Other aircraft using the airspace include B-1B bombers from Dyess AFB.  The B-1Bs 
schedule the airspace from one to five times per week, flying one to three aircraft during a 
scheduled period.  Transient aircraft flown in the airspace include A-10s, F-15s, F/A-18s, 
F-22As, German Air Force Tornados, B-52s, C-130s, and various helicopters.  Large-force 
exercises conducted in the airspace can involve approximately 20 aircraft of varied types 
(personal communication, Berg 2004). 

There is sufficient MOA airspace in the local area.  Mt. Dora, Pecos, Taiban, and Bronco MOAs 
are scheduled by Cannon and are suitable for AFSOC aircraft training requirements.  Aerial 
refueling (AR) training would be accomplished on AR tracks designated by FAA.  Currently, 
AR-602 shown on Figures 5.1-1 and 5.1-2 is scheduled and used by Cannon AFB.  AR-602 is 
available for AR at altitudes ranging from FL180 to FL260.  The altitude capabilities of AFSOC 
aircraft would require AFSOC to request FAA to lower existing or designate new AR tracks to 
accommodate Cannon-based aircraft.   
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5.1.2.2 Military Training Routes 

MTRs are flight corridors developed and used by the DoD to practice high-speed, low-altitude 
flight, generally below 10,000 feet MSL.  Specifically, MTRs are airspace of defined vertical and 
lateral dimensions established for the conduct of military flight training that may include 
airspeeds in excess of 250 knots indicated airspeed (KIAS) (P/CG 2004).  MTRs are developed in 
accordance with criteria specified in FAA Order 7610.4 (AP/1B 2003).  They are described by a 
centerline, with defined horizontal limits on either side of the centerline, and vertical limits 
expressed as minimum and maximum altitudes along the flight track.  On Figure 5.1-2, MTRs are 
identified as Visual Routes (VR) or Instrument Routes (IR).  VRs are used by DoD and associated 
Reserve and Air National Guard units for the purpose of conducting low-altitude navigation and 
tactical training under VFR below 10,000 feet MSL at airspeeds in excess of 250 knots KIAS (P/CG 
2004).  IRs are used by DoD and associated Reserve and Air National Guard units for the purpose 
of conducting low-altitude navigation and tactical training in both IFR and VFR weather 
conditions below 10,000 feet MSL at airspeeds that may be in excess of 250 knots KIAS (P/CG 
2004).  Figure 5.1-1 shows the MTRs in the vicinity of Cannon AFB.  Of these, AFSOC aircraft 
would utilize VR-100, VR-108, VR-114, VR-125, IR-107, IR-109, IR-111, and IR-113, presented on 
Figure 5.1-2. 

5.1.2.3 Other Aviation and Airspace Use 

Public airports and private airfields underlie MOA airspace.  The Fort Sumner public airport is 
situated under the Pecos North MOAs.  Although there is no controlled airspace associated 
with this airport’s operation, aeronautical charts reflect that the floor of the Pecos North Low 
MOA is restricted to 1,500 feet AGL in the airport’s vicinity.  The same restrictions apply to 
public airports under the Mt. Dora and Bronco MOAs.  Private airfields, such as Double V and 
Bojax, are located under the Pecos South MOAs.  An airfield for El Paso Natural Gas is located 
on the extreme southern boundary of the Pecos South High MOA.   

There are four Federal Airways (“Victor” Routes) in the vicinity of the Pecos MOAs.  V-264 
traverses southwest to northeast in the northern section of the Pecos MOAs, providing routing 
between the Corona Very High Frequency Omni-directional Radio Range and Tactical Air 
Navigation Aid (VORTAC) and Tucumcari, New Mexico.  V-291, V-68, and V-83 traverse 
northwest to southeast along the western border of the Pecos MOAs, and provide routing 
between the Corona VORTAC and Roswell, New Mexico.  All of these routes are situated 
outside of the boundaries of the Pecos MOAs.  Air carrier and air taxi traffic in the region is 
considered moderate; general aviation traffic in the region is considered relatively light. 

There are two Jet Routes, 74 and 76, which pass between the Pecos and Mt. Dora MOAs at 
higher altitudes than those that would be flown by AFSOC C-130 aircraft.  A standard 
instrument departure (SID) track (Worth-3) passes through the Pecos MOAs south of J-74.  
Worth-3 supports departures from Dallas–Fort Worth and passes through the northern region 
of the Pecos South MOA in a northwesterly direction from Lubbock, Texas, to the Corona 
VORTAC. 

5.1.3 Environmental Consequences 

5.1.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

MOAs.  Under the Proposed Training, annual sortie-operations conducted in MOAs would 
increase by 200 percent in the Taiban MOA, 190 percent in the Pecos MOA, 450 percent in the 
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Mt. Dora MOA, and 6 percent in the Bronco MOA (see Table 2.3-2).  While the increases in 
Taiban, Pecos, and Mt. Dora MOAs are substantial, the Taiban and Pecos MOAs have 
supported sortie-operation levels approaching the levels proposed by AFSOC.  Potential issues 
concerning airspace congestion are resolved through scheduling activities with regional Air 
Traffic Control (ATC) centers. 

The slower moving AFSOC aircraft with a larger crew than F-16 jets would increase the number 
of personnel available to practice see-and-avoid within training airspace.  Existing see-and-
avoid procedures and avoidance measures for civil aviation airports under the MOAs would 
continue unchanged.  The scheduling, coordination, processes, and procedures currently used 
to manage these MOAs are well established and would need no modification to support 
implementation of the Proposed Training.  These MOAs would continue to be scheduled by 
Cannon AFB for Cannon AFB-based and transient aircraft use. 

MTRs.  Implementation of the Proposed Training would result in a substantial increase in MTR use 
over the existing levels (see Table 5.2-3).  All eight MTRs scheduled by Cannon AFB would see 
increased after-dark training and training during the hours of environmental night (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.).  Rather than F-16s or other jet aircraft, the AFSOC training would involve fixed-wing, 
propeller-driven variants of C-130s and CV-22s.  AFSOC aircraft normally fly at 250 to 1,000 feet 
AGL on MTRs with training missions of four to five hours.  Aircraft would be expected to fly 30-
minute low-level training below 250 feet AGL.  During night missions, these altitudes would be 
below altitudes used by general aviation and no potential impact would be anticipated.  During 
daylight missions, low-altitude general aviation aircraft such as agricultural aircraft could be 
encountered at training altitudes.  The C-130 and CV-22 have both a pilot and co-pilot and fly at 
speeds that support see-and-avoid procedures during daylight (and night) operations.   

No change in the baseline structure or management of the eight MTRs used by Cannon AFB 
would occur.  AFSOC personnel at Cannon AFB would schedule MTRs for Cannon AFB and 
transient aircraft.  Existing noise avoidance areas would be evaluated to determine their 
applicability to AFSOC training activities and would be adopted as appropriate.  Observance of 
existing avoidance procedures would continue as it is currently executed.  Scheduling of the 
MTRs and observance of existing avoidance procedures would continue to be the responsibility 
of Cannon AFB.   

Flights for Landing Zone (LZ)/Drop Zone (DZ) training or water training would be conducted 
using existing airspace training routes or, as applicable, under ATC. 

5.1.3.2 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  AFSOC aircraft would thus not avail themselves of 
the military training airspace at this time.  The airspace environment would be as described in 
Section 5.1.2 but without the contribution of the 27 FW F-16 aircraft due to the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) directive to disestablish the 27 FW. 

5.2 Noise 

5.2.1 Definition of Resource 

The ROI for military training airspace are the respective airspace units.  A general discussion of 
noise metrics is provided in Section 3.2 and a more thorough explanation is provided in 
Appendix F. 
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In this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), sound levels are presented for noise generated by 
military aircraft, as well as munitions on Melrose AFR (refer to Section 4.2).  Those are not the 
only noise sources; there is an existing ambient sound environment as well.  Aircraft noise must 
be compared with existing noise as well as evaluated on an absolute basis.  The sound levels in 
the affected area have not been measured, but they would be comparable to sound levels in 
other lightly populated areas in the Western United States (U.S.).  Table 5.2-1 lists sound levels 
that have been measured in those kinds of areas.  The table notes the sources of the data and the 
metric reported.  When predicted aircraft noise levels fall in the lower ranges of the levels in 
Table 5.2-1, they are estimates of noise levels rather than quantitative measurements due to 
instrument accuracy at very low ambient conditions.  Based on the sound levels and types of 
areas summarized in Table 5.2-1, ambient sound levels in the ROI (outside of population 
centers) would be expected to be in the range of 25 to 36 decibels (dB). 

Table 5.2-1.  Sound Levels in Lightly Populated Areas 

Location 
Sound Level Range, 

dB Reference 
North Rim, Grand Canyon 16-311 U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) 1971 
Farm in Valley 35-441 USEPA 1971 
Small Town Residential Cul-de-Sac 40-501 USEPA 1971 
Grand Canyon 22-352 Miller et al. 2003 
Idaho, sagebrush country 25-363 Fidell et al. 2003 
Central and Eastern Colorado 28-444 Air National Guard 1996 
Notes: 1. L90 to L10 (L90 and L10 are the sound level exceeded 90 percent and 10 percent of the time) 
 2. L50, range over eighteen sites (L50 is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time) 
 3. Leq, range over eight sites (Leq is the equivalent sound level) 
 4. L90, range over 17 sites 

5.2.2 Existing Conditions 

Base-assigned aircraft from Cannon AFB currently account for approximately 76 percent of 
aircraft activities in the MOAs and are estimated to be a comparable percentage of the activities 
in the MTRs.  Table 5.2-2 presents the average operational parameters reflected in the noise 
modeling effort for current aircraft.  The altitude bands are based on the assumption that the 
upper and lower boundaries of an airspace encompass the range of altitudes expected to be 
flown by training aircraft.  Baseline noise levels calculated for potentially affected airspace are 
presented in Table 5.2-3. 
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Table 5.2-2.  Existing Typical Aircraft Operating Parameters  
in Airspace Scheduled by the 27 FW 

PERCENTAGE OF TIME AT ALTITUDES 

Airspace 
Time in Airspace 

(minutes) 

100-500 
feet 

AGL 
500-1,000 
feet AGL 

1,000-5,000 
feet AGL 

5,000+ feet 
AGL 

Taiban MOA1  30 0 20 65 15 
Pecos MOA1 37.8 0 20 30 50 
Mt. Dora MOA 30 0 0 45 55 
Bronco MOA 42 0 0 0 100 
MTRs2 -- 0 90 10 0 
Notes: 1. Taiban and Pecos MOAs are adjacent to and support operations in R-5104A/5105. 

  2. Time in airspace is not a parameter used in modeling noise for MTRs.  The altitude bands are the 
  same for all MTRs. 

Table 5.2-3.  Baseline Noise Levels for Airspace Units  
Proposed for AFSOC Use 

ANNUAL 
SORTIE-OPERATIONS 

Airspace Day1 Night1 
Noise Levels 
(Ldnmr in dB)2 

Taiban MOA3 2,949 902 47 
Pecos MOA 2,608 869 36 
Mt. Dora MOA 737 10 <30 
Bronco MOA 927 273 <30 
IR-107 13 0 <30 
IR-109 72 0 <30 - 31 
IR-111 24 1 <30 - 36 
IR-113 45 0 <30 
VR-100/125 451 0 <30 - 38 
VR-108 80 0 30 
VR-114 473 0 <30 - 33 
Notes:  1. Day is defined as 7:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m.  Night is 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
 2. Values under centerline of highest use MTR segment. 
 3. Taiban and Pecos MOAs are adjacent to and support operations in R-5104A/5105. 

 

5.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

5.2.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

Table 5.2-4 presents the proposed aircraft operating parameters for AFSOC aircraft. 
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Table 5.2-4.  Proposed Typical Operating Parameters 
in Airspace Scheduled by AFSOC 

PERCENT OF TIME AT ALTITUDE (AGL) 
Airspace 100-500 500-1,000 1,000-5,000 5,000+ 

Taiban MOA 0 40 40 20 
Pecos MOA 0 40 40 20 
Mt. Dora MOA 0 0 80 20 
Bronco MOA 0 0 0 100 
MTRs 64 16 15 5 

A comparison of Tables 5.2-2 and 5.2-4 demonstrates that in MOAs, the AFSOC training aircraft 
will fly a greater percent of time at lower altitudes than do the F-16s.  Comparing Tables 5.2-3 
and 5.2-5 demonstrates that the total number of MTR missions are proposed to increase 
substantially from baseline conditions. 

Table 5.2-5.  Projected Noise Levels for Airspace 
Units Intended for AFSOC Use 

ANNUAL SORTIE-OPERATIONS 
Airspace Day Night1 

Noise Levels 
(Ldnmr in dB)2 

Taiban MOA3 5,163 2,450 55 
Pecos MOA 4,354 2,219 45 
Mt. Dora MOA 2,084 941 36 
Bronco MOA 826 449 <30 
IR-107 775 511 44 
IR-109 788 511 48 
IR-111 780 510 47 
IR-113 145 80 40 
VR-100/125 1,736 1,102 49 
VR-108 884 551 46 
VR-114 866 551 41 
Notes:  1. Environmental night is between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
 2. Value when centerline of highest use MTR segment. 
 3. Taiban and Pecos MOAs are adjacent to and support operations in R-5104A/5105. 

Onset Rate-Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldnmr) from military aircraft has been 
computed for each airspace unit, and is presented in Table 5.2-5 for the Proposed Training.  The 
sound levels shown are those associated with each area under the airspace.  Noise levels for the 
proposed training fall into three categories: 

• High-altitude airspace, where operations are at high altitude (above 10,000 feet MSL) 
and noise levels are very low. 
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• Low-altitude MOAs where the floor is as low as 500 feet AGL.  Noise levels would be 
greater than existing in the Taiban, Pecos, and Mt. Dora MOAs. 

• MTRs where a variety of aircraft travel along a corridor of varying widths. 

Table 5.2-5 also presents the extent of AFSOC night sortie-operations and a comparison with Table 
5.2-3 demonstrates that there will be an increase in annual night flights on the MTRs from 0, in most 
cases, to values ranging from over 500 to slightly over 1,100 per year.  Assuming a representative 
year of 220 flying days and 40 percent during environmental night would produce a daily average 
of two C-130 or CV-22 overflights between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. along the MTRs.  Along VR-100/125, 
there would be an average of four overflights per environmental night. 

AFSOC aircrews would operate between 100 feet and 1,000 feet AGL, and usually 250 feet AGL 
and above, along most of an MTR.  The terrain-following training missions may take the 
aircrew to an altitude of between 100 and 250 feet AGL when the path crosses a high point of a 
mountainous ridge, but would only be at this altitude for a few minutes.  These training flights 
are intended to simulate real world conditions, and, as such, the flight paths to the actual 
training location will avoid populated areas.  It is also normal operating policy to plan routes 
that are aligned so that disturbance to persons, property, and wildlife on the ground are 
minimized.  The number of training flights along the MTRs would result in noticeable increases 
in noise levels along all MTRs.     

Changes in noise levels on the MTRs associated with the increased day and night use would be 
noticed.  Although the comparatively quieter turboprop AFSOC aircraft will not create the same 
SEL noise levels as the F-16s, the relative frequency of night overflights would be expected to 
increase annoyance to people residing under the airspace. 

The MTRs are typically 15 to 20 miles wide and a training aircraft could be flying anywhere 
along the width of the route.  Table 5.2-5 demonstrates that some segments of some routes, such 
as the amount of VR-100/125 training activity and where IR-109 and IR-111 overlap, there will 
be an increase from ambient conditions of Ldnmr <30 to 36 dB to noise levels around 40 to 49 dB.  
Although these noise levels are not at sustained levels that could damage human health (see 
Appendix F), the noise levels could result in annoyance and noise complaints from residents 
under the MTRs. 

The MTRs are configured to avoid populated areas as well as airports and ground obstructions, 
by established distances (8 miles), per FAA and U.S. Air Force (Air Force) regulations.  Several 
of the MTRs are over portions of National Forests, National Grasslands, Wilderness Study 
Areas, National Monuments, Indian Reservations, and military reservations.  The National 
Forest and Grassland areas offer a variety of recreational activities, including camping, hiking, 
biking, off-road vehicle areas, and fishing.  In addition, the State of New Mexico has established 
special management areas such as parks and other natural areas.  Table 5.2-6 presents special 
land management areas under Cannon AFB scheduled MOAs and MTRs.  AFSOC would 
review special land use areas under each MTR.  All national forests, national monuments, and 
state parks would be avoided by 2,000 feet.  AFSOC will coordinate with the National Forests 
and Grasslands to ensure any possible future complaints are addressed and identified for 
altitude avoidance. 
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Table 5.2-6.  Special Use Land Management Areas under 
Cannon Scheduled MOAs and MTRs  

(Page 1 of 2) 

Airspace Land Use Area Type Acreage 

Fort Sumner State Park 119 Pecos MOA 
Sumner Lake State Park 665 
Capulin Volcano National Monument 840 
Chicosa Lake State Park 475 
Clayton Lake State Park 471 
Kiowa National Grassland 305,420 

Mt. Dora MOA 

Rita Blanca National Grassland 29,250 
Bronco MOA Muleshoe National Wildlife Refuge 5,415 

Capulin Volcano National Monument 840 
Chicosa Lake State Park 115 
Comanche National Grassland 5,230 
Conchas Lake State Park 1,255 
Kiowa National Grassland 165,280 

IR-107 

Melrose AFR Military Reservation 22,000 
Carson National Forest 204,015 
Chamas River Canyon National Forest 

Wilderness 
26,105 

Cimarron Canyon State Park 33,000 
Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation 64,600 
Rio Chama Wild and Scenic River 

Wilderness Study Area 
13,260 

3,425 
Rio Grande Wild and Scenic River 6,375 
Sabinoso Wilderness Study Area 12,275 
San Pedro Parks National Forest 

Wilderness  
3,335 

Santa Fe National Forest 88,515 
Sumner Lake State Park 410 
Taos Indian Reservation 8,000 

IR-109 

Wheeler Peak National Forest 
Wilderness 

345 
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Table 5.2-6.  Special Use Land Management Areas under 
Cannon Scheduled MOAs and MTRs  

(Page 2 of 2) 

Airspace Land Use Area Type Acreage 
Carson National Forest 137,175 
Melrose AFR Military Reservation 22,000 
Pecos National Forest 

Wilderness 
93,315 

Sabinoso Wilderness Study Area 3,745 
Santa Fe National Forest 192,540 
Sumner Lake State Park 7,575 

IR-111 

Villanueva State Park 1,655 
Capitan Mountains National Forest 

Wilderness 
12,010 

Cibola National Forest 29,960 
Lincoln National Forest 104,610 
Little Black Peak Carrizozo Wilderness Study Area 21,905 
Melrose AFR Military Reservation 22,000 
Salinas Pueblo Missions National Monument 750 
Sumner Lake State Park 8,430 
Valley of Fires State Park 550 

IR-113 

White Sands Missile Range Military Reservation 4,650 
Capitan Mountains National Forest 

Wilderness 
25,038 

Cibola National Forest 17,940 
Lincoln National Forest 109,770 
Salinas Pueblo Missions National Monument 750 

VR-100/125 

Sumner Lake State Park 11,835 
Chicosa Lake State Park 470 
Conchas Lake State Park 1,545 

VR-108 

Kiowa National Grassland 134,320 
VR-114 Conchas Lake State Park 1,545 
Source: Air Force 1995. 
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LZ, DZ, and water training locations would be subjected to increased noise from C-130, CV-22, 
other aircraft, or personnel activities.  LZ and DZ locations would be identified to avoid, to the 
extent possible, noise impacts upon local residents.  Recreationalists at lake locations may be 
annoyed by training activities. 

Agreements for low-altitude and water activity would be 
needed with managing agencies.  Scheduling the four or five 
monthly training activities to avoid high-use holiday and 
other recreation periods could reduce the number of affected 
persons, but would still have the potential to annoy some lake 
residents and recreationalists. 

5.2.3.2 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to 
Cannon AFB although AFSOC would maintain and operate 
the properties.  Thus, no AFSOC training would occur at Melrose AFR and AFSOC aircraft 
would not avail themselves of the military training airspace at this time.  The noise environment 
for military training noise levels would be lower than that described in Section 5.2.1 after the 27 
FW is disestablished. 

5.3 Safety 

5.3.1  Definition of Resource 

This section addresses flight and explosive safety associated with operations conducted in the 
airspace managed by Cannon AFB.  These operations include activities and training conducted 
in regional military airspace.  Flight safety considers aircraft flight risks and explosive safety 
discusses the management and use of ordnance or munitions associated with airbase operations 
and training activities conducted in various elements of training airspace.   

5.3.2 Existing Conditions 

Flight Safety. Air Force flight operations are conducted according to specific procedures 
contained in various Air Force Instructions (AFIs).  Among them the AFI-11 series addresses 
general flight rules, aircrew training, as well as aircraft specific operational requirements.  These 
instructions establish the framework for safe operation of Air Force aircraft. 

It is impossible to predict the precise location of an aircraft accident, should one occur.  Major 
considerations in any accident are loss of life and damage to property.  The aircrew’s ability to 
exit from a malfunctioning aircraft is dependent on the type of malfunction encountered.  The 
probability of an aircraft crashing into a populated area is extremely low, but it cannot be totally 
discounted.  Several factors are relevant in the ROI:  the immediate surrounding areas have 
relatively low population densities; pilots are instructed to avoid direct overflight of population 
centers at very low altitudes; and, finally, the limited amount of time the aircraft is over any 
specific geographic area limits the probability that impact of a disabled aircraft in a populated 
area would occur. 

Secondary effects of an aircraft crash include the potential for fire or environmental contamination.  
First responders to a crash may suffer from trauma as a result of crash results.  Again, because the 
extent of these secondary effects is situationally dependent, they are difficult to quantify.  The 
terrain overflown in the ROI is diverse.  For example, should a mishap occur in highly vegetated 

 
The National Grasslands are a 
protected habitat in northern 
New Mexico. 
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areas during a hot, dry summer, such a mishap would have a higher risk of extensive fires than 
would a mishap in more barren and rocky areas during the winter.  When an aircraft crashes, it may 
release hydrocarbons.  Those petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POLs) not consumed in a fire could 
contaminate soil and water.  The potential for contamination is dependent on several factors.  For 
example, the porosity of the surface soils will determine how rapidly contaminants are absorbed, 
while the specific geologic structure in the region will determine the extent and direction of the 
contamination plume.  The locations and characteristics of surface and groundwater in the area will 
also affect the extent of contamination to those resources. 

Based on historical data on mishaps at all installations, and under all conditions of flight, the 
military services calculate Class A mishap rates per 100,000 flying hours for each type of aircraft 
in the inventory.  These mishap rates do not consider combat losses due to enemy action.  Class 
A mishap rates and a discussion of Class A mishaps are presented in Section 3.3.2.2. 

Wildlife Strike Hazard.  Almost 55 percent of bird-aircraft strikes occur during low-altitude 
flight training (Air Force Safety Center 2002).  Migratory waterfowl (e.g., ducks, geese, and 
swans) are the most hazardous birds to low-flying aircraft because of their size and their 
propensity for migrating in large flocks at a variety of elevations and times of day.  Waterfowl 
vary considerably in size from 1 to 20 pounds.  There are two normal migratory seasons, fall 
and spring.  Waterfowl are usually only a hazard during migratory seasons.  These birds 
typically migrate at night and are in their highest concentrations one hour before and after 
sunset.  They generally fly between 1,500 to 3,000 feet AGL during the fall migration and from 
1,000 to 3,000 feet AGL during the spring migration.   

Along with waterfowl, raptors, shorebirds, gulls, herons, songbirds, and other birds also pose a 
hazard.  In considering severity, the results of bird-aircraft strikes in restricted areas show that 
strikes involving raptors result in the majority of Class A and Class B mishaps related to bird-
aircraft strikes.  Raptors of greatest concern in the airspace are vultures and red-tailed hawks.  
Peak migration periods for raptors, especially eagles, are from October to mid-December and 
from mid-January to the beginning of March.  In general, flights above 1,500 feet AGL would be 
above most migrating and wintering raptors. 

Songbirds are small birds, usually less than one pound.  During nocturnal migration periods, 
they navigate along major rivers, typically between 500 to 3,000 feet AGL.  The potential for 
bird-aircraft strikes is greatest in areas used as migration corridors (flyways) or where birds 
congregate for foraging or resting (e.g., open water bodies, rivers, and wetlands). 

While any bird-aircraft strike has the potential to be serious, many result in little or no damage 
to the aircraft, and only a minute portion result in a Class A mishap.  During the years 1985 to 
2001, the Air Force Bird-Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Team documented 48,522 bird strikes 
worldwide.  Of these, 20 resulted in Class A mishaps where the aircraft was destroyed.  These 
occurrences constituted approximately 0.04 percent of all reported bird-aircraft strikes (Air 
Force Safety Center 2002).  There would be no significant adverse effect of wildlife strikes on 
any population of resident or migratory birds. 

Explosive Safety.  Chaff and defensive flares are managed as ordnance; no other ordnance 
would be expended within the airspace.  Chaff and flares are authorized for use in designated 
airspace.  Use is governed by detailed operating procedures to ensure safety.   

Chaff, which is ejected from an aircraft to reflect radar signals, is small fibers of aluminum-coated 
silica packed into approximately 4-ounce bundles.  When ejected, chaff forms a brief electronic 
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“cloud” that temporarily masks the aircraft from radar detection.  Although the chaff may be ejected 
from the aircraft using a small pyrotechnic charge, the chaff itself is not explosive (Air Force 1997b).  
During Fiscal Year (FY) 2005, 27 FW aircrews expended 44,728 bundles of chaff.  Two 1-inch by 1-
inch plastic or nylon pieces and one 1-inch by 1-inch felt piece fall to the ground with each released 
chaff bundle.  Appendix A provides an expanded discussion of chaff. 

Defensive training flares consist of small pellets of highly flammable material that burn rapidly at 
extremely high temperatures.  Their purpose is to provide a heat source other than the aircraft’s 
engine exhaust to mislead heat-sensitive or heat-seeking targeting systems and decoy them away 
from the aircraft.  The flare, essentially a pellet of magnesium, ignites upon ejection from the aircraft 
and burns completely within approximately 3.5 to 5 seconds, or approximately 400 feet from its 
release point (Air Force 1997b).  During FY 2005, 27 FW aircrews expended 32,229 flares. 

The existing use of flares as defensive countermeasures results in small plastic, nylon, and 
aluminum-coated mylar pieces falling to the ground.  As discussed in Appendix B, Characteristics 
of Flares, flare residual materials are generally light with a high surface-to-weight ratio.  This results 
in essentially no likelihood of a flare end cap, piston, or wrapper causing injury in the highly 
unlikely event residual material from a flare struck a person or an animal.   

During the scoping and public comment periods, concerns were expressed that a flare has the 
potential to start a fire if a flare were still burning when it hit the ground.  As described in 
Chapter 2.0, flares burn out in approximately 400 feet.  Flare use in MOAs is currently 
authorized above 2,000 feet AGL under conditions not designated at, or above, high fire risk.   

Use of training flares where approved within Cannon AFB-managed airspace would continue 
to be incorporated by AC/MC-130 and CV-22 aircraft with the following management 
practices: 

• The minimum altitude for flare release in SUA will continue to be 2,000 feet AGL (flares 
burn out after falling approximately 400 feet). 

• When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire conditions or above, 
the minimum altitude for flare release would be raised to 5,000 feet AGL. 

• Cooperation with local agencies for mutual aid response to fires will continue. 

Cannon AFB now has seven mutual aid agreements with nearby fire departments including one 
recently entered into with the Floyd Fire Department.  These measures substantially reduce any 
risk of a fire from training with defensive flares.   

Wake Vortices.  During the scoping and public comment periods, participants asked if there 
would be the potential for structural damage from wake vortices.  As a plane flies, the trail of 
disturbed air that follows the aircraft as it passes through the atmosphere is called a wake that is 
bounded by circular flow shed from the wing tips, called tip vortices.  An aircraft wake is 
similar in concept to the wake of a boat.  As with boats, larger aircraft (boats) which are close to 
the ground (shore) produce a greater potential for a wake effect on the ground (shoreline).  
Wake vortices from aircraft in flight descend from their initial altitude with time.  For aircraft 
flying at low levels, this produces the potential for vortices descending close enough to the 
ground to impact ground structures.  Vortex strength decreases with time and the vortices will 
not descend below a minimum height above the ground, nominally equal to 40 percent of the 
generating aircraft’s wingspan.  Many factors contribute the vortex strength and rate of decay.  
These factors include aircraft weight, airspeed, wingspan, load factor, and atmospheric 
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turbulence levels. For example, the strength of a vortex increases with wing load factor (the 
gravity or g number), but the increasing load factor causes a vortex to descend at a higher rate; 
thereby having a smaller residency time to impact anything on the ground.  

Existing F-16 aircraft are small and do not produce wake vortex effects on the ground which 
could cause damage.  Current and projected transient users of Cannon AFB airspace can include 
larger aircraft.  Under normal flight conditions and all but rare atmospheric conditions, wake 
vortices from transient B-52 or B-1B low altitude flights fail to generate sufficient velocities to 
damage structure and vehicles or to pose a hazard to people or animals on the surface.  Under 
infrequent circumstances, such as unusual aircraft maneuvers, damage could occur (Jurkovich 
and Skujins 2006).  

There have not been documented reports of wake vortex damage during the infrequent training 
by larger aircraft in the Cannon AFB-scheduled airspace.  Should there be validated damage 
claims, the Air Force has established procedures for such claims that begin by contacting 
Cannon AFB Public Affairs Office.  

5.3.3 Environmental Consequences 
5.3.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

Aircraft using the IR and VR routes slated for use under this proposal are subject to potential 
bird strikes, especially during the peak migratory season from October to mid-December and 
from mid-January to the beginning of March.  In order to avoid potential risks for bird strikes 
within the airspace, AFSOC mission planners have the ability to access near real-time data to 
minimize the potential for bird strikes.  

The U.S. Avian Hazard Advisory System (AHAS), http://www.usahas.com, is a valuable tool 
in assessing the near real-time potential for bird strike risk for the continental U.S.  The 
associated website provides simple-to-use pages to access bird strike risk for published IR, VR, 
and Slow Route (SR) routes, Ranges, MOAs, and Military Airfields.  AHAS was created to 
provide Air Force pilots and flight scheduler/planners with a near real-time tool for making 
informed decisions when selecting flight routes.  It was created in an effort to protect human 
lives and equipment during air operations throughout the continental U.S.  It also benefits 
migrating birds.  Utilization of this tool will aid AFSOC mission planners in avoiding routes 
with severe risk of bird strikes.   

Aircraft safety and bird-aircraft strike risks could be increased from existing 27 FW experience due 
to the proposed lower altitude flights of the AFSOC aircraft.  AFSOC training coincides with bird 
migration altitudes; the after-dark training occurs when some species migrate; and water training, 
occurs where migratory species congregate.  Although the total number of BASH incidents is not 
expected to be great and would not approach a measurable effect on bird populations, the number 
is expected to increase from that of 27 FW safety experience.   

All safety actions that are in place for existing F-16 training will continue to be in place for C-130, 
CV-22, and other aircraft training.  These actions include provisions for life flight priority use and 
altitude restrictions on flare use.  Aircraft safety within the training airspace could be enhanced by 
the improved radars and situational awareness provided by redundant flight safety systems or 
AFSOC aircraft.  The C-130 and CV-22 have both a pilot and co-pilot and fly at speeds that support 
see-and-avoid procedures during daylight (and night) operations. 
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Chaff and flares would not be used in the Mt. Dora or Bronco MOAs.  Chaff and flare use would 
decrease in the Pecos North, Pecos South, and Taiban MOAs as compared to FY 2005 levels (see 
Table 2.2-3).  No safety consequences from continued chaff and flare use are anticipated. 

A public comment on the Draft EIS questioned the potential for damage from wake vortices, 
especially to windmills under the airspace which provide water to stock.  A potentially 
damaged windmill could stop pumping water and may not be discovered immediately. This 
could affect range cattle and other animals dependent upon the water source.  

A C-130 in level flight at 210 knots, 150,000 pounds of weight, and 250 feet AGL could produce 
a maximum wake vortex velocity of about 38 miles per hour at about 100 feet AGL within 60 
seconds.  Windmills are typically capable of handling wind loads substantially in excess of this 
speed.  This indicates that there would be minimal potential impact on ground structures for 
any C-130s in level flight at or above 250 feet AGL.  

A CV-22 at 250 feet AGL, based on its smaller wingspan, could result in wake vortices 
descending faster and obtaining a lower minimum height above the ground as compared to the 
C-130.  Theoretically, CV-22 vortices could reach their minimum height of approximately 20 feet 
AGL within 45 seconds.  However, the unique configuration of the CV-22, with the propellers 
located at the wind tips, will affect the wake vortices.  The prop wash, which rotates in a 
direction counter to the wake vortex circulation, coupled with the turboprop engine exhaust, 
will serve to make the wake vortices weaker and decay faster than those shed by a “clean” 
wing.  The CV-22 vortex breakdown is projected to occur after 15 seconds and is projected to 
dissipate at about 175 feet AGL.  This indicates that there would be little or no potential impact 
on ground structures for any CV-22 in level flight at or above 250 feet AGL.  

The C-130 and the CV-22 could be as low as 100 feet AGL for short periods and could pull up or 
maneuver with the potential of creating a 1.1g turn for the C-130 or a 1.25g turn for the CV-22. 
An analysis of a C-130 1.1g case from 100 feet AGL produces maximum predicted vortices of 51 
miles per hour (mph) at 50 feet AGL.  An analysis of a CV-22 1.25g case from 100 feet AGL 
could theoretically produce a vortex maximum velocity on the order of 80 mph at 
approximately 24 feet AGL just prior to breakup.  As noted, this is a very conservative CV-22 
maximum velocity.  This unlikely, but possible, velocity is expected to be reduced by the 
propeller wash and turboprop exhaust in the wing tip region, both of which counter the wake 
vortex strength, and thus velocity.  Neither the C-130 nor the CV-22 is expected to fly for long 
periods at 100 feet AGL.  In most cases, this would be expected to occur when the aircraft 
crosses a higher topographic feature.  Stock windmills are typically located in lower 
topographic areas where the groundwater is closer to the surface.  

There is little or no potential for structural damage to windmills from level flight of either 
aircraft, and there is very low potential for a maneuvering aircraft at 100 feet to create the wind 
vortex level at exactly the point where a windmill is located.  Continued and projected transient 
users of Cannon AFB scheduled airspace also include larger aircraft.  Under normal flight 
conditions and all but rare atmospheric conditions, wake vortices from low altitude flights fail 
to generate sufficient velocities to damage structure and vehicles or to pose a hazard to people 
or animals on the surface.  Under infrequent circumstances, such as unusual aircraft maneuvers, 
damage could occur (Jurkovich and Skujins 2007).  The Air Force has established procedures for 
damage claims that begin by contacting Cannon AFB Public Affairs Office.  
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5.3.3.2 No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  Cannon AFB-based AFSOC aircraft would 
therefore not avail themselves of the military training airspace.  Safety for military training 
would be better than that described in Section 5.2.1 due to the disestablishment of the 27 FW. 

5.4 Air Quality 
This section discusses air quality considerations and conditions in the areas encompassed by the 
Mt. Dora and Pecos MOAs (the Taiban MOA was included in the discussion of the Melrose 
AFR) and associated MTRs within eastern New Mexico scheduled by Cannon AFB.  The Mt. 
Dora and Pecos MOAs include (1) all or portions of Chaves, Lincoln, De Baca, Guadalupe, 
Mora, Harding, Union, and Colfax counties in the State of New Mexico, and (2) small portions 
of Las Animas County in Colorado, and Dallam County in Texas.  While portions of the project 
MOAs and MTRs cross state lines, almost all of these areas and project air quality impacts 
would occur within the State of New Mexico.  While the Bronco MOA overlies counties in 
Texas, no portion of the MOA extends below 3,000 feet AGL.  Emissions released above 3,000 
feet are effectively blocked from mixing with the near-surface airshed because of temperature 
inversions.  Therefore, this section only considers conditions within New Mexico. 

5.4.1  Definition of Resource 
The definition of the MOAs and associated MTR air quality regulations are identical to those 
presented in Section 3.4.1. 

5.4.2 Existing Conditions 
Climate.  The general climate for Eastern New Mexico is arid or semi-arid, with light 
precipitation, abundant sunshine, low relative humidity, and relatively large annual and 
diurnal temperature ranges (Western Regional Climate Center [WRCC] 2006a).   

Winds in the region tend to be moderate in strength and persistent.  There is a peak in wind 
speeds in the spring (WRCC 2006b).  Winds are predominantly from the west in the fall through 
spring, and then switch to a more southerly direction during the summer and early fall months 
(WRCC 2006c).  Wind speeds and direction can vary greatly in different areas within the region 
due to the local topography.  The presence of air mass frontal passages and severe storms can 
also have a drastic effect on wind speeds and directions over short periods of time. 

Temperatures in the region are greatly dependent upon several factors, with perhaps the greatest 
being elevation.  Lower-elevation areas in the south have annual average temperatures in the lower 
60s (degrees Fahrenheit [°F]), while the higher mountains and valleys in the north can have annual 
average temperatures closer to 40°F.  These differences display the extremes, but with the exception 
of higher elevation sites, the region generally experiences cool winters and much warmer summers.  
Average lows in the winter are in the 20s (°F) and highs are in the 50s (°F).  Average lows in the 
summer are in the lower 60s (°F) and highs are in the lower 90s (°F).  Since skies are generally clear 
and humidities low, diurnal temperature ranges can often be rather large (WRCC 2006a). 

Precipitation is generally light and infrequent in the winter months, and usually falls from 
weather fronts originating in the Pacific Ocean.  The bulk of the precipitation is usually sapped 
from these storms during their trek over the states to the west of New Mexico, leading to only 
sporadic light precipitation by the time the front reaches the region.  The summer months tend 
to be the greatest contributor to annual precipitation totals.  During that time, moisture from the 
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Gulf of Mexico is often drawn up into the region forming scattered but strong thunderstorms.  
Any one location may experience the effects of these storms quite infrequently, but due to their 
strength, heavy amounts of rain may fall during that brief time (WRCC 2006a). 

Snowfall is not uncommon in the region during the winter months.  In fact, the bulk of winter 
precipitation in the mountainous areas comes in the form of snow.  The lower elevation areas 
may occasionally experience light snowfall as well.  Annual average extremes range from 3 
inches in the southern and eastern desert areas to over 100 inches in the northern mountains 
(WRCC 2006a). 

Regional Air Quality.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 81 delineate certain air quality control 
regions (AQCR) which were originally based upon population and topographic criteria closely 
approximating each air basin.  The potential influence of emissions on regional air quality 
would typically be confined to the air basin in which the emissions occur.  Due to the large area 
of activity, the ROI for this action would include five different AQCRs:  (1) Pecos-Permian Basin 
Intrastate AQCR (AQCR 155), (2) El Paso-Las Cruces-Alamogordo Interstate AQCR (153), (3) 
Northeastern Plains Intrastate AQCR (154), (4) Amarillo-Lubbock Intrastate AQCR (211), and 
(5) San Isabel AQCR. 

Attainment Status.  All of the areas included in the Mt. Dora and Pecos MOAs and associated 
MTRs are presently in attainment of all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I Areas.  Mandatory PSD Class I areas for 
the State of New Mexico are listed under 40 CFR 81.421.  The nearest PSD Class I areas are the 
Salt Creek Wilderness Area, located approximately 10 miles south of the Pecos MOA, and the 
Pecos Wilderness Area about 30 miles southwest of the Mt. Dora MOA.  IR-111 traverses 
through the Pecos Wilderness Area.  Aircraft attached to Cannon AFB flew 22 daytime sorties 
within IR-111 during the baseline year. 
Current Air Emissions.  Air emissions that occur within the Mt. Dora and Pecos MOAs and 
associated MTRs and used by aircraft based at Cannon AFB occur primarily from the 
combustion of fuel in aircraft engines.  Table 5.4-1 summarizes the estimated annual emissions 
produced within the different airspaces.  The aircraft emissions in Table 5.4-1 were calculated 
by comparing the current baseline sorties with the sorties reported in the 1998 Environmental 
Assessment for Proposed Force Structure Change and Foreign Military Sales Actions at Cannon AFB, 
New Mexico (Air Force 1998b).  The ratio of sorties for each region was then multiplied by the 
emissions reported in that document to estimate current baseline emissions.  Only aircraft 
emissions that occurred below 3,000 feet AGL are included in this analysis because this is the 
average height of the surface mixing layer.  Any emissions released above this level would not 
transport downward and affect ground-level air quality conditions. 
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Table 5.4-1.  Baseline Emissions for Training and Special Use Airspace 

ANNUAL EMISSIONS (TONS PER YEAR) 3 
AIRSPACE1,2 VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

MOAs 
Mt. Dora  0.15  0.92  15.36  0.46  0.31  0.30  
Pecos  0.66  5.74  107.21  3.24  1.25  1.24  

MTRs 
IR-107 0.02  0.19  1.30  0.05  0.01  0.01  
IR-109 0.13  0.55  12.58  0.33  0.16  0.16  
IR-111 0.02  0.08  1.97  0.06  0.02  0.02  
IR-113 0.00  0.20  4.40  0.20  0.00  0.00  
VR-100/125 0.43  3.15  75.10  2.04  0.84  0.83  
VR-108 0.03  0.21  4.55  0.13  0.06  0.06  
VR-114 0.12  0.97  26.20  0.72  0.25  0.25  
Notes: 1. Bronco MOA is not included since it does not extend below 3,000 feet AGL. 
 2. Taiban MOA was included in discussion of Melrose AFR. 
 3. Emissions from aircraft include all activities under 3,000 feet AGL.  Emissions where calculated 

  by using the 1998 Environmental Assessment for Proposed Force Structure Change and 
  Foreign Military Sales Actions at Cannon AFB, New Mexico, and multiplying emissions 
  reported in that document by the ratio of current baseline sorties to sorties reported in the   
  Environmental Assessment. 

5.4.3 Environmental Consequences 

Air pollutant emissions produced from the Proposed Training were quantitatively estimated, 
then compared to the criteria identified below to determine their significance.  Emission sources 
associated with the Proposed Training would include combustive emissions generated by 
operation of aircraft assigned to Cannon AFB.   

As previously discussed, Section 169A of the Clean Air Act (CAA) provides special protection 
to air quality within Federal Class I areas.  The nearest Class I areas to the project region are the 
(1) Salt Creek Wilderness Area, located approximately 10 miles south of the Pecos MOA and (2) 
Pecos Wilderness Area, about 30 miles southwest of the Mt. Dora MOA.  However, IR-111 
traverses through the Pecos Wilderness Area.  The project MOAs are far enough away from 
Class I areas such that the Proposed Training would produce less than significant air quality 
impacts to these areas.  However, this analysis provides a consideration of the impact of 
proposed aircraft emissions within IR-111 to air quality within the Pecos Wilderness Area. 

5.4.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

The Proposed Training would lead to an increase in the number of annual sorties in the Mt. 
Dora, Pecos, and Bronco MOAs and associated MTRs.  Alterations to emissions in the Bronco 
MOA were not considered because the MOA is entirely above the accepted atmospheric mixing 
level of 3,000 feet AGL; thus, any emissions generated at this altitude would minimally impact 
ground level air quality. 

Section 4.4.3 establishes a technique for determining changes in emissions due to different 
aircraft types and numbers of sorties.  This same technique also was used to estimate changes in 
emissions expected in the Mt. Dora and Pecos MOAs and associated MTRs.  Factors used to 
estimate project aircraft emissions were obtained from the Air Emissions Inventory Guidance 
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Document for Mobile Sources at Air Force Installations (Air Force Institute for Environment, Safety, 
and Occupational Health Risk Analysis 2003).   

Chaff and flare use in the Pecos MOA are not included in this analysis because the Proposed 
Training would decrease the use of these materials and their contribution to the overall 
emissions would be minimal. 

Table 5.4-2 summarizes the estimated change in annual aircraft emissions within MOAs and 
MTRs due to the Proposed Training.  These data show that the Proposed Training would increase 
criteria pollutant emissions from current levels within each airspace.  The increase in emissions 
from the Proposed Training within each MOA and all but three of the MTRs would not exceed 
any significance threshold.  However, emissions within IR-107, IR-109, and IR-111 would 
exceed the established significance threshold for nitrogen oxides (NOx) of 100 tons per year 
(TPY).  However, these routes are each several hundred miles in length and aircraft emissions 
would be dispersed along their entire lengths.  It is expected that these NOx emissions would 
not increase ambient ground level concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) at any location, 
such that they would contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS for NO2.  Thus, the Proposed 
Training would produce less than significant air quality impacts within and around the MOAs 
and MTRs utilized by aircraft stationed at Cannon AFB.  

Table 5.4-2.  Change in Emissions – MOAs and MTRs – Proposed Training 

TONS PER YEAR 
Location VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
MOAs  

Mt. Dora 6.68 5.22 35.58 5.10 8.10 8.03 
Pecos 8.45 6.09 2.76 8.84 9.34 9.26 

MTRs  
IR-107 20.39 33.41 111.97 16.54 6.27 6.21 
IR-109 20.27 12.24 131.77 13.50 14.75 14.61 
IR-111 15.28 8.33 107.12 11.01 9.39 9.31 
IR-113 0.00 1.71 16.51 3.26 0.00 0.00 
VR-100/125 10.30 8.50 63.24 11.63 11.97 11.86 
VR-108 4.60 4.30 44.37 4.89 4.93 4.88 
VR-114 2.34 1.95 13.20 3.23 2.89 2.86 
Significance Thresholds 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The proposed training would increase flights within IR-111 and through the Pecos Wilderness 
Area Class I area and therefore would impact air quality within this Class I area.  This action 
would increase flights within IR-111 from a current level of 22 to 1,291 sorties per year and 1,077 
of the flights would occur at night.  Aircraft would normally fly at 250 to 1,000 feet AGL with 30 
minute intervals below 250 feet AGL.  Air quality impacts of proposed air emission sources to 
Class I areas generally focus on (1) visibility impairment and (2) ground-level increases in 
pollutant concentrations.   
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Criteria used to evaluate air quality impacts in Class I areas generally pertain to stationary 
emission sources, such as those associated with the New Mexico Air Quality Bureau (NMAQB) 
Construction and PSD permitting processes (NMAQB Regulations 20 New Mexico 
Administrative Code [NMAC] 2.72 and 20NMAC2.74).  Criteria to evaluate impacts of mobile 
source emissions to Class I areas are not well defined.  Visibility impairment is defined as (1) a 
reduction in regional visual range and (2) atmospheric discoloration or plume blight.  This 
action would produce less then significant impacts to visibility within the Pecos Wilderness 
Area because (1) the proposed aircraft emissions would be transient in nature and (2) only 214 
flights would occur during daylight hours.  Hence, proposed aircraft emissions would be 
adequately dispersed to the point that they would not substantially impact visibility within the 
Pecos Wilderness Area.  

Approximately 6 percent of the length of IR-111 is within the Pecos Wilderness Area.  Review of 
Table 5.4-2 shows that 6 percent of the annual aircraft emissions estimated for IR-111 and that 
potentially would occur within the Pecos Wilderness Area include (1) 0.9 tons of volatile 
organic compound (VOC), (2) 0.5 tons of CO, (3) 6.4 tons of NOx, (4) 0.7 tons of SO2, and (5) 0.6 
tons of PM10.  Since most of these emissions would occur within 1,000 feet AGL, proposed 
aircraft operations within the Pecos Wilderness Area could appreciably increase ground-level 
concentrations of these pollutants and therefore could significantly impact air quality within 
this Class I Area.   

Impacts of proposed aircraft emissions to ground-level pollutant concentrations within the Pecos 
Wilderness Class I Area could be mitigated by flying above 2,000 feet AGL over the Pecos 
Wilderness Class I Area.  Adherence to this mitigation would adequately disperse proposed aircraft 
emissions and would produce inconsequential ground-level pollutant concentrations within this 
area.  Mitigated project aircraft emissions would produce less then significant air quality impacts 
within the Pecos Wilderness Class I Area.  

5.4.3.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, Cannon AFB would become an AFSOC installation but there 
would be no beddown of AFSOC assets and no Cannon AFB-based AFSOC training would 
occur within the Mt. Dora, Pecos, and Bronco MOAs and associated MTRs.  As a result, the No 
Action Alternative would produce less than significant air quality impacts within and around 
these airspaces. 

5.5 Physical Resources 

5.5.1  Definition of Resource 

This section discusses physical resources beneath airspace associated with the Proposed 
Training.  Because of the area captured by the ROI, discussion of physical resources takes a 
more regional perspective.  Soils and water resource discussion on the properties that would be 
most likely affected by activities planned under the Proposed Training. 

5.5.2  Existing Conditions 

The semi-arid climate of the region contributes to the development of thin topsoil with low 
organic content, underlain at relatively shallow depths by a leached clay-carbonate hardpan or 
“caliche.”  Caliche forms as calcium carbonate.  It is leached from overlying sediments and 
precipitates in the pore spaces of the host sediments.  Tightly cemented layers of caliche are 
present in several horizons in the natural soils and the Ogallala aquifer below (Air Force 1997a).  
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Surficial soils underlying the airspace can be generally characterized as sandy to silty loams, 
with considerable localized variation.  These soils in the region can be generally characterized as 
slightly alkaline to alkaline (pH of 7.4 to 8.4), though soil variations under the airspace also 
exhibit more neutral soil chemistry (pH of 6.6 to 7.5).  Soil 
in the region is moderately to well drained (U.S. 
Department of Agriculture [USDA] Soil Conservation 
Service [SCS] 1988). 

Much of Eastern New Mexico is underlain by 
approximately 200 to 400 feet of unconsolidated sediments 
deposited over sandstone known as the Triassic redbeds.  
This stratum forms the base of the Ogallala aquifer, which 
is developed within the overlying sediments.  The Ogallala 
Formation sediments were laid down as alluvial deposits 
composed of unconsolidated poorly sorted gravel, sand, 
silts, and clays (Air Force 1997a) 

Regional drainage consists of poorly developed ephemeral streams due to the low annual 
precipitation and high evaporation rates (Air Force 2003).  The most prominent surface water 
features in the ROI are the Pecos River, and Alamosa, Taiban, and Yeso creeks, all within the 
Upper Pecos watershed.  The Pecos River is designated as a warmwater or coldwater fishery 
(depending on the reach) by the New Mexico Environment Department and is also used to 
supply water for irrigation, municipal, and industrial uses. The river flows are governed by the 
Pecos River Compact, developed in 1948, which requires New Mexico to deliver water to Texas.  
Most of the surface water bodies in the ROI are intermittent streams and arroyos. 

The Permian Basin is a geologic syncline with thick layers of sedimentary rock, mainly Permian 
limestone, from which oil and gas has been produced since the 1920s.  The Permian Basin and 
oil and gas development occurs at the edges of the ROI in Roosevelt and Chaves counties 
(Scholle 2000).  Based on well data from 2003, almost 200 oil wells and 1,800 gas wells within the 
ROI occur in Chaves County, with approximately 25 percent located under the Pecos Low MOA 
(New Mexico Oil Conservation Division 2003).  These wells do not contain structures that are 
high off the ground.  There are no active wells under the existing airspace in the rest of the ROI.  

There are four Major Land Resources Areas (MLRAs) and eight Sub-resource Areas within the 
ROI.  Unless otherwise listed, the information used to describe each of these areas is drawn 
from Major Land Resource Areas and Subresource Areas, New Mexico (USDA SCS 1980) and Land 
Resource Regions and Major Land Resource Areas of the United States (USDA SCS 1981).   

The Southern Desertic Basins, Plains and Mountains MLRA covers much of the southernmost 
area of New Mexico from the Arizona border south of the Gila Mountains to the southeast 
corner of the state.  In general, the topography can be described as having broad desert basins 
and valleys bordered by gently to strongly sloping fans and terraces.  Low precipitation and 
scarce surface water bodies limit land uses.  The soils are predominantly well drained and 
medium textured. A small portion of Pecos MOA as well as VR-100/125 falls within the 
Southern Desertic Basins, Plains, and Mountains MLRA. 

The Pecos/Canadian Plains and Valleys MLRA falls between the Rocky Mountains on the 
northwest and the High Plains to the east.  In the ROI, it includes some isolated areas of 
escarpments and mountains (mostly outside the ROI) and the majority of the Western Great 

 
Escarpments along the Canadian 
River watershed in northeastern 
New Mexico underlie MTRs 
including IR-107 and VR-108. 
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Plains.  The main groundwater source, underlying portions of Guadalupe, Quay, and De Baca 
counties, is the Fort Sumner underground water basin.  The Yeso geologic formation, consisting 
of sandstone, siltstone, and gypsum, is the principal aquifer.  Groundwater recharge occurs 
mainly by infiltration of precipitation.  Most of the ROI falls within the Pecos/Canadian Plains 
and Valleys MLRA. 

The Southern High Plains MLRA is located in the eastern portion of New Mexico and into 
Texas.  It is underlain by nearly horizontal sedimentary rocks that have been covered by alluvial 
and aeolian deposits.  Playa lakes are scattered throughout the region.  The Ogallala Aquifer is 
the principal aquifer system in this part of the ROI.  It occurs chiefly in the Ogallala Formation, 
a mixture of clay, silt, sand, and gravel layers, often with thick gravel layers near the bottom 
and a caprock of caliche at the top, underlain by red beds (sandstones and sandy shales).  
Bronco MOA and large portions of Mt. Dora MOA fall within the Southern High Plains MLRA. 

A small portion of the Southern Rocky Mountains MLRA extends into New Mexico from 
Colorado in the North.  This MLRA is dominated by two north-south trending mountain 
ranges.  The southern limit of one of these ranges, the Sangre de Cristo Mountains, overlaps the 
periphery of the ROI.  Ranges are dissected by numerous steep stream valleys.  The headwaters 
of many of the major rivers of the High Plains are in this MLRA (outside the ROI).  Exposed 
rock is mostly Mesozoic and Paleozoic sedimentary.  Alluvial deposits from mountains extend 
strongly into the adjacent Southern High Plains MLRA.  The northwest margin of Mt. Dora 
MOA, as well as IR-109, intrude the Southern 
Rocky Mountains MLRA. 

The Pecos River, comprising the primary surface 
water feature in the Upper Pecos watershed, flows 
southerly under Pecos MOA within the ROI and is 
the dominant permanent surface water feature under 
the airspace.  Within the Upper Pecos watershed, 
there are a total of 2,460 river miles.  Under the 
airspace, there are numerous intermittent drainages 
including streams, draws, and arroyos that drain 
toward the Pecos River.  In total, these perennial 
drainages account for 242 river miles within the 
watershed (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
[USEPA] 2001).  The water quality of the upper Pecos River is characterized by the USEPA as being 
seriously impaired but with a low vulnerability to future degradation (USEPA 2001).  In addition to 
the traditional surface water resources of the area, there are numerous impoundments and open 
tanks for stock watering dispersed throughout the project area. 

Wetlands within the airspace ROI are summarized in Table 5.5-1.  Jurisdictional wetlands 
comprise less than 1 percent of the ROI and most are within the Pecos River Valley.  Wetlands 
and riparian areas, however, are critically important for many species of animals, particularly 
migratory birds.  Wetlands are discussed in Section 5.6.2 and are subject to federal regulation.   

 
Soils under most of the airspace are 
susceptible to wind and water erosion. 
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Table 5.5-1.  Wetlands within the Region of Influence 

Wetland Type Acres 
Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 1,990 
Palustrine & Riverine Unconsolidated Shore & Bottom 995 
Total Wetland Acreage 3,585 
Total Land Area 3,225,344 
Wetland Percent of Total Land Area 0.11 
Source:  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 1983. 

Bitter Lake National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), just south of the ROI along the Pecos River, is an 
example of the plant and animal diversity that is found in wetland and riparian areas.  At least 
357 species of birds have been observed on the refuge (Bitter Lake NWR 2004).  Approximately 
59 mammal species, 50 species of reptiles and amphibians, and 24 fish species have been 
recorded.   

Because of the relative lack of permanent surface water resources underneath much of the 
airspace, water supplies for irrigation, industrial, and domestic purposes are obtained 
exclusively from groundwater.  The principal regional aquifer for both potable and irrigation 
water is the lower portion of the Ogallala aquifer (Air Force 1997a).  The thickness of the aquifer 
ranges from zero, where the Ogallala Formation wedges out against older rocks, to as much as 
150 feet in parts of Curry County.  The groundwater flows generally in an east-to-southeast 
direction and the slope of the water table is a relatively flat 7 to 15 feet per mile.  The upper 50 
feet of sediments are composed of silty sand with zones cemented by caliche.  These caliche 
zones lower the permeability and amount of infiltration of surface water through the near-
surface sediments (Air Force 1995).   

Additional project elements associated with airspace under the Proposed Training include 
water training sites to be established at suitable lentic features within two hours driving 
distance from Cannon AFB.  These areas of interest, selection criteria, and their relationship to 
AFSOC training are discussed in Section 2.3.4.  Areas under consideration include Conchas 
Lake, Santa Rosa Lake, Sumner Lake, and Ute Lake.  

Conchas Lake, a reservoir located at the confluence of the Canadian and Conchas Rivers, was 
formed through the construction of an earthen and concrete dam 235 feet high and 1,250 feet 
long.  At capacity, the dam impounds a 25-mile long narrow reservoir with a surface area of 
9,600 acres.  The shoreline is highly irregular with numerous curves and coves.  Water surface 
elevation is 4,200 feet.  Exposed rock and underlying bedrock are composed of a group of 
sedimentary elements of Upper Triassic age.  Channel deposits are composed of Pleistocene 
glacial wash-out material from the Sangre de Cristo Mountains in Las Animas County, 
Colorado.  Lakeshores vary from steep, rocky and canyon like to level and sandy. 

Santa Rosa Lake lies in the Pecos River Valley in a region of artesian-spring lakes and pools.  
Santa Rosa Lake, in contrast, is a reservoir formed through the damming of the Pecos River 
seven miles north of the city of Santa Rosa.  The dam is a rock and concrete structure 212 feet 
high and 1,950 feet long.  At capacity, the dam impounds a 4-mile-long by 3-mile-wide reservoir 
with a surface area of 3,800 acres.  Several small islands disrupt the lake surface.  Regional 
irrigation demands result in highly variable water levels over the course of the watering season; 
Santa Rosa Lake is described as having no permanent pool.  Exposed rock is of Triassic age and 
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similar to that found at Conchas Lake.  Surface sands, silts and clays are Pecos River alluvium 
and presumed to have been deposited during the past two million years. 

Sumner Lake was formed through the construction of Alamogordo Dam.  The dam is an 
earthen (soil and rock) structure with a height of 134 feet at a length of 3,084 feet.  At capacity, 
the reservoir has a surface area of 4,500 acres at an elevation of 4,300 feet.  As with Santa Rosa 
Lake, Sumner Lake lies within the Pecos River Valley.  As well as Triassic sandstones, siltstones, 
and mudstones, some Permian material is exposed in bedrock at the site.  Surface sediments are 
similar to those found at Santa Rosa Lake and Typical of the upper Pecos River Valley. 

Ute Lake is the eastern most of the water training areas of interest.  It is a long, narrow, 
somewhat sinuous reservoir formed through the damming of the Canadian River near the town 
of Logan, New Mexico.  Ute dam is an earth-filled concrete structure with a height of 148 feet 
and a length of 2,050 feet.  At capacity, the dam creates a reservoir with a surface area of 8,200 
acres at an elevation of 3,900 feet.  Surface geology is similar to that described for Conchas Lake.   

5.5.3 Environmental Consequences 
5.5.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

Impacts to physical resources usually include actions that could disturb the earth.  LZ and DZ 
construction would occur to permitted or leased land in accordance with the best management 
practices.  Permits would be obtained as described in Section 2.3.4.  

Potential impacts to physical resources also include actions that could affect water resources.  
Because land-base ingress and egress during water training would only occur at developed sites 
such as established boat ramps or other recreation access, no increased erosion, sedimentation, 
or bank destabilization would occur.  Water training at reservoirs and lakes would increase the 
use of fuel and other materials that could potentially enter the water.  Fuel will be in closed 
containers, and boat or aircraft training would be conducted in such a way to prevent the 
introduction of foreign materials into the reservoirs.  

Under the Proposed Training, both chaff and flare use would decrease under the airspace 
except under the restricted area (Table 5.5-2).  Any potential for fires caused by flares would 
also decrease.  Because any effects from chaff and flares that could occur under the airspace 
would be less than existing conditions, no impact is expected to physical resources under the 
Proposed Training.  Refer to Section 4.5 for a discussion of chaff and flare impacts on physical 
resources under the Restricted Airspace.   

Table 5.5-2.  Current and Proposed Chaff and Flare Usage 

Airspace Current Chaff Proposed Chaff Current Flares 
Proposed 

Flares 
Mt. Dora MOA 0 0 0 0 
Pecos MOA 20,484 10,000 15,100 9,000 
Bronco MOA 0 0 0 0 
Taiban MOA 20,483 6,000 15,099 5,000 
Restricted (R-5104/5105) 3,762 18,000 2,031 10,000 
VR-100/125 3,888 2,000 0 0 
Totals 48,617 36,000 32,230 24,000 
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5.5.3.2 No Action Alternative 

The effects to physical resources under the No Action Alternative would be the same as current 
conditions.  Chaff and flare use in the existing Restricted Areas would continue.  No changes to 
physical resources would occur under this alternative. 

5.6 Biological Resources 
Biological resources are defined in Section 3.6.  This section will consider terrestrial habitats and 
species with special protection status residing beneath airspace associated with the Proposed 
Training. 

5.6.1 Definition of Resource 
Biological resources within the airspace (MOAs and MTRs) associated with the Proposed 
Training include those wild species that reside or may occur in some transient fashion and may 
be affected by project-related mission/training activities.  The definition includes both wildlife 
species and their habitats.  Because direct ground disturbance within airspace areas is not part 
of the Proposed Training, wetlands are not considered within the context of the Clean Water 
Act (CWA) and associated regulations.  The larger surface area encompassed by the airspace 
ROI lends itself to a landscape level approach to description and subsequent analysis. 

5.6.2 Existing Conditions 
The ROI lies largely within the Southwest Plateau and Plains Dry Steppe and Shrub Province, as 
described by Bailey (1995).  The Chihuahuan Semi-Desert Province is in the south, while western areas 
include the Arizona-New Mexico Mountains Semi-Desert – Open Woodland – Coniferous Forest – Alpine 
Meadow Province.  Within these ecoregions, following terminology in Dick-Peddie (1993), the 
dominant vegetation community in the ROI is Plains-Mesa Grassland.  Landscape level vegetation 
communities are described below. 

Plains-Mesa Grassland.  Plains-Mesa Grasslands are found between 4,000 and 7,500 feet MSL 
on plains, mesas, and low hills.  Three grassland types may be present:  tall grass, mixed, 
and/or short grass prairies.  Tall grass prairie is relatively rare and is largely limited to 
sandhills near Portales in Roosevelt County.  Blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis) and other grama 
grasses (Bouteloua spp.) dominate mixed and short grass prairie.  Other important grasses 
include buffalograss (Buchloe dactyloides), Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides), dropseed 
(Sporobolus spp.), galleta grass (Hilaria jamesii), and lovegrass (Eragrostis spp.).  Although shrubs 
have always been part of the Plains-Mesa Grassland, the shrub component has increased in 
recent decades due to livestock grazing and fire suppression (Bailey 1995).  Four-wing saltbush 
(Atriplex canescens), winterfat (Ceratoides lanata), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp.), and 
snakeweed (Gutierrezia spp.) are common shrubs.  Forbs, such as coneflowers (Ratibida spp.) and 
globemallows (Sphaeralcea spp.), and pricklypear cacti (Opuntia spp.) are also important in 
Plains-Mesa Grasslands. 

Typical mammals associated with Plains-Mesa Grassland are the pronghorn (Antilocapra 
americana), black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus), swift fox (Vulpes velox), and Plains 
pocket gopher (Geomys bursarius) (Brown 1994).  Domestic cattle, sheep, and horses are common 
grazers.  Representative birds include the lesser prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus pallidicinctus), 
long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), 
lark bunting (Calamospiza melanocorys), and western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta).  Additional 
grassland specialist species found in mixed grasslands include reptiles such as the six-lined 
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racerunner (Cnemidophorus sexlineatus), many-lined skink (Eumeces multivirgatus), Great Plains 
skink (Eumeces obsoletus), and Plains blackhead snake (Tantilla nigriceps), and mammals such as 
thirteen-lined ground squirrel (Spermophilis tridecemlineatus) and hispid pocket mouse 
(Chaetodipus hispidus) (Parmenter et al. 1994).   

Desert Grassland.  The lower elevation limit of Desert Grassland is around 3,600 feet MSL.  This 
community type has been impacted by grazing and drought.  In some areas, the native perennial 
bunchgrasses have been replaced by exotic annual grasses and low-growing sod grasses, such as 
Lehmann lovegrass (Eragrostis lehmanniana) and curly mesquite grass (Hilaria belangeri), respectively.  
Ecologically important grasses are black grama (Bouteloua eriopoda) and tobosa (Hilaria mutica).  
Black grama is found on gravelly upland sites, while tobosa is the dominant grass on heavier soils in 
lowlands and swales.  Other grasses include various grama grasses, red three-awn (Aristida 
longiseta), hairy tridens (Tridens pilosus), and buffalograss.  Lupines (Lupinus spp.), filarees (Erodium 
spp.), and buckwheats (Eriogonum spp.) are common forbs.  Cacti and succulent plants, such as 
agaves (Agave spp.), sotol (Dasylirion spp.), and yucca (Yucca spp.) are characteristic of Desert 
Grasslands.  Important shrubs include mesquite (Prosopis spp.), all-thorn (Koeberlinia spinosa), and 
catclaw acacia (Acacia greggii).  Tarbush (Flourensia cernua) and creosotebush (Larrea tridentate) have 
increased with disturbance and drought. 

Mammals common to the Desert Grassland are the black-
tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), spotted ground squirrel 
(Spermophilis spilosoma), various species of kangaroo rats 
(Dipodomys spp.) and woodrats (Neotoma spp.), badger 
(Taxidea taxus), and coyote (Canis latrans).  Birds include 
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), mourning dove 
(Zenaida macroura), roadrunner (Geococcyx californicus), ash-
throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), curve-billed 
thrasher (Toxostoma curvirostre), and Cassin’s sparrow 
(Aimophila cassinii).  Ornate box turtle (Terrapene ornate), 
western hognose snake (Heterodon nasicus), western 
hooknose snake (Gyalopion canum), and desert grassland 
whiptail (Cnemidophorus uniparens) are representative reptiles.    

Plains-Mesa Sand Scrub.  Although historically this community type was restricted to the extreme 
southern parts of New Mexico and along the Rio Grande River, it has expanded and encroached 
into Desert Grassland.  Its typical elevation range is 2,300 to 5,200 feet MSL.  Creosotebush, tarbush, 
and whitethorn (Acacia neovernicosa) are the dominant features of the Chihuahuan Desert.  
Numerous species of yuccas, agaves, sotols, and nolinas (Nolina spp.) are found in succulent-scrub 
upland areas, as are woody shrubs and low-growing cacti.  Succulent-scrub uplands grade into 
Desert Grassland where grassland species, such as grama grasses, can be found.  Lower elevation 
playas may also support Desert Grassland species.   

The Plains-Mesa Sand Scrub is perhaps best known for its diversity and abundance of reptiles.  
Lizards include the Texas banded gecko (Coleonyx brevis), greater earless lizard (Cophosaurus 
texanus), and several species of spiny lizards (Sceloporus spp.) and whiptails (Cnemidophorus spp.).  
Snakes include the western hooknose snake, whipsnakes (Masticophis spp.), and rattlesnakes 
(Crotalus spp.).  Typical mammals found in Plains-Mesa Sand Scrub are the desert pocket gopher 
(Geomys arenarius), southern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus), Texas antelope squirrel 
(Ammospermophilis interpres), and desert pocket mouse (Perognathus penicillatus).  Scaled quail 

 
The ornate box turtle is common to the 
Desert Grassland. 
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(Callipepla squamata), white-necked raven (Corvus cryptoleucus), cactus wren (Campylorhynchus 
brunneicapillus), and black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata) are representative birds.   

Juniper Savanna.  This community type is characterized by pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and 
one-seed juniper (Juniperus monosperma), together commonly called pinyon-juniper woodland.  
This woodland is found between 4,900 and 7,500 feet MSL, particularly on rocky mesas, 
plateaus, slopes, and ridges.  Understory vegetation includes grama grasses, galleta grass, 
Indian ricegrass, buckwheats, and lupines.  Woody shrubs include threadleaf groundsel (Senecio 
longilobus), snakeweed, fourwing saltbush, and cliffrose (Cowania mexicana).  Several species of 
hedgehog cacti (Echinocereus spp.), pricklypears, and chollas (Opuntia spp.) are also present.   

Pinyon-juniper specialist wildlife species are the pinyon mouse (Peromyscus truei), pinyon jay 
(Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus), gray flycatcher (Empidonax wrightii), and gray vireo (Vireo 
vicinator).  Pinyon-juniper woodlands are also important for wintering elk (Cervus elaphus) and 
mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) (Brown 1994).   

Although they comprise less than 1 percent of the airspace 
ROI, jurisdictional wetlands present a greater diversity and 
importance under the airspace than they do on Cannon 
AFB or Melrose AFR.  Most are within the Pecos River 
Valley.  In arid settings, as in other landscapes, wetlands 
and riparian areas are critically important for many species 
of animals, particularly migratory birds.  Typical wetland 
plants include cattail (Typha latifolia), bulrush (Scirpus 
acutus), rushes (Juncus spp.) and sedges (Carex spp.), often 
interspersed with willows (Salix spp.).  Native riparian 
areas are also imperiled due to increased water demands 
and invasion by the exotic shrubs saltcedar (Tamarix spp.) 
and Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia).  Plains 
cottonwood (Populus deltoides), peachleaf willow (Salix amygdaloides), and narrowleaf cottonwood 
(Populus angustifolia) dominate the riparian community along the larger river systems, such as the 
Pecos River.  Riparian scrublands, composed of several willow species, seepwillow (Baccharis 
salicifolia) and saltcedar, are found along floodplains and streams throughout.  At the higher 
elevations, riparian communities of streams and canyons can be characterized by narrowleaf 
cottonwood, maple (Acer spp.), box elder (Acer negundo), alders (Alnus spp.), willows, blue 
elderberry (Sambucus glauca), and red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea).   

Bitter Lake NWR, along the Pecos River, provides an example of the plant and animal diversity 
typical of wetland and riparian areas in Eastern New Mexico.  At least 357 species of birds have 
been observed on the refuge (Bitter Lake NWR 2004).  Approximately 59 mammal species, 50 
species of reptiles and amphibians, and 24 fish species have been recorded.   

The occurrence of listed, proposed, or designated candidates for federal protection as 
threatened or endangered species identified for the counties falling under MOAs and MTRs 
identified for use by the proposed project is summarized in Table 5.6-1. State status of these 
species is also given.  Note that this list is based on county by county information. If any part of 
a county lies under an airspace element that would be used by the project, species in the county 
are included in the table.  Therefore, it is likely that some of the species listed in Table 5.6-1 may 
not occur within or near the airspace described in the Proposed Training.  

 
Wetlands, including the Ft. Sumner 
Lake pictured here, are critically 
important for many species. 
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The burrowing owl and gray vireo are under study by DoD as species of concern.  Neither 
species is currently listed, proposed, or designated as a candidate species for listing under the 
ESA.  The burrowing owl may be locally abundant in open habitats within the ROI and often 
thrives in loose soils associated with certain types of ground disturbing activities.  The gray 
vireo is a patchily distributed songbird in arid shrublands and may occur beneath western 
portions of training airspace associated with the Proposed Action.  

5.6.3 Environmental Consequences   

This section addresses the consequences of training in the  Special Use Airspace associated with 
Cannon AFB outside of Cannon AFB or Restricted Airspace associated with Melrose AFR.  
These airspace elements include the MOAs and MTRs.  MTRs, which include the IRs and VRs, 
are shown in Figure 2.2-4.  Activities in the airspace that could affect biota include noise and 
visual effects from aircraft overflight (especially low-level flights between 100 and 500 feet 
AGL) and vertical takeoffs and landings; use of chaff and flares, bird-aircraft strikes, and 
activities of on-ground (or in-water) personnel supporting air drops on land or in water.  
Although the airspace that would be used by AFSOC is already established and has been in use 
by aircraft from Cannon AFB and elsewhere, there would be changes in the timing of the use 
and the type of aircraft involved.  The majority of AFSOC training in the airspace would take 
place during the hours of darkness.  Rather than F-16s and other jet aircraft, the AFSOC training 
would involve fixed-wing, turboprop, four-engine C-130s, twin-engine tilt rotor CV-22s, and 
rotary-wing (UH-1) aircraft.  There would continue to be use of the MOAs and MTRs by 
NMANG and transient jet aircraft from bases other than Cannon AFB.   

The methodology for evaluating potential impacts and definition of impact significance to 
biological resources are discussed in Section 3.6.3.  The Air Force has contacted the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with respect to threatened, endangered, and proposed species 
under the airspace proposed for training use. 

Specific issues and concerns identified for biological resources are related to the potential effects 
of (1) low-altitude overflights in existing airspace, (2) chaff and flare use, and (3) water training.  
In the following discussion, published literature is reviewed on the potential impacts of aircraft 
noise and chaff and flares on wildlife and livestock.  For most wild species in the ROI, no 
specific studies on their response to aircraft noise are available.  A discussion of general patterns 
of animal response to noise and published studies on effects of aircraft noise on wild and 
domestic animals is included in this section.  

5.6.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets  

Aircraft overflights and noise 

Potential general issues related to noise effects on wildlife may include the following: 

• Startle response injury due to trampling or uncontrolled running or flight. 

• Increased expenditure of energy, particularly during critical periods. 

• Decreased time spent on life functions (e.g., seeking food or mates). 

• Temporary masking of auditory signals from other animals of the same species, 
predators, or prey (e.g., noise could prevent an animal from hearing the approach of a 
predator).   
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• Damage to eggs or nestlings if a bird is startled from its nest. 

• Exposure of eggs or young in nest if a parent flees. 

• Increased risk of predation when startled animals flee from nests, roosts, or other 
protective cover. 

• Site abandonment. 

The following section provides an overview of published literature regarding potential impacts to 
biological resources.  The review of the noise effects literature shows that the most documented 
reaction of animals newly or infrequently exposed to aircraft noise is the “startle effect.”  
Although an observer’s interpretation of the startle effect is behavioral (e.g., the animal runs in 
response to the sound or flinches and remains in place), it does have a physiological basis.  The 
startle effect is a reflex; it is an autonomic reaction to loud, sudden noise (Westman and Walters 
1981, Harrington and Veitch 1991).  Increased heart rate and muscle flexion are the typical 
physiological responses.   

The literature indicates that the type of noise that can stimulate the startle reflex is highly variable 
among animal species (Manci et al. 1988).  In general, studies have indicated that close, loud, and 
sudden noises that are combined with a visual stimulus produce the most intense reactions.  
Rotary-wing aircraft such as helicopters generally induce the startle effect more frequently than 
fixed wing aircraft (Gladwin et al. 1988; Ward et al. 1999).  Although little is known about the 
effects of CV-22 operations on wildlife species, this aircraft, during take-offs, landings, and nacelle 
rotation can be presumed to be similar to a helicopter.  Animals can habituate to fixed wing 
aircraft noise as demonstrated under controlled conditions (Conomy et al. 1998; Krausman et al. 
1998) and by observations reported by biologists working in parks and wildlife refuges (Gladwin 
et al. 1988).  However, species differ in their ability to habituate to aircraft noise.    

Research on the effects of aircraft noise on wildlife has largely focused on behavioral effects.  
Most studies of physical effects (e.g., heart rate, blood chemistry) have been restricted to captive 
or semi-captive animals.  Furthermore, researchers have concentrated on the larger and more 
easily studied species, such as elk and raptors.  Some species groups have been studied only 
rarely (e.g., reptiles and amphibians, neotropical migrant songbirds).  McClenaghan and Bowles 
(1995) emphasized the research difficulty in distinguishing potential long-term effects on free-
ranging wild populations due to aircraft noise compared to other environmental factors.   

Several studies have investigated aircraft noise effects on domestic animals.  Reviews of 
available information are found in Manci et al. (1988), United States Forest Service (U.S. Forest 
Service 1992), and in Air Force (Air Force 2001f).  

Wild Ungulates and Game Species.  Wild ungulates appear to vary in sensitivity to aircraft noise.  
Responses reported in the literature varied from no effect and habituation to panic reactions 
followed by stampeding (Manci et al. 1988, Weisenberger et al. 1996).  Luz and Smith (1976) 
observed that pronghorn antelope did not run until a helicopter was 150 feet AGL.  Preliminary 
results by Bayless et al. (2004) have shown flight responses followed by habituation of pronghorn 
to Blackhawk or Apache helicopter overflight (used during daytime and nighttime hours, 
respectively) when the flight pattern is a racetrack, but a repeated flight response with no 
habituation to a helicopter hovering in one place at the same distance.  Pronghorn can be active 
during both daylight and nighttime hours.  Greatest movement activity of pronghorn at a 
northern Arizona study location, however, took place during twilight hours.  Studies on 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
5.0 Training Airspace Affected Environment and  
Environmental Consequences 5-39 

pronghorn response to overflight by jet aircraft and helicopters have suggested rapid habituation 
to overflight after initial responses, which include running for short distances (Workman et al. 
1992, Bayless et al. 2004).  In the Bayless et al. (2004) study, which included daytime and nighttime 
exposures to nearby helicopter activity, movements in response to overflight during nighttime 
hours were less than movements in response to overflight during daylight.   

Stephenson et al. (1996) found that mule deer had larger home ranges in areas with ground-based 
military training than the control group of deer (i.e., no ground-based military training).  
However, they were unable to distinguish potential effects from military aircraft.  Reactions of 
captive elk (Cervus elaphus), pronghorn antelope, and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis) to the 
impulse noise of sonic booms decreased with exposure (Workman et al. 1992), suggesting 
habituation.  For pronghorn, initial responses were an increased heart rate that returned to normal 
within 1½ minutes, running for short distances, and increased alertness.  By the third exposure to 
a sonic boom, the animals’ heart rate response had decreased by half and they did not run.  
Krausman et al. (1998) studied the response of wild bighorn sheep in a 320 hectare (1.2 square 
mile) enclosure to frequent F-16 overflight at 120 meters AGL.  Heart rate increased above 
preflight level during 7 percent of the overflights but returned to normal within 120 seconds.  No 
behavioral response by the bighorn sheep was observed during the overflights.  Aircraft noise has 
the potential to be most detrimental during periods of stress, especially winter, gestation, and 
calving (DeForge 1981).  However, wildlife management agencies regularly use helicopters and 
fixed-wing aircraft for radio tracking and surveying wild ungulate populations (e.g., Krausman 
and Hervert 1983).   

Raptors.  Most studies have found few negative effects of aircraft noise on raptorial birds.  Ellis et 
al. (1991) examined behavioral and reproductive responses of several raptor species to low-level 
flights and sonic booms.  No incidents of reproductive failure were observed and site re-
occupancy rates were high (95 percent) the following year.  Several researchers found that 
ground-based activities, such as operating chainsaws or an intruding human, were more 
disturbing than aircraft (White and Thurow 1985, Grubb and King 1991, Delaney et al. 1997).  Red-
tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) and osprey (Pandion haliaetus) appeared to readily habituate to 
regular aircraft overflights (Andersen et al. 1989, Trimper et al. 1998).  Mexican spotted owls did 
not flush from a nest or perch unless a helicopter was as close as 330 feet (Delaney et al. 1997).  
Johnson and Reynolds (2002) reported on the response of Mexican spotted owls to low altitude 
(1,400 feet AGL) jet overflights of owl territories in narrow canyons in Colorado.  Behaviors 
ranged from no response to sudden turning of the head.  These behaviors did not exceed those 
observed before and after each fly-by.  Nest attendance, time-activity budgets, and provisioning 
rates of nesting peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) in Alaska were found not to be significantly 
affected by jet aircraft overflights (Palmer et al. 2003).  On the other hand, Andersen et al. (1990) 
observed a shift in home ranges of four raptor species away from new military helicopter activity, 
which supports other reports that wild species are more sensitive to rotary-wing aircraft than 
fixed-wing aircraft.  There is a paucity of published studies of avian response to overflight during 
nighttime hours, at least partially the result of the logistical difficulties of conducting studies 
during darkness (Larkin nd).  However, based on observations by biologists that a wide range of 
avian species allow a very close approach by observers on foot during nighttime hours without 
taking flight or exhibiting other behavioral reaction, it appears likely that the response of such 
species to overflight at night would be less than during daytime, when most birds are active and 
don’t allow a close approach by observers.  This observation applies to a wide variety of 
waterfowl, shorebirds, raptors, and songbirds.  The response of nocturnally active birds such as 
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owls, poorwills, and nighthawks to overflight at night is not generally known.  Delaney et al. 
(1997), who made measurements of Mexican spotted owl behavior in response to HH-60G Pave 
Hawk helicopters, indicated that their data suggest that diurnal flights would likely have less 
potential for disrupting critical spotted owl activity than nocturnal flights and indicated that the 3 
hours following sunset and the three hours preceding dawn were most important. 

Waterfowl and Other Waterbirds.  The few waterbodies under the airspace have prevalent 
waterfowl and waterbirds.  Manci et al. (1988) noted that aircraft can be particularly disturbing to 
waterfowl.  Conomy et al. (1998) suggested, though, that responses were species-specific.  They 
found that black ducks were able to habituate to aircraft noise, while wood ducks did not.  In 
colonial nesters, effects may be more dramatic due to the crowded nature of the nesting colonies.  
Burger (1981) found that herring gulls (Larus argentatus) responded intensively to sonic booms and 
many eggs were broken as adults flushed from nests.  As with other species, waterfowl and other 
waterbirds demonstrate a greater sensitivity to rotary-wing aircraft than to other aircraft. 

Small Mammals.  The burrows of some mammals may reduce their exposure to aircraft noise.  
Francine et al. (1995) found that kit foxes (Vulpes macrotis) with twisting tunnels leading to deeper 
burrows experienced less noise than kangaroo rats with shallow burrows.  Kit foxes are closely 
related to swift foxes (Vulpes velox), which occur under the airspace.  Small mammals exposed to 
frequent and loud aircraft noise can develop enlarged adrenal glands.  Chesser et al. (1975) found 
that house mice (Mus musculus) captured near an airport runway had larger adrenal glands than 
those captured 2 kilometers from the airport.  In the lab, naïve (previously unexposed) mice 
subjected to simulated aircraft noise also developed larger adrenal glands than a control group.  
The implications of enlarged adrenals for small mammals with a relatively short life span are 
undetermined, but may indicate lower body condition, reproductive problems, and shorter 
lifespans. 

Aquatic Species.  No studies were reviewed on the effects of aircraft overflight on fish or other 
aquatic species.  It is assumed that there would be minimal, if any, effects of airborne noise in 
the aquatic environment because of the inefficient transfer of sound from air to water.   

Livestock.  As with wildlife, the startle reflex is the most commonly documented effect on 
domesticated animals.  Results of the startle reflex are typically minor (e.g., increase in heart 
rate and nervousness) and do not result in injury.  Exceptions may occur when animals are 
crowded in small enclosures such as corrals or feedlots, where loud, sudden noise may cause a 
widespread panic reaction.  However, such negative impacts were only observed when aircraft 
were less than 330 feet AGL (U.S. Forest Service 1992).  Between 1994 and 2005, five cases were 
reported of cattle injury or death under the Pecos MOA where cattle in an enclosed pen bolted 
into barbed wire.  Each response was attributed to a low-level aircraft overflight.  These 
responses occurred under existing conditions (Air Force 2006a).   

Numerous studies have found little direct evidence linking aircraft noise to decreased rates of 
milk production, weight loss, or lower reproductive success (Manci et al. 1988).  Head et al. 
(1993) did not find a decrease in milk yields or milk components when 36 Holstein cows were 
exposed to jet aircraft noise; the cows also showed little to no behavioral responses.  Many 
studies documented that all types of livestock habituate to aircraft noise (see reviews in Manci 
et al. 1988).  Espmark et al. (1974) noted minimal behavioral reactions, such as general muscle 
contraction, ear and tail twitching, or walking or running a short distance (up to 20 meters), in 
cattle and sheep exposed to 28 sonic booms.  They noted that cattle and sheep were, “less 
disturbed towards the end of the test period, thus indicating that adaptation had taken place” 
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(Espmark et al. 1974).  Livestock grazing has been an acceptable land management practice on 
Air Force ranges for decades.  At Melrose AFR, the Air Force leases approximately 51,000 acres 
to ranchers for cattle grazing (Air Force 2001e).   

No controlled studies of the responses of mounted horses to aircraft noise are available.  
Anecdotal reports indicate that horses with riders startle when surprised by a low-altitude 
overflight, but responses varied with the horse, rider, terrain, and other conditions.  Several 
anecdotes noted that horses gallop or bite or kick in response to low-altitude overflights (Manci 
et al. 1988); however, no documented injuries to horses or riders were reported, and there was 
evidence that horses adapted to aircraft noise.   

Several studies on the effects of noise on poultry were reviewed in The Impact of Low Altitude 
Flights on Livestock and Poultry (Air Force 1993).  The report found that the major impact 
concern for poultry from low-altitude flying arises from pileups in turkey flocks (i.e., where 
turkeys pile together in a concentrated area often resulting in death from suffocation or 
overheating); pileups of chickens were not reported.  The report also concluded that low-altitude 
flights result in no effects on chicken growth and reproduction functions (e.g., egg laying).   

Impacts of the Proposed Training 

Aircraft Overflight and Noise 

Table 2.3-2 provides an overview of proposed aircraft sortie-operations for MTRs and MOAs.  
The aircraft associated with the Proposed Training include (1) several special-purpose variants 
of the C-130 Hercules (AC-130H, MC-130H, MC-130P, MC-130W), which are large fixed-wing, 
four-engine, turboprop transport-type aircraft; (2) the CV-22, a medium-sized twin-engine tilt 
rotor V/STOL aircraft; (3) the C-47, a medium-sized, twin-engine, propeller-driven fixed wing 
transport similar to a DC-3; (4), and small numbers of UH-1 “Huey” helicopters, a single-
engine, “rotary-wing” aircraft with a two-bladed rotor; and (5) undefined single- or twin-engine 
propeller-driven Non-Standard Aircraft (NSA).  These aircraft are much quieter than F-16 jets; 
see Table 5.6-2 for a comparison of estimated Sound Exposure Levels (SELs) between F-16A, 
C-130, CV-22, and UH-1 at different altitudes AGL.   

Table 5.6-2.  Comparison of Estimated Sound Exposure Levels between 
F-16A, C-130, CV-22, and UH-1 Aircraft at Different Altitudes in Feet AGL  

SEL IN dBA 

 Airspeed 300 AGL 500 AGL 1,000 AGL 2,000 AGL 5,000 AGL 10,000 AGL 
F-16A 450 110 107 101 95 85 74 

C-130H1 220 99 95 90 84 76 68 

CV-22 210 94 91 87 82 73 65 

UH-1 “Huey” 80 99 96 91 89 79 73 
Notes:  1. Takeoff power. 

The majority of aircraft use of the MTRs and MOAs is at nighttime, especially by the MC-130 
variants.  Excluding transient aircraft, which are not associated with AFSOC training and which 
fly mostly during daytime, 40 percent of the 9,611 annual sortie-operations on MTRs would be 
between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and 35 percent of the 15,609 sortie-operations on MOAs would 
be between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  In general, the MC-130s would fly at 250 to 1,000 feet AGL 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
 5.0 Training Airspace Affected Environment and  
5-42 Environmental Consequences 

dropping to 100 feet AGL, where permitted.  Typically, low-level sortie-operations would begin 
after dark (6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., depending on the season) and last for 4 to 5 hours.  During 
terrain-following training along MTRs, which permit flight down to 100 feet AGL, the MC-130s 
would fly between 100 and 1,000 feet AGL.   

Assuming approximately 220 flying days per year, numbers of sortie-operations on most of the 
MTRs would average slightly over 1 per flight day during daytime and about 5 per flight day 
after dark.  The Taiban MOA would experience the heaviest usage with an average of 
approximately 7 sortie-operations per flight day during daytime and approximately 27 sortie-
operations after dark.  During the year, up to 40 percent of the after-dark sortie-operations 
would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  Some of the training would involve two or more 
aircraft which would cause the amount of use to vary from night to night.  If two or more 
planes were flying together, the frequency of overflights associated with five sortie-operations 
would correspondingly diminish. 

At any given altitude, the C-130s, CV-22 (in aircraft mode), C-47, and UH-1 aircraft produce 
lower SELs than do the F-16 aircraft, which train in the airspace.  Additionally, with their slower 
speeds, the onset of the noise would build up more gradually than the sudden onset from a 
faster jet aircraft at similar altitude, lessening the likelihood of a startle effect.  As summarized 
above, most observers have identified wildlife to respond to noise from helicopters at a greater 
distance than fixed-wing aircraft and attribute that response to the percussive “whop-whop” 
noise from the rotors, coupled with a response to the visual aspect of the helicopter, especially 
when hovering.  The percussive rotor noise is more pronounced with a 2-bladed rotor (such as 
on the UH-1) than a rotor with 4 blades.  The CV-22 makes a steady buzzing sound, lacking the 
percussive helicopter noise signature although engine noise levels increase when power is 
applied during helicopter mode. 

The highest noise levels would occur from terrain-following flight, which would be conducted 
on the MTRs and from hovering flight by CV-22s and UH-1s, which would take place during 
water training and near drop zones (see discussion below under “Landing Zones, Drop Zones, 
and Water Training”).  The noise produced from helicopters, CV-22s, and C-130s is less than 
from an F-16 at the same altitude.  Available studies documenting the response of animals to 
nighttime overflight are relatively few, due to a variety of logistical challenges including the 
difficulty in observing responses in darkness.  Night vision devices have improved the ability to 
accomplish this, but the resolution of the images is not as high as is possible in daylight.   

In general, diurnally active birds (hawks, eagles, waterfowl, most songbirds) would exhibit a 
greater response to overflight during the daytime than at nighttime and would be expected to 
exhibit a minimal response to disturbance at night (unless approached very closely), based on 
observations of biologists conducting studies at night.   

Although some reaction (such as alert posture or briefly taking flight or running) to the low-level 
overflights is possible, overflights directly over any particular area would be relatively infrequent 
due to the width of the MTRs.  There would likely be habituation to the overflight stimulus given 
the regular use of the MTRs, the gradual increase in sound levels as the aircraft approached, and the 
lack of perceptible harm from the overflight.  For these reasons, the training activity would not be 
expected to have an observable adverse effect on any species at the population level.  Moreover, 
because the flight path of training aircraft could fall anywhere within the width of the MTR, which 
are commonly 15 to 20 miles wide, the frequency of overflights in any one area would be 
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sufficiently low that even a strong response (e.g., flushing, or running) would happen so 
infrequently that it would not be expected to adversely affect an animal’s well-being.  
Endangered and Threatened Species 

Table 5.6-1 lists the federally listed endangered and threatened species as well as proposed and 
candidate species within the project region.  Because project activities in the airspace are primarily 
associated with overflight and limited on-the-ground or in-water activities of small groups of 
personnel, habitat disturbance by the project would be very localized and negligible and there 
would be no adverse effects on plants.  This discussion will focus on three of the eight federally 
listed or candidate wildlife species known from the ROI:  the bald eagle, Mexican spotted owl, 
and lesser prairie-chicken, because these species are known to occur under airspace that would be 
used by the project.  The sand dune lizard, a diurnal species, is known to occur in sandy habitats 
under the airspace but is not expected to have any reaction to project overflights during daytime 
and would be underground at nighttime, when most project activities are occurring, and during 
the cooler months of the year.  Effects of project activities would be insignificant and not reach the 
level at which take occurs.  Other species listed under Table 5.6-1 are not expected to be affected 
by the project because they do not occur under project airspace or would occur so infrequently 
that the potential for effects from project activities would be discountable. 

Bald eagles winter at water bodies locally within the project area.  Compared to on-ground or 
in-water activities (hikers and anglers), aircraft showed the lowest level of response by breeding 
bald eagles in terms of frequency and duration of response.  The most common response to 
aircraft, including jets, light planes, and helicopters, was no response (67 percent), followed by 
alert response (29 percent), flight (3 percent), and temporary departure from area (1 percent).  
Among aircraft, helicopters elicited the highest response frequency and the greatest level of 
response alert (36 percent); flight (9 percent); departure (2 percent).  The median duration of 
response was 1.0 minute (Grubb and King 1991).  Wintering bald eagles showed a strong 
response (taking flight) when approached closely by boats (ranging from a few meters to 100 
meters) or low-flying helicopters (mostly UH-1 at 60-120 meters AGL).  This study (Stalmaster 
and Kaiser 1997) did not evaluate response to fixed wing aircraft, which would have been 
considerably less than to helicopters, based on observations in many other studies.  
Occasionally taking flight when closely approached by a helicopter is not expected to adversely 
affect wintering bald eagles, given the low likelihood of direct overflight, and the potential for 
acclimation to the overflight of rotary-wing and fixed-wing aircraft.  Although specific data on 
the response of bald eagles to overflight during darkness were not found, a behavioral response 
by bald eagles to nighttime overflight is expected to be very unlikely given the general 
unresponsiveness of diurnal birds to nocturnal disturbance described above and the minimum 
overflight altitudes of 200 feet AGL associated with low-level training on MTRs.  Based on these 
factors we conclude that project related overflights may affect but are not likely to adversely 
affect wintering bald eagles. 

Occupied Mexican spotted owl habitat is present under MTRs (e.g., VR-100/125; IR-113; IR-111) 
that would be used by the project (e.g., Lincoln National Forest in the Sacramento Mountains; 
Carson National Forest in the Sangre de Cristo Range).  Delaney, Grubb, and Pater (1997) 
conducted a detailed study on the effects of helicopter noise as well as on the ground disturbances 
during daylight and nighttime hours.  Their findings concurred with other noise disturbance 
research suggesting that aircraft overflights alone have a negligible effect on raptor reproductive 
success and young fledged per nest.  Adult owls only flushed after their chicks had fledged.  This 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
 5.0 Training Airspace Affected Environment and  
5-44 Environmental Consequences 

study included very low level overflight (down to 30 meters AGL).  The study found alert 
responses (head movements) at an average distance of 403 meters.  No flushing occurred at a 
distance of > 105 meters and only 5 percent of spotted owls flushing at distances between 61 and 
105 meters.  A relatively quick return to predisturbance behavior was consistently found.  
Habituation (progressively less response with repeated exposures to a given type of disturbance) 
is suggested by the data but sample sizes were not adequate to demonstrate it statistically.  Owls 
were most active during hours of darkness, with the greatest activity during the three hours 
following sunset and the three hours preceding dawn.  During the nesting season, the peak 
period of prey deliveries to the nest was during the three hours preceding dawn.  Based on 
Delaney et al.’s finding of no substantive evidence that helicopter overflights during the nesting 
season detrimentally affected success or productivity of Mexican spotted owls, we conclude that 
the overflights may affect but are not likely to adversely affect Mexican spotted owls. 

Lesser prairie-chickens occur under the airspace locally in shrub-grassland habitat.  Concerns 
have been raised that noise during their predawn and early morning communal breeding time 
could interfere with the breeding displays of males, which involve low frequency sounds 
known as “booming.”  Interference of AFSOC training is unlikely because overflight noise 
produced by the aircraft would be less than for jets and its onset would be gradual, there would 
be no AFSOC aircraft sonic booms, and overflights would principally be conducted during the 
early evening hours rather than predawn hours.  Based on scheduled training time and 
projected species behavior, we conclude that the overflights may affect, but are not like to 
adversely affect, lesser prairie-chickens. 
Chaff and Flares 

Chaff and flare use would decrease in the Pecos North, Pecos South, and Taiban MOAs (Table 
2.3-3), but would increase in R-5104A/B, and R-5105 over Melrose AFR.  Chaff use would 
decrease over the northern portion of VR-100/125.  Flares are not authorized in any MTR, and 
chaff and flares are not assessed for the Mt. Dora or Bronco MOAs.  

In the airspace units within which defensive flares are authorized, the minimum altitude for flare 
release is above 2,000 feet AGL.  When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire 
conditions, chaff and flare use is limited to above 5,000 feet AGL.  Specific issues and potential 
impacts of chaff and flare on biological resources are discussed below.  These issues have been 
addressed by DoD research (Air Force 1997b, Cook 2002), General Accounting Office review 
(General Accounting Office 1998), independent review by a Blue Ribbon Panel of experts (Spargo 
1999), resource agency instruction, and public concern and perception.  Potential effects can be 
either direct or indirect.  Direct effects would be the ingestion or inhalation of chaff filaments or 
fragments and physical external effects (such as skin irritation).  Effects on water and forage 
quality would be indirect.  Fire risk on arid rangelands is the primary concern of flare use.  Fire 
effects can be both direct (i.e., mortality) or indirect (e.g., habitat changes).  These issues are 
evaluated for their potential of occurrence and the effect on biological resources, given 
occurrence.    

Ingestion of Chaff or Flare Residual Materials.  The release of chaff and flares results in chaff 
filaments, plastic sliders and caps, felt spacers, and flare wrapping material falling to the 
ground.  Residual pieces would average one piece per 11 acres per year over the Pecos and 
Taiban MOAs.  Over VR-100/125, average residual material from chaff would be one piece per 
552 acres.  Chaff filaments are conservatively estimated to be 0.80 gram per acre per year.  
Because of the nature of disposition and the low rate of application and dispersal of chaff 
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filaments during defensive training, wildlife and livestock would have little opportunity to 
ingest chaff filaments or end caps.  Although some chemical components of chaff are toxic at 
high levels, such levels could only be reached through the ingestion of many chaff bundles or 
billions of chaff filaments.  Previous studies have shown that cattle avoided consuming clumps 
of chaff in their feed (Barrett and MacKay 1972).  When calves were fed chaff thoroughly mixed 
with molasses in the feed, no adverse physiological effects were observed pre- or postmortem.  
Additionally, given the low proportion of water bodies under airspace assessed for chaff, it 
would be extremely rare that waterfowl or bottom-feeding animals would encounter chaff 
fragments or concentrated levels.  Overall, it is not expected that wildlife or livestock would 
encounter or consume chaff or be negatively affected by chaff if it were accidentally ingested.   

Another concern expressed by ranchers is related to chaff and flare plastic pieces or wrapping 
material (similar to stiff, aluminum-coated duct tape) potentially contributing to bovine hardware 
disease.  Hardware disease, or traumatic reticuloperitonitis, results when a cow ingests a foreign 
object, such as a nail, wire, or metallic object.  The object can become lodged in the wall of the 
stomach and can penetrate into the diaphragm and heart, resulting in pain and infection.  In 
severe cases animals can die without treatment.  Treatment consists of antibiotics and/or surgery.  
Statistics are not readily available, but one study documented that 55 to 75 percent of cattle 
slaughtered in the eastern U.S. had metallic objects in their stomachs, but the objects did not result 
in damage (Moseley 2003).  Dairy cattle are typically more vulnerable to hardware disease due to 
the confined nature of dairy operations.  Many livestock managers rely on magnets inserted into 
the cow’s stomach to prevent and treat hardware disease.  The magnet attracts nails, wires, or 
other metallic objects, thereby preventing them from traveling to the stomach wall. 

The culprit in bovine hardware disease is often a nail or piece of wire greater than 1 inch in 
length, such as that used to bale hay (Cavedo et al. 2004).  Although no documented case exists, 
range cattle or other livestock could feasibly ingest residual materials of the M-206 flares; 
however, the plastic materials of the end cap and slider and the flexible aluminum wrapping 
are less likely to result in injury than a metallic object.  There have been no reports of livestock 
ingesting residual chaff or flare materials on lands in and adjacent to Melrose AFR where chaff 
and flares and grazing have coexisted for over 30 years (Air Force 2001e). 

Inhalation of Chaff Filaments.  No specific research has been conducted on the potential for 
chaff inhalation by wildlife, nor have any negative effects been reported for wildlife, livestock, 
or humans (Air Force 1997b, Spargo 1999).  Humans can inhale particles less than 10 microns 
(0.00039 inch) in diameter deep enough into the lung to cause chronic lung disease (USEPA 
1997).  Air Force chaff filament size is approximately 0.001 inch (25 microns) in diameter and 0.3 
to 1 inch (7,620 to 25,400 microns) in length, which is too large for inhalation.  On the ground, 
chaff degrades over time to aluminum or silica particles that are indistinguishable from ambient 
soil materials.  Although chaff particles on the ground can be degraded in size to less than 10 
microns and become indistinguishable from soil fragments of the same size, chaff fragments do 
not display asbestos-like characteristics and do not pose asbestos-like health risks.  The number 
of degraded or fragmented particles is insufficient to result in disease (Spargo 1999).  Therefore, 
inhalation of chaff filaments with adverse effects to wildlife, livestock, or humans is unlikely. 

External Physical Effects.  Unfragmented chaff is similar in form and softness to, yet thinner than, 
very fine human hair.  No studies have evaluated or reported on negative effects associated with 
direct contact to chaff filaments.  A field study on an Air Force range did not find chaff filaments in 
bird nests or animal burrows (Air Force 1997b).  On a military range subject to decades of chaff and 
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flare use, seven nests of the woodrat (also known as a pack rat) (Neotoma lepida), a notorious 
gatherer of odd objects, were reviewed.  None was found to contain chaff filaments or end caps.  
Chaff filaments may be generally unavailable or unattractive to wildlife and no negative effects are 
expected from direct contact.    
Water Quality.  The influences of chemical components of chaff and flare on water quality are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.5.3.1.  Confined aquatic habitats may be affected if there were a 
potential for large-scale accumulation and decomposition of chaff fibers or dud flares.  Wetland 
areas are a small percentage (< 0.5 percent) of the area to be exposed to chaff and flare release under 
the Proposed Training or alternatives.  Most wetlands and water bodies are within the Pecos River 
Valley.  Because chaff would be broadly distributed with low density in any one area, it is unlikely 
that chaff would be detectable or significantly accumulate within confined water bodies.   

The component of chaff that has the potential to negatively affect soil or water chemistry is 
aluminum, which tends to break down in acidic and highly alkaline environments. Aluminum 
is the most abundant metallic element in the earth’s crust and is an abundant constituent of 
soils.  Laboratory and field analyses (Air Force 1997b) indicate that the pH of water in the soil or 
in a water body is the primary factor that determines the stability of the aluminum coating of 
chaff.  The coating is the most soluble and likely to release aluminum if the soil or water pH is 
less than 5.0 (extremely acidic) or greater than 8.5 (strongly alkaline).  In arid conditions such as 
those found in the ROI, soil pH tends to be neutral to high, but there is usually not enough 
water in the soil to react with the aluminum (Air Force 1997b).  Water bodies in the ROI are 
neutral to slightly alkaline, less than the threshold necessary to degrade the aluminum coating.  
Chaff that falls into surface water would be chemically stable.  No impact to water bodies 
would be anticipated, even in a highly unlikely event such as an entire clump of undispersed 
chaff falling into a small, confined water body. 

Data on the chemical properties of the soils in the five counties that underlie most of the 
airspace in which chaff can be dispersed were reviewed. These include Chaves (NRCS 2002b), 
De Baca (NRCS 2002c), Guadalupe (NRCS 2002d), Lincoln (NRCS 2002e), and Roosevelt (NRCS 
2002a) counties.  According to these data, there are three soil series that have a pH in the surface 
layers ranging between 7.9 and 9.0.  These soil series represent a very small percentage of the 
total area that could be affected, and all but one have a very low potential for soluble chemicals 
in the soil being lost to surface runoff or leaching into groundwater.  The low percentage of soils 
in the ROI with a high enough pH to react with aluminum, in combination with the low soil 
water content, results in conditions that would be extremely improbable for aluminum 
concentrations to be produced from chaff particles that weather on the ground. 

Under normal pH, the decomposition of chaff is extremely slow.  Only under very high or low 
pH could the aluminum in chaff become soluble and potentially toxic (Air Force 1997b).  Few 
organisms would be present in water bodies with such extreme pH levels.  Given the small 
amount of diffuse or aggregate chaff material that could possibly reach water bodies and the 
moderate pH of regional water bodies, water chemistry would not be expected to be affected. 

The magnesium in flares can be toxic at extremely high levels, a situation that could occur only 
under repeated and concentrated use in localized areas.  Flare ash would disperse over wide 
areas; thus, no impact is expected from the magnesium in flare ash.  The probability of an intact 
dud flare falling to the ground during training is exceedingly low (<1 percent) (Air Force 
2001d).  The probability of an intact flare falling into an aquatic system is much smaller, given 
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the very low proportion of water bodies in the ROI.  Since toxic levels would require several 
dud flares to fall in one water body, no effect of flares on water quality would be expected.   

Forage Quality.  Given the exceedingly low concentrations of chaff deposition under the 
airspace, coupled with the non-reactive, arid, neutral-to-alkaline environment of the ROI, 
mobility of aluminum would not be expected to occur.  Aluminum would likely remain inactive 
in an elemental state and be indistinguishable from ambient soils.  Plants would not be expected 
to uptake any increased concentrations of aluminum.  Therefore, no additional aluminum 
would enter the food chain or affect plant growth under the Proposed Training or alternatives.  

Fire Potential.  Fire risk and fire-frequency are a concern in arid environments.  Fires can result in 
livestock and property losses.  Although native vegetation in the Southwest is considered fire-
adapted, past and current land-use practices, in combination with drought and invasive species, 
have altered fire regime and ecosystem processes (Brown 1994).  Ecosystem changes include (1) 
the introduction and spread of invasive and exotic plants, which promotes the spread and 
intensity of fire or become established following fire; (2) habitat fragmentation by fire, leading to 
increased vulnerability of isolated populations; and (3) increased wind erosion of soil following 
fire.  Therefore, even though most native species of the high plains are adapted to and even 
benefit from wildfire, any fire could result in direct losses and indirect negative effects.   

Vegetation growth affects fire potential.  During years with above normal or exceptional levels 
of precipitation, the overall fire risk may vary from the regional norm.  When green, the 
vegetation reduces fire risk and when dry it increases the risks of fire.  Such variations in fire 
risk normally occur during a natural multi-year cycle.  Above normal levels of vegetation were 
cited as a contributing factor in the November 2005 fire that spread off of Melrose AFR. 

The percentage of flares that malfunction is small (<1 percent probability for all categories of 
malfunction) (Air Force 2001d).  The extremely rare dud flare that does not ignite at release and 
falls intact to the ground contains magnesium, which is thermally stable and requires a 
temperature in excess of 1,200°F for ignition.  Self-ignition of a dud flare on the ground is highly 
unlikely under natural conditions.  Cannon AFB has a fully staffed and equipped fire 
department and mutual aid agreements with fire departments in the region.   
Landing Zones, Drop Zones, and Water Training 

This section discusses the effect of activities in the LZs, which include Helicopter Landing 
Zones (HLZs), DZs, and water training within the airspace, including the activities of on the 
ground (or on the water) teams prior to, during, and after each exercise.  Biological effects of 
establishment and operation of a landing zone and drop zones on Melrose AFR are discussed 
above in Section 4.6).  As stated in Section 2.3.4, “LZ, DZ, or water training areas outside of 
Cannon AFB or Melrose AFR boundaries cannot be determined prior to a decision to beddown 
AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB.  These locations are subject to review by Air Force real property 
personnel and required property ownership and environmental conditions must be evaluated 
before a state, federal, or private property could be leased or otherwise agreed to or used for 
off-base or off-range training.”  

Once a decision to beddown at Cannon AFB has been made, then the search for sites, 
discussions with landowners, and tiered environmental compliance can be conducted.  It is 
assumed that LZs supporting fixed-wing aircraft outside of Melrose AFR would be established 
on existing runways within the ROI.  LZs and DZs would require minimal site preparation and 
could be established within the airspace on lands owned or leased by the federal government 
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(Table 2.3-1).  Additionally, drops of personnel or equipment could be accomplished over water 
(e.g., a lake or reservoir).  See Section 5.5.2 for discussion of existing lake conditions. 

LZs or DZs would most likely be established in agricultural or grazing land.  Effects on 
vegetation and soils would depend on the nature of the site, conditions during use, and the 
degree of repeated use.  Vehicular access, human foot traffic, and landing of helicopters, 
CV-22s, or air-dropped materials would have short-term effects on vegetation and soils.  
Repeated traffic over the same site would lead to local reduction in vegetative cover and 
increased susceptibility of soils to wind or water erosion and compaction.  These effects could 
be reduced or avoided by preparation of sites that would receive repeated use to protect the 
soils.  Wildlife would be expected to avoid the activity by taking cover or temporarily leaving 
the immediate vicinity, resuming their activities upon completion of the training exercise.  
Effects would be very localized, temporary, and less than significant. 

Water Training could involve personnel and boats accessing the site prior to a personnel drop 
for safety of personnel and/or later retrieval of dropped personnel and equipment.  No CWA 
Section 404 permit would be required for water training.  Activities would occur during the 
mission itself and during recovery of personnel and materials for transport back to Cannon 
AFB.  Support vehicles (light trucks, vans) and support boats would use existing infrastructure 
including roads, parking areas, and launch ramps.  Typically there would be one training event 
a week in a given lake during spring to fall, water levels and weather permitting.  A typical 
event would last 4 to 5 hours.  A typical event could include one to two boats launched from 
existing ramps, a C-130 or a CV-22 aircraft fly over several times, and 3 to 5 drops with 7 to 10 
Special Operations personnel dropped into the lake with each drop.  These events could be 
during day or night, but when they are at night they would generally avoid lights from campers 
and homes along the shore.  For safety and operational realism, drops would be toward the 
middle of the lake, away from shorelines and trees.  After the drop, the Special Operations 
personnel would be expected to move to shore in a dark area of the lake and proceed covertly 
on foot to the objective.  Either a vehicle or a CV-22 would come in to pick them up to complete 
the mission.  Where they would land and where the Special Operations personnel come ashore 
would have to be surveyed at each lake similar to the survey for the other LZ/DZ locations.  
They would do such surveys sometime over the next 3 years before any CV-22s are assigned to 
Cannon.  Preparation of separate environmental analysis, tiered from this EIS, would be 
expected for each LZ/DZ site.   

Activities during daylight would be expected to temporarily disturb wildlife in the immediate 
vicinity and could cause migrating or wintering waterfowl to flush or swim away from the 
immediate vicinity of the activity.  Training activities could result in species reactions similar to 
those occurring as the result of rapid motorboat or jet skis.  Perched raptors (e.g., 
migrating/wintering bald eagles, osprey) would be expected to fly to another perch if closely 
approached by boats, personnel on the ground, or C-130 or CV-22 aircraft discharging 
personnel.  Activities taking place at night could cause similar responses by these species but 
would generally require a closer approach to elicit a response at nighttime compared to 
daytime.  Hovering flight by CV-22s or UH-1s associated with some water training would 
increase the magnitude and duration of the noise exposure and would be more likely to cause a 
response by species such as waterfowl or raptors that may be in the area.  If there were a 
response to the training activity, the most likely response would be movement of birds to 
another part of the lake during the activity and would not be expected to represent an adverse 
effect.  Over time, in the absence of direct threats, it is possible that some degree of habituation 
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would occur. The degree of response would be species-specific and individuals of a given 
species could show variation in their response.  The response of wildlife to project activities 
would be well within the range of responses to a wide variety of human and non-human 
stimuli and would not be expected to result in adverse effect due to the infrequency of the 
activities and the low degree of expected response.   

The only federally listed endangered or threatened species likely to be present during AFSOC 
water training is the bald eagle, which occurs during winter at each of the reservoirs likely to be 
used for the training.  It is only present during the winter months, with numbers peaking in 
January, when AFSOC water training would be infrequent or not occur.  Given the low level of 
the anticipated response coupled with the infrequency of the training at a given locality, effects 
on bald eagles would be insignificant and not be expected to reach the level of take.  Therefore, 
it is concluded that the action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle. 

5.6.3.2  No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  Airspace use would be solely by transient aircraft.  
There would be minimal use of the MTRs and the MOAs, mostly by jet aircraft (F-16s and 
B-1Bs) that currently use it.  There would be little or infrequent nighttime use of the MTRs and 
nighttime use of the Pecos and Taiban MOAs would average about 1 sortie-operation per flight 
day.  Nighttime use of the Bronco and Mt. Dora MOAs would be infrequent.   

5.7 Cultural Resources 

5.7.1 Definition of Resource 

Cultural resources underneath the airspace conform to the 
same definitions as for Cannon AFB (Section 3.7.1).  To 
summarize, cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object considered 
important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, 
traditional, religious or other purposes.  Historic properties (as 
defined in 36 CFR 60.4) are significant archaeological, 
architectural, or traditional resources eligible for listing, or 
listed in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
Historic properties are evaluated for potential adverse impacts 
from an action, as are significant traditional resources 
identified by American Indian tribes or other groups.   

The ROI for cultural resources consists of the areas that lie 
beneath the airspace, as illustrated in Figure 5.1-2.   

There are seven Apachean-speaking tribes thought to have inhabited the southwestern portion 
of the United States and the Northern portion of Mexico; of these seven, it is believed that the 
Mescalero Apache and the Jicarilla Apache were the primary inhabitants of the area underlying 
the affected airspace (Opler 1983; Tiller 1983).  The Mescalero Apache native lands were 
generally located in the southern portion of the affected airspace extending well into northern 
Mexico.  At the time of European contact, the lands of the Mescalero were extensive, being 
defined by a series of mountain ranges with peaks greater than 12,000 feet, separated by flats 
and valleys.  The differences in elevation are marked by noticeable changes in flora, fauna, and 

 
Several State and National 
Register-listed historic sites are 
under the airspace including 
areas located in the community 
of Fort Sumner. 
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climate.  In the mountain regions, winters are severe with very short growing seasons, which 
made cultivation difficult.  The flats were generally hot and dry, making cultivation almost 
impossible until the introduction of irrigation.  The striking differences in topography and 
climate had a great and lasting influence on the political and economic development and 
structure of the Mescalero, who until the later part of the historic period, remained in small 
hunter-gatherer groups scattered throughout their territory (Opler 1983). 

The Jicarilla aboriginal lands were generally located in the northern portion of the airspace 
extending as far north as south-central Colorado.  It is believed that the Jicarilla migrated into 
the southwest between A.D. 1300 and 1500, although their route of migration is much in 
dispute.  The Jicarilla Apache native lands consist of the Southern Rockies, which extend from 
north-central New Mexico north into southern Colorado, and east into the high plains country, 
which is defined by mesas, plateaus and intermontane basins.  Similar to the Mescalero native 
lands, the elevational changes are drastic, ranging from 14,000 feet in the Rockies to 3,800 feet in 
some of the valleys (Tiller 1983).   

Although the Apachean-speaking groups that migrated south into the region settled into 
separate locations, they preserved much of their Athapaskan culture.  Eventually, many of these 
groups such as the Mescalero and the Jicarilla were influenced by contact with other native 
groups such as the Pueblos, and later by the introduction of the horse.  These influences led to a 
change in culture towards a more sedentary life style (Tiller 1983). 

By the early 1600s, Apachean groups occupied the region on a permanent basis.  Apache 
occupation continued until the mid-18th century when the Comanche people entered the region.  
Comanche raids against eastern Pueblo and Spanish settlements led to military campaigns by 
the Spanish, defeating the Comanches in the 1780s.  Kiowa groups also traversed the region, 
using the same lands as the Comanche for hunting and raiding from the 1790s until the 1870s 
(Air Combat Command [ACC] 2004).   

Commerce between the U.S. and a Mexico newly independent from Spain was instrumental in 
bringing American settlers to the region in the early to mid-19th century.  Traveling the Santa Fe 
Trail, business interests came into increasing conflict with the Apache and other tribes along the 
route, resulting in the construction of forts.  During the Mexican-American war of 1846-1848, 
American troops traveled west along the Santa Fe Trail as did troops during the American Civil 
War.  Once New Mexico became American territory, trade continued to flourish and traffic 
included travelers on their way to the gold fields of California (National Park Service 2004).  
The Santa Fe Trail also provided a link to the Old Spanish Trail, which connected New Mexico 
to the markets in California and Mexico. 

In 1810, a treaty between the Spanish and the Mescalero Apache included a reservation for the 
Mescalero.  The treaty was renewed by the Mexican government in 1832 (Rothman 1998).  In the 
following decades, Mescalero encounters with the American military led to short-term treaty 
and reservation arrangements.  In 1863, under General James H. Carleton, Colonel Christopher 
“Kit” Carson forced some 400 Mescalero Apache to walk approximately 200 miles from Fort 
Stanton to Fort Sumner.  Later that year, over 8,000 Navajo from the Canyon de Chelly in 
eastern Arizona were forced to march over 300 miles to the Bosque Redondo Reservation at Fort 
Sumner (Banks 1998).  From 1863 to 1868, as many as 9,000 Navajo people (Dineh) and more 
than 400 Mescalero Apache were incarcerated at the Bosque Redondo Reservation (ACC 2004).  
The forced movement of the Dineh to Fort Sumner is memorialized in Navajo history as “The 
Long Walk.”   
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In 1868, the Navajo Treaty was signed at Fort Sumner, conceding the right of the Dineh to live 
on their homelands to the west (Museum of New Mexico 2001a).  After a period of instability 
following the Civil War, a new reservation was established in 1873 for the Mescalero and 
Chiricahua Apache at its present location near the Sacramento Mountains (Rothman 1998) 
southwest of the area of potential effect, as well as the establishment of a new reservation for 
the Jicarilla Apache north of the area of potential effect (New Mexico Blue Book 2004). 

Currently, the Mescalero and Chiricahua Apache Indian reservation occupies approximately 
460,000 acres and is home to 3,000 tribal members (New Mexico Blue Book 2004).  The Jicarilla 
Apache Indian Reservation is also home to approximately 3,000 members and consists of 
approximately 750,000 acres (New Mexico Blue Book 2004). 

The Goodnight-Loving trail followed the Pecos River valley, through Fort Sumner to markets in 
states to the north; the Stinson Trail entered the region from Texas to the east.  Growth in the 
cattle ranching industry was driven, in part, by the expansion of railroads throughout the 
region (ACC 2004).  Small towns grew up along the rail lines, including Clovis, Melrose, and 
others in the Cannon AFB area.  North of the ROI lie the remnants of Route 66, now largely 
replaced by other highways.  This historic route once connected Chicago to Santa Monica, 
California. 

Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources, usually thought of as fossils, include the bones, teeth, body remains, 
traces, or imprints of plants and animals preserved in the earth through geologic time. 
Paleontological resources also include related geological information, such as rock types and 
ages. All fossils offer scientific information, but not all fossils offer noteworthy scientific 
information. Fossils generally are considered to be scientifically noteworthy if they are unique, 
unusual, rare, diagnostically or stratigraphically important, or add to the existing body of 
knowledge in a specific area of science. Although experienced paleontologists generally can 
predict which rock formations may contain fossils and what types of fossils may be found, 
based on the age of the formation and its depositional environment, predicting the exact 
location where fossils may be found is not possible. 

5.7.2 Existing Conditions 

Record searches of both the New Mexico State Register of Cultural Properties and the NRHP 
indicate that there are NRHP and state-listed properties throughout the counties underlying 
project MOAs and MTRs.  Table 5.7-1 lists only the airspace where such properties are located.  
It also lists properties in the vicinity of LZ/DZ areas of interest.  As Table 5.7-1 indicates, listed 
properties in De Baca County include the De Baca County Courthouse, which was constructed 
in 1917; the Fort Sumner Railroad Bridge, which was constructed in 1906; the Rodrick Drug 
Store; the Fort Sumner Women’s Club; and the Fort Sumner Ruins.  Fort Sumner was 
constructed in 1863 as a resettlement center for the Navajo and Apache Indians.  Fort Sumner, 
near what had been the Bosque Redondo Indian Reservation, is also a New Mexico State 
Monument and has been identified as a Registered Cultural Property by the State of New 
Mexico.  In addition to NRHP and state-listed cultural resources under project MOAs, there are 
also archaeological, architectural, or traditional resources that are either eligible or potentially 
eligible for the NRHP under the MTRs.   
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Table 5.7-1.  State and National Register-Listed 
Properties Under Airspace 

(Page 1 of 2) 

 County Property Location 
State 

Register NRHP 
Airspace 

Clayton Public Library Clayton X X 
Clayton Public Schools NRHD Clayton X X 
Eklund Hotel Clayton X X 
Herzstein Memorial Museum 
(Methodist Episcopal Church 

Clayton X  

Rabbit Ears (Clayton Complex 
NHL 

Clayton X X 

Union County Courthouse Clayton X X 
Folsom Hotel Folsom X X 
Folsom Museum Folsom X  

Union  

Stadler Mercantile Grenville X  
Dorsey, Stephen W. Mansion  Abbott X  Colfax 
Folsom Man site NHL  Folsom  X X 
Farmers & Stockmans Bank Wagon 

Mound 
X  

Santa Clara Hotel Wagon 
Mound 

X X 

Mora 

Wagon Mound/Santa Clara 
Canyon, NHL 

Wagon 
Mound 

X X 

Mt. Dora MOA, 
New Mexico 

Harding (maybe:  Bueyeros School) 
(maybe:  Sacred Heart Church) 

Bueyeros 
Bueyeros 

X 
X 

X 
 

Mt. Dora MOA, 
Colorado 

Las 
Animas 

Trinchera Cave Archaeological 
District 

Trinchera 
vicinity 

X X 

De Baca County Courthouse Fort Sumner X X 
Fort Sumner Railroad Bridge Fort Sumner X X 
Fort Sumner Ruins, State 
Monument 

Fort Sumner X X 

Rodrick Drug Store Fort Sumner X  

De Baca 

Fort Sumner Women’s Club Fort Sumner  X X 
Chaves (maybe Causey Ranch House) Caprock X  

Rattlesnake Draw Site Buckeye X  
Lea County Courthouse Lovington X X 
Pyburn House & Assoc. Structures Lovington X X 

Pecos MOA, New 
Mexico 

Lea 

(maybe Monument Springs Site) Monument X  
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Table 5.7-1.  State and National Register-Listed 
Properties Under Airspace 

(Page 2 of 2) 

 County Property Location 
State 

Register NRHP 
Drop Zones and Landing Zones 

Bell Ranch HQ Conchas X X 
Conchas Dam Conchas X  
Conchas Dam Historic District Conchas Dam X  

W of IR-107, New 
Mexico 

San 
Miguel 

Indian Writings Conchas Lake X  
McFarland Brothers Bank Logan X  Near Logan, New 

Mexico 
Quay 

Shollenbarger Mercantile 
Company building 

Logan X  

Clovis Baptist Hospital Clovis X X 
Clovis Central Fire Station Clovis X X 
Clovis City Hall and Fire Station 
1908 

Clovis X X 

Clovis Post Office (Old) Clovis X X 
Curry County Courthouse Clovis X X 
Dillon, Dr. Fred A. House Clovis X X 
First Methodist Church of Clovis Clovis X  
Hotel Clovis Clovis X X 
Railway Express Agency Building Clovis X X 

Near Cannon AFB, 
New Mexico 

Curry 

Santa Fe Passenger Depot Clovis X X 
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No Indian reservations underlie the Pecos, Bronco, or Mt. Dora MOAs (Bureau of Indian Affairs 
1998).  The Mescalero Apache Reservation is near IR-113.  Native American groups with historic 
ties to the area include the Mescalero Apache, Jicarilla Apache, Comanche, and Navajo.  The 
Mescalero Apache Reservation is approximately 50 miles southwest of the Pecos MOAs near 
Ruidoso, New Mexico.  The Jicarilla Apache Reservation is about 150 miles northwest of the 
Pecos MOAs and is near IR-111.  The Comanche Reservation is in Lawton, Oklahoma, outside 
the airspace ROI.   

In the 1960s, the Fort Sumner State Monument was placed near the Old Fort Sumner Museum 
to commemorate the signing of the peace treaty with the Navajo people 100 years earlier (Banks 
1998).  Fort Sumner State Monument is an NRHP-listed site of significant cultural activity.  
Throughout the year, the Monument is host to Navajo visitors who conduct ceremonies and 
prayer services to commemorate The Long Walk and their confinement at Bosque Redondo.  
Fort Sumner State Monument is currently protected by a Noise Sensitive Area that has been 
effective in reducing noise impacts from overflights (personal communication, Smith 2005).  As 
part of the ongoing process to turn the routes associated with The Long Walk into a National 
Historic Trail, ground-breaking for a more extensive Bosque Redondo Memorial began in 
November of 2003.  Another point of interest, although not listed on the State or National 
Registers, is Billy the Kid’s gravesite near the Old Fort Sumner Museum. 

No NRHP or state-listed properties are located under the following Airspace:  Mt. Dora Texas 
and Oklahoma; Pecos MOA in Lincoln and Guadalupe Counties; Bronco MOA in New Mexico 
and Texas; Taiban MOA, VR-100/125, R-5104A and B, and R-5105.  No NRHP or state –listed 
properties are located near the Drop Zones and Landing Zones in Harding County, in the zones 
in Guadalupe, De Baca, or Roosevelt Counties.  In Curry county, only the zone near Cannon 
AFB has properties, listed in Table 5.7-1. 

Four water training locations are under consideration, 
all of which are New Mexico State Parks:  Conchas 
Lake, Santa Rosa Lake, Sumner Lake, and Santa Rosa 
Lake (Figure 2.3-3).  No NRHP-listed historic properties 
occur within the boundaries of any of the state parks 
proposed as water training locations. However, there 
are cultural properties listed on the New Mexico State 
Register of Cultural Properties (SRCP) at Conchas Lake 
State Park in San Miguel County (Table 5.7-1).  Also, 
cultural properties — both archaeological and historical 
— have been documented at all four parks that may be 
eligible for the NRHP or SRCP. 

There are a number of state or federally recognized trails underlying or within the vicinity of 
the affected airspace.  The primary trail that partially underlies the affected airspace is known as 
The Long Walk, which is discussed in detail in Section 3.6.2.1.  Other trails that do not directly 
underlie the affected airspace include the Santa Fe trail to the west, which links Santa Fe and 
Mexico; the Turquoise Trail, which links Albuquerque and Santa Fe, located to the north of the 
airspace ROI; the Old Spanish Trail to the northwest of the ROI, which links Los Angeles and 
Santa Fe; and historic Route 66, which linked Chicago and Santa Monica, California.  The 
Goodnight-Loving and Stinson Trails are not officially recognized by either the state or federal 
government. 

 
Several State Register-listed cultural 
properties are located at Conchas Lake 
State Park including these petroglyphs. 
(NMEMNRD 2006). 
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Native American Consultation and Coordination 

The Air Force has initiated contact with the Comanche Tribe of Lawton, Oklahoma; Jicarilla 
Apache Tribe of Dulce, New Mexico; Kiowa Tribe of Carnegie, Oklahoma; Apache Tribe of 
Andarko, Oklahoma; and the Mescalero Tribe of Mescalero, New Mexico to identify potential 
concerns associated with the Proposed Training (Appendix C).   

Paleontological Resources 

Three of the proposed water training locations have exposures of geologic strata known to 
contain fossilized fauna and flora specimens.  

Conchas Lake contains rocks of the Jurassic and Upper Triassic Periods. The southern margins 
of the lake have exposures of the Upper Triassic Santa Rosa Formation sandstones in which 
fossils have been found (New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department 
[EMNRD] 2006). 

Santa Rosa Lake contains rock exposures of the Triassic Anton Chico Formation (New Mexico 
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Resources 2006) in which an amphibian fossil has been found, 
although not near the lake.  Upper Triassic Santa Rosa Formation strata are also found at Santa 
Rosa Lake, and fossilized tree branches, leaves, and other plant remains have been found in the 
local sandstones and mudstones (New Mexico Bureau of Geology and mineral Resources 2006).  

Sumner Lake has exposures of the Santa Rosa Formation from which fossilized flora specimens 
have been discovered.  Also occurring at Sumner Lake are exposures of the Middle Triassic 
Moenkopi formation in which fossil amphibians have been found elsewhere (New Mexico 
Bureau of Geology and mineral Resources 2006). 

5.7.3 Environmental Consequences  
5.7.3.1  Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

A number of NRHP and state register-listed properties underlie the various pieces of airspace 
included in the Proposed Training (refer to Table 5.7-1).  The Proposed Training includes only 
one potential change in the airspace environment, consisting of adding an unmanned aerial 
system (UAS) corridor between Cannon AFB and the Melrose AFR restricted airspace to allow 
the transit of UAS aircraft.  No NRHP-listed properties lie beneath the proposed corridor.  
Because there would be no change in the noise or visual environment for historic properties 
beneath the existing or proposed airspace, there would be no effects. 

LZ/DZ locations will be designated for AFSOC training.  Once LZ/DZ locations have been 
identified, the Air Force will comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) by determining the presence or absence of historic properties, determining whether the 
Proposed Training will have an effect on any properties that may be present, and either avoid, 
minimize or mitigate any impacts to such properties. 

Cultural properties—both archaeological and historical— that may be eligible for the NRHP or 
SRCP have been documented at parks associated with all four lakes under consideration for 
water training locations. All cultural resources within park boundaries are subject to federal 
cultural resource protection laws.  In order to avoid adverse impacts to cultural resources, 
training activities within the parks should be coordinated with the State Park Resources Planner 
and the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division. 
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Paleontological resources have been reported at Conchas Lake State Park (New Mexico EMNRD 
2006), and the other three potential water training locations have the potential to contain fossils 
from the Middle and Upper Triassic Period.  So long as the proposed water training exercises 
are restricted to the water of the lakes and the boat ingress and egress points are conducted at 
already established boat ramps or other recreational access locations, there is a very low 
probability that paleontological resources would be adversely impacted. 

Although no traditional cultural resources have been identified in the project area, a portion of the 
Long Walk National Historic Trail also passes beneath the Pecos MOA airspace to Fort Sumner.  
Current conditions for all resources include overflights by military and civilian aircraft, including 
flights at supersonic speeds above 30,000 feet MSL.  Neither the noise nor the visual presence of 
these overflights have affected the NRHP eligibility of the resources.   

The Goodnight-Loving Trail passes through the Pecos MOA, the Mt. Dora MOA, and is crossed by 
several MTRs on its way from Texas north to Colorado.  The Santa Fe National Historic Trail also 
crosses underneath the Mt. Dora MOA from west to east.  Both trails pass beneath existing airspace, 
and neither is affected by the air traffic.  Increased low-level flights on the MTRs could be noticed by 
groups replicating historic travel on these trails should an active campsite coincide with a low-level 
overflight. 

5.7.3.2  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no AFSOC flights would occur.  There would be a reduction 
in the use of existing airspace, including noise or visual environment, and a reduction in aircraft 
overflights and use as the 27 FW F-16s were deactivated.  Cannon AFB would continue to 
consult with the New Mexico and other State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) to manage 
any impacts that might be identified underneath the airspace. 

5.8 Land Use and Recreation 

5.8.1  Definition of Resource 

Land use addresses general land use patterns, land ownership, land management plans, and 
special use areas under existing military training area.  General land use patterns characterize 
the types of uses within a particular area such as agricultural, rangeland, military, and urban 
areas.  Land ownership is a categorization of land according to type of owner. The major land 
ownership categories include private, state and, federal.  Federal lands are described by the 
managing agency, which may include the USFWS, the U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, or DoD.  Land management plans prepared by agencies are used to establish 
appropriate goals for future use and development.  As part of this process, sensitive land use 
areas were designated by agencies as being worthy of more rigorous management.  

Recreation resources consider outdoor recreational activities that take place away from the 
residences of participants.  This includes natural resources and man-made facilities that are 
designated or available for public recreational use in remote areas.  The scarcity of water bodies 
results in all public reservoirs and lakes in the New Mexico area serving as recreational sites. 

The ROI for land use and recreation consists of all the lands under the existing training airspace 
which includes the Pecos MOA, Mt Dora MOA, Bronco MOA, and the MTRs.  Land use under 
R-5104 and R-5105 is covered in Section 4.8   
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5.8.2 Existing Conditions 
Pecos MOA 

Military training airspace covers a vast area characterized by high plains and grasslands with 
sparse vegetation and few permanent bodies of water.  The area underlying the airspace 
includes portions of Guadalupe, Torrance, Roosevelt, San Miguel, Lincoln, De Baca, Chaves, 
Quay, and Curry counties.  

Lands under the special use airspace are primarily flat terrain with broad expanses of treeless, 
short grass prairie.  The landscape reflects the predominant use of the land for grazing and 
agriculture.  It is characterized by crop and rangelands, infrequent one or two-story residences, 
and outbuildings.  Santa Rosa and Sumner Lakes, outside the SUA, are manmade 
impoundments of the Pecos River that interrupt the vast semi-arid plains. Some forested areas 
occur along the western edges of the study area. 

The majority of the land under the airspace is privately held (Figure 5.8-1).  The majority of the 
public land that would be affected by the Proposed Training is administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management.  Public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management typically 
provide a variety of recreational experiences such as hiking, caving, camping, hunting, and 
nature viewing.   

As shown in Table 5.8-1, approximately 99 percent of the land under the MOAs is used for 
rangeland and agriculture.  The remaining land (less than 1 percent) is designated as forest, 
water, wetland, developed, or urbanized land.  Residences exist within the community of Fort 
Sumner, as well as on large acreages.  An average density within the total project area is about 
one person per square mile (U.S. Census 2000b).  Section 5.9 provides further discussion of 
population data under the airspace. 

Table 5.8-1.  Existing Land Use under MOAs and MTRs  
Used by the 27 FW (in Acres) 

MOA/MTR Agriculture Forest Rangeland 
Water/ 

Wetland 

Urban/ 
Built-Up 

Land Total 
Bronco MOA 2,147,725 0 2,184,910 9,870 23,815 4,366,320 
Mt. Dora MOA 244,665 253,525 2,846,945 5,995 8,770 3,359,900 
Pecos MOA 16,635 430 1,975,175 4,615 1,430 1,998,285 
Taiban MOA 780 0 198,590 495 40 199,905 
IR-107 311,085 490,090 4,419,015 16,460 7,780 5,244,430 
IR-109 130,255 750,115 3,074,655 5,620 3,765 3,964,410 
IR-111 216,710 883,120 3,184,015 5,635 5,215 4,294,695 
IR-113 198,895 464,400 3,677,220 6,430 2,660 4,349,605 
VR-100/125 159,700 490,985 5,067,150 5,515 10,040 5,733,390 
VR-108 168,850 506,930 2,774,645 15,100 5,625 3,471,150 
VR-114 919,510 279,075 3,927,240 21,720 8,065 5,155,610 
Source:  Air Force 1995. 
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Under the existing and proposed airspace, private ownership accounts for approximately 78 
percent, with a variety of state, Native American, military, and other federal interests overseeing the 
remainder of the land.  Federal lands in the ROI are managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Air Force.  Land status is depicted on Figure 5.8-1. 

The Bureau of Land Management’s Roswell Approved Resource Management Plan (RMP) and 
Record of Decision (ROD) present a plan for managing all public land administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management in the Roswell Resource Area.  The Roswell Resource Area includes about 
1,490,000 acres encompassing all counties under the MOA airspace except for a portion of Chaves 
County (Bureau of Land Management 1997a).  This portion of Chaves County is included in the 
Carlsbad Approved RMP Amendment and ROD (Bureau of Land Management 1997b).  The RMP 
covers a wide variety of natural and cultural resource management areas.  The Carlsbad RMP 
Amendment and ROD relate to general land management and use determinations for management 
of oil and gas resources in the Carlsbad Resource Area.  Management of the land is guided by De 
Baca and Chaves counties.  

State lands underlying the Pecos MOA airspace include the Fort Sumner State Monument, 
approximately 10 miles southeast of Fort Sumner.  This monument is an improved destination 
with restroom and visitor facilities, historic exhibits, and guided tours.  

Noise Sensitive Areas are defined in the Flight Information Publication reviewed by military pilots 
for their training missions.  Sensitive noise receptors have been identified under the airspace.  
Citizens seeking information about military overflights contact Cannon AFB Public Affairs directly.  
The Pecos North Low MOA is restricted to 1,500 feet AGL over Fort Sumner and its associated 
airport.  This “bubble” in the airspace is designed to avoid sensitive receptors in the area. 

Recreational uses in this area vary from hunting and fishing to hiking and biking, as well as off-
highway vehicle use.  Hunting on public lands under the current and proposed airspace fall 
within the jurisdiction of the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF).  Hunting 
seasons vary by sporting arm (i.e., rifle, bow, or muzzleloader) and species per state.  In general, 
open seasons (i.e., any sporting arm) for deer are two separate periods of three to four days in 
November, while bow-only seasons are in September and January.   

Mt. Dora MOA 

Counties under Mt. Dora are identified in Section 5.9.2.  In general, this area is characterized by 
large, sparsely inhabited areas with scattered, isolated towns, small communities, and homesteads. 
Land in the area is owned and managed by a variety of entities, including private owners, the states 
of New Mexico and Texas, and various federal agencies.  The primary land use outside population 
centers is livestock grazing (Air Force 2006).  This MOA overlies the communities of Clayton, Roy, 
Abbott, and Mt. Dora.  Approximately 6,000 people live under the Mt. Dora MOA.  

Special use land management areas that underlie this MOA are listed in Table 5.8-2 and include 
Capulin Volcano National Monument, Chicosa Lake State Park, Kiowa National Grassland, and 
Rita Blanca National Grassland.  In addition, segments of the Santa Fe National Historic Trail 
are located under this MOA.  These recreational areas provide a wide range of recreational 
opportunities, including hiking, camping, fishing, picnicking, wildlife viewing, and boating.  In 
general, recreational use tends to be greatest from the spring to fall months.  
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Figure 5.8-1.  Land Ownership under the Pecos MOA 
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Table 5.8-2.  Special Use Land Management Areas under 
MOAs and MTRs Used by the 27 FW 

(Page 1 of 2) 

Land Use Area Type MTR/MOA Acreage 
Capitan Mountains National Forest Wilderness IR-113 

VR-100/125 
12,010 
25,038 

Capulin Volcano National Monument IR-107, VR-108, 
and Mt. Dora MOA 

840 (each) 

Carson National Forest IR-109 
IR-111 

204,015 
137,175 

Chamas River Canyon National Forest Wilderness IR-109 26,105 

Chicosa Lake State Park IR-107 
VR-108 

Mt. Dora MOA 

115 
470 
475 

Cibola National Forest IR-113 
VR-100/125 

29,960 
17,940 

Cimarron Canyon  State Park IR-109 33,000 

Clayton Lake State Park State Park Mt. Dora MOA 471 

Comanche National Grassland IR-107 59,230 

Conchas Lake State Park IR-107 
VR-108 and VR-114 

1,255 
1,545 (each) 

Fort Sumner National Monument Pecos MOA 119,000 

Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation IR-109 64,600 

Kiowa National Grassland IR-107 
VR-108 

Mt. Dora MOA 

165,280 
134,320 
305,420 

Lincoln National Forest IR-113 
VR-100/125 

104,610 
109,770 

Little Black Peak Carrizozo Wilderness Study Area IR-113 21,905 

Melrose AFR Military Reservation IR-107, IR-111, and IR-113 22,000 (each) 

Muleshoe National Wildlife Refuge Bronco MOA 5,415 

Pecos National Forest Wilderness IR-111 93,315 

Rio Chama Wild and Scenic River 
Wilderness Study Area 

IR-109 
IR-109 

13,260 
3,425 

Rio Grande Wild and Scenic River IR-109 6,375 

Rita Blanca National Grassland Mt. Dora MOA 29,250 

Sabinoso Wilderness Study Area IR-109 
IR-111 

12,275 
3,745 

Salinas Pueblo Missions National Monument IR-113 and VR-100/125 750 (each) 

San Pedro Parks National Forest Wilderness IR-109 3,335 

Santa Fe National Forest IR-109 
IR-111 

88,515 
192,540 
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Table 5.8-2.  Special Use Land Management Areas under 
MOAs and MTRs Used by the 27 FW 

(Page 2 of 2) 

Land Use Area Type MTR/MOA Acreage 
Sumner Lake State Park IR-109 

IR-111 
IR-113 

VR-100/125 
Pecos MOA 

410 
7,575 
8,430 

11,835 
665 

Taos Indian Reservation IR-109 8,000 

Valley of Fires State Park IR-113 550 

Villanueva State Park IR-111 1,655 

Wheeler Peak National Forest Wilderness IR-109 345 

White Sands Missile Range Military Reservation IR-113 4,650 
Source: Air Force 1995. 

 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
 5.0 Training Airspace Affected Environment and  
5-62 Environmental Consequences 

Approximately 95 percent of the land under the Mt. Dora MOA airspace associated with this 
alternative is public and privately owned rangeland used primarily for livestock grazing 
(Figure 5.8-2).  Approximately 12 percent of the remaining land is forested. Agricultural uses 
make up approximately 4 percent; surface water/wetland and urban/built-up areas make up 
less than 1 percent each. Private ownership accounts for approximately 78 percent of the land 
underlying the affected airspace with a variety of state, U.S. Forest Service, and other federal 
interests overseeing the remainder of the land below the airspace (Air Force 2006b).   

Bronco MOA 

The Bronco MOA covers approximately 6,820 square miles in eastern New Mexico and 
northwestern Texas.  Counties under the Bronco MOA are identified in Section 5.9.2.  An 
estimated 88,300 persons live under the Bronco MOA.  In general, this area is characterized by 
large, sparsely inhabited areas with scattered, isolated towns, small communities, and 
homesteads.  Land in the area is owned and managed by a variety of entities, including private 
owners, the states of New Mexico and Texas, and various federal agencies.  The primary land 
use outside population centers is livestock grazing (Air Force 2006).   

Land use under the Bronco MOA is characterized by large, sparsely inhabited areas with 
scattered, isolated towns, small communities, and homesteads.  Approximately 97 percent of 
land use outside population centers is livestock grazing and agriculture.  Land is owned and 
managed primarily by private owners.  The State of New Mexico and the USFWS manage the 
remaining lands (Figure 5.8-3).  Designated special land uses are limited to the Muleshoe 
National Wildlife Refuge administered by the USFWS.  

MTRs and Outside Cannon AFB Scheduled Airspace 

Approximately 93 percent of the land under MTR airspace is used for rangeland and 
agriculture.  Approximately 6.5 percent of the land is forest, water, or wetland, and 
approximately 0.4 percent is developed or urbanized land.   

Private ownership accounts for approximately 86 percent of the land underlying the affected 
airspace with a variety of state, military, and other federal interests overseeing the remainder of 
the land below the airspace.  Federal lands in the ROI are managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management and the DoD.  Santa Rosa and Sumner lakes are owned and operated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (USACE 2001).  The Bureau of Land Management’s Roswell 
RMP applies to all land underlying MTR airspace except for land in Torrance County.  Land in 
Torrance County is managed under the Bureau of Land Management’s Rio Puerco RMP 
(Bureau of Land Management 1986).  Table 5.8-2 lists special land use management areas under 
the MTRs. 

As presented in Section 2.3.4, AFSOC also proposes water training and there are four area lakes 
that could meet training requirements.  The year-round lakes are Conchas, Sumner, and Ute, 
and Santa Rosa is a seasonal location (refer to Figure 5.8-4).  Their attributes are described in 
Physical Resources, Section 5.5.2.  Each of these lakes is surrounded by large open areas, 
including public land areas.  Some of the lakes also have residential development in the vicinity.  
AFSOC training activities would be proposed within the State Parks located at each lake, where 
they would avail themselves of the boat ramps and beaches. 
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Figure 5.8-2.  Land Ownership under the Mt. Dora MOA 
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Figure 5.8-3.  Land Ownership under the Bronco MOA  
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Figure 5.8-4.  Land Ownership Surrounding Area Lakes 
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Each park is open 24 hours a day and offers a wide variety of recreational opportunities that 
may be summarized as follows: 

Conchas Lake State Park is approximately 290 acres.  There are camping and picnicking 
facilities, as well as a variety of boating amenities (ramps, marina, etc.). 

Santa Rosa Lake State Park is approximately 500 acres in size.  It offers camping at 76 developed 
sites and 25 electric sites.  Picnic facilities are available, as well as a number of hiking trails.  
Boating, swimming, wind surfing, and waterskiing are popular activities.   

Sumner Lake State Park comprises approximately 6,700 
acres.  It offers 50 developed camp sites and 18 electric sites.  
A visitor center and group shelter are also available.  In 
addition to the popular fishing and swimming opportunities, 
hiking and mountain bike trails are also available. 

Ute Lake State Park is approximately 1,500 acres and offers 
a marina and hosts a variety of water sport activities.  
Camping amenities include 142 developed sites, 77 electric 
sites, a visitor center, and group shelter. 

5.8.3  Environmental Consequences 

5.8.3.1  Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

Five general areas of concern regarding land use under the airspace were identified during 
scoping for this EIS.  These areas of concern are as follows: 

• Would the Proposed Training or an alternative affect land access? 

• Would restrictions on property occur, including restrictions on use as a result of AFSOC 
training? 

• Would the Proposed Training or an alternative interfere with the building of wind 
farms, radio, or cellular phone transmission towers, or similar structures? 

• Would low-level overflights or chaff and flares affect residents or cattle operations? 

• Would refueling operations affect biological or land use resources? 

These and other land use and recreational aspects are discussed below. 

Land under the Cannon AFB-scheduled airspace is predominantly agriculture or range land.  
There would be no anticipated change in general land use patterns, land access, land 
ownership, land management plans, and special use areas for the lands underlying the MOAs 
or MTRs.  AFSOC training within the airspace would not place restrictions on private property 
under the MOAs or MTRs.  The Proposed Training would involve a change in aircraft and a 
change in airspace use.  Changes in airspace use have not historically affected land uses and are 
not anticipated to affect existing land usage.  Military aircraft currently train throughout the 
Cannon AFB-managed airspace.  Land uses such as wind farms and towers that have height 
and land requirements would be identified and avoided by AFSOC aircraft during training.  
Structures in excess of 200 feet currently have FAA warning requirements.  These requirements 
would apply to new structures under or outside military training airspace.  These requirements 
would not affect wind energy generation. 

 
Ute Lake recreation is representative 
of activities on the lakes proposed 
for water training. 
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The change in use of training airspace 
would be expected to increase ambient 
noise levels along the MTRs (see Section 
5.2).  In no case does the resulting average 
noise level approach the 55 dB identified 
by the USEPA as being protective of the 
public health and welfare (USEPA 1974).  
Some public concern was expressed that 
the changes in noise levels may affect 
property values.  Although the increased noise could be an annoyance, noise levels would not 
approach the 65 dB level identified around airports as locations where modifications may be 
implemented to reduce interior noise levels. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) and Special Recreation Management Areas 
(SRMAs) under the airspace would not likely be affected by the AFSOC overflights for the 
following reasons.  Sites currently under the Pecos MOA where the airspace floor is 500 feet AGL 
have been designated as environmental management areas with active military training overflights.  
Sites under MOAs would have a slightly lower noise level as turboprop aircraft replace jets.  Areas 
under the MTRs where there is an estimated ambient noise level of 25 to 36 dB would be expected 
to detect increased noise levels.  As noted in Section 5.2, AFSOC will coordinate with land 
management or other resource agencies to increase avoidance of sensitive areas.  Access to land 
would remain unaffected.  Management of these resources would continue as at present.   

Recreational hunting was identified as a concern by participants during scoping for this EIS.  
Approximately 89 percent of the pronghorn antelope taken annually are on private property.  
Hunters pay for hunting rights on the ranches under the airspace and at least one rancher was 
heard to say that he netted more income annually from antelope than he did from cattle.  Since 
ranches under the existing airspace with jet overflights currently have successful recreational 
hunting, it is not likely that hunting on ranches under C-130 or CV-22 overflights would be 
detrimentally affected.  In the extremely rare case of a low-flying aircraft causing game to startle 
during a hunt, the hunter would likely be annoyed.  Even in such a case, land used for 
recreation activities such as hunting would not overall be affected by AFSOC training aircraft in 
the MOAs or MTRs.   

AFSOC training would not change general land use patterns, land ownership, land management 
plans, or special use areas on the lands underlying this airspace.  Access to recreation areas or 
public/private land under the MOAs and MTRs would continue as under current conditions.  
Agriculture, the predominate land use, would not require a change in land management.   

Military aircraft currently use RR-188 chaff and M-206 (or equivalent) defensive flares within 
the Pecos MOA complex.  Other flares and ordnance can also be used in Restricted Airspace 
over the Melrose AFR.  In airspace outside the Restricted Airspace, including the Pecos and 
Taiban MOAs, and the Sumner ATCAA, only RR-188 chaff and M-206 flares have been assessed 
for use.  Under the Proposed Training, the use of RR-188 chaff and M-206 defensive flares by 
AFSOC aircraft in the currently assessed airspace would also be authorized.   

There would be no anticipated change in general land use patterns, land ownership, land 
management plans, or special use areas for the lands underlying the airspace associated with 
chaff and flare use.  The proposed AFSOC training decreases the total chaff or flare use within 
the airspace.  The release of chaff and flare end caps, aluminum coated mylar, or other residual 

 
Agriculture is the dominant industry in counties under 
the training airspace with 93 percent of the land in 
agriculture, predominantly grazing. 
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materials together would average less than one piece per 11 acres per year over the Pecos and 
Taiban MOAs.  Over VR-100/125, average residual material from chaff would be one piece per 
552 acres.  Although the likelihood of encountering any chaff or flare residual components is 
low, if such were found it could result in annoyance to the observer.  Participants at scoping 
meetings expressed annoyance at finding residual flare and chaff materials on private property.   

Chaff fibers are extremely difficult to discern from naturally occurring materials found in the 
area (Air Force 1997b).  Chaff fibers break down to the consistency of background materials.  
Animals do not typically consume chaff, and it is unlikely that modern chaff or its residual 
components would accumulate in sufficient quantities to impact land uses, affect recreational 
resources, or even be found.  In rare instances, chaff does not deploy correctly and rather than 
disperse in a large cloud, the fibers may clump together and fall to the ground.  When this 
occurs, tufts or clumps of chaff can be discernible to the naked eye.  These tufts may catch on 
vegetation or blow across the landscape with the wind.  Tufts may stay together or separate into 
individual fibers to some degree as the wind blows.  Depending upon the context, the chaff may 
appear to resemble naturally occurring tufted seed pods or be viewed as foreign material. 

During scoping meetings, participants expressed concern regarding potential detrimental 
effects to property values due to the presence of chaff or flare residual components or a fire 
hazard of flares.  Use of chaff and flares would be directly correlated to the pilot’s response to a 
threat within the airspace.  Residual deposition of chaff or flare end cap materials would be the 
result of altitude of chaff use, wind directions, and wind speeds.  Due to the dispersal nature of 
deployed chaff and flares, the average wind in the area, wind at altitudes, and the altitude at 
which chaff and flares are deployed, chaff or flare materials could be carried on wind currents 
outside, and, possibly, back inside the airspace.  This analysis assumes that all chaff and flare 
end caps would fall on lands under the airspace.  This conservative assumption could produce a 
higher annual concentration of chaff or flare materials than may actually be experienced under 
the airspace.   

With regard to both chaff and flares, the likelihood of adverse impacts associated with these 
elements is low.  For example, in the proposed and existing airspace, chaff concentrations 
would be less than approximately 0.80 gram per acre per year.  Fewer than an estimated one 
flare would be dispensed annually in the Pecos airspace complex over each 80 acres.   

Fire risk and the damaging effects of fire were identified as issues during scoping.  AFSOC 
aircraft use of live 105 mm cannon fire and other munitions increase the risk of fire.  AFSOC 
proposes to relocate personnel at Melrose AFR and increase fire management and fire response 
capabilities.  Activities would include an increase in fire breaks and additional fire management 
practices.  Agreements with neighboring communities would support joint fire control. 

The risk of fire associated with flare use is extremely low compared to other potential sources of fire 
(e.g., lightning).  Existing environmental conditions and potential fire hazard in the region are 
accounted for in current property values.  A significant on and off Melrose AFR fire was started by a 
practice bomb deployed by a B-1B in November 2005.  In the event of a military training-caused fire, 
the Air Force has established procedures for damage claims reimbursement.  Section 4.3, Safety, 
further discusses fire. 

Chaff and flare use are widely dispersed when used within MOAs (Air Force 1997b), reducing the 
potential for encountering residual components on private residences or within sensitive land use 
areas.  Fort Sumner State Monument and a variety of ACECs and SRMAs underlie the existing 
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airspace already designated for both chaff and flare use.  Chaff or flare residual components have 
not been identified in these areas of public visitation at a level that would disturb scenic quality or 
diminish the recreation experience.  Chaff or flare use is unlikely to change land use patterns, land 
ownership, or land management practices.   

Potential land use effects from fuel loss during refueling was mentioned at scoping.  Of 
particular concern was potential refueling over red and yellow cedar trees under the Mt. Dora 
MOA.  These trees have a limited habitat and are very susceptible to fire.  AFSOC refueling 
operations could occur in the Mt. Dora MOA.  The amount of jet fuel lost during an AR is 
normally less than a gallon.  The refueling normally occurs at altitudes where that amount of 
fuel would vaporize before reaching the ground.  AFSOC aircraft have the ability to jettison fuel 
in an emergency situation, but they do not regularly jettison fuel and emergency situations with 
the C-130 aircraft are very infrequent.  As noted in Section 3.3, the C-130 has an excellent safety 
record.  Land use impacts from refueling or other loss of fuel are not expected as a result of the 
proposed AFSOC beddown. 

The proposed water training activities would not result in changes to land use patterns.  The 
training activities would not require permanent disturbance to the lake or surrounding lands.  
Similarly, ownership of these areas would not change due to the temporary and transient 
nature of the activity.   

Water training could have a temporary effect on recreational use of reservoirs and lakes.  Safety 
provisions would be required to exclude recreational boating or other activities in the area of an 
AFSOC water training exercise during the exercise.  Noise from night exercises could affect, 
disturb, or annoy some campers on the shores of the lakes.  Other individuals camping, in 
homes, or at recreational sites near the water training location could view initial water training 
exercises with interest.  Recreationalists visiting the lakes could view the training exercise as 
comparable to a private air show brought to them by AFSOC.  Longer term residents could 
view the continued regular night water training exercises as an annoyance. 

Therefore, it is likely that management plans would require amendment to address the 
potential disruption caused by 4 or 5 drops a month on a lake (more than one could occur per 
sortie).  The timing and extent of these activities would be coordinated with Park 
Superintendents to ensure that they occur during low visitation (not holiday weekends, for 
example) and in locations that already allow disturbance and access to the shore.  Permits for 
low-flying aircraft and to use the lakes for training would be required. 

5.8.3.2  No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  The Cannon-based F-16s would depart by 2008, 
but MTRs and MOA use would continue.  Land ownership under this alternative would remain 
the same and noise levels would decrease under the airspace.   

5.9 Socioeconomics 

5.9.1 Definition of Resource 

Socioeconomics is defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the human 
environment, particularly population and economic activity.  Economic activity typically 
encompasses employment, personal income, and regional industries.  Changes to these 
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fundamental socioeconomic components can influence other resources such as housing 
availability, utility capabilities, and community services. 

Agriculture is the dominant industry in the area under the proposed airspace.  Much of the 
socioeconomic activity, including employment and related services provided by communities 
adjacent to the airspace, is related to ranching and more intensive agriculture such as dairies 
and irrigated cropland. 

The following section considers a demographic analysis of the affected region under the 
airspace and a general description of regional economic activity in eastern New Mexico. 

5.9.2 Existing Conditions 

The ROI for socioeconomics related to the Cannon AFB scheduled airspace consists of 23 
counties in three states.  This airspace overlies rural areas in east-central New Mexico, the 
western panhandle of Texas, and the southeast corner of Colorado (see Figure 5.1-2).  The ROI 
counties associated with each airspace element are listed in Table 5.9-1.   

Table 5.9-1.  Counties with Land Area Under the Affected Airspace 

Airspace Counties with Land Area Under Airspace (by State) 
Bronco MOA New Mexico 

Texas  
Chaves, Lea, Roosevelt  
Andrews, Bailey, Cochran, Dawson, Gaines, 
Hockley, Lamb, Terry, Yoakum 

Mt. Dora MOA Colorado 
New Mexico 
Texas 

Las Animas 
Colfax, Harding, Mora, Union 
Dallam 

Pecos MOA New Mexico Chaves, De Baca, Guadalupe, Lincoln, Roosevelt 
Taiban MOA New Mexico De Baca, Roosevelt 
Melrose AFR New Mexico Curry, Quay, Roosevelt 

5.9.2.1 Population Characteristics 

Throughout this section, the term “affected area” refers to the specific land area under the MOA and 
MTR airspaces.  These airspaces typically include only portions of each ROI county.  Generally 
speaking, population centers in the ROI counties tend to be situated outside of the airspace.  
Consequently, county-level data tends to be dominated by the socioeconomic characteristics of 
communities outside the training airspace.  More detailed data, at the census block group level, is 
available regarding certain demographic characteristics, including total population.  Based on the 
acreage within each county under the airspace, estimates of the population and population density 
associated with each airspace element were developed (Table 5.9-2).   
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Table 5.9-2.  Estimated Population and Density 
under the Affected Airspace 

Airspace Acres Population 
Population Density 

(per square mile) 
Bronco MOA 4,779,360 88,300 11.8 
Mt. Dora MOA 3,710,883 6,012 1.0 
Pecos MOA 2,170,909 2,236 0.7 
Taiban MOA 199,364 89 0.3 
Aggregate MTRs 37,327,857 34,696 0.6 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2000a. 

The Cannon AFB-scheduled airspace associated with AFSOC beddown assets has been in 
existence for many years.  Because military airspace is typically configured to avoid densely 
populated and metropolitan or urban areas, such airspace by design tends to be located over 
rural and less developed areas.  Population under the training airspace is typically scattered 
and relatively low in density compared to urbanized areas.  Training airspace generally seeks to 
avoid population concentrations to the maximum extent possible. 

The total potentially affected population under the Bronco, Mt. Dora, Pecos, and Taiban MOA 
airspaces is estimated to be 96,637 persons.  An additional approximately 35,000 persons are 
estimated to reside under the MTR.  Population change over the past decade has varied greatly 
across the 23 counties.  Overall, the ROI counties have experienced less population growth than the 
three-state region over the same period.  Average population density under the individual airspace 
elements ranges from a high of 11.8 persons per square mile under the Bronco MOA, to a low of 0.3 
persons per square mile under the Taiban MOA.  With the exception of Bronco, population density 
averages are 1.0 person or fewer per square mile under the affected airspace.  Even this figure tends 
to overstate the actual density on the majority of the affected land area because much of the affected 
population is concentrated in small communities under the airspace.  For comparison, population 
densities in the states of New Mexico and Texas are 15.4 and 79.6 persons per square mile, 
respectively.  Population density in the U.S. averages 79.6 persons per square mile, the same as 
Texas.   

5.9.2.2 Economic Activity 

A number of factors have influenced economic activity and employment in New Mexico in 
recent years, contributing overall to moderate growth despite some industry-specific declines.  
Since the early 1990s, New Mexico’s numerous U.S. military sites and related enterprises have 
experienced reduced federal defense spending, resulting in a loss of more than 8,500 jobs in the 
past decade (University of New Mexico 2001).  The mining and manufacturing sectors, 
particularly copper and potash mining and textile manufacturing, declined during the 1990s, 
losing hundreds of relatively high-wage jobs.  High-tech manufacturing, on the other hand, has 
shown growth since 1990.  Employment in this sector, which contributed an estimated 30,000 
total jobs in 2000, has helped offset federal job losses during the same period. 

The 1990s were a period of expansion for the ranching industry in New Mexico, particularly 
dairy operations.  Agriculture, food processing and food-related industries together employ 
over 100,000 people in New Mexico and contribute $2 billion in annual crop and livestock sales 
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(NMDA 2004).  Milk production in New Mexico has increased 400 percent since 1990, ranking 
the state 7th in the nation in milk production, 5th in the nation in production per cow, and first in 
the nation in herd size (New Mexico State University 2004).  The dairy industry has noticeably 
grown in the past decade in Chaves, Curry, and Roosevelt counties (see Section 3.8.2.3).  

Additional industry trends in recent years include the influx of call centers to the state, due to 
favorable legislation, and the growth of the gaming industry, particularly Native American-
owned casinos.  By 2000, these two industries contributed 12,000 and 6,000 jobs, respectively 
(University of New Mexico 2001).  There also were substantial job gains in the retail sector due 
to the proliferation of Wal-Marts across the state.  While job growth was moderate overall, the 
losses in relatively high-paying federal, mining, and manufacturing jobs compared to the gains 
in high-tech manufacturing and relatively low-paying call center, gaming, and retail jobs 
resulted in slow growth in the state’s average wage level. 

Agriculture 

Agriculture represents an important component of New Mexico’s economy and to the economy 
under the affected airspace.  Livestock grazing is the dominant agricultural activity under the 
airspace.  Annual crop and livestock sales in the state amount to $2 billion (New Mexico 
Department of Agriculture 2004).  Farming employment and related food processing and food 
service jobs comprise 10 percent of state employment.  A variety of agricultural commodities 
are produced on New Mexico’s farms and ranches, including beef, chile, corn, milk, apples, 
lamb, sorghum, wheat, peanuts, and wool.  In addition to its direct contributions to state output 
and employment, agricultural activity in New Mexico supports a number of secondary 
industries, including those associated with farm equipment, feed, and fertilizer. 

Milk and other dairy products are the largest income generators for New Mexico farmers and 
ranchers.  New Mexico ranks 7th in the nation in terms of overall milk production, up from 30th 
in 1990.  Three of the seven ROI counties (Chaves, Curry, and Roosevelt) rank among the top 
four milk-producing counties in the state and in the top 20 dairy counties in the nation (New 
Mexico Department of Agriculture 2004).  The dairy industry provides additional contributions 
to local and regional economies from the hiring of labor and the purchase of feed and other 
farm supplies.  New Mexico dairies provide 4,000 annual jobs, with an estimated payroll of $81 
million, and are among the largest consumers of New Mexico-grown feed crops.  Dairy 
operations in New Mexico include 194 dairy farms, nine fluid milk plants, four cheese plants, 
one condensed powdered milk plant, and one ice cream plant. 

Oil and Gas Development 

New Mexico is among the nation’s leading developers of extractive energy resources.  The state 
ranks 2nd in natural gas production and 5th in crude oil production, with proven natural gas and 
oil reserves ranked 3rd and 4th in the country, respectively.  There are about 21,800 active oil-
producing wells in New Mexico, and 23,300 active gas-producing wells.  Total crude oil 
production in the state in 2002 was 67.4 million barrels and total natural gas production was 
1,625 billion cubic feet (New Mexico EMNRD 2003). 

Oil and gas development occurs in Chaves and Roosevelt counties.  Over 90 percent of the oil 
and gas production in these two counties occurs to the south, outside the area under the 
affected airspace.  There are 200 oil-producing wells and 1,800 gas-producing wells located in 
the affected area, representing 4 percent of active wells in the state.  These wells produced 
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86,000 barrels of crude oil and 1,967 million cubic feet of natural gas in 2003, accounting for 0.13 
percent of the state’s total oil and gas output (New Mexico Oil Conservation Division 2003). 

Gross oil and gas revenues, in the form of taxes and royalties, contributed approximately 20 percent 
to the state’s General Fund in recent years:  $500 million in 2002 (New Mexico EMNRD 2003).  Wells 
on lands in the affected area account for less than 1 percent of this total contribution.  Oil and gas 
extraction activities employ about 3,500 persons in the state and an estimated 100 persons in Chaves 
and Roosevelt counties.  Of the total two-county employment, it is likely that fewer than ten are 
directly associated with oil- and gas-producing wells under the affected airspace.   

Wind Power 

Wind power generation is a renewable source of electricity that produces power without 
depleting water resources, producing emissions or generating solid waste.  Commercial wind 
power generation in the U.S. currently is concentrated in the western and central states.  
Development of wind energy facilities in these states primarily reflects state policies designed to 
encourage their development rather than the state’s wind energy potential.  California has the 
most installed wind power capacity but its potential is less than one-seventh New Mexico’s 
potential (New Mexico EMNRD 2000).  New Mexico ranks 5th in the nation in annual wind 
energy potential, estimated at 497 megawatts (New Mexico State University 2007). 

Four commercial scale wind turbines, with a combined 
capacity of 2.64 megawatts, are located near Texico in 
Curry County.  The New Mexico Wind Energy Center is 
the world’s fourth largest wind generation facility 
consisting of 136 turbines with a production capacity of 
204 megawatts of energy, or enough electricity to power 
100,000 typical homes (Public Service Company of New 
Mexico 2004).  Each of the 136 turbines is powered by 
blades 110 feet in length and sits atop a 210-foot tower.  
The Center is located about 20 miles northeast of Fort 
Sumner on 9,600 acres of private and state-owned land 
in De Baca and Quay counties.  In 2000, the Wind Center 
was expected to generate $40 million in regional 
economic benefits over the next 25 years through lease payments to private landowners, 
payments in lieu of taxes, and worker salaries (New Mexico EMNRD 2000). 

Other wind generation facilities occur in the vicinity of Cannon AFB.  Caprock Wind Ranch is 
located near San Jon.  It has 80 turbines and a capacity of 80 megawatts.  San Juan Mesa, near 
Elida, has 120 turbines and a generation capacity of 120 megawatts. The Argonne Mesa project 
in Guadalupe County, with 90 turbines and a generation capacity of 90 megawatts, went online 
at the end of 2006 (New Mexico State University 2007).  

New Mexico State University Agricultural Science Center supports a wind monitoring project 
13 miles north of Clovis.  The center erected a 50-meter meteorological  tower in November 2006 
and has begun collecting site-specific wind data.  The project will evaluate the potential for 
further wind energy generation in east-central New Mexico (New Mexico State University 
2007). 

 
Wind turbines are located under 
selected MTRs and would be avoided by 
AFSOC. 
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5.9.3 Environmental Consequences 

5.9.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

The socioeconomic impact analysis addresses the 
potential effects of the proposed airspace use and chaff 
and flare use on the social and economic resources of 
the ROI.  These social and economic resources are 
defined in terms of population and economic activity.   

Issues and concerns involving socioeconomic resources 
were identified during public scoping.  Concerns related 
to property values, economic pursuits, damage to 
structures, and safety.  Public concern was expressed 
regarding potential detrimental environmental 
conditions associated with low-level overflights that 
could reduce land values in the affected area.  There was 
concern that wildlife and livestock in the affected areas may be vulnerable to noise and fire hazard, 
leading to negative economic impacts to the agriculture and recreation industries.  Concerns were 
raised regarding potential hazards to structures or activities associated with oil and gas extraction 
and wind power generation.  The risk of fire damage to rangelands and area infrastructure, 
including livestock and fences, was identified as a concern.  Potential safety issues related to joint 
airspace military training use and general aviation flight were identified as public concerns.  
Concerns were expressed that wind farms and training could have potentially detrimental effects 
on each other.  Existing and any new wind farms would be mapped on airspace maps and avoided 
by training aircraft.  This is the same procedure as currently applied for towers or oil or gas well 
drilling rigs that could project into training airspace.  Cannon AFB would continue to work with 
federal, state, and local agencies to identify the impacts caused by the development of tall 
structures to Cannon AFB operations and training.   
Based on the issues and concerns noted during scoping, potential socioeconomic impacts were 
evaluated related to three elements:  (1) changes in airspace use, (2) disturbances from 
overflights, and (3) chaff and flare use.   
Changes in Airspace Use 

Changes to use of MOA and MTR airspace associated with AFSOC training would increase the 
number of low-altitude aircraft flights throughout the airspace.  The AFSOC missions 
frequently require low-altitude and lights out navigation training.  Concern was expressed 
during scoping that such low-altitude lights out training could increase the risk to general 
aviation using the airspace. 

AFSOC aircraft normally fly at 250 to 1,000 feet AGL on MTRs with training to 100 feet AGL 
and missions of four to five hours.  During night missions, these altitudes would be below 
altitudes used by general aviation.  No potential impact would be anticipated.  During daylight 
missions, low-altitude general aviation aircraft such as agricultural aircraft could be 
encountered at training altitudes.  The C-130 and CV-22 have both a pilot and co-pilot and fly at 
speeds that support see-and-avoid procedures during daylight (and night) operations. 

As explained in Section 5.3.2, there is little or no potential for structural damage to windmills 
from level flight of AFSOC aircraft flying at or above 250 feet AGL and there is very low 
potential for a maneuvering aircraft at 100 feet to create the wind vortex level at exactly the 

 
Public concern has been expressed 
regarding potential effects on land 
values under the airspace. 
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point where a windmill would be located.  Continued and projected transient users of Cannon 
AFB scheduled airspace also include larger aircraft such as B-1B and B-52 aircraft.  Under 
normal flight conditions and all but rare atmospheric conditions, wake vortices from low 
altitude flights fail to generate sufficient velocities to damage structure and vehicles or to pose a 
hazard to people or animals on the surface.  Under infrequent circumstances, such as unusual 
aircraft maneuvers, damage could occur (Jurkovich and Skujins 2007).  

Neither the C-130 nor the CV-22 is expected to fly for long periods at 100 feet AGL.  In most 
cases, this would be expected to occur when the aircraft crosses a higher topographic feature.  
Stock windmills are typically located in lower topographic areas where the groundwater is 
closer to the surface.  However unlikely, if damage resulted in a stock windmill no longer 
pumping, this may not be discovered immediately and could result in loss of water for grazing 
or other animals.  Although unlikely, if damage occurred, it could have an undetermined 
economic impact on a ranching operation subject to the damage.  The Air Force has established 
procedures for damage claims that begin by contacting Cannon AFB Public Affairs Office.  

AR of AFSOC aircraft could occur on designated refueling tracks at both tactical altitude as low 
as 1,000 feet AGL and strategic altitudes between 5,000 feet AGL or higher.  AR could last from 
a few minutes to a few hours if different AFSOC aircraft cycle to the KC-135/10 tanker at 5,000 
feet AGL or higher.  This refueling could be with or without lights.  Tactical refueling would 
occur at altitudes below those used by general aviation at night.  Strategic refueling would 
occur on an identified refueling racetrack.  The altitudes and identified locations for refueling 
would provide general aviation information to reduce any potential for impacts.  No significant 
impacts are anticipated from refueling. 

The width of the MTRs, the AFSOC goal to avoid populated areas, and the avoidance of 
airfields would further reduce the risk for AFSOC aircraft and general aviation interaction.  No 
significant socioeconomic impacts are anticipated as a result of changed airspace use by AFSOC 
training aircraft in the MTRs or MOAs. 
Noise Disturbances 

The duration of training flights would increase from the F-16 average flight of 1.5 hours to the 
C-130 and CV-22 average flight times of five and four hours.  Increased training in the MOAs 
and on the MTRs would result in higher levels of noise.  Noise levels in Pecos, Mt. Dora, and 
Taiban MOAs would increase, however they would not be expected to exceed Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (Ldn) 55 dB.  Animals in these areas are expected to be temporarily more 
sensitive to noise due to lower previous exposure.  Humans would be exposed to higher noise 
levels than currently experienced.  The typical human response to noise effects associated with 
aircraft overflights is annoyance.  Noise levels on selected MTR segments could increase from 
an existing <30 to 36 dB to 40 to 49 dB.  The USEPA has identified a Day-Night Average Sound 
Level (Ldn) of 55 dB to be a level protective of the public health and welfare.  This represents a 
threshold below which adverse noise effects are generally not expected.  AFSOC training seeks 
to avoid areas of population concentration or lights.  Nevertheless, some homes in rural areas 
would be overflown by training aircraft.  The change from low ambient noise conditions to 
increased noise from low-altitude night overflights would be expected to annoy some residents. 

Concern was expressed at public hearings that noise conditions may negatively affect wildlife 
and livestock in particular.  Five cases of loss or injury to penned livestock under the Pecos 
MOA complex have been attributed to low-flying jet aircraft between 1994 and 2005.  Wildlife 
and livestock have demonstrated that they can habituate to regular noises such as low-level 
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flights and impulse noise from munitions.  The levels of noise anticipated as a result of AFSOC 
aircraft could startle penned individual livestock, but are not expected to result in biological 
effects that would impair overall animal populations.   

Individual low-altitude overflights by slower turboprop aircraft would not be expected to have 
the same startle effect as low-altitude jet aircraft.  C-130s or CV-22s flying in aircraft mode 
would present an audible and visible signature to which species would quickly become 
habituated.  Despite habituation, low-altitude overflights could result in short-term negative 
impacts to wildlife, livestock, or humans (e.g., increased heart rate, flight, potential injury).  The 
low population of less than one person per square mile in the remote affected area and the 
change from jet to turboprop aircraft make it highly unlikely that flight activity associated with 
AFSOC training would result in any significant social or economic impacts.  It is possible that 
an individual or animal could be startled by an overflight at a specific time and place, but such 
an event would be difficult to predict given the rural nature of the area, the dispersed nature of 
flight operations, and the large airspace area.  This is particularly the case with approximately 
75 percent of the training activity occurring during after dark hours and up to 40 percent of the 
training occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  Speculation regarding potential injury to 
humans as a result of startle reaction to an overflight has not been supported by any 
documented incidents or studies.   

During scoping, AFSOC personnel offered to implement a procedure to brief Cannon AFB-
based pilots when ranchers notify them of concentrations of cattle during roundups.  A Public 
Affairs telephone number would be distributed through ranching organizations to support 
avoidance of low-level overflights during sensitive roundup periods.  AFSOC would use 
rancher-provided information in the scheduling of other users of the MOAs and MTRs. 

Recreational hunting for game mammals and birds was identified as a concern by participants 
in scoping comments.  Approximately 89 percent of the pronghorn antelope taken annually are 
on private property.  Hunters pay for hunting rights on the large ranches under the airspace.  
Since ranches under the existing airspace with jet aircraft overflight currently have successful 
recreational hunting, it is not likely that hunting on ranches under the new or expanded 
airspace would be detrimentally affected by turboprop aircraft overflights.  In the extremely 
rare case of a low flying aircraft causing a game species to startle during a hunt, the results 
would likely be temporary annoyance to the hunter.  Land used for recreational activities such 
as hunting would not be affected by AFSOC overflights.  Overall, economic impacts to the 
recreation and agriculture industries as a result of overflights or noise are not anticipated under 
the Proposed Training to beddown AFSOC assets. 

Munitions use on Melrose AFR would result in impulse noise that would not produce 
overpressures of sufficient magnitude that could cause damage to property or structures off the 
range.  The noise levels and vibrations anticipated to occur as a result of munitions use could 
result in annoyance to residents within audible range of the target areas.   

There is little to suggest that overflights on the MTRs would impact land values in the affected 
area.  The complex nature of property valuation factors makes any estimation of the potential 
effects of airspace modifications on land values highly speculative.  Ranching operations, 
communities, and private airports all exist and function under the existing Pecos airspace and 
under existing MTRs.  Other socioeconomic factors, such as business activity, employment, 
interest rates, and land scarcity (or availability) are much more likely to affect property values 
than an increase in MTR use. 
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Recreational and long-term users of the four lakes within 100 miles of Cannon AFB could 
experience increased noise and disturbance from water training.  Socioeconomic impacts could 
be reduced by scheduling water training during daylight or before 10:00 p.m. to avoid extensive 
nighttime disturbance.  Avoidance of lakes during high-use recreational times, such as holiday 
weekends, would reduce exposure of individuals to unwanted noise.  The increased noise levels 
associated with water training are not expected to approach the annual average of 40 to 49 dB, 
similar to some MTR segments.  The increased activity could be initially viewed as interesting, 
but the activity could be viewed as an annoyance as training continues.  Rotating training 
missions among locations and combining missions to perform several exercises sequentially 
during one day-night period could limit the exposure to noise and any resulting annoyance.  
There is little likelihood of land values being affected by the changes in airspace or airspace use 
associated with the Proposed Training. 

Outdoor structures such as water towers, wind turbines, and radio towers are routinely subject 
to wind loads in excess of normal wake turbulence from low-altitude C-130 or CV-22 overflights 
(see Section 5.3.3.1).  In the unlikely event of property damage due to Air Force activity, the Air 
Force has established procedures for damage claims.  Cannon AFB would continue to work 
with federal, state, and local agencies to identify the impacts caused by the development of tall 
structures to Cannon AFB operations and training.   
Chaff and Flare Use 

Chaff and flare use in the existing airspace would continue as under current conditions.  The 
volume of chaff and flare use is projected to decrease with AFSOC training in the airspace. 

Through numerous studies, chaff has never been found to be specifically harmful to wildlife, 
domestic animals, or humans.  Chaff dispenses widely when ejected from aircraft and can travel 
for long distances before settling to the ground.  Once settled to the surface of the earth, chaff 
breaks down to constituent parts indistinguishable from soil.  Chaff is highly unlikely to 
accumulate in quantities that would result in any negative impact to surface conditions on land 
or water.  Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that chaff debris or residual flare components 
would accumulate in sufficient quantities to affect property values or land uses.  Some 
individuals could express annoyance if a chaff or flare end cap, wrapper, or other residual 
material were found on their property or at a recreation location, but this is not expected to 
affect land values or regional economics. 

M-206 flares are designed to be fully consumed before reaching the ground.  Flare use in 
existing airspace would be reduced from current conditions.  The risk of fire as a result of flare 
use is minimal due to the low failure rate and procedures that require flare use above 2,000 feet 
AGL.  When the National Fire Danger Rating System indicates high fire condition, chaff and 
flare use is limited to above 5,000 feet AGL. Concerns with fire of any cause are real and the use 
of flares minimally increases fire risk.  Any additional fires of a non-natural source may 
adversely affect vegetation, injure wildlife or livestock, and destroy property such as fences and 
outbuildings.  On November 30, 2005, a practice bomb released by a B-1B aircraft at the Melrose 
AFR started a fire that burned 26,000 acres of grazing and farmland and damaged or destroyed 
privately owned structures, fencing, wells, livestock, animal feed, and crops.  These impacts 
were not the result of a flare, but any potential loss of forage, livestock, or infrastructure due to 
fire could result in economic impacts to affected landowners.  The Air Force follows established 
procedures for claims in the event that an Air Force-caused fire should occur and subsequently 
damage livestock or infrastructure.   
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Summary Consequences 

The airspace use and related activities associated with AFSOC training within the airspace are 
not expected to have any significant adverse impacts on the human, social, or economic 
resources of the region.  Recreational land use, ranching operations, wind energy operations, oil 
and gas exploration and production, and other economic pursuits are not expected to 
experience any limitations or negative effects as a result of beddown of AFSOC assets.  Cannon 
AFB would continue to work with federal, state, and local agencies to identify the impacts 
caused by the development of tall structures to Cannon AFB operations and training.  Noise 
associated with increased low-altitude training, particularly night training, would likely be 
viewed as a significant impact by residents under the MTRs. 

5.9.3.2  No Action Alternative 

No Action would result in no movement of AFSOC assets to Cannon AFB although AFSOC 
would maintain and operate the properties.  No Action would continue use of the airspace 
MOAs and MTRs as described under existing conditions.  NMANG and transient users would 
train in the airspace after the 27 FW at Cannon AFB was disestablished. 

5.10 Environmental Justice 
5.10.1 Definition of Resource 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  
In addition to environmental justice issues are concerns pursuant to EO 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, which directs federal agencies to the 
extent permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency's mission, (a) make it a 
high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children; and (b) ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks 
or safety risks. 

For purposes of this analysis, minority, low-income and youth populations are defined as 
follows: 

• Minority Population:  Persons of Hispanic origin of any race, Blacks, American Indians, 
Eskimos, Aleuts, Asians, or Pacific Islanders. 

• Low-Income Population:  Persons living below the poverty level. 

• Youth Population:  Children under the age of 18 years. 

Estimates of these three population categories were developed based on data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census.  Total and minority population figures are based on recent demographic 
data released from Census 2000 (Census 2000a).  The census does not report minority 
population, per se, but reports population by race and by ethnic origin.  These data were used 
to estimate minority populations potentially affected by implementation of the Proposed 
Training.  Low-income and youth population figures were also drawn from the Census 2000 
Profile of General Demographic Characteristics (Census 2000a). 
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Environmental justice analysis applies to adverse environmental impacts.  Potential 
disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations are assessed only when 
adverse environmental consequences to the human population are anticipated, otherwise no 
analysis is required.  The same is true for analysis of special risks to children, which would be 
driven by adverse environmental impacts.  If adverse impacts are not anticipated, no special 
risk to children analysis is required.  Environmental factors assessed in relation to 
determination of environmental justice concerns often include air quality, safety, hazardous 
materials, and noise.  In the event that adverse environmental impacts to the human population 
were anticipated, the effects would be identified and the impact footprint would be mapped for 
the specified ROI.   

5.10.2 Existing Conditions 
The ROI for environmental justice related to the Special Use Airspace consists of 23 counties in 
three states that contain land area under the airspace associated with the AFSOC proposal.  This 
affected airspace overlies rural areas in east-central New Mexico, the western panhandle of 
Texas, and the southeast corner of Colorado (see Figure 5.1-2).  The ROI counties associated 
with each airspace element are listed in Table 5.10-1.  

Table 5.10-1.  Counties with Land Area Under the Affected Airspace 

Airspace Counties with Land Area Under Airspace (by State) 
Bronco MOA New Mexico 

Texas  
Chaves, Lea, Roosevelt  
Andrews, Bailey, Cochran, Dawson, Gaines, 
Hockley, Lamb, Terry, Yoakum 

Mt. Dora MOA Colorado 
New Mexico 
Texas 

Las Animas 
Colfax, Harding, Mora, Union 
Dallam 

Pecos MOA New Mexico Chaves, De Baca, Guadalupe, Lincoln, Roosevelt 
Taiban MOA New Mexico De Baca, Roosevelt 
Aggregate MTRs New Mexico Fly through all above counties. 

Disadvantaged groups within the ROI, which include minority and low-income populations, 
are specifically considered in order to assess the potential for disproportionate occurrence of 
impacts (see Table 5.10-2).  Minority persons represent a range of 7.9 percent of the population 
under Melrose AFR airspace to a high of 46.2 percent under Bronco MOA.  With the exception 
of Melrose, minorities represent greater than 30 percent of the population in the affected areas.  
Under all airspace units, Hispanic or Latino persons represent the largest minority group.  
Relative to state levels, minority populations under the Special Use Airspace represent a smaller 
portion of the total population.  Minorities account for 55.3 and 50.2 percent of the population in 
New Mexico and Texas, respectively.  A very small segment of Mt. Dora MOA extends into Las 
Animas County, Colorado.  In Colorado, minorities comprise 27.5 percent of the population.   

Low-income populations, also defined as those individuals living under the poverty level, 
account for a low of 7.3 percent of the Taiban MOA population and a high of 18.7 percent of the 
Bronco MOA population.  The population of New Mexico has a comparable poverty status, 
with 18.4 percent of the population identified as low-income.  The low-income population in 
Colorado and Texas account for 10.0 percent and 16.2 percent of the state populations, 
respectively.  Youth populations represent approximately 25 percent of the population under 
the training airspace. 
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Table 5.10-2.  Environmental Justice Data 

MINORITY 
POPULATION 

LOW-INCOME 
POPULATION 

YOUTH 
POPULATION 

 
2000 

Population Number Percent Number Percent Number1 Percent 
Bronco MOA 88,300 40,820 46.2 16,533 18.7 23,000 26.0 
Mt. Dora 
MOA 6,012 2,343 39.0 521 8.7 1,443 24.0 

Pecos MOA 2,236 837 37.5 309 13.8 552 24.7 
Taiban MOA 89 29 32.4 7 7.3 22 25.0 
Aggregate 
MTRs 34,696 19,745 56.9 5,739 16.5 9,700 28.0 

State of New 
Mexico 1,819,046 1,005,932 55.3 334,704 18.4 509,333 28.0 

State of Texas 20,851,820 10,467,614 50.2 3,377,995 16.2 5,817,658 27.9 
Note: 1.  Estimated based on county data. 
Source:  U.S. Census 2000a 

5.10.3 Environmental Consequences 

5.10.3.1 Proposed Training of AFSOC Assets 

Table 5.10-2 can be used to identify areas of potential impact.  The AFSOC beddown and 
subsequent training would be expected to increase impulse noise in the Taiban MOA but this 
would not be expected to have a disproportionate effect upon minorities or low-income 
populations.  Aircraft noise from overflight, especially night overflight, would increase under the 
MTRs.  The northern MTRs scheduled by Cannon AFB are generally representative of the Pecos 
and Mt. Dora MOA populations, and are not disproportionately minority or low-income when 
compared with the State of New Mexico as a whole.  The aggregate MTR population does exhibit 
a slightly higher minority population than the state; however, the difference is less than 3 
percentage points and would not be considered inconsistent with rural agricultural portions of 
the state.  Youth population percentages under the New Mexico airspace are somewhat lower 
than the State of New Mexico. 

Under the Bronco MOA, minority populations are somewhat lower than the states of New 
Mexico and Texas.  Low-income populations are comparable to the percentage of low-income 
persons in New Mexico and are somewhat higher than the low-income population in the State of 
Texas.  

Overall, populations affected by increased overflight on the MTRs are not disproportionately 
minority or low-income.  No disproportionate impacts are expected on minority or low-income 
populations.  Low-altitude overflights would be widely dispersed and would not be expected to 
impact children. 

5.10.3.2 No Action Alternative 

Under No Action, there would be a reduction in military training overflight in the airspace when 
the 27 FW depart Cannon AFB.  Overflights on the MTRs and in the airspace would continue as 
NMANG and transients trained in the airspace.  The overall effect of No Action within the MOA 
and MTR airspaces would be a reduction in overflights and a corresponding reduction in noise. 
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6.0  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS AND OTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

6.1  Cumulative Effects 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 989 stipulate that the cumulative effects analysis in an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) should consider the potential environmental impacts resulting from “the incremental 
impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).   

The first step in assessing cumulative effects involves identifying and defining the scope of 
other actions and their interrelationship with the Proposed Action or alternatives (CEQ 1997).  
The scope must consider other projects that coincide with the location and timetable of the 
Proposed Action and other actions.  Cumulative effects analyses evaluate the interactions of 
multiple actions. 

This chapter identifies relevant past, present and reasonable foreseeable actions.  These include 
military actions in the region as well as other federal actions.  Non-federal actions are also 
identified and discussed.  An analysis of how the impacts of the identified actions might be 
affected by those resulting from the Proposed Action for each of the environmental resources is 
also presented.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the relationship between short-term 
uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity 
and irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. 

6.1.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

6.1.1.1 Cannon Air Force Base and Other Military Actions 

Recent past and present military actions in the region were considered as part of the baseline or 
existing conditions in the region of influence (ROI).  As presented in Table 6.1-1, these actions 
were considered for their relevance to the beddown of Air Force Special Operations Command 
(AFSOC) assets at Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) and Melrose Air Force Range (AFR). 

Each environmental document or other information regarding the actions was reviewed to 
consider the implication of each action and its synergy with the Proposed Action.  Of particular 
concern were potential overlap in affected area, and project timing.  As depicted in Table 6.1-1, 
not all actions are relevant to the beddown of AFSOC assets. 

The F-16s were based at Cannon AFB in 1995.  In 2001, the use of defensive countermeasures 
throughout Cannon airspace was assessed.  In 2003, Cannon AFB was authorized to use white 
phosphorus rockets on Melrose AFR.  In 2004, an Environmental Assessment (EA) of 
infrastructure development and improvement projects at Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR was 
prepared to address the Wing Infrastructure Development Outlook (WINDO) plan.  Current 
base and range use, as well as current aircraft operations were considered for this EIS, as 
presented in Chapter 2.0. 
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Table 6.1-1.  Past and Present Military Actions 

Action Documentation1 Relevance to AFSOC 
Proposed Force Structure 
Changes and Related Actions 
at Cannon AFB, New Mexico 

United States Air Force (Air Force) 
1995 

No 

Proposed Force Structure and 
Foreign Military Sales Actions 

Air Force 1998 No, a management 
action only 

Defensive Training Initiative 
(DTI) 

Air Force 2001e Yes, affects use of 
defensive 

countermeasures within 
the airspace 

Use of White Phosphorus 
Rockets at Melrose AFR, New 
Mexico 

Air Force 2003 Yes, affects munitions 
use at Melrose AFR 

The Deactivation of German 
Air Force F-4F Aircraft 
Operations at Holloman AFB, 
New Mexico 

Air Force 2004c No 

Cannon AFB WINDO Plan Air Force 2004d Yes, affects 
infrastructure at 

Cannon AFB 
Decision by the Republic of 
Singapore to terminate 
training operations at  
Cannon AFB 

N/A – Foreign Military Decision No, baseline conditions 
evaluated in this 
document reflect 

departure of aircraft 

Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) Act of 2005 decision 
to include Cannon AFB on the 
closure list unless other 
missions for the base are 
identified 

Department of Defense (DoD) 2005 Yes, recommended 
Cannon AFB remain 

open as an enclave until 
at least 31 December 

2009 unless other 
missions assigned 

Realistic Bomber Training 
Initiative 

Air Force 2006b Yes, changes use of Mt. 
Dora airspace proposed 

for scheduling by 
AFSOC 

Transforming the 49th FW 
Combat Capability, Holloman 
AFB 

Air Force 2006c No, assesses beddown 
of F-22A at Holloman 
AFB.  Holloman AFB 
airspace not proposed 

for use by AFSOC. 

 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
6.0 Cumulative Effects and Other Environmental Considerations 6-3 

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Cumulative analysis also requires consideration of reasonably foreseeable actions.  The Final 
New Mexico Training Range Initiative (NMTRI) EIS was made available to the public on 
October 20, 2006.  The EIS analyzes the potential environmental consequences of providing 
more realistic training opportunities for the 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW) and the New Mexico Air 
National Guard (NMANG) in Cannon AFB-managed airspace.  NMTRI includes modifying the 
configuration of existing airspace in the Pecos Military Operations Area (MOA) complex, 
creating new airspace in the vicinity of the Pecos MOA complex , authorizing supersonic flight 
above 10,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in the complex, or about 5,000 to 6,000 feet above 
ground level (AGL), and expanding the use of defensive countermeasures (chaff and flares) into 
the new and modified airspace.  The Proposed Action and the Preferred Alternative would 
expand the size, operational altitudes, and usefulness of the Pecos MOAs and associated Air 
Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAA).   

A Record of Decision (ROD) for the NMTRI EIS was signed on 13 February 2007.  The ROD 
states that the Air Force, after considering the potential environmental consequences of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives as well as other factors related to national defense, including 
current military operational needs, has decided to implement Alternative A, the Preferred 
Alternative.  Pursuant to the ROD, the Air Force has requested the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) to proceed with processing and coordinating the NMTRI airspace 
proposal.  Also, as directed by the ROD, the 27 FW has prepared a mitigation plan (in 
accordance with 32 CFR Part 989.22(d)) relative to the use of chaff and flares.  The resulting 
provisions of the mitigation plan, as well as the airspace modifications to Cannon-managed 
airspace, are relevant for the AFSOC based aircraft.  

NMTRI is intended to support the existing training mission of New Mexico F-16 aircrews as 
well as transient users.  These aircrews will need airspace adequately sized and configured for 
worldwide deployment under their Aerospace Expeditionary Force (AEF) responsibilities.  
Although the 27 FW will be deactivated, planes assigned to the 150th Fighter Wing (150 FW) of 
the NMANG and transient aircraft, including the B-1B aircraft, would continue to train in 
Cannon’s airspace and use Melrose AFR.  The 150 FW currently flies approximately 960 sorties 
in the Melrose, Pecos, and Taiban airspace.  As stated in a letter dated August 11, 2006, the 150 
FW expects their usage to “increase approximately 25 percent if the Cannon fighter jets are 
dispersed” (Air National Guard 2006). 

The NMANG is proposing to create the Smitty MOA underneath the current CATO MOA, 
which is 60 miles southwest of Albuquerque.  An EA was prepared and a Finding of No 
Significant Impact was signed in autumn 2006.  Creation of this new MOA would not affect 
Cannon AFB or its airspace, although it may affect the NMANG use of the Pecos MOA 
complex.   

Holloman AFB completed an EA and a Finding of No Significant Impact was signed in 2006, 
transforming the 49th Fighter Wing’s combat capability by replacing the F-117A and T-38A 
aircraft with 36 (plus 4 back-up) F-22A aircraft.  These aircraft will use New Mexico airspace 
associated with Holloman AFB.  There is an overlap of airspace to be used by AFSOC, in the 
vicinity of the Beak MOAs (refer to Figure 5.1-1).  AFSOC aircraft will utilize area Military 
Training Ranges (MTRs) including VR-100, VR-108, VR-114, VR-125, IR-107, IR-109, IR-111, and 
IR-113.  Portions of VR-100/125 and IR-113 occur within the Beak MOA and underlying the 
Cowboy ATCAA.  The Beak A, B, and C MOAs, the Beak ATCAA, and the Cowboy ATCAA are 
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all projected for use by the F-22A.  This will result in some increased subsonic noise, as well as 
sonic booms.  

Cannon AFB completed an EA evaluating the Air Force housing privatization initiative and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact was signed in 2003.  The contractor for this project would 
manage, upgrade, demolish, and construct family housing units for Cannon AFB over a 50-year 
period.  A new housing market analysis is currently underway to determine the current market 
given the new AFSOC mission for Cannon AFB.  The Housing Requirements and Market 
Analysis was completed in January 2007.  The Housing Privatization project is currently 
ongoing and scheduled to close in 2008. 

6.1.1.2 Other Federal Actions 

Other past, current, and future federal actions in the area could also contribute to cumulative 
effects of the Proposed Action or alternatives.  Federal agencies with jurisdiction within the ROI 
include the Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), FAA, Federal Highway 
Administration, and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  Potential actions within the area 
and occurring in the same time frame as the beddown of AFSOC assets were identified and 
considered in preparation of this EIS. 

Bureau of Land Management 

The Bureau of Land Management manages large areas of land in the vicinity of Cannon AFB 
and Melrose AFR (refer to Figures 5.8-1, 5.8-2, and 5.8-3).  Activities on Bureau of Land 
Management land include livestock grazing, oil and gas development, and recreation.  The 
Roswell Field Office published its Resource Management Plan in 1997 (Bureau of Land 
Management 1997a).  The Bureau of Land Management completed an EA for its Fire and Fuels 
Management Plan Amendment; the Decision Record was signed in September 2004.  

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

The USFWS is currently preparing an EA to evaluate the proposed release of northern 
aplomado falcons (Falco femoralis) in eastern New Mexico and west Texas.  It is currently not 
known whether aplomado falcons would be released in the ROI. 

Bureau of Reclamation 

The Bureau of Reclamation operates the Carlsbad hydroelectric project, which includes Santa 
Rosa (a USACE dam), Sumner, Brantley, and Avalon dams on the Pecos River.  The Bureau of 
Reclamation continues mechanical clearing of salt cedar (Tamarisk spp.), an exotic and invasive 
shrub.  The goal of this project is to restore native riparian vegetation communities along the 
Pecos River.  

6.1.1.3 Non-Federal Actions 

Non-federal actions include State of New Mexico, county, and private projects.  General 
ongoing state activities include oil, gas, and grazing leases on state trust lands, land exchanges, 
road projects, and improvements to state parks.  

Some land development projects are occurring under the airspace.  Such projects include the 
construction of the Bosque Redondo Memorial at Fort Sumner to commemorate the “Long 
Walk” of some 8,000 Navajo People from their homeland to life in captivity at Bosque Redondo 
during the 1860s.  The Memorial will include an exhibit space, resource rooms, and educational 
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facilities as a forum for interpretation of the fort and surrounding reservation (Museum of New 
Mexico 2001).  Fort Sumner is under the existing Pecos MOA. 

Wind energy development continues to be an important industry in New Mexico; New Mexico 
is ranked 5th in the U.S. for wind power potential.  The New Mexico State University 
Agricultural Science Center is currently evaluating the potential for further wind energy 
generation in east central New Mexico.  The center (13 miles north of Clovis) erected a 50-meter 
meteorological tower in November 2006 and has begun collecting site-specific wind data (New 
Mexico State University 2007). 

There are plans to extend the Clovis Municipal Airport’s runway to accommodate more 
corporate aircraft, larger turboprop planes, and 30-passenger regional jets.  Once the runway is 
extended by 1,800 feet to 8,000 feet, roundtrip flights to Dallas-Fort Worth and Houston, Texas, 
could be offered at the Clovis airport.  The city purchased land for an extension in 1998.  The 
airport currently offers roundtrip flights to Denver and Albuquerque through Great Lakes 
Airlines on airplanes that accommodate approximately 19 passengers.  Construction for the 
runway extension will occur between April 2007 and October 2007.  Ultimately, airport officials 
want to extend the runway to 8,800 feet to support 100-passenger flights.  Federal funds will be 
used for the majority of the 1,800-foot extension, with the city supplying 2.5 percent, or about 
$1,500, and the state supplying another 2.5 percent.  The total cost of the project is estimated at 
$60,000 (Clovis News Journal 2006) 

ConAgra Trade Group, Inc. and Carlyle/Riverstone Renewable Energy Infrastructure Fund are 
applying for an air quality permit from the New Mexico Environment Department to operate a 
110-million-gallon-a-year ethanol plant at the highway site near ConAgra’s existing Peavey Co. 
West grain handling facility.  Once operational, the plant is projected to require 50 new 
positions at the plant and 50 to 75 indirect jobs in service of the plant.  The Clovis plant  would 
be the largest producer of ethanol in New Mexico.  Public meetings on the proposed 
development occurred on November 9, 2006 at the Clovis Civic Center. 

6.1.2 Cumulative Effects Analysis 

The following analysis examines how the impacts of the actions presented above might be 
affected by those resulting from the Proposed Action, whether such a relationship would result 
in potentially significant impacts not yet identified when the Proposed Action or alternative are 
considered together, and identifies what those impacts might be. 
Airspace and Range Management, Noise, and Safety 

The cumulative actions identified in Section 6.1.1 may affect airspace and range management, 
noise, and safety.  As described in Section 2.3, AFSOC intends to use military training airspace 
in proximity to Cannon AFB.  Should a ROD be filed for an action alternative described in the 
NMTRI EIS, and the FAA charts the airspace, the Pecos MOA complex would be modified.  
AFSOC aircraft could avail themselves of this modified airspace for their aircraft. 

NMTRI assessed the impacts of the 27 FW and the NMANG F-16s, as well as transient users on 
the Pecos MOA complex.  Chapter 5.0 of this EIS presents the impacts of the array of AFSOC 
aircraft, the F-16 aircraft associated with the NMANG 150 FW (since the 27 FW will be 
disestablished), as well as the on-going transient users within the Pecos, Taiban, Mt. Dora, and 
Bronco MOAs, and several MTRs.  The cumulative effect that remains to be analyzed is the 
potential for the activities presented in Chapter 5.0 of this EIS to be distributed in the larger 
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Pecos MOA complex, when the NMTRI airspace is charted.  The result of this could be noise 
levels for most of the Pecos MOA complex less than those presented in Section 5.2.3, because 
NMTRI would enable a larger volume of airspace for the aircraft to train.  Noise levels, if the 
Pecos MOAs were expanded under NMTRI, could change from current conditions.  An increase 
could be noticed if the areas were used for AFSOC training and low-level flights.  Even with 
AFSOC using propeller aircraft, NMANG and transient jet aircraft would be expected to 
dominate noise conditions in these areas.  Cumulative noise levels would not be expected to 
exceed those described in the NMTRI EIS. 

The AFSOC action when combined with the replacement of F-117 and T-38s by F-22A’s should 
not result in noise levels in excess of the 31.3 decibels (dB) projected for the Beak MOAs and 
Cowboy ATCAA.  

Physical and Biological Resources 

Impacts associated with the AFSOC project relate to ground-disturbing activities associated 
with construction and munitions use, primarily on Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR respectively.  
Both physical and biological resources will be impacted by the AFSOC Proposed Action and 
alternatives, as described in Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of this EIS; however, since no cumulative 
actions have been identified for these specific project areas, no additional cumulative impacts 
are anticipated. 
Cultural Resources 

There are no projected adverse effects to cultural resources as a result of the EIS Proposed 
Action and alternatives.  Issues and concerns related to cultural resources should not add to any 
adverse effects to cultural resource resulting from other projects, either recently completed, 
ongoing or proposed within the project area 

Any federal project that includes ground disturbing activities has the potential to adversely 
affect cultural resources and is subject to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
compliance and Section 106 consultation.  Such projects include construction, including wind 
farms, pipelines, or other facilities; highway work; or any other ground-disturbing undertaking 
that affects public land. 
Land Use, Ranching, Transportation, and Recreational Resources  

Land use impacts associated with this action relate to land management on Melrose AFR.  
Actions identified above that occur at Melrose AFR consist of the use of white phosphorus 
rockets and reduced F-16 training resulting from BRAC actions.  The increased personnel and 
construction activity that might coincide with other local projects, such as the airport and 
ethanol plant projects, will likely be absorbed in the local transportation network.  Recreational 
resources should not see a cumulative impact from these projects. 
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

No anticipated cumulative consequences beyond those described for the Proposed Action are 
expected to have any significant adverse impacts separately or cumulatively on minority or 
low-income communities.  The incremental effects of this proposal, in combination with 
potential impacts associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions described in the 
previous sections, would also not be expected to have any cumulative effects on children. 
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6.2 Other Environmental Considerations 

6.2.1 Relationship Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term 
Productivity  

CEQ regulations (Section 1502.16) specify that environmental analysis must address “…the 
relationship between short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity.”  Special attention should be given to impacts that 
narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment in the long-term or pose a long-term risk 
to human health or safety.  This section evaluates the short-term benefits of the proposed 
alternatives compared to the long-term productivity derived from not pursuing the proposed 
alternatives.     

A short-term use of the environment is generally defined as a direct consequence of a project in 
its immediate vicinity.  Short-term effects could include localized disruptions and higher noise 
levels in some areas.  Beddown of AFSOC assets will result in short-term uses of the 
environment due to the extent of the construction activities on both Cannon AFB and Melrose 
AFR.  Multiple construction projects are proposed.  Depending on their location, humans and 
animals cumulatively experience somewhat increased levels of noise in some areas.  Humans 
and animals would continue to be exposed to one sonic boom per 5 days (or one per 4 days 
toward the center of the airspace from NMANG and transient aircraft training).  Off-base or off-
range aircraft noise levels would be generally below the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA)-identified level of 55 dB.  Noise effects would be short term and would not be 
expected to result in permanent damage or long-term changes in wildlife and livestock 
productivity or habitat use.   

The beddown of AFSOC assets largely involves improvements to existing military lands and 
some change in airspace use.  It should not impact the long-term productivity of the land.  
Cumulative use of chaff and flares would be less than existing use and would not negatively 
affect the long-term quality of the land, air, or water.  Changes in the aircraft mix using the 
existing airspace would not be projected to affect long-term productive use of natural resources. 

6.2.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 

NEPA CEQ regulations require environmental analyses to identify “...any irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the Proposed Action 
should it be implemented” (40 CFR Section 1502.16).  Primary irreversible effects result from 
permanent use of a nonrenewable resource (e.g., minerals or energy).  Irretrievable resource 
commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result 
of the action (e.g., disturbance of a cultural site) or consumption of renewable resources that are 
not permanently lost (e.g., old growth forests). Secondary impacts could result from 
environmental accidents, such as accidents or fires.  Natural resources include minerals, energy, 
land, water, forestry and biota.  Nonrenewable resources are those resources that cannot be 
replenished by natural means, including oil, natural gas and iron ore.  Renewable natural 
resources are those resources that can be replenished by natural means, including water, lumber 
and soil. 

For the AFSOC assets beddown, most impacts are short-term and temporary, or longer lasting 
but negligible.  Short-term reactions of wildlife or livestock could include temporary shifts in 
habitat use or activity, but long-term habituation is expected.  Military training necessarily 
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involves consumption of nonrenewable resources, such as gasoline for vehicles and jet fuel for 
aircraft.  Cumulatively, training operations would increase from current levels, so increased 
military energy consumption is expected.  No irreversible or irretrievable effects are expected 
for cultural resources or other natural resources, including land and water.   

Direct and secondary impacts to natural resources could occur as a result of live munitions use 
on Melrose AFR.  Additional aggressive fire management practices would be introduced to 
reduce the risk of an accidental fire exiting Melrose AFR.  While any fire can affect agricultural 
resources, wildlife, and habitat, the increased fire management procedures should reduce the 
risk of fire hazard due to AFSOC and cumulative military operations.   
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7.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains comments received from federal, state, and local agencies, and the general 
public during the public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
The 45-day public review process began with the publication of the Notice of Availability (NOA) 
of the Draft EIS in the Federal Register on March 30, 2007.  Either a hard copy or compact disc (CD) 
of the Draft EIS was distributed to individuals who requested a copy and to agencies and 
repositories that are required to have a copy.  Appendix C includes a list of the libraries and 
repositories that were provided a hard copy or CD of the Draft EIS for the purpose of making the 
document available for public review.  The Draft EIS also was posted on the World Wide Web at 
http://www2.afsoc.af.mil/fonsi, the Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) website, 
which is accessible to the public. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), public and agency comments 
were reviewed and incorporated into this Final EIS.  The United States Air Force (Air Force) has 
considered these public and agency comments in the decision making process.  This chapter 
presents the comments from the public meetings and other comments received during the public 
review process that occurred following publication and distribution of the Draft EIS.  Public 
meetings are a regulatory requirement of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations implementing the NEPA and Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061, as promulgated in 
32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989, (Environmental Impact Analysis Process).   

Public comment was encouraged at each of the three public meetings in April 2007.  It was noted 
that these comments would be published in the Final EIS (and that providing personal 
information on those comments was considered consent to publish it).  It was noted that these 
comments would be published in the Final EIS.  It was also noted in various Privacy Advisory’s 
included in the public meeting information brochure, the briefing given at the public meetings, as 
well as the written comment forms and speaker registration cards that providing personal 
information on those comments was considered consent to publish it.  A copy of the Privacy 
Advisory published on the internal title page of the Draft EIS is included in Appendix C.  Public 
notification materials included newspaper display ads, press releases, public service 
announcements, postcards, flyers, and the Headquarters AFSOC website.  The formal public 
comment period ended on May 14, 2007.   

This chapter includes a narrative description of the Air Force comment and response process, a 
directory of commenters, copies of public comments, transcripts, agency comments, and 
associated response codes and responses. 

7.1 Comment Receipt and Review 
Comment Receipt:  Comments on the Draft EIS included both written correspondence and verbal 
comments received during the 45-day public comment period.  All comments received during 
that period are included in the Comments section following the directory. 

Comment Review:  In accordance with 40 CFR 1503.4, comments were assessed and considered as 
follows: 

• Each letter or verbal comment was assigned an identification number and each comment 
letter and each individual’s verbal comments was read and reviewed carefully.   

• Within each comment letter or verbal statement, substantive comments were identified 
and bracketed.  Three guidelines were used for determining substantive comments: 
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1. The comment questioned the proposed action, alternatives, or other components of the 
AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico EIS. 

2. The methodology of the analysis or results was questioned. 
3. The use, adequacy, or accuracy of data was questioned. 

• The bracketed comments were reviewed by environmental resource specialists who 
drafted the responses.  In some cases, similar comments were assigned the same response.  
If the same comment was repeated within the same letter or verbal comments, it was 
bracketed the first time it appeared. 

• The individual bracketed comments were assigned a response code.  These responses are 
organized alphabetically and may be found in the Responses section immediately 
following the comments.   

Comment Organization:  The comment letters are printed in numerical order and are organized 
into three sections:   

• Written comments and submitted letters - public written comments begin with 001. 
• Public meeting transcripts and summaries - verbal comments begin with 2000. 
• Agency letters - agency written comments begin with 3001.  

7.2 Locating Your Comments and Responses 
A directory (Table 7-1) to locate your name begins on page 7-3.  As noted on the public displays, 
sign-in and comment sheets, providing your name in the EIS process meant that you understood 
that your name and comment would be made a part of the public record for this EIS.  An 
identification number was assigned to your comment letter and is located in the upper right hand 
corner of the letter or next to your name in the verbal comment.    

Table 7-1 provides an alphabetical listing of commenters by last name.  Look for your last name in 
the first column and note the letter/commenter identification number in the fourth column.  This 
is a number that was assigned to your comment and appears on your letter or next to your verbal 
comments.   

Written comments, submitted letters, public meeting transcripts, and agency letters are located 
immediately following the directory (beginning on page 7-5).  All substantive comments within 
each comment letter and verbal comment were bracketed and given a response code.  Response 
codes are printed next to the bracket in the right margin of the comments.  Every bracketed 
comment has a corresponding response.  Each response is designed to be read along with the 
comment it addresses.  Air Force responses to comments are located immediately following the 
comment section (see page 7-123).  They are organized alphabetically by response code.  The first 
page of the responses provides a key to the response codes.  

The responses refer to both the Draft EIS and Final EIS documents, as appropriate.  For example, 
if the commenter suggests a deficiency in the Draft document, the response may refer to the Draft 
EIS for clarification.  If the Final EIS includes amended information, the reader will be directed to 
that section of the Final EIS. 

Public and agency involvement is an important part of the NEPA process, and all letters and their 
associated comments whether bracketed or not are taken into consideration by the Air Force in its 
decision making process.   
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Table 7-1.  Directory of Commenters 

Last Name  First Name  Organization 
Letter #/ 

Commenter # 
Date of 

Comment Response Code 
  Fort Sumner 

Community 
Development 
Corporation 

012 4/17/2007 GE-1 

Ashley Jeff  016 5/11/2007 SA-4, LU-2, PR-1 
Beck Robert  2018 4/19/2007 GE-1 

Birdsong Ronnie  2005 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Blakeley D. Ray  003 4/14/2007 LU-1 
Blakeley D. Ray  2020 4/19/2007 LU-1 

Boyce Garth  2016 4/19/2007 GE-1 
Boyce Garth Town of Clayton 3001 4/9/2007 GE-1 

Buzard Kendell  009 4/18/2007 PR-1 
Carruthers Kent  2003 4/17/2007 GE-1 

Carter Powhatan  2009 4/18/2007 GE-1 
Carter, III Powhatan, 

Joe Steele, 
Tommy 
Roybal 

County of DeBaca 3006 4/17/2007 GE-1 

Chavez Juan  2007 4/18/2007 GE-1 
Chavez Juan Village of Fort 

Sumner 
3005 4/10/2007 GE-1 

Davis Chad  005 4/17/2007 SA-1, SA-2 
Davis Sharon  006 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Davis Tom  004 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Elliott A.S. El Bigote Cattle Co., 

LLC, Gottomittee 
Ltd. 

015 5/11/2007 NP-2, SA-3, NP-1, 
NO-1, LU-3, LU-4, 

DO-4, SA-4 
Frost Everett  2010 4/18/2007 GE-1 
Gates Billy  002 4/7/2007 DO-1, AM-1, BI-2, 

SA-3 
Greathouse Betty  008 4/18/2007 BI-1 

Grider Paul  017 5/11/2007 SA-2, SA-4, LU-2 
Gutierrez Gina ENMR Plateau 014 5/10/2007 GE-1 
Heringa J.W.  2019 4/19/2007 DO-3 

Ingle Stuart  2015 4/18/2007 GE-1 
Jansky Michael U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, 
Region 6 

3008 5/11/2007 GE-1 

Lansford David  2001 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Lansford David City of Clovis 3003 4/17/2007 GE-1 

Leslie Lonnie  2004 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Leslie Lonnie & 

Everett 
Frost 

Local Growth 
Management 
Organization 

011 4/18/2007 GE-1 

Lopez Dennis  2002 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Lopez Dennis Roosevelt County, 3002 4/17/2007 GE-1 
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Last Name  First Name  Organization 
Letter #/ 

Commenter # 
Date of 

Comment Response Code 
Office of Finance & 

Administration 
Luce D.W.  019 5/14/2007 SA-2 
Luce Dennis & 

Donna 
 018 5/14/2007 LU-2 

Luce Donna  010 4/18/2007 BI-2, LU-2 
Luce Donna  2014 4/18/2007 DO-2 

Moore Brian K. State of New Mexico, 
House of 

Representatives 

3000 4/23/2007 GE-1 

Ortega Orlando  2000 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Ortega Orlando  2008 4/18/2007 GE-1 

Ortega, Jr. Orlando City of Portales 3004 4/15/2007 GE-1 
Pyle Lance  2006 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Pyle Lance Village of Melrose 3009 5/7/2007 GE-1 

Robertson Van  2017 4/19/2007 BI-2 
Scott Hanson  2012 4/18/2007 GE-1 

Sparks Allen  2011 4/18/2007 GE-1 
Sparks Allen  2013 4/18/2007 GE-1 

Spencer Stephen U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Office of 

Environmental 
Policy and 

Compliance 

3007 5/7/2007 GE-1 

Thompson Micah  007 4/17/2007 GE-1 
Vick Carl  001 4/4/2007 GE-1 
West William The Citizens Bank of 

Clovis 
013 4/25/2007 GE-1 
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Cannon impact 
study released 
for public review 
0 Environmental report available 
on base's transition to Special Operations. 

By Sharna Johnson 
CNJ STAFF WRIT~R 

sharnajohnson@ link.freedom.com 

A draft of an Environmental 
Impact Statement ·to evaluate 
the effect of Cannon Air Force 
Base's switch in October to the 
16th Special Operations Wing 
is available for public review at 
public libraries ifl Clovis, 
Portales and Fort Sumner, 
according to base officials. 

Residents are welcome to 
view th~ executive summary 
and copy of the draft available 
at the reference desk, said 
Vivian Grimes, Clovis-Carver 
Public Library reference librar
ian. Though the documents can
not be taken from the library, 
copies can be made. 

A notice of availability, 
informing the public the docu
ment is available for . review, 
will be published March 30 in 
the Federal Registry and public 

hearings will be held. The hear
ings are designed to help com~ 
munity members learn about 

the statement, IOSI-do 
receive com- u 
munity-specif
ic input and 
give residents 
an opportunity 
to consider and 
comment on 
the document 
and proposal, 
an information 
flier from Air 

lfll A timeline 
of events 
following the 
environmental 
impact study's 
release 

-Page 13 

Force Special Operations 
Command public affairs said. 

In a separate press release, 
AFSOC said the Air Force pro
poses to transfer aircraft and 
personnel from Hurlburt Field, 
Fla., or other existing opera
tional locations to Cannon. 
Those potential asset transfers 
include aircraft, weapons sys-

CANNON/Page 13 

Cannon 

terns, equipment and personnel. 

Oral and written comments 
from residents are welcome dur
ing the hearings or by mail prior 
to the close of the public com
ment period. 

limeline of events 
The following timeline of events 

following the release of the draft 
of an Environmental Impact 
Statement to evaluate the effect 
of Cannon Air Force Base's 
switch In October to the 16th 
Special Operations Wing was 
provided Thursday by Cannon 
officials: 

1111 March 30 - Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 
notice of availability published in 
Federal Registry. This notice 
anno~nces that the AFSOC Draft 
EIS is available for public review. 

. This also begins the 45-day public 
review and comment .period. A copy 
of the Draft EIS can be reviewed at 

_ public libraries in Clovis, Portales, 

Fort Sumner and Clayton and in 
Santa Fe at the New Mexico State 
Library. 
1!1 April17- Public hearing, 6-8 

p.m. Clovis Community College 
Auditorium, Room 154 
II April18- Public Hearing, 6-8 

p.m. Fort Sumner Community House 
Ill Aprll19- Public Hearing, 6-8 

p.m. Clayton High School Auditorium 
IIIII May 14 - End of public 

comment period. The Air Force will 
review all public comments received 
and begin preparing the Final EIS. 

11!111 Summer- Notice of Availability 
announcing the release of the Final 
EIS will be issued. This 
announcement is followed by a 
30·day waiting period. After the 30-
day period, a Record of Decision, 
setting forth the Air Force's final 
decision will be signed by the office 
of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

IIIII For information about the 
public hearings, call AFSOCpublic 
affairs {850) 884-5515 or Cannon 
public affairs 784-4131. 
IIIII Comments and input can be 

mailed to Carl Hoffman, HQ 
AFSOC/A?pp, Hurlburt Field, FL 
3254H434. 

-complied by CNJ stall writer Sham& Jahneon 
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Cannon moving forward 
with housing privatization 
0 Cannon commander announces West also said Cannon is awaiting the results .of 

Ch b an Environmentdl Impact Suivey 
at am er meeting base dorm to evaluate the effect of Cannon' s 
renovations are slated for summet. switch in October to the 16th 

Special pperations Wing. A dra,J't 
----- By Sharna -Joh-nson- --:--- of .the survey' will be releacuid 

publicly March 30, and fo tums 
____ _ ,_CNJ STAFF WRIT_EB __ ~------- will be·hcld in April to gaiu ptJb,_, 

sharna_johnson@link.freedom.com lie input. 

Cannon Air Force Base commander Col. Scott "We want to be good neigh-
West gave an overview of base programs and hig]l-. b<gs ," he said. . 
ilghted upcoming projects Wednesday at a !llOIJt!l' Also .discussed at the meeting: 
ly board meeting of the Clovis/Curry C&uii\¥': • Liz · Eisenbraun , Chamber 
Ch::>.rnber of Commerce. ·'i;·<·.·' ·, ·. warketing . . and. events coordina-

Commander, 
Cannon Air 
Force Base 

Thi: base has started moving toward housing pri~ tor, said .she ' felt tbe "Believe in 
vattzauon, and d~rmit?rY renovation ~ ·a.re expect- Me" movie vi~mier:e and · related events were a 
ed to commence this · ~mmmer, We st .sai9.. He said .s.Uccess. ry'he Chamber .is ~xpecting t~ receive a 
many projects were halted in the wake of the Base tlJC.'\choirr . anq .20-minut~c ~xtended version of the 
Realignment and Closure process during which 
Cannon was assigned a. nc.w mis'si bn. ~ 
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sand, horseshoes, a riding stable and maybe even a golf course. These are just 
examples and since this area is currently not-fully-developed, it might be possible 
for Cannon personnel to assist in its planning and development. 

• There is a very good din bike track--north of town on the way to the air base. It 
hasn't been used in a while, but it has had some very successful races there in the 
past. 
Hunting is big in De Baca County-dove, sometimes quail, deer and antelope. 

• There is an antique six-lane bowling alley that is open and in very good shape. 
• There is a unique 9 hole "sand green" golf course. 
• Titere is a family workout center with lots of good weights and exercise 

equipment. 
It has also been suggested that we could have a skeet shoot; a rille shooting 
competition range; and a longbow shooting competition. 

• There are frequent team roping events; occasional ranch rodeos and regular 
rodeos. 

• Trail rides aod endurance events are possible for the horsemen. 
• "A day at an actual working ranch" helping gather, brand, castrate and doctor 

calves is a possibility. This would be done the old fashion way by roping. 
dragging and throwing the calves. 

If this concept could be further developed it could become something of an industry for a 
community desperately needing an economic boo t and it could provide a valuable 
recreational outlet for Cannon personnel. It would be beneficial for you and for us. 

Anyway we welcome you to our home! And thanks for coming! 

Sincerely. 

Chamber of Commerce 

/4--

William W. West 
VICE PRESIDENT 

April 25, 2007 

Mr. Carl T . Hoffman 
HQAFSOC/A7PP 
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 303 
Hurlburt Field, FL 32544 

Carl: 

The Citizens Bank of Clovis 
Fort Sumner Branch 

This letter is written to fully support and welcome the (AFSOC) to Cannon Air Force 
Base. I recognize the importance of training and am happy to assist in any way to 
support those who protect us. In conservation here in Fort Swnner last Wednesday night, 
it was apparent that the military is concerned with the citizens and would be will ing to 
compromise if within reach. Attitudes like this will prove to be very beneficial in Eastern 
New Mexico. Should you have any questions. please do not hesitate to contact me 

Sincerely. 

~w~···· 
William W. West 
VP 

A 319 Sumner Avenue 
Uu.L119111• Fort Sumner NM 88119 
l.ENDER 

www.citizensbankofclovi.!l .com 
E-mail: citizetuftsum@plateaute1.net 

TEL (505) 355-2426 F-.--.ftM!_-_··
FAX (505) 3 55·9612 .. ., ... 
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EL BIGOTE CATTLE CO., L.L.C. 
GOTTOMITEE, LTD. 

11 May 2007 

Mr. Carl T. Hoffman, R.A. 
Environmental Planning & Program Manager 
HQ AFSOC/A 7PP 
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 303 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5434 

Re: AFSOC ASSETS BED DOWN AT CANNON AIR FORCE BASE, NEW 
MEXICO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

or, ARE WE TO BELIEVE ANYTHING THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE PROPOSES VIA NEPA? 

Dear Mr. Hoffman: 

Here we go again, having to comment, and to defend our property rigbts, in how the 
USAF is purporting not to disturb our livestock and hunting operations, damage or 
destroy our very valuable and necessary windmills and other buildings, facilities and 
personal property. Yet, in less than nine years time I've had to file nine damage claims. 
In my personal experience upon our I 00% deeded, no public lands, ranchland in DeBaca 
County, New Mexico, USA, the USAF lies, libels, misrepresents facts, omits facts and 
FAA FAR, Part 91 violations, and is inept in legal presentations and knowledgeable in 
local repair costs, and livestock values, evolving from verifiable damage claims. My 
previous FAR and Cannon AFB NSA violation reports could not be identified by Cannon 
AFB personnel as they reported " ... they didn'tknow where they were from." It is good 
to now know they were from Kirtland AFB, NM, all the time! 

To review the disturbance and damages experienced and the underhanded history from 
the USAF and NGB, National Guard Bureau, I submit the following: 

I) The 1978 NGB VFRMTR (now 1198/1107) was established with no local 
notification, confirmed by Mr. Lee Tillman, EPCOG, Clovis, New Mexico. There 
was gross conflict of the route height, I 00' agl, versus the FAA F ARs Part 91 
vertical separation above cowboys and facilities. Numerous violations were reported 
but were conveniently omitted in the CHRONOLOGY reported to the Hon. Kay 
Bailey Hutchison, Senator, Texas, in a request via Congressional Inquiry Request in 
1995. I have personal knowledge from a local participant along with the Inspector 
General, Col. Rogers, New Mexico National Guard, Santa Fe, NM. They set up a 
"sting" and almost immediately two NMANG A-7s violated the FAR over my ranch 

house on US 60, west of Fort Sumner, New Mexico. Why the omission? Also, in 
the route initiation propaganda from Wright Patterson, AFB. The chart depicting 
no ise levels from various jet aircraft at various levels above ground failed to depict 
noises at 1 00' agl! Again, errors and omissions. The '~Tacos" continuously flew 
lower than the "floor" of the I 00' agl. Route. Note Exhibit #2. 

2) The February 1987 agreement submitted by Col. Nicholson, Air Force Pentagon, not 
to overfly the ranch below certain altitudes, depicted by coordinates, was 
reneged/rescinded later that fall without any courtesy notification to me or without 
admission until presented by the same chronology at my ranch house in Aprill995. 
What happened to the truth and integrity of the United States Air Force? Note 
Exhibit #3. 

3) After continuing low overflight violations the next year, an NSA was established in 
December 1988, the very next year after the previous agreement was rescinded. 
After more violations and damage claims, it was expanded in January 1996, to 
ISOO'agl for two nautical miles above and from my headquarters. For twenty-seven 
months (27), the "Tacos" continued to vio late the new NSA because they forgot to 
add it to their FLIP chart!!! So what? It was continually violated, resulting in 
additional damage claims, even with annual phone calls to 27FW Public Affairs, 
Carmon AFB, NM, to remind them the NSA was there for a purpose with the annual 
practice of weaning calves under the NSA. Note Exhibit #4. 

4) After a 1998 USAF scoping meeting in Fort Sumner, NM, Col. Phil Breedlove 
assured me if another FAR violation occurred to call him directly after reporting the 
incident via "the dog and pony show" to 27FW 1P A. It did happen and T did report it 
to 27FW/PA as well as Col. Breedlove but, the "review of the tapes" continued for 
several months with each "explanation" getting farther away even thougb he did 
confirm that the two F-16s were at 450'agl. How'd he know that without confirming 
the proximity right over me and ranch HQ? After several months of absurd 
explanations, I requested an audience with then 27FW Commander Col. Jeffrey 
Remington. With all his staff present in his boardroom, and me in the "Commanders 
chair", he CYA'd the violation with the explanation that " ... the avionics in the F-16 
can be ten miles off!" What a crock!! !??? A twenty million dollar aircraft with 
"faulty avionics"? Can you believe that? Ironically, and coincidently, one of Col. 
Remington's staff members that was present at that meeting (note name page 
enclosed), was none other than one of your RBTI SEIS "scooping staff", at the DEC 
05 Alpine, Texas meeting, Col. Joseph Miller. He had the audacity to remind me of 
that infamous meeting with that outrageous lie! Note Exhibit #5. 

5) Atler I had notified 27FW/PA that we had, once again, as we do each year, weaned 
our calves, that is separating them from their mothers, the Cannon AFB hotdogs once 
again penetrated the NSA, 23 December 1999, resulting in livestock running througb 
the five strand barb-wire fence. We missed being home for Christmas, you know, 
that holiday celebrated each year around December. We had to repeat the weaning 
process by catching horses, re-gathering the cows and calves, separating the calves, 

2 
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MYSTERY HELICOPTERS VIOLATING EXPANDED 1996 NSA 

' INJURY, OR DEATH r· iubmil To Appropriate Federal Agency: 

··· - - - __ .., ___ , .. ,.. ""'' UU\I I :SI08Si Or l 'liS 10rm, Ul:itf CiU UollllJIIilll :)l ll::ti:H~::O) II l l QS-QQQS 
necessewy. See reverse slde for add!Honal instructions. EXPIRES 4-30-. 

2. Name, Address ol claimant and claimant's personal representative, It an· 
(See Instructions on rsvtrsl. ) (Numblf, stttet, city, State ana Zl~ Cod. 

·'<" ".. '3. Elll.ott )C 

:1. 
8. Basis of Claim (State in detail tile known facts and Citcum!tances attending the damage, Injury, or death, identifying persons and property involved, the 

place o/ occvrtmce and lha cau.se tl'lereol) {Use ad(flt/ona/ pages ff n&ees.sary.) 
I weened our 1091 calf cron nn ~r about 21DEC93 and they were in the 

h~rd trap just .. ast of my house. The n!"::tt da:or, and for the n!"~t t hree de.vs 
I had to: t'atch a five strand 12·~o:a domestic oorb.,.1re f"nce on t he sotJth ~. nd 
west sides or said tran ~nd r~cover cslv~s that had esca~ed and remove cows 
that had .. nt,.red th" tran. '·le •ve never eroerienced such "br.-a\c-outs" bef or• 
ev<"n with for~L•:n imnorted calves. I hEld t:i.cl{ets to a.ttend th<" Joh!" Hsncoc ~<: 
aowl on Cl:iRJ:iTlr.as <"VI" with rnv f"m1lv endmy ~·tfe's familY. I Nas unable to 
l eave the ranch becRuse I hed to patch the fenc<!' "'nd recov!'r the c"lve'l c1.al.· 
After trvinv tn esc.-rta.in .lust •••hv I we« having: to natch f<"nce t his vear en< 
never before, I remember.-d · th.- ii'-111' s fl:or1ng ov"'r that corner ~below 100 ' A< 

BAieFL Y DESCRIBE THE PROPERTY, NATURE AND EXTENT OF DAMAGE AND THE LOCATION WHERE PROPERTY MAY BE INSPECTED. (See /nsttuctio 

onrovsrs .. ldo.J Five ~t· ste~l T posts were bent ov!'r "nd brol{<"n, 6-7 dl.ff<"rent (I • 
g;'untl.ng)locations "rer<!' wire .~trPtched '?.nd wire. renlaced e. long w.i th clins ~· 
~1e wir ... Saddled horses. time sn,.~t ~athl"ri~~>: cattle, unebl!" . tO attend ll:~m ' 
Jim Brvant, CA.FB, 1nso<"cte~LrN<i~R¥1'tlRQNQFYo<lenu 51~ cor 9ECl,T1N, R24S, NMPM 

STATE NAnJAE AND EXTENT OF EACH INJURY OR CAUSE OF DEATH, WHICH FOAMS THE BASIS OF THE CLAIM. IF OTHER THAN CLAIMANT, STA" 
NAME OF INJURED PERSON OR DECEDENT. 

~: I hav"" comnl,.in"'d berore about low f1:or1n.; F-111 RircrBrt ~ver mv hou' 
corra ls, snd ranch ll~rsonn!"l. I've made several 't'ersona.l trips to CPEBATIC:r 
CENTER on c ... nnon AFB,t'lsho~r numerous officers where my hous e is locE>ted. A.F 
nersonn .. l cnntinue to abuse r11 r~strictl.ons and FAR's. NeT,: t:S.,c .. c ~ L~'' 

Jan Elliott ( '-/1 f") 
B'"njamin Elliott 
Stephen Elliott 
Erin Elliott 

.e claimant shall forleit and pay to the United States the ~urn of $2,000. 
! ~ :dS double tl'le amount ot damages sustained by the United Slates. 

Fine of not more than $10,000 or im;Jrisanment for not more than 5 years 
I or both. (See 18 U.S. C. 287, 1001.) 

NSN 7540 ·00·6/14·40 46 
Pre~ious editions not wsable. 

ENC/... O.J~D .; t3 Fe[] 87 L t=iT E'/2.. De.O:c{2.J13t Af?-
/L\...., \ J-:-.~ /) t.::. \J, >t r . lt T\A J ,( () :(" / \ r- IA J L) :"' .I ,""\ ("" 

S l 
p' 

Exhibit H 
28GFR 14. 2 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please read carefully the lnstrucfion5 on the revers• side and 
suppty information reqwesred on both sides of this form. Use additional sheet(s} if 

necesscwy See reverse side tor additional instructions. 

Bas/a of Claim (Slate In detaJJ the known facta and circumstances attending tho datrl6ge, In~. or death, Identifying persons and ~ro(;OffY 
plac• of occ~rence and lh• cause tl'ler&ot) (Uae addltlonsJ fJ89flS "necessary.) 
weaned 141 calves orr Sunday, JOCCT94, and leCt in pens overnight. I 
e ~alves the next morning onto f eed and water here at HQTRS. I called 

Public Affair,., same .day, J10CT94, to advise them of my Oll"ratiom. and to 
se them not to ov.,rfly 11 \<e lest x~ar caul!!1ng ~xc:i tement of animllls & 

to fence and injury to livestock. Since it was a "Gold Day", I""" 
military l)ersonnel were o~ duty; off trick or tr~ating, I prel!!ume. I s~oke 
· civilian Dersonnel. He assured me he would pass on the call. I fed and 

all 141 head until I left ranch on PM of 4NOV94. Upon· my return, I di 
4 r •d missing & fence damaged; 2 wires broken, 2 "teel ,.T"post" 
r ' ·cclng wires ( )had to be re-strttohed. Fixed fence. & · thered 

CIVL FOR PRESENTING 

FRAUDULENT ClAII\I 
The claimant shall forfeit and pay to the United State3 the sum of $2,000. 

plus doubte the amount ol damages austatned by the United States. 
Fine of not mor8 ~ $ 10,000 or imprlsooment lor not more than 5 years 

or both. (See 18 u.s. c. 287, 1001.) 

95· 107 NSN 7540·00·634·4045 Exhibit I 
Pravfous editions not usable. 

28 CFR 14.2 

I 
CLAIM FOR DAMAGE, 

INJURY, OR DEATH 
1. StJbmit To Appropriate Fe.deral Agency· 

27 r ·.; JAD 

[ INSTR~CTIONS: Please r.ead carelul.ly lhe instructions on !he re11erse side and I!FORM APPAOVEC 
! supply rn rorl':'latton n:quested on bOth s_ldes ~~ ll't1S form use add iiiOI'lat s/'1eet(s) 11 ?1~~-~,Ee 
[ necessary. See reverse s1de for addittonal 1nstrvct10ns. EXPIRES 4-30·88 

12. Name, Address ol c laimant and claimant's personal representative, if any. I (See lns/tucfions on tevljrse.) (Number. street, cit y, State and l ip C ode) 

10 1 s uL InArn Blvc , As "DHott 
~• nnon kF':il , NM i1 ."10 l - <2F' -

3 TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT/ 4 . DATE OF BIRTH Ts-MAAtTAL-sTATuS 1 ~ 1 TIME (AMORPM) 
: "'"""' 1 ""•"" I 21JDN4~ ~L_ _ ______ J l lll"A.R9"_,_ Thur• c > v ___ L J 4<;S __ _ 

8 BaSis of Cla.m (State m dotail the known facts ana ctrcumst.ances at/enctmg the r:1amage mp.Jty, or aeath 1dentdyrng persons and ptop&rty l(lvolvod the 
place of occurence and fh6 c ause thereof) (Use add itiOnal paaes if necessary.) 

I l'f~~ in my !10U:!"I!"(C:annon -'.F9 NS.t.., D~CP~) ~·nO h~Jtrd P i'terPft "":''rro;ach1 n.: ~t 
low elo~~ r~n~e ~~ th~v too oft~n do . I r~n 011t~id~ · ~d v1~~~ d ~ B-lB n~ ~ ~ 
di r~•tly OTer my hou~• •t .s bout 200 'AGL. I look~ci up " Dd ri,l'ht cbov,. me- w•!! 
th~ left en,1ne8 pod and l e ft ~in, &tt•ehment to th~ ru•~1•~~ . I i~ru~diot• l v 
oolleg Cannon AFB Publie Aff,ir~ • nd re ported the viol•tion of F'AR ond NSA. 
I ~l~ o •~.lled r.tr. Jerry 'Yu duwtt • t..-.n~l~, VA., ,snd a~ I l(•~ eo; p~~ 'k 1!1~ :-fith h im, 
the airer&ft (eame or ~~•ond) ~~de a •~•ond extre~elv low n••" Ju~ t so~th of 
my r•nah HQTRS. I l!'t er d i""ov-. r•d • v~•r11na.- f i lly """ eu.t from runnin~ i n t o 
b~rbec;l w1r<': fenae, ••v .. r•l no"t" ond bl'rb•<ire brok~n frotr. oxoit•d l 1v••to• '< 
runn1n.- over it ond 1 v••rl1n .. heifer wi th •• ..,.,red. 'noov.,~ from J:>,•rbeti ><ire, 

9 . PROPERTY DAMAGE 

NAME AND ADDRESS OF OWNER, IF OTHER THAN CLAIMANT ( Number, street, city, Slate, and Zip Code) fOB SA 
Heifer i• own~d by partnerehin, GOTTOI'ITJ!:l!:, "'ffaEl•vit ott .. o h e~.F'T SUI'N<:R , NI' 

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROPERTY, NATURE AND EXTENT OF DAMAGE AND THE LOCATION WHERE PROPERTY MAY BE_ INSPECTED : (~~ ~?irpctions 
onraversa sJde.) 1 hor~e, eut on l~ft h1p 9 tr'n ft-n&f'" w~at of HQ., Y~""' rlt n~ !; ~ 1r~r 1n 
eorrel (Q-HGTRS • S~• 2 , T l N , R2l~~. NMFt-'i . thr!"'~ .... enc:e- 'PO l'!!t~ 1., l"'rt"' r~~1 !'c:•C "' r:.d l 

1 "'1rt! PAta:h!"'O.. ~ 
PERSONAL INJURY/WRONGFUL DEATH 9 

·ruAe AND exTENT oF eAcH INJURv o R cAuse o F DEATH. wHtCH FOAMs THE aAsls.oF THe c.LAiM·~·-;F·OTHeA THANGL:A;M·. ANT. srAre 
l NJUAEDPERSONOAOECEOENT. Hor8 ~ ~8.!!1: QUt on f~ni.t:· , not ~UttJr~·0 1 ':ut .:z:~ x-r~~ ·~ . 

I t- r's hOOVt>~ (front , both f.~t-t ·)· l<' rr:> r~ !'lft'V~rll!!e ty n i e .!t l "f1 t h c:o:tt. l !"' ·· ~tt in.-: j 
2:~U !I:h t in barbed. 'Wire J>nd tryin,~~; t o r ,..ve- r l'!:e th f-m~~lY,.~- t o ~~e~r.~. FroJT t'nl'!" 
t"Yi d ~ne~ Of th~ broken /l~id OYf" T f ,a nt;t;~ 1 t h e ••t t ll!' 'c'f~re ~rat t (" a OV,. r t!". ~ f,..nee

l ond one 'n• if .. r wo~ eou~h t "i t h 1n th• .•tr~• ••verin"' th~ hoov~• ><hil - """~p i n..,. 

1 ~l"i 1tet wa!': DfiltJt,ed, do:atot""'d, •nci i'F~B'E~ _ _____ _ _:___ __ ~_._ _______ _ 

I NAME ADDRESS (Number street c1ty State and l 1;J Cod&) 

! Non~ other th~" n J~"'rr'' Yur.u~.1 . .l~ir-~-r ; c • F~ r&l~ ~--~--------- - ----

1
! ·n ~lilrd ~ f'aond nas~ ov~r nh onto. '!(Cdr- !'.:!!. u nkno··m oth ,..r tr1~ .. n nr~ on~" n.uu·ht""r i n 
l !YnYl r-Y, VA. 
1 >t ,No t~: Fle~tu'r.-"' t :·, !.: ... n t ,v JAD f'l r."T ~ 1')/W, ... l 10 -l!.i.6t fS :io ft~r, ;;c. l.i ':',, . lr·n•· ,. r ~ 

[12~.a instruc tions on reverse) AMOU.NT oFCL-Ai;-tin ·d~H.;;,;--·-·-·· ·- --- ----
] 1 ;a~ PR_?P~ATY o~M~GE _ 1 ?i 12b_ PERSo NAL INJuFlv--- -· ·· - ,-ic~WAONGF·Ul -oEATH ~ 2·;· 'Tcir AL :F~~u-;;,-;;,· ~;·~~if; ~·;Y -~;u-;;-

~ -~~~~-~E:~'~l~~~{:~ l l~:w:~mi~ : . _ }lr~r:,;:·,~''"~:.:"'ht' ) .. . J 

l: ~~~R~:Tyl~~~~:~;~~FOAu;T~~: ;~~~~NCA~v:::r~:~~;~;;~~S ACNL~:~JUR IES CAUSfO Bv THE ACCIDENT ABOVE ANO AGREE TO ACCEPT $Aj0·~ 
F~~F (;-,e;~;,;n; o,·;;;~,~ ~•de; . .. . ... .. ' Jo Phone, ' ,moe' o ' ""'"'"' ' >: 'o,~~;Lo~ CcAIM ; 

CIVIL PENAL TY FOR PR ESENTING CA IMI,.. AL PENAL TY FOR PRESENTING F'RAUD.UI.. E:NT j. 
FRAUDULENT CLAIM C LAIM OR MAI".:ING FALSE STATEMENTS 

Tlce Claimant shall lorlett ana pay to the U01 !~d St::ues u·.e sum cf S~ i.J\A i 
plvs double the am0UPI o l da.<r.ages sustained by th£r linJef1 S:<M::s 
(Se':_ 3 1 U S.C J 729 J 

95· {0 7 NSN /5 4:J -UO 
Previous edilions not usable ... ~..: • ~i C ;-S : } ) }"- rt~, ,, r 

f! : ~ ~ ut n~1t ,,·,,,-... , than ~ 1 C.: .OOO or 1rrpri~ovnm~nl 1cr .O<.l1 1'11C'f'~ tr"lar 5 ·1ears 
rS&~; )6 /J ~C ;: a ? r00 1 i 

vl t 
S TA NUARD FORM 95 ;'Rev 7-85) 
Pr:/ESCRIBED BY DEP T OF JUS TICE 
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27FW!PA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS 27TH FIGHTER WING(ACC) 

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 

12April96 

100 S DL Ingram Blvd Suite 102 
Cannon AFB NM 88103-6216 

Mr A. s. Elliott 

Dear Mr Elliott 

I am writing to you in response to your noise complaint about a B-1 bomber penetrating your 
avoidance area March 14. 

An investigation bas revealed that two B-ls from Dyess Air Force Base, Texas, penetrated the 
avoidan<:e area while participating in a combined mission with one of our squadrons. Tbe Cannon 
squadron bad reserved the Pecos military operating area with our scheduling office and invited the B-ls to 
join the mission. 

Tbe local squadron point of contact did not ensure the "strange user'' B-ls bad a copy of the 
appropriate avoidance area listing. Tbe B-1 crews did not request a strange user military operating aera 
briefing from the airspace management office and the penetration of your avoidance area was a result. 

As always we will continue to stress the importance for Cannon aircrcws, as well as other 
operators of military aircraft, to fully comply with all Federal Aviation Adrninstration and Air Force 
regulations regarding the use Cannon airspace. 

Sincerely 

~--L./·L 
DONNA LIEBER, SrA, USAF 
Chief, Community Relations 

.. . , 
' -.. : 
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DEPARTM E NT OF THE A I R FORCE 
MIC.AOQ UA.RTIUtS LJNt TlO Sl.ATC:S AlA II'Of:IC:I 

WA:5rt 1Ni;;TQN!, O .C . 

Office of the Air Force Repre•entat i ve 
FAA Southwest Region 

~lr. Te.x Elliott 

5 May 1981 

Dear Mr. Elliou 

This letter is to advise you of action taken 5ubsequent 
to the 29 March 19Hl ovorflignt of your rancn. 

Headquarters 9AF, Sllaw AFB, SC and Headquarters Tactical 
Ai:r CoDI!IIand, Langley . .U:B, VA have investigated this particular 
overflight and have t aken acdon to correct t he matter. The 
crew of that aircraft was not prope1'l y brie.fed on the Special 
Operating Procedures regarding overflight o£ your ranch. The 
act ion t"ken by Tactical Air Command sl\ould i nsure that aircrews 
are made aware of such procedures and thereby reduce t he annoyance 
to you. 

Sincerely 

lAim w£::ts 
WILLIAI-1 M. WHORTON, Lt Co l onel, USAF 
Air Force Representative 
FAA South•·es t Region 

., 
• 

ll fPlY TO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H£410 0\oAUII R<; 2/TII H•CTII: ... ~ riGHT! It W INO (TACI 

• UIPi",. •lA FOIICr U.&Sf. , NM ~8 101 

:; 6 ocr 1981 
A.TIH Of: CC 

~uoJECT · Complaint Regarding Usagl.! of Rout~ VR-198 

I )0TFG/ CC 

1. Cannon Air Force Rase repreRCtltatlvcs met recently with Mr 
Tex ~t l iott, a ranch !.! r fro1~ the Ft Sumner area, ~t the request 
of tile Congrestonal tnqt1iry Division, HQ USAF. Hr Elliott has 
filed frequent complaints regarding low-level flights by users 
of VR-198 and, in parti cula r, the 1S0th TFG, New Mexico Air 
National Guard. Althou g h restrictions have been placed on the 
use of VR -198 over the F.lltott property, it is obvious that some 
crews hdve not gotten tile word . 

2. Inttl al restriction s were ann0unced for VR-198/1107 route on 
17 February 1981. Recent coordination with Albuquerque Center 
co nfirms that schedul e d traffic i s being briefed on these restric
tions. 1 cannot re-emphasize enough the need for all crews to 
obs~rve the re st rictions over and around Mr. Elliott's home and 
rancl1 headquarters . Wh il e Hr Elliott's expr~ssed intention of 
filing a legal action for inverse cond~mnatton of his property 
may stand little chance for success, valuable time and assets of 
botl1 the USAF and Nt\A NC will obvlously be tied up unless future 
incldctlts cnn he 3VulJcd. 

3. Wit ll the foregoing ~~)nsiderations in mind, I solicit your 
future cooperatlon to assure that alrcrews are both briefed and 
e ncour aged to avold futt1re provocation o f Mr. Elliott. Thanks for 
you r hel p with a se nsitl v ~ pr o blem. 

//:/./.. ' /c-·~ - ;( ·~,~
# ~.,_.__ / ·rr>L--•'<-

'..JILLIAH K. JAMES,VColonl~l, USAF' 
Commande r 
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FRANKLIN E. MILES 
MAJOR GENERAL 

THE ,:\:.JUTANT GENERAL 
N!1AG 

(#jj) 
·u .. 1 ' 

STATE OF N~W MEXICO 

OFFICE OF MILITARY AFFAIRS 
MILITARY DIVISION 

SANTA FE 87501 

SUaJC:CT: CoTi'lplaints of l'>.. S . El l iott 

COL C~V ld ~· Quinl~n 
HQ, 150th Tactical Fighter Group 
P. 0. Box 5510 
Kirtla nd AFB, NM 87185 

l Febru ary 1 982 

1. Attached is the latest correspondence of Mr. A . S. Elliott 
to Repre5entative Colin R. McMillan. ! have read his letter 
very c·.!osely and someone is lying to someone or there is a 
t.r·emendous lack of communication with your staff. 

2. In the letter prepared for my signature you definitely 
list I.TC Seymore, l2AF/IG as one of those people in agree
ment with your cause; however, according to Mr. Elliott, 
LTC Seymore claims to be unaware of the problem . . Lack of 
c o mmunication? nis little remark about change of command 
i s of no im9o1· t ance since thart is a 1981 development and 
you were t alk i ng about 1980. 

3. I was also informed by you that there would not be any
more ~light£ ever his prope~ty until this matter was settled . 
Colonel Rogers informs me that this was his understanding 
also. Evidently, flights were still made over his property 
o n the 9th and l3~h of January. Somewhere there is a mis
understandi ng, lack of communication or complete disregard 
of your direc t ive. 

4 . He has made a n o f~ 2r f ~ r ~e t o review these flights 
from h i3 ~cme a nd I ~l 3 n ~ 0 ca~ e ~i:.1 ~ p o n this invitat i on. 

NJI'I.AG 1 February 1982 
SUBJECT: Complai nts of A. S. Elliott 

5 . This matter needs to be settled and if it cannot be 
settled any other way, I will have to call for an investig
ation or audit by the National Guard Bureau and/or Air Force 
to determine a solution to thls problem. 

CF: RP.p 
COL lr. 

Col in P. McMil]. a~ 

Rogers 
A. S. Elliott 

~.,3-a...----"'L t -._ ·:r)--_j.~.,.~ 
FRANKLIN E . iv1ILES 
r-1a j or General, N~.ARNG 

7he Adjutant General 
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Franklin E. Miles, W~jGen 
The Adjutant General 
Office of :uutary Affairs 
p, o. :=ox 4277 
Santa Fe, New l':exico 87501 

tear ~ajGen Milest 

J February, 1982 

Thank you for the copy of letter of 1Feb82 to Col David Quinlan , HQ, 
150TFG. It now seems that I've got your attention of what I've been 
saying all along, i.e . , that the 150TFG •speak with forked tonguet• 

>l\.~..:>,{I'm especially concerned about the second paragraph, though. Did 
-~, c~~ Col Quinlan prepare "your• letter for your signature? Or, just who 
~~ .s did write the letter? Because it sure substantiates my claims of the 
,¥~ complete irresponsibility of the NMANG and especially your status. 

't1'- ,p 71 
;Lr~ ~ / Paragraph three omits the third flyover of the letter date, 28Jan82. 
• • / Just one more incident ••• 

You are most welcome to view the antics of the 150TFG from my house. 
If you remember, I have offered this opportunity over the phone before. 

~ Please advise a few days in advance when you'd like to come down so 
.\ ~ ~0 that I can get a disinterested third party to witness, i.e. the 
~ 1 ~ t eBaca County Sheriff, John McBride . You can then have the A-7's 
y~ . fly by "7-8nm away• and we'll look for them. Feel free to invite 
~~Col Rogers, Col QUinlan, Gov King, IG 12th and/or 9thAF, etc., etc. 

I hope that the newspaper clipping struck home. Isn't that a waste 
to look forward to? Is moving your route over a few miles too much 
to ask for the safety of my family? 

May I suggest, Sir, that you re-read my correspondence regarding the 
continued threats to shoot your aircraft ••• You and whoever is Jwriting_ your letters are putting yourself in a position for a serious 
libel suit . Especially with the next to last paragraph, page two . 
The letter is dated, 29Jan81, and if that is a "threat to shoot at 
aircraft ••• v; you are a fool. I have talked numerous times with Joel 
Carlson, ABQ FBI, and demanded an interview with Clovis, NM, FB~~ 
Agent Les Vannatta last year. You might want to verify this a~and/ 
or Col Quinlan continuously fail to mention it. If I was a real 
threat to your 150'I·FG, the FBI would already have me in the slammer. 

I notice, too, in your letter to me on 25Nov81, first paragraph! 
• ••• pilots are still required to avoid it (my house) by 2nm if below 
1500'AGL. This is in accordance ~<ith your desires as expressed in 

ERANGUS • HEF!E F'ORD - CHARO:....AIS • CROSS I S TOCKER AND F E EDE R CA T TLE 

page 2, 3Feb82 

your (my) letter of 29Sep80 to LtCol Whorton.• If you will read my 
original letter, nowhere in it do I say •avoid my house by 2nm if 
below 1500'AGL"I The "1f below 1500'AGL is s omet hing that you've 
invented for obvious r easons. If you will also read the letter to 
LtCol ~o~~snay, 1Jul81, from my attorney Ro bert Hammand, you will 
see the words • ••• prevent flying wi thin 2nm of Mr. Elliott's house 
and lower than 1500 feet would be satisfactory.• Surely you can 
read, Sir. The key ~<ord is Prevent, see it? You again twist the 
facts in your letter to me, 25Nov81. And then you claim that I change 
my demands at times?! Continued misstatements of the facts is what 
really bothers me, Sir. You are painting yourself into a corr.er and 
I hope our government representatives can see t his blatant aanipulation 
of the facts. All this correspondence wi l l come out in court to 
prove my allegations are not false. This is why I have to ~uestion 
your competency. 

You keep defending your need of using the Ye so 'ilash (Creek), 13Jan82, 
for •a natural terrain masking feature for aircraft ••• •. But, only 
one incident occured in the entire Yeso Wash watershed; that of 17Feb 
81, when I personally complained to you by telephone. That, as well 
as the subsequent PIF Order are omitted by you (or Col Quinlan!) in 
your letter to Representative McMillan. Wasn't that violation of 
FAR's more significant than that? Which one of you two forgot that 
little incident? 

Other omissions in "your• letter to Rep McMillan, some directly to 
you, from 25Mar81 to 220ct81 , only compounds your and/or Col Quinlan's 
incapacity to tell the >~hole true story. Do you ,.seriously think 
that we are naive enough to believe that you•re~just covering your 
mistakes by conveniently om1tting the facts? Really, Sirl 

.s~-..r 
For the record, L)Col ~r was going to transfer my complaint to 
9thAF/IG. If I heard nothing from them in short time, then I am to 
call Col Seymour back and he will personally follow up. 

Four of your five • ••• independent individuals/agencies ••• • you mention 
are military- that's independent? The other one mentioned, Mr. 
Upchurch, AOPA, has only said that LtCol Whorton, AF Rep, FAA, SW 
Region , said my •specifics"of 29Sep80 letter are going to be met 
and strictly enforced." I can't figUre out why "you• listed him 
at all. Excuse me, Sir, but I just have to laugh at your letter of 
lJJan82, an exact copy, for the most part , of your letter of 12Deo80 
to Senator Harrison Scmmitt. 

Coordinate your boys and •come On Downt• But, let's get serious and 
be able to converse in an objective and intelligent mar~er. You have 
not shown me that to date . 

ccr Colin McMillan Sincerely yours, 
Hoyt Pattison 
Col Rogers, IG 12 / S: .-:--/ -.,.,L_ 
LtCol SeymoU., JthAF/IG /f)( ' · c:;::cr~ 

(]
v King A. s . Elliott 

obert Hammond (,.,_ 

5&cv. t- i) •..\--'"' ~ i3 et:'-J,., .S1J• c LJ).S . 
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Colin r.. ~cM1llan 
State of : ·ew : .. eJ:tco 
~ouse of ~e~r~sentettves 
Bante Fe, ;·~,. rel'1co R?'\03 

Febru.,ry, 19'2 

by the content of kejGen ~tles lett~r to vou, I felt that I was 
><~tt1n" t.he s~me old runerou!ld th"t I've O'OttE"n fro!!' tl"l~l" Fent!l<ron 
off1c1als from inquiries from •cur Boys 1n :.:ash1n;rton•. You asked 
for a list of tnc11ents, which r sunnlie~ vou. Then here comes the 
Adjutant Ceneral's lett~r "nd he, for obvious reasona, omits things 
thet he w~s ~·rsonellv r~sron~lble fori 

!t is evident r.ow, t~st fro~ the letter to Col ~u1nlan (Yes, J had 
received rry cony.), t .h ... t c .. n ••ile!! did not write his own lettert :'iow, 
aren't vnu even more concerned? That ~v ie a Joker r¢es h~ really 
believe tt~t we can't see thro~qh •11 ttatl 

9v now vou sho~ld heve r~:~tv~~ vc~r ccr? ~f ~• ~~s~~~ to ht~ letter 
of 13Jan82 to ?OU (I',; s~Hl lau,..hlnp-1) and t'le t ··eb82 letter to Col 
c.uinle.n, co, 150TfG. ~is 1s ~u~t "r.otner verse ;;o tne sa!l!e old song; 
f.nooura!;~ th .. m to tell the whole comnlE'te story 11nd correct the 
l!!&n1nul.~t1on P-l'd lr·\~<"tatemon:t or feet>. 

The ag:rP.elf•ent GE'n ro<iles questions Col t;.u1nlan shout is j·~st anot:1er 
<'Y.<'JI~le of t.he str•n!lth of •t~e1r allr,errents•, I was <rlad to reed 
that the AG "'""' f1nallv o:Ptt1n .. ccncerned. Aut then, his ;;:apacl ty 
of office ls now on th~ lin~. -

Yes, I've been ver.v frustrated P-nd J ho-oe you cgn reed why. rt•s all 
there 1n the letters! the outrlo:ht lvln,, t;,e C'1'18~l.:>:1 of "nd twist
ing of tr.e f.;cts, i~ncrar:ce, 1rresPCr!slbl1lty a.r.d 1nc~:r-ceter.cv. Y~s, 
by all ~~ensncher'!='e cn u. 'The 1nvesti79.t1on Cy ti-.E: ]!":s-r:;ectcr C:~!leral, 
Col Rogers, T~Y be too "inderendent• in t~st ~e is ~111tsry tool 
C&n you b~llevF lt? lhe JG did ~~y th~t ~e •a~ vc\nll to ... ~e ~ 
co~plete lnvesti,atlon of ~v r.robleus ••• ~~·11 see. I've heard nothing 
as yet. 

Tt.!=Jnks a«Pin. If you ·m~r.t T!"f;" tC" co~e Ut'· ~!!d stat~ !fY c.t=~~s~, juet 
aclviee. J,too, 9!!: lcokinp- forwsr~ to t~e •c•s v1~it to >~ltness the 
t.-7 • s fro~r. 7-iir.,. ew~>y, hB 1 

S1ncerely yours, 

A. ~. Elliott 

t . 

, ..... .'-· '· 

• ~ ;; i I • 

· !rio ,'' 

..,...'1:...,,.,..-fcf .:. 

_,; "' o' !, · ::~- • -\ ,, 
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uEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORC-
H!.AOQUAIIHEA S. !JNIT£:0 SOT AT£~ AI,_ '0Ael! 

W-"'SI-I1NGTON. O.C. 

S SEP 1982 

Dear Mr Spoede 

Attached is a copy of the envir<JmiBfltal as""ssmomt !'or the VR (visual flight 
rules) military tra1ning rrutes you requested from MaJ Bill Gauntt (Atch 1). 
Unfortunately , page 2 or the or1ginal assessment is miss~ but will be for
li&'ded per yOW" conversation with MaJ Gauntt on 27 August. Th.e two VR rrutes 
that overtly Mr Elliott's ranch were originally a s111gle route l'll.llltlered VR 165 . 
Attacl:mmt 2 is a copy of the or1g1nal route sul:m1:ssion for XVR 165. Attacl"nent 
3 1s a copy of the envirorwMntal certification, dated 13 Jun 78, by the H:l 
Tactical Air Co'nlmnc:l Di.rector or Eng1Ileer11lg and Construction. Mr I!J.11ott has 
already been provided a copy of the 13 July 78 letter that changed the route 
designation fi'<Xll VR 165 to VR 198 . Th.e rrute was approved and published later 
that year as VR 198 . 

In 1980, the route was slightly JIX)dU":I.ed and 1ncreMed 1n length per the changes 
indicated 1n the letter at attachment 4. 

In 1981, the reverse direction rrute, VR 1107, was sutml. t ted and approved . Th.e 
route 1s identical to VR 198 except that it is nown 1n the oppoaite direction • 

..A. The rrute was envii'<lrlt<!ntally certified based on the previous assessment of VR 
'P-1 198 (VR 165)' 

As yru can see frcm the paperwork and various levels of approval the rrutes I'!Wit 
be processed tl\rQJgh, there 1s an extensive review process Coqlleted before a 
m:111tary tra1ning route 1s used. These rrutes are necessary 1n or der for a.ircrews 
to becane proficient 1n SCOOJl>lishlng low altitude penetration tecbnl.ques . 

Please excuse the tarc:11ness of rur reply, but I trust this 1nformat:l.on wUl assist 
yru in help~ Mr Elliott reach an agreeable solution with the New Mexico Air 
National Guard conce~ his canplaints. 

4 Atchs 

Sincerely -~- ~~-) 

~'~~~ 
Chief , Airspace & ATS 01 vision 
Directorate of Operations 

1. Environmental Assessment £ 
2 . Ori<P-nal Rrute Sutml. t tal 
3. Environmental Cert1ficati on 
4 • Rrute l'.odlf tca.t1oo 

RVDY 1H1N • 11£ADY NOW 

0 

Prepared By: 

I' 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

TACTICAL AIR COI·1MAND 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
(Revised) 

I' 

MILITARY TRAINING ROUTES VR-102, VR-165 

KIRTLAND AFB, NEW MEXICO 
15 ~1ay 78 

Approved by: 

~"~It.~ 
Low Level Management Officer 

David L. Quinlan, Lt Col, NMANG 
Colllllander 

150TFG/DO 
Kirtland AFB, NM 87103 
Autovon: 964-9746 

Attachment #1 
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XVR- Hl2: El Paso- Las Cruces-A\amagordo Interstate- AQCR 153. 
Augustine Plains Intrastate AQCR 156. 

All four AQCR ' s IJ'eet Federa l Air Po llution Standards except as fol -
lows: 

AQCR 153: Particulate Matter 
c 

AQCR 155: Carbon Monoxide 

This information was obtained from 197 EPA- 450/2- 77 Air Quality Data 1975 
Annua 1 Stat i stics. 

( 5) Emi ssion factors an d fue 1 f1 010 used are for the A- 70. Po 11 u
ti on for other types of a i rcraf t can be co""uted us 1 ng the above fonnul a. 

(6) Fue l dumping is not permitted below 5,000' AGL. 

(7) It mus t be remembered that all pol l utants will be distr1buted 
approximate ly evenly al ong the entire route. 

b. Noise 

( 1) Over a 11 day-night noise 1 eve 1 s ( Ldn) were ca 1 cul a ted for air
craft presently operating within Local MTR boundaries an d are shown in the 
following table. The figures were su Research La-
boratory, Wright - Patterson AFB, Ohio. llo data is avai l able for 

AI. TITUilE ABOV E GROUND UVEL I N FEET - AG L 

Sorties/Day 200 FT 500FT 1000 FT 2000 FT 
10~50 10~ 50 10~50 10~0 

AIRCRAFT TYPE 

F-4 72 77 79 67 72 74 63 68 70 58 63 55 

f - 5/138 57 61 64 52 56 59 47 52 54 42 47 49 

F-10() 65 70 72 62 67 69 56 61 63 51 56 58 

F-111 66 71 73 61 66 68 57 61 64 51 56 58 

A-7 59 64 66 54 59 61 49 54 57 44 49 51 

A- 37 59 63 66 54 58 61 49 54 56 44 49 51 

(2) The following information can be used for interpret ing ldn 
noi se values. ·Jt was extracted from "Information on Le~els of Environmenta l 
/Ioise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequa.te Margin 
of Safety," March 1974, Envl ronmen ta 1 Protect ion Agency , Pot 1 i cat io n lumber 
550/9 - 74 -004 . 

At tachmen t ,11 

. /Jf' (a) In outdoor areas where people spend widely varying amounts~/~ 
of time and other places 1n whlch qu1et 1s not a basis for use, an Ldn ,- ·' 
level of 55 causes Tiitei'Terenceanaannoyance . 

(b) In outdoor areas where people s pend 1 imited amounts of 
time and in indoor residential areas, an Ldn level of 45 causes 1nterfer- /),-
ence and an~yance. q -4- ~ 

(c) These levels are not to be construed as standards, as '/ 
they do not take into account cost or feasibility. Nor should they be {t;::-
thought of as discrete numbers since they are described in terms of energy 
equivalents . It is the EPA's judgment that the maintenance of levels of 
environmental noise at or below those specified above are requisite to pro
tect the public from adverse welfare effects . Undue interference with ac 
tivity and annoyance will not occur if outdoor levels are maintained at an 
energy equivalent of 55 db or indoor levels at 45 db . However, it is al-
ways assumed throughout that environ/l'ental levels will fluctuate , even 
though the identified energy equivalent is not exceeded . Identification of 
a level which is 5 db higher than the 55 db identified above would signifi
cantly increase the severity of the average community reaction, as well as 
the expected percentage of compla1nts and annoyance . Con versely, 1dentlf1-
cat10n of a level 5 db lower than the 55 db identified above would reduce 
t he indoor levels resulting from outdoor noise well below the normal back
ground indoors . It would decrease speech privacy outdoors to marginal dis
t ance . Little change in annoyance would be made since at levels below the 
identified level, individual attitude and life style, as well as local con
ditions, are more important factors in controlling the resulting magnitude 
of the level of the intruding noise . In conclusion, a Ldn level of 55 db 
is identifi ed as outdoor level in residential areas compatible with the pro
tection of public health and welfare . The level of 55 db is identified as 
max i mum level co""atible with adequate speech communication annoyance . This 
level is clearly a maximum satisfying the large majo r ity of the population . 
However, s ecific local situations , attitudes and conditions ma make lower 
levels des1rable or some ocat10ns . no1se envuonment not annoying so/l'e 
percentage of the populat1on cannot be identified at the present till'e by 
specifying noise level alone . 

uses. 

%) If complaints do arise as a result of these low level opera-? ..A-7-
tions, the 150TFG has procedures for either raising the minimum altitude of >f 
a particular seg/l'ent or for altering the ground track . 

(5) Supersonic flight is not authorized on these MTRs . 

At tachment #1 
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Colonel David 
Major General 
September 24, 
Page 2 

c 
L. Quinlan 
Franklin E. Miles 
1982 

c 

Mr. Elliott recently informed me that further low-level 
flights had occurred over his property on September 7, 1982. 
At approximately 4:00p.m., four A-7's flew directly over his 
house in an easterly direction at approximately 100 feet above 
ground level. Shortly thereafter (approximately one-half hour 
later), three F-lll's flew directly over his house in an easter
ly direction. Mr. Elliott could not determine how high they 
were above ground level. The planes were spaced approximately 
one-half mile apart. Colonel Quinlan, these flights particular
ly disturb me in view of the fact that you assured me by tele
phone that there would be no more Air National Guard flights 
over_Mr. El~iott's ranch whatsoever. Not only have flights 
cont1nued s1nce our telephone conversation, these flights have 
also been directly over Mr. Elliott's home and at a low altitude 
violating the standards set forth in the Environmental Assess- ' 
ment referred to above. This letter constitutes a demand that 
such flights be stopped. More specifically, we insist that 
no flights be conducted over any part of Mr. Elliott's ranch 
at an altitude lower than 1,500 feet above ground level, and 
that no flights be conducted within two miles of Mr. Elliott's 
home or within one mile of his camp in the Yeso ~lash. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

Very truly yours, 

HINKLE, COX, EATON, COFFIELD & HENSLEY 

David L. Spoede 

DLS: kp 

. ' ··~!)( "~/'': -
CEPARTMENT"OF THE AIR .FORCE ..,.: - . ---
Hu.oauARTtM ,lJ 'NlT~O STA.ns ...... fr.oAC:C 

• ~A:_IiH1~G19~: ~~ . !:~ . '-,;_, . . : 

Mr A. S. "T<tx" Elliott 

Dear Mr Elliott 

Your letter of 18 De~ 86 was referred to thia office lor response. 
I have reviewed the last six years' correspondance and nego t ia
tion• concerning low-leve l flying close to your residence. 1 
understand and share your concern. 

Federal Air Regulation 91.79 and Air ,Force Regulation 60-16, 
General Flight Rules, paragraph 5-9d state, "Except for takeoff 
and landing, pilots do not fly aircraft over non congested areas 
at an altitude of less than 500 feet abo.ve the surface - except 
over water or sparsely populated areae. Under ouch circumatances 
do not operate aircraft closer than 500 feet to any person, 
vehicle, or structure." As depicted On the . enclosed map, Visual 
Routes (VR) 1107 and 1195, which provide our pilots low-level 
training at 100 to 1500 feet above the surface, overfly your area, 
...,ich is categorized as "!lparaely populated . . ., This means pilots 
~ust avoid any person, vehic!e, or structure in your. area by at 
least 500 feet. In response to your complaints, the Air Force 
established sp111cial operating procedures whic.h direct pilots to 
stay ·well clear of your residence. The procedures are listed in 
the DOD Flight Information Publication as follows: 

·a. Avoid 34-20.0111 104-2l'.7SW.·by"' two nautical. mile a. 

b. · Flight below l500tt al)ove ground level i .. not authorized 
·in that area bounded by a line from 34-31111 104-28W to 34-31N 
104-20W to 34-15111 104-20W to 34-l5N ~0~~28.SW to point of begin-
ning :,.(outllned on · map). . · .,· ·« · ! .<' - - · . ·- -=:'· ;~:·. , . . · .. . ,. 
1 am working with Tactical Air Command representatives to ensure 
their crews adher e to the restrictions. I assure you that the 
United Statee Air Force ia· attentive to responsible use of air
space and the environm.ent. The public • e wishes are a prime 
consideration when planning our day-to-day operations. 

lf I can be · of further assistance please contact me at 
202-697-4399. 

Sincerely 

A'~ d.~ 
iOBERT B. NICHOLSON , Col USAF 
Chief, Airspace and ATS Division 
Directorate of Qperations 
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l))t:: kli3tx.Jl.2" 1.:£7\.Jtr~ .. u::r !""1-<?.S<:.•AJDL.;-{) l"lr:}e-- 'fS7 .&t-..e~"a.-.e-.v 
Ff2 . .QfV\.... /)112-~c.- PENm~ IA.)J r~wr AJ..Ni Ci9ui"LT"l:S"' .o-: 

A..J 0 T I f:t<:: .. J~ T1 O N ......-a '-t-1 c=" 191::- f 7.5 /2.1:<'""' OV/)L_ , 

X 
w ..... EL DlGOTE CATTLE CO • 

A. S. "TEX" ELLIOTT 

R~nrfl'<::t!l'nt~tt V~ Joe Sk.~~n 

s~nator J~ff Bin~a~~n 
s~n .. tor p .. t .. J)r"n~ntci 
Governor aruce Ktn~ 
John Schum, FBI 

Summation of !ll<"<"ttn~ todRv ~itht M~j. St~V<" V<"r H'"l~t, N~ANG, 
.!Sgt. Gavl" Crnon,o;, Public Affair~, Cannon AFB, Dele Harner, 
Airsu~c" M«r, Cannon AFB, 8nd Jim Bryent, A~sitant Claims 
Off1c~r, Cennon AFB. 

Evidently, my l<"tt<"r of 26 ?EB P?, to Ro~rt B. Nichols0n, 
COL, USAF, Chief, Airsuace and ATS Division, Dir.,ctorate of 
Operations, H~TRS, 1JSAF/XCORF, '<ashin,o;ton, DC, 2Q11Q-~OS4, statin,o; 
,y rlans to oo"n mv shootln"' rAng,. unon my too..: l'riv.qt" lBnd, 
provided JTe with, on a men at le~At, ~ome sort of a "no-flv ? rea.''• 
There hed be•n A nr•vious a O""t'P<"nc .. nt with the l!l' H'G, 1 ~O'l'"'G, . not to 
fly b~low l'>OO',l.GL ,.,~thin a rtoctanquler bound~rv ~urr0unc_tnll' ~"'V 
r~rch nron.-rtv. N.-\th~r l"')f' t:h•~· .t=~crr~fl'1'l'l•nt:c;, nor fl1 '<·h+, .,.. .. '=' +-Ti~
t.1on~, w,.r.-.. honor~d 0VI"'r ti"T~"',. consl:r~t~ntly Bny".J.~::;.y. 

I i"Ov..,rt toe~ to T .. :t"~~ in .t\T.fG ~?, DAl,. "=1.Prnl"r r-.drnttt,..~ h"' f'rv11n 
out from sc~eon~ J h~d mov~d (I didn't te~e mv house no~ ~v ~~nch), 
~o. tt '"' ~~ no lonaPr nPc~s~P.rv to h%;1v~ mv rp ·nch f~.1uht r•.~t riction ~ ~ 
~.l ... o, in '~9 .:;.!lri/0r '90, it ""9 S t1mf" to r~-nl?n ·~~ ::non• ... "'1"!"'"'T'~C"'", 
~o, thrcu,~ t~~ FAA, ~ith ~~~ D~ AF, \t w~s d~cirt~d that •'th~y~ 

couldn't ~tv~ U"~"'~ Ci0 rruch Q1rsl')~Ce th~t w~cz ~rt""V10U"'lY ~;~a-r .. ~ r:l to. 
So, it""'' reduc,.d. rq .1 lf~>r H~lst ~id not elaborate on he'' th'" lil'. ANG 
r .. duced their previous ·~reP~Pnt, thev j u s t did. ~" did •d~it thAt 
he should hftve notifi~>d me, t he "other oartv" to t he aprPPmPnt, but 
" ••• th1n~s just f~ll th"l"Oll~h tht"' cr~cl.r.!t. 11 H~ 2!'1~0 did not wo::ont " 
l~tter writin~ confrontation, ~o, ~· didn't notifv m .. of thP chPn~•~. 

oF I PA~I.F OF A L.t~"T Of': t:OIV\PI...,.._IAJeR. 

rt:r. HArnt""r 01d of+"t"'r, $.~qt. Crnonv nrc.v\. ti l"'d 1Tt"' to:lth ';I c~-nv.Aof 
my r•nch loc•tion bv coordin~tes, with~ Tinimu~ al titud~ sPDa r • ti0n 
of lOOO'AGL .'!nd lnm,lat.-r"l .o•r:aration. tWANG tr'intnins t hl'ir 1 nre. 
s.-oaration with no m~ntion of V"rticel limit, othPr than FAR'~ of 
500'AGL. r&j. VPr H•lst did rrent1on disc1Dlin1n~ on,. nilot f 0 r rout .. 
viol~tion last fRll. · · · 

Th~ bo tt011" lin•: ·r~ ... ,_, ChJ:l>!'lQ""I"'d thP- rul .. R, <:;Q '·•ha t? ,·,.. co r,. to 
ltv~ with lt, bu t, c~ll in whl"'n :~~ f~~l v1 olst~ rl . So , ••• it's tix~"" 
to roll ov~r, r~,.~~nt our ~~~ttPlB, qn~ 1\v~ ~1th 1t. ~o much f o r 
th,. A.m~rtc~n NAV. 1";J'1'"'t do vou th1n1('f I c.- this t n ~ "18 V it'.::: Con~? 

I d\d. t:s:~r-• th,. Ql'"" ·'"'l .~t !-1- h<"'",Jr v' c:-, t-. . -i'1&ot: r1,.., vou t.h1.n~<"? '·l"' "'r~· .~ ,., r q-c 
rr0~ h ~r~ ~ ·1~?t 1s ~v r~c0~rQP~ 
You't"~ w~lco~~ ~o 11~t~n 
to thl"' t wn t~n~g. FlP P ~fl> ~rlv t ~ ~. 

BR AN GUS - HE:REF""ORD - CHAROLAJS CROSS 

S 1nc~r~ l:r '' 01J r~ 

~E··~~-
1 STOCKER ANI! FE::~ctTTLE 
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27 FW/PA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAil<lUNmM""" FIGHTIII-Q (ACC) 
CAHHOH HA FORCE IAU, NEW WEXICO 

100 S DL Ingram Blvd, Suite 102 
Cannon AFB NM 88103--5216 

Mr. A. S. Elliott 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

I received your letter dated 14 December 1994 today. 

15 Dec94 

Upon receiving your call on 6 Dec 94 telling me you will be weaning calves on 
8 Dec 94, I notified our Airspace Management office. Your avoidance area was 
re-briefed to 27th Fighter Wing aircrews, unfortunately we did not also notify the 
Air National Guard. We regret this error. 

The reason behind our having established a toll-free line for aircraft noise 
complaints is to give citizens the opportunity to deal with one individual a.nd not 
encounter the frustration of being bounced from office to office to resolve their 
complaints. We have found that this system is very helpful -especially if aircraft 
from other units are involved. 

We handle complaints conoeeming any military aircraft operating in any of our 
training airspace. Other units utilizing our training routes are required to adhere to 
our restrictions, just as we, in tum, are required to do for them. 

I hope this clarifies the questions you addressed to us in your 14 December 1994 
letter. 

Sincerely 

()_,.., , • J 1.- a. th~~~·-·') 
G7f.lli!A. ORNONG, ~' AF 
Chief, Community Rela · 
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1- EL BIIOTE CATTLE CO. 

A. S. "TEX" ELLIOTT 

CERTIFI~D MAILt Z 034 670 179 

M1ehael M. Pi~rsoa, CAPT, USAF 
Chief, Publie Affairs 
27 N/PA 
100 S DL I•!ram Blvd., Suite 102 
Ca•no• AFB, New Mexico 88103-?216 

Ret Continu1~ Violations of NSA's and FAA FAR's 

Dear Cantata Pierson! 

' ., -

Und~r the FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT I •m r~queeting a 
compl~te l1~t of my comnleinh r"'~erdin~ USAF •nd NI~ANG P 1rcr<Oft 
overfl1~ht~ re-port-.d to Cannon Air Fore" Sso. s~, N-.w l•;.- ·.rtco. Thi~ 
11et should begin b-.for"' or on 25 Seut.,mb~r, 19-SO, to nregent. 
All reported T1ol-t1one should be included- re~olved or not. 

Thank vou. 

cc: SEC of J.ir Force •.;tdn~ll Sinc~r~ly vour~, 

4sc/--z1-
A. s. !lliott 

BRA NGUS • HE REF'ORD • CHAROLAIS - CROSS I STOCKER A ND F E E DE R C ATTLE 

27th Fighter Wing 
100 S DL lngram Blvd., Suite 102 
Cannon Air Force Base, NM 88103 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

01 June 95 

This letter is in response to a noise complaint you made on May 19. 
There were two separate occasions on this date where you felt military aircraft 
were flying too low over your property. Our office forwarded your complaint 
to the Airspace Management division for further investigation. Their 
findings are listed below: 

1.) 0830-0900 There were no F-llls scheduled into the Pecos MOA 
during this time. The first F-lll to enter this area was 4 miles north of 
your property at 0915. Perhaps the time wasn't exactly accurate, because 
we found no F-111s in the area from 0830-0900. 

tJ 2.) 1055 Four F-15s from Mountain Home AFB, ID were in Pecos MOA 
lfJ from 1045-1130. The F-15s didn't know if they were over Elliott at 1055, 

but they were using the airspace. We briefed them on all NSAs, and 
they reported staying above 1000' for the duration of their time in 
MOA. 

If you have any future occurrences to report, please call the Public Affairs 
office, toll free at 1-800-446-4595, extension 4131. 

J'OIINA {<. W ~ 
JAMES R. WILSON, 2Lt, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Public Affairs 
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27FWIPA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS 27TH FIGHTER WING(ACC) 

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 

29May96 

100 S DL Ingram Blvd Suite 102 
Carmon AFB NM 88103-6216 

Dear Mr Elliott 

I am writing to you in response to your low-level noise complaints datt:d 14 and 21 May. 

I understaud your con=ns over noise g=erated by military training in your area, however the 
airspace available to us to conduct training opentions is very limited and very valuable. 

& for the two noise complaints an 14 and 21 May, both wero investigatecl by the Airspace 
Management Office. The first complaint was coordinated with the S24th Fighter Squadron wbo said they 
may bave penetrated your noise semsitive area while tlying between 500' lllld 1,000' AGL. Regarding the 
second complaint, even though all NSAs applicable to the airspace in use were pre-briefed and the majority 
of training occurred at 1,500' AGL, there wero a few excunions down to 700' AGL. The aircrews 
involved extend their regtets for this iDadvertenl pc:oetratian of your noise sensitive area. 

The aircrews are professionals wbo train for the prcmctian of America's &eedom wbile at the same 
time try to respect our New Mexico neighbors. 

The 27th Fighter Wing takes complaints of the noise sensitive areas very seriously. If there are 
incidents in the future lllld you feel the aircraft breech the NSA, please let us know. We will investigate 
lllld provide you with a response as soan as the infonnation becomes available. 

Sincerely, 

J'MMl. A. w~ 
JAMES R. WILSON, 2Lt, USAF 
Deputy Chief; Public Affainl 

AY BAILEY HUTCHISON 
TEXAS 

tinitcd ~rates ~cnatc 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4304 

October 24, 1996 

COMMITIEES: 

ARMED SERVICES 
SMALL BUSINESS 

COMMERCE. SCIENCE, 
AND TRANSPORTATION 
SELECT INTELLIGENCE 

About a year ago, I brought a constituent's concern to your attention regarding low-level 
overflights of Air Force aircraft over his property. You and your staff kindly accommodated 
my request for an inquiry and thoroughly investigated the matter, demonstrating your 
commitment to minimize the impact of flying activities near the home of Mr. A.S. Elliott, my 
constituent. 

Accordingly, I appreciated your decision last December to expand the existing aircraft 
avoidance area around the Elliott residence to a two nautical mile radius and I ,500 feet Above 
Ground Level (AGL). I am also pleased that the commanders of the units who use and manage 
that airspace are continuing to vigilantly brief aircrews scheduling use of that airspace about the 
avoidance area around the Elliott home~ 

This agreement and good faith efforts notwithstanding, Mr. Elliott has informed me of 
several instances where Air Force aircraft have continued to violate the new airspace 
restrictions, each time scattering his livestock and disrupting his livelihood. I have enclosed 
copies of correspondence from the 27th Fighter Wing to Mr. Elliott acknowledging four such 
incidents of aircraft penetration earlier this year. Subsequent incursions have occurred and have 
been reported by Mr. Elliott to local Air Force authorities. These appear to be more than just 
the occasional inadvertent overflight. 

While I am grateful for what the Air Force has done to resolve Mr. Elliott's concerns, a 
follow-up inquiry into these recent overflights by you might be useful in assessing the new 
agreement's effectiveness and determining whether any necessary adjustments are required. For 
example, it may be useful to know the daily , weekly, or monthly " leakage ratio," or the number 
of airspace violations out of the number of sorties flown using that airspace over a given 
timeframe. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter and for your courtesy. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

Jf~ 
Weo,.http:lfwww.senate.gov!- hutch ison/ 
ln ternet- senator@hutchison senate.go11 
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x 
UJ 
1- EL BJGOTE CATTLE C 0. 

A. S. " TEX" ELLIOTT 

Ronald Oholendt, LtCol, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Airspace and Ranges Team 
Headquarters Air Combat Command 
205 Dodd Blvd . , suite 101 

30 April. 1998 

Langeley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665 

Re: Continuing USAF BS, CYA, ineptness, and violations NSA 

Dear LtCol Oholendt (aka~: 
What's going on here? After 5-6 months attempt working 

through 27FW PA to ascertain whether lSOFG, " The Tacos", are, 
or, are not complying with the expanded NSA as expressed by 
letter from 27FW Commander Koerner, 5JAN96 . I continue to 
suffer the wrath of the Tacos as they violate the expanded 
NSA. Yes, they are easy to identify up-close by t heir yellow 
horizon tal stripe on the f-l6s vertical stabilizer . 

I finally received the enclosed letter from the 150th on 
my own effort and forwarded a copy to 27FW PA since they, 
apparently, were unable to secure through military channels. 
Why??? Please note the dates!!! It is now apparent why I am 
continuously violated and have to repair damages and call in 
continuing violations. Why does it take 15 months after the 
notice of expansion to be posted in the FLIP, and then take 
another 12 months to be posted correctly? Why does it take 
27 months ?? ? Is there any wonder why I stay upset? 

Please explain . 

Encls : 5JAN96, 27FW to ASE 
30MAR98,150FG to ASE 

Sincerely yours , 

--Kr6e;d-
A. S. Elliott 

SUBMI TTED BY FAX : 30APR98 t o LtCol Oholendt @ (757) 764-600S,3pp 
aRANGUS • H£REF'OAD • ..::HAROLAIS • CROSS I ~TOCKER AND FEEDER CATTL E 

Mr. A.S. Elliott 

Dear Mr. Elliott, 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE · 
IIEADQUARnRS Z7111 FIGHTeR WING (ACC) 
CANNOIC AIR FORC:II! 8A.SII!. N!W uc--~eo 

"""'-' ... -~-

s January 1996 

I am writing to you to explain tbe changes we have made to tbe avoidance azea over your 
property. 

As you lalow, fedenllllld militazy avialioa regulalions RqUiR our aircraft to avoid people, . 
vehicles wiSirUICtuRS by 500 feet ia sparsely populated areas. In zesponse to your earlier 
complaiJrt$ we establishcci a Noise Seasi.tivo Alea (NSA) which prohibited flight below 1000 feet 
Above Oround Level (AGL) wilhia a OIIC mile radius of your home. 

AI !bough Ibis avoidance area exceeds federal requimneats, !be 27th Fighter Willi at Canaon Air 
Fon:c 11asc md tbe I 50th Fighlloz Group at KittJaDd Air Focce Base maaia commiaed to 
millimiziD& tbc impact of ftyiag Ktivities acar your home. In this ~qud, bolh Cannon aad 
KiltJmd are ia tbc process of expaa<ling this NSA Up to 1500 feet !'>GL witbia a 2 mile ndius of 
your home. 

While our aireraft may occasioaally fly over your property, they will be Ill much higher altitude!, 
si!lllificantly reducing noise levels on tbe ground. I have directed my staff to implement this 
choDge as soon as po$sible. Coordination witb our squadrons here at CaDJ>OD as weU as other 
u,oits that use our airspace may require up to two weeb, but I believe you wiit see a significant 
reductions iD aircraft noise immediately. 

If you have any questions about our new procedures, please contact my Public A1fain Office at 
1·8D0-446-4S!IS Ext 4131. . 

MICHAEL l KOERNER, Colonel, USAF 
Corrunander 

qCo6a( Q>o<Wr <For)!""'""" 
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KEAOQUAR'reRS 1$0TH FIGKTER WING 

NEW MElOCO .oll""noNAL 00ARD 

1IJim..'HI) AA1. N~ IIDlCO 

MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. A S . .Elliot 

l'llOM: ISOFW/AM 
2251 Air Guanl Rd. SE 
ltinlmd AfB NM 17117 

SUBJECT: I~OFWNSACotnpliancc 

30 Mlrdl·l991 

I. Tbis letter is 10 inform )'00 till! the I SO!b FW is in complimce with the NSA Ustin& till! 
wu pool-.129 Apri11997. Tbis till Hlercifieo your property N aNSA, lad to be avo;cled 
by 1500a AGL and 211m. 

l . Ahhough W1l :1111 in c:omplimce with Ibis NSA, 1 have dix>oYwed that l'tiP AP/lB 
sbows your prope:ny to only be avoided by 1111'1'1. 1 am. ill the procas of amcndina FLIP to 
show the same a tbe NSA of29 Ji9r 1997. The llllllldmelll shollld be polled in !he acxt 
addition lt..e is chJe 23 April I 991. 

,;Va-
MICHAl!L £. HOJ.ZEK, CapWn, NMANG 
ISOFW Alnf*;eM....,.-

TOT"L P.03 

X 
1.&.1 ..... BL IIGDTB CATTLB CD. 

A. $, "nx•• .t.LIOTT 

30 April. 1998 

Ronald Oholendt, LtCol. USAF 
Deputy Chief, Airspace and Range& Team 
Headquarters Air Combat Command 
205 Dodd Blvd .• Suite 101 
Langeley Air Force Base, virginia 23665 

Ret Continuing USAF BS, CYA, ineptness, and violations NSA 

Dear LtCol Oholendt (aka~' 
What's going on here? Atter 5-6 months attempt working 

through 27FW PA to ascertain whether 150FG, "The Tacos", are, 
or, are not eomplying vith the · ezpa~ded NSA as ezpressed by 
letter trom 27FW Commander Koerner, 5JAN96. I continue to 
sutter the wrath of the Tacos as they violate the expanded 
NSA. Yes, they are easy to identify up-close by their yellow 
horizontal stripe on the !-16s vertical stabilizer. 

I finally received the enclosed letter troa the lSOth on 
my ovn effort an4 forvarde4 a copy to 27FW PA since they, 
~pparently, were unable to secure through military channels. 
Why??? Please note the dates!!! It i~ nov apparent vhy I am 
continuously violated and have to repair damages and call in 
continuing violations. Why does it take 15 months after the 
notice oc expansion to be postad in the FLIP, and than taka 
~nother 12 months to be posted correctly? Why does it take 
27 months??? Is there any wonder vhy I stay upset? 

Please explain .. 

Encls • 5JAN96, 27FW to ASE 
30MAR98,150FG to ASE 

Sincerely yours. 

~~~ 
A. s. Elliott 

Sll!IMITTED BY FAX 1 30JIP!l98 to LtCol OholQndt ~ ( 757) 764-600~, Jpp 
BRA.WGU$ • 1-Ct;:I-(J.: .. "()HIJ ~ '-"HAHOL.AIIIO • CHOSS I $Tpc;KEP. A.ND F'E£DER CATTLE 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AJR FORCE 
HEADOUMTE:ItS AlR COMBAT COMMAND 

LANGl EY Alit f OftCE BASE, VIRG\NIA 

27 May, 1998 

I must agree with your 30 April 1998letter, our performance in responding to your inquiries is 
dismal. The 27"' Fighter Wing should have been able to track down your requested information 
without you having to do the legwork. The 150"' Fighter Wing should have been able to 
correetly update FLIP faster than 27 months. I am also bothered by your reports that you are 
continuing to be overflown below the avoidance altitude by the olit that bas been in compliance 
with the established avoidance criteria since January 1996. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Col. Phil Breedlove, 27"' Operations Group Commander, and 
Col. Robbie Robinson, 150"' Operations Group Commander. 1 know each of these men 
personally and I know they are extremely sensitive to public con::ems and are totally committed 
to their good neisbbor policy. Our failure to respond in a timely manner isn't consistent with 
such policies. I am also sending a copy to my counterpart in the Air National Guard Readiness 
Center, Mr. Randy Headrick. I spoke with Col Breedlove and he reiterated the emphasis he is 
placing with his aircrews to avoid yours and three other NSAs. He asked that I give you his 
phone number, (505) 784-2242. 

Tex, I greatly appreciate your patience and willingness to try to worl< within the system. I hope 
from this point forward, the Air Force will be more responsive. !\s I have mentioned before in 
our conversations, if you are not getting a proper response from the wings, call me. Just to let 
you know, I am being reassigned from my current duties at Langley AfB, Virginia to Hill AFB, 
Utah by the end of June. However, my replacement, Col. (select) Lynn Wheeless has been my 
deputy for over a year and is very familiar with Air Force operations in New Mexico. He is 
equally responsive to public concerns and will work your issues promptly if the need should 
arise. 

Cc: Col Breedlove. 2700/CC 
Col Robinson, I 5000/CC 
Mr. Randy Headrick, ANGRCIDOB 

Sincerely, 

c~~ 
RONALD d: oi.JOLENDT, Colonel, USAf 
Chief Airfield, Airspace, Range Mgt Div 

I+ tv ~c..c. I L)CI2. 

)Jx':: Doc.>> l;)l...v •)., Src- I ~"- I 
(.,_ 1)"->C...<=" t...-( A).~.t3 , VA 

l... ~ " 6 S · 2- '1 ~ 1 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HIADOUMTEU 41TH ACiffTIA W\HG tA~ 
HOUOMAN AM FOIICIIAII. MIW MlXICO 

June I, 1998 

49"' Fisbter Wing Public Affioin 
490 Fim St., Swte 2800 
Holloman AfB NM 88330-8287 

12.c.": (,.4F TOW. "-'.W. I>o O'f : lC, Z'-lllPl!:!f. 

<.3 -'7 w E:> -..Jt:nt. \IV t:'U 1 C~t P 

IQ.. ' I 0 0 ~I.-I- , '( t:S 0 Cil. <:'1=' '1<. 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

Let me apologize for the confusion. Everyone here interJ)feted campsite the same way
campfire, tent, sleeping bag, etc. In this case, whal wasn't said -a cow camp consisting of two 
llouscs, a barn and a conal-cums out to be very impottanL 

In sparsely populated areas, such as your cow camp, there must be a SOO-foot straisbt
linc sc:paration between an aircraft 1nd any inhabitable structure. This means if an aircraft is 
Oying at an altit\Jde of 100 feet above ground !eve~ !here must be a llllcral dumnce of no I<Ss 
than 500 feet between the aircraft ond the structure. If Oyma directly overhead. the aircraft 
would have to maintain a minimum altitude of SOO feet above 8f0Wld level. The routes being 
flown in that area an: authorized low-lc:vel military trllining rout<S. 

If the pilots of !bose air<:raft did not avoid those two homes by the required 500 feet, as 
defined above, I profoWidly apologize. We did DOt know about this cow camp. Its location does 
not appear in either 2..,.. Fisbter Wing or I so"' Fisbter Gro\lp 110ise sensitive area lists. Now that 
we are aware, if you ean provide the eoordinates, we will inform our pilots of Its location and 
th:y ·.dl ::-.-ole! !t ir. .~<cord::r.c" •. ,,t.~ ~'IC s.cenc! pa.~-:l)lb of tMs l~.er. Th~ ccordioat~• , . .-o Jo6l.u 
received from C8Mon Air Force Buc arc for your current ranch house, not the cowcamp. llf: S c JoJvt.. ,..,2 

~, ... . !'~ .:' 

If you continue to experience problems with low-flying .W.:raft, please call me at (505) ~.._ 
475·5406 from 7:30a.m. to 4:30p.m. Monday throuah friday, exclusive of holidays. At all 1.1 

other times, call our Command Post 8l (50S) 47$-7S7S and ask to be put in comact with the 
Public Affail$ stondby person, or. if you wish, you can ask to be put in conlllCt with me. 

l... o '- J M ,, • • • 1).., ,_ " """ ~"' Sincer-ely 

,~:tv /1/.r-
ROBERT W. PEPPER. GS-9 
Chief, Media Relation• 
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DEPARTM ENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

49"' Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
490 First St., Suite 2800 
Holloman AFB NM 88330-8287 

Mr. Tex Elliott 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

HEADOUARTEill 4!1TH FIGIIT£R 'WJIIHJ tAC¢'1 
HOU(IMitN' AIJII FOlliClE lASE.. NEW MEXICO 

June 24, 1998 

On tbe date in question, rwo German Air Force Tornados were operaling on an authorized 
low-level route, whicli is cleared for flight as low as 100 feet above grow><l level and they were 
in fact flying at that altitude. The Wn:rews of both aircraft were interviewed and stated that a 
500-foot straigbt. line sep:uatio11 from all structures Wll.'l observed. 

Tbe airspace manager for the 27tb Fighter Wing at Cannon Ai:r Foree base has providecl 
us coordinates for your west cow camp: 34° 17.4' N 104° 26.0' W . Lfyou feel those coordinateS 
are inaccurate, please contact me. Our pilots will be provided that information and !hey will 
avoid overflight wilhin a 500-foot straight-line distance. 

I sincerely hope !here are no further prC)blems. Should there be, however, please give me 
a call at (505) 475-5406. 

Sirlcerely 

· ~ J .. ~ .'-'o! ..., Lt.- /~6~,_..-
ROBERT W. PEPPER, S-9 
Ci'tief, Media Relations 

x-
w 
1- BL BIGOTB CATTLE CO. 

A, S. "TEX" ELLIOTT 

Mr. Robert w. Pepper, GS-9 
Chief, Media Relations 
49th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
490 First st., Suite 2800 
Holloman AFB, NM 88330-8287 

30 June, 1998 

TRANSMITTED VIA FAX, 30 JUNE 1998, 505-475-5908 

Re: Letter, 24JUN98; Requests and Comments 

Dear Mr. Pepper: 

Thank you for your two months duration reply to my 
complaint of the one German Air Force Tornado sortie that 
violated the FAR Reg of 500' vertical and horizontal separa 
tion on 24 APRIL, 1998 , at approximately 09:30 hours. This 
is exactly what I reported to you, except for the fact that 
the violationis being denied . 

Please provide information on the following questions 
and note comment: 

1. What "authorized low-level route" was/were the two 
Tornados flying on cleared for 100'AGL? 

2. I was not provided the WEST CAMP, NEW MEXICO co
ordinates on either of the two visits by 27thFW, i . e ., 
I cannot verify the coordinates provided. 

3 . Please provide me the GAF Commanders Name and Address 
or GAF Representative that can be located for legal 
service. 

With two reported violations of my NSA above and around 
my ranch headquarters and this violation of FARs over my 
ranch camp and person by the German Air Force, I need to 
proceed with legal remedy. Thank you for a timely response 
to the above two questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

4>&/-.~ 
A. S. Elliott 

BRA:'<! GUS • HER EFORD • C HAH.O L A IS • CROSS I STOCKE R AND FEEDER CATTLE 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOIJoUITtlltl &tnt ' IOHltfl 'oWifC IAOQ 
HOUOMAN Alii fOfiCE IA$1, NI W MUlCO 

49"' Fighter Wing 
Public Affairs 
490 First St, Suite 2800 
Holloman AFB NM 8833().8287 

A.T. ' 'Tex" Elliott 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

July 6. 1998 

This is in referen~ to my letters to you. dated June 1. 1998, and June 24. 1998. and your 
lener tO me dated June 30, 1998. 

The route in question is VR· 119S. VR· I00/ 125 is also cleared to 100 feet above ground 
level (AGL). You' re also located under the Pecos Low Military Operating Area. which has a 
Ooor of 300 feet AGL. Paragraph 5.10 of Air Force Instruction 11 ·206, dated I Deeember 1996, 
states that. '·Except for takeoff or landing, do not operate aircraft: (5.10.4) Over noncoftges1ed 
areas at an altitud~ of less than 500ft. alxwe the surface except O'-·er open wtuer. in SUA 
(Specl.al Use Airspace), or in sparsely populated areas. Under such exceptions. pilots must not 
operate aircraft cloJer than 500 fl. 10 any person. vtssel, vthlclt or structure. " 

The address for legal service is: 

49"' Fighter Wing 
c;taff Jl_..jge At.iv4X'~tc 

490 First St., Suite 1940 
Holloman AFB NM 8833().8277 

For your records. the coordinates of your west cow camp, as furnished by the 27m Fighter 
Wing at Cannon Air Foree Base are J.4• 17.4' North, 104' 26.0' West . 

Sincerely 

I ,. · _....... 2 
,<-- YH - "1 Lv · I~J?;-
ROBERT W. PEPPER. GS-9 . 
Chic:f, Media Relations 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Colo~l Davio E. Clruy 
Commander 
100 S DL 1n1J1m Blvd Ste 100 
C11100o AFB NM 8810l·S214 

Mr. A.S. Elliott 

Dear Mr. Elliot! 

HEADQUARTERS 271lt FtGHTER WINO (ACC) 
CAHN0H AIR FORCE BASt. NEW .WEXJCO 

II C(;l 'ill 

Q.z,.. 0 'i IJ 0\1 f ~ 
0, .... , (. W'l'LT I\( /)...1 L.. 

l"'l'lb 7 23 0 7 S 

lam writina to you to elo.rify the procedures our airerews must follow wbett ftyina in the 
Military Oper.tina Area (MOA) that cxisu above your -rty. 

As you certainly mow, fe<leral civilian and military regulations require our airaaft 10 

avoid people, vehicles and SlniCtures by SOO feet in sponely populalcd orcas. In response 10 your 
earlier OODC<mS, Cannon established a Noise Sensith'e Area (NSA) which prohibited Oiaht 
below 1$00 feet Above Orow>d Level (AGL) within a two mile radiUJ of your home. That NSA 
was oar=!-• by you ood my predecessor, Colooel Mike Koerner, as doewncoted in a letter to 
you from him dated S Januory l996. 1lw agreement is still ineffeet It bas never beeo relaxed 
nor rescinded. 

C&MOn ltwt made the avoidance of your NSA a Spec:lal lnt<t<s~ltem and allau<:rews w 
brie(ed co avoid it be(ore they ao out to fly their miss.ioa. lo additioa. visiting airtre¥o'S are given 
mandatory briefings by Mr. John Sebulk<, our airspece IJWlllier, before they can fly in airspace 
managed by Cannon. Tbe avoidMce of your NSA is pan of those briefings. 

I Willi toMs= you. Mr.ElliOCI, that C4MOD will eontinue to do everythina possible to 
avoid your NSA. If you have any IUrtbtt questions, pleue contoct my Public Affairs Offiee at 1-
800-446-4S~S. extension 4131. 

Sincerely 

AnaA:ilmcot: 
~.~~"'""' 

Noise Sensitive Area Agreement 
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·x 
L&J 
1- BL BIGDTB CATTLE CD. 

A, S, "TEX" ELUOTT 

CERTIFIED MAIL: Z 034 670 

(C' '-

Lloyd "Chip" Utterbacjt, BRD 
Commander, 27FW 
100 DL Ingram Boulevard, Suite 104 
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88103 

Re: PAST AND CONTINUING VIOLATIONS FARs/NSAs 

Dear Gen Utterback: 

First, Chip, I'd like to congratulate you for your recent 
promotion to Brigadier General as well as your return to Cannon 
Air Force Base as base/wing commander . 

Second, I am requesting your help in securing a written 
ex~i.OIL.Of an incident that occured in Jul.y..._j. .!i!i8...... I have 
received a partial oral explanation that indeed your (Cannon AFB) 
F-16s did penetrate my NSA, and, as I witnessed and reported to 
Public Affairs and COL Breedlove, violated my FAR in that the two 
aircraft overflew me at 450'AGL. COL Breedlove's explanation was 
that yes they were at 450', but, that both aircraft were 1 and 1/4 
miles away. I am requesting, again, by this certified mail letter, 
a written explanation, apology, admission, CYA , whatever. 

Sir, if I am to believe or accept COL Breedlove's answer, 
then we are in a troubling situation. One, that your 25-30 
million dollar aircraft (what do they cost?) have very faulty 
GPS and avionics, and two, that you and/or your personnel did in 
fact record incorrect coordinates on one or two of your personal 
visits to my ranch, and three, that your pilots, officers and 
gentlemen, just cannot admit to violating the law, i.e., CYA! I 
cannot and will not accept the CYA that the two aircraft, one with 
an instructor, were 1 and 1/4 miles away . I wouldn't have even 
called that in as the two nautical mile NSA is violated continuously. 

Now, as of 23DEC99, we have another damage claim to settle. 
And this is after I notified your public affairs office of what I 
was doing in "my mission" of producing beef cattle. When I returned 
from Uvalde and Christmas, I received your apology on my answering 
machine. Why does this have to continue? 

xc: CAPT John J . Hopkins, III 
LTCOL Joseph Miller 
Frank Bond 

Sincerely yours, 

4-s-~~ 
A. S . Elliott . 

BRANGUS • HEREFORD • CHAROL.AIS • CROSS I STOCKER AND FEEDER CATTL.E 

•• ~-- .J 
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3 Oc tober, 2002 
27 CS/SCBR (POIA) 
cannon AFB , NM 

Page 2 of 2 

1 believe the above named inquiry requests should be void of 
any research fees as the actions by the United States Air 
Force continuously violate our constitutional Rights by 
takings of private property, reasonable airspace~ peace and 
quiet, and dispersal of trash in the ir purs'Uit of "mission" . 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours , 

A. S. Elliott 
Gottomitee, Ltd. 
Managi ng General Partner 

. . .... 
' ~~:;;~~~~~l:\1L nECEIPT 

fO.;~mt1!iiU.' ~Ill/ Only r<.'O ln.tu•Jnn' CgV(.>I19~' Pr 

t~.~F 8- 4 . doc 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOQUART£RS AiR tOiiAAT cOMMAND 

HQACC/SC 
180 Benedict Ave, St.e 201 
Langley AFB VA 23665- 1993 

Mr. A. S. E lliotr 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

LANGLEY AJR FORCE BASE, VIRGINIA 

;2t:=-u=tv~t\ @ 
}JLJ:<.. 32. !Z ox. Z .::> 
UJt~L..t:>c, T.., 7~!?0!-<nco 

1 0 JAN 2003 

This is in response to your 3 Oc.tober 2002 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request 
for documents regarding (1) tile tl:nal resolutioa for two Caaoa, AFD F-16 aircraft tb.aJt 
'Violiated J'AR.t 1iy passing over your propertY it 450 reet AGL ln the July-August 19'98 time 
:frame, (2) sc.itntiflc tvidence or personal observation tb.at substantiah~ll the statements of 
pages G-21 through G-23 of tbe Final Defense Training lnitiari'Ve Environmental 
As.sessment, 28 Sep 02, and (3) any and aU documents regard1n:g the inVl'3tigatioo of the 
IF-16 ei'A!h 6ft yGur prGperty on 9 Sep 02. 

Tbere are "no records" responsive to a fin.al re!lolution for tbe alleged flying vio'-tiop 
nfereoc:ed i• item 1 llecause a f~rmaJ Hazardous Air Traffic: REport was never rued .. 
RecordS responsive to 'tbe referenced Congressional Inquiry were destroyed in accordance 
wit.b AFM 37-139, Table 90-4, Rule 4, wbicb states, "destroy after one year." A.ltboogb the 
official files perta.ioin.g to the Congr·e!lion:al Inquiry were properly destroyed, drdt copies 

~ (,.-of letters to you and Senator Jeff Bingman were. Jodlttd. However, these letters, as wdl as 
.,J I• a lwe>-page e-mail between the 27 FW/JA and lhe 27 CF.S/CC (respon.sive to hem 3), are 

l~;...t· , exempt from disc.Jo..~ure under the Freedom of Information Act,. Title 5, Uniled State.<t Code, 
· · .,. ' Section SS2(b)(S). These documents are pre-decisional and contajn opinions and 

reeommtndations of Air Force personnel; disclosure would rev.:-al the deliberadve process 
of the government and would eompromUe: the proct.s!J by wbicb governmental decisions 
and policies are fo rmulated. HQ ACC/CEV conducted a thoroueh searth and found "no 
n cords" responsive to itrm 2 of your rcqu est. - ----- ''"-~ .. ··-·· ~-·------
_ ....... -~-- .... ·--·· • · ... ,. ··--- ... ---·---- .. 

Since copies of the Airuaft lnvest1gatio.n Board report and th e Final Environmental 
Cleanup report were provided to you by 27 FW/JA, they are no:t included in this package~ 
Addjtional documen1s pertaining to the cleanup of the F-16 crash on your property a re 
releasable and attac.bed. 

If you Interpret our "no records" respon~e as an adverse action, you may appeal our 
d ecision along wilh our partial denial deter mination by writing 1o the Secretary of the Air 
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Force within 60 days from the date of this letter. If no appeal is received, or the appeal is 
postmarked after the conclusion of this 60-day period, the appeal may be considered 
closed. Include your reasons for reconsideration along with a copy of this letter. Mail to: 

Secretary of the Air Force 
Thru: HQ ACC/SCXP (FOIA) 
180 Benedict Ave, Ste 210 
Langley AFB VA 23665-1993 

Department of Defense Regulation 5400.7 indicates fees be assessed for providing these 
documents; however, the fees are waived in this instance. 

Attachment: 
Releasable Records 

FOIA Case No.: 2003-057 

Sincerely 

~(~ 
ROLAND N. LESIEUR, Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Directo~ 
Communications and Information Systems 

E 

e..-ofCW.(S...on-Oio-,..llerOM<I-~., • ......,.....,., .,. ....... ~,_,--.,-IiN ...,.ot..,.....,..,_.,. __ lUoo __ ,.__,.., I ,..,,. n-.4 r•n• h •"lT<"• 21D!C99 one! "U 

th ~~ 1n H!RD ~RAP ~•st ot HQTBS •1th1n NS~ (Pet D!OBR, PX~DiPcl JAN9~). 1rom 
l)r lor u:l)ertene~e ana ~st e~blu , I c11ll<':d. C.l.NNON U'B PU BLIC ~~I"AlBS to tell 
th"111 of 1117 plana on .,, prl·,.. t" n:ro..,~ rty the n ext II •T, 22D'!C99 ~M. ~htr• 
~nou~h, th• ••rr neTt morn1n~. 2JD!C99 , about ?tOO, here • •m• th~ TB r1ou~ 
P-16 •1 r er• f t from CANNON ~PBI Ac:~ln ••• j \lst "~ "' n.-cl llTe s-to~": o.r e eTtrt'me l y 
•nlto.b l• .o.nd 1oM · r'lr1~ • l r•r•f't ·~·site th•m to bol t "ll4 run, a om .. t1.,.,.s 
oY•r f • n•• ~ i f' t h•T •r·• acl .) •een t to "! ' ll"d ulTuo. Conaequ~ntly obout ~0+ 
• • l T•II 'cll • t•d ,.bout 100' of fen c• <>nd miT~" bock: ~1th th ,. tr "'oth ,. rs tn th~ 

•h tlan h • ~ to c o t.;h horf't"s , ... th~r rot h~r<l ( 220 oo>~~ · 
t!e t'1 :Z:'"d r .. 

POIIILTYFOJl , FIIAUIM.Off 
....... OR MA.II.ING fAUIIITATDii!IITS 

2 - .. ""' ..... -ltO,OOOor-r...noo_.!hms_.. 
01' bOIL ts.. If U..S.C. 2'.t7~ t001.) 

lfSH 15oll~l4-4tl41 .ST~ FORM 15 t',PMtt.. T·I$J 
......-..:J'IIIICll 8Y OUT. OF JU8fiCE 

,'» • ~·CFR H .Z 
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COMPIL.TION OF M•TERI•L ~XP~NS~S FOR US AIR PORC~ DA~G~ 23D~C99 

t"elllae matn·hl~ 
7 6!• Ste"l "T" PO~t" 
2 8'x7d eedar posts 
5 7'x1" ••d•r posts 
120' 12~a t1e w1r~ 
250' 12}~• barb w1re 
1 5' c•d•r st•Y" 
3# G•l:ron1zed ~t•nl~s 

Labor 
1 Boss x 2 cl ~Ts 
2 Hand• x 2 d.•ys 

Ubor Tot ~ l 

L1Tf'Sto•k 
1 500# st .. er C•tr 

0 ~4.19 .. 
ct ~.oo 
ct 1.00 
@ '3~. SO/SO#roll 
ct 33.99/qtr m1 roll 
@ 1.2~ ~· 
~ 1.00/¥ 

@11.00/# 

Sub totel 
6 . 18~ tex 

TOT~L DA~~G~ CLAIM 

Elil•losed o.re: pobro1d photos of d~m•~"s 
eop1•s of 'll•hrhl quotf.s 
tAx nron~rty d• ~ cr1nt1on~ 

l29. 31 
. 16.00 

15.00 
6.00 
6.44 
1.75 
;.oo 

79.52 
4.2L 
-~~ 

~200.00 
'300.00 

Boo.oo 

~soo. oo 

HoP4.43 

*****NO~ We, I • nd m:r two ~On!' ~1d not m•k• 1t hom• 1n UT•lde, 
T•x•s, until 5:00PM (1700hrs for you m111t•ry") on 
Chr1stm~s O.y be•auee of your •ontlnu~d d1~rer•rd for 
thP folks under Tour "MISSION". Th1s m•kes number four 
(4) clalms for d•m•~•s; number three s1nee I'Te h•d 
•to n.,t1fT TOU of m:r oner•t1ona.l nl•tu!• to •:rold the"" 
k1nd~ of d•m•~es ••• 

AS J!:l11ott 
16 OCT 00 
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IE: 

OUTSIDE 6445.0 1\C~II$ IN ,..,. 0111 1W1 24E 
WDIV 29t 111T: 8112 U:C 1, ALL SIC 2, 
ALL SIC 3, ALL SEC f , ALL SEC 5, ALL 
SEC 8, A.L.L S&C 9, ALL SIC 10, ALl. SEC 
ll , ALL SEC 12, ALL S!!C 13, ALL SEC 14,. 
ALL SIC 1~, AlJ. S£C 16, N.l. SIX 11 , ALL 
!tC 18, UL S!.C 1,, A.LL S!C 20, Ml/2, 
$Wl/ 4 SEC 21, Nl/2 SEC 22, 

NID IN Tim 0111 IWI 248 
Nl/2, POR 51/2 N FENCE SEC 23, ALL SEC 
sse 30, 

AND Ill 1'lrn 01N RNI 25! 
rOR $111/ 4 U:C 7, 'ill/2, POR El/2 SEC 18, 
fOR U /2 SEC 30, 

10/12/99 

PAGE. us UNE 

TOTAL 

CURREIIT 
TAX 

373.12 

PROPMTY TAXE& ARli PAYABLE TO THE COUNTY TREASURER 
IN NOT MORE ntAH lWO (2) EQUAL INSTALLMENTS. 
• THE FIRST HALF PAYMENT IS 00£ NOVEMBER 1.0. OF 
AND IS ~QUI!NT AFTER OI!CEMIIE"R 10 0~ 1999 
• THE &I:COND HAL~ PAYMefT I& DUE 6eBU.1.0. OF 
AHD 18DELINOII£HT AFTER MAY 10 01' 2000 
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~)( "7 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please read caretuHy the instructions on the reverse side and 
supply information re-quested on both Sides ol ttlis form. Use additional sl'leef{s) if 
necessary. See reverse side for additional instructions. 

27thFW/JAD 
101 S DL INGRAM BLVD 
CANNON AFB, NM 88103-5219 

[ 2. Name, Address of claimant and claimant'& personal reQteMntatlve, H any. 
: (See instructions on ,..verse.) (Number, strHt, city, St•te and Zip Code} 

B. Basis of Claim (State Jn detail the known facts and circumstances attending the damage, Injury, or death, Identifying persons .nd property InVOlved, the 
place of oceurence and the cause thereof) (Use BddmonaJ pages if necessary.) ba.t l:>t}n.tf!Xr£ (../...i} 1 At 

I was moving large hay bales with tractor into my barn at ranch headquarter 
under established NSA. I was startled by low flying F-16 w/ yellow horizont 
strip on vert. stabalizer. As I look up, my tractor hit a parked molasses 
trailer near my work. A second F-16 passed south of me, the first north les 
than 1qtr of mile, the second about ~mile away . Both were about 500'AGL an 
moving west to east, both well below the NSA . I called Cannon AFB PA and it 
was later disclosed that it was the "Tacos", 150FG, NMANG . Their commander 
was to call me, but I had to call him about a month later . He just couldn' 
find the time to acknowledge their latest infraction. Both the fuel tank 
intake manifold were broken in the violation. The motor is a 3~hp Briggs. 

NAME ANO ADDRESS OF OWNER, IF OTHER THAN CLAIMANT (Number, street, city, State, and Zip Code) 

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROPERTY, NATURE AND EXTENT OF DAMAGE AND THE LOCATION WHERE PROPERTY MAY BE INSPECTED. 

"~nrevers&slde. J Liquid feed trailer is located at ranch HQ, DeBaca County, 
3~ horsepower Briggs & Stratton molasses pump engine . Replaced fuel 

The claimant shall forfeit and pay lo the United States the sum of $2,000. 
plus double ltle amount of damages sustained by the United States. 

31 u.s.c. 

and 18 mile 1 wa 

CRIMINAL PENAL TV FOR PRESENTING FRAUDULENT 
CLAIM OR MAKING FALSE STATEMENTS 

Fine of not more than $1 0.000 or imprisonment for not more than 5 years 
; or both . (See 18 U.S . C. 287, 1001 .) 

95- 107 NSN 7540·00-634 ·4046 STANDARD FORM 95 (Rev. 7·85) 
PRESCRIBED BY DEPT. OF JUSTICE 
28 CFR 14.2 

Previous editions not usable. 

t>Ate 0 2/28/ 2001 
mt;,;sSE!ll' l CF. CHG 
STORa9 00tJ 0 726 0 

T o t a l 0 w e d 

T o t a D u a --~ 

'. '. . 

50.25 

:\0 . 2 6 
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AH.SAIIACT 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORC UlGAI.. SJ>ll\'lCF.'> AGilNCY (AJ1LSA) 

J 501 Wilson Boulevard, Room 835 
Arlington, VA 22209-2403 

l'Ytr. A.S. Elliott 

Re: Your Claim for Property Da.mage, CannDn AFB 03-31/MCA 

DeMMt. Elliot 

.3 D JUH 2DIIJ 

I have considered your claim for dam~ge to yoor home in Fort Sumner, NM~ allegedly 
caused by • 50nic boom from a mili tary aircnf~ on 17 Septembei- 20()1. Based upon our review 
of the facts and applicable law, I offer $142.17 to settle dlis claim. 

We we.re able to co:nfinn that, on tfle date and time alleged, an F-IC'i aircraft from Cannon 
AF9 wa$ engaged in ~upersonic flight activity in the area of Fort Sumner. NM_ The F-16 aircraft 
was engaged in a training mission punuant to an agreement between tile United States and me 
Republic of Singapore. As :wthorized. the aircrafi achieved sl(personic flight at an altitude of 
40,000 feet oc above, on 17 Scptember2001. 

We find tnat the damage to tfle window of your home is consistent with sonic boom 
danl~. Afrer a careful review of the work perfonned by KC Construction, we cooclude that 
you should be paid the Ml amount of rcpllir, $1 3-6.62. Also, we find that SO% of ttle cost for the 
newspaper adverti,sement should be paid as a fair and reasonable expense for obtaining the 
services of lbe carpenter. Tnis amount equals SS .SS. However, we must deny lhe $200 claimed 
for labor and incon;•enience because these cosu ate un&UMtantiated. 

If you agree to accept the amount offered in ful l and final settlement of all claims arising 
out of lhis incident, you shoold sign me onij.inal and two copies of the auached settlement 
agreements in ink. All three signed e.greements sllould then be returned to me at the address 

shown above. The fourth copy of the agreement is for your records. In order to accept this offer 
for settlement, you must send the signed agreements within 30 days of the mailing of this Jetter. 

Sincerely 

E. GLENN PARR 
Chief, Aviation & Admiralty Law Branch 
Tort Claims and Litigation Division 
Air Force Legal Services Agency 
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15 January 2004 

CERTIFIED MAIURETURN RECEIPT REQUEST: 700 I 1940 0006 2354 3209 

Mr. E Glenn ParT 
Chief, Aviation & Admiralty Law Branch 
Tort Claims and Litigation Division 
AFLSA/JACT 
1501 Wilson Boulevard, Room 835 
Arlington, Virginia 22209·2403 

Re: Property Damage Claim CANNON AFB 03·31/MCA 

Dear Mr. Parr. 

I received your 30JUN03 dated "settlement offer" and al!)lin. was apJl'llled at the USAF arrosance 
with failure to compensate for my time and vebjcle expense, and continuing inconvenience 
caused by your "'mission". The divergence from my "mission'" of providing ex.ceUent beef steaks 
for the American and foreign compensation to once again have to dcaJ with the military Lack of 
respect for my safety and property. 

Sir, (Note the d.aim) I live eighteen miles from town one way. I had fOgo to town to advertise 
for a jack-legged carpenter to repair your (apJl'I'Ontly SinJ!)IPOre flyboy) damage that was 
confirmed by time and location. I then had to meet with said carpenter to discuss, show damage, 
and then discuss procedure and typo of r<Jl'lir. After several days I &g)lin had to meet with the 
man to allow him to enter my house and "'police" his actions. This is an inconvenience and 
detrimental use of my time. My time is valuable Md my business needs not be interrupted by 
continuow Air Force caused damages. This was the seventh claim and with the fatal crash of the 
f.J6less than a milo from my house 9SEPQ2, there will be two more claims. All ofthi$ bas 
happened within nine yean and all within the existing NSA. I bet you didn't read about that in 
the "offitial" AlB repon of the crash that is rift: with errors and omissions and libel! 

Why do you think my time and associated expensCS are "unsubstantiated"? For the record. for 
"tolling" purposes, your letter to me was postmaii<''l(l 2 JAN 2004. I did not receive it until 15 
JAN 2004 when I signed the RETURN RECI!IPT CARD upon my return to the ranch. 

Sincerely yours, 

A. S. Elliou, Managing General Partner 
~~~Ltd. 

Captain 0811'en M. Ercken 
Clllirm Officer 
27 FWIJA 
101 S DL Ingram Blvd 
Canoon AFB NM 88103·52 19 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
~ln'IMIMf~....O IM:ICI 
CN«<IIM .-.IOIICltAH.ICW•~ 

24 Pebr""ry 200) 

Your claim, Cannon 03·29, has been considered under the provisions of the MilitMy Claims 
Act( lO U.S.C. 2733) and the NIUional Guard Claims Act. 32 U.S.C. 715. u implemented by llle 
Air Force Instruction SI·SOI, Chapter I and Chapter J,llld has been denied. Your claim was 
denied ~use the evidence was insufficient to establish that a low flyina aircraft pro,.imatcly 
c.oused llle dam"ie to your molasses trailer. 

You may appeal this de<:ision. If ~u choose to do 10. your appeal mllM be in writing and 
received by this office wilhin 60 daY" oflhc date on this letter. You may $Ubmit any additional 
~umentatlon that you wish for the appeal authority to consider. You may also have this c laim 
considered under the Federal Ton Claims Act and have 6months after the date this letter was 
mailed in which to file suit in an appropriate United States District Coun. 

If you have any questions concerning your elaim, please contact lhe eloims ofllce at (SOS) 
784·2212 or \\Tile to 27 FWIJAO, 101 S DL Ingram Blvd. Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, 
88103-5219. 

Sinc~ly 

Yo<'!~ .(zz 
DARREN M. EICK.DI. C.pt, USAF 

f2_t;'C'' I) { t"Q T lVI !l.tl 

1Vr<'( s-n.e Cc• .:> Z. <?<t > s:r:ili ' t 

3 ·c • · o ~ 
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14 Mardi 2003 

Coptain D:un:n M. Eiok<n 
CwmsOfficcr 
27 F\VIJA 
JO t SOL !Qgram Blvd. 
Cannan AFB. ew Mc."iro 8S 103·52 19 

Ro: APPEAL Claim NCannon OJ-19 :ll'ld Otb~r Claim !IIQI £'numerated 

Dc;tr Capl Eickt-'11: 

What ntore information do you need? , o. th.: ·1ow firing aircraft" did not cause the dama_ge to 
my molasses tmiler pwnp motor. II ,,ag my reaction 10 me "low tl}'iQgaii'C<1lft" "tlilc usi~g my 
John Dca-c tractor IQ Mecrtirin if! """'' going to be hit ond ttl perfOI'II'l eva..i,·e o.ctiM from. onee 
~gain. a viQiatiQil <J{ the NSA and f' AA FAR. by the 15<1 FG IUld 2 7F\V jet o.ircraft. Up to the 
d:Ue C>f my da~ae, I had c:<peri~nco:<i an4 filed damage ciAiJil$ to 27F'Vo' for four pn:coding 
violations aDd llle FAR. PQrt9 1 ..• whal<:vcr, violatio• ortwo F-16$, /UL98. p35s:ing over me lll 
m}' ranch HQ at 4SO' AGL. That one bas ~eo denied four limos tt happened,. ith eacb 
explanation getting rurthu . .. ,y. 

L t. Col. ~lduno;l"$ lcm:r 28J A.l'-103, •t.:J.~ that my ""pc<5Qlllll property cbolln ""'~ fun, oro;lcij to A1r 
force l.ogol Services AgcocyllACT, ... in Arling~Cn. Vlr!!Jrua ... " Is your Iotter mcl'l.'ncod above. 
dti$ same claim or for the SOiliie boom dama_gc to my windo"'l It showed no numeral desigr~<~lion . 

Please ""Plliin. 

27FWIPA Offia:r C~pl. Su;an Romiulo eonfinno:<i that it wil.! '111.: Tacos"' ond allot waiting two 
weeks for their commander 10 respond. I called Col.. Kim Huntc:r, 150FG. We had a long 
d•~cu$$1011, I'm their "'friend', ~ou li:now, and be too. confes$0<1 that it""'~ their Sli)"S t1w flew so 
d ose cans.ing my cvas:h·.c rnnncuvc:f. \Yint mQTC- pr-oof.do you \"\mrt.., p:icwrcs Qf\'t.":r)' low n~ ing 
:1ircraft \oerify1ng NSA and fAR viol3tions, aDd .o\rmy :ltld UMknown orig.i11 (lite l7FWIP cannot 
<'lS<XrWn li'om whence tbe)' cam.:) helicopters !hilt s1ill d011'1 respo:a the NSA tDEC88) and 
<}~par;dl:a NSA (J 96) now after se~ )'IOirS? 

lf ( doo "t settle rhis cJa~m wrth >"--oo I wiLl inch_•dc it ~ idun my anoc~pated sF<Jjt oga_jnst the Unjtc::d 
St.:ucs Ai r FO!W 3.tld lite New Mexico ,"Jr Nati011al Guard fllr !<lvcral outslllndiog marten. P1= 
contmuc 10 5Cild all com;spood~occ m Ibis address ~low . 

CLAIM FOR DAMAGE, 
INJURY OR DEATH 

INSTRUCTION$: Ptease reed carefully the Instructions on the reverse side and FORM APPF 
supply information requested on both sides ot ttlls form. Use adcitlonal sneet(s) if ?r~ 
neceesary. See reverse side for additional instructions. EXPIRES 4·: 

1. Submit To AJ)ptoprlate Federal Agency: 

27thFW/JAD 
101 S DL INGRAM BLVD 
CANNON AFB, NM 88103-5219 

2. Name. Address of claimant and claimant's personal representative, If 
(S•• insttuctlons on reverse.) (Number, street, city, State and Zip C 

A S ELLIOTT 

a. Basis of Claim (State In detal the known facts and clrc!JITI$ferteN attending the dfUf'laQe, Injury, or deeth, JdentlfylnQ perSOna and property lnvolv«J, the 
place of occursnce and the cause ther«<f) (Use addltlonM pages It necessary.) 

7th Damage claim within established NSA. I was sitting at living room 
window inside house at ranch headquarters when Banic boom sounded. The 
house shuddered and the window beside exploded inward. I noted the time an 
called 27thFW/PA to notify the incident. I spoke with Ms. Vaita a Pena wit 
JAD; she would send claim forms. I had to drive 18 miles (one way) into 
town to advertise for carpenter to replace window glass. I placed ad in th• 
newspaper and waited. A carpenter called several weeks later and after a 
prolonged wait, I repaired my window in FEB02. One-half of newspaper ad 
was $5.55, carpenter and materials was $136.62, my labor and inconvience tc 

o to town and su ervise was 200.00 10 .00 da . 
9. 

UVALDE,TX 
GOTTOMITEE, LTD., AS ELLIOTT, MANAGING GEN PARTNER, HCR32,BOX25, 78801 

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROPERTY, NATURE AND EXTENT OF DAMAGE AND THE LOCATION WHERE PROPERTY MAY BE INSPECTED. (See lnstructlo. 

on revern side.) 

last side of house @ ranch hqtrs, DeBaca County, NM, USA Ms Pena said "fix 

10. PERSONAL INJUAYJWRONQFUL DEATH 

STATE NATURE AND EXTENT OF EACH INJURY OR CAUSE OF DEATH, WHICH FOAMS THE BASIS OF THE CLAIM. fF OTHER THAN CLAIMANT, STAT 
NAME OF INJURED PERSON OR DECEDENT. 

11 . 
NAME 

A S ELLIOTT 

12. (See InstructiOns on reverse) AMOUNT OF CLAIM (In dollars) 

12a. PROPERTY OAMAGE 12b. PERSONAL INJURY 12c. WRONGFUL OEATH 1 2d. TOTAl (Failure to specify may cau.!e 
forfeiture of your rights.) Repairs 136.62 Labor and in-

Newspaper ad 5.55 convience 200 . 0 $342 . 17 

-e· 1 13b. Phone number ot signatory 14. DATE OF CLAIM 

, 310CT02 
CRIMINAL PENALTY FOR PRESENTING FRAUDULENT 

CLAIM OR MAKING FALSE STATEMENTS 
The claimant shalt forfeit and pay to the United States the sum of $2,000. I Fine of not more than $10,000 or Imprisonment for not more than 5 years 

plus double the amount of damages sustained by the United States. or both. (See 18 U.S. C. 287, 1001.) 
(Se• 31 U.S. C. 3729.) 

95· 107 NSN 7540·00-634·4046 
Previous editions not usab/1.1. 

STANDARD FORM 95 (Rev. 7·85) 
PRESCRIBED BY DEPT. OF JUSTICE 
28 CFR 14.2 
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• Carpenter to do 
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• Person to pla&ter 

drinkef' tub;· 
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WOfkers' to 'gather 
porcupine egos. 

(505) 355-7487 

DeBaca 
County News 

Classilieds SeMI 
(505) 355-2462 
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FINAL 

Defensive Training Initiative 
Environmental Assessment 

Cannon Air Forr.P. Sase, New Mexico 
~ptember 2001 

• 
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A. a. ''1"£X'" £LU01'T 

CERTIFIED MAIL : Z 034 670 

(C L 

Lloyd "Chip• UtterbacR, BRD 
COIIIIIIander, 2 7FW 
100 DL Ingram Boulevard, Suite 104 
Cannon Ai r Force Base, NeY Mexico 88103 

Re : PAST AND CONTINUING VIOLATIONS FARa/NSAe 

Dear Gen Utter back: 

Firat. Chip, I'd like to congratulate you 
promotion to Brigadier General aa vell ae your 
Air Force Base as baae/ving coaaander. 

Second, I am requesting your help in securing a written 
exltlanat I on of an incident that occured in Jnl¥ I 99R -- """"f"li'Ave 
£eceived a partial oral explanation t h ilt indeed your (Cannon AF B) 
F-16a did penetrate my NSA, and, ae I vltneaaed and reported to 
Public Atraire and COL Breedl ove, viol ated my FAR in that the tvo 
aircraf t overt'lev me a t 450'AGL. COL Breedlove'• explanation vas 
that yea they vere at 450'. but, that both aircraft vera 1 and 1/4 
milea avay . I am requesting, again. by this certified mail letter, 
a wr itten explanation, apology, admission, CYA, whatever. 

Sir, if I am to be l ieve or accept COL Breedlove ' s ansver, 
t hen ve are i n a troubl i ng . aituation. One, t hat your 25-30 
million dollar aircr aft (vhat do they cost?) have very fa ul ty 
GPS a.nd avionics, and tvo, that you and/or your personnel did in 
!act record incorrect coor di nates on one or tvo ot your personal 
visits to my ranch, and three, that your pilots, ofticsra and 
gentlemen, just cannot admit to violating the lav, i.e., CYAI l 
cannot and will not accept the CYA t hat. the two aircraft, on• vith 
an instructor, were 1 and 1/4 miles avay . I wouldn ' t have even 
called that in as the tvo nautica l mile NSA is violated continuously, 

Nov, as ot 23DEC99, ve have another damage claim to settle. 
And this is after I notified your public aftairs office ot what I 
vas doing in •my missi on• of producing bee! catt l e. When r returned 
from Uvalde and Christlllas, I received your apology on my answering 
machine. Why does th i a have to continue? 

xc: CAPT John J. Hopkins, III 
LTCOL Joseph Miller 
Frank Bond 

Sinceraly yours, 

4- s-~~ 
A. S . Elliott . 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR COMBAT COMMAND 

LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE VIRGINIA 

31 JUL 2001 

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL INTERESTED GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, INDIVIDUALS, 
ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AND ACADEMIC REFERENCE 
LIBRARIES 

FROM: HQ ACCJCEVP 
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102 
Langley AFB VA 23665-2769 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Defensive Training Initiative (DTI), 
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. 

I. We are pleased to provide you with the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed Defensive Training Initiative. This EA analyzes 
impacts &om the proposed use of training chaff and flares in the airspace currently used and managed 
by Cannon AFB (Restricted Areas 5104/S !OS; Taiban and Pecoa Military Operating Areas; Pecos and _,d/ 
Sumner Air Traffic Control Assiped Airspllce) . ........... _ vl..,OIIlJ Ia ~ ~- . -; 
in, .... ~)llll1iol!lofMDitlly,.....-'Vr.JR-.lOO{t25:f1bisactionwould 
su'&stantially improve the readiness of Cannon AFB pilots by supporting pilot training in the art of 
simultaneously dispensing chaff and flares as defensive CO\IIltermeasures against simulated enemy 
threats during a combination of defensive maneuvers. The document is provided in compliance with 
the regulations of the President's Collllcil on Environmental Quality. 

2. Libraries are requested to file this document for public access and reference. 

If additional infonnation is needed, please contact: 

Captain Susan Romano or I Lt Heather A. Healy 
27FWIPA 
100 S. DL Ingram 
Cannon AFB NM 88103 
Telephone: (S05) 784-413114134 or 800-446-4594 extension 4131/4134 

Correspondence and comments should be sent to: 

Ms. Linda DeVine 
Headquarters Air Combat Command/CEVP 
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102 
Langley AFB VA 23665-2769 

3. All comments must be received before close of business, August 31, 2001. 

Attachment: 

~~ 
ALTON CHAVIS 
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 

GJ/'of'~f'<7Jo,..- \to. ,--,4~'"''" 
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HQ ACCICEVP 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS AIR COMBAT COMMAND 

LANGlEY AIR FORCE B.t.SI< VIRGINIA 

129 Andrews Street, Suite I 02 
langley Air Force Base VA 23665-2760 

Dear Mr. Elliott, 

0 4 OCT 2D01 

lbank you for submitting comments on the Draft Environmental A.uessment (EA) for the 
Cannon Air Force Base Defensive Training Initiative. We are pleas«! to provide you with a 
copy of the Final EA, which includes responses to your comments at Appendix G. 

This Environmental Assessment wu conducted in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. The analysis foUDd thai oo lrianJficant environmental impacts would result 
from the release of cbaft' or flares by military pilots reactins to simulated combat threats that 
exist in portions of the airspace currently used by Cannon AFB airaaft. 

We appreciate your interest in the environmental review process for tbil proposed action. The 
points of contact for any further correspondence is Captain Susan Romano or Lieutenant Heather 
Healy, 27 FWIPA, 100 S. DL lnsram, Cannon AFB NM 88 103. They may also be reached by 
phone at (SOS) 484-4134. 

Sineerely, 

u.'$vl&i 
ALTON CHAVIS 
Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 

Attachment: 
FEA and FONSI 

G·B 

000005 

at AUG 2001 

A. 8 . ILLlOft 
GOnCIIIJfll L!D. 

Hailed Via ,__-vf'S 

Mo. Liada nevi ... 
IQ ACC/CIVP 
129 Alldr- ltreot. suite 102 
Lugloy All VA 23U5-271t 

81 : AMver to Draft lA for HJ C&DDoD UB, Clovia, llew Me.alco 

t will follow you or4er of preaeatatioa. 

riiiiiiKCI. 01' KG IICIKII'ICAft 1HPAC7 

TH·1 

PH 3 . 0, SUIOWI1', l&talz: llbeD io tbore DOt a bigb firo riok ]sA-7 
ia laatera ••• Mexico? 
Pbuigel leegursee: ltJfo &Dticipatecl i-c»&cta froa cbaff . • • j 
VO\Ild ocCIII'. • rou juot ...,. • t - for aura , PH-1 
::~::1t:!J'::X'3;::!~ :!r:;.:~· DOt "natural", aur sAea 
L•od U•• •p4 Ji!QMl ''MP'G'': lave rou aake4 the farMrl 
IUI4 raDclloro upo• -.. land rour trub will fall U LU-2 
their pr~l'tl' valuea w1~1 be iepact.edt Yea, tl117 willl 

PI 4 . 0, COJtCLUSIOII : aocauoo rou ollbotutbto POIIBl witll doubt,] 
aDticipatiOD IUI4 .to-otat-Dto of trutll or outrigbt 00-1 
lioo, aD IIIVIIO.....,.AL IHPAC7 ftAfiHift oboul4 IMo 
required. 

PURPOBI Allll Willi roa IHI PKOPOSID ACTIOa 

PI 1.2 . 5: OUr propertr 11 aacloae4, tl'i&Q9Ul&te4, br three 
eaitte:r aitea 4eplo.,.4 u4er the MO.\; aaar violetiou . 

PI 2 . 2 . 5 , 'rable 2-3:· TOle ie falae u flare uaage baa J 
occurrH outai4e Nelroce Range, confirM4 by •courcc• Mr. 
Schuler , C&DAon ArB Airap•ce Manager at ... tia.g 16 su GE-l 
2000, oote an4 pboto (yea, we Uve to photoorapb 
violation• to be •t.elievec!•) eocloae4. 

PI 2. 2 . 5 : Other USAf and ldiG agea.ciec 4o not read charta, (the 
81-B AJtG unit fro• Kauaa 2-3 110Dttla ago) or are inept ac 
the totAJfG, "The 'facoc•, took 27 110ntbc to "chart" the 
expande4 XSA by Cannon Al'l, JAil 1996. Couequcotly 1 J 
violation• . aggravation., inconvenience an4 dua9e claiu GE-l 
occur . 
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•uponoo to IJIAI D't! 
Page two . 

000005 

2t .\UG 2001 

PI 2 . 7t IAI 't'i:olatloaa are • •xplaiud: aw•r• after fo-.ar Jce 1 
4iUoroDt atl-to 11114 bf tbO Uau olaoo1o otat-•t br ' 
COL .Jeffrey ••iftec.aa, C<Jtt, Z7fW, at our ••tintl 1'81POO. 
" , . . tbat UIAI' l-16 •v1o~aic:• cotd..4 H t'n •11•1 oU 11 ia 
r•cot4int tbe d.ata tape. for recor-d: of tM •ortr . Pl•••• 
14onUfr 1'0'tt "llt.UI u.- PAUL•. 

ruu 2-t: Wboro 1o tiM ""'1r-ca1 Jvti~ 1D ow- r&llgo 
u...s. bollltl c""t1Duoualr ..- for tbo llilitur 
ataaioat cu• t tJM cl.tJ' folk ajoy J'Qitlr ooat:lJt.ViM 
u•ault: on ov.J" riebt•f •ot• va .._tor li.De .... •a, 
l•tt•r tJIOYtl r"ardJ•• tM two rAJ: v1.ol&t.1ou nr.te over 
.. at MM. WMra ia nr COMtitUit.i• d.Ha it aay 1 ••c. 
Kc:~ate ,.ou at••loat lloce U.at 1acl4aat J''" bM 
two -.are vtolatiou reaUI1tiq t• ct--.. el&1M. wur• la 
tu o1KorUrt w. otlU Pl.,. ,. aillt.ur "aioo1oa tnn• 
after '0 r•u• of ace'OM04At.111f our D&t.:loa O.a. ~ 
faaily raach 'waa ~ .. llor Wll ~.erial 'fW'dlllt''f 
p:ractice O\&t of Lu•4o Ara, ~94o, 'l'•:ut~, aa4 .U•equaat 
ttaiaiao by t.be 14tH, t.ba ,. .... .Mil. aM •avr •irer•ft 
4epo•1t1DV d:rop tUb oa the raact~ . Wbo car••' 11'• do. 

n 3 . 1 . 1 ; 1'00 .aDf iDC.14eata fra lMPt 0:1' l111.COU1derate 
flfbP ov•r p,~opert'f r...W.tlao 1a ttlolatiou of rA.Ia Od 
111A. several aoatu aeo . w:ltki:a. a WMk or two .. c.aaaoa 
ua violated ay IIA t.t~tice .. 'l'e.eo. OKt, W'itb 4aaaoe. lmd 
IAn•~ ttYrd unit oae• bec•\111• t:Mf' 4oa • t eoapl y. 

PH • • S . 3.1: We "ba7ate4a• OOMII OIS tbe t.u.. aDd r~a dtpea4 
on the prot1ta1>1U.tr of crop aDd. 'lri'U& pr0duct.1oa ~.,. J 
:::t:!:1;x.:~ =~~=!:: ;:t~. ":::;. op~!:!~c ~0 tov PH·Z 
traah vi.ll r ... l.D for ••Yalta.l generatiou. 
Surfac• Water: Cb•ff depo•itM iD w•te..- • • •• wou.ld 110•t J 
llktlY o,rOduee DO MaaurUlt affect . ... Aoala ,. ae eatlaate PH·l 
to aClh i.,• roast . 

PS •.6.1 rire Poteatial : • . . . ~N.n.Ac!e fir•• that ra,ularly J 
:::::r~~:!v!~-~;~•;. ~ . ~:!1!:::t:~1!. ,.an:. :i!:~;. ~~ BJ~ 
reeov•r .ft-Oit iDir·~nt firea . • trblcb 1& it? OM ol' t.&• 
otbtr? Uta n.at1ve Vr'••••• nquir• S-S-+ 7ta.ra to reeoY•r 
uo4er aver:•v• :ratnlall vllicll: .U.. ~" apar•t for tbr•• 
yeu-• tlO\f . laz:.ot teeover' t'"~h·•• ~"•.oval of grui.D9 
liveatoc.JI: I:Qr tiatlJ' t.eoverr ~ t•u.a r•4ucel OW' 
abJlity to !ncr•••• our PJ'OUt , our "'llhtlon" . 

PH 4 . 7 . 2 , c. 7. 3 . 2: 1.564 . 75 Pla•tic •U cap• would b<e 
4t·posittd l .nnu•UY oa our laJUia J)y your flqur•• · Y•• ~ 
1t wi ll •~C\leUU,te . 

:Jw-2 

= G·JO 

000005 

Rooponoo to US.\F D'tl 
P•t• tbret. 

U AUG 3001 

PI 4.1.3.1: You juat 4oD't laloW bow proportr valuao voul4 be ]tu-3 
co-.pro•iae4. 

Jn conclwaion. tbia action con.atitvtea condeuatioa of ay J 
private property for aa.te of USAP •iaaion. Your aclllitte4 LU-5 
atateHDte that eDCI cap traab will OCCNI' conetitutee 
Uttering, a 4otriMDt to our privata property rlghta atUl 
protocto4 bJ ov U.ito4 ltat .. COutltutlon. 

our rancb partllorahip 1a loitl&tlllt prograu to prov14a 
recreational activitiea to auppleMnt our raaoh iacoae. We do] 

:::r::::1~1!!:":ia:::~: :"~"~":.::!!tt~::fa aa4 LU-4 
porl.Jit for· profit cutoMra (nl: ...... lv&llllaboac_.,.coa). 

. Your aaew.ptioea u4 coaflictilll ua.clucatMI atat ... ata aupport 
tbe zaeed tor u &JI or witbdrawal froa illpl ... ntatic>a. tour J 
POilU la baaed oa too II&DJ aaaUI(>tlou aa4 iODOraD~ of tbo 
fooliDtra of tba P'*lic Oil tbo IJrOWid 4opoa4oot oil tbolr 00-1 
UDintorrupto4 uao vitbout Uttar aD4 ••jo,..at of tboir 
privat• landa. J .. ataiiLat tbt illple .. ntatioD of tbia 
IDvlronaoatol ,\aooaa .. at to facllltato Fla41Dt Of •o 
Significant J...-ct ao tbat you can illprovt your trainiD§ over 
private property. 

AJ.G~ 
.\. s. llliott ((aloo D.(alc) s. llUott)) 

enela 

USA.PO'l"l • doe 
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Uttn- R~sponse 

NNmb" NNmbtr RtJ~liU 

ooos PH-I 1M ~alym ~sen"'d in tlte EA is repte!<onwive of tlte bat tvaikbk 
scientific dtta rep.tding tlte effoets of chaif tnd lhrt$ on soli and ~ter 
(Air Force 1997a). Due to the vtry low eon<:entntiau in which chaff and 
tlue m>.teriala would be clepoaited on soil tnd wara, DO meuuttbk effect 
is expected (BA occtioll 4.5_)). Additional supporting information is 

I PtOVided in tlte Blue Ribboo l'uld tepOCt clesc:ribc:d in Response GE-2. 

0005 SA-8 f'ttU CUI be caused by hu.aw> aaMry U wd1 U by lightning (EA SCCDoll 

3.2-2.1). 

0005 W-2 1't!c E.\~ cbat the publk baa apa;ucd coaccm ·~· 
po=dal cfliotU co~ valuQ dUe co 11M ptaa>ce o( cbdf tnd llano 
n::sl<loal'C:ompoaali:S:;. Howevcr,lt is unlikely that c:hcsc compaaentl would 
<eeumuate in sufficiem qutJ>tities ro cause • visusllmptct (&A section 
4.8.3.1)- The expected IClCUDluaDon of et1d caps from all ch.ff tnd llAJ;e 
use is apptosimatdy o~ end cap per every 38S aaes AMually. Expected 
Ulll...J OCC\ItllulaDon Of ,Mff nng<S ftOm 0.()()$ OIU>CCI per IC<C ID lhc 
nonhem ponioo of the Mrll ro a mulmwn of 0.06 ounces per oac in lhc 
•• ~ olnpace. 

0005 DO-l Sec resporue_D0-1 unclcr letter#()()()!. 

0005 ~-! C"""on AFB hu csublished mcdlocls for public idetl!!ficarion of ilicnft 
ovmliglu problem.o tnd a policy for dealiog with offeocliog piloa (EA 
section 2.7). The Miliwy ClaimJ Act. tO U.S.C. 2733, pt<mclc:s a 
mechanism for the payma>t of mcdU>dow claim. rauhing &om noo-
combat acdvities by the AJz Force. The AJz For<c is committed to 

l/ 

promptly inTc~ ""T claims for <11tnoges to property or livcsroclt 
caused by },jr Force oved!igbta aDd 10 malte payment& •• pcrmltt>ed under 
fedcallaw. 

0005 I~ 
"ll!ii'I,".,._~Hcw Mcdco""" ioc;omidcr<d occof~-
- ueul'\ tbe l!.S.. for wlnclbloom dust (f!.A acedoa 3..4.2.1), · 

* 
~.the~ dust is ofsuflki=t ~ cbatvisibllity is. 
~ C4asicldiaa all of dw ua ovcrilow!l, lbt AMOal apectect' 
COilt:CiliDDoD of chaff tnd llu_l: et1d apa would IIYai&C OCIC evtry 384f 
1ICr'ao Bcause of tbc qllllllity of windblown dose in ohc tqpoa. it it Li1<cJr 
ohac • poctioo of resi<bl plaodc et1d caps evco..wly 'IIOUid be obscuRcJ 
&om view due to cbe de!>(waon of dust. 

0005 Bl-6 1M lire frequency for rhe proposed pmjett s.rea is not expected tO clullge 
.., a resuh of Os.re usc. The flare: reiaJe altirudc o£2.000 feet helps e!lSUte 
<ht burning 8s.tel do DO< teach the ~ Scc0on 4.2.3.1 analyzes me 
~obabilitr of lire due to lb.rc use. 

0005 EJ -1 Tlus EA ano.lyzcs cnvuonmcntal justice pumw>r ro EacaWvc Otders 
12a98 and 131J.4S. ~cal juatice ..Wysu addresses 
rlisptopo<tionate Impaca to minodty tJ1d low income commwlitica aDd 
children (BA section 3.9.1). There wooJd be no chs.ngeo tO oinpuc under 
tlte pnlj)Osed actioo. 

G-2~ 

.. 
G-22 J 
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l.etter Response 
Number Number Response 
)()()5 GE-2 The Blue !Ubbon Panel on the cnvironmcnt>J effects of c.h2ff consisted of 

scientistS from Cornell University, Pennsylvania $Qte University, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, H arvard University, Duke 
University, the University of Arizona, Woods Hole Oceanograp!Uc 
Institute, and the Desert Research Institute. This panel operated wholly 
independendy from the miliQry services in terms of daQ analysis and 
conclusions r~ehed. The results of their analysis are presented in 
Enw,.mtnlal Efltds ofP.F Chttjf, A Stlt<t Ptllltl &port to th• Undmtmlary o/ 
Dt{enst for Enllitonmm/4/ Stnt,;i,.(Spaf20 1999). 

)()()5 LU-3 Residential property values gen erally are affected by a variety of factOt$ 
such as natiorul, regional, and communicy economic con&tions; rational 
and regional trends in employment, in&tion and interest rates; local 
population changes; and real eSQte devclopmenL There is no evidence ro 
suggeSt that property values would decrease under miliQry airspace due to 
the presence of miliQry tr>.ini.tlg activities. Effeets of the proposed action 
and alternatives on property values are addressed in section 4.8.3.1 of the 
Dtaft EA 

)()()5 l-U·!>· The· United States E.avirooment>J Protection Agency (USEPA) defines 
littu as ''The highly visib le portion of solid waste carelessly discarded 
outside the regular garbage and trash collection and disposal system." 
Residual it<:mS resulting from the use of chaff and &res, due ro their small 
concentrations and vast dispersal, while possibly deteetable in some 
cireuoutances, are not "highly visible." Additiooally, when ch2£f and flares 
are cjc:ctecl from an aircmft, they are being used for their ina:nded purpose; 
and are not beioa "carclessiv discarded." 

JOOS LU-4 Section 3.8 acknowledges the varied recrutional opportunities that exist 
under the existing miliQry training airspace. For visiton within designated 
special usc areu, the likelihood of the presence of <Mff or flare residual 
components occurring at a level tbst would disturb scenic quality or 
diminish the recreation experience is remote (EA section 4.8.3). The 
expected accumulation of end aps &om all ch2£f and &re use is 
approxiuutcly one end cap per every 38-5 acres annually. Expected annual 
accumulation of ch-aff ranges from 0.005 ounce per acre in the norrhem 
portion of the MTR to a m~ximum of 0.06 ounce pet acre in the remaining 
airspace. In additio~ no increases in overtligbts are proposed over existing 
airsp-ace in the area. 

) ~ t rhis Defcn~vc . · : . · . d 

agency involvement plays a . e~ National Environmental 
PolicyAct(NlOD . . sasithelpstos ~ocuson 
s urce aras unporcant co 1;·ou. - ·... ... ..,. 

.,.~ -

G·23 

.... , . -

J, 
I 

I 
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3 October, 2002 

CBRTIPIBD MA IL: 7001 1940 0006 2354 3193, RBTURN RBCBIPT 

27 CS/SCBR (POIA) 
101 Wast Buraka Avenue 
Cannon APB, New Mexico 88103-5016 

Ra: PBIBDOM OP INFORMATION ACT RBQUBST 

To Whoa It May Concern: 

Under tha Freedom of Information Act , I am requesting, by this 
CBRTIPIBD MAIL , RBTURN RECBIPT RBQUBSTBD, latter the following 
information: 

1 . The final resolution of two Cannon AlB r - 16 aircraft that 
violated lARa by pasai ng over ma and my house at 4SO'AGL at 
and of July, or first of August, 1998. Thia v i olation was 
reported immediately by phone to 27PW Public Affa i rs and to 
COL Phil Breedlove, Supervi aor of Plyi ng, or whatever hi• 
title waa. Tbia incident alao precipitated a Congreaaional 
Inquiry request via San. Jeff Binga.an, NM, and an ultimata 
meeting with COL Jaffrey A. Remington, Commander , and Staff, 
at the commander's office at Cannon APB, on 16 SBP 00. 

2. The scientific evidence or personal observati on that 
substantiates the statements on pages G-21 tbru G-23, 
especially para;rapha: LU- 2 , PH-2, LU-3, LU- 4, and LU-5, o f 
the PINAL DBPINSI TRAINING I NITIATIVB BNVI RONMBNTAL 
ASSESSMBNT, 28 SBP 01 . 

3. Any and a l l documents reqarding the investigat i on of tba 
27 PW , Cannon APB, F-16 Aircraf t, tail number 316 , c ras h upon 
our property in DeBac a County, New Mexi co , USA, a t 20:33 br a 
local , 9 SEP 02. Th i s shoul d include , but not limi ted to 
s i milar documents such as previously produced and named "API 
51- 503 USAF AIRCRAFT ACCIDINT I NVBSTIGATION REPORT , 1 
SllPT!fMBI R 1998, Cannon Air For ce Bas e , NM" and " INVBSTIGATION 
AND CLBANUP I NfORMATION F- 16 Ai rcraf t Crash Nea r ?t. Sumner, 
New Mexico, 1 September 199a. 
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3 October, 2002 
27 CS/SCBR (FO!A) 
Cannon AFB, HM 

Pa;e 2 of 2 

I be lieve the above named inquiry r equests should be void ot 
any research fees as the actions by the United States Ai r 
Pore• continuously violate our Constitutional Ri;hts by 
takin;s of private proper t y , reaaonable airepaee, peace and 
quiet , and diaperaal of t r ash in tbe i r pursuit of "11iasion" . 

Thank you. 

sincerely youra, 

A. S. Blliott 
Gotto11itee, Ltd. 
Hana;in; General Partner 

C\F8-4.doe 

~~~·~~~;~Q'f:~Att nECE:I~T 
/'.1 •·~ ~t' ' ' ' j)n , •, ' '• • " ' ' .. '- ''• l' '14 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEACQUARTERS AIR COMBAT COMMANO 

LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE, IIIRGINIA 

;2 t:---c.e-lv~l', @ 
}JLI).. 32. t3ox 2.s

HQACC/SC 
180 Benedict Ave, Ste 201 
Langley AFB VA 23665-1993 

U...ti)..L.De, r.., 7 <gfi:ot- '1700 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

1 0 JAN 2003 

This is in response to your 3 October 2002 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request 
for documents regarding (1) ~ II.DIII raoJutloa for two Canoa AFB F'-16 aircraft that 
violated F' ARI by pauiDc onr your property at 450 feet AGL In the July-August 1998 time 
fraDe, (2) scientific evidenee or personal observation that substantiates the statements of 
pages G-21 through G-23 of the Pinal Defense Training Initiative Environmental 
A....,.sment, 28 Sep Ol, and (3) any and aU docume:nts regarding the investigation of the 
F-16 crash on your property on 9 Sep Ol. 

There are "no recorda" ...;sponslve to a final resolution for the alleged flying violation 
referenced ill item 1 because a f~rmal Hazardous Air Traffic Report was never filed. 
Records responsive to tbe referenced Congres.slonal Inqulry were destroyed In accordance 
with AFM 37-139, Table 90-4, Rule 4, which states, "destroy after one year." Although the 
offidal files pertaining to the Congressional Inquiry were properly destroyed, draft copies 

(.-of letters to you and Senator JefJ Bingman were located. However, tbeseletters, as weU as 
a two-page •· mail between thel7 FW/JA and the 2"7 CES/CC (responsive to item 3), are 

.. exempt from disclosure under tbe Freedom of luformation Act, TitleS, United States Code, 
Section S52(h)(S). These doeuments are pre-decisional and contain opinions and 
recommendations of Air Force personnel; disclosure would reveal tbe deliberative process 
of the government and would compromise tbe process by which governmental decisions 
and policies are formulated. HQ ACC/CEV conducted a thorough seareh and found "no 
records" responsive to item 2 of your request. - ·· ~~- -- ... - ---···- --··--~ _ .... - -----·-·-· .... ....... --. ·- -----

Sinee copies of the Aircraft Investigation Board report and the Final Environmental 
Cleanup report were provided to you by 27 FW/JA, they are not included in Ibis package. 
Additional documents pertaining to the cleanup of the F-16 crash on your property are 
releasable and attached. 

If you interpret our " no records" response as an adverse action, you may appeal our 
decision along with our partial denial determination by writing to the Secretary of the Air 
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Force within 60 days from the date of this letter. If no appeal is received, or the appeal is 
postmarked after the conclusion of this 60-day period, the appeal may be considered 
closed. Include your reasons for reconsideration along with a copy of this letter. Mail to: 

Secretary of the Air Force 
Thru: HQ ACC/SCXP (FOIA) 
180 Benedict Ave, Ste 210 
Langley AFB VA 23665-1993 

Department of Defense Regulation 5400.7 indicates fees be assessed for providing these 
documents; however, the fees are waived in this instance. 

Attachment: 
Releasable Records 

FOIA Case No.: 2003-057 

2 

Sincerely 

~'(~ 
ROLAND N. LESIEUR, Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director' 
Communications' and Information Systems 

27 Febl\181)' 2004 

A. S. ELLJOTI 
GOTIOMITEE, LTD. 

CERTIFIED MAIL: 7001 1940 0006 2354 3223 

HQACC/CEVP 
129 Andrews Street, Suite 102 
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665·2769 
Attention: Ms. Brenda Cook 

Re: Response to Draft Proposal for the NEW MEXICO TRA!NfNG RANGE INITIATIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Dear Ms. Cook: 

As 1 stated in my two participations in your scoping meetings in Portales, NM and Fort Sumner, NM, 1 am 
very disappointed in the manner that the United States Air Force has condemned our property for your 
"Military Mission". You apparently have a video copy of my comments and I can substantiate my 
statements as to where the USAF lies to cover their abuse, FAR violations, damages, and responses to our 
various elected fedenl representatives. 

The way the Air Force manages their own decisions is dismal. It took twenty-seven (27) months for the 
150 FG, the NM Air National Guard, to upgrade their FLIP chan to reflect the expansion of my NSA by 
27FW, 6 January 1996. Last Friday, two (2) German AF Tornadoes grossly violated the NSA by six (6) 
extended right hand circles over my ranch headquarter>. One pass was directly overhead at 500' AGL or 
less! On WedDesday, 25 FEB 2004, Tech Sergeant Coupaud, NCOIC 49FW Public Affairs, Holloman 
AFB, called and confirmed that the Germans had indeed violated my NSA. This is not the first time that 
I've had to call the GAF about their violarions. TSgt. Coupaud stated that the expanded NSA had not been 
published in their AF map and FLIP chart. What? Eight years after the expansion and no upgraded map? 
I have notified them on several previous violations since the expansion of JAN 96. Again, no concern or 
complete ineptness by "our boys in blue". 

If you did not see the "trash" that I presented to Mr. Robert E. Van Tassel, SAIC, as well as several USAF 
and NMANG persoMel at your Fort Sumner meeting, I have enclosed two photos. This "trash" is not 
being covered·np by "blowing dust" and is an eyesore and nuisance to pick-up from our private property. 
Enclosed, too, is a Polaroid photo of a Hare canister that I picked-up just this morning. Mr. Van Tassel 
thought the evidence I presented to him is from Hare/chaff deployment not to be deployed over private 
property but only on the government owned lands and ranges. Again, Ms. Cook, where is tbe truth in 
propaganda? That is an .. oxymoron .. isn't it? The canisters are twice the width that were proposed in your 
previous EA on the deployment of chaff and Hare by 27FW, Cannon AFB. Please explain the apparent 
discrepancy of what you speak. 

In regard to the fatal F-16 crasb less than one (I) statute mile from my ranch house on 9 SEP 02, enclosed 
are the conflicting statements as to cause. One. the USAF press released newspaper story. and two, the 
"EXECUTIVE SUMMARY" statement from the AJB also released conveniently, or covertly, on Chrisonas 
Eve day 24 DEC 2002. Why the conflict in stated cause? I have yet to submit this claim for damages and 
libel by the AlB investigating officer, MAJ Thorn Klopotek that took my son's statement of the closest 
witness to the crash, as he was in the house, and the fmding of pilot pans to confinn no sw-vivor. Why 
does he have to lie and libel me in his statement? 
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27 FEB 2004 
HQACC/CEVP 
Langley AFB, VA 
Attn: Ms. Brenda Cook 

Enclosed is a photo of a USAF B·IB bomber, date on reverse side, that shows the close proximity that your 
aircraft fly over our ranch operation. This is a little too damn close don't you agree? Yes, we have to carey 
a camera wilh us to verify how we are being threatened by USAF operations. Two of my previous damage 
claims have been by these monsters ancl right over my bouse! 
To again "voice" my concerns by lhe condemnation of lhe USAF of our private ranch property, I have 
submilled lhe same questions I have submilled before. When you release lhe DRAFT EIS I will provide 
you with numerous substantiating correspolldence as to my disgust in dealing with Air Foree intervention, 
damages and violations, ancl subsequent lies. There was a previous FAR violation and subsequent omission 
in lhe chronological response by bolh lhe 27FW alld I SOFG to my member of congress several years ago. I 
hope that COL Jeffrey ReminJ!lon has improved on his BS, cacade toro, line that lhe "F·16 aircraft 
avionics can be off by ten miles!" Lies, lies, lies .. . CYA, CY A, CY A .. . 

Sincerely yours, 

A.S. Elliott 
Managing General Par1ner 
Gottomitee, Ltd. 
El Bigoto Cattle Co., LLC 

2004 USAF EIS 

~~ Fef!. D'"f D 1':t o 
F'U..•NO /N i2otl.D f!:!;l>r S,C.c Ct" 
fJCi. f"I T'Ilt.. T{U)l "' /V~f1. t-~ >'C--
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ONCE OF 1l!E GEMEAN. COJNSEL 

SAF/OCA 
l740 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1740 

Mr. A.S. Elliott 

De at Mr. Elliou 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

S[p 0 4 Z003 

This replies to your 2 1 January 2003 appeal of the ''no records'' response of ( 1) lhe final 
resolution for two Cannon AFB F..16 aircraft that violated PARs by passing over your property 
·at 4SO feet AGL in the July· August 1998 rimeframe~ and (2) scientific evidence ot personal 
observalion that substantiates lhe statements of pages 0 4 21 through 0 ·23 of the Final Defense 
Training lniti~tive Environmental Assessment. 28 September 2002. 

. .· 
I have been delegiled the responsibility to conduct the Office of the Sec.retaty of the 

Air Force review in your tase. I ha\'e considered your appeal and have determined that it shouJd 
be denied. • 

Tbe 21'" Fighter Wing Safety.Office. and Headquarters Air Combat Command 
Environmental Analysis and Planning searched their files and both verified upon receipt of your 
appeal that there are no dccuments responsive to your request. Accordingly,lhere are no $UCh 
records to release to yoli. · · 

This constitutes lhc.final Air force ac:tio·n on your appeal. The FOIA, S U.S.C. § SS2., 
prO\•ides for judicial l'evie'N of th.is·-<lelermination . 

. ~?~11-t 
· Don W. Fox 
O.puty General Counsel 

(flscat. Ethics, & Civilian Personnel) 
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j) e ;.3 IJ. (A 4> <.) N T Y A/ <?&J ~ 
FoR-< ~u '.._'l.te R.. 1 Ni"'-. 2?'811'\_ 

To Whom It Should Concern: 

If you haven't read the draft proposal from the Air Force for more chaff and Oare deployment and 
supersonic flights a mile above local ground area, I recommend that you do so and plan to attend 
the scoping meeting tonight at 6pm in the Courthouse Annex. This proposed expansion of 
military operations is a condemnation of our private property rights supposedly prote<:ted under 
thAO Fifth Amendmen~ U.S. Constitution. Ramsey Clark said, • A right is 1101 what someone gives 
you; it's what no one can take from you."' 

Th.is Air Force plan is essentially an el(pansion of the Melrose Bombing Range as they plan to 
drop more trash. upon our farms and ranches. The eh.aff and Oare canisters and end caps are IISii 
the size proposed in the environmental assessment of2001. See enclosed photo of trash 
retrieved. The fact that the canisters fall to the ground was not disclosed in the environmental 
assessment either. 

S11personic flights at 10,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) will only be about a mile above our 
fanns and ranches. Past experience has shown that the USAF will not pay for our inconvenience 
caused by sonic booms. Be aware that we away from town do not have the buffer capacity of 
trees and olhAOr buildings to reduce the sonic boom damage. 

Another new tactic of cover and concealment in hiding the truth is the omission of the public's 
written comments a year ago at the pre-draft scoping meetings. This is the first example of 
omitting comments from numerous sc:oping meetings of the past 10-1 S years of Environmental 
Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements. If you submitted a \\<Titten comment last 
year you wiiJ see no reference to it in the New Mexico Training Ran~ Initiative, January 2005, 
Draft EIS. 

Be aware that numerous government agencies are slowly taking our rights away. Locally it is the 
water, tbe protected/endangered wildlife and the Air Force. I recently had to explain to my 8 
year-old grandson wby h.e could not pick-up a hawk feather he saw on the gro110d and pill it in his 
hat. Remember when we could all do that? It is now against the Law to even possess a feather 
because of the EPA. After years of libelous statements and anti-patriotic portrayals of my 
opposing rights-threatening environmental proposals, I embrace statements like Edward R. 
Murrow' s, "We must not oonfllse dissent with disloyalty. When the loyal opposition dies, I think 
the soul of America dies with it." We must speak out with the truth even wben it may be 
unpopular. A quote from the Holocaust M11seurn in Washington D.C. challenges us: "Thou shalt 
not be a vidim. Thou shalt not be a perpetrator. Above all thou shalt not be a bvstandq." 

Read the report, come to the meeting and voice your comments. whieh must be submitted in 
writing. if you have or will be impacted by these operations or if you are just an American patriot 
ooncemed about property rights. Franklin Delano Roosevelt advised, " The only sure bulwark of 
continuing liberty is a government strong enough to protect the interests of the people. and l 
people strong enough and well enough informed to maintain its so\·ereign control over the 
~6.,_(' ...;-are the citizens of DeBaca County? 

A. S. "'rex" Elliott 
DeBaca County, New Mexico 

0 
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TO WHOM IT SHOULD CONCERN or, 'W'hat the hell's happening to our Constitution? 
OtJ;:e again we are confronted with additional interdiction and inconvenieooe by the 
USAF to remedy their "accidents" with the latest proposal to include supersonic flights at 
lower altitudes over more area, re: NEW MEXICO TRAJNING RANGE INI11A TIVE. 
Read the Fifth Amendment in our Bill of Rights, tbe United States Constitution. Our 
lands are being confiscated by the military in an untruthful and fraudulent way. 

A year ago scoping meetings were held in Portales, Ft. Sumner, Santa Rosa, Vaug)m, 
and Roswell, to presumably receive the public' s input, pro or con. as required by NEPA, 
National Environmental Policy Act. As many of you know, or have acknowledged by 
now, this is just PR, public relations. 'The Air Force' s action is set and lbe public has no 
rights. To confirm this statement, the current DRAFT EIS,just released, does not contain 
our "public input" as requested at tbeir meetings. In all of the numerous previous 
responses to scoping mee,tings and draft responses. our written responses are included. 
What gives, you ask? Basically, they lie! 

This is exactly my point in informing you that you must read their propasanda and 
comment, and express your personal anxieties or experiences with low flying and noisy 
jet aircraft. I have heard many of you comment. occasionally with expletives, your 
personal aggravation, or damages suffered from the USAF, or TACOs, the NM Air 
National Guard, low flights. I have suffered nine such occasions in less than nine years 
right over my ranch headquaners or within one mile. You must report them as they 
occur, or the USAF assumes you' re all happy campers. 

Remember in 1978 the TACOs created a I OOft above ground level visual lligbt rules 
mititary training roure (lOO'AGL VFR MTR) traversing DeBaca County without any 
public disclosure. This was confinned by Lee Tillman, EPCOG. Th.is roure. now 
VRI198/ll07, passed directly over my house and corrals, a violation of lhe Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Federal Air Rules (FARs) in that all pilots: military, 
commercial and private, must avoid all persons on the growld and houses by 500' both 
vertically and horizonlally. This FAR was violated far too maoy times over me, my 
house, and maoy of you, as you have expressed to me. The German Air Force is also 
included in these violations. The absolute absurd explanation was given by Col . 
Remington, Cannon AFB, several years ago, after previous requests for facts, the jets 
were at 450' AGL, but "they were a quarter mile away, a mile, !hen 5 miles, and then the 
commanders statement k ... that the avionics on tbe F-16 can be 10 miles off." A 16-24 
million dol.lar jet aircraft has such poor elecwnics? They will not admit the truth This 
is just one of many violations. 

Each year, I have to call Cannon to "report" that we are weaning our calves in front of 
our house to avoid future "accidents". Currently they are required to avoid my HQTRS 
by 2 nautical miles if below 1500' AGL. Two Christmases I have missed being with my 
fami ly because I was re-gathering cattle, re-sorting, and repairing fence. This is after l 
infonned them. Inconsideration, ineptness, carelessness? Think about it. 

Until you suffer a jet crash upon your property, you have no idea of the interdiction and 
inconvenience you are subjected to. The AlB, Accident Investigation Board, released 
conveniently, for the USAF, on Christmas Eve morning, 24 December, 2002, contains a 
summary page with a statement that differs from the press release same date. The press 
was given a no mechanical malfunction but unknown cause as to the accident. The AlB 
summary states that the pilot made a maneuver that he had insufficient altitude to recover 
from therefore impacting the ground. Why the difference in facts provided or stated? 
The report contains many errors and omissions and libel toward me. Why must they lie? 
What is their agenda? 

They are conveniently taking our property with fraudulent statements like the blowing 
dust in eastern New Mexico will cover up their trash! But wait! It's not trash! It's 
residual material left over from its intended purpose. Think about beer cans, vegetable 
cans, any food container, any container. Now, can we throw our "trash" onto Cannon 
AFB, our highways, and our neighbor's land? It's just residual material left over . . . I 
don't want their trash, the containers, and lids that fall upon our property after firing, 
deployment. Do you? Do you want my trash? 

The size of the flares and chaff containers proposed in the previous EA, Environmenlal 
Assessment, SEP 2001, differs from the containers I have been retrieving from my roads 
and corrals. There was no mention of metallic canisters falling onto our properties, and I 
am retrieving end-caps that are twice the size proposed. At the scoping meeting a SAIC, 
Boise, Idaho, team member thought the extra size caps were not to be deployed over 
private property but only on military ranges! Again where's the truth? 

I had a broken window from a sonic boom several years ago and the Air Force would not 
consider my time of inconvenience to patch it up, secure carpenter, meet with him, and 
then let him in to make repairs. I have no buffers around my house to reduce the impact. 
They will not pay your damage claims. 

Folks we must secure our constitutional rights. We must defend the truth. We cannot 
accept the actions of an intrusive abusive government. I can substantiate everything I 
have written and spoken with documentation. «The liberties of a people never were, nor 
ever will be, secure when the transactions of their rulers may be concealed from them." 
Patrick Henry, from the letterhead of our DeBaca County News. Our elected officials 
both in Texas and New Mexico are having a hard time responding to me about this abuse, 
or, they too, are concealing the truth. You must secure the DRAFT EIS from the public 
library, read it and respond. Remember the spotted owl, the Mexican wolf, and the 
Pecos/Rio Grande blunt nose shiner ... ? Get involved!! 

A. S. "Tex" Elliott -
E!S-NEWS-JAN-05 



AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS

7.0 Comments and Responses7-62

015 015

El Biaote Cattle Co., LLC. Oottomitee, Ltd. aod A. S. "Tex" aod Jan Elliott 
NMTRI DEIS COM MENTS 

Exhibit T 

Ill Ulaoto Cattlo Co .. LLC, Oottomiteo, Ltd. aod A. S. "TCI" aad Jao Slllott 
NMTitl OEIS COMMENTS 
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Colonel Iefli'ey P. HarreU 
Vice Commander 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HI!AOQUAIITI!RS 27TH FlOHTER WINQ (ACC) 

CANNON ut fotlel! liME NEW MEXICO 

100 S DL Ingram Blvd Suite 100 
Cannon AFB NM 88103-5214 

Dea-Mr. Elliott 

27 July 2005 

I am writing reprding the compooenta you presented to Air Force officials during the 
New Mexico Training Range Initiative public hearilqp beld iD liiiiUU}' 2005. Although it wu 
our inteution to have a repraenWive visit you penonally to convey our appreciation, we will 
honor your request to do so io writing. 

First and foremon, thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. Our malysis of 
the components you presented iodicated they an: residual debris from an MIU-7 flare. This type 
of flare may be used over Melro110 Range. However, il wu 1101 specifically analyzed for use iD 
the SWI'OIIIIding airspece u put of the Defense Trainins Initiative Environmenlal ~aessmCIIt 
Due to a lack of communicatioa, the sisnificance al usins the MIU-7 flare wu not properly 
understood. 

After the public hearinp, the Alr Force took several actions. For training operations in 
this an:a, we have ocden:d that MJU. 7 flares may only be used io the airspece over Melrose 
Range. Also, tbe Air Combat Command Director of Air aod Space Operati001 seot a letter to .U 
ACC Wing Commaoden directins them to ensure penomel property coordinate wblcb training 
m1terials have received the appropriate onviconmemal analysis. 

Althis time, we are working to clarify the residual debris from flares proposed for use io 
Cannon's airspace outside of Melrose !Wtge. We ioteod to iDCiude an additional opportunity for 
public invo.lvement aod comment. 

Once again, thank you for bringins this matter to our atteation. 

SiDCerely 

~ HAIUU'1.L, Colonel. USAF 

15 Ausust 2005 

Colonel Jeffrey P. Harrell 
Vice Commander 
I 00 S DL Ingram Blvd, Suite l 00 
Cannon AFB, NM 88103-5214 

Re: AIR FORCE TRASH DEPLOYED UPON PRIVATE PROPERTY 

Dear Col. Harrell: 

1bank you for your very late response to my question as to why "trash» retrieved from our ranch 
property is not what was proposed in your DRAFT and FINAL DEFENSIVE TRAINING 
INITIATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, 
September 2001. I say late because I have asked for over three years and more than two 
27FW fP A officers to provide me with a sample of what the USAF was actually using over our 
ranch. Finally, lstlt, Jennifer Geeslin, 27FWfPA., admitted that she could not provide one. 
Please note copy of response to Ms. Brenda Cook, re: Draft Proposal for NEW MEXICO 
TRAINING RANGE INITIATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. 
Hopefully you can see that my request was more than a year older than you state in your letter to 
me, 27 July 2005. 

Now that you have violated the spirit of the chaff and flare proposal what are we going to do 
about it? You have violated NEP A as well in deploying trash that is " .... being used for their 
intended purpose, and are not beins"' carelessly discarded'"., re: response to me in the FINAL 
EA. Defensive Training Initiative. Sir, trash is trash. Would you like for me to di~ my 
residue (trash, e. g., beer cans, chemical containers, Wal-Man plastic bags, etc.) from its 
''intended purpose" upon your yard or Cannon Air Force Base? What's the difference? 

Chaff trash has also been retrieved from our property in your violation that: "In addition. the use 
of chaff only is analyzed for use in the northern portions of Military Training Rrutes Visual 
Routes 100/125." Re: MEMORANDUM FOR ALL INTERESTED GOVERNJ\GENCIES, 
INDIVIDUALS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AND ACADEMJC REFERENCE 
LIBRARIES, 31 JUL 2001, from HQ ACC/CEVP, LANGEL Y AFB, VA 23665-2769, Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Defensive Trainin& Initiative (DTI) Cannon Air 
For<e Base, New Mexi<o. Note the enclosed letter and my response. The denoted route is way 
further north than where the non-dispersed clumps of chaff were found. Why the violation? 

How are we to remedy these violations and compensate me for my time and inconvenience in 
picking-up your trash deployed upon private property? Littering is a violation of New Mexico 
law, why should you be exempt? Please courtesy me with a response sooner than three years. 

Sincerely yours, 

A. S. Elliott 
Managing Partner 



AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS

7.0 Comments and Responses7-64

015 015

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
AIRCRAFT ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION BOARD 

REPORT 

.. ~~-. . . 
F-16 FIGHTING FALCON, 87-0316 

WCATION: PECOS MOA (52 NM WEST OF CANNON AFB) 
DATE OF ACCIDENT: 09 SEPTEMBER 2002 

BOARD PRESIDENT: BRIG GEN (SEL) JAMES P. HUNT 

Conducted lAW Air Force Instruction 51-503 

.r<~-Lt::-/).1' c;:D i 1li ColA11 vo;.. 
2'/De--<.. 2-COZ.. 

OFFICE OF THE COMMN.IOER 
205 0000 BOULEVARD SUilE I 00 
~GLEY HB VA 236bS4 2784 

• DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUAATERS NR COM!W'" COMMAND 

&.ANGlEY AIR FORCE 8ASE. VI~NIA 

I 0 DEC 2002 

MEMORANDUM FOR ACC/JA 

SUBJECT: AFI 51-503, Accident i nvestigation Board Report, F-J6C, S/N 87-0316, 
522"' Fighter Squadron, 27" Fighter Wing, Cannon AFB, NM, 9 September 
2002 

I have reviewed the Accident Investigation Board Report regarding the F-J6C that crashed 

during a training flight near Cannon AFB, NM on 9 September 2002. Tbe report prepared 

by Brigadier General (Sel) James P. Hunt complies with tbe requirements of AFI 51 ·503. 

This report is approved. 

Attachment: 
Accident Investigation Board Report 

.:::tJ. ' ' -.CS:. • " a • " C:s-
HAL M. HORNBURG 
General, USAF 
Commander 
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£ XECIITIVE SUMMARY 

Alll.CRAFT ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION 
F-l6C FIGlJTING FALCON, SERIAL NUMBER (SIN) 87-Dll6 

SllND FlGHTER SQUADRON (FS), CANNON AlR FORCE :BASE, NEW 1\oOi:XICO 

9 SEPTEI'.ffiER lOOl 

On 9 Sq>te:mbet 20Cl2, a.topproximately 2007 Mountain Daylight Time (MDT), tile mishap a ircraft (MA), 
an F-1 6C, SIN 87-0316 cnsbod in the Pcoo$ Mil itsryOp=ting Ar~ (MOA) ~ppmximatcly l l miles 
"'"thwcst of Fort Sumner, New Mexico. 1l1e mishap pilot (MP) was fatally inj uud and the misnap 
airct3ft (MA) was destroyed with the loss valued at $20,475,759. The MP an.d MA were ossigruod 10 the 
S22"' FS, 27"' Fighter Wing, Cannon AFB, New M~ioo. TI.ere was mioor damago to private r.tn);lel...,d, 

"The MP was number tllre~ !n • )•,hip., • 4-,hip fl i t~htoff-16(;$. Doring the occond enSBl!•ment, the 
Ml' wu e.peet~ de:s<:el'd to a pte-assigned a ltitude blook and then ~e<ute a "d~" maneuV<Or (left 180-
dcgrcc tum). Ho_..,er, aP'Pro:dmat~l )o' 20 ~rids after entering the tum, the aircraft itl\paeted the ground 
wings-level, in appro,Umately20 degrees of dive and ot approximately 550 Knots Callbrat~ Ai.,peed 
(KCAS). There was no attempt by lhe pilot 10 ejecL 

'There is clear ~nd convincing evidence !hac the MP allowed tbe MA to enter intQ a tight, descending turn 
and, in the sccond.s prior Eo impact with the g,round, began iii maximum performance dive recovery. There 
WM io~ufficient altitude to recover the ajrcraft. The loss ofFil.ght Data Reeorder information pl'<lvided no 
evidencoiO make a clear do!<>rmina.lioo as to why the MP a l.lowod lh~ aiteraft to =~ceed the pupiMned 
parameters. However, the Boatd President opined t~ot there were several possible causes for tllo MA ' s 
•tccp dive, the most likely being: 

I) The MP planned to be the third aircraft in a three>-$hip trail p=entation to the opposing fl ight. 
Because of a itspate ond timing iss...,., tl'e MP was a.ctlrally the ftrst aircraft and required a 
different throat reaction than the MP ~pectcd . The MP found himsel f relotively close tn tho 
<;~pposing flight, outside of his oltitudc b.lock, ond possibly •ooiUsi'li as to what was expoetod of 
him. His: confwioo a.od accompanying dL-slraction m.a.y ha"-e caused him to temporarily rai l lo 
mon itor hi$ airerafl'.s .atti.tude during the maneuver. 

2) The MP was ottempti11g o left I SO-degree tum while desceJ>ding fi-om approximately 22,000 feet 
!)( above Mean Sea Lcvc.l (MSL) to his assigned altitude block of 15,000 - 19,000 feet MSL. The 

w '{'-' ·- .~mis hap sonic w., nown on~ night. with 00 dis.:~mable horizon iUld low moon illumination. 
b( 4"'- <'~" Without ~terior references, the MP was more suseeptiblc to spatial disorienllllion and il is likely 
4P -.'r('<.., • that lite MP suffered flom both somat<>!l}'T•L orul 0-e~ocss illu•ions thac resulted In an unuwal 

• I! 4/· airuaft attitude. Given the attitude, altitude, ond .;~peed of the MA, lite MP did not h•ve the 
------)i) time '11' abi!udo available to recover the a[n:raft. 

U is likely thot tile MP, confronted witb changes in the briefed Jnilllcuvers, become d istroctod and spatially 
disoriented os he ex~uted • descending tum. As he fought lo r<J!l'in his situational awarc-s, h• 
allowed the MA to enter a very stoep dive, There is • ubstantial evjdoru;e that lite MP regained his 
situatilliRill aWlll'CnCS$ and att"'llpted to recover the M.A, but initiated the rceovery at an aHitude too low to 
perm it safe recovery and impacted the ground. 

Under 10 U.S.C. 2254(d) a1ryopiP1iol\l Q/thtr!occM"'"' in~stiga'~ a,~;rorli~(;Ofde o£ orr~jacJor.s col'ltnbrttlnsto, 
thrt ~~d~ltl ~~ fm-th ;n tll~ ~ident mv.!Jtigatlo-11' Nport rrwy not ~ (;OfiSidertd .at nirk~~ ;n Qrl)i' c;.,,, M crJmin.tJJ 
~ding ari:Ji1t8 .Jfnm lll'.l air~oft oocitienl, 11-fH' 19tQ)' s.Kh ~orprQJIOil bt t:I'JhJickred Ulf cdmfuUm o[fklblltry iJf 

rhc! Un.rr£11 SiuteJ 01' by any per ron rcqgr,eQ to "' those ca~laLSimu ()" tt(ltUmeJUJ'. 

f- 16C Figbting falcon. !7-llll6, 20020909-

SUMMARY OF FACTS 

1. AUTHORITY, PURPOSE, AND CIRCUMSTANCES 

a. Authority. 

On 26 September 2002, General Hal M. Homburg, Commander, Air Combat Conunand (ACC) 
appointed Brigadier General (Select) James P. Hunt to conduct an aircraft accident investigation 
of the 9 September 2002 accident of F-16C Fighting Falcon aircraft, serial number (SIN) 87-
0316, near Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. (Tab Y-3-5) The i~on was conducted 
at Cannon Air Force Base, from I October 2002 through 18 October 2002. The-team 
composition was shown in the table belpw. (Tabs Y -3-5) 

Name Position 
Brig Gen (Select) James P. Hunt Board President 
Major R. Curtis McNeil Legal Advisor 
Major Roger A. Quinto Maintenance Advisor 
Major Roland P. Wright Pilot Advisor 
GS-13 Thomas E. ruttinger Aeronautical Engineer 
Captain Joseph R. Beard Medical Advisor 
Captain Nereyda L. Sevilla Aviation PhysiOlogist 
2 Lt Kevin D. Larson Recorder 
SMSgt Gerald W. Laney Egress Systems Advisor 
SMSgt (Select) Joseph C. Kirk Air Traffic Control Advisor 
SSgt Kelvin A. Brantley Administrative Support 
AJC Rhonda M. Bush Administrative Support 

b. Purpose. 

This aircraft accident investigation was convened under Air Force Instruction (AFI) 51-503, 
Aerospace Accident Investigations. The purpose of this investigation is to provide a publicly 
releasable report of the facts and circumstances surrounding the accident, to. gather and preserve 
evidence for use in claims, litigation, disciplinary, and adverse administrative actions; and for all 
other purposes. In addition to setting forth factual information concerning the accident, the 
board president is also required to state his opinion as to the cause of the accident or the 
existence offactors, if any, that substanti:Uly_contributed to the accident .. This investiga~on~is 

7
J 

separate and apart from the Safety Investigation Board (SIB), convened m accordance With AFI «:} 
91-204, Safety Investigations and Reports. This report is available for public dissemination 
under the Freedom oflnformation Act (5 United States Code (U.S.C.) §552) and the Air Force 
Supplement to Department of Defense Regulation 5400.7, Department of Defense Freedom of 
Information Act Program. 

F-16C Fighting Falcon, 87-0316, 20020909 
I 
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c. CirtuDL!Ianees. 

The Accident lnvestigaticm Board (AlB) WlliS convened to investigate the Class A mishap 
involving anF-16C Fightillg Falcon, aircraft serial number(SIN) 87-0316, mannfoaured by 
Lockheed Martin Aeronautical Systems, fonnerly General Dynamics Co.rporatiol\, whictl crushed 
in an Wlpopulated section of a cattle ranch ncar C111111on Air Fowe Base, New Mexico., on 

1 ~ 9 September2002 during a night training missi~. (Tabs A-3, B -3, N-3-5, ~145-147, P-3, R-3 , 

:::rv ~ 1 s-3- S, V-1.2, V-5.2-3) \..:.. ( -I""' ~ ...- F'R.O""'- ":} ~ 
'VI.r-()>.l e ·l) (, o ,..., 1.. ors •:ell a'""'- C.l~ cAJ /61= . 
Ol.l\J..S 2. ACCIDENT SUMMARY 

L..) /JJ).C) Too lL""'M ClVIW Fll.OM fJ:M,'rWlo? bu.,;;- '!"\) lk~I[JS»wT . 

L:l"'-• ........ 
i!--n...O....._ 
~~~~ 
IOQ"'n'L..$ 

The Mishap Aircraft (MA) impacted the around approxim81cly S2 nautical miles (NM) west of 
Cannon Air Fo~ Bas.e, New Mexico while supporting a N~ght Vision Goggle (NVO) syllabus 
training sortie. (Tab A-3) The Mishap Pilot (MP) was part of a lhrce-sbip flight simulating aD 

advmary fonnatlOI\. call sign ''F't.AME~ flight (Tabs A-3, B-3, N-3-S, V-2.6, V-6 .. 6, V-7.1, V-
9.5, V-9.8, V-10.3) FLAME flight wns sllpportiJJg upgrade trainin& for a 111Clllber of the four
ship blue (friendly) flight, "LORD'' flight. (Tabs A-3. B-3. V-2.8, V-7. 1, V-10.3) The MP was 
pc:rfonning a drag maneuver (180.degree, descending tum) pre-planned for t)Je lead airuaft. He 
entered a de51Cendlni left tum that continued for 300 degrees of tum and impacted lhe ground. 
(Tab.A-3, V-8.7, V-10.17-18) ~killed in the mishap. (Tabs A-3, B-3, V-11.3, GG· 
9) The MA impacted on a ran~_ area of New Mexico and was totally 
desnoyed. (Tabs M-3, S-J -5) The loss 1s "¥ u at 20,475,759.42. (Tabs M-3, S-3-S) Th..-e 
were no civilian casualties. Civilian property damage inclUded minor damage to the land at the 
mishap site caused by the impact, aircraft debris, and recovery and rescue vehicles. (Tabs P·3, R

!.3 0 1) ·1 3, S-J..-5) Members oftbe blue air contingent (LORD flight). Cannon AFB fire rescue peJ$QDDeJ 
1-o ~ and local civilian response teams perfonned search and rescue efforts. (Tabs B-3, V-2.9. V -6.9, 
tl" !>c;N V-7.3-4). The 27th Fighter Wing (27 FW) Public Affairs office handled most media reqt~ests. 

/F'O I .Q. Initial media interest was hlgh in th .. Clovis, NM area. Follow-on inrerest has beeq low. rrab 

~ ,~l ~2._ 1\ ~~- --~- . Ftr.-=<"..L~ J.Et.:::._(_~~r~ ... J-.b .r~., ,..,_ ,l c o<. --.. 
ll\'u~~oj.e-1) ' . ·--·---~ 
B'l .3"1 l''Vji'J&. BACK4'.>ROUND 

The miwp aircraft and pilot were assigned to the S22n.d Fighter Squadron, 27tlJ Operations 
Group, 27th Fighter Wins (ACC). (Tab A-3) Olher ng011cic::lll involved were standard for this 
type mission and incl11ded air-craft maintenance, weather, air traffic control, aod airlicld 
operations. The mission was flown supporting lhe NVG-6 upy-ado sortie from the 27tll Fight.cr 
Wing trainlng syllabus. (Tab BB-4-5) Proced.ure:s for tltis type of sortie are primarily found in 
AFifP 3-1 Volume 5 (Secret), Tactical Employmenr. P-1 6. Othe;- pro<>edllro$ used for this 
mission are found in the 27th Fighter Wing Syllabus, AFTIP 3-3 VolumeS, Combat Aircraft 
Fundt:ml!.ntals, F-16 Tactics, Techirlquet, and Proc~tdures, T.O. IF-16C-I, Flighl MIJJIWJI, USAF 
Series F-16CID Blod.Y 25, 30 and 31, T.O. IF -16C-34· 1· 1, Avionics and Nonnuclear Weapons 
D~li·~ry Flight Manual USAF Series Aircraft, SCU-3+, SCU-4, SCU-4.1, SCU--1.1, F-l6CID 
Bloc/r.s 25, 30and 32, Af1 11-2F-l6 Volume 1, F-16Aircrew Trainirrg,AFlll-lF-1 6 Volume 3, 

--- --·--

f·l6C F~F•koo,87·031~,20020909 
l 

;r-.. 
\ 

(1) Ground Avoidance Advisory Function (GAAF) 

GAAF is an automatic feature that requires no pilot activation or data entry. The GAAF 
advisory cues are presented both visually and aurally. According to the T.O. 1F-16C-1 , F-16 
Flight Manual, GAAF must have air--to-ground laser, radar (in an air--to-ground mode), or CARA 
information to determine altitude AGL. No GAAF advisory will be issued if sensor data is 
unavailable. The MA did not have a laser installed. Because the MP was in an aiT-to-aiT 
engagement, radar air-to-ground mode was unlikely. CARA provides data only when pitch 
attitude is less than ±40° and roll attitude is less than ±60°. Due to the configuration, radar 
mode, and probable attitude of the MA, GAAF probably did not have reliable sensor data and a 
GAAF advisory was unlikely. (Tabs J-33, BB-100-102, BB-109-112) 

(:Z) Combined Altitude Radar Altimeter Automatic Low Altitude Warning System 
(CARAALOW) 

The CARA ALOW 11ses CARA inp11ts to provide advisory cues whenever the aircraft descends 
below the ALOW setting. According to the CSFDR data, the ALOW was set at 6,000 feet AGL. 
CARA provides data only when pitch attitude is less than ±40° and roll attitude is less than ±60°. 
Due to lhe probable attitude of the MA (greater than -40° in pitch and possibly in a tum of more 
than 60°), a CARA ALOW advisory was unlikely. It is possible that the MP received an ALOW 
advisory late in his dive recovery as he rolled wings level and decreased pitch mgle but the 
warning would have been too late to prompt additional pilot actions. (Tabs J-33, BB-1 02-104, 
BB-109-112) 

(3) Line in the Sky (LIS) 

LIS provides an altitude advisory cue based on barometric altitude above MSL. The pilot sets 
this altitude and receives one "altitude-altitude" voice message if the air-craft descends below the 
set altitude. Because LIS is not recorded on the CSFDR., the actual LIS settiog of the MA is 
unknown. Analysis of Data Transfer Cartridges (DTC) for the other air-craft in the mishap flight 
showed LIS set at 10,000 feet MSL. (Tab CC-10) If the MP did not change the LIS value set'
the DTC before or during flight, he would have received an "altitude-altitude" warning at 1 o.ooo 
feet MSL. (Tabs J-33, BB- I 04, CC-I 0) 

(4) Ground Collision Avoidance System (GCAS) 

The GCAS system uses the aircraft Digital Terrain System (DTS) to warn pilots that a pull-lip is 
necessary to avoid a flight path below the entered GCAS set altitude. (Tabs J-33, BB- I 06) 
However, for areas of flat terrain, like the terrain below the Pecos MOA, tltere are not enough 
distinguishable terrain features to allow the DTS to track, nor does GCAS work well at medium 
altitude. (Tabs J-33, BB-106, T.O. l-IF-16C-34-I-l, page H86.9) 

F-16C Fighting Falcon, 87·0316, 20020909 
25 
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Pilot interviews indicate that GCAS is usually not used due to the high occurrence of false $ 
alanns. (Tabs V-7.3, V-8.9, V-9.7) The MA GCAS was set at 50 feet AGL. (Tab J-35) Due to 
the mishap's medium altitude flight over featureless terrain, a GCAS advisory was unlikely. 
(Tabs J-35, BB-106, T.O. 1-IF-16C-34-l-l, page 1-186.9) Pi Fl"" 

et.e:v~T\ 

(S) Altitude Warning Systems During the Mishap Mission L 
Due to the attitude of the aircraft during the MP's drag maneuver, the GAAF and CARA ALOW &t.cc 
altitude warning systems would not provide initial altitude warnings. (Tabs BB-100-104) Since .1-
GCAS does not track properly over level terrain from medium altitudes and was set at 50 feet, 
GCAS would not have provided an altitude warning. (Tabs BB-106, Y-7.3, V-8.9, V-9.7) LIS is 
probably the only system that could have given an altitude warning. Because LIS settings are 
not recorded on the CSFDR, the actual LIS setting of the MA is unknown. Analysis of Data 
Transfer Cartridges (DTC) for the other aircraft in the mishap flight showed LIS set at I 0,000 
feet MSL. Since all aircraft received the same DTC information, the MA LIS was set before 
takeoff to 10,000 feet MSL. (Tab CC-10) If the MP did not change the LIS value set in the DTC 
before or during flight, he would have received an altitude warning at I 0,000 feet MSL. (Tabs J. 

~~~~~ ~ 

The MP began his maneuver at approximately 3 50 knots and impacted at approximately 5 50 _,_A.. 
knots. (Tabs J-34-35, DD-3-5, FF-27-29) The aircraft was descending at approximately 1,000 4'<et 
ftlsec. (Tabs DD-3-5, FF-27-29) The elevation of the earth in the mishap area is 4,050 feet MSL. 
(Tab C-3) The pilot needed 4,500 feet AGL to recover the aircraft in a 90-degree dive and 3,900 
feet AGL to recover the aircraft in a 75-degree dive. (Tab BB-98) These numbers assume fully 
extended speedbrakes; the MA would have required even greater altitude to recover since the · 
speedbrakes were closed. (Tabs J-31, BB-98) According to simulations, the MA was most likely 
in a 90-degree dive. (Tabs DD-3-5, FF-27-29) In a 90-degree dive the MP would have received 
LIS altitude warning at 6,000 feet AGL; the MA would have lost another 2,000 feet before the 
MP began a dive recovery (assuming a two second reaction time). (Tabs CC-10, CC-35-37, CC--A-
40, DD-3-5, FF-27-29) Using these assumptions, the MP probably began his recovery near 
4,000 feet AGL. The MA required over 4,500 feet to successfully recover; therefore, there was 
insufficient altitude to recover the aircraft. (Tabs BB-98, CC-I 0, DD-3-5, FF-27-29) The aircraft 
flight controls, attitude at impact, and characteristics of the impact crater support the Board' s 
conclusion that the MP had begun a high-speed dive recovery maneuver prior to impact. 

i. Situational Awareness MJ.Dt..-M il f::J.J --1 " ' "'-' <j ..3&0 p) L. 

5 f:ncr5 40':>0tli51-
Situational Awareness (SA) is defined as a continuous accurat (1• 21D, U'"'- cr-

11~' .;·o relation to the dynamic environment of flight, threats, and mis jJ ·\ I 
ultimately execute tasks based on that perception. (Tab BB-95 ) ) /)2. n1 Jjf /.f? ~7 
to acquiring and maintaining SA. It involves focusing one's n r' 2. ~ 1 ~ ,_,,_. /H 1~ 1~ >1 tf :>.h 8 
order to successfully process information in a manner leading V ~ 1, •1 IAJ'-" (. OO (2 ~I Ntl T e S 
environment. It requires a conscious level of mental functioni " 

W t+ 1),. T r .S 1" 1-d e L.Or2.1LI:(' 
F-16C fighting Falcon, 87-0316, 200: 
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Inside of 20 NM from LORD flight, FLAME I, perceiving that FLAME 3 had missed his turn, 
called."action," directing FLAME 3 to start the left 180-degree tum to the west. (Tabs N-5, V-
9.10, V-10.16) However, FLAME 3 continued forward and called that he had targeted the 
LORD flight. (Tabs N-5, V-9.10, V-10.16) FLAME I, in an attempt to talk him through the 
briefed lead maneuver, directed FLAME 3 to " . . . drag left to north and abort." (Tabs N-5, V-
9.10, 10.16) 

In addition, FLAME I directed FLAME 3 to descend to the 15,000-19,000 feet MSL altitude 
block "at the push." (Tabs N-4, V-10.16) The "push" is the beginning of a simulated combat 
engagement. FLAME 3 did not descend to the assigned altitude block. (Tabs N-4-5, V-10.16, 
DD-3-5, FF-27-29) The MP found himself at less than 20 NM from LORD flight, out of his 
assigned altitude block, and directed to perform a maneuver that he may not have expected. 
(Tabs N-5, V-10.16, DD-3-5, FF-27-29) As a result, the MP executed a left, descending, !SO
degree tum in order to establish the correct position. (Tabs DD-3-5, FF-27-29) 

The fact that FLAME I had to direct FLAME 3 twice to maneuver and that FLAME 3 was 
transiting through the wrong altitude block indicates that FLAME 3 may have been confused as 
to what was expected of him. That confusion may have led to distraction and could have 
contributed to spatial disorientation during his left descending tum. 

k. Proficieney 

The MP was qualified in accordance with all guidance pertaining to night flying. (Tabs V -2.4, V-
6.4, V-7.2, V-9.4, V-10.4, BB 45-49, BB 51-53, BB-57-63) The MP's exposure to night flying 
was 2.1 hours in the last 30 days and 3.8 hours in the last 90 days. (Tabs G-3-5) Although the 
MP was qualified, he had a low recent exposure to night flying. (Tabs G-3-5) Experience has 
shown that the demands of night flying, especially in the F-16, require recent exposure to the 
night environment. (Tabs BB-81-82, BB-85) The MP was assigned to this mission specifically 
to give him that additional night flying exposure prior to his NVG sortie scheduled for the 
following night. (Tabs V-8.4, V-10.4) The point at which performance degrades is dependent on 
the individual; however, the night flying environment demands different basic habit patterns, an 
increased instrument cross check, and greater task management awareness. A lack of 
proficiency will tend to cause a breakdown of these basic tasks. Once this degradation begins, an 
individual can become more susceptible to spatial disorientation. (Tabs BB-81-83, BB-85) 

12. GOVERNING DIRECTIVES AND PUBLICATIONS 

a. Primary Operations Directives and Publications. 

The primary publications are attached as described below. A full listing of the documents 
supporting this investigation is found at the end of this report. 

AFI 51-503, Aerospace Accident Investigations 
AFI 91-204, Safety Investigations and Reports 

F-16C Fighting Falcon, 87-0316,20020909 
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AFI ll -2F-16 Volume I, F-16 Aircrew Training .................... ............... Excapt:s at Tab BS 
AFI ]1·2F-16Volwne3, F-I6 Operations Procedures ....... ... ...... .. ...... Excezpts at Tab BB 
AJ'!-11 -202, v3, Gem:ral Flighl Rule,s ........... .......................... .. .............. ..... :E;xcflllliS at Tab BB 
AFl-13-203 , Air Traffic Control... ................... .... ..... .................. ........... Excerpts at Tab BB 
AFI ll -214, AlrCI'tW, WeaJlCns Director, And Terminal Attack 

Controller Procedures For Air Operations ........ .... ....... Excerpts at Tab BS 
AFMAN 11 ·217 v i ,lrutrument Flig/IJ Procedures ........... .. ...... .... ....... Exc~ts at Tab BB 
AFTTP 3-1 Voi\IIJle 5 (Sectet). Tactical £mpJoym~nl, P-16 .................... Export Re$lriC.tcd 
AFITP 3-3 Vo1\lllle 5, Combat Aircraft Fundamentals, 

F-16 TactiC$, T~chnlques, and Procedures .. ... ... .. .... ......... Export Re$lrieled 
T.O. IF-16C-l,FIIghtManual. USAFSeriesF-16C/D 

Blocks 25, 30 and 32 .. .............................. .... ..................... Export Re$tricto:d 
T.O. lf-J6C-34· 1· 1, Al'ionics and NOMw:lew Weapons Delivery 

Fllgfrl Manual USAF Suies Aircraft, SCV-3+. SCU-4. 
SCU-4.1, SCU-4.2, F-J6C/D Blocks 25, 30 and 32 .......... Expon Restricted 

F AAO 7110.65, Air Trafflr: Control .... .......................... ... ...................... Excerpts at Tab BB 
CAFBI I 1-250, B(Jje Flying Proe~dures ............................................... Excerp!.$ at Tab BB 
27th Fighter Wing SyllabU$ .. ........................................... ... ................... Ex<:C:Ipb at Tab BB 

b. MaioleniUite Directives od l"llblicalioDL 

ACCI 21-1 0 I, Mainrenanu Management of AlrcraJL ......................... Exeapl$ at Tab BB 
T.O. 00-20-1, Aerospo,;t Equ.iprne.nr Ma/11/enanct General 

Policies and Proc~dures ............................ .. ..... .. ........... .Excerpts at Tab BB 
T.O. 00-20-S, Aerospace Ve.hicle/Equtpmentlnspection 

And Documentation ............... ... ... ... .......................... ...... Exeetpts at Tab BB 
CFETP 2A3X3B, AFSC 1A3X3B, F-16/F-1 1 7A. A lt-craft Maintenance 

Specialty Career Field Education Training Plcm ........... &cerpiS at Tab BB 

c. Kn o»•o or S'dspuled ~vl.a11ons flll m Dirtdl~e.t or Publieation._ 

There were no lcnown deYi.ations from direotiYes or publications. 

13. NEWS MEDIA INVOLVEMENT 

2-ft' Fighter Wing Public Affairs distributed an initial news release $hortly -~Iter the accident. 
Nl:"vs articles appearc>d in natiolllll and local media immediately after the accident. While initial 
media interest was high in the CloYis, NM area, follow-on inlen:st has been low. (Tab EE) 

~~~ 
Brigadier General (Select), USAF 
President, Accident Investigation Board 

F- t 6C Fl~ Falcon, 17~31 6, 20020909 
Z9 

F-16 Fighting Falcon (SIN 87-0316) Accident 
9 September 2002 

STATEMENT OF OPINION 

Under 10 U.S. C. 2254(d) any opinion of the accident investigators as to the cause of. or the factors 
contributing to, the accident set forth in the accident investigation report may not be considered as 
evidence in any civil or criminal proceeding arising from I he accident, nor may such information be · 
considered an admission of liability oft he United S1a1es or by any person referred to in those conclusions 
or statements. 

l. OPINION SUMMARY 

There was not sufficient evidence to form an opinion as to the cause of this accident by a clear 
and convincing evidentiary standard. Airborne and ground radar data show that the MP entered 
a left, descending tum. Approximately 20 seconds after entering the turn, the aircraft impacted 
the ground wings-level, in approximately 20 degrees of dive and at approximately 550 Knots 
Calibrated Airspeed (KCAS). There was no attempt by the pilot to eject. There was no 
indication of any aircraft malfunction. The Board was able to determine what happened; 
however, it is impossible to determine to a clear and convincing standard why the mishap 
occurred. 

There is clear and convincing evidence that the MP allowed the MA to enter into a tight, 
descending tum and, in the seconds prior to impact with the ground, realized his unusual aircraft 
attitude and began a maximum performance dive recovery. However, there was insufficient 
altitude to recover the aircraft. 

2. CONTRIBUTING FACTORS 

There is substantial evidence that several factors could have contributed to the mishap: 

(a) The MP planned to be the third aircraft in a three-ship trail presentation to the opposing 
flight. Because of airspace and timing issues, the MP was actually the first aircraft in the 
trail formation. That position required a different threat reaction than the MP expected. 
At less than 20 NM from LORD flight, the flight lead directed the MP to execute a 
"drag" maneuver (left 180-degree tum away from LORD flight) ; the MP originally 
expected to execute either a left 90-degree turn, then tum back into LORD flight, or a 
"straight through" simulated attack on LORD flight. This change from the pre-briefed to 
the actual execution at a relatively short distance from the opposing flight may have 
confused or distracted the MP from his primary task of maintaining aircraft control. This 
type of change is not unusual in the rapidly changing environment of an air-to-air 
engagement. 

(b) The MP was attempting a left 180-degree tum while descending from approximately 
22,000 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) to his assigned altitude block of 15,000-

F-16C Fighting Falcon, 87-0316, 20020909 
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19,000 feet MSL. Radar data show~d that the MP mainiained his starling altitude for the 
first few seconds of tho tum, then abnlptly bepn a descent. The mishap sorti.e was flown 
o.n a nliht with almost no moon illumination and over span;ely populated terrain with few 
ground lights. Testimony from other flight members indicates that~ was Little or no 
horizon from which lo reference aiteraft attirude- Without exterior ref=ncc:s, the MP 
was mor<: susceptible 10 spalial disorientation and had to depend almost completely 0t1 
~kpit insttuments. It is likely that the MP suffered from both somato(lyral and G
excess illusions that resulted in an wmsual aircraft attitude. It often takes several seco~ 
for a pilot to recognize an Wlusual aircraft attitude and bellin a recovery while relying 
solely on aitcrnft instrum.ents .. Given the anitude, altitude, and airspeed of the MA, the 
MP did JIOI have the time or altitude a.vatlable to recover the a.itctaft. 

(c) The MA had four automatic alti.mde warning systems. Three ofthese sy,stems probably 
would not have provided the MP with a low altitude warning. 

i. The Ground Collision Avoidanec: Syst= (GCAS) uses a diljical map inputs to 
determine aircraft beigbt above ground. GCAS is of minimal use a.t medium 
altitudes over featureless terrain since the sys~em relies on ten-ain feature 
matcbing to caJculate the aircraft's altirude above tbe ground. 

ii. 1be OrollJid Avoidance Advisozy Function (GAAF) relies on aiNa.gmund la....er, 
airel:aft radar or Combined Altitude Radar Altimeter (CARA) inputs 10 measmc 
height above the grollnd and crueulme a $Bl'e altlrude to pull ollt ofa eli ve. Air-w
gwund laser was not ins!Jllled, the MA was probably not iJJ a tadar ground 
zanging mode and it is unlikely that CARA was able to provide inputs to GAAP 
or CARA ALOW beCIIU$elbc aircnoft's bank !mil dive 1Q1£1e ~ceeded the CARA 
design specifications (;t 30 de~s of s~:r~~ight lind level night) fur reliable 
operation. 

iii. Radar altitude low (CARA ALOW) wes CARA data to compute altitude 
warnings. Again, the aircraft ballk and dive angle exceeded !be CARA design 
specifications. 

If GCAS, GAAF or CARA ALOW warnings were present, they would have occurred 
only after GCAS W&S able to dc:tennine height above !be ground or aircraft pitcb and 
bank angles reentered CARA Umits seconds before impact, tOO late to effeCt tbe MA's 
dive rc:oovo:ry. 

I 
p 

(d) The follrtb system. Line-in-the-Sky (LIS),. provides aural altitude warning when !be 
aircraft goes below a preset altitude as measured by the barometric alti.meter. Based on 
pilot intervie""-s and the flight 's Data Transfer Cartridge m)ssion lo.ad, it is likely that the 
MP bad the LIS value set for 10,000 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL). Wilh the US 
system set at 10,000 feet MSL, the MP w-ould ha"" reccived 1111 altitude warning 
approximately 6,000 feet above the ground (terrain elevation was 4,050 feet MSL). 1'1_ 
8ased on flight simulator reereatiol\S, it is likely the MA was aocelemting in an almost ~ 
90-degrce, Dose-low attitude (almost su-:llght down) when the US altitude warning WM 

activated. Given;Eraft attitude, it talces over 4,500 feet of altitude to recover from 
the dive. TheM ikel Started his recovery within 2 seconds of hearing lbe LIS altitude 
warning; given that -second reaction time, he was approximately 4,000 feet above the 
groWld when he began the recovery. Altitude was iDsufficient to safely recover the 
aircraft. This analysis is consistent with the MA's 20-degree nose down, wings-level 
impact attitude. 

It is likely that the changed formation and expected aircraft maneuver distracted lhe MP for 
several seconds during a descending, left 180-degree tum. The combination of aiterew 
distraction, few or no outside references, and possible spatial disorientation delayed the MP's 
recogniti.on of a developing high-speed dive. The MP ftnally did recognize his \Ulusual attitude, 
most likely when he heard the LIS alti.tude warning, and began a maximum performance dive 

_,,-.--~-·~b'=' 

Brigadier General (Select), USAF 
President, Accident Investigation Board 

1'-16C Fighting Falcoc, 87-0016, 20020!109 F-16C Fighting Falcon, 87-0316,20020909 
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AF LSNJACT 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE LEGAL SERVlCES .~G&'ICY (AFLSA) 

1501 Wioon Boulevard, ilo<;>m 335 
Arlingl<>1J, VA 22209-2403 

Partner 

Re: Your Claim for Property Damage, Cannon AFB 04-2901MCA 

o~.arMr.El!i<>ll 

I 3 APR Jl!l5 

Under the provisions of ttle Military Claims Act {MCA), Title 10, United States Code, Section 
2733, and tbe Federal Ton Claims Act (FTCA), Title 28, United States Code, Sectio..s 1346(b}, 2671-
2680, we ttavo considered tbe claim of Gottomi.tec, Ltd. (Gottomltee), for libel, •landet, and damaSJ! to real 
property arising lklm th.e er.ISh of an Air I'~ 1'·16 alreraft onto Gonomitee's land on Septembu 9, 2002. 
Having thoroughly reviewed lhc: raw and applicable law, we ccneur will\ the $25,000.00 offer forwan:led to 
you l>y <he Cannon Air Force 8.ase Smff Judge Advocate on December 22, 2004, and nmcw that offer in 
fu ll senlement oftbe claim. This is a firm and final off<r. 

This offer does not include damages for libel and sla11der. You pl'<lSellted no evidence that ;my 
employee of tho Air Fon;., did Or said anything that oould bo ooosid.red to RiWC libeled or slarulered the 
claimant, Gottomitce, and even if you had, bod> th.c MCA and tbe FTCA prohibit the Unit~ Stales lklm 
payina sueb claims. 

We bdi.,.·e S2S ,000.00 fairly compensate> Gouomitec for any property damage caused by the 
plane crash. lt mcludcs the fair market value of a quaru:r square mile of land "milar to tho affe.<:U!d 
property in New Mexiro, plus the wr market value for JDO cubic yards of soil and me cost of repairing 
Oottom iteo's dama.ged fence. 

lf Oomlmitee agrees to oe<cpt !he amount offoml ln full and fmal sertlernent of all claims •ri<ing 
out of thi• inc;;idcnt, it• authorized representative should sign tbc original arul two copies of the aUaQ!led 
oettJcmcnt agrc<mmt. All throe >isned a~m~:nt:s sllould dlen be rerumed to m1: Bt the address shown 
above, Tho foul'lb copy of ttle agreement is for ~our records. Upon receipt of tbc properly executed 
aareemeniS, ... will process the claim for payment. 

Auacbment: Settlement Agrc<ment (4) 

Sincutly • 

</J:-__ 
E. GLENN PARR 
Chief, Aviation & Admiralty Law Branch 
Ton C~aEms and Litigation Divhion 

4 July 2005 

Mr. E. Glenn Parr 
Chief. Aviation & Admiralty Law Branch 
Tort Claims and Litigation Division 
AFLSA/JACT 
1501 Wilson Boulevard, Room 835 
Arlington. V1rginia 22209-2403 

Re: Damage Claim, Cannon AFB O.j.-290/MCA 

Dear Mr. Parr: 

Happy Fourth of July! We should l>e celebrating our independence from an overbearing govenuru:n~ l>ut 
once again I have to deal with a C. S. agency that is condemning our private property in the state of New 
Mexico. USA. Attached is proof that the United States lies and abuses our rights in sake of their mission. 

Enclosed are copies of original notes that Maj. Thomas Klopotck took at my son's interview less than two 
clays after the falal accident and his personal statement to dispute what Maj. Klopotek inserts into thc AlB 
report record. Aloo included is a copy from the AlB report depicting what the CS chooses to state to lil>el 
me. Compare the original notes (that he acknowledges at the bottom of his AlB repon) with the "official" 
page of the AlB. Apparcnlly you cannot connect the same for proof or choose not to accept my claim. 
There is another libelous/slanderous statement in the AlB that disputes my claim that lndeed it was I that 
noti1ied Conunand and Contro~ Cannon AFB. New Me,Oco. of the crash; they were unaware and had to 
contact Air Force Range Melrose to oonfinn. So, Sir, the slander did circulate. 

Your COMPROMISE SETILEMENT fonn copies did not contain your signature, yet you want me to 
sign all four and keep one .. unsigned" for "my'' copy and return the three remaining ~Wlsigned" copies to 
you? Again, where is the sincerity or the professionalism of yow offer? An WlSigned senlement release? 
Ate you inept? 

You want me to sign an ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER (EFT) INFORMATION sheet and 
defend its use as a detennination if I have any unpaid debts to ··our'" government ... The AUmORJTY: 
refers to a TIN number. but the form omils that fact or a place to write it This is the best our government 
can afford to cheat the private landowner? And you are an .. Attorney for United States of America"? 

Sincerely yours. 

A. S. Elliolt 
Managing General Partner 
Gonomitce, Ltd. 

Encls: 3 

XC Maj. Whitmyer. 27 FW/JAD 

F-16-S..:nlem .. 'fll 
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I. SIB INI'ERVIEW: 11 SEPT 02; 1200L 
INT1tRVmWD1 MAJ ICLOPOT'EX 
INTIIJlVIRWBEo S1"£J'RBN BLUOTT 

-5 mill bcf~ halflime; airplanes heard nying overhead. 
·Estimaledlimc of crash al 2015-2030. Interior of hause "'it up" and men witness looked ouc 
saw sparts and some name. 
·Will*lllw wbll he perceived to be AB plane of aDOther AJC to me east immc:dialcly after . 
.Spot fi• 011 site IS wilne:Ss dtove Out to the scene. 
-Explosioo described • brief thud . 
-saw "dome" etrect of fn*ll and described secina sparlda from explosion. 

SUOIIJ vapors; then baclced away (conc:emcd witllli.e and lllllllilions.) 
-Comac:teclloeal fire department (Ricardo); Mr. Cbarlic Vaucbo 
-~ CCIIIIIty sheriff (Shlun Pruitt) met witneSS on scene at\cr calling fire department. 
(Eicimaled timo 204SL) 

·Fwna not bodlenome u fire Department and ~ arrived secood lime. 
-Sberilf asked witness 10 back his truck out of the immcdiale scene aad wimess left the crash 
site. 
·WitneSS scabd his pe.-al shovel near the S<:alp remains. 
• WiiJICSS called bis f'alher before first driving out to crash siL Ria father n:eallme time as 2130L 
(Texas lime) 

End ot iaterYicw 1223L 
Maj 1'11omas G. Klopolek 

See llltetView IIOfCS revetSe 

Nofcs by Maj Klopolek 

Mr. Ellioe - very apprebeasive about c:oodocting a m:ordcd interview with his son SteVe. He 
n:luscd 10 allow his son to sign the privilege Slalement alld did not want me to reconlme 
interview. He did, bowevet. make his own reeotdinc and Qlllde a pllotocopy of me from side of 
Ibis pi8C for his personal recorcls . 

/lEND OF STATEMENT// 

• • 
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27 FWfJAD 
Cannon Air F on:e Base 
Clovis, New Mexico 88103 

Septernb~ S, 2004 

Rc: Carmon Air Fon:e BucF-16 auh oo Scptembcr9, 2002, AlB- Rcpon 

On September 11, 2002, Major XJopotelc came out to El Bigote Cattle Co. bead~ far1crs 
to interview me on what I bad witDessed the night of the crash. We, being me; S fi'heD 
M Elliott, my t'atbel-, AS. "Tex.K Elliott, and Major Klopotelc exchanged salutati ns and 
began the process of this personal, fir !I hand and ooly witneu account of what h1 pPcned 
to the F-16 and its pilot. 

We all threo sat down at our table to begin my tatimony and reviewed lhc legalit and 
the importance of my testimony. From tbe very beginning Major K.lopotck wu 
informalivc and polite and made sure we all understood what wu abolll to take P~-

Major K!opotek bad a personal recorder and made me aware lh&t he would be rec ~~ing 
this interview and that this recording would be u.sed as a tool in the AlB-Report. !M-Y 
father 100, bad a penonaJ recorder and !lated thlll he would like to record the im1 tv'iew u 
well. Aft~ this llllll01l!lcement, Major Klopotek said he bad no problems with O\ 

recording and he stated that if we wen recording the interview that he would not My 
father stated that M.jor K.lopotek should record the interview, as be was the inv~ igating 
officer. Asain, be refu.Hd to ~his hand held recorder. We began the interview 

Before leaving my father requested to copy Major Klopotek' s not ea. Major K.lop frtek 
said fine and my father copied his exact notes on our fax machine. 

Sincerely yours, 

rt-L~.~ 

iiilili. 

• 
DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 

P08(»CIR)'7 
COl-. OHJO•lt18 1317 

Dear Olect Recipient: 

June 2, 2005 

Through recent analysis, we have identified you as the recipient of a paper check from 
the Department ofDefimae. We would like to take this opportunity to make you aware of the 
benefits of using Electronic I'Wlds Transfer (EFf), lin receiving payment ftum the Defense 
Finance and A=!unting Services (DFAS). 

EFT allows you to be more efficient by removing UIUICCessary steps in the payment 
process such as opening mail, preparing deposits and having staff make trips to the hank. EJ.'T 
also allows you to bener manage your cash flow by reducing the time it takes for you to receive 
your payment and eliminates the possibility of a check being lost in the mail by sending the 
payment directly to your bank. 'lbe transition to electronic commerce is a part ofthe Presidential 
Management Agenda. President Bush has said that, "Implementation of 1!-Govenuncnt is 
important in making Government more responsive and co~1-etl'ective." By moving to electronic 
payment systems, DFAS and your company are partnering to achieve these b'Oals. 

You may begin receiving EFT payments by successfully completing registration in the 
Central ColltrKlor Registry (CCR). You may do this by going to www,~r,I!QV and thllowins 
the directions under "Start New Registration". If you have any additional que>1ions or need 
assistance in registering for the CCR, feel free to contact Stephanie Radin at614-693-1156 or 
stephanie.radin@dfas.mil in order to facilitate a amooth transition. 

If you have received this lener but are already registered in the CCR, thank you. 
However, please contact us, as we may need to make corrections to your account to prevent you 
from receiving paper checlcs in the future. 

7NVt= t-vPE : 

/J.rr-N .' DFJJS -.4DPc../c4-
f' D (3cx.. i 82Z-"7 
C.. o "-.v'"'- 1.~v S 1 OH 

4 ?2- i l?- ZZ.b 7 

Sincerely, 

c?-dlrl·~~ 
Pamela M. Franceschi 
Director, Vendor Pay Services 

nw•mtl 
Yourftnoncllll-•-
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AFLSAIJACT 

DEPARTMENT OF TilE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE LEGAL SERVICES AGENCY (AFl.SA) 

150 I Wilson Boulevard, Room 835 
Arlington, VA 22209·2403 

Partner 

Re: Your Claim for Propeny Damage, Cannon AFS 04·290/MCA 

Dear Mr. Elliott 

l Z JUL l!lll. 

Thank you for your letter dated July 4 , 2005, receipt of wbieb is hereby acknowledged. 
bave ex:ecuted and attached four duplicate originals of the settlement agreement f previously sent 
you under cover of my Jeuer daled April 13, 2005. Although our usual procedure has bee.n to 
wait until a c.laimant has executed and re-turned the seuleme.nt agreeme.nts before signing them 
Qurselves, J have no objection to signing them first. In addition, I have corrected th¢ ana~~ 
Elcctrollic Funds Transfer (Efl) Information sheet so that it includes a space for the Taxpayer 
I. D. Number (TIN). 1 appreciate your calling my attention 10 that e rror. 

If Gottomitee, Ltd. (Gottomitee) agrees to accept our offer of $25.000 in full and final 
settlement of all claims arising out of the msb of an Air Force F·l6 airc.ran onto Gottomitee·s 
land on SeptcntbCf' 9. 2002. its authorized rcpn:scntativc should s ign three of the duplicate 
originals of the settlement agreement. a long with lhe EFT lnfonnation shee-t. and returned them 
to me ~~ tbe addiCliS shown above. Tbc founh copy of the agreement is fa< your records. Upon 
receipt ()fthese properly executed documents. we wi l l process the claim for payment. 

Attachments: Senlement Agreement (4) 
EFT lnformatio·n sheet 

;~!{~ 
1!. GLENN PARR 
Chief. Aviation & Admiralty Law Branch 
Tort C laims and l itigation Division 

ELECTRONI C FUNDS TRANSFER (EFD INFORMATION 

'0.~ank: 

" B. Street Address'<>fBank: ----------- ---- -

c . -~c . Clly, State and Zop ode or~k: 

D. Name o n Account: 

"""' E. Account Number: ----------- ..>.,,..--------
'· 

F. Type of Account: ' (Checking or Savir~gs] .,_ 
G. Routing Number. 7.::-,--:-:----:--:---:--.-:--.,..,,....,,.-..,.....,.,... 

(Tire Bank's number, located at the bollom left of a check] 

' 
OOTTOMITEE, LTD., Claimant 

JL/ /=L""'"d ?co C. 
Date 

Taxpayer 10 No. (Social Security#) 

Privacy Act Statement 
This nodce applies to this attachment and is provided in accordance with the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 
552a(e)(3}. Authority: 3 1 U.S.C. § 3325(d), relating to the taxpayer identification number {TIN). and 3 t 
U .S.C. § 3332(1)(1} relating to r~anclal institution information. Purpose(s}: To faCilitate payment of your 
claim against a department Ot agency of the U.S. Government. Routine Uns: The TIN and financial 
institution information you provide will be disclosed to the U.S. Treasury Department and/or to the 
Defense F!I\Bnoe and Accounting Service to determine wtlelhet you have any outstanding debts to the 
government tnat shoold be paid from yCMJr award, and to faciliune electronic funds transfer. if appticab!e. 
The lnfOtmatk>n may also be disclosed to othet Federal agencies In ordet to process your claim. 
Disclosure: Voluntary, but failure to provide the requested information may resutt in payment of your 
d aim bedng delayed Ot denied. 

Attachment 1 
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· ·•********NOTICE** THIS CLAIM IS FOR CATTLE OPERATION ONLY************* 

CLAIM FOR DAMAGE, 
INJURY OR DEATH 

INSTRUCTION$: Pleaee reed carefully the instructions on the reverse sk:Se and FORM APPROVE 
supply Information requeeted on both Sklea of tills form. Use additional sheettsJ If ?1~ 
ntce88lVY. sea reverse side tor addltion!M instructiOn&. EXPIRES 4-J0.8E 

. Submit To Appropriate FediH_. Agency: 

27thFW/JAD 
101 S DL INGRAM BLVD 
CANNON AFB, NM 88103-5219 

2. Name. Addreae of claimant and claimant's personal rep"uentdve, It any • 
(SH Instructions on reverse.) (NumNr, s treet, city, Stete Md Zlp Code) 

EL BIGOTE CATTLE CO., L.L.C. 
A S ELLIOTT, MANAGI NG PARTNER 

3 . TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT 4. DATE OF BIRTH 7. TIME (A .M. OR P.M.) 
O "'-"AAV l!CMJAN 21JUN46 20:33 

8. 8ule of Claim (Stitt In detd the known facts and clrcumatancH attending the damege, InJury, or dHih, Identifying pet$011S and property Involved, the 
place of occurence and the c.ause thereof) (Use addltlonW pagN U n.cessary.) 

we had weaned our calves early this year because of drouth on the weekend 
of 24,25AUG02 . The next day, Monday, 26AUG02, I called Cannon AFB Public 
Affairs office to notify them once again, as I have to do each year to 
attempt to reduce damages from USAF/NMANG aircraft, at about 11:00 hours. I 
spoke with the new PA Officer, CAPT SANDROCK, and notified him of our ranch 
operations and asked them not to overfly just weaned calves that would be, 
as each year, located east of our HQ well within the infamous NSA. My son, 
Stephen was at ranch watching Monday Night Football. He had observed many 
aircraft flying that PM and into night, some using afterburners. At about 
20 : 33, the house shuddered and the explosion lit up the room. He called me 

BAIEFL Y DESCRIBE THE PROPERTY, NATURE AND EXTENT OF D~MAGE AND THE LOCATION WHERE PROPERTY MAY BE INSPECTED. (S .. elnstructJom 
.• , • .,.,..slde.J Cattle were observed within crash site pasture by various ·cannon 
AFB personnel, Col Showers, Site Commander, LtCol Doran, LtCol Bower . On 
10SEP02, Col Showers said es, we need to remove livestock from crash area 

10. PERSONAL INJURY/WRONGFUL DEATH 

STATE NATURE AND EXTENT OF EACH INJURY OR CAUSE OF DEATH, WHICH FORMS THE BAS$ OF THE CLAJM. IF OTHER THAN CLAIMANT, STATE 
NAME OF INJURED PERSON OR DECEDENT. 

CONTINUATION OF #9 above: I and my two sons had to gather horses, gather 
the 184 weaning calves and move them into a much larger pasture, all in the 
rain . This was a month too early to remove them into a larger pasture which 
is more difficult to find sick weaned calves . This caused death of 1 steer. 

11. 

NAME 

A S ELLIOTT 
CALEB G ELLIOTT 
STEPHEN M ELLIOTT 

12. (See Jnstruct/Ona on r•vers.) 

128. PROPERTY DAMAGE 
Loss of weaning 
trap use 1000. 

AMOUNT OF CLAIM (kl do/lsrs) 

12b. PERSONAL INJURY 
Labor to move cow 
and calves 500 . 

12c. WRONGFUL DEATH 
1 Steer @425# 

$1.00/# 425 . 

CRIMINAL PENAL TV FOR PRESENTING FRAUDULENT 
CLAIM OR MAKING FALSE STATEMENTS 

The claimant shall forfeit and pay to the United States the sum of $2,000. 
plus double the amount of damages sustained by the United States. 

Fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment lot not more than S years 
or both. (See 18 U.S.C. 287, 1001 .) 

(See 31 u.s. c. 37'29.) 

95·107 
Ptevious ecJitlons not usable. 

NSN 7540·00-634·4048 STANDARD FORM 95 (Rev. 1·85) 
PRESCRIBED SY DEPT. OF JUSTICE 
28 CFR 14.2 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
1'4EAOQUARl'I:RS 27th FIG1'4l'ER WING (ACC) 

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE NEW MmOO 

1\.fEMORANDUM FOR A.S. ELLIOTT 

FROM: 27 FWIJAD 
101 S DL INGRAM BLVD 
CAN ON AFBNM 8S IOJ -S2l9 

SUBJECT: Claim for Property Dilmage 

I. Your claim for diUilag<: to your caule operation on 9 Sep 02 wos received in this office on 6 
Nov 02. After reviewing the file, the information listed below must be submitted in order 10 
fairly and accurately assess your claim. 

a. When did you move the calves? IO "!W:Po~; 'I ~• •" '""""l"ry •••lo••4. 

b. Howlongdid it taketo movethem? J.l l • 1' • raooat e hroa o l o•rr 

c. Start time: pu .. o t sot• th• 

d. End time: 011 ~tot .. ot• tl•• 
e. Total time for supervisor: ..lc~o:!;•!!.l:.t~l~•.l!\l"'o~"!.l"!.....------

f. Total time for ranch llands:_,6<.:-:..?L. _,h_,o"'•"'r" •"-------

g. Whcr·c were the calves ]JGIUled at the time the aircraft went down? C•l.,..• 'fe n 

-:-aot 11 De:.x•••. Th.• Y wer ·• t a !1 •-.• tta•t • r • • • • r • .f!llb . 

h. How far is this from the accident site? ~t lo•• t1oa ; •• • • -o.ut•r• . 

i. Weaning trap size? ~p-orox 960 nr•• 

j . \\'bat5izeofJ1""'turewerecal''C:$movcdto? A.'O!'ro% 1>460 ••r•• 
k. How did you figure the amountof$1,000.00 for weaning trap use? We we r • t n .id 

........ ••11'•• 

n. Did you report this loss to anyone at Cannon AFB? !>lot 11'tu4 \ •te l y bvt 
ROtif1 • • wi t h a l ai• . 

o. Who did you talk to?-----------------

p. Did you take photos of the dead steer? J.lru l ·:I.e o•..,o~ h.o: 

q. Did you have the steer examined by a veterinari1111? No - too • u4. 
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r. If yes, what was the cause of death? _:If.:;. f:..;A.;:_ _______ _ 

s. Is y.:.ur lives-lOCk covered by insurance? ...llN;:::o __ ~~--~--~ 

t. If o, who i;> your provider?· ~N'!./~l"----------~--
u. Did. you tile a claim with yoLir t [lS\IIllllCC provider? _:N:..:/..:1..:_ _ _ ____ _ 

2. If you have an~ questi(}llS or if we can provide additiona] infonnation to assist in fili11g your 
claim, plc!!Sc call OIH 11ftice at (505) 784-2212-

I(~,)_ a.fj-.n! 
KHARMA S. CLIFFORD, Capt, USAF 
Claims Officer 

At wealt1~ (C•••o• APS •• • aotifh'- •• .... ha•n to '-o eu'll. ,. ... 1') 
·ora 11:••• aalYaa ••r osa f'•••• rroa eowa for 7-10 --•T• to r•••••· 
1t reaa·. froJt b a1Jt.S ••••r• ta<l • 'l'hia ia !)e rt'Ot'Jtlil aft.Jt\U l lT 1Jt the 
••• •••1•!! Tl"a1t• • 961) aar o llot•t•r • tnat 1• r o-l at1Y'e1 T ·flat 
ter1'a1• ••• 1• ' 1•Jt1• t .o fla<l ••'- .ttaat to da!r" ••1••~• · 

B•••••• of t h·• ar••h ••• i a t eN1at1oa 'by ~:tr "Por•• •u r solllttel. we 
••-r• ••lr•~ t o JtoY• cn&r 184 n ea~ or eat·.,•• for J'O~tr, IJSAP, 
·• o•.,••l•••• ••• ..o,u1bl y r · .. ••• "' ....... to ll••~toak. A<~:•i•, •• 
1aeo•.,.••h••• to o,.r o 'l)•r•t1o••· 

'1'0 faellltiLtl •0·.,.1a~ Ollr a•1.,.ea tO Ill a4 aae-11t 1>aot 11re , 'lfa f'lr•t 
h a4 t o aoYe aow~, their aotherll , to <>a~tv-r••· f'llrther • . ,.., • o 
t t'l•t t •Y • Olil ll Jto t ,_,, •• .1n ••t t o ... b '>ther l'l• tl lloonr 
Q-.&a11 t T !"e!'l••• t o " •oarat e th·••· 'l'hls to:lo 'll: aiiU tlo11al t1•• ••"' 
l iUO!t,.•IU•at• n l!••1•l lY 111 t l'l • ) 10 -r•lll t h•t •o.tt i!IJ11•01l to hll 
t h•t •• ,.. 

Tha 'CI•st llr •, Galla, that t he ·•al.,.•• w•r• 110,.•• to La a1>pror1Jta.t•1T 
t 1T• t laa'l' l arJI•r t ha11. the wea•t•• tra·D, ~11-1'10 .,. •.• 961) ••r•s. 
Ttl• G••• Dr•w al s o tt',__.,.e r us t • '!las t • r • lla1c1wr tt t•'CioiJdbl e to 
••• li••,.toe'll: wltl'!ol:l t rl.U•~ lv >r ,.e"bn'l! t o t"talli n .t e h••lc th•·• t"or 
1>0at "•••1•• • h 'o!•s". 

3••••:!• or the .ur l'oru ".lr•,••••· ••••o:·u t o l)N'Ci t r t:r (ftll" 
braee ·., ot~er) N.lS.l balloo• u·•~lt OY•l' ••t1 r-•ty or l'a•eh, .... u .!' 
with aoa01l1,.lote01l ~R l 'llh1bH11L'!' flTl l!l!l: to r•t r l n• NASA tra~~ . 
"'' "'"• 1\0t ·obl• t o • • •q'Uot•ly • h••k Ol&:l" l t_.,.,.,.toalr -4a1ly. t r 
U te I..'SA.P lll.t • r t1•t 1o• ••• oea•4~•'Uow ot Qli.r ••a'll l •o: fa• l l l.ty, 
ti:le•-~olll.lllJt.! '('r a o; • , hal •o·t o a•llt-ail. ••• a all• •• 1u to r e111oT• ollr 
"'*1..-ea to • •ora hoo t il• ""' l •ao ayeni••t ... ..-t-ro••••t• thl • 
.-ol!lll 'l>Ot h•,.•· oaa., r •• ••<I "" wowt • II•,.• beel'l obla to e o'r'r•et 
t n• ?OUi b' e !'! oalth , .,-ob hw " Hhh t·~· -r• qll1r•• t .. 1lity. 

/'/f~~ 
~. s . "T•x• ~llLott 
-:1 3 1o:ot• Ca ttl• co., L. t .c. 

Public He~~!~rt!~Ai~?r~sr:!~~~p~?_ ti~~~omman=l 
Assets Deddown at Cannon Air Force Base, NM 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Thank you for your input! 

Please hand this form in or mail before MAY 14, 2007 to: 
Mr. Carl T. Hoffman 

HQ AFSOC/A7PP 
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 303 

Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5434 

Your name and address will be used to compile a mailing list for distributing future infonnation regarding this Environmental lmpact Statement 
(EIS). Names and addresses will not be published in the f.lS. Hawever, try including your name and address, it will become part of the EIS 
public record. 

PLEASE PRINT DATE: _5-=-r----) __,__/ -'---\ -+/--'-o-"----+--7 rr 
I am one of the lessees to the grazing rights to the east of the impact zone 

located on the Melrose Bombing Range. I would prefer the No Act ion 
Alternative listed 4. 1.3.3 (page 4-4) of the environmental impact statement 
in AFSOC Assests Beddrown at Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. 

Because my family's home is located in close proximity to the bombing 
range, one major concern is the noise factor. Two-Target Alternative 4.2.3 .1 
(page 4-8, 4-1 0, & 4-4 7) states the noise level would increase with the 
majority of the increase after 10:00 pm. 

Secondly, the use ofMelrose AFR for live fire including HE rounds, and 
increased use of inert munitions training activities have the potential to 
increase the frequency of fires 4.3.3.1 (page 4-17). Even the CV-22s can 
tum their engines to "helicopter" mode on landing and ignite dry grass. 
There is also the possibility that ordnance could miss a target, either through 
human error or equipment malfunction putting civilians in harm' s way. 
Predominate west, southwest winds in our area will greatly increase the 
noise and fire danger to everything located east of the Melrose Bombing 
Range. 

****CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **** 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

for t he 

AIR FORCE SPECI AL OPERATIONS 

COMMAND ASSETS BEDDOvm 

at 

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 

_________________________________ / 
IN RE : DRAFT ENVIRO~MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Apr i l 17, 2007 

6 : 00 p. m. 

417 Sch e?ps Bou l evard 

Clovis, ~ew Mex i co 8 8101 

HEARING OFFICER BY : COL . LAURENCE SOYBEL 

Reported by : SANDRA J . WATSON, RPR, NM CCR #21 3 

CLOVI S COURT REPORTING 

121 West 4th Street 

Clovis, New Mexi co 88101 

(505) 769-6116 

Page I 
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2 4 

25 

MS . BOYD : My name i s Denise Boyd, and I 

work for t he Publ ic Affairs Office for the Air 

Force Special Operations Command a t Hurlburt 

Field Florida . 

I was out here with our t eam when we 

came and did t he public seepi ng meetings back 

i n Sept ember . 

We are happy to be back out here 

again to hear your comment s and concerns about 

us bring i ng the Special Operat ions Wing here t o 

Cannon Air Force Base. 

Firs t off, I wou ld like t o introduce 

some of the key people here i n the audience . 

Represent ing senator Bingaman's 

office, Diane Ventura . 

(Audience Applause . ) 

MS . BOYD : The mayor of Portales, Orlando 

Ortega . 

(Aud i ence Applause . ) 

MS . BOYD: And t he mayor of Cl ovi s, David 

Lansford . 

(Audi ence Applause . ) 

MS . BOYD : S l i de, please. 

This is how the process i s going to 

work fo r u s tonigh t . 

Page 2 
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We are going to do a very q u ick 

briefing for you , just to give an idea of what 

we are proposing t o do here a t Cannon in the 

New Mexico stat e . 

We are also going to talk about t he 

e nvironmenta l process i tself . 

And final l y we will get on t o t h e 

act ual oral testimony t hat anybody who would 

l ike ~ o prov ide comment a t the end of our 

hearing will be -- will hav e the opport unity t o 

do so. 

I would like to introduce some of t h e 

peop le who yo u will be hearing this evening. 

Firs t off, I wo uld like t o introduce, 

of course, Col . Scott West, who is the 

Commander of the 27th Fighter Wing here a t 

Cannon right n ow . 

(Audience Applause . ) 

MS . BOYD : After I ' m f ini shed speaking, we 

are going to hear from Col . J .D. Cl e m. He' s 

with ~he Air Fo r c e Specia l Operations Command . 

He's ~he a d e p u ty d i rec tor . 

(Audience Applau s e. ) 

MS . BOYD : Mr . c arl T . Hoffman, who i s t he 

program manager for envi ronmental issues at 
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AFSOC . 

He is t h e name that you see where we 

p rovide t h e public comment s to if you have any 

t hat you mai l in, t his is t he man . 

(Audience Applause . ) 

MS . BOYD: Mr . Bob Van Tassel is a 

con tractor wi th t h e Sci ence Applications 

I nternationa l Corporat ion . 

He ' ll be speaking for us l a t er this 

e v ening as well . 

(Audience Appl a use . ) 

MS . BOYD: ffi1d f inal ly I would l ike t o 

i ntroduce t he Air Force judge who will be 

ov erseeing the meet ing this evening, Col . 

Lau rence Soybel. 

And he has some i nformation t o pass 

o n to you . 

COL . SOYBEL : Good evenin g . 

(Audience Applause . ) 

COL . SOYBEL : I hope you all can hear me. 

I am Col . Larr y Soybel, the p residin g 

off icer tonigh t . 

We wi ll hear pub l ic comments on the 

( inaudible ) . 

(Audience indicati ng unab l e to hear. ) 

Page 4 
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(Personnel adjustin g microphones . ) 

COL . SOYBEL : I s t his better? 

(Positive audience response . ) 

MS. BOYD : I 'll s t art over . 

Good e v e n ing , I ' m Col . Larry Soybel , 

I am =he presiding offi cer tonight. 

We will hear public comments on t he 

Draft EIS f or t he AFSOC assets Beddown a t 

Cannon. 

This hearing is held in accordance 

with =he Nationa l Envi ronmental Policy Act and 

i t s regul a t ions . 

I will beg i n by explaining my role . 

I ' m a f ull-t ime a ppellat e military 

jud g e from Was hingt on , D. C . 

I sit o n the Air Forc e Court of 

Cri mina l Appeals . 

I am not associated Hith Cannon Air 

Force Base o r AFSOC . 

I am not involved i n the development 

o f the Dr aft EI S Hhatsoe v e r . 

I do not r u l e o n the proposed action . 

My o nly role here tonigh t is to make 

s u r e =hat He have a fair, orderly and i mpartial 

hear i ng so that a ll wh o wan t to speak o r s ubmi t 
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wr i tten c omme nt s have t hat opportunity. 

This hearing will be held i n t wo 

parts . The f i rst part will be Air Force 

presentat ion , and I t hink we will be about 

f ifteen or t we n t y minutes . 

Col . J . D. Clem will speak o n AFSOC 

and t h e p roposed Beddown . 

Mr . Van Tassel will speak giving a n 

ov erview of t h e NE PA process, and t he potential 

consequenc es of t h e Draft EI S . 

The second part of the h earing is for 

t h e public comment s . 

I ' l l dis c uss more about t hat l a t e r. 

With that, Col . Clem, you can begin. 

COL . CLEM: Hi . Some of you may remember 

me . I was out here l ast Nov ember when we had 

t h e public session. I spoke t o yo u a nd 

a nswered q uest i ons abou t Air Force Special 

Oper at i ons coming i n a nd o ur miss i on t hat we 

propose t o bring to Cannon Air Force Base . 

Toni ght, just l ike t he l ast time, He 

have s ub j ect matter experts available ; the y 

wi l l be a round after wards . 

We a l so have people that a r e here 

from t he 27th Fighter Wing . I f you have got 
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questions about t h e transi t ion or what i s goi ng 

Lu h aiJIJ<= II w.iLh Lhem, :;u we h ctve !JuLh :;.itle:; 

represented o n the 27 th Fighter Wing and Air 

Force Sp ecial Op erations. 

They asked me to explain a little bit 

about -- sort of set the s t age of wh y we are 

here t oni ght . 

And as some of you ma y know, the Base 

Realignment and Closure Commi ssion made a 

decision t o take the 27th Fighter Wing and 

d ispurse i t, so t h at the 27th Fighter Wing 

miss i on was going a•t~ay. 

Tha t same Base Reassignment -

Realignment and Closure Commission made a 

dec i sion that Cannon Air Force Base would 

rema i n op e n. 

What the jase realignment -- or wh a t 

t h e BRAC did not d o is the BRAC d id not assign 

a new miss i on to t he Cannon Ai r Forc e Base . 

So t he Secretar y of Defense made a 

decis i on ; he has assigned Ai r Force Specia l 

Operations Command to take over t h e operation 

o f the base o n the 1st of October of t h is year. 

Now, once -- with t hat , thou gh , Air 

Forc e Special Operation s command does not hav e 

Page 7 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

15 

16 

17 

1 8 

19 

2 0 

21 

22 

2 3 

24 

25 

approval t o b r ing any n ew mi ssion i nto the 

base . 

So then wh a t i s happening is that we 

have t o complet e the Environmen t a l Impact 

St atement process . 

And once that i s comp let e , i t will 

det ermine wh a t, i f a n y, new mi ssion comes i nto 

Cannon Air Force Base. 

The purpose of thi s e v e ning, as you 

hav e heard several times in t his, is t o capture 

comment s for inc l u s ion in t he EIS . 

You will hear t h e mag ic date 1 4 May 

men tioned sever a l t imes . 

And we are seeking comments, and 

t hat 's the main focus of thi s e v e nin g is t o g e t 

t hose c omments . 

What I did want t o do i s s i mp l y 

s ke tch out briefly what we intend to bring h e re 

i f the base -- if the Envi ronme nta l Impact 

Stat ement i s appr ove d . 

Now, as you make comments a nd before 

t h e f inal i s p u t o u t , we wi ll l ook a t those 

comments, take that i nfo rmation, a nd adapt our 

p l an as required . 

Or if nothing is compat i ble o r t ha t 
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plan doesn't get signed, we won 't come . 

Now, in 2006 there were approximately 

4 ,200 people t hat were assigned to Cannon Air 

Force Base . 

As t hat mission has been dispersing, 

t h e numbers come down a l i t t le bit. 

Air Force Special Operat ions Command 

will once t his EIS is signed, will brin g i n 

ov er a period of about six years up to abou t 

5,600 personnel wit h t he base . 

But init ial l y i t won 't be a t the same 

leve l t hat we are at right now, because we 

can 't do a nyt h ing until the EIS is don e as far 

as changin g t h e mission of the base . 

As you see up t here, one of t he 

things that we are going t o do wit h airplanes, 

is we are brin ging in C-130's, which are a lot 

bigger than what i s c u r r e n tly there wi th t he 

F- 16s . 

So t he r e will be some constructi on 

i nvolved wi th the move, pri mari ly to facil i tate 

t h e c - 130 act i vity at the base . 

Over that s i x - year per iod, \ole wi l l 

bri ng i n about 100 airplan es ; some of them a r e 

yet to be bui l t . 
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So i t 's not like there is a \-/hole 

g roup of airplanes that are sit ting down a t 

Hu rlburt Field in Florida t hat are j us t going 

to be able to come out here right away . 

If or when t he Environmental Impact 

St atement is signed, t he firs t series of planes 

t hat will come are what we call the MC-130-W, 

wh ich is t he varying of o u r Special Operat ions 

C- 130s . 

The t ypes of things t hat we will do 

is we do t rain ing at n ight , so it wi l l be a 

l i t tle bit more night t raining than you see 

c u rrentl y with the F-16 Wing. 

We do fly low leve l with a l l of our 

airpl a nes . 

And we h ave AC-130s t hat do live 

fire ; we ' ll be using t he Mel rose Range . 

We a l so have some ground elements 

wi th o ur spec i al tact i cs who wi ll also do some 

l i ve f ire t r a ining out on that r a n ge . 

And we do a i r r efue l i ng much like t h e 

F- 16s do today. 

And I t hink I have covered t he \-/hole 

s l i de . 

With that, I 'm going to pass off the 
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microphone or t he floor here t o ... 

11R. VAN TASSEL : Bob. 

COL . CLEM: Bob . 

11R. VAN TASSEL : Bob Van Tassel. 

Is this working? 

(Checkin g microphone . ) 

Is i t o n? 

11R. VAN TASSEL : Okay. The -- I was asked 

to use a microphone, because I want to be sure 

t hat ~hey capture t he words t hat were said. 

I appreciate being able t o be here 

and explain a litt le bit about what has 

occurred with regard t o t his process . 

Many of you will have actually 

participated in t h e NEPA process on a variety 

of differen t proj ects over the years . 

And what we are t rying t o do , and we 

a h 1ays t r y to d o 1-1i th the NEPA process, it's a 

federa l requiremen t t hat you go i n and you 

e valuate t he e nvironmenta l con s e q uences o f a 

particular p r oject o r a set o f actions. 

And i n t h is case we a re l ooking at 

t hese act i ons that Col . Cl em j ust described, 

ta l king about what those would be coming to t he 

n e w base, and as t hey train i n the airspace . 
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The goal here is to try t o have as 

much of t h e i nformation p resented from yo u r 

comments a nd your quest ion s , as well as o n the 

i nformation t hat we obt ain from agencies a nd so 

forth t o be able t o p resent to the decision 

makers in t he Air Force and o ther decision 

makers the bes t i nformation possible . 

So what we are doing is , I 'm going t o 

have this sequence of e v e nts, and many of you 

remember we were here as part of this focus, as 

men tioned . 

The key date here t hat probably is 

for e v eryone is t h e 14 May dat e . 

Because t he 14th of May would be the 

dat e when we want you t o have your comment s 

sent in or hopefully rece ived so that t hey will 

be included i nto the final Environment al I mpact 

Statement. 

So a Dr a f t of t he Envi ronmental 

Impact Statemen t has been pub l ished. 

This is a copy of t he Draft 

(Displ ayin g same). 

The r e are a fe w out there . 

Ev e ryone who had requested o ne before 

t his , has gotte n a copy or received a c opy ; a nd 
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t hen ot hers hav e been dist ributed locall y -- if 

you l ook a t o ut t here . 

In discussions with t he people of t h e 

p roj ect, you will find out that e v eryo ne hasn' t 

read i t all. 

(Audi ence l a ugh t er . ) 

11R. VAN TASSEL : And it is a case where 

a ny time y ou get a document l ike that, it does 

appear to be rel a t ively daunting. 

So what we are t r y i ng to do -- or 

going t o t r y t o do is present a l i t t l e bit 

about what the differen t proposa l component s 

are, and what t he project means. 

The Draft Environmenta l Impact 

St atement is basically seeking to get a ll of 

t h e pub l ic comment s i n. 

And our original goal was to -- we 

we r e hopin g -- some o f you we r e here l ast time 

and remember we had t hese boards a l l o u t in t h e 

lobby, and used t h em, and e v e ryone c ame around 

and tal ked abou t t hem. 

And we t hough t t hat we would do the 

same ~hing h e r e; t hat everyone wou l d come down 

h e r e a nd talk a b o u t t h em . 

What we fa i l ed to appr ec i ate is that 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

1 5 

1 6 

1 7 

1 8 

19 

2 0 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

when people come into an a udit orium, the y sit 

down . They don' t come down to the fro n t a nd 

start ta l king about t he t hings. 

You are we l come t o do t hat a t t h e 

conc l usion. 

But t his represents t he t wo different 

alt ernativ e basing scenarios a t Cannon . 

And t hese two scenarios, one has an 

east locat ion, where e verything a l l of t he 

aircraft and all of t he mission are 

concentrated on o n e side . 

And t he other has an eas t and west , 

which t akes a lot of the larger aircraft a nd 

puts them on the alternate side of the -- t he 

opposite of t h e r unway . 

And what that does is, i t set s o u t a n 

alt ernative approach that we woul d l ike your 

i nput on . 

One of t he quest i ons that a l ways 

comes up 1-1ith regard to t h e base a nd t he 

consequences i s, "What does t his mean with 

regard to noise? How d oes thi s affect it?" 

And this chart here , whi ch i s i n the 

Envi r onmental I mpact Statement, a ll o f these 

f i gures are i n the Enviro nmental I mpact 

Page 14 



AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS

7-877.0 Comments and Responses

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

11 

1 2 

1 3 

1 4 

1 5 

1 6 

17 

1 8 

19 

2 0 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

St atement , anot her Draft of t h e Environmenta l 

I mpac= Stat emen t , i t s hows that i n g e n e ral in 

almos~ a l l p l aces t he amount of noise at the 

i nstallation that is a t Cannon will be reduced . 

The C-130 aircraft , t he t urboprop 

aircraft, t he CV- 22 t hat Col . Cl e m had u p t here 

before; all of those aircraft are t urboprop, 

and t he y are quiet er than t he jets . 

They a l so don' t fl y as much as the 

j e t s . 

So i n g e neral when y ou plug a ll of 

t hat information into t he model , i t reduces t h e 

con tours -- t h e noise cont ours around t he base . 

So that's kind of t h e resu l ts t here . 

Now, then we a l so hav e Nellis Ai r 

Force Range , a nd there's a whole separate 

c h a p ter t hat dea l s with t hat in t h e documen t . 

I n Nellis Ai r Force Range t here a re 

two pr i mary a l te rnatives , one of which 

const i tutes t h e two -- two target alternati ve, 

a nd t he other i s t he t hree targe t alternat i ve. 

And these two a l ternatives have the 

abi li~y to perform live f i r e f rom the airc raft 

t hat Col . Clem was tal king about, and i ncl ud e s 

t hese c - 130 a i rc r a f t . 
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And some of you, if you caught a TV 

show about t wo Fridays ago, t here was an 

i nteresting TV show o n the AFSOC . 

And I remember the sergeant -- I 

don' t remember his n ame , b u t h e basicall y had 

t his TV show, and he did this whole 

p resentat ion a nd t a l ked about AFSOC ; a nd you 

got to see how these aircraft func t ion ed and 

how t h e y fired. 

So there are these t wo alternat ives . 

Now, one of t he ques t ions t hat came 

up with t hese t wo a l ternatives are : " How does 

t hat affect ranching?" 

The Air Force is still working on 

t hat quest ion. 

But t here is an i mpact area, and 

t here is area around that , that is used for 

grazin g or for ranching . 

At t h is particul a r point in time, 

some o f t h e area ~1hich cou l d be used f o r a n 

i mpact area would b e e xpanded . 

s o some of t he area t·/oul d not have as 

much ranching on i t or grazing on i t as 

c u r rently exists . 

And that's descr ibed in the 
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Env i ronmenta l Impact St atement. 

Another ques t ion that came up wit h 

regard to t hose two alt ernatives, and t hese two 

pictures have a ll of the -- l ike little c u rves 

o n them -- and that is : "How noisy would t his 

firing be out t here? 

You are goin g to shootin g from the 

aircraft i n to a target on t he ground , how much 

noise are you goin g to g e t ? " 

Now, these document t he amount of 

noise and where t hose noise con tours wou l d be 

for t he different t wo alternat i ves . 

You are a gain welcome to come down 

and l ook a t t hese and t a l k abou t t hese l a t er 

o n -- or for that matt er, you a ll can use t hem 

as part of you r comment s if you would like to . 

The t hird area of Cannon, Melrose, 

t h e t hird a rea is the t r a ining in the air space . 

And this pictur e here depicts t h e 

training in t h e a i rspace t hat cur rentl y ex i sts, 

t hat i s sched u l ed by Cannon. 

There is no i nten t to c hange the 

a i rspace . 

The only thought is that there i s a 

need ~o be abl e to fly a Predator o r a n 
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u nmanned aircraft syst em from Cannon t o Me lrose 

range; at leas t t hat's how it's described, that 

t h ought as a need, something t hat would l ike t o 

be don e , a nd as described in t he Environmental 

I mpact Stat emen t , t oo . 

And t he EIS t a l ks about what the 

i mp lication s mi g h t be of p utting Predat ors in 

t hat corridor which might be covered by having 

a chase aircraft . 

The difference that occurs o u t in 

t h is area is that t he C-130s do fly along t hese 

routes. 

Now, mos t of these IR or VR, what are 

called MTRs a nd also the MOAs -- n ow , a lot of 

t h e act ivit ies with t he F-16s have been i n the 

MOAs , where t here has been a lot of -- and you 

are well aware of t hat , t h e F-16s t rain ing in 

MOAs . 

They usually have not used t hese 

corr idor s - - t hese a r e the corridors or MTRs 

t hat wer e used by the F- 1 11s in days gone by . 

The AFSOC a i rc r a f t t-rould use these , 

b u t t hey are t urbopr op, not jet . 

They don 't f l y as fast , and they 

don' t appear as s udden l y as a n y o f the F-111s . 
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But t hat is an area also described i n 

the Environmenta l Impact S t atement. 

So what we t ry t o do is, we t ry t o 

describe t he different issues t hat have come 

up; we have tried t o presen t t hem fac tua l ly to 

you so you can make your decisions and talk 

about t hem, a n d ask additional questions, and 

as -- attempt t o be done in the whole document. 

airspace . 

So we now l ook a t 

Next s l ide . 

We t alked about t he alternat ives . 

We t alked about t he t rain ing 

We t alked about not about the no 

act ion a l t ernat ive; but I do need t o mention 

that the n o act ion a l t erna t ive wou ld be a case 

where t he Cannon Air Force Base would be placed 

under -- i t has a l ready been p l aced under AFSOC 

r esponsibi l ity, b u t no act i on has to be 

addr essed for Envi ronmenta l I mpact Statemen t . 

And n o action i n thi s case would mean 

no AFSOC assets coming to Cannon . 

And so t hat i s a l so addressed i n the 

i mplication t hat are presen ted in the 

Envi r onmental Draft Envi ronmental I mpact 
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St atement. 

So we appreciate you r being here . 

We try t o give you a little bit of a 

briefing of what the consequences are . 

We woul d recommend that -- we have 

t h e CDs of this documen t , and we recommend that 

you obt ain it and review i t. 

We really ask you to add any comment s 

or points t hat you would like t o have on t he 

document, and present t hem for the final EIS . 

This is all part of t he regulated 

required process . 

And we appreciat e you r being here to 

be part of it. 

COL . SOYBEL : Thank you . 

MS . BOYD : Audience , t hat is t he official 

formal port ion of t he hearing t onight . 

And what comes up next i s t h e p ublic 

commen t hear i n g . 

I f t he r e is anyone in here who has 

yet to have t h e opportunity to sign up to 

provide comments fo r t h is evening, now is a 

great time to do t hat . 

We have the fo rms down here . 

I f you wi ll raise your hand, we wil l 
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be more t h an h appy to brin g i t to you . 

And we will have Col . Soybel take 

over from here . 

We are not going to be t akin g a n y 

breaks any time d u ring this evenin g . 

If a n ybody needs to step out , use t h e 

restroom, or t ake a phone call , you are more 

t h an welcome t o do so . 

COL . SOYBEL : Thank you . 

The purpose of the second part of t h e 

hearing is to accept and receive pub l ic 

comment s . 

We h ave a court reporter here who 

wil l be recording everything that is said . 

To make sure that we get it all, when 

you come t o speak, we ask t hat yo u speak slowly 

a nd clearly. 

Aga in, I ma ke no r ecommendati on o r 

decisi on o n t h e proposed action. 

So when you speak , you may want to 

d i rec: you r commen ts to t hose who made the 

presentat i on . 

All comments, whether wri tten or 

verb a l will be part of the off i cial r ecor d and 

t h e f inal EIS . 
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The Air Force decision makers will 

take all of you r commen ts . 

Please remember t hat this portion of 

t h e hearin g is not a debat e . 

The purpose of this hearing will be 

to gather informat ion from you and to hear you r 

comment s . 

There are several ways that you can 

comment. You can speak now, and i t will be 

recorded . 

You can provide comments in writ ing 

ton ight or through the mail . 

Or you can give extended writ ten 

remarks to the court report er as part of your 

presentation t onigh t . 

You can do i t however you l ike . 

All speakers should have filled out a 

r egistrat i on car d . If not, p l ease rai se your 

hand , and we ' ll get o ne to you. 

You can give you r commen ts to a n yone 

i n uni fo rm, or to the fol ks at the sign- i n 

tables when you wa l k in. 

Remember if you do not commen t 

ton igh t, you stil l have u ntil the 14th of May, 

to submit comments at the d r ess t hat i s o n the 
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s l i de . 

(Add re s s shown on s c reen: 

MR . CARL T. HOFFMAN 

HQ AFSOC/.Z\.7 PP 

427 Cody Av e nue, Sui t e 303 

Hurlburt field , Fl 3254 4) 

COL . SOYBEL : We will h ave elected 

of f ic i als s p ea k f i r s t , a nd then from the p ubl ic 

i n the o rde r the y s i gned up . 

I ' ll c a ll your n ame, b u t I ask that 

yo u p lea se repea t t he name when y o u ge t up to 

t h e mike a nd spell it , sta t ing yo u r f u ll n ame . 

We want to make s u re that we h a v e an a c curate 

r e c o rd. 

If y ou re?r esent s omebody else or a 

g roup, p lease let u s know t hat a lso . 

t h r ee . 

He r e are the g round rules : 

You h a ve three minutes to speak . 

You a re not r e q uired to u s e all 

When the r e are t h i r ty s econd s l eft , 

we will ho l d u p a g reen card as k ind of a 

warnin g . 

Then a t t he e nd, we wil l hol d up a 

red s top s i gn . 

Page 23 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

15 

16 

17 

1 8 

19 

2 0 

2 1 

22 

2 3 

24 

25 

If we hav e time after e v e rybody who 

has signed u p has got a c h ance to spea k t hei r 

t u rn , we will s ee i f a nybody wants a second 

s l o t to c ontinue t heir comment s . 

It ' s sch eduled t o e nd, as a reminder , 

ab out 8 : 00 o 'clock. 

Anywa y, so let me s t a r t . 

The v e ry first per son will be t h e 

mayo r of Po r tales, Or lando Or t e ga . 

MR . ORTEGA: Thank yo u very much f o r 

a llowing me t o speak . 

My n ame i s Orlando Ortega , 

0-R-L-A-N- D-0 0-R-T-E-G-A . 

And I am the mayo r o f Porta les . 

And I would like to pre s ent two 

doc umen ts t o y ou t onigh t o n behal f of t he c ity 

o f Portales. 

One i s a res o lution adopte d by t he 

Porta l es City Council . 

This resoluti on i s a res o lut i on 

support ing the S p ec i a l Op e r a t i ons Mi s s i on at 

c a nnon Air Force Base. 

I would l ike to r ead the fi nal 

paragraph of t he r e sol u tion, wi th r e gard t o 

t ime a l lowe d . 
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And t h a t stat es : "Now, t herefore , be 

i t resol ved by the governing body of the city 

of Port a les, New Mex i co, that t he mayor and t h e 

city council members wholeheart edly s upport 

Special Operat ions Mission and desire t o voice 

t hat sentiment at t he public meetings, and will 

work diligently to p lan for and adjust with t h e 

c hang e of t he mission for future generations of 

Air Force personnel a t Cannon Air Force Base . " 

I also h a v e a let ter that is 

addressed t o General Mike Wooley, who is the 

Air Force Special Operations Commander . 

And t his letter reads : 

"Dear General Wooley, 

On behalf of the Port a les City 

Council and t h e Portales community, i t is with 

g reat honor to express our support for the 

Uni t ed States Air Fo rce Special Operations Wing 

sched u l e d f o r Cann on Air Fo r ce Base . 

Fo r s e veral decades now the 

communitie s o f Easte rn New Mexi co have offered 

a wonder f u l partnership t hat supports our us 

Armed Fo rces a nd t heir f amil i e s . 

Po rtale s wan ts to continue t hat 

tradi~ion of s upport by offering our 
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hosp i tality and communit y resources to yo u r 

mission, personnel and f amilies . 

If e ver t here is a need or 

opportunity to utilize our local resources such 

as our municipal airport , police a nd fire 

department s, or t h e 6,000 acres of range land 

t h e city owns in eastern Roosevelt Count y for 

military exercises and/or t raining, p lease do 

not hesitat e t o ask . 

We strive to offer the best qualit y 

of life possible that i t inc l udes a safe a nd 

friendly activit y fi lled e nvironmen t for all of 

o u r cit izens. 

We offer great publ ic and h igher 

educat ion, a first class hospita l , and a 

community t hat is affordable a nd comfortable . 

You will find t hat the citizens of 

Portal es are v ery patri otic a nd are very proud 

to have Ca nnon Air Force, i ts personne l and t h e 

families as ne ighbors. 

We welcome t he Special Operations 

Mi~~i~n r~ P~rrAl~~ -

We l ook f o n;a r d to a lon g a nd 

f l ourishing partnershi p . 

Thank you. 
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AIR FORCE S PEC I AL OPERATIONS 

COMMAND ASSETS BEDDOWN 

at 

CANNON AI R FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 

______________________________ / 
IN RE : DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Apr i l 18 , 2007 

6 : 00p .m. 

137 East Bake r Avenue 

Fort sumner, Net-J Mexico 88119 

HEARING OFFICER BY : COL . LAURENCE SOYBEL 

Repor ted by : SANDRA J . WATSON, RPR, NM CCR #21 3 

CLOVI S COURT REPORTING 

121 Wes t 4th St r eet 

Clovis , Net-J Mex i co 88101 
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to stop a t that point. 

If you are not fin i shed, aft er 

everybody else has had a c hance to speak , you 

can come up and we' ll g i ve you anot her 

t h ree-minute slot . We didn' t have that man y 

people s i gned up, so if -- there will be an 

opportunit y to be able to do that . 

We a re sched uled to end at 

8 : 00 o'c l ock, and I will-- I 'll keep t his 

open -- sess i on open until that time ; even if 

yo u didn' t g e t done, the speaker before t hat , 

I 'll keep it open in case somebody comes late; 

we' ll g i ve them t h e opportunit y . 

Okay . So I 'll s t art now . 

And our f i rst speaker i s Juan Chavez, 

mayor of Village of Fort Sumner . 

Sir. 

MR. CHAVE Z: Thank you. My n ame i s Juan 

Chavez . 

J-U- A- N C- H- A- V- E- Z. 

I am the mayor of t h e Vi l lage of 

Fort sumner . 

"Lieu t e nant General Michael W. 

Wooley, Commande r Air For ce Specia l Oper at i ons 

Command . 
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General Wooley: 

The Villa9e of Fort Sumner , mayor and 

cou ncil is eagerly ant icipatin g t h e mi ssion 

transit ion of Cannon Air Force Base . 

We are a ?roud community wi th a 

nat ionally recognized h is tory, and we are 

anxious to do what we can t o s upport the 16th 

Special Operat ions Win g as it commences 

operations in East ern New Mexico . 

First, we have several facilities 

which could be utilized i n various capacities 

for your t raining. 

The Fort Sumner Municipal Airp ort was 

orig i nally a World war II t raining base for t h e 

Army Air Force , and we recommend that your 

staff consider it for future t rainin g 

operat ions. 

Lake Sumner, which i s j u st u p t h e 

road a few mi l es, coul d potential l y be used for 

training as we l l as recreational activi ties b y 

can non personnel . 

Your personnel h ave a standing 

i nvitation to parti·:ipate i n a ny of ou r many 

Vi l lage activities . 

We are a nxious to participate with 
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t h e Air Force and t o be cons idered as an 

essential member of t he ext ended Cannon 

communit y. 

The Villag e of Fort Sumner is ready 

to assist t he 16th Special Operations Wing in 

any manner possible , inc l uding assistance i n 

reviewing possibilities for training or 

s upporting recreational means . 

Please let me kn ow if I can provide 

additional informat ion. I can be reached at 

(505)355-2311 . 

And it's "Sincerel y, Juan Ch avez, 

Mayor Villag e of Fort Sumner ." 

COL . SOYBEL : Thank you , sir. 

The next speaker is Orlando Ortega , 

Sr ., ma yor of t he city of Portales . 

Sir . 

MR. ORTEGA: Col . Soybel, Your Honor, I 

wan t to t h ank you f o r allot-ring me to speak 

today . 

And, actual l y , it's Orla ndo Jr. 

COL . SOYBEL : Oh, I'm sorry . 

MR. ORTEGA: The s e n i o r i s my father. 

COL. SOYBEL : I' m sorry . 

MR. ORTEGA: Can I ask you to spe l l your 
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name , si.r? 

MR . ORTEGA: 0 - R-L- A-N-D-0 0-R-T-E- G-A . 

COL . SOYBEL : Than k y ou . 

MR . ORTEGA: Si.r, I a m he•e on beha l f of 

t h e communit y of Portales and Roosevelt County. 

And d u e to the time allowed, I wou ld like t o 

p resent to yo u some documen tat ions . 

One is a .resolut ion . A .resolution 

t hat was adopted b y t h e ci ty council 

Portales City Council supporting the Special 

Operat ion Mi ssion at Cannon Ai• Force Base . 

I would like to .read the l as t 

pa•ag .rap h if I can. 

And it reads : NOW, THEREFORE , BE IT 

RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF 

PORTALES , NEW MEXICO, t h a t the may or a nd city 

council members wholeheart edly support the 

Specia l Operat i ons Mission and d e s ire to voice 

t hat s upport at t he public meetings ; a nd wil l 

work diligentl y to plan for and adjust with t h e 

c h ange of miss i on for f utu re gene ration s of 

Ca nnon Air Force per sonn e l at Cannon Air Fo r ce 

Base. 

I a l so h ave a lette r that is 

addressed to Lieutenant Genera l Mike Wooley, 
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Special Operations Command. 

And t h a t letter .reads : 

Dear General Woole y, 

On behalf of the Port a les Cit y 

Council and t h e Portales community, i t i s with 

g reat honor to express ou.r support to t he 

United Stat e Air Force Special Operations Wing 

schedu led fo.r Cannon Ai.r Force Base . 

For severa l decades now, the 

communities of Eas t ern New Mex i co have offered 

a wonderful partnership t hat s upports ou.r US 

Armed Forces a nd their families . 

Portales want s t o continue that 

tradit ion of support b y offering our 

h ospi t ality and communit y .resou rces to yo u r 

mission, personnel and f amilies . 

If ever t here i s a n eed o.r 

opportunity t o ut i l ize our local r esources, 

s uch as o u r munic i pal ai r por t, pol i ce and f i re 

d e partments , or t he 6,000 ac res o f range l and 

t h e c ity owns i n eastern Roosevelt county f o r 

mi l itary exercises and/or training, p l ease do 

not h e sitate to ask . 

We str ive to offer t he best qual i ty 

o f life possib l e t ha t i nc l udes a safe of 
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DeBaca County also t akes serious the 

defense of our country . 

We do not have t oo much of a mat erial 

nat ure to offer you, b u t we do have 2,350 

s quare mile of a l most unclu ttered airspace . 

A l ightly used former Army Air Field 

i n Fort Sumner , t h at Mayor Chavez ment ioned, 

that you might find useful in a number of 

training exercises . 

A nice sized l ake , as he ment ioned 

owned by the BLM/BOR, and t he Carlsbad 

Irriga t ion Dist rict is operated b y New Mex ico 

St ate Parks that coul d be usefu l i n training 

for sit uat ions that i nvol ve wa t er . 

Mi les and miles of r ugged terrain 

around the higher mesas a nd down the r ugged 

creek bot t oms; that is assuming arrangement s 

cou ld be made with the p rivate owners . 

And t•/e have almost 60 mi l es of t he 

Pecos River runnin g north and south across the 

county . 

I n addit i on to training a r eas, maybe 

some of t h e t hese assets could be used for dua l 

p u rposes, such as hunt i ng, fish ing, h i king, 

mounta i n b i king, boating, campi ng, and perhaps 
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o t her recreational ac t ivi t ies for t he people 

s t ationed at Cannon . 

We are your neighbors . 

We want t o be you r partner . 

We want t o be i n vol ved with you as 

much as practical for u s t o be . 

Tha n ks for comin g tonight , a nd again 

welcome to DeBaca Count y . 

Tha n k you. 

COL . SOYBEL : Try this again (microphone 

difficulty . ) Okay. 

I would -- do you mind -- the speaker 

a n ybody who read a letter, they are free t o 

s u bmit the letter as well , to make sure t hat 

the court reporter does receive all the words 

that were spoken . You can do t hat any time 

tonight. 

The next speaker is Everett L. 

Frost . 

MR. FROST : My name i s Everett Frost . 

E- V- E- R- E-T-T F- R- 0 - S- T . 

I ' m the vice cha i rman of the Local 

Growth Management o r ganization , a nd t h e r eti r ed 

president of t he Eastern New Mexico University . 

Col . Soybel we welcome you a nd t h e 
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EIS team a nd the Air Force personnel that are 

assis~ing . 

The Local Growth Management 

Organization is made up of twelve c i tizens of 

t h e cit ies of Cl ovis a nd Portales, and the 

counties of Curry and Roosevelt. 

We are vol u nteers appoint ed b y the 

comb i ned city and county commissions t o 

e v a l uat e i mpact of the change of mission a t 

Cannon , and to devel op a Reg iona l Growt h 

Ma nagement Pl a n wit h recommend adaptat ions. 

Each member of o ur commit tee has a 

copy of your EIS . 

And t wo weeks ago, we began briefings 

con temp l a t ing t he effects , first of a minor 

dec l i ne and t h en of a probabl e increase i n 

popu l a t ion on t he communit ies and t he count ies . 

We are f ocused in particular on 

s e vera l i mpact areas, i ncl udin g h e althcare, 

educa~ion, inf rastructure , communi ty s erv i ces, 

quali~y o f life, p ubl ic safe ty, and others . 

we find that as drafted, the EIS 

con tains a we a l th of d ata i nval uabl e to o u r 

process t hat wi ll allow us to contrast with t he 

c u r rent condit i ons and to p r otect - - to project 
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t h e f uture a l t ernat ives . 

Col . Wes t and Col . Clem and t heir 

personne l have offered significant support and 

o u r ass i s t ing our committee and t h e communit i es 

to underst and t h e a l ternat ives change of 

miss i o n. 

Thank you for t h e EIS p rocess . 

And I have also a l e t ter from t h e 

c hairman of t h e LGMO, Mr . Lonnie Lesl ie, who is 

here t o add to the record . 

COL . SOYBEL : Thank you . 

The next speaker i s Alle n Sparks . 

MR . SPARKS : Thank you, Col o n e l . 

I am wi th t h e Fort Sumner Communit y 

De v e l opment Corporation. 

My n ame is All e n Sparks . 

A- L- L- E- N S- P- A- R- K- S . 

I ' m also representin g t h e Fort Sumner 

and DeBaca c o unty Chamber of comme rce i n t h is 

lette r . 

I t says : We, t h e Fort Sumner and 

DeBaca county and Chamber of commerce and the 

Fort Sumner Community Deve l opment Corporat i on 

are hono red to be allowe d to we lcome you to o u r 

community . 
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We are we welcome visitors every 

day. It is part of what we do . 

But rarely are we so hon ored as t o be 

able ~ o welcome a d i s t ingu ished military 

command to our area . 

And it is even more of an honor t o 

know ~ha t you' v e chosen to mov e here , t o live 

among u s . 

Twice before the military has called 

Fort Sumner home . The first time was in 18- -

t h e 1860s, when General George Carlton 

es t ablished Fort Sumner i n the Reserv a t ion to 

i ncarcerat e t h e Apache and Nava j os so t hat they 

would quit impeding t h e set tlers t raveling wes t 

t h rough t h e western part of New Mexico . 

The Fort was officially c losed down 

by General William T . Sherman in 1868 . 

The s e cond time was during Wor ld War 

I I. An Army a ir field was b u i l t here. It s 

mi ssion was to t r a i n g l ider p i l ots and tow 

p l ane pilots . 

Their mi ssion was to glide ac r oss t he 

Englis h Ch anne l a nd beh ind Ger man l ines 

d e l ivering 13 soldiers at a t ime. 

The ai r f i e l d a l so h ad a Ger man 
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p rison er of war camp here . 

Fort Sumner is probably at i t s 

l argest size during t hat t ime. 

We understand t hat your operations 

will primarily be at Cannon, b u t we hope that 

you will avail yo u rselves of the asset s we hav e 

to offer t o t h e point t hat at leas t a part of 

your operat ions will be i n our area all t h e 

t ime . 

We have a vision that Fort Sumner 

cou ld become a p layground for t he people 

s t ationed at Cannon. 

We know t hat Clovis and Port ales are 

l i mited i n things t o do for p eop le who like 

o utdoor act ivit ies . Bu t the Fort Sumner area 

has t hings to do s uch as : 

Lake Sunmer offers fishing , swimming, 

boatin g , a mountain b ike trai l , h iking, 

campi n g, a nd wate r skiing. 

The Bosque Redondo Lake i n t he valley 

curr e n tly offers camping a nd fis h ing, but i t 

has t h e potential to o f fer campe r d ump 

stations, beac h vo l leybal l , a nd -- beach 

vo l leybal l in the sand that we have down t here, 

horsesho es, a riding stab l e, a nd maybe e ven a 
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golf course . 

These are just examples , and since 

t his area is curre ntly not full y developed, i t 

might be possible for Cannon personnel to 

assis~ in i ts p l a nning and dev elopment. 

There is a v ery good dirt bike t rack 

just north of t own on t he way t o the air base . 

I t hasn' t been used i n a while, but i t has had 

some very successfu l races there i n t h e pas t . 

Hunt ing is big in DeBaca Count y. We 

hav e dove; sometimes pretty g ood quail, deer 

and a ntelope . 

There is an antique six- lane bowling 

easily that is o p e n i n very good shape. 

There is a uniqu e nine-hole sand 

g reen --

"Stop" already ? 

MS . GEESLI N: Sorry . 

11R. s PARKS : Can' t be three minutes . 

MS . GEESLI N: Ti me f l ies when you are 

having fun. 

11R. S PARKS : Thank you. 

COL. SOYBEL: Sir, I will let you finish 

i n one minut e -- or t h r ee minutes. 

11R. S PARKS : So l ate r ? 

Page 44 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

15 

16 

17 

1 8 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

2 3 

24 

25 

THE COURT: Yes , sir . 

MR . SPARKS : Okay. 

COL . SOYBEL : Hanson Scott, next speaker . 

MR . SCOTT: Than k yo u, J udge . 

My n ame is Hanson Scott. 

I ' m director of t he Office of 

Military Base and Pl a nning Support for the 

s t ate of New Mexico . 

I report to t he governor and the New 

Mexico Military Base Planning Commission , which 

is chaired by our Lieutenan t Governor . 

My p urpose is to acknowledg e support 

for t h e Cannon trans i tion b y the s t ate of New 

Mexico . 

The stat e has been proud to host the 

men a nd women of the 27th Fighte r Wing for o ver 

fift y years , a nd we were all sad t o recognize 

t hat t he Air For ce is faced wi th diff icult 

d ecis i ons i n ter ms of f o rce structure and 

resources, and that t he 27th Fighter Wing will 

have to be inac tivated and the F- 1 6s retired or 

move d to other location s . 

Howe ve r, cannon Ai r Fo rce Base i s a 

national asset, a nd t he Ai r Force p r oposal to 

establ i sh the 16th Specia l Operat i ons Wing at 
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Can non effective October the 1st is s t rongly 

support ed b y the governor and h is 

administrat ion as wel l as t he New Mexico 

l egislature . 

Most recently, for example , t he 

l egislature passed a gross receipt s tax 

reduct ion for mi l i t ary con struction a t Cannon 

Air Force Base. Th is bi l l was carried by 

Senator Stuart I ngle ; he ' s in t he back behind 

you to the right . 

On a more person a l note, I a m a 

former commander of t h e First Special 

Operat ions Wing a t ~urlburt Fiel d , Fl orida . 

My special opera t ion s experience was 

a t our in southeast Asia flying t h e AC-130 

gunship earl ier . 

I was l a t er v ice commander of t h e 

23th Air Forc e , t h e predecessor h e adqu a r t e rs to 

t h e Ai r Force Spec i al Ope ration s Command . 

I was a l so t he first Air F orce 

commander of Spec i al Operation s Command 

Pacific, SOCPAC . 

And the commander when SOCPAC was 

design ated as a Su bordi nate Unified Command. 

I am very famil i a r \·l i th the t r ain ing 
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and operat ional demands of the Air Force 

Special Operations unit s, as well as the 

Special Operat ion unit s of other services . 

I commanded and directed Air Force 

Special Operat ions forces as well as the 

Special Operat ions forces of o t her services i n 

many demanding exercises , evaluations, and 

contingencies . 

Thou gh Hu l b urt Fie l d has a proud 

history of support ing t he Firs t Special 

Operat ions Wing, continuat ion and operationa l 

training on t h e gulf coast and within t he 

southeast Unit ed S t ates is far from opt imum; 

and i t is difficult to construct mission 

training scenarios which provide for a n 

opt imall y ready force . 

The 16th S pecial Operations Wing at 

cannon will have a t remendousl y i mp r oved 

training environment , with a wi de of var i ety o f 

training routes , ranges , a nd mi litar y operating 

areas and the r e lative close proximity of over 

30 percent of the Army's f o r ce structu re , as 

we l l as t he Special Operation f o rces of other 

services l ocated in t h e weste r n United States . 

Still f u rther I am a nat i ve of New 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

March 18 , 2007 

I , t h e u ndersig ned Certified Short h a nd 

Reporter i n and for the Stat e of New Mexico , certify 

that t h e facts stated in t h e foregoi ng pages to the 

7 best of my abi l i ty a r e t r ue and correct . 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

l ::i 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3 

2 4 

25 

I fur t her cert ify that I am neither 

att orney or counsel for, related to, nor e mployed b y 

any parties to the acti on in which this t estimony i s 

t a ken a nd, fur t he r , that I am not a r e l ative or 

employee of a n y counsel employed by the part ies 

hereto or finan c i ally i n terested i n the act ion . 

SANDRA J . WATSON, RPR-CCR 

NEW MEXICO CCR NO . 213 

License Expires 12/31 /07 
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04-19-07 
PUBLIC HEARING 

for t he 
AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS 

COMMAND ASSETS BEDDOWN 
a t 

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 

IN RE : DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL I MPACT STATEMENT 
April 19, 2007 

8 :00p . m. 
323 Sout h Fifth Street 

Clayt on, New Mexico 88 415 

HEARING OFFICER BY : COL . LAURENCE SOYBEL 
Reported by : Clay LeMaster, NM CCR #40 

Certified Court Report er 
P . O. Box 1516 
Amarillo, Texas 79105 
( 806) 995- 4 330 

A P P E A R A N C E S 
COL . J . D. CLEM - AFSOC 
MR . CARL T . HOFFMAN - AFSOC Environment al 

Program Manager 

COL. VALENT I NO BAGNANI I II 

MR . BOB VANTASS EL - Con t r actor, Sc i ence App l ications 
Inter national cor porat i on, (SAI C) 

MS . DENI SE BOYD - AFSOC Publ ic Affa i rs (PA) 
MS . JENNIFER GEESL I N - SAIC Pub l ic Affa i rs (PA) 
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.• PASS~D, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this 16th day of AP, 

. ATTES"I:: 
I 

VILLAGEOFFORTSUMNER 
Mayor: Juan A. Chavez 

Councitors: Bobby Williamson 
Selestlno Lovato 
Windell Bridges 
Esther Segura 

April10, 2007 

Lieutenant General Michael W. Wooley 
Commander. Air Force Special Operations Command 
100 Bartley Street, Commano Suite 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5273 

Dear General Wooley: 

P.O. BOX 160 
FORT SUMNER, NEW MEXICO 

88119 
Phone: 505·355·2401 

Fax: 505·355·7941 
fscityhatlrs@plateautel.net 

The Village of Fort Sumner is eagerly anticipating the mission transition at Cannon AFB. 
We are a proud community with a nationally recognized history, and we are anxious to 
do what we can to support the 161h Special Operations Wing as it commences operations 
in eastern New Mexico. 

First, we have several facilities which could be utilized in various capacities for your 
training. The Ft. Sumner Municipal Airport was originally a WWII training base for the 
Army Air Force, and we recommend that your staff consider it for future training 
operations. Lake Sumner, which is just up the road a few miles, could potentially be 
used for training as well as recreational activities by Cannon personnel. Your personnel 
have a standing invitation to participate in any of our many Village activities. We are 
anxious to participate with the Air Force, and to be considered as an essential member 
of the extended Cannon community. 

The Village of Fort Sumner is ready to assist the 161h Special Operations Wing in any 
manner possible, including assistance in reviewing possibilities for training or supporting 
recreational needs. Please let me know if I can provide additional information. I can be 
reached at (505) 355-2311 . 

nr~ly, 0h~ 
~::v:. :ayoo-

Village of Fort Sumner 
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[Federal Register: May 25, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 101)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 29313 - 29314] 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
[ ER- FRL-6687-3] 

Envi ronmenta 1 Impact Statements and Regulations; Availability of EPA Comments 

(ERP)~a~~d~~ 1 !~~ti~n E~~g c~fm~h~s c~~:~a~i~ ~~~s~~dt 5~~1:1~~ En v i ronmenta 1 Review Process 

102 (2) (c) of the National En vi ronmenta l Policy Act as amended. 
Requests for copies of EPA comments can be directed to the office of Federal Acti v i ti es at 
202 - 564- 7167. An explanation of the ratings assigned to draft env ironmental impact 
statements (EISs) was published in FR dated April 6, 2007 (72 FR 17156). 

Draft EISs 

EIS No. 20070114, ERP No. D-USA-G15001-NM, Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) , Proposal to 
Beddown, or Locate Air Force special Operations command (AFSOC) , Implementation, Base 
Realignment and closure (BRAC) , NM. 

Summary: EPA had no objections to the proposed action. 
Rating LO. 

Note: LO (Lack of ob j ections) The revi ew has not identified any potential environmental 
impacts requiring substantive changes to t he preferred alternative. The review may have 
di scl osed opportunities for appli cation of mi tigation measures t hat could be accompl i s hed 
with no more than minor changes to the proposed action 
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5057633656 CURRY CIJ..I'ITY AL'MIN 

VILLAGE OF MELROSE 
P.O. BOX235 

MELROSE, NM 88124 
(505) 253-4274- Phone 

(505) 253-4260 - Fax 

May7,2007 

Lt. General Michael W. Wooley 
Air Force Special OperatioDll Command 
100 Bartley Street, Commander Suite 
Hurlburt Field, FL 32544 

RE: Letter of Support 

Dear Lt. General Wooley: 

PAGE B2/B2 

Lance A. Pyle 
Mayor 

The Village of Melrose strongly supports the United States Air Force Special Operations Wing 
fot Cannon Air Force Base. 

The Village of Melrose is aware that then: will be changes with the new mission; including 
utilization of the Melrose Bombing Range, which will be altered and several other changes with 
the new mission. 

On behalf of my community, we look forward to the new mission. We will be he:te to offer any 
assistance that we are able to offer during the transition. The Village of Melrose bas a great 
public school, which bas been lllted top in the State of New Mexico, affordable housing and 
utilities all in a small fiunily atmosphere. 

I respectfully request that this letter be included in the transcript of the proceedings, which was 
held on April 1 7, 2007 at Clovis Community College. 

Sincetdy, 

C§{O!YWL 0- . ~ 
Lance A. Pyle 
Mayor, Village of Melrose 

CC: File 
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AFSOC Draft EIS Comment Response Table 

AM  = Airspace Management GE = General PN = Purpose and Need 
BI = Biological Resources LU = Land Use PR = Physical Resources 
DO =  Description of Proposed  
  Action and Alternatives 

NO = Noise 
NP = National Environmental 
Policy Act Process 

SA = Safety 

Letter # / 
Commenter # 

Response 
Code 

 
Response 

002 AM-1 Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIS and of the Final EIS identifies the airspace that has 
been established to support airport/airfield operations at Cannon Air Force Base 
(AFB).  This airspace extends in an approximate radius of 20 nautical miles (nm) 
(Class E) from Cannon AFB and has been used by all aircraft arriving and 
departing the Cannon airfield.  

008 BI-1 Appendix A in the Draft EIS and the Final EIS presented the composition and 
size of chaff.  The potential effects of the ingestion of chaff filaments by cattle, 
sheep, or wildlife are discussed in the Draft EIS and the Final EIS in Section 
5.6.3.1.  Chaff filaments are about 1 inch in length and about the thickness of 
human hair and are composed of silica, aluminum, and stearic acid.  The 
filaments disperse widely on release.  A study cited in Section 5.6.3.1 (Barrett and 
MacKay 1972) found no negative effects (pre- and post-mortem) on calves.  
Calves would only consume chaff if it was mixed in with molasses.       

002, 010, 2017 BI-2 Section 5.1.2.1 and Table 5.1-1 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS identifies that the 
floor of the Mt. Dora East/West Low Military Operations Area (MOA) is 1,500 
feet above ground level (AGL).  It is also noted in Section 2.1.1 that of the 108 
aircraft planned to be located at Cannon AFB that there are two UH-1 Huey 
Helicopters.  In addition, CV-22s operate in helicopter mode for landing zone 
(LZ)/drop zone (DZ) and water training and some of the transient aircraft noted 
in Table 2.1-2 could be helicopters.  Section 5.6.3.1 of the Draft EIS and the Final 
EIS discusses the effects of aircraft noise on animals.  The Draft EIS and the Final 
EIS reviewed numerous documents that report on studies of the effects of low-
altitude aircraft noise on livestock and wildlife.  Habituation of the animals to 
aircraft noise was documented.  However, in Section 4.5.3.1, the Draft EIS and 
the Final EIS does explain that animals can be startled by a particularly close or 
loud noise event.   

002 DO-1 Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS identify the proposed 
use and mission of Cannon AFB, Melrose Air Force Range (AFR), and the 
airspace scheduled by Cannon AFB.   

2014 DO-2 Section 5.1.2.1 and Table 5.1-1 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS identifies that the 
floor of the Pecos MOA is 500 feet AGL.  

2019 DO-3 Sections 2.1.1 and 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS identify the use of 
Predator aircraft.  Predator aircraft would launch from Cannon AFB and transit 
to Melrose AFR and train within the associated Restricted Areas (R-5104 and 
R-5105) in compliance with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Certificate of Waiver or Authorization (COA) as identified in Section 4.1.3.1 of 
the Draft EIS and the Final EIS.  

015 DO-4 Section 2.3.2, Table 2.3-3, and Section 5.5.3.1, Table 5.5-2 of the Draft EIS and the 
Final EIS identifies the current and proposed use of flares by airspace.  Appendix 
B identifies the Characteristics of Flares anticipated to be used by AFSOC 
aircraft.  
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Letter # / 
Commenter # 

Response 
Code 

 
Response 

001, 004, 006, 
007, 011, 012, 
013, 014, 2000, 
2001, 2002, 
2003, 2004, 
2005, 2006, 
2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010, 
2011, 2012, 
2013, 2015, 
2016, 2018, 
3000, 3001, 
3002, 3003, 
3004, 3005, 
3006, 3007, 
3008, 3009 

GE-1 The Air Force would like to express appreciation for your comments and 
participation in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  Public 
and agency involvement is an important part of the NEPA process, and all letters 
and their associated comments whether bracketed or not are taken into 
consideration by the Air Force in its decision making process.   

003, 2020 LU-1 Clayton Lake State Park has been added to the Final EIS in Section 5.8 Land Use 
and Recreation Table 5.8-2. 

010, 016, 017, 
018 

LU-2 AC-130 gunships that are proposed to use Melrose AFR training will replace the 
legacy 25 millimeter (mm) gun with a 30 mm gun.  This action will reduce the 
size of the safety weapons footprint (Exclusive-Use) presented in the Draft EIS in 
Figures 2.2-2 and 2.2-3.  The Final EIS has been edited to reflect this change.  The 
safety weapons footprint is established to reduce the potential for ordnance to 
land in areas occupied by humans or livestock. The smaller safety weapons 
footprint will reduce the amount of new Exclusive-Use area required (see Final 
EIS, Table 2.2-5). The affected leases will need to be modified to reflect the 
change from Restricted Use to Exclusive-Use. 

015 LU-3 In Section 5.8.3.1 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, the annual projections for 
deposition of the residual materials from chaff and flare deployment in the Pecos 
MOA are identified.  

015 LU-4 In Sections 2.3.2 and 5.8.3.1 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, the amount of chaff 
and flare end caps, aluminum-coated Mylar, and other residual materials are 
identified.  Appendix A identifies the composition of chaff, the components of a 
chaff cartridge, and the debris associated with the ejection of chaff from the 
cartridge. Only RR-188 chaff and M-206 or equivalent flares have been assessed 
for use in the airspace adjacent to and outside the Restricted Airspace associated 
with Melrose AFR (Pecos MOAs, Taiban MOA, and Pecos and Sumner Air 
Traffic Control Assigned Airspace [ATCAAs]) 

015 NO-1 The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) is presented in Section 3.2.  As noted in Section 
5.5.2, time-averaged sound level metrics presented throughout the Draft EIS and 
the Final EIS are useful for two reasons.  1) They describe the noise environment 
resulting from a complex set of noise events with a single number.  This allows 
for “apples-to-apples” comparisons of locations which experience differing 
intensities and frequencies of noise.  2) Time-averaged noise metrics have been 
found to correlate well to certain noise impacts.  Day-Night Average Sound 
Level (DNL), a time-average noise metric which includes a penalty for late-night 
noise events, correlates well to the percentage of a population that is highly 
annoyed.  The relationship between DNL and human annoyance is described in 
Appendix F of the EIS.  
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Letter # / 
Commenter # 

Response 
Code 

 
Response 

015 NP-1 Public comments, either written or verbal, provided during the scoping process 
are considered in focusing the environmental analysis.  These comments were 
summarized in Section 2.5, Table 2.5-2 of the Draft EIS and the Draft EIS section 
and table are included in Appendix C of the Final EIS.  There is no requirement 
to present scoping comments, verbatim, in the Draft EIS or the Final EIS.   

015 NP-2 When chaff is ejected from an aircraft, it is being used for its intended defensive 
training purpose.  As described in Section 4.8.3.1 of the Draft EIS and the Final 
EIS, “although the likelihood of encountering any chaff or flare residual 
components outside of Melrose AFR is low, if such were found, it could result in 
annoyance to the observer.”  The use of chaff and flares and other munitions by 
AFSOC is subject to the Military Munitions Rule.  AFSOC will adopt the 
mitigations that currently exist for airspace managed by Cannon AFB (see 
Section 2.8.2). 

009, 016 PR-1 Additional information regarding the number, type, and location of wells has 
been included in Section 4.5.2.2 of the Final EIS.  No wells are identified within 
the safety zones surrounding either of the two-target or three-target areas. 

005 SA-1 Landing zones for C-130 aircraft would be limited to prepared surfaces that 
could support the aircraft. Landing zones for vertical landing aircraft would 
need to be maintained to reduce the potential for fire and the loss of soil. Section 
4.3.3.1 of the Draft EIS has been revised in the Final EIS to reflect this 
information.   

005, 017, 019 SA-2 Soil information found in the Draft EIS in Section 4.5.2.1 has been supplemented 
with additional information on the characteristics of the soils on Melrose AFR.   

002, 015 SA-3 In Sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3.1 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, the potential for 
wake vortices to affect windmills was addressed. 

015, 016, 017 SA-4 In Section 4.3.2.1 of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, the Air Force acknowledged 
the November 2005 fire on Melrose AFR and has changed range and fire 
management operations to reduce the potential for such fires.  AFSOC will 
continue to utilize fire management best management practices (BMPs), 
including grazing, to the extent mission training allows. 
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APPENDIX A CHARACTERISTICS OF CHAFF 

Training chaff is currently authorized in the existing restricted airspace (R-5104 and R-5105), 
Pecos and Taiban MOAs, and VR-100/125.  When released from an aircraft, chaff initially forms a 
sphere, then disperses in the air.  The chaff effectively reflects radar signals in various bands 
(depending on the length of the chaff fibers) and forms a very large image or electronic “cloud” 
of reflected signals on a radar screen.  The aircraft is obscured from radar detection by the cloud, 
which allows the aircraft to safely maneuver or to leave an area.  Since chaff can obstruct radar, 
its use is coordinated with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  Training chaff has D and 
E band dipoles removed to avoid interference with FAA radar.   

Chaff Composition 
The chaff used during training consists of extremely small strands (or dipoles) of an aluminum-
coated crystalline silica core.  The chaff components (silica, aluminum, and stearic acid) are 
generally prevalent in the environment.  Silica (silicon dioxide) belongs to the most common 
mineral group, silicate minerals.  Silica is inert in the environment and does not present an 
environmental concern with respect to soil chemistry.  Aluminum is the third most abundant 
element in the earth’s crust, forming some of the most common minerals, such as feldspars, 
micas, and clays.  Natural soil concentrations of aluminum ranging from 10,000 to 300,000 parts 
per million have been documented (Lindsay 1979).  These levels vary depending on numerous 
environmental factors, including climate, parent rock materials from which the soils were 
formed, vegetation, and soil moisture alkalinity/acidity.  The solubility of aluminum is greater in 
acidic and highly alkaline soils than in neutral pH conditions.  Aluminum eventually oxidizes to 
Al2O3 (aluminum oxide) over time, depending on its size and form and the environmental 
conditions.  Stearic acid is an animal fat that degrades when 
exposed to light and air.  

The chaff fibers have an anti-clumping agent (Neofat – 90 
percent stearic acid and 10 percent palmitic acid) to assist with 
rapid dispersal of the fibers during deployment (Air Force 
1997).  Chaff is made as small and light as possible so that it 
will remain in the air long enough to confuse enemy radar.  
The chaff fibers are approximately the thickness of a human 
hair (i.e., generally 25.4 microns in diameter), and range in 
length from 0.3 to over 1 inch.  The weight of chaff material in 
the RR-188 cartridge is 95 grams (Air Force 1997).   

A single bundle of chaff consists of the filaments in an 8-inch 
long rectangular tube or cartridge, a plastic piston, a cushioned spacer and a 1-inch by 1-inch 
plastic end cap that falls to the ground when chaff is dispensed.  The spacer is a spongy material 
(felt) designed to absorb the force of release.  Figure 1 illustrates the components of a chaff 
cartridge.  Table 1 lists the components of the silica core and the aluminum coating.  Table 2 
presents the characteristics of RR-188 chaff. 
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Figure 1.  RR-188/AL Chaff Cartridge (Source:  Air Force 1999) 

 

Table 1.  Components of RR-188 Chaff 

Element 
Chemical 
Symbol Percent (by weight) 

Silica Core 
Silicon dioxide SiO2 52-56 
Alumina Al2O3 12-16 
Calcium Oxide and Magnesium 
Oxide 

CaO and MgO 16-25 

Boron Oxide B2O3 8-13 
Sodium Oxide and Potassium 
Oxide 

Na2O and K2O 1-4 

Iron Oxide Fe2O3 1 or less 
Aluminum Coating (Typically Alloy 1145) 

Aluminum Al 99.45 minimum 
Silicon and Iron Si and Fe 0.55 maximum 
Copper Cu 0.05 maximum 
Manganese Mn 0.05 maximum 
Magnesium Mg 0.05 maximum 
Zinc Zn 0.05 maximum 
Vanadium V 0.05 maximum 
Titanium Ti 0.03 maximum 
Others  0.03 maximum 

Source:  Air Force 1997 
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Table 2.  Characteristics of RR-188 Chaff 

Attribute RR-188 
Aircraft A-10, F-15, F-16 

Composition Aluminum coated glass 

Ejection Mode Pyrotechnic 

Configuration Rectangular tube cartridge 

Size 8 x 1 x 1 inches 
(8 cubic inches) 

Number of Dipoles 5.46 million 

Dipole Size (cross-
section) 

1 mil 
(diameter) 

Impulse Cartridge BBU-35/B 

Other Comments Cartridge stays in aircraft;  less interference 
with FAA radar (no D and E bands) 

Source:  Air Force 1997 
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Chaff Ejection 

Chaff is ejected from aircraft pyrotechnically using a BBU-35/B impulse cartridge.  Pyrotechnic 
ejection uses hot gases generated by an explosive impulse charge.  The gases push the small 
piston down the chaff-filled tube.  A plastic end cap is ejected, followed by the chaff fibers and 
the piston.  The plastic tube (or payload liner) remains within the aircraft.  Debris from the 
ejection consists of two, 1-inch square pieces of plastic 1/8-inch thick (i.e., the piston and the end 
cap) and a felt spacer.  Table 3 lists the characteristics of BBU-35/B impulse cartridges used to 
pyrotechnically eject chaff.  The impulse cartridge is consumed to deploy the chaff. 

Table 3.  BBU-35/B Impulse Charges  
Used to Eject Chaff 

Component BBU-35/B 
Overall Size 0.625 inches x 0.530 inches 
Overall Volume 0.163 inches3  
Total Explosive Volume 0.034 inches3 
Bridgewire Trophet A 
 0.0025 inches x 0.15 inches 
Initiation Charge 0.008 cubic inches 
 130 mg 
 7,650 psi 
 boron 20% 
 potassium perchlorate 80% * 
Booster Charge 0.008 cubic inches 
 105 mg 
 7030 psi 
 boron 18% 
 potassium nitrate 82% 
Main Charge 0.017 cubic inches 
 250 mg 
 loose fill 
 RDX ** pellets 38.2% 
 potassium perchlorate 30.5% 
 boron 3.9% 
 potassium nitrate 15.3% 
 super floss 4.6% 
 Viton A 7.6% 
Source:  Air Force 1997 

Upon release from an aircraft, chaff forms an electronic cloud approximately 30 meters in 
diameter in less than one second under normal conditions.  Quality standards for chaff cartridges 
require that they demonstrate ejection of 98 percent of the chaff in undamaged condition, with a 
reliability of 95 percent at a 95 percent confidence level.  They must also be able to withstand a 
variety of environmental conditions that might be encountered during storage, shipment, and 
operation.   

Table 4 lists performance requirements for chaff. 
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Table 4.  Performance Requirements for Chaff 

Condition Performance Requirement 
High Temperature Up to +165 degrees Fahrenheit (oF) 

Low Temperature Down to –65 oF 

Temperature Shock Shock from –70 oF to +165 oF 

Temperature Altitude Combined temperature altitude conditions up to 
70,000 feet 

Humidity Up to 95 percent relative humidity 

Sand and Dust Sand and dust encountered in desert regions subject 
to high sand dust conditions and blowing sand and 
dust particles 

Accelerations/Axis G-Level Time (minute) 
Transverse-Left (X) 9.0 1 
Transverse-Right (-X) 3.0 1 
Transverse (Z) 4.5 1 
Transverse (-Z) 13.5 1 
Lateral-Aft (-Y) 6.0 1 
Lateral-Forward (Y) 6.0 1 

Shock (Transmit) Shock encountered during aircraft flight 

Vibration Vibration encountered during aircraft flight 

Free Fall Drop Shock encountered during unpackaged item drop 

Vibration (Repetitive) Vibration encountered during rough handling of 
packaged item 

Three Foot Drop Shock encountered during rough handling of 
packaged item 

Note:   Cartridge must be capable of total ejection of chaff from the cartridge liner under 
 these conditions. 
Source: Air Force 1997 

Policies and Regulations on Chaff Use 

Current Air Force policy on use of chaff and flares was established by the Airspace Subgroup of 
Headquarter (HQ) Air Force Flight Standards Agency (AFFSA) in 1993 (Memorandum from John 
R. Williams, 28 June 1993).  It requires units to obtain frequency clearance from the Air Force 
Frequency Management Center and the FAA prior to using chaff to ensure that training with 
chaff is conducted on a non-interference basis.  This ensures electromagnetic compatibility 
between the FAA, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), and Department of Defense 
(DoD) agencies.  The Air Force does not place any restrictions on the use of chaff provided those 
conditions are met (Air Force 1997). 

AFI 13-201, U.S. Air Force Airspace Management, September 2001.  This guidance establishes 
practices to decrease disturbance from flight operations that might cause adverse public reaction.  
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It emphasizes the Air Force’s responsibility to ensure that the public is protected to the maximum 
extent practicable from hazards and effects associated with flight operations. 

AFI 11-214 (22 December 2005) specifies that chaff is to be armed only in an approved airspace.  
Aircrews may employ flares over government-owned and controlled property and over-water 
Warning Areas with no minimum altitude restrictions when there is no fire hazard (unless a 
higher altitude is specified in range orders).  If a fire hazard exists, minimum altitudes will be 
maintained in accordance with the applicable directive or range order.   A minimum flare 
employment altitude of 2,000 feet AGL over non-government owned or controlled property is 
prescribed unless specified otherwise in governing regulations.   

Air Operations Rules and Procedures, 22 December 2005.  This instruction prescribes the rules 
and procedures for employing flares in training areas over government-owned or controlled 
property and over other than government-owned or controlled property.” 

CJCSM 3212.02B, Performing Electronic Attack In the U.S. and Canada for Tests, Training, and 
Exercises, 15 October 2003, as well as published range orders, applies to employment of chaff in 
the U.S. and Canada. 
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APPENDIX B CHARACTERISTICS OF FLARES 

M-206 self-protection flares are currently used in the Pecos and Taiban MOAs above 2,000 feet 
above ground level (AGL) and the restricted areas.  Other types of flares can be used along with 
other munitions at Melrose AFR.  Self-protection flares are magnesium pellets that when 
ignited, burn for a short period of time (i.e., 3.5 to 5 seconds) at 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit (°F).  
The burn temperature is hotter than the exhaust of an aircraft, and therefore, attracts and 
decoys heat-seeking weapons and sensors targeted on the aircraft.  This appendix describes 
flare composition, ejection, and associated regulations. 

Flare Composition 

Self-protection flares are primarily mixtures of magnesium and Teflon (polytetrafluoroethylene) 
molded into rectangular shapes (Air Force 1997).  Longitudinal grooves provide space for 
materials that aid in ignition such as the following: 

• First fire materials:  potassium perchlorate, boron powder, magnesium powder, barium 
chromate, Viton A, or Fluorel binder. 

• Immediate fire materials:  magnesium powder, Teflon, Viton A, or Fluorel 

• Dip coat:  Magnesium powder, Teflon, Viton A or Fluorel 

M-206 flares are wrapped with an aluminum-filament-reinforced tape and inserted into an 
aluminum (0.03 inches thick) case that is closed with a felt spacer and a small plastic end cap 
(Air Force 1997).  The top of the case has a pyrotechnic impulse cartridge that is activated 
electrically to produce hot gases that push a piston, the flare material, and the end cap out of the 
aircraft into the airstream.  The M-206 flare is 8 inches long and 1 square inch in cross-section.  
Table 1 provides a description of M-206 flare components.  Typical flare composition and debris 
are summarized in Table 2.  Figure 1 is an illustration of an M-206 flare.  

Table 1.  Description of M-206 Flares 

Attribute M-206 
Aircraft A-10, AC-130, C-17, F-16 
Mode Parasitic 
Configuration Rectangle 
Size 1 x 1 x 8 inches 

(8 cubic inches) 
Impulse Cartridge M-796 
Safety and 
Initiation Device 

None 

Weight (nominal) 6.8 oz 
Comments Simulator version (T-1) uses 

potassium chlorate, powdered sugar, 
and yellow dye smoke charge 

Source: Air Force 1997 
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Table 2.  Typical Composition of M-206 Self-Protection Flares1 

Part Components 

Combustible 
Flare Pellet Polytetrafluoroethylene (Teflon) (-[C2F4]n – n=20,000 

units) 
Magnesium (Mg) 
Fluoroelastomer (Viton, Fluorel, Hytemp) 

First Fire Mixture Boron (B) 
Magnesium (Mg) 
Potassium perchlorate (KClO4) 
Barium chromate (BaCrO4) 
Fluoroelastomer 

Immediate Fire/ 
Dip Coat 

Polytetrafluoroethylene (Teflon) (-[C2F4]n – n=20,000 
units) 
Magnesium (Mg) 
Fluoroelastomer 

Assemblage (Residual Components) 
Aluminum Wrap Mylar or filament tape bonded to aluminum tape 

End Cap Plastic (nylon)  

Felt Spacers Felt pads (0.25 inches by cross section of flare) 

Piston Plastic (nylon, tefzel, zytel)  
Source:  Air Force 1997 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  M-206 Flare (Source:  Air Force 1997) 
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Flare Ejection 

M-206 is a parasitic-type flare that uses an M-796 impulse cartridge (Air Force 1997).  It is 
ignited in the aluminum case before it leaves the aircraft.  Holes in the piston permit igniter 
gases to contact the first fire mixture on top of the flare pellet.  The parasitic type flare is less 
likely to produce duds.  Flares are tested to ensure they meet performance requirements in 
terms of ejection, ignition, and effective radiant intensity.  If a sample produces a number of 
failures that exceeds the upper control quality assurance acceptance level (approximately 99 
percent must be judged reliable for ejection, ignition, and intensity), the entire flare lot is 
returned to the manufacturer.  Flare failure would occur if the flare failed to eject, did not burn 
properly, or failed to ignite upon ejection.  For training use within the airspace, a dud flare 
would be one that successfully ejected but failed to ignite.  That probability of a dud is projected 
to be .01 percent.  Table 3 describes the components of M-796 impulse charges. 

Table 3.  Components of M-796 Impulse Charges 

Component M-796 
Overall Size 
Overall Volume 
Total Explosive 
Volume 

0.449 x 0.530 inches 
0.104 cubic inches 
0.033 cubic inches 

Bridgewire Trophet A 
0.0025 inches (diameter) 

Closure Disk scribed disc, washer 
Initiation Charge 

Volume 0.011 cubic inches 
Weight 100 mg 
Compaction 5,500 psi 
Composition 20% boron 

80% calcium chromate 

Booster Charge 
Volume 0.011 cubic inches 
Weight 70 mg 
Compaction 5,500 psi 
Composition 18% boron 

82% potassium nitrate 

Main Charge 
Volume 0.011 cubic inches 
Weight 185 mg 
Compaction Loose fill 
Composition Hercules HPC-1 

(~40% nitrocellulose) 
Source:  Air Force 1997 
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The flare burn-out rate is shown in Table 4.  Defensive flares typically burn out in 3.5 to 5 
seconds.  However, specific defensive flare burn-out rates are classified.  Table 4 is based on 
ideal conditions that assume zero aerodynamic drag and a constant acceleration rate of 32.2 feet 
per second per second. 

D = (Vo * T) +( 0.5 * (A * T2))\ 

Where: 

D = Distance 
Vo = Initial Velocity = 0  
T = Time (in Seconds)  
A = Acceleration 

Table 4.  Flare Burn-out Rates 

Time (in Sec) Acceleration 
Distance 
(in feet) 

0.5 32.2 4.025 
1.0 32.2 16.1 
1.5 32.2 36.225 
2.0 32.2 64.4 
2.5 32.2 100.625 
3.0 32.2 144.9 
3.5 32.2 197.225 
4.0 32.2 257.6 
4.5 32.2 326.025 
5.0 32.2 402.5 
5.5 32.2 487.025 
6.0 32.2 579.6 
6.5 32.2 680.225 
7.0 32.2 788.9 
7.5 32.2 905.625 
8.0 32.2 1030.4 
8.5 32.2 1163.225 
9.0 32.2 1304.1 
9.5 32.2 1453.025 

10.0 32.2 1610 
Note:  Initial velocity is assumed to be zero. 

M-206 Flare Residual Materials 

Residual flare materials are those that are not completely consumed during ignition and fall to 
the ground.  Unlike a dud flare, which is projected to be a 1 in 10,000 event, residual flare 
materials are deposited on the ground after each flare deployment.  For the M-206 flare, residual 
materials consist of a plastic end cap, a piston, one or two felt spacers, and a piece of aluminum-
coated wrapper.  The wrapper may be partially consumed during ignition, so the wrapping 
residual material could range in size from the smallest size, 1 inch x 1 inch, to the largest size, 2 
inches x 13 inches.  The size of the residual wrapping material would depend upon the amount 
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of combustion that occurred as the flare was deployed.  Even a parasitic M-206 flare that begins 
burning as it is ejected may not completely consume the aluminum-coated Mylar wrapping 
around the flare pellet. 

After ignition, residual components of the M-206 flare have high surface to mass ratios and are 
not judged capable of damage or injury when they impact the surface.  The weight of flare 
residual materials was of environmental interest in case the materials represented a safety risk.  
The M-206 piston and felt cushion together weigh approximately 0.0043 pounds.  The M-206 
wrapping materials have a high surface-to-weight ratio and do not fall with much force. 

AFI 11-214 (22 December 2005) prohibits using flare systems except in approved areas with 
intent to dispense, and sets certain conditions for employment of flares.  Flares are to be armed 
only in an approved airspace.  Aircrews may employ flares over government-owned and 
controlled property and over-water Warning Areas with no minimum altitude restrictions 
when there is no fire hazard (unless a higher altitude is specified in range orders).  If a fire 
hazard exists, minimum altitudes will be maintained in accordance with the applicable directive 
or range order.   A minimum flare employment altitude of 2,000 feet AGL over non-government 
owned or controlled property is prescribed unless specified otherwise in governing regulations.   

Policies and Regulations Addressing Flare Use 

Air Force policy on flare use was established by the Airspace Subgroup of Headquarters (HQ) 
Air Force Flight Standards Agency (AFFSA) in 1993 (Memorandum from John R. Williams, 28 
June 1993) (Air Force 1997).  This policy permits flare drops over military-owned or controlled 
land and in Warning Areas.  Flare drops are permitted in Military Operations Areas (MOAs) 
and Military Training Routes (MTRs) only when an environmental analysis has been 
completed.  Minimum altitudes must be adhered to.  Flare drops must also comply with 
established written range regulations and procedures. 

AFI 11-214 (22 December 2005) prohibits using flare systems except in approved areas with 
intent to dispense, and sets certain conditions for employment of flares.  Flares are to be armed 
only in an approved airspace.  Aircrews may employ flares over government-owned and 
controlled property and over-water Warning Areas with no minimum altitude restrictions 
when there is no fire hazard (unless a higher altitude is specified in range orders).  If a fire 
hazard exists, minimum altitudes will be maintained in accordance with the applicable directive 
or range order.   A minimum flare employment altitude of 2,000 feet AGL over non-government 
owned or controlled property is prescribed unless specified otherwise in governing regulations.   
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Privacy Advisory 



The following privacy advisory was included on the internal title page of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The privacy advisory was posted at scoping 
meetings and public hearings.  The privacy advisory was included in all parts of the 
environmental process that requested public comments.  
 
 
 

Public comments on this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are 
requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC 

4321, et seq.  All written comments received during the comment period 
will be made available to the public and considered during Final EIS 
preparation.  The provision of private address information with your 

comment is voluntary.  However, this information is used to compile the 
mailing list for Final EIS distribution and failure to provide such 

information will result in your name not being included on the list.  
Private address information will not be released for any other purpose 

unless required by law. 



FINAL EIS DISTRIBUTION LIST 



 



Final EIS Distribution List
Last Name First Name City State ZipOrganization Name

Clayton NM 88415Albert W. Thompson 
Memorial Library

Clovis NM 88101Clovis-Carver Public Library

Santa Fe NM 87501Department of Cultural 
Affairs

Fort Sumner NM 88119Fort Sumner Public Library

Santa Fe NM 87507New Mexico State Library

Portales NM 88130Portales Public Library

Adair The Honorable Rod Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico Senate

Aldersebaes Julie Clovis NM 88101Realtor

Allyn David D. Santa Fe NM 87508New Mexico Pilots Assoc.

Arguello Richard Clayton NM 88415Union County Commissioner

Baeza Benito Portales NM 88130Rooney & Moon 
Broadcasting (radio)

Beard Barrett Gladstone NM 88422

Berry Brian Cannon AFB NM 88103Cannon AFB

Bingaman The Honorable Jeff Roswell NM 88201

Birdsong Ronnie Portales NM 88130Eastern NM University

Boyce Garth Clayton NM 88415Mayor of Clayton

Brewer Barry Clovis NM 88101

Buzard Kendall Floyd NM 88118

Campos The Honorable Jose A. Santa Rosa NM 88435New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Campos The Honorable Pete Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico Senate

Carter Sheley Clayton NM 88415Clayton County 
Commissioner
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Last Name First Name City State ZipOrganization Name
Chavez Juan Fort Sumner NM 88119Mayor of Fort Sumner

Clark Jackie Portales NM 88130

Connolly Michael F. Clovis NM 88101

Corey Toby Cannon AFB NM 88103-5305Det 1, HQ AFSOC

Crook The Honorable Anna Marie Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Cross Clovis NM 88101

Daniel Bud and Cathy Folsom NM 88419Daniel Cattle Co.

Davis Tom and Sharon Potales NM 88130

Dehart Clyde Fort Worth TX 76193-0001Federal Aviation 
Administration

Dimsha Mark Albuqurque NM 87106Epsilon System Solutions

Doll Kristi Cannon AFB NM 8810327 CES/CEV

Domenici The Honorable Pete Roswell NM 88201

Dorsey-Gonzales Ruby Clayton NM 88415Union County Community 
Development Corp.

Elliott A.S. Fort Sumner NM 88119El Bigotte Cattle Co., L.L.C, 
Gottomitee, LTD.

Elliott A.S. Uvalde TX 78801-9700El Bigotte Cattle Co., L.L.C, 
Gottomitee, LTD.

Emiro Neil Raton NM 87740Stolor Research Corp.

Espinoza Nora Roswell NM 88201

Essary Jeff Floyd NM 88118

Essary Don Floyd NM 88118

Ezzell The Honorable Candy Roswell NM 88202New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Fang Hsuan Huang Clovis NM 88101

Fikany Frances Hall Fort Sumner NM 88119Canyon Blanco Ranch

Floyd James Cannon AFB NM 88103WBY
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Last Name First Name City State ZipOrganization Name
Foisre Gerry Clovis NM 88101

Foley The Honorable Daniel R. Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Foley The Honorable Daniel R. Roswell NM 88202New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Franks Lois Melrose NM 88124

Gamble Steve Portales NM 88130Eastern NM University

Gardner The Honorable Keith J. Roswell NM 88201New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Goff Tom and Mary Elida NM 88116

Gordon Louis Clovis NM 88101City of Clovis

Greathouse Betty Portales NM 88130

Greathouse Jack Portales NM 88130

Greathouse Ross Portales NM 88130

Greathouse Jack and Betty Portales NM 88130

Harden The Honorable Clinton D. Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico Senate

Hartz Marlena Clovis NM 88101Clovis News Journal

Haynes Jeff Clovis NM 88101

Hoffner Charles and Freda Folsom NM 88419

Horse Billy Evans Carnegie OK 73015Kiowa Tribe

Hoy Bob Clovis NM 88101Coldwell Banker/Colonial 
Real Estate

Ingle The Honorable Stuart Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico Senate

J. Sanders Clovis NM 88102-5196

Jennings The Honorable Timothy Z. Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico Senate

Jewell Fred and Mary Alice Elida NM 88116F-J Cattle Co., Inc.

Kernan The Honorable Gay Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico Senate
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Last Name First Name City State ZipOrganization Name
Kibler John Clovis NM 88101

Kilgore Teresa Clovis NM 88101

Konis Jinni Amarillo TX 79102

Kostzuta Henry Andarko OK 73005Apache Tribe of Oklahoma

Landry Connie Clovis NM 88102-1793

Lansford  The Honorable David Clovis NM 88101City of Clovis

Lee Bruce Floyd NM 88118Salt Farms

Like Cody & Nora Folsom NM 88419Fred Like Farms

Lunsford Lance Lubbock TX 79402Lubbock Avalanche Journal

Madrid Jr. The Honorable Paul Vaughn NM 88353City of Vaughn

Marley Mark Roswell NM 88201-9448

McAlister Lois Floyd NM 88118

McElhannon W.C. "Dub" Gladstone NM 88422

Miller Trina Clovis NM 88101EPCOG

Mondragon Raymond Clovis NM 88101ENMU Plateau

Moore Jerry Clayton NM 88415

Moore Bill Clovis NM 88101EPCOG

Moore The Honorable Brian K. Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Morris Donald Fort Sumner NM 88119

Nicholopoulos Joy Albuquerque NM 87113U.S. Department of the 
Interior

Ortega, Jr. The Honorable Orlando Portales NM 88130City of Portales

Pace Leon and Pat Fort Sumner NM 88119

Patterson Lacey Clovis NM 88101EPCOG

Pearce The Honorable Steve Roswell NM 88201
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Last Name First Name City State ZipOrganization Name
Perez Debra Vaughn NM 88353

Perez Domenic M Vaughn NM 88353Perez Ranches

Peterson Nick Roswell NM 88201

Phillips Ralph Clovis NM 88101

Pigg James Las Cruces NM 88011

Prather Blake Clovis NM 88101AG Services

Prescott Tom and Janice Clovis NM 88101TJ Ranch

Pyle Lance Melrose NM 88124Mayor of Melrose

Richardson The Honorable Bill Santa Fe NM 87503State of New Mexico

Richardson Sue Clayton NM 88415Union County Leader 
Newspaper

Riley Winfred Clovis NM 88101Ag Services, Inc.

Sanders J. Clovis NM 88102-5196

Sandoval Antonio Albuquerque NM 87113State of NM

Scott Bruce Clovis NM 88102ENMU Plateau

Scott, USAF (Ret.) Brigadier General Hanson Santa Fe NM 87505Office of Military Base 
Planning & Support

Seidenworm Rhonda Clovis NM 88102Clovis Municipal Schools

Slick Katherine Santa Fe NM 87501New Mexico Historic 
Preservation Division

Smith Richard A. Albuquerque NM 87111NMOMBPS

Smith Jessica Clayton NM 88415Union County Leader 
Newspaper

Smyer Zack Roswell NM 88203FAA

Sonnenschein Lisa Portales NM 88130Portales News-Tribune

Sparks Allen Fort Sumner NM 88119FSCOC

Stinnett Scot and Lisa Ft. Sumner NM 88119De Baca County News
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Last Name First Name City State ZipOrganization Name
Sutton Loretta Washington DC 20240Office of the Environmental 

Policy and Compliance

Taylor Buddy & Donna Elida NM 88116

Taylor Jimmie Clayton NM 88415City Trustee

Taylor Joe and Nancy Clovis NM 88101Food Bank

Thomas Joe Clovis NM 88101City of Clovis

Toahty Ruth Lawton OK 73502Comanche Nation

Udall The Honorable Tom Clovis NM 88102

Uslan Stephen D. Odessa TX 79762-5455U.S. Pilots Association

Van Valin Gary Albuqurque NM 87113Keystone Intl.

Ventura Diana Roswell NM 88201U.S. Senator Jeff 
Bingaman's Office

Vick Carl Fort Sumner NM 88119

Vigel-Muniz Claudia Dulce NM 87528Jicarilla Apache Tribe

Wang Harry Clovis NM 88101City of Clovis

Wilkerson Ava Fort Worth TX 76137-4298U.S. Department of 
Transportation, FAA

Williams The Honorable W.C. Santa Fe NM 87503New Mexico House of 
Representatives

Wilson The Honorable Heather Albuquerque NM 87102

Wilson Elmer Fort Sumner NM 88119

Winfred Riley Clovis NM 88101AG Services Inc.

Witschi David F. Arlington VA 22202-4704Office of Economic 
Adjustment

Worthington Bob Las Cruces NM 88011New Mexico Pilots 
Association

Zerrenner Adam Albuquerque NM 87113U.S. Department of Interior, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service

Zhang Hong Wu Clovis NM 88101City of Clovis
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The EIS Timeline

Notice of Intent (NOI) Published
in Federal Register

Scoping

Preparation of Draft EIS

Notice of Availability
of Draft EIS

Preparation of Final EIS

Notice of Availability
of Final EIS

30-Day Waiting Period

Record of Decision

Opportunities for Public Involvement 

45-Day Public Comment Period

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
will be prepared in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

NEPA requires federal decision makers to
consider the potential environmental
consequences of the proposed action and
reasonable alternatives in an EIS.  The EIS
complies with environmental regulations
and guidelines and considers impact to:

� Airspace and Range
 Management
  Airspace, Noise, Air
  Quality and Safety

� Natural Resources
  Soils, Water  and
  Biological Resources

� Cultural Resources
  Archaeological,
  Architectural and
  Traditional Resources

� Human Resources
  Grazing, Land Use,
  Recreation, Socioeconomics
  and Environmental Justice

� Community Infrastructure
  Public Services,
  Transportation, Hazardous
  Materials and Waste

There are many opportunities to be 
involved in the AFSOC Assets 
Beddown at Cannon AFB EIS.

  � Participate in a scoping meeting
  � Identify community-specific     
    issues
  � Make sure you are included
    on our mailing list
  � Comment on the Draft EIS
  � Participate in public hearings
  � Review the Final EIS

For More
Information

Contact:

Carl T. Hoffman
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 225

Hurburt Field, FL  32544
(850) 884-5984

Public involvement is an essential 
part of the NEPA process.  Your 

participation identifies local 
concerns or issues to be addressed 

with rigorous environmental 
analysis.  The NEPA process allows 

us to make informed decisions 
based on community and

Air Force needs.

Your involvement
and input are

essential to the
environmental

process. 



 



Pre-BRAC Mission of Cannon Air Force Base (AFB)
Cannon AFB is currently home to the 27th Fighter Wing (FW).  The 

27th FW’s mission is to provide superior power with F-16 fighter aircraft 
capable of day, night and all-weather combat operations.  As a result of 

BRAC, Cannon AFB’s F-16s will be reassigned to other
Air Force units. 

Proposed Mission of Cannon AFB:
Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC)

Under this proposal, Cannon AFB management would transfer from Air Combat Command (ACC) to 
AFSOC.  AFSOC is headquartered at Hurlburt Field, Florida, and is one of nine major commands in the U.S. 

Air Force.  The proposal is to transfer certain AFSOC personnel and assets to Cannon AFB.

AFSOC Core Missions:
Precision aerospace fires; specialized air 

mobility; battlefield air operations; intelligence, 
surveillance and reconnaissance; combat 
aviation advisory; agile combat support; 

specialized refueling; information operations; 
and psychological operations.

The AFSOC Mission:
“America’s specialized air power...a step 

ahead in a changing world, delivering 
Special Operations power anytime, 

anywhere.”
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Existing Military Training Airspace Around Cannon AFB, New Mexico

Aerial Refueling - Most MC-130 aircraft have 
capability to refuel special operations 

helicopters and CV-22 Osprey.

SOF Mobility - Conduct infiltration and 
exfiltration of Special Operations Forces 
(SOF); resupply operational elements

through air drops.

Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance - Mission supports 

reconnaissance, surveillance and targeting.

Ground and Air Live Fire - Identify and 
engage targets with available aircraft 

weapons, often directed by ground forces.

Visual Route
Instrument Route
Military Operations Area
Restricted Airspace

LEGEND



 



The U.S. Air Force is conducting scoping meetings for the transfer of AFSOC 
Assets to Cannon AFB, New Mexico as part of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) EIS.  Cannon AFB has been 
home to the 27th Fighter Wing (FW).  The 27th 
FW’s primary mission is to provide superior 
combat power with F-16 fighter aircraft capable 
of day, night and all-weather combat 
operations.  As a result of the 2005 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC) decisions, Cannon AFB F-16s will be 
reassigned to other Air Force units.

Under this proposal, Cannon AFB management would transfer from Air 
Combat Command (ACC) to AFSOC.  AFSOC is headquartered at Hurlburt 
Field, Florida and is one of nine major commands in the U.S. Air Force.  The 
proposal is to transfer certain AFSOC personnel and assets to Cannon AFB.

Scoping meetings provide the public an opportunity to learn about the 
proposal and provide input to define the proposed action and alternatives.  
Scoping allows us to identify and address community-specific issues and 
concerns regarding the proposed beddown and training.

The Air Force will include your input and comments in the evaluation of 
potential environmental consequences associated with the proposed action 
and alternatives including the No-Action Alternative.  Your involvement and 
input are vital to help us frame the environmental analysis. 

Proposed Action:  Transfer certain AFSOC assets and operations (aircraft 
and personnel) to Cannon AFB pursuant to the Secretary of Defense 
(SECDEF) Recommendation #100 as set forth in the 2005 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) Report to the President.

Background:    The BRAC recommendation requires SECDEF to seek a new 
mission for Cannon AFB.  On June 19, 2006, in accordance with the 2005 
Defense BRAC Report, the SECDEF designated AFSOC’s establishment of a 
Special Operations Wing at Cannon 
AFB, beginning in the Fall of 2007, as 
the new mission for that base.  
Because the proposed action is to be 
taken as a result of the BRAC directive, 
the basing/installation alternative will be 
limited to Cannon AFB.  The 
EIS will analyze the impacts of 
the beddown and associated 
training to the environment.

AFSOC is considering what 
aircraft and other equipment 
to base at Cannon AFB, how 
best to utilize existing facilities 
and what facilities will need to 
be modified or built.  The 
proposed action will consider 
moving approximately 90 
aircraft and approximately 
3,500 personnel to Cannon 
AFB.  It is possible that 
additional facilities may need 
to be constructed at Melrose Air Force 
Range (AFR) to support realistic 
AFSOC training.  Potential 
environmental consequences to 
airspace include training in the 
Restricted Airspace supporting Melrose AFR, surrounding Military Training 
Routes (MTRs), and Military Operations Areas (MOAs) including the Mt. Dora 
MOA, Pecos MOA and Bronco MOA. 

The EIS will also address alternative beddown facility locations on Cannon 
AFB, alternative Melrose AFR targets and facilities, alternative uses of 
airspace for training activities, and the No Action Alternative that would not 
beddown AFSOC assets at Cannon AFB after the 27th Fighter Wing’s F-16s 
are reassigned.

    Scoping Meetings
for the Beddown of Air Force Special Operations

Command (AFSOC) Assets to Cannon Air Force Base (AFB)
New Mexico, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

    Welcome!



The EIS Timeline

Notice of Intent (NOI) Published
in Federal Register

Scoping

Preparation of Draft EIS

Notice of Availability
of Draft EIS

Preparation of Final EIS

Notice of Availability
of Final EIS

30-Day Waiting Period

Record of Decision

Opportunities for Public Involvement 

45-Day Public Comment Period

For More Information 
Contact:

Cannon AFB Public Affairs
Capt. Rebecca Garcia

110 East Sextant Avenue,
Suite 1098A

Cannon AFB, NM  88103
(505) 784-4131

National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA)

The EIS will be prepared in accordance 
with NEPA and Air Force Instructions.  
NEPA requires all federal agencies to 
consider potential environmental 
impacts of proposed actions and 
reasonable alternatives in making 
decisions about those actions.

Public involvment is an essential part of 
the process.  Public involvement 
ensures that individual’s concerns are 
addressed in the EIS.  The EIS 
considers impacts to both the natural 
environment (air, water, biology, etc.) 
and the human environment (airspace, 
safety, cultural resources, 
socioeconomics, environmental
justice, etc.)

Meeting Agenda

Open House.......................................................6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Air Force Presentation..........................................................6:15 p.m.
 • Welcome and Introductions
  • Scoping Meeting Purpose and Objectives
 • NEPA and EIS Analysis Process
 • Purpose and Need
 • Proposed Action and Alternatives
Comments and Questions.........................Following AF Presentation
Open House Resumes

Keys to Making Effective Comments
Your involvement and input are essential in helping the Air Force make 
informed decisions during the environmental impact analysis process.  
Listed below are tips on how to make your comments useful and effective:

 • Be specific.  It is helpful to state particular reasons for your  
   concerns instead of making broad statements.
 • Focus your comments on particular issues or resources, and  
   provide as much detail as possible.
 • Let us know what environmental and community factors you  
   consider important for analysis in the EIS.

This type of input will help us include community-specific issues as we work 
to balance the Air Force mission with the environment and community 
concerns.

Providing Comments
To provide comments, please fill out a comment sheet and give your 

comments to an Air Force representative or place it in the comment box.  
Comments or your own letter can also be sent to:

Mr. Carl T. Hoffman, R.A.
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 225

Hurlburt Field, FL  32544

Send your comments by October 5, 2006.

Please note that by including your name and address on correspondence, you agree the 
information may be made public as part of the environmental process.



 

 

    PUBLIC MEETINGS     

You Are Invited! 
 
The U.S. Air Force will hold community meetings as part of the scoping process for the Air Force Special 
Operations Command (AFSOC) beddown of assets at Cannon Air Force Base (AFB) Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
The Air Force proposes to transfer aircraft and personnel from Hurlburt Field, Florida, or other existing 
operational locations to Cannon AFB.  Potential AFSOC assets that may come to Cannon AFB include 
aircraft, weapons systems, equipment, and personnel.  Growth is planned through Fiscal Year 2013 at 
Cannon AFB, and AFSOC proposes to begin utilizing Melrose Air Force Range (AFR), existing training 
airspace, and existing Military Training Routes from Cannon AFB. 
 
AFSOC is considering what aircraft and other equipment to base at Cannon AFB, how best to utilize 
existing facilities, and what facilities will need to be modified or built. The proposed action will consider 
moving approximately 90 aircraft and approximately 3,500 personnel to the base.  It is possible that 
additional facilities may need to be constructed at Melrose AFR.    Locations for outlying drop zones within 
or outside of Melrose AFR, or water training within two hours travel from Cannon AFB may also be 
identified for training use. Potential environmental impacts from the proposed action and alternatives will 
be considered in the EIS.   
 
Three scoping meetings are scheduled to provide interested individuals and organizations an opportunity 
to learn more about this proposal and the environmental impact analysis process. You are encouraged to 
attend and provide community-specific input. 
 

Scoping Meetings- When and Where 
September 18, 2006  

6 to 8 p.m. 
Clovis Community College, 

417 Schepps Blvd., Clovis, N.M. 
September 19, 2006, 

6 to 8 p.m. 
Clayton High School, 

323 South Fifth Street, Clayton, N. M. 
September 20, 2006, 

6 to 8 p.m. 
Fort Sumner Community House, 

137 East Baker Avenue, Fort Sumner, N.M. 
  

For additional information or to submit written comments,  
please make note of the following address and phone number: 

Send Written Comments to: 
Mr. Carl T. Hoffman 
HQ AFSOC/A7CV 

427 Cody Avenue, Suite 225 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5434 

For General Information, Contact: 
Cannon AFB Public Affairs 

Capt. Rebecca Garcia 
(505) 784-4131 

 

 
Please submit written comments before October 5, 2006! 



 



 

         MEDIA RELEASE    

“America’s Most Lethal Warfighting Team” 
27TH FIGHTER WING PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 

110 E. SEXTANT, SUITE 1098A, CANNON AFB, NM 88103 
Telephone:  (505) 784-4131     Fax: (505) 784-2338 

Contact:  Capt. Rebecca Garcia 
  

Public Service Announcement 
 

Cannon Air Force Base invites you to attend one of three upcoming public scoping meetings to learn 
about the proposed Air Force Special Operations Command transfer of assets to Cannon Air Force Base 
Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
Please attend a meeting in Clovis on Monday, Sept. 18 from 6 to 8 p.m., in Clayton on Tuesday, Sept 
19 from 6 to 8 p.m. or in Fort Sumner on Wednesday, Sept 20 from 6 to 8 p.m.  
 
For more information, call Cannon Public Affairs at 505-784-4131. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATlOI'IS COMMAND (AFSOC) 

8 Sep 06 

079112 
George R. Omley, P.E. 
Chief, Environmental Branch 
Installations and Mission Support Directorate 
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 225 
Hurlburt Field, FL 32544-5434 

Katherine Slick 
Director 
New Mexico Historic Preservation Division 
Room 320, La Villa Rivera 
228 East Palace A venue 
Santa Fe, NM 83501 

Dear Ms. Slick 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is in the process of preparing an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental impacts of a proposal to transfer 
certain Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) equipment and personnel to Cannon 
AFB, New Mexico. 

The Air Force proposes to transfer aircraft and personnel from Hurlburt Field, Florida, or 
other existing operational locations to Cannon AFB. Potential AFSOC assets to beddown 
include aircraft, weapons systems, equipment, and personnel. Growth is planned through Fiscal 
Year 2013 at Cannon AFB, and AFSOC proposes to begin utilizing Melrose Air Force Range 
(AFR), existing training airspace, and existing Military Training Routes from Cannon AFB. 

The proposed action will consider moving approximately 90 aircraft and approximately 
3,500 personnel to Cannon AFB. AFSOC is considering what aircraft and other equipment to 
base at Cannon AFB, how best to utilize existing facilities, and what facilities will need to be 
modified or built. It is possible that additional facilities may need to be constructed at Melrose 
AFR. Locations for outlying drop zones within or outside of Melrose AFR, or water training 
within two hours travel from Cannon AFB may also be identified for training use . The impacts 
from the proposed actions and alternatives will be considered in the EIS. 

We are beginning the process of identifying applicable cultural resources information for not 
only areas under the involved airspace, but ground areas also. We would appreciate any 
assistance you could provide in identifying and retrieving this important information, as well as 
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concerns you may have about the potential effects of the proposal on significant cultural 
resources. Please respond to: Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), ABC 
EIS, 405 S. 8th Street, Suite 301, Boise, Idaho, 83702. 

The Air Force will hold a series of scoping meetings to solicit public input concerning the 
scope of the proposed action and alternatives, as well as to help identify other concerns and 
issues to be addressed in the environmental analysis. Scoping meetings will be held at the 
locations shown in the table below. During the meetings, the Air Force will describe the 
proposed action and all alternatives, the National Environmental Policy Act process, and outline 
the opportunities for public involvement in the process. We look forward to receiving your 
comments as part of this process. 

Schedule for Scopine Meetines 
Monday, September 18, 2006 Clovis Clovis Community College, 417 Schepps Blvd. 

6 to 8 p.m. 

Tuesday, September 19, 2006 Clayton Clayton High School, 323 South Fifth Street 

6 to 8 p.m. 

Wednesday, September 20, 2006 Fort Sumner Fort Sumner Community House, 137 East Baker 

6 to 8 p.m. Avenue 

In an effort to analyze the potential impact of this proposed action, the Air Force or its 
contractors may be contacting you in their data collection efforts. In advance, we thank you for 
your assistance in this activity. If you have any specific concerns about the proposal, we would 
like to hear from you. Please contact the AFSOC Project Manager, Mr. Carl T. Hoffman, at the 
above address. Mr. Hoffman can be reached at (850) 884-5984. Thank you for your assistance 
in this matter. 

c~ 12_ -----------------/Lk~ 
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Map of Affected Areas 

GEORGE R. OMLEY, P.E. 
Chief, Environmental Branch 
Installations and Mission Support Directorate 



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office 

2105 Osuna NE 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113 

Phone: (505) 346-2525 Fax: (505) 346-2542 

OCT -2 

Thank you for your recent request for information on threatened or endangered species or 
important wildlife habitats that may occur in your project area. The New Mexico Ecological 
Services Field Office has posted lists of the endangered, threatened, proposed, candidate and 
species of concern occurring in all New Mexico Counties on the Internet. Please refer to the 
following web page for species information in the county where your project occurs: 
http://ifW2es.fWs.gov/NewMexico/SBC intro.cfin. If you do not have access to the Internet or 
have difficulty obtaining a list, please contact our office and We will mail or fax you a list as 
soon as possible. 

After opening the web page, fmd New Mexico Listed and Sensitive Species Lists on the main 
page and click on the county of interest. Your project area may not necessarily include all or any 
of these species. This information should assist you in determining which species may or may 
not occur within your project area. 

Under the Endangered Species Act, as amended (Act), it is the responsibility of the Federal 
action agency or its designated representative to determine if a proposed action "may affect" 
endangered, threatened, or proposed species, or designated critical habitat, and if so, to consult 
with us further. Similarly, it is their responsibility to determine if a proposed action has no effect 
to endangered, threatened, or proposed species, or designated critical habitat. If your action area 
has suitable habitat for any of these species, we recommend that species-specific surveys be 
conducted during the flowering season for plants and at the appropriate time for wildlife to 
evaluate any possible project-related impacts. Please keep in mind that the scope of federally 
listed species compliance also includes any interrelated or interdependent project activities (e.g., 
equipment staging areas, offsite borrow material areas, or utility relocations) and any indirect or 
cumulative effects. 

Candidates and species of concern have no legal protection under the Act and are included on the 
web site for planning purposes only. We monitor the status of these species. If significant 
declines are detected, these species could potentially be listed as endangered or threatened. 
Therefore, actions that may contribute to their decline should be avoided. We recommend that 
candidates and speeies of concern be included in your surveys. 

Also on the web site, we have included additional wildlife-related information that should be 
considered ifyourproject is a specific type. These include communication towers, power line 
safety for raptors, road and highway improvements and/or construction, spring developments and 
livestock watering facilities, wastewater facilities, and trenching operations. 
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Under Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, Federal agencies are required to minimize the 
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and floodplains, and preserve and enhance their 
natural and beneficial values. We recommend you contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 
permitting requirements under section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act if your proposed action could 
impact floodplains or wetlands. These habitats should be conserved through avoidance, or 
mitigated to ensure no net loss of wetlands function and value. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the taking of migratory birds, nests, and eggs, 
except as permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. To minimize the likelihood of 
adverse impacts to all birds protected under the MBT A, we recommend construction activities 
occur outside the general migratory bird nesting season of March through August, or that areas 
proposed for construction during the nesting season be surveyed, and when occupied, avoided 
until nesting is complete. 

We suggest you contact the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, and the New Mexico 
Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department, Forestry Division for information 
regarding fish, wildlife, and plants of State concern. 

Thank you for your concern for endangered and threatened species and New Mexico's wildlife 
habitats. We appreciate your efforts to identify and avoid impacts to listed and sensitive species 
in your project area. 

lf~-----
Adam Zerre~~ 
Acting Field Supervisor 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

OCT 0 4 2006 

Federal Aviation Administration 
Southwest Region 

Mr. George R. Omley, PE 
Chief, Environmental Branch 
Installation and Mission Support Directorate 
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 225 
Hurburt Field, FL 32544-5434 

Dear Mr. Omley: 

Fort Worth, Texas 76193-0001 

Thank you for the invitation and opportunity to participate in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEP A) process concerning the establishment of a new mission at Cannon Air 
Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. At this time, it appears the changes listed in your letter 
do not constitute a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Federal action requiring 
environmental review in accordance with NEP A. Although the proposal does not contemplate 
actions constituting an FAA Federal action, we will be happy to offer comments and airspace 
expertise, as appropriate. 

As noted in your letter, the mission of the 27 FW at Cannon AFB and its use of the existing 
airspace complex in and around Cannon AFB appears to be very different from the potential 
use by the Air Force Special Operations Command. Accordingly, we intend to conduct a 
Special Use Airspace Review prior to the transition to the new mission to determine the 
appropriate airspace configuration that satisfies the military's needs as well as the needs of 
other civil users of the airspace. We look forward to coordinating this activity with you. 

Should you or your staff have any questions, please contact Joe Yadouga, Airspace Specialist, 
Systems Support Group, Central Service Center at 817-222-5597 

Regional Administrator, 
Southwest Region 



 



Interest Group Correspondence 



The following two letters were included in the Draft EIS, but were inappropriately incorporated 
in the section on Agency Correspondence. 



October 9, 2006 

George Omley, PE, Chief 
Environmental Branch 
Installations and Mission Support Directorate 
427 Cody Ave, Suite 225 
Hurlburt Field, FL 32544-5434 

Re: Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental 
impacts of a proposal to transfer certain Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) 
equipment and personnel to Cannon AFB 

Dear Mr. Omley: 

Thank you for your letter of September 8th regarding the above referenced project 

At this time, the Comanche Nation has no immediate concerns or issues regarding the project; 
however, please keep us informed of the project's progress. We also would like to receive any 
archaeological reports and findings for the project area 

If in the process of the project human remains or archaeological items are discovered, we request that 
you immediately cease the project work and notifY us so that we may discuss appropriate disposition 
with you and the other Tribal Nations that may be affected by such discoveries. 

We look forward to your reports as activities proceed. 

Sincerely, 

.~Jtrdt 
Ruth Toahty, NAGPRA Associate 

Oid«:1~oma 73502 fll PHONE: (580) 492-3740 /7) FlU: (580) 492-3745 



 



United States Pilots Association 
483 So. Kirkwood Road, Suite 10 

October 2, 2006 

Mr. Carl T. Hoffman, RA 
Environmental Compliance Manager 
HQ AFSOC/A7CV 
427 Cody Avenue, Suite 225 
Hurlburt Field, FL 32544-5434 

St. Louis, MO 63122 314-849-8772 

Re: Comments from The United States Pilots Association (USPA) for the Cannon 
AFB AFSOC Proposal ElS 

Dear Mr. Hoffman: 

The USPA is very concerned about the planned movement of 3,500 personnel and some 90 
aircraft to Cannon AFB. Regrettably the AF did not see their way clear to give us enough time to 
attend one of the scoping meetings. 

We are not against the Air Force moving to Cannon to train. We are against the injection of some 
90 additional aircraft into airspace currently utilized by small private airplanes as well as business 
jets and commuter airlines. The same objections we had to the supersonic bombing range 
previously proposed for Cannon are still valid. 

Radar coverage north of Roswell by Albuquerque Center is almost non-existent below 10,000 
feet AGL. Radio coverage is totally non-existent some 35 miles north of Roswell until approaching 
the Manzano mountains or flying through the pass just west of Corona. 

The hazards to civilian pilots of operating UA Vs in this environment is just too great to be 
permitted under present radar and radio communications. 

USPA formerly requests that new remote stations be set up in the "dead zone," perhaps on top of 
Gallinas Peak. This would allow for separation of traffic and still permit night flights by both sides 
in relative safety. 

I routinely fly in the affected areas and can testify to the non-existence of proper communications 
and radar. The Albuquerque Center controller tells me that radar contact is lost, and I cannot hear 
him several miles further. In effect I am flying deaf and dumb. And if the AF intends to bring a 
huge volume of manned and unmanned traffic into these areas, then the AF needs to assume 
responsibility for improving the radar and radio. 

We also favor the insertion of NOT AMS to the FAA advising of all operations including UAVs in 
both day and night conditions. It will only take one accident to sway public opinion against these 
operations. 



One last issue. Not having attended the scoping meetings, I wonder about the status of the two 
VFR airways running from Roswell to Albuquerque. I strongly advise against the formerly 
proposed elimination of one of these airways and the temporary frequent closure of the other. 
This airspace sits on the direct course for all civilian traffic originating from the Houston, San 
Antonio, Austin, San Angelo areas, through Midland-Odessa to Hobbs, Roswell, Albuquerque, 
and Denver. 

Please continue to furnish the undersigned with advisories and publications as this process 
continues through the permitting process. 

Sincerely, 

.~ l), ~ A/1 
'stephen D. Uslan, President 1J "'"-' 
United States Pilots Association 
Former President, New Mexico Pilots Association 
FAA Safety Counselor 
2 Rocky Place 
Odessa, TX 79762-5455 
Cell432-556-0120 
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Biological Resources Letter Recipient 

Joy Nicholopoulos, U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2105 Osuna 
NE, Albuquerque, NM  87113 

Sample Biological Resources Letter 
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Cultural Resources Letter Recipient 

Katherine Slick, Director, New Mexico Historic Preservation Division, Room 320, La Villa 
Rivera, 228 East Palace Avenue, Santa Fe NM  83501 

Sample Cultural Resources Letter 
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Congressional Letter Recipients 

The Honorable Rod Adair, New Mexico Senate, Room 416D, State Capitol, Santa Fe, NM  87503 
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman, 105 W 3rd, Suite 409, Roswell, NM 88201 
The Honorable Jose A. Campos, New Mexico House of Representatives, 1050 S. 10th Street, 

Santa Rosa, NM 88435 
The Honorable Pete Campos, New Mexico Senate, Room 302B, State Capitol, Santa Fe, NM 

87503 
The Honorable Anna Marie Crook, New Mexico House of Representatives, Room 230JCN, State 

Capitol, Santa Fe, NM 87503 
The Honorable Pete Domenici, 140 Federal Building, Roswell, NM 88201 
The Honorable Candy Spence Ezzell, New Mexico House of Representatives, PO Box 2125, 

Roswell, NM 88202 
The Honorable Daniel R. Foley, New Mexico House of Representatives, Room 203FCN, State 

Capitol, Santa Fe, NM 87503 
The Honorable Daniel R. Foley, New Mexico House of Representatives, PO Box 3194, Roswell, 

NM 88202 
The Honorable Keith J. Gardner, New Mexico House of Representatives, 4500 Verde Dr., 

Roswell, NM 88201 
The Honorable Clinton D. Harden, New Mexico Senate, Room 416E, State Capitol, Santa Fe, 

NM 87503 
The Honorable Stuart Ingle, New Mexico Senate, Room 109A, State Capitol, Santa Fe, NM 87503 
The Honorable Timothy Z. Jennings, New Mexico Senate, Room 300D, State Capitol, Santa Fe, 

NM 87503 
The Honorable Gay Kernan, New Mexico Senate, Room 415E, State Capitol, Santa Fe, NM, 

87503  
The Honorable Brian K. Moore, New Mexico House of Representatives, Room 203GCN, State 

Capitol, Santa Fe, NM 87503 
The Honorable Steve Pearce, 1717 W 2nd Street, Suite 100, Roswell, NM 88201 
The Honorable Bill Richardson, State of New Mexico, Office of the Governor, State Capital 

Building, Santa Fe, NM 87503 
The Honorable Mary Skeen, New Mexico House of Representatives, PO Box 67, Picacho, NM 

88343 
The Honorable Tom Udall, Clovis-Carver Public Library, 701 N Main St/PO Box 868, Clovis, 

NM 88102 
The Honorable W.C. Williams, New Mexico House of Representatives, Room 230JCN, State 

Capitol, Santa Fe, NM 87503 



Sample Congressional Letter 
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Tribal Letter Recipients 

Henry Kostzuta, Chairman, Apache Tribe of Oklahoma, PO Box 1220, Andarko, OK 73005 
Billy Evans Horse, Chairman, Kiowa Tribe, PO Box 369, Carnegie, OK 73015 
Comanche Nation, c/o NAGPRA Coordinator, PO Box 908, Lawton, OK 73502 
Claudia Vigel-Muniz, President, Jicarilla Apache Tribe, PO Box 507, Dulce, NM 87528 
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General Letter Recipients 
Bureau of Indian Affairs Intermountain Region, Regional Director, PO Box 26567, Albuquerque, 

NM 87125 
Melrose Cattle Co., Portales, NM 881301 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, 6200 Jefferson NE, Albuquerque, NM 87109-3734 
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office, 2105 Osuna Road NE, Albuquerque, NM 87113-

1001 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Department of Interior, P.O. Box 26567 

(MC-9), Albuquerque, NM 87125-6567 
The Honorable Leandro Abeyta, City of Vaughn, PO Box 278, Vaughn, NM 88353 
David D. Allyn, Santa Fe, NM 87508 
Andy & Mary Andreas, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Leslie & Glenda Armstrong, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Jeff Ashley, Floyd, NM 88118-96011 
Tim Ashley Commissioner, Chair, Curry County, 700 N. Main Street, Suite 10, County 

Courthouse, Clovis, NM 88101 
Tom Baca, Aviation Director, New Mexico Aviation Division, 1550 Pacheco Street, , Santa Fe, 

NM 87505-1149 
Randy Bailey, Ruidoso, NM 88345 
Randy Ballard, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Aron Balok, Regional Director, New Mexico Farm and Livestock, 89 Las Flores Dr., Roswell, 

NM 88203 
Jimmy Barela, Commissioner, Chair, Guadalupe County, 420 Parker Avenue, County 

Courthouse, Santa Rosa, NM 88435 
Barrett Beard, Gladstone, NM 88422 
Jerry D. Bell, Clovis, NM 88101 
Don Bennett, Elida, NM 88116 
Jeff Bilberry, Elida, NM 88116 
Bill, Roswell, NM 88201 
Pat Bonne IV, Elida, NM 88116 
John R. Bourne, Clovis, NM 88101 
Carole Brabham, Clovis, NM 88101 
Clarence O. Brady, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Jennifer Brady, Roswell, NM 88203 
Clarence O. Brady, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Dr. Art Brokenbeck, House, NM 88121 
Kendall Buzard, Floyd, NM 88118 
Charlie Buzard, Floyd, NM 881181 
R.A. Canning, Capitan, NM 88316 



Joan M. Carlson, United Aero, Inc., 200 First St., Farwell, TX 79325 
Powhatan Carter, III, Commissioner, Chair, De Baca County, PO Box 347, County Courthouse, 

Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Alvin Clark, Clovis, NM 88101 
Tim Coleman, Albuquerque, NM 87120-2468 
Michael F. Connolly, Clovis, NM 88101 
Carolyn Cook, Santa Fe, NM 87505 
Billie Cooper, Portales, NM 88130 
Charlie Creek, Roswell, NM 88201 
Glen Crenshaw, Taiban, NM 88134 
William L. Crenshaw, Taiban, NM 881341 
Clay Crist, Yeso, NM 88136 
Ron Curry, Cabinet Secretary, New Mexico Environment Department, Harold S. Runnels 

Building, 1190 St Francis Drive, Santa Fe, NM 87505 
Joe Dauna, Vaughn, NM 88353 
Tom & Sharon Davis, Portales, NM 88130 
Thomas H. Davis, Portales, NM 881301 
Chad Davis, Commissioner, Chair, Roosevelt County, 109 W 1st Street, County Courthouse, 

Portales, NM 88130 
Clyde Dehart, Federal Aviation Administration, Southwest Region, ASW-900/AF 

Representative, Fort Worth, TX 76193-0001 
Mary Dose’, Carrizozo, NM 88301 
Kevin Doyle, Santa Fe, NM 87508 
Carter DuBois, Santa Fe, NM 87505 
Frank DuBois, New Mexico Department of Agriculture, Box 30005, Dept. 3189, Las Cruces, NM 

88003 
Ron Dunton, Deputy State Director, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 

Management, PO Box 27115, Santa Fe, NM 87502 
A.S. Elliott, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Charley & Teresa Engelking, Capitan, NM 88316 
Jeff Essary, Floyd, NM 88118 
Don Essary, Floyd, NM 88118 
Cynthia Etchepareborde, Portales, NM 88130 
Frances Hall Fikany, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Johnnie Firestone, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Wanda & James Floyd, Clovis, NM 88101 
Loretta Fogerson, Clovis, NM 88101 
Gerry Foisre, Clovis, NM 88101 



 

Harv Forsgren, Regional Forester, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 333 
Broadway SE, Albuquerque, NM 87102 

Lois Franks, Melrose, NM 88124 
Nettie Fuchs, Roswell, NM 88201 
Tom & Claryce Gainer, Floyd, NM 88118 
Tom Goff, Elida, NM 88116 
Mary Goff, Elida, NM 88116 
Jeanne Good, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Sid & Cheryl Goodloe, Capitan, NM 88316 
Louis Gordon, Clovis, NM 88101 
Jim Gottwald, Clovis, NM 88101 
Jack Graham, Roswell, NM 88201 
Kevin Grant, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Betty Greathouse, Portales, NM 88130 
Jack Greathouse, Portales, NM 88130 
Ross Greathouse, Portales, NM, 88130 
M.S. Gresham, Portales, NM 88130 
Paul Grider, Melrose, NM 881241 
Wanda Grider, Portales, NM 881301 
Shelly Johnson Grider, Clovis, NM 88101 
Jim Grizzle, Clovis, NM 881011 
Jennifer Hall, Holland & Hart, , 600 East Main Street, Ste. 104, , Aspen, CO, 81611 
Ted Hargrove, Floyd, NM 88118 
E. Dale Harner, Clovis, NM 88101 
Randy Harris, President & CEO, Bank of Clovis, , 300 Main Street, Clovis, NM 88101 
Brent Hart, , Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, 421 Aviation Way, Fredrick, MD 21701-

4798 
John Haumont, Roswell, NM 88201 
Cathy Haynes, Clovis, NM 88101 
Barbara Head, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Gene Hendrick, Clovis, NM 88101 
Harold Hobson, Commissioner, Chair, Chaves County, PO Box 1817, County Courthouse, 

Roswell, NM 88202 
Bill Hoglan, Georgetown, TX 78628-9575 
Paul E. Horney, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Clinette Hosier, Federal Aviation Administration, , 8000 Louisiana Blvd NE, Albuquerque, NM 

87109 
Chuck Huber, Denton, TX 76201-2410 



Chuck Huber, United States Pilots Association, 483 S. Kirkwood Road, Ste. 10, St. Louis, MO 
63122 

Diana Huey, Clovis, NM 88101 
Kenneth Ingham, Albuquerque, NM 87106 
Larry Jewell, Portales, NM 88130 
Fred & Mary Alice Jewell, Elida, NM 88116 
James P. Johns, Roswell, NM 88202 
Kristine Johnson, PhD, Director, New Mexico State Heritage Program, UNM Biology Dept., 

MSC03 2020, 1 U of NM, Albuquerque, NM 87131 
Lee Jones, Albuquerque, NM 87111 
Bernard Karwick, Sag Harbor, NY 11963 
John Kibler, Clovis, NM 88101 
Jodee Kinser, Portales, NM 88130 
Lisa Kirkpatrick, Chief, State of New Mexico, Dept of Game and Fish, PO Box 25122, Santa Fe, 

NM 87504 
Jessica Kok, TX 79325 
Jinni Konis, Amarillo, TX 79102 
Ernie Kos, Clovis/Curry County Chamber of Commerce, 215 Main St., Clovis, NM 88101 
Anita Lafuente, Friona, TX 79035 
Connie Landry, Clovis, NM 88102-1793 
 The Honorable David Lansford, City of Clovis, PO Box 760, Clovis, NM 88101 
Linda Lavendar, City Treasurer, P.O. Box 682, House, NM 88121 
Leonard Leary, Portales, NM 88130 
Eddie Lee, Floyd, NM 88118 
Taylor Lee, Floyd, NM 88118 
Wayne Lee, Floyd, NM 88118 
Houston & Mary Lee, Floyd, NM 88118 
Ryan Lengerich, Clovis News Journal, 308 Wilmington Circle, Clovis, NM 88101 
Teresa Leslie, Clovis, NM 88101 
Ruth Leverenz, Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration, Southwest Region, 2601 

Meacham Boulevard, Fort Worth, TX 76137-4298 
Marianne Long, Portales, NM 88130 
The Honorable Raymond Lopez, Village of Fort Sumner, PO Box 180, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
D.W. Luce, Melrose, NM 88123 
Michael R. Mack, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Ronda Maddox, Portales, NM 88130 
Grace Madrid, County Commissioner, Quay County, 6380 Cedar Court, Tucumcari, NM 88401 
Lloyd Maness, Yeso, NM  
Mark Marley, Roswell, NM 88201-9448 



 

Tom & Dorothy Martin, Roswell, NM 88201 
Betty Martin, Roswell, NM 882011 
Sherman W. Martin, Village of House, 109 East 4th St., P.O. Box 682, House, NM 88121-0682 
Frank Martz, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Tara May, Roswell Daily Record, 2601 N. Main, Roswell, NM 88201 
Loren & Karen McCaslin, Floyd, NM 88118 
W.C. “Dub” McElhannon, Gladstone, NM 88422 
Willie & Hazel McInnes, Roswell, NM 88201 
David J. McVinnie, Chief Flight Instructor, Bode Aviation, P.O. Box 19006, Albuquerque, NM 

87119-0006 
Carl D. Melinat, Clovis, NM 88101 
Mitzi Miller, Floyd, NM 88118 
Dwayne Milliro, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Terry & Mary Jo Moberly, Clovis, NM 88101 
Joe & Charlotte Montgomery, Melrose, NM 88124 
Donald Morris, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Doug Mote, Portales, NM 88130 
Michael Murphy, Melrose, NM 88124 
Gavin Nash, Floyd, NM 88118 
Dave Nash, Floyd, NM 88118 
Robert Niesen, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Harold Nixon, Floyd, NM 88118 
Vivian Oaxaca, Logistics Coordinator, Bureau of Land Management, Roswell Field Office, 2909 

W 2nd Street, Roswell, NM 88201 
Orlando Ornelas, Portales, NM 88130 
The Honorable Orlando Ortega, Jr., City of Portales, 100 W 1st Street, Portales, NM 88130 
The Honorable Bill Owen, City of Roswell, 425 N Richardson Avenue, Roswell, NM 88201 
Leon & Pat Pace, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Alan Parker, Farmington, NM 87401 
Domenic M. Perez, Vaughn, NM 88353 
Nick Peterson, Roswell, NM 88201 
James Pigg, Las Cruces, NM 88011 
T. Prescott, Clovis, NM 88101 
John Ranson, Roswell, NM  
Nelson Rector, Portales, NM 88130 
Weldon & Vernell Reed, Floyd, NM 88118 
Mike Rice, New Mexico Aviation Division, 1550 Pacheco Street, Sante Fe, NM 87505 
Gail Rierson, Clovis, NM 88101 
Winfred Riley, Clovis, NM 88101 



Clinton Rogers, Floyd, NM 881181 
Grace Roybal, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Sharon Russell, Floyd, NM 88118 
William Sadlon, Annapolis, MD 21401 
J. Sanders, Clovis, NM 88102-5196 
Jim Saunders, Grenville, NM  
Brigadier General Hanson Scott, USAF (Ret.), Director, Office of Military Base Planning & 

Support, Joseph M. Montoya Building, Room 1060, 1100 St Francis Drive, Santa Fe, NM 
87505 

Dan Scurlock, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Terry Sherburne, Portales, NM 88130-9613 
Ernest Shuey, Clovis, NM 88101 
David Simon, Director, New Mexico Department of Parks and Recreation, PO Box 1147, Santa 

Fe, NM 87501 
Kenneth Simons, Greenville, TX 754011 
Nancy Skinner, Chief, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, PO Box 728, Santa 

Fe, NM 87504 
Richard A. Smith, Albuquerque, NM 87111 
Eldon W. Smith, Clovis, NM 88101 
Donald R. Smith, Acting Manager, Airspace Branch, Central En Route and Oceanic Service 

Area, 2601 Meacham Blvd., Fort Worth, TX 76193 
Christine Smith, Regional Reporter, Lubbock Avalanche Journal, 710 Avenue J, Lubbock, TX 

79408 
Gregory Scott Smith, Museum of New Mexico, P.O. Box 356, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Jeanette Smoot, Capitan, NM 88316 
Zack Smyer, Roswell, NM  
Lance Sommers, Andrews, TX 79714 
Lisa Sonnenschein, Portales, NM 88130 
Melvin B. Stanford, Floyd, NM 88118 
David M. Stevens, Roswell, NM 88201 
Marshal & Helen Stinnett, Portales, NM 88130 
Scot Stinnett, DeBaca County News, Box 448, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Buddy & Donna Taylor, Elida, NM 88116 
Richard Terrell, Park Superintendent, Sumner Lake State Park, HC 64, Box 125, Fort Sumner, 

NM 88119 
Kelly Tibbets, Portales, NM 88130 
Oscar Toliver, Clovis, NM 88101 
John C. Trapp, Santa Fe, NM 87505 



 

Ian Twombly, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, 421 Aviation Way, Fredrick, MD 21701-
4798 

Steve Uslan, United States Pilots Assn., 2 Rocky Place, Odessa, TX 79762 
Charles Vaughan, Ft. Sumner, NM 88119 
Joe Vicente, Vaughn, NM 88353 
Carl Vick, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Wayne Waldrip, Smyrna, GA 30082 
Carlton Walker, Roswell, NM 88201 
Mark Waters, Clovis, NM 88101 
Leona West, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Bill West, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Bob & Mary Whelchel, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Heidi J. Williams, Director, Air Traffic Services, AOPA, 421 Aviation Way, Frederick, MD 

21701-4798 
The Honorable Heather Wilson, 20 First Plaza NW, Ste. 603, Albuquerque, NM 87102 
James W. Wilson, Fort Sumner, NM 88119 
Rex Wilson, Commissioner, Chair, Lincoln County, PO Box 711, County Courthouse, Carrizozo, 

NM 88301 
Susan Chase Wilson, NM Base Commission, 3718 General Arnold NE, Albuquerque, NM 87111 
Pete C. Wilt, Clovis, NM 88101 
Sharon G. Winn, Ponca City, OK 74601 
Percy G. Wood, Roswell, NM 88203 
Dwain Woody, Lubbock, TX 79401 
Bob Worthington, President, New Mexico Pilots Association, 1136 Cave Springs Trail, Las 

Cruces, NM 88011 
Col. A.L. Young, Clovis, NM 88101-3326 
Ted Zolman, Tulia, TX 79088-0383 
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Scoping Participation and Response



 



SCOPING PARTICIPATION AND RESPONSE 
This section is reprinted for reference from the Draft EIS.  Scoping meetings were held in New 
Mexico to present details about the proposal, the NEPA process and opportunities for public 
and agency involvement (refer to Table 1).  A total of 86 members of the public and agency 
representatives attended the three scoping meetings.  Several of these people provided informal 
verbal comments and 18 persons submitted written comments during the scoping process.  To 
the extent possible, scoping comments have been used to shape the analysis and focus the issues 
in this Draft EIS (see Table 2).   

Table 1 identifies the location of the three AFSOC scoping meetings conducted as part of the 
environmental analysis.  Written and verbal comments during public meetings and throughout 
the scoping period resulted in the issues presented in Table 2.  These issues are discussed in the 
EIS resource analysis in Chapters 3.0 (Cannon AFB), 4.0 (Melrose AFR), 5.0 (Airspace), and 6.0 
(Cumulative).   

Table 1.  AFSOC Scoping Meetings Conducted During September 2006 

Date Time Location Address 
September 18, 2006, 
Monday 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Clovis, New Mexico Clovis Community College 
417 Schepps Blvd. 

September 19, 2006, 
Tuesday 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Clayton,  
New Mexico 

Clayton High School, 
323 South Fifth Street 

September 20, 2006, 
Wednesday 

6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Fort Sumner,  
New Mexico 

Fort Sumner Community 
House, 
137 East Baker Avenue 

 



Table 2.  Issues Raised During Scoping Review by EIS Section 
(Page 1 of 3) 

Issue Raised 
Included in  

AFSOC EIS Section 
CLOVIS, NEW MEXICO  
Cannon AFB  

How can a person obtain environmental documentation? 2.5.1 
What changes in personnel are expected? 2.1.1.3 
How will the drawdown and staff-up of base personnel  
affect the local economy of Clovis and Portales? 

3.9.3 

How will the drawdown and build-up of base personnel  
affect volunteer activities in the Clovis and Portales areas? 

3.9.3 

How many jobs will come to the community? 3.9.3 
How will schools and other services be affected  
by the AFSOC beddown? 

3.9.3 

What economic documentation would be used to evaluate  
the effects of 27th drawdown and AFSOC build-up? 

3.9.3 

Melrose AFR  
Improved fire management is needed on Melrose AFR. 4.3.3 
What will happen to grazing leases on Melrose AFR? 4.9.3 
How will grazing access on Melrose AFR leased land be affected? 4.9.3 
How can ranchers find out about changes to grazing leases in advance 
so that they can look elsewhere for grazing? 

4.9.3 

What grazing activity would be permitted  
within the AFSOC target areas? 

4.9.3 

How will investments, such as center pivot irrigation systems,  
on grazing leased land be affected? 

4.9.3 

Will other users continue to train on Melrose AFR? 2.3.6 
What will be the noise levels associated with munitions  
use on Melrose AFR? 

4.2.3 

What will be the schedule or timing of munitions use on the range? 2.2.1.1 
What will be the size of munitions footprints on the range? 4.3.3 

Airspace  
How low will the training aircraft fly? 2.3.1 
What will be the noise levels associated with aircraft overflights? 5.2.3 
Fire risk is substantial throughout the area.   
How will AFSOC help control fires? 

4.3.3, 5.3.3 

Will the AFSOC low-level flights affect siting of wind farms? 5.1.3 
Will the AFSOC training activities affect oil exploration? 5.1.3 
How will low-level flights affect dairy production? 5.9.3 
What is the relationship between AFSOC activities and New Mexico 
Training Range Initiative (NMTRI)? 

6.0 

CLAYTON, NEW MEXICO  
Airspace  

How will the MTRs be used? 2.3.1 
Although the F-111 very low-level activity is gone, how will AFSOC 
manage continuing F-16 and other aircraft low-level activity? 

5.1.3 

How can scheduling of aircraft be modified  
to avoid cattle round-up periods? 

5.9.3 

 



Table 2.  Issues Raised During Scoping Review by EIS Section 
(Page 2 of 3) 

Issue Raised 
Included in  

AFSOC EIS Section 
Jets are fast and loud with a substantial startle effect.   
How will this change with AFSOC? 

5.2.3.1, 5.9.3 

What is the noise volume of the F-16 as compared to the C-130? 4.2.2, 5.2.3.1 
What steps can be taken to avoid overflight of houses? 5.1.3.1, 5.8.3 
How will other users of the MTRs and  
the Mt. Dora MOA be scheduled? 

5.1.3.1, 5.9.3 

How can AFSOC ensure that other users adhere to agreements 
regarding avoiding round-ups or other avoidance areas? 

 

Are there any ground impacts under the Mt. Dora MOA? 2.3.1, 2.3.4, 5.9.3 
Are there any plans for a new range under the Mt. Dora MOA? 2.3.1 
Is there any use of the Clayton airport anticipated? 2.3.1 
Will the Clayton airport be used for instrument approach training? 2.3.1 
What are the refueling altitudes for AFSOC aircraft? 2.3.1 
How much fuel would be lost during refueling? 5.8.3 
Will there be fuel dumping by AFSOC aircraft? 5.8.3 

FT. SUMNER, NEW MEXICO  
Cannon AFB  

Cannon AFB needs to have a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
with the Fort Sumner Fire Department for fire control. 

5.3.2 

What will be the hazard team response from Cannon AFB  
for the Fort Sumner area? 

4.3.2 

How can addresses and zip codes be corrected? 2.5 
How can a person receive a copy of the Draft EIS? Cover Sheet 
How will comments from the public be incorporated  
into the Draft EIS? 

2.5.1 

How will comments from the public be incorporated in the Final EIS? 2.5.1 
Melrose AFR  

How much noise will there be from gunship firing? 4.2.3 
During gunship training, where will the firing occur? 2.3.1 
How will existing grazing rights be affected by training on the range? 4.9.3 
How will gunship orbits affect safety zones? 2.2.1, 4.3.2 
How often will unexploded ordnance (UXO) on the range be cleaned 
up? 

4.5.3  

What will be the air quality effects from dust created by target areas 
and munitions use? 

4.4.3 

What will be the schedule for night training on the range? 2.2.1, 2.3.1 
How much of a change will there be in fire management on the range? 4.3.3 
Who will be responsible for maintaining fire breaks? 4.3.3 

Airspace  
At what altitude will the AFSOC aircraft fly? 2.3.1 
How will noise from the aircraft affect residences? 4.2.3, 5.2.3, 5.9.3 
How will noise-sensitive areas be treated on MTRs and MOAs? 5.9.3 
Will AFSOC accept existing avoidance areas? 2.3.1 
How can a ranch under the MOA or MTR  
be listed as an avoidance area? 

5.9.3 



Table 2.  Issues Raised During Scoping Review by EIS Section 
(Page 3 of 3) 

Issue Raised 
Included in  

AFSOC EIS Section 
When a person is affected by low-level jets or  
low-level aircraft, how can Cannon AFB be contacted? 

5.8.3, 5.9.3 

Will AFSOC training go down to the Visual Flight Rule (VFR) levels of 
100 feet AGL? 

2.3.1 

How will the fire risks under the airspace be controlled? 5.3.3 
Will chaff and flares be used? 2.3.2 
What types of chaff and flare materials will be used? 2.3.2 
What altitude will be used for chaff and flare training? 2.3.2 
Will current restrictions on chaff and flare use be used by AFSOC? 2.3.2 
What will the Air Force do about chaff and flare debris? 5.7.3, 5.8.3 
What areas will be used for landing zones (LZ) or drop zones (DZ)? 2.3.4 
How will LZ or DZ drops and pick-up be coordinated  
with local residents and/or organizations? 

2.3.4 

What emergency response will be needed for LZ or DZ activities? 2.3.4 
During DZ drop training, what are the bundles? 2.3.4 
Will there be leaflet drops? 2.1.1.1 
What emergency response will be needed for water training? 2.3.4 
What will be the air quality effects from aircraft  
flying at low altitudes? 

5.4.3, 5.8.3 

How can accidents during low-level night training be avoided? 5.9.3 
During what time will night training occur? 2.3.1 
What helicopter training will occur in the area?  Cattle are especially 
sensitive to helicopters because helicopters are used to herd cattle. 

5.9.3 

How can AFSOC adjust its schedule to prevent impacts  
during cattle round-ups? 

5.9.3 

How will information about avoidance areas or cattle round-ups be 
dispensed so that other users avoid the areas? 

5.9.3 

What is the potential risk from flare debris  
to bovine hardware disease? 

5.6.3.1, 5.7.3 

What are the wind vortex effects of low-level flights? 5.9.3 
How visible or audible will low-level flights be? 5.2.3 
Will other pilots be aware of low-level flights? 5.9.3 
Where will Predators be used? 2.3.3 
How accurate is the navigation for AFSOC aircraft? 5.1.3 
How will AFSOC control other users of the airspace and range? 2.3.1, 5.1.3.1, 5.9.3 
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APPENDIX D RELEVANT STATUTES, 
REGULATIONS, AND GUIDELINES 

General 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 USC 4321 et seq (1969) 

Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061 Environmental Impact Analysis Process (12 March 2003) 

Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 32-70, Environmental Quality (20 July 1994) 

Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (1970) 

Executive Order 11991, Relating to Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality 
(1977) 

Airspace 
Federal Aviation Act, 49 USC 1353 et seq (1958) 

Federal Aviation Regulation Part 71 (1975) 

Federal Aviation Regulation Part 73 (1975) 

Federal Aviation Regulation Part 91 (1990) 

Federal Aviation and Administration Handbook 7400.2C 

Federal Aviation and Administration Handbook 7110.65 

Noise 
Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards (1978) 

Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise, Guidelines for Considering Noise in Land Use 
Planning and Control, (1980) 

Safety 
AFI 32-2001, The Fire Protection Operations and Fire Prevention Program (1 April 1999) 

AFI 32-3001, Explosive Ordnance Disposal Program, (8 October 2004) 

AFI 91-202, The United States Air Force Mishap Prevention Program (1 August 1998) 

AFI 91-301, Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire Protection, and Health 
(AFOSH) Standards, (1 June 1996) 

Air Force Manual 91-201, Explosives Safety Standards, (18 October 2001) 

11-201 Flight Information Publications, (1 September 1997) 

Hazardous Materials 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, 
42 USC 103 et seq. (1980) 

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) 42 USC 9601 et seq (1986) 
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Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, 49 USC 101 et seq (1975) 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 42 USC 6901 et seq (1976) 

Solid Waste Disposal Act (SWDA) and Amendments, 42 USC 7001 et. seq (1976) 

Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA), 42 USC 6926 et. seq (1984) 

Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA), 15 USC 2601 et seq (1976) 

Inspection Procedures for Occupational Exposure to Asbestos Final Rule, 29 CFR Parts 
1910.1001, 1926.1101, and 1915.1001 (1996) 

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), 7 USC 136 et. seq (1996) 

AFI 10-2501, Air Force Emergency Management (EM) Program Planning and Operations, (24 
January 2007) 

AFI 90-801, Environmental Safety and Occupational Health Councils (ESOHC), (25 March 2005) 

AFI 32-7042, Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance, (12 May 1994) 

AFI 32-7080, Pollution Prevention Program (12 May 1994) 

AFI 32-7086, Hazardous Material Management (1 November 2004) 

Natural Resources 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 USC 1251 et seq (1948) 

Clean Water Act, 33 USC 1251 et seq (1977) 

Executive Order 19988, Floodplain Management (1977) 

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (1977) 

North American Wetlands Conservation Act, 16 USC 4401 et seq (1989) 

Lacey Act, 18 USC 42, 16 USC 3371 et seq. (1900) 

Migratory Bird Treaty, 16 USC 703 et seq (1918) 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, 16 USC 2901 et seq. (1980) 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 16 USC 1801 (1976) 

Bald Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC 668 et seq (1940) 

Endangered Species Act, 16 USC 1531 et seq (1973) 

Executive Order 12962, Recreational Fisheries (1995) 

Clean Air Act, 42 USC 7401 et seq. (1977) 

Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards (1978) 

Cultural Resources 
National Historic Preservation Act, 16 USC 470 (1966) 

Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties, 36 CFR 800 (1986) 

Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act, 25 USC 3001 et seq (1990) 
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Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), 16 USC 470aa et seq (1979) 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 42 USC 1996 et seq (1978) 

Executive Order 13007, Protection of Religious Practices and Sacred Sites (1996) 

Executive Order 13084, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (1998) 

AFI 32-7065, Cultural Resource Management Program, (1 June 2004) 

Department of Defense (Dodd) American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, (20 October 1998) 

Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low Income Populations (1995) 

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks (1997) 

Air Force Guidance, Interim Guide for Environmental Justice Analysis with the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process (November 1997) 
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Table E-1.  Sorties for Restricted Areas 

Baseline Proposed Action 
Restricted Area 

Aircraft Type 
(Modeled as) 0700-

2200 
2200-
0700 

Total 
0700-
2200 

2200-
0700 

Total 

AC-130H 0 0 0 936 312 1248 
MC-130H 0 0 0 468 312 780 
MC-130P 0 0 0 468 312 780 
MC-130W 0 0 0 468 312 780 
CV-22 0 0 0 750 500 1250 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 137 91 228 
UH-1 0 0 0 113 38 151 
NSA1 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

0 0 0 456 456 912 

UAS2 (Not modeled) 0 0 0 90 90 180 
F-16 1691 559 2250 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 1170 300 1470 1170 300 1470 

TOTAL 2861 859 3720 5056 2723 7779 
Actual Change 2195 1864 4059 

R-5104A 

Percent Change 77% 217% 109% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 9 3 12 
MC-130H 0 0 0 60 39 99 
MC-130P 0 0 0 60 39 99 
MC-130W 0 0 0 60 39 99 
CV-22 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

UAS2 (Not modeled) 0 0 0 90 90 180 
F-16 1691 559 2250 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 1170 300 1470 1170 300 1470 

TOTAL 2861 859 3720 1449 510 1959 
Actual Change -1412 -349 -1761 

R-5104B 

Percent Change -49% -41% -47% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 936 312 1248 
MC-130H 0 0 0 468 312 780 
MC-130P 0 0 0 468 312 780 
MC-130W 0 0 0 468 312 780 
CV-22 0 0 0 750 500 1250 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 137 91 228 
UH-1 0 0 0 113 38 151 
NSA1 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

0 0 0 456 456 912 

UAS2 (Not modeled) 0 0 0 90 90 180 
F-16 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 1170 300 1470 1170 300 1470 

TOTAL 1170 300 1470 5056 2723 7779 
Actual Change 3886 2423 6309 

R-5105 

Percent Change 332% 808% 429% 
1 NSA = Non Standard Aircraft        
2 UAS = Unmanned Aerial Systems       

 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
E-2 Appendix E Military Training Airspace Operations Data 

Table E-2.  Flight Profiles and Altitude Distributions 
for Restricted Areas 

Average Profile (Modeled as) 
Average Altitude Distribution (Estimated 

feet AGL) 
Restricted 

Area 
Aircraft Type (Modeled as) 

Power 
Setting 

Speed 
(KIAS) 

Sortie 
Duration 
(minutes) 

500-
1000 

1000-
2000 

2000-
5000 

5000-
10000 

10000 
and over 

AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 120     10% 80% 10% 
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30% 10% 10% 10% 
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30% 10% 10% 10% 
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30% 10% 10% 10% 
CV-22 70% Q 140(110) 60 50% 30% 20%     
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60 10% 25% 25% 25% 15% 
UH-1 N/A 80 90 70% 15% 10% 5%   
NSA2,3 (GA Single Engine 
Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60 10% 25% 25% 25% 15% 

UAS4 (Not modeled) N/A N/A N/A           
F-16 94%NC 465 30 1% 5% 5% 40% 49% 

R-5104A 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 30 1% 5% 5% 40% 49% 
AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60         100% 
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60         100% 
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 60         100% 
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 60         100% 
CV-22 70% Q 110 60         100% 
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60         100% 
UH-1 N/A 80 90         100% 
NSA2,3 (GA Single Engine 
Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60         100% 

UAS4 (Not modeled) N/A N/A N/A         100% 
F-16 94%NC 465 30         100% 

R-5104B 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 30         100% 
AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60   10% 90%     
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 30 80% 10% 10%     
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 30 80% 10% 10%     
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 30 80% 10% 10%     
CV-22 70% Q 110 60 80% 10% 10%     
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60 80% 10% 10%     
UH-1 N/A 80 60 90% 10%       
NSA2,3 (GA Single Engine 
Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60 80% 10% 10%     

UAS4 (Not modeled) N/A N/A N/A           
F-16 94%NC 465 6 10% 20% 70%     

R-5105 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 6 10% 20% 70%     
1DC-3 noise data estimated using the Integrated Noise Model 
2GA Single Engine Prop noise data estimated using the Integrated Noise Model 
3NSA = Non Standard Aircraft 
4UAS = Unmanned Aerial Systems 
KIAS - Knots Indicated Airspeed         
C TIT - Turbine Inlet Temperature in degrees centigrade 
Q - Torque          
NC - Compressor Speed         
CNT - Corrected Net Thrust         

 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
Appendix E Military Training Airspace Operations Data E-3 

Table E-3.  Sorties for Military Operations Areas 

Baseline Proposed Action 
Military Operations Area Aircraft Type (Modeled as) 0700-

2200 
2200-
0700 

Total 
0700-
2200 

2200-
0700 

Total 

AC-130H 0 0 0 207 112 319 
MC-130H 0 0 0 507 273 780 
MC-130P 0 0 0 507 273 780 
MC-130W 0 0 0 507 273 780 
CV-22 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F-16 381 0 381 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 356 10 366 356 10 366 

TOTAL 737 10 747 2084 941 3025 
Actual Change 1347 931 2278 

Mt Dora (North, East, 
West) 

Percent Change 183% 9310% 305% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 811 437 1248 
MC-130H 0 0 0 507 273 780 
MC-130P 0 0 0 507 273 780 
MC-130W 0 0 0 507 273 780 
CV-22 0 0 0 1008 543 1551 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 148 80 228 
UH-1 0 0 0 130 70 200 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 130 70 200 
F-16 2002 669 2671 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 606 200 806 606 200 806 

TOTAL 2608 869 3477 4354 2219 6573 
Actual Change 1746 1350 3096 

Pecos (North and South) 

Percent Change 67% 155% 89% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 811 437 1248 
MC-130H 0 0 0 507 273 780 
MC-130P 0 0 0 507 273 780 
MC-130W 0 0 0 507 273 780 
CV-22 0 0 0 813 438 1251 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 148 80 228 
UH-1 0 0 0 107 57 164 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 593 319 912 
F-16 1779 602 2381 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 1170 300 1470 1170 300 1470 

TOTAL 2949 902 3851 5163 2450 7613 
Actual Change 2214 1548 3762 

Taiban 

Percent Change 75% 172% 98% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 169 91 260 
MC-130H 0 0 0 169 91 260 
MC-130P 0 0 0 169 91 260 
MC-130W 0 0 0 169 91 260 
CV-22 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F-16 777 188 965 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 150 85 235 150 85 235 

TOTAL 927 273 1200 826 449 1275 
Actual Change -101 176 75 

Bronco (1, 2, 3 and 4) 

Percent Change -11% 64% 6% 
1NSA = Non Standard Aircraft 
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Table E-4.  Flight Profiles and Altitude Distributions 
for Military Operations Areas 

Average Profile (Modeled as) Average Altitude Distribution (Estimated feet AGL) 
Military Operations 

Area 
Aircraft Type 
(Modeled as) Power Setting 

Speed 
(KIAS) 

Sortie 
Duration 
(minutes) 

500-
1000 

1000-
2000 

1500-
2000 

2000-
5000 

5000-
10000 

10000 
and over 

AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60       10% 80% 10% 
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60     70% 10% 10% 10% 
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 60     70% 10% 10% 10% 
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 60     70% 10% 10% 10% 
CV-22 70% Q 110 60     70% 10% 10% 10% 
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60     70% 10% 10% 10% 
UH-1 N/A 80 60     90% 10%     
NSA2,3 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60     70% 10% 10% 10% 

F-16 94%NC 465 25     6% 5% 40% 49% 

Mt Dora (North, 
East, West) 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 25     6% 5% 40% 49% 
AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60       10% 80% 10% 
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30%   10% 10% 10% 
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30%   10% 10% 10% 
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30%   10% 10% 10% 
CV-22 70% Q 110 60 50% 30%   20%     
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60 10% 25%   25% 25% 15% 
UH-1 N/A 80 60 70% 15%   10% 5%   
NSA2,3 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60 10% 25%   25% 25% 15% 

F-16 94%NC 465 25 1% 5%   5% 40% 49% 

Pecos (North and 
South) 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 25 1% 5%   5% 40% 49% 
AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60       10% 80% 10% 
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30%   10% 10% 10% 
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30%   10% 10% 10% 
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 60 40% 30%   10% 10% 10% 
CV-22 70% Q 110 60 50% 30%   20%     
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60 10% 25%   25% 25% 15% 
UH-1 N/A 80 60 70% 15%   10% 5%   
NSA2,3 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60 10% 25%   25% 25% 15% 

F-16 94%NC 465 25 1% 5%   5% 40% 49% 

Taiban 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 25 1% 5%   5% 40% 49% 
AC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60         80% 20% 
MC-130H 850 CTIT 180 60         80% 20% 
MC-130P 850 CTIT 180 60         80% 20% 
MC-130W 850 CTIT 180 60         80% 20% 
CV-22 70% Q 110 60         80% 20% 
C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160 60         80% 20% 
UH-1 N/A 80 60         80% 20% 
NSA2,3 (GA Single 
Engine Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150 60         80% 20% 

F-16 94%NC 465 25         40% 60% 

Bronco (1, 2, 3 and 
4) 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465 25         40% 60% 
1DC-3 noise data estimated using the Integrated Noise Model 
2GA Single Engine Prop noise data estimated using the Integrated Noise Model 
3NSA = Non Standard Aircraft 
KIAS - Knots Indicated Airspeed          
C TIT - Turbine Inlet Temperature in degrees centigrade 
Q - Torque           
NC - Compressor Speed          
CNT - Corrected Net Thrust          
Sub-area sorties are proportional to their area in square feet 
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Table E-5.  Sorties on Military Training Routes 
(Page 1 of 2) 

Baseline Proposed Action 
Military Training 

Routes 
Aircraft Type (Modeled as) 0700-

2200 
2200-
0700 

Total 
0700-
2200 

2200-
0700 

Total 

AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F-16 7 0 7 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 6 0 6 6 0 6 

TOTAL 13 0 13 775 511 1286 
Actual Change 762 511 1273 

IR-107 

Percent Change 5862% N/A 9792% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F-16 53 0 53 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 19 0 19 19 0 19 

TOTAL 72 0 72 788 511 1299 
Actual Change 716 511 1227 

IR-109 

Percent Change 994% N/A 1704% 
AC-130H 2 1 3 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F-16 11 0 11 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 11 0 11 11 0 11 

TOTAL 24 1 25 780 511 1291 
Actual Change 756 510 1266 

IR-111 

Percent Change 3150% 51000% 5064% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 30 20 50 
MC-130P 0 0 0 30 20 50 
MC-130W 0 0 0 30 20 50 
CV-22 0 0 0 30 20 50 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F-16 20 0 20 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 25 0 25 25 0 25 

TOTAL 45 0 45 145 80 225 
Actual Change 100 80 180 

IR-113 

Percent Change 222% N/A 400% 
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Table E-5.  Sorties on Military Training Routes 
(Page 2 of 2) 

Baseline Proposed Action 
Military Training 

Routes 
Aircraft Type (Modeled as) 0700-

2200 
2200-
0700 

Total 
0700-
2200 

2200-
0700 

Total 

AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 60 40 100 
F-16 263 0 263 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 60 0 60 60 0 60 

TOTAL 323 0 323 889 551 1440 
Actual Change 566 551 1117 

VR-100 

Percent Change 175% N/A 346% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 60 40 100 
F-16 61 0 61 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 19 0 19 19 0 19 

TOTAL 80 0 80 848 551 1399 
Actual Change 768 551 1319 

VR-108 

Percent Change 960% N/A 1649% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 60 40 100 
F-16 436 0 436 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 37 0 37 37 0 37 

TOTAL 473 0 473 866 551 1417 
Actual Change 393 551 944 

VR-114 

Percent Change 83% N/A 200% 
AC-130H 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MC-130H 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130P 0 0 0 154 102 256 
MC-130W 0 0 0 154 102 256 
CV-22 0 0 0 307 205 512 
C-47 (DC-3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
UH-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NSA1 (GA Single Engine Prop) 0 0 0 60 40 100 
F-16 110 0 110 0 0 0 
Transient (F-16) 18 0 18 18 0 18 

TOTAL 128 0 128 847 551 1398 
Actual Change 719 551 1270 

VR-125 

Percent Change 562% N/A 992% 
1NSA = Non Standard Aircraft 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
Appendix E Military Training Airspace Operations Data E-7 

Table E-6.  Flight Profiles and Altitude Distributions 
for Military Training Routes 

Average Profile 
(Modeled as) 

Average Altitude Distribution    
(Estimated feet AGL) 

Military Training Routes Aircraft Type (Modeled as) 
Power 
Setting 

Speed 
(KIAS) 

100-
250 

250-
500 

500-
1000 

1000-
2000 

2000-
5000 

AC-130H 850 CTIT 220 4% 60% 16% 10% 10% 

MC-130H 850 CTIT 220 4% 60% 16% 10% 10% 

MC-130P 850 CTIT 220 4% 60% 16% 10% 10% 

MC-130W 850 CTIT 220 4% 60% 16% 10% 10% 

CV-22 70% Q 210     80% 10% 10% 

C-47 (DC-3)1 (120.5%CNT) 160     80% 10% 10% 

UH-1 N/A 80     80% 10% 10% 

NSA2,3 (GA Single Engine 
Prop) 

(95%CNT) 150     80% 10% 10% 

F-16 94%NC 465     80% 10% 10% 

IR-107, IR-109, IR-111, 
VR-100, VR-108, VR-114, 

VR-125 

Transient (F-16) 94%NC 465     80% 10% 10% 
1DC-3 noise data estimated using the Integrated Noise Model 
2GA Single Engine Prop noise data estimated using the Integrated Noise Model 
3NSA = Non Standard Aircraft 
KIAS - Knots Indicated Airspeed        
C TIT - Turbine Inlet Temperature in degrees centigrade       
Q - Torque         
NC - Compressor Speed        
CNT - Corrected Net Thrust        
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APPENDIX F NOISE ANALYSIS  

Noise is generally described as unwanted sound.  Unwanted sound can be based on objective 
effects (such as hearing loss or damage to structures) or subjective judgments (community 
annoyance).  Noise analysis thus requires a combination of physical measurement of sound, 
physical and physiological effects, plus psycho- and socio-acoustic effects. 

Section 1.0 of this appendix describes how sound is measured and summarizes noise impact in 
terms of community acceptability and land use compatibility.  Section 2.0 of this appendix gives 
detailed descriptions of the effects of noise that lead to the impact guidelines presented in 
section 1.0.  Section 3.0 of this appendix provides a description of the specific methods used to 
predict aircraft noise, including a detailed description of sonic booms. 

1.0 NOISE DESCRIPTORS AND IMPACT 

AFSOC aircraft operating in the training airspace generate noise, which is continuous sound 
generated by the aircraft’s engines and also by air flowing over the aircraft itself.  Aircraft 
practicing air-to-ground gunnery will also produce impulsive sounds generated by munitions, 
both from the firing of the ordnance and its detonation if it contains a high explosive charge.  
Continuous or impulsive sounds are quantified in different ways. 

Section 1.1 of this appendix describes the characteristics that are used to describe sound.  
Section 1.2 of this appendix describes the specific noise metrics used for noise impact analysis.  
Section 1.3 of this appendix describes how environmental impact and land use compatibility are 
judged in terms of these quantities. 

1.1 Quantifying Sound 

Measurement and perception of sound involve two basic physical characteristics: amplitude 
and frequency.  Amplitude is a measure of the strength of the sound and is directly measured in 
terms of the pressure of a sound wave.  Because sound pressure varies in time, various types of 
pressure averages are usually used.  Frequency, commonly perceived as pitch, is the number of 
times per second the sound causes air molecules to oscillate.  Frequency is measured in units of 
cycles per second, or hertz (Hz). 

Amplitude.  The loudest sounds the human ear can comfortably hear have acoustic energy one 
trillion times the acoustic energy of sounds the ear can barely detect.  Because of this vast range, 
attempts to represent sound amplitude by pressure are generally unwieldy.  Sound is, therefore, 
usually represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the decibel (dB).  Sound on the 
decibel scale is referred to as a sound level.  The threshold of human hearing is approximately 0 
dB, and the threshold of discomfort or pain is around 120 dB. 

Because of the logarithmic nature of the decibel scale, sounds levels do not add and subtract 
directly and are somewhat cumbersome to handle mathematically.  However, some simple 
rules of thumb are useful in dealing with sound levels.  First, if a sound’s intensity is doubled, 
the sound level increases by approximately 3 dB, regardless of the initial sound level.  Thus, for 
example: 
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60 dB  +  60 dB  =  63 dB, and 

80 dB  +  80 dB  =  83 dB. 

The total sound level produced by two sounds of different levels is usually only slightly more 
than the higher of the two.  For example: 

60.0 dB  +  70.0 dB  =  70.4 dB. 

Because the addition of sound levels behaves differently than that of ordinary numbers, such 
addition is often referred to as “decibel addition” or “energy addition.”  The latter term arises 
from the fact that combination of decibel values consists of first converting each decibel value to 
its corresponding acoustic energy, then adding the energies using the normal rules of addition, 
and finally converting the total energy back to its decibel equivalent. 

The difference in dB between two sounds represents the ratio of the amplitudes of those two 
sounds.  Because human senses tend to be proportional (i.e., detect whether one sound is twice 
as big as another) rather than absolute (i.e., detect whether one sound is a given number of 
pressure units bigger than another), the decibel scale correlates well with human response.  

Under laboratory conditions, differences in sound level of 1 dB can be detected by the human 
ear.  In the community, the smallest change in average noise level that can be detected is about 3 
dB.  A change in sound level of about 10 dB is usually perceived by the average person as a 
doubling (or halving) of the sound’s loudness, and this relation holds true for loud sounds and 
for quieter sounds.  A decrease in sound level of 10 dB actually represents a 90 percent decrease 
in sound intensity but only a 50 percent decrease in perceived loudness because of the nonlinear 
response of the human ear (similar to most human senses). 

The one exception to the exclusive use of levels, rather than physical pressure units, to quantify 
sound is in the case of impulsive sounds.  As described in Section 3.0 of this appendix, 
impulsive sounds created by lightning, ordnance detonation or by an object creating a sonic 
boom are coherent waves with specific characteristics.  There is a long-standing tradition of 
describing such individual sounds by the amplitude of the shock waves, in pounds per square 
foot (psf).  This is particularly relevant when assessing structural effects as opposed to loudness 
or cumulative community response.  In this study, impulsive sounds are quantified by either dB 
or psf, as appropriate for the particular impact being assessed. 

Frequency.  The normal human ear can hear frequencies from about 20 Hz to about 20,000 Hz.  
It is most sensitive to sounds in the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz range.  When measuring community 
response to noise, it is common to adjust the frequency content of the measured sound to 
correspond to the frequency sensitivity of the human ear.  This adjustment is called 
A-weighting (ANSI 1988).  Sound levels that have been so adjusted are referred to as 
A-weighted sound levels.  The amplitude of A-weighted sound levels is measured in dB.  It is 
common for some noise analysts to denote the unit of A-weighted sounds by dBA.  As long as 
the use of A-weighting is understood, there is no difference between dB or dBA:  it is only 
important that the use of A-weighting be made clear.  In this analysis, sound levels are reported 
in dB and are A-weighted unless otherwise specified. 
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A-weighting is appropriate for continuous sounds, which are perceived by the ear.  Impulsive 
sounds, such as sonic booms or ordnance detonation, are perceived by more than just the ear.  
When experienced indoors, there can be secondary noise from rattling of the building.  
Vibrations may also be felt.  C-weighting (ANSI 1988) is applied to such sounds.  This is a 
frequency weighting that is flat over the range of human hearing (about 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz) 
and rolls off above and below that range.  In this analysis, C-weighted sound levels are used for 
the assessment of impulsive sounds such as ordnance with high explosive charges.  As with A-
weighting, the unit is dB, but dBC is sometimes used for clarity.  In this analysis, sound levels 
are reported in dB, and C-weighting is specified as necessary (e.g., when discussing noise effects 
from high explosive ordnance detonation). 

Time Averaging.  Sound pressure of a continuous sound varies greatly with time, so it is 
customary to deal with sound levels that represent averages over time.  Levels presented as 
instantaneous (i.e., as might be read from the dial of a sound level meter) are based on averages 
of sound energy over either 1/8 second (fast) or 1 second (slow).  The formal definitions of fast 
and slow levels are somewhat complex, with details that are important to the makers and users 
of instrumentation.  They may, however, be thought of as levels corresponding to the 
root-mean-square sound pressure measured over the 1/8-second or 1-second periods. 

The most common uses of the fast or slow sound level in environmental analysis are in the 
discussion of the maximum sound level that occurs from the action, and in discussions of 
typical sound levels.  Figure F-1 is a chart of A-weighted sound levels from typical sounds.  
Some (air conditioner, vacuum cleaner) are continuous sounds whose levels are constant for 
some time.  Some (automobile, heavy truck) are the maximum sound during a vehicle passby.  
Some (urban daytime, urban nighttime) are averages over some extended period.  A variety of 
noise metrics have been developed to describe noise over different time periods.  These are 
described in Section 1.2 of this appendix. 

1.2 Noise Metrics 

Maximum Sound Level 

The highest A-weighted sound level measured during a single event in which the sound level 
changes value as time goes on (e.g., an aircraft overflight) is called the maximum A-weighted 
sound level or maximum sound level, for short.  It is usually abbreviated by ALM, Lmax, or LAmax.  
The maximum sound level is important in judging the interference caused by a noise event with 
conversation, TV or radio listening, sleeping, or other common activities. 

Peak Sound Level 

For impulsive sounds, the true instantaneous sound pressure is of interest.  For sonic booms, 
this is the peak pressure of the shock wave, as described in Section 3.2 of this appendix.  This 
pressure is usually presented in physical units of pounds per square foot.  Sometimes it is 
represented on the decibel scale, with symbol Lpk, and it is the U.S. Army’s metric of choice for 
comparing impulsive noise sources such as the firing of large weapon systems and the 
detonation of high explosive charges.  Lpk is the highest instantaneous level obtained by a sound 
level measurement device.  Peak sound levels do not use either A or C weighting. 
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COMMON  SOUND LEVEL                                   LOUDNESS 

            SOUNDS  dB                                             – Compared to 70 dB – 

 

   —   130 
 

Oxygen Torch  —   120 UNCOMFORTABLE —— 32 Times as Loud 
 
Discotheque  —   110  —— 16 Times as Loud 
 
Textile Mill    —   100 VERY  LOUD 
 
Heavy Truck at 50 Feet   —   90  —— 4 Times as Loud 
 
Garbage Disposal  —   80 

   MODERATE 
Vacuum Cleaner at 10 Feet —   70 
Automobile at 100 Feet 
Air Conditioner at 100 Feet —   60 

 
Quiet Urban Daytime  —   50  —— 1/4 as Loud 
   QUIET 
Quiet Urban Nighttime  —   40 
 
Bedroom at Night  —   30  —— 1/16 as Loud 
 
  —   20 

           Recording Studio 
  —   10 JUST AUDIBLE 
 

           Threshold of Hearing  —   0  

 

Source:  Harris 1979 and FICON 1992. 

Figure F-1.  Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Sounds 

 

 

 

 

 

• 
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Sound Exposure Level 

Individual time-varying noise events have two main characteristics:  a sound level that changes 
throughout the event and a period of time during which the event is heard.  Although the 
maximum sound level, described above, provides some measure of the intrusiveness of the 
event, it alone does not completely describe the total event.  The period of time during which 
the sound is heard is also significant.  The Sound Exposure Level (abbreviated SEL or LAE for 
A-weighted sounds) combines both of these characteristics into a single metric. 

SEL is a composite metric that represents both the intensity of a sound and its duration.  
Mathematically, the mean square sound pressure is computed over the duration of the event, 
then multiplied by the duration in seconds, and the resultant product is turned into a sound 
level.  It does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time, but rather provides 
a measure of the net impact of the entire acoustic event.  It has been well established in the 
scientific community that SEL measures this impact much more reliably than just the maximum 
sound level. 

Because the SEL and the maximum sound level are both used to describe single events, there is 
sometimes confusion between the two, so the specific metric used should be clearly stated. 

SEL can be computed for C-weighted levels (appropriate for impulsive sounds), and the results 
denoted CSEL or LCE.  SEL for A-weighted sound is sometimes denoted ASEL.  Within this 
analysis, SEL is used for A-weighted sounds and CSEL for C-weighted. 

Equivalent Sound Level 

For longer periods of time, total sound is represented by the equivalent continuous sound 
pressure level (Leq).  Leq is the average sound level over some time period (often an hour or a 
day, but any explicit time span can be specified), with the averaging being done on the same 
energy basis as used for SEL.  SEL and Leq are closely related, differing by (a) whether they are 
applied over a specific time period or over an event, and (b) whether the duration of the event is 
included or divided out. 

Just as SEL has proven to be a good measure of the noise impact of a single event, Leq has been 
established to be a good measure of the impact of a series of events during a given time period.  
Also, while Leq is defined as an average, it is effectively a sum over that time period and is, thus, 
a measure of the cumulative impact of noise. 

Day-Night Average Sound Level 

Noise tends to be more intrusive at night than during the day.  This effect is accounted for by 
applying a 10-dB penalty to events that occur after 10 pm and before 7 am.  If Leq is computed 
over a 24-hour period with this nighttime penalty applied, the result is the day-night average 
sound level (DNL or Ldn).  DNL is the community noise metric recommended by the USEPA 
(USEPA 1974) and has been adopted by most federal agencies (FICON 1992).  It has been well 
established that DNL correlates well with community response to noise (Schultz 1978; Finegold 
et al. 1994).  This correlation is presented in Section 1.3 of this appendix. 
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While DNL carries the nomenclature “average,” it incorporates all of the noise at a given 
location.  For this reason, DNL is often referred to as a “cumulative” metric.  It accounts for the 
total, or cumulative, noise impact. 

It was noted earlier that, for impulsive sounds, C-weighting is more appropriate than 
A-weighting.  The day-night average sound level can be computed for C-weighted noise and is 
denoted CDNL or LCdn.  This procedure has been standardized, and impact interpretive criteria 
similar to those for DNL have been developed (CHABA 1981). 

Onset-Adjusted Monthly Day-Night Average Sound Level 

Aircraft operations in military airspace, such as MOAs and Warning Areas, generate a noise 
environment somewhat different from other community noise environments.  Overflights are 
sporadic, occurring at random times and varying from day to day and week to week.  This 
situation differs from most community noise environments, in which noise tends to be 
continuous or patterned.  Individual military overflight events also differ from typical 
community noise events in that noise from a low-altitude, high-airspeed flyover can have a 
rather sudden onset. 

To represent these differences, the conventional DNL metric is adjusted to account for the 
“surprise” effect of the sudden onset of aircraft noise events on humans (Plotkin et al. 1987; 
Stusnick et al. 1992; Stusnick et al. 1993).  For aircraft exhibiting a rate of increase in sound level 
(called onset rate) of from 15 to 150 dB per second, an adjustment or penalty ranging from 0 to 
11 dB is added to the normal SEL.  Onset rates above 150 dB per second require an 11 dB 
penalty, while onset rates below 15 dB per second require no adjustment.  The DNL is then 
determined in the same manner as for conventional aircraft noise events and is designated as 
Onset-Rate Adjusted Day-Night Average Sound Level (abbreviated Ldnmr).  Because of the 
irregular occurrences of aircraft operations, the number of average daily operations is 
determined by using the calendar month with the highest number of operations.  The monthly 
average is denoted Ldnmr.  Noise levels are calculated the same way for both DNL and Ldnmr.  
Ldnmr is interpreted by the same criteria as used for DNL. 

1.3  Noise Impact 

Community Reaction 

Studies of community annoyance to numerous types of environmental noise show that DNL 
correlates well with impact.  Schultz (1978) showed a consistent relationship between DNL and 
annoyance.  Shultz’s original curve fit (Figure F-2) shows that there is a remarkable consistency 
in results of attitudinal surveys which relate the percentages of groups of people who express 
various degrees of annoyance when exposed to different DNLs.   
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Figure F-2.  Community Surveys of Noise Annoyance 
(Source:  Schultz 1978) 
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A more recent study has reaffirmed this relationship (Fidell et al. 1991).  Figure F-3 (FICON 
1992) shows an updated form of the curve fit (Finegold et al. 1994) in comparison with the 
original.  The updated fit, which does not differ substantially from the original, is the current 
preferred form.  In general, correlation coefficients of 0.85 to 0.95 are found between the 
percentages of groups of people highly annoyed and the level of average noise exposure.  The 
correlation coefficients for the annoyance of individuals are relatively low, however, on the 
order of 0.5 or less.  This is not surprising, considering the varying personal factors that 
influence the manner in which individuals react to noise.  Nevertheless, findings substantiate 
that community annoyance to aircraft noise is represented quite reliably using DNL. 

As noted earlier for SEL, DNL does not represent the sound level heard at any particular time, 
but rather represents the total sound exposure.  DNL accounts for the sound level of individual 
noise events, the duration of those events, and the number of events.  Its use is endorsed by the 
scientific community (ANSI 1980; ANSI 1988; USEPA 1974; FICUN 1980; FICON 1992). 

While DNL is the best metric for quantitatively assessing cumulative noise impact, it does not 
lend itself to intuitive interpretation by non-experts.  Accordingly, it is common for 
environmental noise analyses to include other metrics for illustrative purposes.  A general 
indication of the noise environment can be presented by noting the maximum sound levels that 
can occur and the number of times per day noise events will be loud enough to be heard.  Use 
of other metrics as supplements to DNL has been endorsed by federal agencies (FICON 1992). 

The Schultz curve is generally applied to annual average DNL.  In Section 1.2 of this appendix, 
Ldnmr was described and presented as being appropriate for quantifying noise in military 
airspace.  The Schultz curve is used with Ldnmr as the noise metric.  Ldnmr is always equal to or 
greater than DNL, so impact is generally higher than would have been predicted if the onset 
rate and busiest-month adjustments were not accounted for. 

There are several points of interest in the noise-annoyance relation.  The first is DNL of 65 dB.  
This is a level most commonly used for noise planning purposes and represents a compromise 
between community impact and the need for activities like aviation which do cause noise.  
Areas exposed to DNL above 65 dB are generally not considered suitable for residential use.  
The second is DNL of 55 dB, which was identified by USEPA as a level “...requisite to protect 
the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety,” (USEPA 1974) which is 
essentially a level below which adverse impact is not expected.  The third is DNL of 75 dB.  This 
is the lowest level at which adverse health effects could be credible (USEPA 1974).  The very 
high annoyance levels correlated with DNL of 75 dB make such areas unsuitable for residential 
land use. 

Impulse noise exposure is measured by C-weighting, with the corresponding cumulative metric 
being CDNL.  Correlation between CDNL and annoyance has been established, based on 
community reaction to impulsive sounds (CHABA 1981).  Values of the C-weighted equivalent 
to the Schultz curve are different than that of the Schultz curve itself.  Table F-1 shows the 
relation between annoyance, DNL, and CDNL. 
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Figure F-3.  Response of Communities to Noise; Comparison of Original 
(Schultz 1978) and Current (Finegold et al. 1994) Curve Fits. 
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Table F-1.  Relation Between 
Annoyance, DNL and CDNL 

CDNL % Highly Annoyed DNL 
48 2 50 

52 4 55 

57 8 60 

61 14 65 

65 23 70 

69 35 75 

 
Interpretation of CDNL from impulsive noise is accomplished by using the CDNL versus 
annoyance values in Table F-1.  CDNL can be interpreted in terms of an “equivalent annoyance” 
DNL.  For example, CDNL of 52, 61, and 69 dB are equivalent to DNL of 55, 65, and 75 dB, 
respectively.  If both continuous and impulsive noise occurs in the same area, impacts are 
assessed separately for each. 

Two curves are presented in Figure F-4 for relating long-term average C- and A-weighted 
sound levels with community annoyance and therefore to noise zones as defined for land use 
planning. The curve in red relates exposures to high-energy impulsive sounds expressed in 
terms of C weighted DNL to community annoyance. The curve is based on social surveys 
conducted in 1980 and recommended in the 1981 CHABA report (CHABA, 1981). The blue 
curve relates DNL (A-weighted sound levels) 1 to community annoyance and is the 1978 Shultz 
curve for general transportation noise. The Shultz curve is the recommended relationship for 
assessing general noise impacts to the community (endorsed and recommended by FICON in 
1992). The red curve shows 15 percent of the population would be expected to be highly 
annoyed at a C weighted DNL of 62 dB, while the blue curve shows roughly the same amount 
of annoyance at a DNL of 65 dB. 



July 2007 

AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
Appendix F Noise Analysis F-11 

Figure F-4. Survey Findings of the Prevalence of Annoyance Associated 
with Exposure to Both High-Energy Impulsive Sounds and Transportation-

Related Noise 

Noise exposure is generally divided into three categories as follows:   

• Noise Zone I:  Defined as an area of minimal impact refers to DNL values less than 65 
dBA or C-weighted DNL values less than 62 dBC. This is also an area where social 
surveys show less than 15 percent of the population would be expected to be highly 
annoyed. 

• Noise Zone II:  Defined as an area of moderate impact, refers to DNL values between 65 
dBA and 75 dBA or C-weighted DNL values between 62 dBC and 70 dBC. This is the 
area where social surveys show between 15 percent and 39 percent of the population 
would be expected to be highly annoyed. 

• Noise Zone III:  Defined as an area of most severe impact, refers to DNL values greater 
than 75 dBA or C-weighted DNL values greater than 70 dBC. This is the area where 
social surveys show greater than 39 percent of the population would be expected to be 
highly annoyed. 

Land Use Compatibility 

As noted above, the inherent variability between individuals makes it impossible to predict 
accurately how any individual will react to a given noise event.  Nevertheless, when a 
community is considered as a whole, its overall reaction to noise can be represented with a high 
degree of confidence.  As described above, the best noise exposure metric for this correlation is 
the DNL or Ldnmr for military overflights.  Impulsive noise can be assessed by relating CDNL to 
an “equivalent annoyance” DNL, as outlined in Section 1.3.1 of this appendix. 
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In June 1980, an ad hoc Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) published 
guidelines (FICUN 1980) relating DNL to compatible land uses.  This committee was composed 
of representatives from DoD, Transportation, and Housing and Urban Development; USEPA; 
and the Veterans Administration.  Since the issuance of these guidelines, federal agencies have 
generally adopted these guidelines as a goal and as a point of reference in noise analysis.  In 
many cases, reaching complete land use compatibility, in accordance with these guidelines is 
not practicable given the close proximity of military training to noise sensitive land uses. 

Following the lead of the committee, DoD and FAA adopted the concept of land-use 
compatibility as the accepted measure of aircraft noise effect.  The FAA included the 
committee’s guidelines in the Federal Aviation Regulations (USDOT 1984).  These guidelines 
are reprinted in Table F-2, along with the explanatory notes included in the regulation.  
Although these guidelines are not mandatory (note the footnote “*” in the table), they provide 
the best means for determining noise impact in airport communities.  Impacts related to the 
creation of additional incompatible land use must be assessed on a case by case basis for 
significance.  In general, residential land uses normally are not compatible with outdoor DNL 

values above 65 dB, and the extent of land areas and populations exposed to DNL of 65 dB and 
higher provides the best means for assessing the noise impacts of alternative aircraft actions.  In 
some cases, where noise change exceeds 3 dB, the 1992 FICON indicates the 60 dB DNL may be 
a more appropriate incompatibility level for densely populated areas. 

The DoD maintains the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) program to address 
incompatible development or encroachment around military airfields.  The goal of the AICUZ 
program is to promote compatible land use through participation in local, regional, state and 
federal land use planning processes.  DoD Instruction 4165.57 establishes and requires the 
military departments to develop, implement and maintain an AICUZ program  for installations 
with flying operations.  AFI 32-7063 sets forth the policy , responsibilities and requirements for 
the program.  Air Force Handbook 32-7084 provides major command and base level 
Commanders and managers an overview of the program.  The AICUZ program was 
implemented in 1973 and adopted the NOISEMAP to describe noise impacts created by military 
aircraft operations.   The program incorporated the 1974 USEPA designation of the noise 
descriptor DNL and subsequently the guidelines described above and depicted in Table F-2. 

2.0 NOISE EFFECTS 

The discussion in Section 1.3 of this appendix presents the global effect of noise on 
communities.  The following sections describe particular noise effects. 

2.1  Hearing Loss 

Noise-induced hearing loss is probably the best defined of the potential effects of human 
exposure to excessive noise.  Federal workplace standards for protection from hearing loss 
allow a time-average level of 90 dB over an 8-hour work period, or 85 dB averaged over a 
16-hour period.  Even the most protective criterion (no measurable hearing loss for the most 
sensitive portion of the population at the ear’s most sensitive frequency, 4,000 Hz, after a 
40-year exposure) suggests a time-average sound level of 70 dB over a 24-hour period (USEPA 
1974).  Since it is unlikely that airport neighbors will remain outside their homes 24 hours per 
day for extended periods of time, there is little possibility of hearing loss below a DNL of 75 dB, 
and this level is extremely conservative. 
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Table F-2.  Land-Use Compatibility With Yearly Day-Night 
Average Sound Levels 

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) in Decibels 
Land Use Below 65 65–70 70–75 75–80 80–85 Over 85 

Residential       
Residential, other than mobile homes and 

transient lodgings ......................................... Y N(1) N(1) N N N 
Mobile home parks................................................ Y N N N N N 
Transient lodgings ................................................. Y N(1) N(1) N(1) N N 
Public Use       
Schools .................................................................. Y N(1) N(1) N N N 
Hospitals and nursing homes ................................ Y 25 30 N N N 
Churches, auditoria, and concert halls .................. Y 25 30 N N N 
Government services ............................................. Y Y 25 30 N N 
Transportation ....................................................... Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y(4) 
Parking................................................................... Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Commercial Use       
Offices, business and professional ........................ Y Y 25 30 N N 
Wholesale and retail—building materials, 

hardware, and farm equipment..................... Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Retail trade—general............................................. Y Y 25 30 N N 
Utilities .................................................................. Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 
Communication ..................................................... Y Y 25 30 N N 
Manufacturing and Production       
Manufacturing, general ......................................... Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4 ) N 
Photographic and optical....................................... Y Y 25 30 N N 
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry .......... Y Y(6) Y(7) Y(8) Y(8) Y(8) 
Livestock farming and breeding............................ Y Y(6) Y(7) N N N 
Mining and fishing, resource production and 

extraction ...................................................... Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Recreational       
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports........... Y Y(5) Y(5) N N N 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters .................... Y N N N N N 
Nature exhibits and zoos ....................................... Y Y N N N N 
Amusements, parks, resorts, and camps ............... Y Y Y N N N 
Golf courses, riding stables, and water  

recreation ...................................................... Y Y 25 30 N N 
Numbers in parentheses refer to notes. 

 * The designations contained in this table do not constitute a federal determination that any use of land covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable 
under federal, state, or local law.  The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties and 
specific noise contours rests with the local authorities.  FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally determined land uses for those 
determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving noise-compatible land uses. 

KEY TO TABLE F-2 
 Y (YES) = Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions. 
 N (No) = Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited. 
 NLR = Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and construction of the structure. 
 25, 30, or 35 = Land Use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dB must be incorporated into design and  

construction of structures. 

NOTES FOR TABLE F-2 
(1)  Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor-to-indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 

25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals.  Normal residential construction can be expected to 
provide an NLR of 20 dB; thus the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 10, or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical 
ventilation and closed windows year-round.  However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems. 

(2)  Measures to achieve NLR 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, 
noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 

(3)  Measures to achieve NLR 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, 
noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 

(4)  Measures to achieve NLR 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, 
noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 

(5)  Land-use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 
(6)  Residential buildings require an NLR of 25 dB. 
(7)  Residential buildings require an NLR of 30 dB. 
(8)  Residential buildings not permitted. 



July 2007 

 AFSOC Assets Beddown at Cannon AFB, New Mexico EIS 
F-14 Appendix F Noise Analysis  

2.2  Nonauditory Health Effects 

Nonauditory health effects of long-term noise exposure, where noise may act as a risk factor, 
have not been found to occur at levels below those protective against noise-induced hearing 
loss, described above.  Most studies attempting to clarify such health effects have found that 
noise exposure levels established for hearing protection will also protect against any potential 
nonauditory health effects, at least in workplace conditions.  The best scientific summary of 
these findings is contained in the lead paper at the National Institutes of Health Conference on 
Noise and Hearing Loss, held on January 22–24, 1990, in Washington, D.C., which states “The 
nonauditory effects of chronic noise exposure, when noise is suspected to act as one of the risk 
factors in the development of hypertension, cardiovascular disease, and other nervous 
disorders, have never been proven to occur as chronic manifestations at levels below these 
criteria (an average of 75 dBA for complete protection against hearing loss for an eight-hour 
day)” (von Gierke 1990; parenthetical wording added for clarification).  At the International 
Congress (1988) on Noise as a Public Health Problem, most studies attempting to clarify such 
health effects did not find them at levels below the criteria protective of noise-induced hearing 
loss; and even above these criteria, results regarding such health effects were ambiguous.   

Consequently, it can be concluded that establishing and enforcing exposure levels protecting 
against noise-induced hearing loss would not only solve the noise-induced hearing loss 
problem but also any potential nonauditory health effects in the workplace. 

Although these findings were directed specifically at noise effects in the workplace, they are 
equally applicable to aircraft noise effects in the community environment.  Research studies 
regarding the nonauditory health effects of aircraft noise are ambiguous, at best, and often 
contradictory.  Yet, even those studies that purport to find such health effects use time-average 
noise levels of 75 dB and higher for their research. 

For example, in an often-quoted paper, two University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) 
researchers found a relation between aircraft noise levels under the approach path to Los 
Angeles International Airport (LAX) and increased mortality rates among the exposed residents 
by using an average noise exposure level greater than 75 dB for the “noise-exposed” population 
(Meecham and Shaw 1979).  Nevertheless, three other UCLA professors analyzed those same 
data and found no relation between noise exposure and mortality rates (Frerichs et al. 1980). 

As a second example, two other UCLA researchers used this same population near LAX to 
show a higher rate of birth defects during the period of 1970 to 1972 when compared to a 
control group residing away from the airport (Jones and Tauscher 1978).  Based on this report, a 
separate group at the United States Centers for Disease Control performed a more thorough 
study of populations near Atlanta’s Hartsfield International Airport for 1970 to 1972 and found 
no relation in their study of 17 identified categories of birth defects to aircraft noise levels above 
65 dB (Edmonds 1979). 

A recent review of health effects, prepared by a Committee of the Health Council of The 
Netherlands (CHCN 1996), analyzed currently available published information on this topic.  
The committee concluded that the threshold for possible long-term health effects was a 16-hour 
(6:00 am to 10:00 pm) Leq of 70 dB.  Projecting this to 24 hours and applying the 10 dB nighttime 
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penalty used with DNL, this corresponds to DNL of about 75 dB.  The study also affirmed the 
risk threshold for hearing loss, as discussed earlier. 

In summary, there is no scientific basis for a claim that potential health effects exist for aircraft 
time-average sound levels below 75 dB. 

2.3  Annoyance 

The primary effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is one of annoyance.  Noise 
annoyance is defined by the USEPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an 
individual or group (USEPA 1974).  As noted in the discussion of DNL above, community 
annoyance is best measured by that metric. 

Because the USEPA Levels Document (USEPA 1974) identified DNL of 55 dB as “. . . requisite to 
protect public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety,” it is commonly assumed 
that 55 dB should be adopted as a criterion for community noise analysis.  From a noise 
exposure perspective, that would be an ideal selection.  However, financial and technical 
resources are generally not available to achieve that goal.  Most agencies have identified DNL of 
65 dB as a criterion that protects those most impacted by noise, and that can often be achieved 
on a practical basis (FICON 1992).  This corresponds to about 13 percent of the exposed 
population being highly annoyed. 

Although DNL of 65 dB is widely used as a benchmark for significant noise impact, and is often 
an acceptable compromise, it is not a statutory limit, and it is appropriate to consider other 
thresholds in particular cases.   

In this EIS, no specific threshold is used.  The noise in the affected environment is evaluated on 
the basis of the information presented in this appendix and in the body of the EIS.   

Community annoyance from impulsive noise is based on CDNL, as discussed in Section 1.3 of 
this appendix.  These effects are implicitly included in the “equivalent annoyance” CDNL 

values in Table F-1, since those were developed from actual community noise impact. 

2.4  Speech Interference 

Speech interference associated with aircraft noise is a primary cause of annoyance to 
individuals on the ground.  The disruption of routine activities in the home, such as radio or 
television listening, telephone use, or family conversation, gives rise to frustration and 
irritation.  The quality of speech communication is also important in classrooms, offices, and 
industrial settings and can cause fatigue and vocal strain in those who attempt to communicate 
over the noise.  Research has shown that the use of the SEL metric will measure speech 
interference successfully, and that a SEL exceeding 65 dB will begin to interfere with speech 
communication. 
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2.5  Sleep Interference 

Sleep interference is another source of annoyance associated with aircraft noise.  This is 
especially true because of the intermittent nature and content of aircraft noise, which is more 
disturbing than continuous noise of equal energy and neutral meaning. 

Sleep interference may be measured in either of two ways.  “Arousal” represents actual 
awakening from sleep, while a change in “sleep stage” represents a shift from one of four sleep 
stages to another stage of lighter sleep without actual awakening.  In general, arousal requires a 
somewhat higher noise level than does a change in sleep stage. 

An analysis sponsored by the Air Force summarized 21 published studies concerning the effects 
of noise on sleep (Pearsons et al. 1989).  The analysis concluded that a lack of reliable in-home 
studies, combined with large differences among the results from the various laboratory studies, 
did not permit development of an acceptably accurate assessment procedure.  The noise events 
used in the laboratory studies and in contrived in-home studies were presented at much higher 
rates of occurrence than would normally be experienced.  None of the laboratory studies were 
of sufficiently long duration to determine any effects of habituation, such as that which would 
occur under normal community conditions.  A recent extensive study of sleep interference in 
people’s own homes (Ollerhead 1992) showed very little disturbance from aircraft noise. 

There is some controversy associated with the recent studies, so a conservative approach should 
be taken in judging sleep interference.  Based on older data, the USEPA identified an indoor 
DNL of 45 dB as necessary to protect against sleep interference (USEPA 1974).  Assuming a very 
conservative structural noise insulation of 20 dB for typical dwelling units, this corresponds to 
an outdoor DNL of 65 dB as minimizing sleep interference. 

A 1984 publication reviewed the probability of arousal or behavioral awakening in terms of SEL 
(Kryter 1984).  Figure F-4, extracted from Figure 10.37 of Kryter (1984), indicates that an indoor 
SEL of 65 dB or lower should awaken less than 5 percent of those exposed.  These results do not 
include any habituation over time by sleeping subjects.  Nevertheless, this provides a 
reasonable guideline for assessing sleep interference and corresponds to similar guidance for 
speech interference, as noted above. 

2.6  Noise Effects on Domestic Animals and Wildlife 

Animal species differ greatly in their responses to noise.  Each species has adapted, physically 
and behaviorally, to fill its ecological role in nature, and its hearing ability usually reflects that 
role.  Animals rely on their hearing to avoid predators, obtain food, and communicate with and 
attract other members of their species.  Aircraft noise may mask or interfere with these 
functions.  Secondary effects may include nonauditory effects similar to those exhibited by 
humans:  stress, hypertension, and other nervous disorders.  Tertiary effects may include 
interference with mating and resultant population declines. 
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Figure F-4.  Probability of Arousal or Behavioral Awakening in Terms of 
Sound Exposure Level 
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2.7  Noise Effects on Terrain 

Members of the public often believe that noise from low-flying aircraft can cause avalanches or 
landslides by disturbing fragile soil or snow structures in mountainous areas.  There are no 
known instances of such effects, and it is considered improbable that such effects will result 
from routine, subsonic aircraft operations. 

2.8  Noise Effects on Historical and Archaeological Sites 

Because of the potential for increased fragility of structural components of historical buildings 
and other historical sites, aircraft noise may affect such sites more severely than newer, modern 
structures.  Again, there are few scientific studies of such effects to provide guidance for their 
assessment. 

One study involved the measurements of sound levels and structural vibration levels in a 
superbly restored plantation house, originally built in 1795, and now situated approximately 
1,500 feet from the centerline at the departure end of Runway 19L at Washington Dulles 
International Airport.  These measurements were made in connection with the proposed 
scheduled operation of the supersonic Concorde airplane at Dulles (Wesler 1977).  There was 
special concern for the building’s windows, since roughly half of the 324 panes were original.  
No instances of structural damage were found.  Interestingly, despite the high levels of noise 
during Concorde takeoffs, the induced structural vibration levels were actually less than those 
induced by touring groups and vacuum cleaning within the building itself. 

As noted above for the noise effects of noise-induced vibrations on normal structures, 
assessments of noise exposure levels for normally compatible land uses should also be 
protective of historic and archaeological sites. 

2.9  Noise Effects on Structures 

Subsonic Aircraft Noise 

Normally, the most sensitive components of a structure to airborne noise are the windows and, 
infrequently, the plastered walls and ceilings.  An evaluation of the peak sound pressures 
impinging on the structure is normally sufficient to determine the possibility of damage.  In 
general, at sound levels above 130 dB, there is the possibility of the excitation of structural 
component resonance.  While certain frequencies (such as 30 Hz for window breakage) may be 
of more concern than other frequencies, conservatively, only sounds lasting more than one 
second above a sound level of 130 dB are potentially damaging to structural components 
(NRC/NAS 1977). 

A study directed specifically at low-altitude, high-speed aircraft showed that there is little 
probability of structural damage from such operations (Sutherland 1989).  One finding in that 
study is that sound levels at damaging frequencies (e.g., 30 Hz for window breakage or 15 to 25 
Hz for whole-house response) are rarely above 130 dB. 

Noise-induced structural vibration may also cause annoyance to dwelling occupants because of 
induced secondary vibrations, or “rattle,” of objects within the dwelling, such as hanging 
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pictures, dishes, plaques, and bric-a-brac.  Window panes may also vibrate noticeably when 
exposed to high levels of airborne noise, causing homeowners to fear breakage.  In general, such 
noise-induced vibrations occur at sound levels above those considered normally incompatible 
with residential land use.  Thus assessments of noise exposure levels for compatible land use 
should also be protective of noise-induced secondary vibrations. 

Impulsive Noise – Sonic Booms 

Impulsive noise commonly associated with structural damage consists of sonic booms from 
aircraft.  Most damage claims are for brittle objects, such as glass and plaster.  Impulsive noise 
created by munitions and experienced outside the range would not result in overpressures that 
could cause damage.  Table F-3 summarizes the threshold of damage that might be expected at 
various overpressures.  There is a large degree of variability in damage experience, and much 
damage depends on the pre-existing condition of a structure.  Breakage data for glass, for 
example, span a range of two to three orders of magnitude at a given overpressure.  At 1 psf, 
the probability of a window breaking ranges from one in a billion (Sutherland, 1990) to one in a 
million (Hershey and Higgins, 1976).  These damage rates are associated with a combination of 
boom load and glass condition.  At 10 psf, the probability of breakage is between one in a 
hundred and one in a thousand.  Laboratory tests of glass (White 1972) have shown that 
properly installed window glass will not break at overpressures below 10 pounds per square 
foot (psf), even when subjected to repeated sonic booms, but in the real world glass is not in 
pristine condition. 

Damage to plaster occurs at similar ranges to glass damage.  Plaster has a compounding issue in 
that it will often crack due to shrinkage while curing, or from stresses as a structure settles, even 
in the absence of outside loads.  Sonic boom damage to plaster often occurs when internal 
stresses are high from these factors. 

Some degree of damage to glass and plaster should thus be expected from sonic boom 
impulsive noise, but would not be expected from impulsive noise associated with munitions. 

Impulsive Noise – High Explosive Ordnance 

High-energy impulsive sound from the firing of large weapon systems and the detonation of 
high explosive charges can cause structural vibration in buildings near ranges.  The resulting 
vibrations can become the source of complaints.  To address this issue, the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Dahlgren, Virginia established operational guidelines to minimize the 
incidence of such complaints.  These guidelines are summarized in “Noise Abatement Program 
for Explosive Operations at NSWC/DL”, presented by Pater in 1976, at the 17th Explosives 
Safety Seminar of the DoD Explosives Safety Board. These guidelines based on Lpk and more 
than 10 years of experience using meteorological forecasts, are presented in Table F-4. 
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Table F-3.  Possible Damage to Structures From Sonic Booms 

Sonic Boom 
Overpressure 
Nominal (psf) 

 
 

Item Affected 

 
 

Type of Damage 

0.5 - 2 Plaster Fine cracks; extension of existing cracks; more in ceilings; over 
door frames; between some plaster boards. 

 Glass Rarely shattered; either partial or extension of existing cracks. 

 Roof Slippage of existing loose tiles/slates; sometimes new 
cracking of old slates at nail hole. 

 Damage to outside 
walls 

Existing cracks in stucco extended. 

 Bric-a-brac Those carefully balanced or on edges can fall; fine glass, such 
as large goblets, can fall and break. 

 Other Dust falls in chimneys. 

2 - 4 Glass, plaster, roofs, 
ceilings 

For elements nominally in good condition, failures show that 
would have been difficult to forecast in terms of their existing 
localized condition.   

4 - 10 Glass Regular failures within a population of well-installed glass; 
industrial as well as domestic greenhouses. 

 Plaster Partial ceiling collapse of good plaster; complete collapse of 
very new, incompletely cured, or very old plaster. 

 Roofs High probability rate of failure in slurry wash in nominally 
good state; some chance of failures in tiles on modern roofs; 
light roofs (bungalow) or large area can move bodily. 

 Walls (out) Old, free standing, in fairly good condition can collapse. 

 Walls  (in) Internal (“party”) walls known to move at 10 psf. 

Greater than 10 Glass Some good window glass will fail when exposed to regular  
sonic booms from the same direction.  Glass with existing 
faults could shatter and fly.  Large window frames move. 

 Plaster Most plaster affected. 

 Ceilings Plaster boards displaced by nail popping. 

 Roofs Most slate/slurry roofs affected, some badly; large roofs 
having good tile can be affected; some roofs bodily displaced 
causing gale-end and wall-plate cracks; domestic chimneys 
dislodged if not in good condition. 

 Walls Internal party walls can move even if carrying fittings such as 
hand basins or taps; secondary damage due to water leakage. 

 Bric-a-brac Some nominally secure items can fall; e.g., large pictures, 
especially if fixed to party walls. 

Source:  Haber and Nakaki 1989 
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Table F-4. Impulse 1 Noise Guidelines  

Sound Levels (dB Peak) Risk of Noise Complaints 
<115  Low 
115-130  Moderate 
130-140  High 
>140 Risk of physiological damage to unprotected human ears and 

structural damage claims 

The “One Shot” feature of the BNOISE Version 2 program provides the capability of computing 
statistical probabilities for Lpk. The “One Shot” model is based on an extensive measurement 
project conducted by the U.S. Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (USACERL) 
at Fort Leonard Wood and published in USACERL Technical Report N-13, “The Statistics of 
Amplitude and Spectrum of Blasts Propagated in the Atmosphere” of 1976. In 1985, Luz 
conducted an analysis of these measurements, and the results were published in “A statistical 
model for predicting the probability of complaints from Army weapon noise,” and presented at 
the 110th Meeting of the Acoustical Society of America, Nashville, Tennessee. 

3.0  NOISE MODELING 

3.1  Subsonic Aircraft Noise 

An aircraft in subsonic flight generally emits noise from two sources:  the engines and flow 
noise around the airframe.  Noise generation mechanisms are complex and, in practical models, 
the noise sources must be based on measured data.  The Air Force has developed a series of 
computer models and aircraft noise databases for this purpose.  The models include 
NOISEMAP (Moulton 1992) for noise around airbases, ROUTEMAP (Lucas and Plotkin 1988) 
for noise associated with low-level training routes, and MR_NMAP (Lucas and Calamia 1996) 
for use in MOAs and ranges.  These models use the NOISEFILE database developed by the Air 
Force.  NOISEFILE data include SEL and LAmax as a function of speed and power setting for 
aircraft in straight flight. 

Noise from an individual aircraft is a time-varying continuous sound.  It is first audible as the 
aircraft approaches, increases to a maximum when the aircraft is near its closest point, then 
diminishes as it departs.  The noise depends on the speed and power setting of the aircraft and 
its trajectory.  The models noted above divide the trajectory into segments whose noise can be 
computed from the data in NOISEFILE.  The contributions from these segments are summed. 

MR_NMAP was used to compute noise levels in the airspace.  The primary noise metric 
computed by MR_NMAP was Ldnmr averaged over each airspace.  Supporting routines from 
NOISEMAP were used to calculate SEL and LAmax for various flight altitudes and lateral offsets 
from a ground receiver position. 
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3.2  Impulsive Noise:  Sonic Booms 

Although the AFSOC proposed action does not include aircraft flying at supersonic speeds, this 
discussion of sonic booms generated by aircraft rounds out the background on noise presented 
in this appendix.  Sonic boom impulsive noise can also result from aircraft launched ordnance.   

When an object moves through the air, it pushes the air out of its way.  At subsonic speeds, the 
displaced air forms a pressure wave that disperses rapidly.  At supersonic speeds, the object is 
moving too quickly for the wave to disperse, so it remains as a coherent wave.  This wave is a 
sonic boom.  When heard at the ground, a sonic boom from an aircraft consists of two shock 
waves (one associated with the forward part of the aircraft, the other with the rear part) of 
approximately equal strength and (for fighter aircraft) separated by 100 to 200 milliseconds.  
When plotted, this pair of shock waves and the expanding flow between them have the 
appearance of a capital letter “N,” so a sonic boom pressure wave is usually called an “N-
wave.” An N-wave has a characteristic “bang-bang” sound that can be startling.  Figure F-5 
shows the generation and evolution of a sonic boom N-wave under the aircraft.  Figure F-6 
shows the sonic boom pattern for an aircraft in steady supersonic flight.  The boom forms a cone 
that is said to sweep out a “carpet” under the flight track.  

 

Figure F-5.  Sonic Boom Generation, and Evolution to N-wave 
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Figure F-6.  Sonic Boom Carpet in Steady Flight 

The complete ground pattern of an aircraft created sonic boom depends on the size, shape, 
speed, and trajectory of the aircraft.  Even for a nominally steady mission, the aircraft must 
accelerate to supersonic speed at the start, decelerate back to subsonic speed at the end, and 
usually change altitude.  Figure F-7 illustrates the complexity of a nominal full mission. 

 

Figure F-7.  Complex Sonic Boom Pattern for Full Mission 
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The Air Force’s PCBoom4 computer program (Plotkin and Grandi 2002) can be used to compute 
the complete sonic boom footprint for a given single aircraft created impulsive sound event, 
accounting for details of a particular maneuver.  Supersonic events occur as aircraft approach 
an engagement, break at the end, and maneuver for advantage during the engagement.  Long 
time cumulative sonic boom exposure, CDNL, is meaningful for this kind of environment. 

Long-term sonic boom measurement projects have been conducted in four supersonic ACT 
airspaces: White Sands, New Mexico (Plotkin et al. 1989); the eastern portion of the Goldwater 
Range, Arizona (Plotkin et al. 1992); the Elgin MOA at Nellis AFB, Nevada (Frampton et al. 
1993); and the western portion of the Goldwater Range (Page et al. 1994). These studies included 
analysis of schedule and air combat maneuvering instrumentation data and supported 
development of the 1992 BOOMAP model (Plotkin et al. 1992). The current version of BOOMAP 
(Frampton et al. 1993; Plotkin 1996) incorporates results from all four studies. Because BOOMAP 
is directly based on long-term measurements, it implicitly accounts for such variables as 
maneuvers, statistical variations in operations, atmosphere effects, and other factors. 

Figure F-8 shows a sample of supersonic flight tracks measured in the ACT airspace at White 
Sands (Plotkin et al. 1989).  The tracks fall into an elliptical pattern aligned with preferred 
engagement directions in the airspace.  Figure F-9 shows the CDNL contours that were fit to six 
months of measured booms in that airspace.  The subsequent measurement programs refined 
the fit, and demonstrated that the elliptical maneuver area is related to the size and shape of the 
airspace (Frampton et al. 1993).  BOOMAP quantifies the size and shape of CDNL contours, and 
also numbers of booms per day, in ACT airspaces.  That model was used for prediction of 
cumulative sonic boom exposure in the study area. 

Impulsive noise from munitions create supersonic events to those described for aircraft.  The 
difference is the size of the object creating the supersonic event.  Measured overpressures from 
supersonic objects are directly related to the object’s size and shape.  Experimentation with 
redesigned aircraft to reduce the potential for or magnitude of sonic booms has successfully 
demonstrated that design can influence boom overpressure.  Munitions such as 105 Howitzer 
shells from an AC-130 gunship create an audible sonic boom that can be detected by the human 
ear as a “bip” sound.  This impulsive sound would be audible beyond the boundaries of 
Melrose AFR and could cause annoyance similar to that of any unwanted sound.  The 
impulsive noise overpressures from munitions would be below any possible damage causing 
overpressures on Table F-3. 
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Figure F-8.  Supersonic Flight Tracks in Supersonic ACT Airspace 

 

 

 

Figure F-9.  Elliptical CDNL Contours in Supersonic ACT Airspace 
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3.3  Impulsive Noise:  High Explosive Ordnance/Blast Noise 

Noise from ordnance delivery (blast noise) is impulsive in nature and of short duration.  Blast 
noise can consist of three components: the firing of the projectile from the weapon, the ballistic 
wave resulting from the projectile traveling through the air and the detonation of the projectile, 
if it contains a high explosive charge. If the projectile contains no high explosive charge, only 
the noise resulting from the firing of the projectile is calculated. Blast noise is often a source of 
discomfort for persons, and vibrations of buildings and structures induced by blast noise may 
result in increased annoyance. 

Blast noise contours are developed using the DoD BNOISE program.  BNOISE is a collection of 
computer programs, which together can produce C-weighted DNL contours for blasting 
activities or military operations resulting in impulsive noise. The software considers type of 
weapon and ammunition, number and time of rounds fired, range attributes, weather, and 
assessment procedures and metrics. It also accounts for spectrum and directivity of both muzzle 
blast and projectile sonic boom, which facilitates accurate calculation of propagation and 
frequency weighting. Noise source parameters are based on empirical data.  BNOISE Version 2 
was used in the preparation of this analysis. Input of data into BNOISE is accomplished through 
the program interface and stored in a Microsoft Access database file. The required data include:.  

• The case identification information;  

• The weather selection appropriate for the site studied; 

• The assessment period and selected metric; 

• The ranges and their geographic coordinates; 

• The southwest corner of a rectangular grid described by its length, its width and the 
spacing between two consecutive grid points; and  

• The activities including the firing point, the ordnance type, the height of the target, and 
the number of acoustical day (0700-2200 hours) and night (2200-0700 hours) events. 

The BNOISE computer program generates a grid file, which is a collection of noise levels at 
equally spaced points in the grid. The NMPLOT program uses the grid file to draw contours of 
equal DNL for overlay onto base maps.  These plots are presented in the EIS Section 4.2.  The 
plots are associated with the munitions use presented in the EIS Section 2.2.5. 
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Department of Defense

DIRECTIVE

NUMBER 4715.11
May 10, 2004

USD(AT&L)

SUBJECT:  Environmental and Explosives Safety Management on Operational Ranges 
Within the United States 

References:  (a)  DoD Directive 4715.11, Environmental and Explosives Safety 
Management on Department of Defense Active and Inactive Ranges 
Within the United States," August 17, 1999 (hereby canceled)

(b)  DoD Directive 4715.1, "Environmental Security," February 24, 1996
(c)  DoD Directive 6055.9, "DoD Explosives Safety Board (DDESB) and 

Component Explosives Safety Responsibilities," July 29, 1996
(d)  DoD Directive 4715.12, "Environmental and Explosives Safety 

Management on Department of Defense Operational Ranges Outside 
the United States," August 17, 1999

(e)  through (m), see enclosure 1

1.  REISSUANCE AND PURPOSE 

This Directive reissues reference (a) to establish policy and assign responsibilities 
under references (b) and (c) for:

1.1.  Sustainable use and management of operational ranges located within the 
United States.

1.2.  The protection of DoD personnel and the public from explosive hazards on 
operational ranges located within the United States.

2.  APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

This Directive applies to:
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2.1.  The Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Military Departments, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff; the Combatant Commands, the 
Office of the Inspector General of the Department of Defense, the Defense Agencies, 
the DoD Field Activities, and all other organizational entities in the Department of 
Defense (hereafter referred to collectively as "the DoD Components").

2.2.  All operational ranges located within the United States.

2.2.1.  For operational ranges that a non-DoD Component owns, this Directive 
applies subject to the terms of any agreement with the owner for the leasing or 
operation of the range.   (The DoD Components shall attempt to ensure that future 
agreements are consistent with this Directive and provide for non-DoD users to 
proportionally reimburse the DoD Component for the costs of complying with this 
Directive.)

2.2.2.  When a DoD Component other than the DoD Component exercising 
real property accountability operates an operational range, responsibility for compliance 
with this Directive is assigned to the operating DoD Component, unless the two parties 
agree otherwise.

2.3.  This Directive does not apply to operational ranges located outside the United 
States.   For such operational ranges, consult DoD Directive 4715.12 (reference (d)).

2.4.  This Directive does not apply to indoor ranges.

3.  DEFINITIONS 

Terms used in this Directive are defined in enclosure 2.   Other terms are defined in 10 
U.S.C. 101 (reference (e)).

4.  POLICY 

It is DoD policy to:

4.1.  Use and manage operational ranges in a manner that supports national security 
objectives and maintains the high state of operational readiness essential to the U.S. 
Armed Forces, consistent with DoD Directive 3200.15 (reference (f)).

4.2.  Ensure the long-term viability of operational ranges while protecting human 
health and the environment.

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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4.3.  Limit, to the extent practical, the potential for explosives mishaps and the 
damaging effects of such to personnel, operational capability, property, and the 
environment.

4.4.  Resolve conflicts between explosive safety and other requirements with the 
objective of minimizing explosives hazards.

4.5.  Design and use operational ranges and the munitions used on them, to the 
extent practical, to minimize both potential explosive hazards and harmful 
environmental impacts and to promote resource recovery and recycling.

4.6.  Enhance the ability to prevent or respond to a release or substantial threat of a 
release of munitions constituents from an operational range to off-range areas.

5.  RESPONSIBILITIES 

5.1.  The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness shall provide 
guidance to ensure DoD training ranges meet the operational requirements necessary to 
support national security objectives and maintain the high state of operational readiness 
essential to the U.S. Armed Forces.

5.2.  The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall provide financial 
management policy regarding operational range management activities in accordance 
with DoD 7000.14-R (reference (g)).

5.3.  The Under Secretary of Defense For Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics 
shall:

5.3.1.  Take overall OSD responsibility for safety, explosives safety, 
environmental, and technology policies related to implementation of this Directive.

5.3.2.  Develop acquisition plans, strategies, guidance, and assessments to 
implement this Directive.

5.3.3.  Ensure that research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E) 
programs address technology requirements to enhance sustainable range management.

5.3.4.  Have OSD staff responsibility for all safety, explosives safety (through 
the Chair, Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board), and environmental policy 
and oversight related to implementation of this Directive.

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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5.3.5.  Be the OSD proponent for operational range clearance technology 
requirements and coordinate such requirements with the Director, Test, Systems 
Engineering, and Evaluation.

5.3.6.  Designate a DoD Component as Executive Agent responsible for:

5.3.6.1.  The coordination of Joint Service operational ranges clearance 
technology requirements.   (The Executive Agent shall coordinate such requirements 
affecting the explosives ordnance disposal (EOD) mission area with the Executive 
Manager for EOD Technology and Training.)

5.3.6.2.  The transition of these requirements into technology programs.

5.3.7.  Coordinate DoD Component efforts to assess the environmental 
impacts of munitions use on operational ranges.

5.3.8.  Provide guidance to all DoD Components on establishing and 
maintaining complete inventories of operational ranges.

5.3.9.  Provide guidance to enhance the DoD Components' ability to prevent or 
respond to a release or substantial threat of a release of munitions constituents from an 
operational range to off-range areas.

5.4.  The Heads of the DoD Components shall:

5.4.1.  Establish the necessary procedures to ensure that DoD Component 
operational ranges comply with this Directive and include sustainable range management 
goals in long-term planning efforts.

5.4.2.  Establish and maintain an inventory of DoD Component operational 
ranges consistent with the guidance provided by the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for Installations and Environment.

5.4.3.  Establish and implement procedures to assess the environmental 
impacts of munitions use on operational ranges.

5.4.4.  Ensure that required management plans at the installation or responsible 
activity level include planning for sustainable range use and are reviewed or updated at 
least every 5 years.   Management plans for new ranges shall be in place prior to 
utilization of the range.   This planning, at a minimum, will address: long-term 
sustainable use; hydrology and hydrogeology; management procedures; record keeping; 
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standards; monitoring; public outreach and public participation programs, if required; 
technology requirements to ensure sustainable range management; integration with other 
installation planning processes; and resources.

5.4.5.  Establish procedures for range clearance operations to permit the 
sustainable safe use of operational ranges for their intended purpose.   To determine the 
frequency and degree of range clearance operations, consider, at a minimum, the safety 
hazards of clearance, each range's intended use, and the quantities and types of 
munitions expended on that range.

5.4.6.  Restrict access to operational ranges, especially impact areas and other 
areas suspected of containing unexploded ordnance (UXO).

5.4.6.1.  Take appropriate action to prevent unauthorized access to 
operational ranges.   Such actions include establishing access controls (e.g., posting 
UXO hazard warning signs, fencing the area, establishing roving security patrols) and 
providing public notifications of potential explosive hazards.

5.4.6.2.  Provide appropriate explosives safety training to individuals 
authorized access to operational ranges before they enter the range.   The DoD 
Components shall develop guidelines to determine when individuals authorized access 
to operational ranges shall be escorted.

5.4.7.  Provide appropriate information to local officials regarding the 
compatible uses of non-DoD property located near operational ranges.

5.4.8.  For operational ranges, maintain permanent records of:

5.4.8.1.  All military munitions expended, including an estimated dud rate, 
by type, quantity, location, and using organization.

5.4.8.2.  All range clearance operations or EOD incidents conducted on 
the operational range.

5.4.8.3.  The coordinates of all areas known or suspected of containing 
UXO.   (Installation master plans or range maps shall be used to document such areas.)

5.4.9.  Minimize the use on operational ranges, including for RDT&E, of 
munitions that contain submunitions or depleted uranium (DU) to that required to 
support national security objectives.

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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5.4.9.1.  For submunitions, restrict such use to specifically designated 
target or impact areas.

5.4.9.2.  For DU, restrict such use to specifically designated Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission-licensed target or impact areas.   When possible, DU shall be 
fired into containment fixtures, and high-explosive munitions shall not be fired into the 
same area as DU.

5.4.9.3.  When practical, establish sole use target or impact areas to 
segregate such munitions from other munitions.

5.4.10.  To the extent practicable, use targets on operational ranges that do not 
contain hazardous materials (e.g., petroleum, oils, lubricants, radium dials, and batteries).

5.4.11.  Conduct a hazard assessment before any range clearance operation at 
operational ranges.   This assessment shall include, at a minimum, rationale for the 
clearance, the number of personnel involved, support requirements, the types of 
munitions anticipated to be encountered, and expected UXO contamination levels.   
When range clearance is an integral part of a test or training plan, a hazard assessment 
shall be included.

5.4.12.  Establish safe and practical methods for recycling or disposing of 
range residues in accordance with DoD 4160.21-M (reference (h)).   Ensure that 
material potentially presenting an explosive hazard is managed in a manner that supports 
operational readiness and mission requirements and that complies with explosives safety 
standards and environmental requirements.

5.4.13.  Prohibit controlled burning of vegetation as a method of operational 
range clearance.   Controlled burns may be used to control dense brush or undergrowth 
or clear a range area of vegetation to make range clearance operations safe for 
personnel conducting the clearance.

5.4.14.  Assess or review prior assessments of the hydrology and hydrogeology 
of operational ranges and how the ranges are being or have been used.

5.4.15.  Where prior hydrologic and hydrogeologic assessments create a 
reasonable belief that munitions constituents may migrate off an operational range, 
conduct an additional, appropriate assessment, including testing and analysis, as 
necessary, to determine whether a release or substantial threat of a release of munitions 
constituents from an operational range to off-range areas has occurred or is about to 
occur.

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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5.4.16.  Ensure procedures are in place to:

5.4.16.1.  Notify installation personnel and the public, as appropriate, of 
range operations that may present an explosive hazard off the operational range.

5.4.16.2.  Respond promptly to protect personnel and property from such 
hazards, both on and off the installation.

5.4.17.  Participate, as appropriate, in established national public-involvement 
programs, including dialogues with interested members of the public, to discuss and 
explain the explosive hazards associated with operational ranges.

5.4.18.  Ensure range issues that affect or have the potential to affect the 
surrounding communities (e.g., controlled burns, access controls, institutional controls) 
are addressed in appropriate local public participation forums.

5.4.19.  Establish a program to educate DoD personnel, their dependents, and 
private citizens living near operational ranges on the explosive hazards associated with 
unexploded ordnance and trespassing on operational ranges.

5.4.20.  Before changing the use of a range area, conduct appropriate range 
clearance operations consistent with the proposed use of the area.

5.4.21.  Respond, in accordance with the Department of Defense's explosives 
safety authority (10 U.S.C. 172 (reference (i))), as implemented in reference (c) and 
DoD 6055.9-STD (reference (j)) and response authorities (10 U.S.C. 2701; 42 U.S.C. 
9604; and Executive Order 12580, Sec. 2(d) (references (k) through (m))) to a release 
or substantial threat of a release of munitions constituents from an operational range to 
off-range areas, when such release poses an imminent and substantial threat to human 
health or the environment.
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6.  EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Directive is effective immediately.

Enclosures - 2 
E1.  References, continued
E2.  Definitions

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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E1.  ENCLOSURE 1

REFERENCES, continued

(e)  Section 101 of title 10, United States Code
(f)  DoD Directive 3200.15, "Sustainment of Ranges and Operating Areas (OPAREAs)," 

January 10, 2003
(g)  DoD 7000.14-R, "DoD Financial Management Regulations (FMRs)," current edition
(h)  DoD 4160.21-M, "Defense Materiel Disposition Manual," August 18, 1997
(i)  Section 172 of title 10, United States Code
(j)  DoD 6055.9-STD, "DoD Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards," July 1, 1999
(k)  Section 2701 of title 10, United States Code
(l)  Section 9604 of title 42, United States Code
(m)  Executive Order 12580, "Superfund Implementation," January 23, 1987, as amended
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E2.  ENCLOSURE 2

DEFINITIONS

E2.1.1.  Explosives Mishap.   An accident or unexpected event involving DoD 
ammunition and explosives.

E2.1.2.  Explosives Safety.   A condition where operational capability and readiness, 
personnel, property, and the environment are protected from the unacceptable risk of a 
mishap involving military munitions.

E2.1.3.  Impact Area.   The identified area within a range intended to capture or 
contain ammunition, munitions, or explosives and resulting debris, fragments, and 
components from various weapon system employments.

E2.1.4.  Munitions Constituents.   Any materials originating from unexploded 
ordnance, discarded military munitions, or other military munitions, including explosive 
and non-explosive materials, and emission, degradation, or breakdown elements of such 
ordnance or munitions.

E2.1.5.  Operational Range.   A range that is under the jurisdiction, custody, or 
control of the Secretary of Defense and:

E2.1.5.1.  Is used for range activities; or

E2.1.5.2.  Although not currently being used for range activities, that is still 
considered by the Secretary to be a range and has not been put to a new use that is 
incompatible with range activities.

E2.1.6.  Submunition.   Any munition that, to perform its task, separates from a 
parent munition.

E2.1.7.  Sustainable Range Management.   Management of an operational range in a 
manner that:

E2.1.7.1.  Supports national security objectives and maintains the operational 
readiness of the Armed Forces; and

E2.1.7.2.  Ensures the long-term viability of operational ranges while 
protecting human health and the environment.

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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E2.1.8.  United States.   The States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Islands, American Samoa, 
Guam, Johnston Atoll, Kingman Reef, Midway Island, Nassau Island, Palmyra Island, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, Wake Island, and any other territory or possession over which the 
United States has jurisdiction, and associated navigable waters, contiguous zones, and 
ocean waters of which the natural resources are under the exclusive management 
authority of the United States.

DODD 4715.11, May 10, 2004
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AFI 13-212 Vol 1, ACC Supplement 1, 27 May 2003, is supplemented with the attached 
Addendum.  It establishes responsibilities, policies, and procedures for the maintenance, 
operation, and use of Melrose Bombing, Gunnery and EC Range Complex.  This addendum 
applies to all who use and operate this range.  Insert this addendum behind AFI 13-212, Vol 1, 
ACC Sup 1.  Send comments and suggested improvements to this publication on AF Form 847, 
Recommendation for Change of Publication, through channels, to 27 OSS/OSR, Cannon 
AFB, NM.   

 
SUMMARY OF REVISIONS 
Exercise coordination requirements, Change “Impact Area” to “Hazard Area”, added definition 
of a “Contractor”, added aircraft operations during firefighting on hazard area, new Coordination 
for changing EC range operations hours, added “Cold Spots” to authorized range ordnance, 
added web page location for range line-up form, new coordinates for T-92, restricting laser 
operations during class “B” & “C” operations, new range fire conditions/limitations, added new 
CAS operations on the hazard area, added attachment 17 and 18. 
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1.4.  Decontamination and EOD Operations:   
1.4.1.  The 27 CE/CC, through the 27 CE/CED, is responsible for Melrose Bombing, Gunnery 
and EC Range decontamination, on-range disposition of dud ordnance, disposition of munitions 
residue, and use of the range for disposal of munitions.  27th CE/CED shall: 

1.4.1.1.  Coordinate disposal and decontamination operations with 27 FW explosives safety and 
the contractor. 

1.4.1.2.  Coordinate the range clearance schedule with 27 OSS/OSR and 27 OSS/OSOS. 

1.4.1.3.  Not release any munitions residue without approval of higher authorities.  

1.4.1.4.  Ensure contractor personnel and fire fighters receive required EOD briefings. 

1.4.2.  Scheduled range maintenance and decontamination periods will be conducted IAW AFI 
13-212.  These periods will include the inspection, removal and disposal of unexploded ordnance 
and mutilation of classified ordnance by detonation.  EOD personnel will inspect, certify, and 
mark all munitions residue as free of explosive material except small arms and 20MM target 
practice (TP) ammunition.  Once complete, contract personnel will collect and dispose of the 
explosive-free munitions residue.  EOD must brief contract personnel on explosive hazards 
initially upon hire and annually thereafter.  EOD will file and maintain briefing statement for one 
year. 

1.4.2.1.  The maintenance schedule outlined in this chapter is a minimum requirement and the 
responsibility of contractor personnel.  Range clearance operations may be more frequent, 
depending upon types and quantities of ordnance used and the frequency of target renovation.  
Maintenance should be preventative as well as corrective in nature and should be accomplished 
regularly in order to provide the same quality of target presentation to all users. 

1.4.3.  75 Use-Day Procedures. 

1.4.3.1.  The area surrounding targets used for missile, rocket, and bomb training will be cleared 
of all unexploded ordnance and inert residue to a radius of 100 meters.  Additional 
clearance/decontamination of hazard areas may be accomplished as necessary. 

1.4.3.2.  NWD targets will be inspected for proper condition and alignment. 

1.4.4.  Annual Procedures.  Decontamination will be performed IAW AFI 13-212.   

1.4.5.  Five-Year Decontamination.  The entire hazard area will be cleared of ordnance. 

1.4.6.  Responsibilities: 

1.4.6.1.  27th Civil Engineer Squadron, EOD Flight (27 CE/CED) will: 

1.4.6.1.1.  Inspect and certify all munitions and munitions residue except small arms and 20 mm 
target practice (TP) ammunition before it leaves Melrose Bombing, Gunnery and EC Range. 

1.4.6.1.2.  Destroy all explosive items by detonation in accordance with (IAW) 60 series TOs. 

1.4.6.1.3.  Ensure internal fillers of all concrete or sand filled bombs are exposed/vented in any 
way necessary before bombs are released for sale. 

1.4.6.1.4.  Conduct initial and annual range safety briefings for anyone performing frequent 
duties on the range. 

1.4.6.1.5.  Policy and safety requirements regarding the GTR-18A Simulators (Smokey Sams). 
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1.4.6.1.5.1.  The 27th EOD flight will provide initial certification to authorized agencies on the 
procedures for handling, maintaining, and inspecting the GTR-18A simulators.  Thereafter, the 
individuals trained by EOD will be qualified to provide routine annual training (IAW AFMAN 
91-201, paragraph 2.15.2) 

1.4.6.1.5.2.  The EOD flight will write and develop an Explosive Safety lesson plan for the using 
agencies.  It will be the responsibility of the using agencies to ensure the lesson plan is up to 
date, and is reviewed annually by 27th FW Weapons Safety (IAW AFI 91-202 ACC Sup 1 
paragraph 10.10.3).  

1.4.6.1.5.3.  IAW AFI 13-212, Addenda-A, paragraph 3.15.5., there must be a routine cleaning 
schedule developed to remove spent simulators from the range that can not be collected 
immediately.  Due to the low volume of simulators fired they will be policed from the range 
during the regularly scheduled cleanup of the Bombing Range. 

1.4.6.1.5.4.  During the training, using individuals will learn how to recognize a dud/misfire 
GTR-18A (Smokey Sam).  In the event of a dud/misfire EOD will be notified.  If the 
Dud/misfire is located in such an area that it effects normal operations EOD will respond to 
remove the hazard.  If the dud/misfire Smokey Sam is in such an area that daily operations may 
continue, the item should be marked and EOD will respond as soon as the mission allows. 

1.4.6.2.  Range Maintenance contractor shall: 

1.4.6.2.1.  Coordinate all range maintenance operations with the EOD flight involving work in 
areas contaminated with ordnance except for the strafing targets. 

1.4.6.2.2.  Clean the low angle strafing hazard area of small arms, 20 mm TP, 27 mm  TP, 30 
mm TP ammunitions and rocks 3" in diameter or greater and other hazardous debris.  Items 
which cannot be identified as one of the above munitions in the strafing area will be marked and 
left for EOD personnel to inspect. 

1.4.6.2.3.  Provide heavy equipment and equipment operators for range clearance operations. 

1.4.6.2.4.  Designate holding areas for munitions residue being released for resale as scrap metal. 

1.4.6.2.5.  Not release any munitions residue from the range without approval of the EOD Flight. 

1.4.6.2.6.  Ensure all personnel assigned to the range complex receive required range safety 
briefings. 

1.4.6.3.  Defense Reutilization & Marketing Office (DRMO) shall: 

1.4.6.3.1.  Furnish guidance and disposition instructions for munitions residue when specific 
instructions are not issued.   

1.4.6.3.2.  Monitor contracts for resale of munitions residue as scrap metal and coordinate new 
contracts for resale of  munitions residue with the EOD Flight. 

1.4.6.4.  The 27 CE/Fire Department shall provide fire fighting equipment and personnel during 
all range clearance and explosive operations. 

1.4.6.5.  The 27 FW/Hospital shall ensure emergency medical support is available for dispatch to 
the range in an emergency. 

1.4.6.6.  Explosive Limits: 

1.4.6.6.1.  Minimum:  Minimum explosive limits are determined by the operation. 
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1.4.6.6.2.  Maximum:  The maximum quantity of explosives allowed on the range is 1,000 
pounds class I division I.  

1.4.6.7.  Personnel Limits: 

1.4.6.7.1.  Minimum:  The minimum number of personnel is two EOD qualified team members.  
Contract range maintenance personnel must work with EOD or in pairs to maintain safe working 
conditions. 

1.4.6.7.2.  Maximum:  The maximum number of personnel allowed is determined by the 
operation.  The EOD team leader will use the minimum number of personnel necessary to safely 
complete the operation. 

1.4.6.8.  EOD team equipment requirements are determined by the type of operation being 
performed.  As a minimum, the team will have range kits, radios, a first aid kit in each vehicle, 
and the range book. 

1.4.6.9.  General Safety Precautions. 

1.4.6.9.1.  Class A Range operations will be in effect during all decontamination and explosive 
operations. 

1.4.6.9.2.  Over flight Procedures.   Over flight is not authorized without RCO approval over 
areas or portions of ranges during maintenance and clearance/ decontamination. This ensures the 
protection of ground personnel and prevents aircraft damage by fragments from demolition 
operations. Strict adherence to the procedures outlined below is mandatory. 

1.4.6.9.3.  Range Operations During EOD/Maintenance Closures. Anytime personnel are on a 
range and no demolition operations are planned, missions may be scheduled for dry-only 
operations above 3000 AGL. During demolition operations, missions may be scheduled for dry-
only operations above 10,000 AGL. When no personnel are on the range, but the range is closed 
for EOD/maintenance, missions may be scheduled for dry-only operations with no 
EOD/maintenance directed minimum altitude restrictions. 

1.4.6.9.4.  ONLY SIMULATED WEAPONS DELIVERIES, IAW AIRCRAFT SPECIFIC 
DIRECTIVES, ARE AUTHORIZED DURING EOD/MAINTENANCE OPERATIONS.  
LASER USE IS NOT AUTHORIZED DURING EOD/MAINTENANCE OPERATIONS.  
CHAFF AND FLARE USE DURING EOD/MAINTENANCE OPERATIONS IS ONLY 
AUTHORIZED WITH RCO APPROVAL. 
1.4.6.9.5.  These restrictions will be clearly identified in the range schedule and reinforced by 
range operations. In flight, if range operations reports unscheduled personnel on the range, 
missions will be checked in for dry-only operations above 3000 AGL. In flight, if range 
operations reports unscheduled demolition operations, missions will be checked in for dry-only 
operations above 10,000 AGL. 

1.4.6.9.6.  Demolition operations are conducted IAW 60 series tech data. 

1.4.6.9.7. Personnel shall comply with safety precautions listed in the referenced publications. 

1.4.6.9.8.  Personnel will not work on the range until they receive a safety briefing from EOD. 

1.4.6.9.9. At least two EOD qualified personnel will be present during any decontamination work 
in contaminated areas except strafing pits. 

1.4.6.9.10.  Ordnance items other than small arms and 20 mm will not be touched or picked up 
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until they are inspected by EOD personnel. 

1.4.6.9.11.  When an unusual situation or safety deviation is noted, all work will be stopped and 
the senior EOD member and RCO will be notified. 

1.4.6.9.12.  Heavy equipment operators will not run over small ordnance items. 

1.4.6.9.13.  Areas will be cleared of all ordnance prior to grading or plowing.  These areas 
include access roads that lead in, around, and through hazard areas. 

1.4.6.9.14.  Range crews and teams will maintain radio communication with the range tower. 

1.4.6.9.15.  Areas where work is to be performed will be checked by EOD personnel prior to 
dispatching work crews 

1.4.6.9.16.  No smoking within 50 ft of demolition operations.  The EOD team chief will 
designate a smoking area (if needed) during his safety briefing. 

1.4.6.9.17.  All practice bombs will be certified clear before they leave the hazard area.  Bombs 
requiring explosive opening/clearing will be done IAW applicable 60 series tech data. 

1.4.6.10.  Procedures: 

1.4.6.10.1.  Specific dates and times for range clearance will be coordinated with 27 OSS/OSR, 
Fire Department, and the range maintenance contractor. 

1.4.6.10.2.  Upon arrival at Melrose Bombing, Gunnery and EC Range, the EOD team leader 
will: 

1.4.6.10.2.1.  Sign the team in at the range and ensure the range is inactive during target 
clearance operations.  Ensure radio communications are established with the range tower and 
EOD operations at Cannon AFB.   

1.4.6.10.2.2.  Brief all personnel on the days operation.  The briefing will include safety 
information, team assignments, and work areas. 

1.4.6.10.2.3.  Dispatch work teams. 

1.4.6.10.3.  Target clearance procedures:. 

1.4.6.10.3.1.  Practice bombs which are confirmed to be fired or clear of explosives will be 
stacked and marked for transport to the holding area. 

1.4.6.10.3.2.  Practice bombs which cannot be probed or are confirmed duds will be placed in the 
bucket of a front end loader and moved to a demolition area for clearance IAW 60 series tech 
data.  These practice bombs will not be transported to the holding area until they are cleared of 
explosives. 

1.4.6.10.3.3.  Mark 80 series practice bombs will be inspected to determine the bomb filler.  If 
inert, the bomb will be transported to the demolition area where it will be opened to expose the 
filler.  In the event live high explosive filled ordnance is encountered, it will be blown in place. 

1.4.6.10.3.4.  Coordinate all demolition shots with the RCO prior to initiating the shot. 

1.4.6.10.4.  Reclamation Operations.  Reclamation operations are for clearing old piles of 
practice ordnance stacked in the range holding areas.  Explosive items have been recovered from 
ordnance items in the area.  The EOD flight will inspect all items held in the holding area before 
it is released from the range as scrap. 
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1.4.6.10.5.  When the operation is finished, the team will call the RCO to get clearance off the 
range.   

1.4.6.11.  Emergency procedures: 

1.4.6.11.1.  Cease all operations immediately.  Request medical and fire fighting support as 
necessary.  Notify EOD flight operations and request additional assistance as required.  Relay 
specific details to the 27th Fighter Wing Command Post. 

1.4.6.11.2.  Personal injury and Evacuation.  Administer Self Aid and Buddy Care and request 
assistance from range firefighters.  Request an ambulance if the emergency is beyond the 
training of the team members. 

1.4.6.11.3.  Range fires.  Notify RCO and the range Fire Department. 



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 

°F degrees Fahrenheit 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 
1 SOW 1st Special Operations Wing 
6 SOS 6th Special Operations Squadron 
27 OSS 27th Operations Support Squadron 
27  FW 27th Fighter Wing 
140 FBW 140th Fighter Bomber Wing 
150 FW 150th Fighter Wing 
A/D Approaches and Departures 
AADT Average Annual Daily Traffic 
ACAM Air Conformity Applicability Model 
ACC Air Combat Command 
ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACM Asbestos-Containing Material 
AEF Aerospace Expeditionary Force 
AFB Air Force Base 
AFCEE Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence 
AFI Air Force Instruction 
AFR Air Force Range 
AFSOC Air Force Special Operations Command 
AGE Aerospace Ground Equipment 
AGL Above Ground Level 
AHAS Avian Hazard Advisory System 
AICUZ Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 
Air Force United States Air Force 
AMU Aircraft Maintenance Unit 
AOC Area of Concern 
AOI Airfield Operating Instruction 
APZ Accident Potential Zone 
AQCR Air Quality Control Region 
AR Aerial Refueling 
ARTCC Air Route Traffic Control Center 
AST aboveground storage tank 
ATC Air Traffic Control 
ATCAA Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace 
AU Animal Unit 
BAI Backup Aircraft Inventory 
BASH Bird-Aircraft Strike Hazard 
BMP Best Management Practice 
BP Before Present 
BRAC Base Realignment and Closure 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CDNL C-Weighted Day-Night Sound Level 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
 Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
cfs cubic feet per second 
CO carbon monoxide 
COA Certificate of Waiver or Authorization 
CP Closed Pattern 
CRMP Cultural Resources Management Plan 
CSAR Combat Search and Rescue 
CWA Clean Water Act 
CZ Clear Zone 
dB Decibel 
dBA A-weighted decibel 
dBC C-weighted decibel 
DD Decision Document 
DEAD Destruction of Enemy Air Defense 
DERA Defense Environmental Restoration Act 
DoD Department of Defense 
DRMO Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
DTI Defensive Training Initiative 
DZ Drop Zone 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EC Electronic Combat 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EMNRD Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources 
 Department 
EO Executive Order 

EOD Explosive Ordnance Disposal 
EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
 Know  Act 
ERP Environmental Restoration Program 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FAM Forward Area Manifold 
FID Foreign Internal Defense 
FL Flight Level 
FS Feasibility Study 
FY Fiscal Year 
FYDP Future Years Defense Program 
GCS Ground Control Station 
GPS Global Positioning System 
HAP High Accident Potential 
HAZMART Hazardous Materials Pharmacy 
HE high explosive 
HLZ Helicopter Landing Zone 
IAP Initial Accumulation Point 
IFR Instrument Flight Rule 
IICEP Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination 
 for Environmental Planning 
IFR Instrument Flight Rule 
INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
IR Instrument Route 
IRSSS Improved Remote Strafe Scoring System 
KIAS Knots Indicated Airspeed 
LANTIRN Low Altitude Navigation and Targeting Infrared 
 for Night 
Ldn Day-Night Average Sound Level 
Ldnmr Onset-Rate Adjusted Monthly Day-Night Average 
 Sound Level 
Lmax Maximum Sound Level 
LOA Letter of Agreement 
LOS Level of Service 
LRGCS Launch and Recovery Ground Control Station 
LSV low speed vehicle 
LZ Landing Zone 
MAJCOM Major  Command 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MGD million gallons per day 
MILCON military construction 
MLRA  Major Land Resource Area 
mm  Millimeter 
MOA Military Operations Area 
MOGAS motor gasoline 
MOU Memoranda of Understanding 
mph miles per hour 
MR_NMAP Military Operating Area and Range Noise Model 
MSL Mean Sea Level 
MTR Military Training Route 
NA NSR Nonattainment Area New Source Review 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NESHAPS National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
 Pollutants 
NFA No Further Action 
NFPA National Fire Protection Association 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
nm Nautical Mile 
NMAAQS New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NMAC New Mexico Administrative Code 
NMANG New Mexico Air National Guard 
NMAQB New Mexico Air Quality Bureau 
NMARNG New Mexico Army National Guard 
NMDGF New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
NMED New Mexico Environment Department 
NMNHP New Mexico Natural Heritage Program 
NMRPTC New Mexico Rare Plant Technical Council 
NMTRI New Mexico Training Range Initiative 
NMWQCC New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission 



NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOTAM Notice to Airmen 
NOx nitrogen oxides 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NSA Non-Standard Aircraft 
NSPS New Source Performance Standards 
NSR New Source Review 
NVG Night Vision Goggles 
NWR National Wildlife Refuge 
O3 ozone 
O&M Operations and Maintenance 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
P.L. Public Law 
P/CG Pilot Controller Glossary 
P2 Program Plan Pollution Prevention Program Plan 
PAI Primary Aircraft Inventory 
Pb lead 
PM10 particulate matter less than or equal to 10 
 micrometers in diameter 
PM2.5 particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 
 micrometers in diameter 
POL petroleum, oil, and lubricant 
ppm parts per million 
PPSL Predator Primary Satellite Link 
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
PVC polyvinyl chloride 
QD quantity-distance 
RCO Range Control Officer 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RFI Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Facility 
 Investigation 
RI Remedial Investigation 
RMP Resource Management Plan 
ROD Record of Decision 
ROI Region of Influence 
SAR synthetic aperture radar 
SCS Soil Conservation Service 
SCUBA Self-Contained Underwater Breathing Apparatus 
SEAD Suppression of Enemy Air Defenses 
SECDEF Secretary of Defense 
SEL Sound Exposure Level 
SERE Survival, Evasion, Resistance, and Escape 
SF square feet 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
SI Sampling Investigation 
SID Standard Instrument Departure 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SOF Special Operations Forces 
SOW Special Operations Wing 
SOx sulfur oxides 
SPCC Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 
SR Slow Route 
SRCP State Register of Cultural Properties 
SRMA Special Recreation Management Area 
SSL soil screening levels 
STS Special Tactics Squadron 
SUA Special Use Airspace 
SVOC Semivolatile Organic Compound 
SWMU Solid Waste Management Unit 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TAC Tactical Air Command 
TPY tons per year 
U.S. United States 
UAS Unmanned Aerial System 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USC United States Code 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USSOCOM United States Special Operations Command 
UST underground storage tank 

UTBNI Up To But Not Including 
UXO unexploded ordnance 
VFR Visual Flight Rule 
VOC Volatile Organic Compound 
VORTAC Very High Frequency Omni-directional Radio 
 Range and Tactical Navigation Aid 
VR Visual Route 
WINDO Wing Infrastructure Development Outlook 
WISS Weapons Impact Scoring System 
WRCC Western Regional Climate Center 
 


