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ABSTRACT

The US Navy proposes to.withdraw federally administered public land around the NAS Fallon Range Training
Complex (FRTC) in Churchill County, Nevada. The purpose of this proposed action is to provide the necessary
land area so the Navy can maintain and improve realistic operational and strategic combat training and to provide
safety buffer zones around the training ranges. Three alternative withdrawal footprints were evaluated for
potential environmental impacts, in addition to the no action alternative. The withdrawn lands would be placed in
land use categories to define compatible uses with training operations and public safery. Category A lands,
identified as containing or having the potential to contain off-range ordnance, would be closed to public access.
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known safety and training requirements while attempting to minimize the amount of land proposed for
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other public safety measures. Impacts of the withdrawal include the closure of public access on lands containing or
having the potential to contain off-range ordnance and potential effects to mining, visual resources, and recreation
from development of small sites and from integrated air and ground training activities. Mitigation measures are
provided to reduce the level of impact.
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND NEED

\  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS), for an action previously
referred to as the Master Land Withdrawal, evaluates the potential impacts to
the ' environment that may result from the withdrawal of federally
‘administered public land adjacent to the training ranges at Naval Air Station
(NAS) Fallon, Nevada. The withdrawal will not cause an increase in air
operations or increase the size of the impact areas within the ranges, but is
designed to improve the realistic operational and strategic combat training at
Fallon and to increase control and management of safety buffers and areas
where off-range ordnance has been found. This FEIS has been prepared in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations on implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Navy guidelines (OPNAVINST 5090.1B).
The Navy is the lead agency for the withdrawal action, with the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) acting as a cooperating agency.

Improve Realistic Operational and Strategic Combat Training

The mission of NAS Fallon is to provide facilities (including training ranges),
services, and .materials to tenants and transient units stationed at or being
deployed to NAS Fallon for Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) approved
aviation training. The Naval Strike and Air Warfare Center (NSAWC) is the
major tenant command. NSAWC develops realistic combat training scenarios
for military aircrews flying high-performance jet aircraft and helicopters,
employing state of the art military equipment and tactics. NSAWC operates,
maintains, schedules, develops, and configures the Fallon Range Training

‘Complex (FRTC).

NAS Fallon is the only Navy facility that can support, train, and house an
entire carrier air wing (CVW) for initial and refresher integrated strike
training. A CVW consists of all aircraft, pilots, crew, and aircraft maintenance
personnel assigned to an aircraft carrier. NAS Fallon hosts four to six CVWs
and up to two Marine air wings per year for an intensive four-week training
program prior to their scheduled deployment aboard aircraft carriers or to air
stations overseas (US Navy 1995¢). In addition to CVWs, NAS Fallon hosts a
fleet replacement squadron (FRS) detachment. The FRS detachment is based
permanently at NAS Fallon and operates a maintenance facility for F/A-18s
from NAS Lemoore, California, and NAS Cecil Field, Florida, the respective

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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Executive Summary

West Coast and East Coast Hornet fleet replacement squadrons (US Navy
1995¢). _

In addition to aircraft training, the NSAWC mission supports integrated
ground and aircraft training, including combat search and rescue training.
Combat search and rescue consists of integrated training with ground
personnel and helicopter and fixed wing air support. The objective of the
training is rescuing and transporting ground personnel, such as downed pilots,

 from within enemy territory. NAS Fallon is the only Navy facility where the

combat search and rescue training mission is conducted. Ground training at
NAS Fallon occurs only as a component of the integrated air and ground
training mission; it is not a stand-alone mission. More than 90 percent of the
integrated air and ground training takes place during the week, and
approximateiy 50 percent of the training occurs at night.

Some Navy training, such as limited ground training activities, has historically

made use of public lands under the management of the Bureau of Land
Management, Department of Interior. Those uses are coordinated with the
BLM or other appropriate agencies. -

Changes in technology and military strategy require that NAS Fallon change
and improve its operational and strategic combat training. In order to achieve
the most realistic combat training possible, NAS Fallon needs to have the
flexibility to. develop visual cueing device sites and additional electronic
warfare (EW) and tactical aircrew ‘combat training systems (TACTS) sites.
NAS Fallon needs to simulate real world conditions for integrated air and
ground operations training, Such conditions require large corridors of land
with varying terrain (Section 1.4.1). These changes and improvements cannot
be effectively carried out on present withdrawn land configurations, even
with relatively minor additions to the use of public lands. This proposal to
withdraw additional land is calculated to provide the necessary area for
effective national defense training and to minimize disruption of the BLM
mission to provide for multiple uses on federal lands. '

Increase Control and Management of Safety Buffers and Areas Where Off
range Ordnance Has Been Found

Several Navy studies identified safety hazasds associated with the NAS Fallon
training ranges. These studies include the off-range - ordnance sweeps

- conducted near the ranges in 1989 and 1990 (US Navy 1990), the Range Air

Installation Compatible Use Zones (RAICUZ) Study (US Navy 1982b), an
updated RAICUZ swdy for B-16 (US Navy 1995, 1997), ana the Hazard
Analysis Mitigation Report (US Navy 1995g). These studies pointed out the
need for a land withdrawal to increase public safety (Section 1.4.3).

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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PROPOSED ACTION

Executive Summary

The Naval Air Station Fallon Ranges Hazard Analysis Mitigation Report used
the HAZARD methodology to identify lands surrounding the training ranges -
that have the potential to be contaminated with off-range ordnance for would
be withdrawn (Figure 1-3) (US Navy 1995g). A recent B-16 RAICUZ study
provided revised safety footprints for B-16 (US Navy 1995h). This study is
based on noise data presented in two recent noise studies for B-16 (see Section
5.6.4.7), updated weapon safety footprints (see Section 1.4.3.1), and armed
overflight zones (see Section 1.4.3.4).

Off-range ordnance sweeps. conducted in 1989 and 1990 found “surface
ordnance on 24,464 acres of land adjacent to the B-16, B-17, and B-19 training
ranges (Figure 1-5). Analysis determined that these lands, now administered
by the BLM, should be closed to protect the public from exposure to
ordnance hazards (US Navy 1990). The Navy and BLM are in agreement that
such closed properties should be withdrawn and placed under Navy control
and management.

The 1982 RAICUZ study identified areas surrounding the training ranges

where the possibility of accidents and the level of noise from Navy activities
exceed Navy guidelines for nonmilitary land uses. The RAICUZ analysis was
ased to determine the original land withdrawal footprint (Alternative I). More
recent studies conducted to address range safety requirements, described
above, led to the revision of the RAICUZ findings. A summary of the 1982
RAICUZ report is presented in this FEIS to explain Alternative I. The other
Alternatives evaluated in this FEIS reflect the findings of more recent studies.

The Navy proposes to withdraw federally administered land around NAS
Fallon training ranges to facilitate and improve the realistic operational and
strategic combat training conducted there and to provide public safety buffers.

. All lands proposed for withdrawal are administered by the BLM, Bureau of

Reclamation (BUREC), or Department of Energy (DOE). The land within
the proposed action is expected to. fulfill the majority of the training
requirement. Any military use that becomes necessary outside of the
proposed withdrawal footprint would continue to be coordinated with the
BLM or other appropriate agency.

Three action alternatives are evaluated in detail. These alternatives would
withdraw between 127,365 and 189,080 acres of public land around the NAS
Fallon training ranges B-16, B-17, B-19, the shoal site, and the Dixie Valley
area. The total -of all the alternative withdrawal footprints would include
lands north, west, and southeast of B-16; lands north, south, east, and west of
B-17; and lands north, west, and east of B-19. Lands at the shoal site and Dixie
Valley area also are included for withdrawal. Under each action alternative, all
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Jands known to be contaminated or having the potential to be contaminated
with off-range ordnance would be withdrawn (Sections 1.4.3.1 and 1.4.3.3).-
Specific acreages and maps of the withdrawal areas for each alternative are
presented in Sections 2.2.2. and 2.3.3.

The withdrawn lands under each alternative would be placed in one of two
land use categories—Category A, Exclusive Navy Use, Potential Ordnance
Hazard; or Category B, Navy and Public Use, Limited Land Use Conflicts.

‘Category A includes approximately 40,280 acres of land east of B-16, north,

south, and east of B-17, and north and east of B-19. Category B includes all
remaining withdrawal lands. ' ~

Category A lands will be managed by the Navy and will be closed to public
uses. Category B lands will be managed by the BLM with Navy review and
approval of certain activities and will remain open to public use with the
exception of fenced EW sites. All lands will be managed under a resource
management plan that has been developed by the Navy, in consultation with
the BLM, BUREC, and DOE. This management plan provides specific land
use policies for the withdrawn lands in conformance to the proposed action
(Section 2.3.2 summarizes the plan, which is presented in Appendix J).

Up to five EW or TACTS sites and up to 50 sites for visual cueing devices
could be developed on the withdrawn lands. Each EW site would occupy
fewer than five acres, and each TACTS and visual cueing device site would
occupy up to one acre. The maximum land area that would be disturbed if
five EW sites and 50 visual cueing device sites were developed would be 75
acres. Although the exact locations of these sites have not been identified, all
will be located on withdrawn lands in the Dixie and Fairview Valley areas and
east of B-19 where possible. Not all visual cueing device sites would be
occupied at one tuime (i.e., there would never be 50 visual cueing devices on
the withdrawn lands at one time). Typically, three to six visual cueing devices
are used at a time during air wing training events.

Integrated air and ground training activities will take place on the withdrawn .
lands. A typical ground training portion of the exercise associated with the
four to six air wing training events will consist of up to two vehicles, up to
two helicopters, and up to six personnel. Under desert rescue scenarios, which
now occur once a year for three weeks, the most intensive training event will
consist of four vehicles, two helicopters, and up to 15 personnel. Not all of
these forces will be located at the same site at the same time. The Navy will
avoid other public land users when conducting ground training operations.
Chaff and flares will continue to be dispensed from aircraft over B-17 and the
Dixie and Fairview Valleys. These activities are described in detail in Section
23.1.
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All EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites will be located away from
sensitive resources where possible to avoid adverse impacts and will undergo
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 and federal Endangered
Species Act Section 7 consultations, as appropriate. All actions at the shoal
site. would take place at or above the ground surface—no subsurface
disturbance is proposed. ' 4

Any military use that becomes necessary outside of the proposed withdrawal
footprint would continue to be coordinated with the BLM or other
appropriate agency; the proposed land withdrawal alleviates the need to use
other BLM lands in most cases. ' '

Public Scoping. Public issues and concerns were solicited during the public
scoping process conducted from May 12 through July 7, 1995. Notices
describing the proposed withdrawal and preparation of the EIS were
published in the Federal Register and two local newspapers. Scoping letters
also were mailed to over 200 agencies, organizations, and individuals. Public
scoping meetings were conducted in Reno, Nevada, on June 6, 1995, and in
Fallon, Nevada, on June 7, 1995.

Comments addressed public land access, airspace safety and availability, noise
levels, biological resources, water supply and rights, socioeconomic effects,
land use compatibility, public health and safety, and cultural resources.
Respondents requested that the EIS address a full range of alternatives,
including relocating B-16, and present the alternative selection process.

Comments urged NAS Fallon to make the best use of lands currently under
its management and to withdraw the least amount of land possible. In
response, the proposed configuration was changed to include a corridor of
Navy-owned land connecting to the Dixie Valley area proposed for
withdrawal. '

In response to public scoping comments related to noise north of B-16 in the
Sheckler District, the Navy initiated operational changes-at B-16. These
changes, discussed in Section 5.6.3, would revise current flight patterns to
reduce noise levels north of B-16 in the Sheckler District. The BLM published
a NOI for these modifications in the Federal Register and held an open house
on July 17, 1996, to discuss these changes.

Draft EIS. The public was invited to review and comment on the DEIS. A
notice of availability was published in the Federal Register on July 10, 1997.
Public notices were mailed to those on the mailing list (Appendix B). Ads
were published in the Reno Gazette and Lahontan Valley News on September
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8 and 9, 1997, and September 14 and 15, 1997. The DEIS was circulated for
public-and agency review from July 10, 1997 to October 10, 1997. This public
comment period of 90 days (required to be at least 45 days under NEPA)
provided an opportunity for the public to review the issues addressed in the
impact analysis and to offer comments on any aspect of the process. The
distribution list is included as Appendix B. :

Public hearings were held on September 16, 1997, in Reno, Nevada, and on
September 17, 1997, in Fallon, Nevada, to formally receive verbal and written
comments on the DEIS. The locations, dates, and times of the meetings were
announced in the media and were included in a letter mailed to those on the
distribution list. Open houses were held prior to each public meeting to give
the public an opportunity to discuss their concerns with Navy

" representatives. Approximately 30 individuals attended the open house, 60

individuals attended the public hearing, and 23 individuals presented oral
comments in Reno, Nevada. Approximately 16 individuals attended the open
house, 52 individuals attended the public hearing, and 15 individuals presented
oral comments in Fallon, Nevada. Comments and responses to the comments
are provided as Volume II of this FEIS. An additional meeting was held in
Austin, Nevada on September 30, 1997, 1o respond to concerns of citizens of
Eureka, Nye, and Lander Counties voiced at the Reno and Fallon public
hearings. Approximately 50 individuals attended this meeting.

Final EIS. This FEIS incorporates and responds to comments received on the
DEIS. As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day no action period after”
the FEIS is published. After the 30-day no action period, a Record of Decision

" (ROD) will be prepared.

“T'hree action alternatives were determined to meet the identified purpose and

need, and these are analyzed in detail in the FEIS. Alternative II has been
selected as the preferred alternative because it minimizes the amount of land
proposed for withdrawal. All action alternatives considered withdraw the
lands known to contain off-range ordnance. The three alternatives and the No
Action Alternative are summarized below:

e Alternative 1. Approximately 189,080 acres would be withdrawn. The
withdrawal footprint would include all lands recommended for
withdrawal in the 1982 RAICUZ study (181,323 acres) plus additional
lands closed as a result of off-range ordnance sweeps but not included
within the original RAICUZ footprint (7,750 acres). This alternative
represents the footprint of the original Master Land Withdrawal
proposal, as amended in 1992.
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This alternative meets safety requirements and provides adequate land for

- EW and TACTS site development in the Dixie and Fairview Valley area
and east of B-19. The footprint, however, does not contain a corridor
connecting the Navy-owned Dixie Valley land holdings with the rest of
the Dixie Valley area. Such a corridor is important in maximizing the use
of existing Navy land and in providing the necessary land for integrated
air and ground training (see Section 1.4.2).

Alternative II (Preferred Alternative). Approximately 127,365 acres of
land would be withdrawn, about 62,000 acres less than under Alternative
L Much of the land identified in Alternative I, particularly the land
identified as range safety zone C north of B-16 and in the Dixie Valley
area in the 1982 RAICUZ study, can be managed effectively under the
administrative authority of the BLM with Navy review and approval.
« The lands identified for withdrawal under this alternative are those lands
of immediate importance to the Navy training mission and intended for
flexible use in support of that mission or those lands that pose a potential
hazard to public safety. BLM administrative management processes are
not designed to support this kind of use.

Approximately 6,100 acres north of B-16 would be withdrawn because of
practice/inert off-range ordnance and for integrated air and ground
training activities. Lands east of the range would be withdrawn because of
off-range ordnance and public safety. Approximately 1,500 acres in the
Dixie Valley area, just north of Highway 50 and northwest of B-17,
would be included. This area would provide a continuous land
management link between the Dixie Valley area and B-17. Lands within
the Highway 50 right-of-way are not included in the withdrawal.

This withdrawal footprint differs from Alternative I in that a portion of
the shoal site, the land west of B-16, the land west of Highway 95 near B-
19, the land in the Job Peak Wilderness Study Area, and the land west of
Scheelite Mine Road near B-17 would not be withdrawn. Approximately
21,000 acres north of B-16 proposed under Alternative I would not be
withdrawn. '

As part of this withdrawal, a parcel of land approximatély one mile wide
(one section wide) will connect the major portion of the Dixie Valley
‘withdrawal with the Navy-owned property on the north end of the
valley. This panhandle will facilitate better use of withdrawn public land
and Navy-owned property by permitting uninterrupted movement of
ground personnel from one area 1o the other. Additionally, it will permit
placing and moving visual cues and mobile EW sites the entire length of
the valley, which will add greatly to the realism of the training scenarios
created in support of all NSAWC- and CNO-sponmsored training
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missions. The Dixie Valley area footprint provides a variety of rugged
and flat terrain to simulate possible enemy environments. The acreage:
also would support required integrated air and ground training
operations, such as rescuing downed pilots, and developing EW, TACTS,
and visual cueing device sites. Alternative II includes all lands closed to
the public due to the presence of off-range ordnance. This withdrawal
will not include the Nevada Department of Transportation right-of-way
along the Dixie Valley Road. :

Alternative III. Under this alternative, approximately 152,765 acres
would be withdrawn. The footpnat is similar to Alternative II but
includes more land in the northern portion of the Dixie Valley area. It
also includes the land just north of Highway 50 and northwest of B-17
and the corridor of land that connects the Dixie Valley area to Navy-
owned lands in Dixie Valley.

Alternative I allows for integrated air and ground training and

operations in concert with CVW training. It allows for multiple realistic"
training scenarios that require the pilot to react to different combat

situations. It provides adequate land for placing realistic visual cueing

devices. As compared to Alternative I, the larger Dixie Valley area with

the panhandle would allow for maximum combat training flexibility but

would not minimize the amount of land withdrawn. All land known to

contain off-range ordnance would be withdrawn.

_ Alternative III differs from Alternative I in that approximately 21,000
acres north of B-16, the land west of B-16, a portion of the shoal site, the .
land west of Highway 95 near B-19, and the land west of Scheelite Mine
Road would not be withdrawn.

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the Navy
would not withdraw any federally administered public lands around the
FRTC training ranges. Navy operations would continue on existing
ranges. Public lands, including those containing off-range ordnance,
would remain under the authority of the current managing agencies. The
No. Action Alternative would be the least disruptive of the natural
environment of the alternatives evaluated; therefore, it is considered the
environmentally preferred alternative. ~ However, the No Action
Alternative would not be protective of the human environment, as
discussed below, and would not satisfy the purpose and need of the
proposed action.

The No Action Alternative.does not establish apéropriate-managcmcnt
responsibility for land containing off-range ordnance because the lands
would not be under Navy control. It does not provide for the safety
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buffers defined through HAZARD modeling. The realism and flexibility

. of combat training activities would be severely limited under this
alternative because visual cueing, integrated air and ground training, and
close air support operations would be limited to existing Navy lands.
This loss of realism would result in incomplete training of combat pilots,
thereby increasing the potential for loss of lives in actual corhbat
situations. The No Action Alternative does not meet the mission
evaluation criteria (Section 2.2.1); therefore it is not a reasonable

* alternative for purposes of this action. It is analyzed in this report to
provide a baseline of current conditions as required by CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1502.11{d). ' C

Four other alternatives were eliminated from detailed study because they did
not fulfill one or more of the evaluation criteria (Section 2.2.3). Each
alternative is presented below, along with a brief discussion on why it is not a
reasonable alternative:

e Increase the Size of the Withdrawal. This alternative would withdraw
over 200,000 acres of public land to include the widest safery buffer
specified by the various studies, with the exception of land located on
Walker River Indian Reservation. It is not the Navy's intent to withdraw
any more public land than is required to support the purpose and need of
the withdrawal. While this withdrawal would fulfill the majority of
training and safety requirements, it would not minimize the disruption of
other public land users. For this reason, this alternative is not considered ~
reasonable and is not analyzed in detail.

' o RAICUZ Withdrawal. This alternative would withdraw 181,323 acres of
public land, as recommended by the 1982 RAICUZ study. The 7,750
acres of land identified as containing off-range ordnance but not included
in the 1982 RAICUZ footprint would not be withdrawn. This is not a
reasonable alternative because the Navy would not withdraw ordnance-
contaminated lands, as requested by the BLM. The BLM would have to
continue managing the 7,750 acres containing off-range ordnance but not
withdrawn under this alternative. In addition, it would not withdraw the
land north of Highway 50 and B-17 or link the withdrawal lands in the
Dixie Valley area to the Navy’s Dixie Valley land holdings. Therefore,
this alternative would not provide the most efficient use of the land for
integrated air and ground training. '

.o Off-range Ordnance Withdrawal. This alternative would withdraw only
the 24,464 acres of public land identified during the 1989 and 1990 sweeps
as containing off-range ordnance (Figure 1-5). This alternative fulfills only
part of one of the evaluation criteria objectives—close public access on
lands containing off-range ordnance. It does not provide the safety buffers
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around the FRTC training ranges defined through HAZARD modeling
(Figure 1-3). These buffers, which are based on operational requirements-
and parameters, are necessary to contain public safety hazards.

The Off-range Ordnance Alternative would not fulfill training-related
criteria and would not provide the necessary land area for the Navy to
change and improve realistic operational and strategic combat training.
The modern Navy uses jets equipped with complex technologies
including state-of-the-art weaponry and communication, navigation, and
guidance systems. To operate these jets effectively and to maximize their
performance in combat situations, pilots must have intense and realistic
training under simulated conditions. Visual cueing devices, TACTS sites,
and EW sites simulate enemy threat scenarios, counterattacks, and
complex targeting scenarios. Under the Off-range Ordnance Alternative,
developing visual cueing and mobile EW sites would be allowed on
existing Navy training ranges and off-range ordnance lands only. This
would limit the Navy's flexibility to vary training combat scenarios and
would therefore limit training capabilities at the ranges. The loss of
realism in training caused by these restrictions would result in the
incomplete training of combat pilots, thereby increasing the potential for
loss of life in real world combat situations.

The Off-range Ordnance Alternative would not withdraw the land north
of Highway 50 and B-17 or link the withdrawal lands in the Dixie Valley
area to the Navy’s Dixie Valley land holdings. This alternative would
limit the ability of the Navy to provide effective integrated air and
ground combat training. Integrated air and ground training is an
increasingly important training component of the Navy and other
branches of the military. Training in a variety of terrain is invaluable to
this mission. Various types of lands are required for landing zones, for
long-range patrols, and for simulating the terrain found in various real
world scenarios.

. This alernative would not give the NSAWC the flexibility to quickly

respond 1o changing training needs because any proposed use on public
lands under the authority of the BLM would have to go through BLM
administrative processes. Additionally, the compatibility of land uses
surrounding the ranges is an issue insofar as it affects the training missions
and the viability of the FRTC.

This alternative would not provide the area and diversity required for
effective training and does not meet Department of Defense safety
requirements and policies. Because this alternative does not meet the
above requirements, it was not carried forward for detailed analysis.
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e Relocate All or Part of the Fallon Range 'Training Complex. This
. alternative would consist of relocating all or part of the existing ranges.
The components of this alternative are: relocate the FRTC, close B-16,
relocate B-16 operations to other regional ranges, and relocate B-16
operations to B-20. None of these options present reasonable alternatives

to the proposed action, as discussed below.

e Relocate the FRTC. This option would involve identifying new or
available airspace and identifying or constructing facilities for aircraft
and personnel. Establishing a new range that could offer the same
level of combat training is not viable because of the limited
availability of large amounts of airspace and land, the potential for
creating new environmental impacts, and the political climate against
creating new military installations. Relocating the FRTC to other
regional ranges is not a reasonable option because such ranges do not,
have the available airspace or support facilities to accommodate the
amount or type of training activities performed at the FRTC. For
these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further

consideration.

e Close B-16. It was recommended during the public scoping process
that B-16 be closed and training activities be relocated to other
regional ranges because of noise and safety concerns. Closing B-16
was examined and determined not to be a viable option because it
does not meet the evaluation criteria for this project and it would
adversely affect NAS Fallon’s training mission. The strategic
importance of B-16 is discussed in detail in Section 2.2.3.

e Relocate B-16 Operations to Other Regional Ranges. Moving B-16 to
other regional ranges, such as Nellis Air Force Base, does not meet
the evaluation criteria and is not a reasonable alternative. Other
regional ranges are in excess of 150 nautical miles from NAS Fallon,
which adds transit time, increases fuel consumption, and reduces
training time and quality for participating pilots. Additionally, the
nature of the activities conducted at some regional ranges and their
increased use as a result of BRAC consolidations will continue to
reduce the availability of other regional targets. Regular use of other
regional ranges, therefore, is not a viable alternative.

e Relocate B-16 Operations to B-20. This option does not meet
evaluation criteria and is not a reasonable alternative because the
airspace around B-20 lies within the same training area as B-17 and B-
19. B-16 has completely separate airspace from the rest of the FRTC
and can be used independently of but concurrently with other ranges
for basic air-to-ground training.

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Existing Environment

Most of the land proposed for withdrawal is managed by the BLM, with most
the area north of B-16 administered by the Bureau of Reclamation and the
shoal site administered by the Department of Energy. The withdrawal lands
surround the existing NAS Fallon training ranges B-16, B-17, and B-19 and are

~ primarily undeveloped except for roads and utility corridors. Withdrawal

lands east and north of B-16 (practice/inert ordnance only), north, south, east,
and west of B-17, and east of B-19 have been impacted by off-range ordnance
and are closed to public access under a2 BLM emergency closure order. The
Navy has developed communication sites in the proposed withdrawal area,
primarily in the Dixie and Fairview Valleys. '

The primary public uses on the lands proposed for withdrawal, like on much
of the public land in the western US, are recreation, grazing, and mining. The
areas of highest recreational value include the Sheckler Reservoir north of B-
16 (included in the Alternative I footprint), the Pony Express National
Historic Trail that runs adjacent to but is not included within the withdrawal
area, the Job Peak Wilderness Study Area in the northern Dixie Valley area
(included in the Alternatives I and III footprints), and the Stillwater and Clan
Alpine Mountain Ranges.

Grazing occurs south of B-16, around B-19 to the east, north, and west,
around B-17, and in the Dixie Valley area. Withdrawal lands fall within the
Horse Mountain, Bass Flat, Bucky O'Neil, La Beau Flat, Clan Alpine,
Frenchman Flat, and Mountain Well/La Plata grazing allotments.

Mining occurs thx;oughout the withdrawal area. The areas of highest mineral
potential are located east of B-19 in the Holy Cross District, southeast of B-17
in the Fairview District, and in the Dixie Valley area in the Wonder District.

Environmental Consequences

The primary impacts of the land withdrawal would be the denial of public
access on Category A lands, and the effects to resources on Category Aand B
lands from integrated air and ground training and development of EW,
TACTS, and visual cueing device sites. An overview of impacts to each
resource category is provided below. The impacts discussed may apply to any
of the three alternatives.

Geology and Soils. Potential minor impacts to soils and geology include
potential erosion and soil compaction during development of EW, TACTS,
and visual cueing device sites and construction and use of any new roads or
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* utility corridors, if needed. These effects would be avoided or minimized
through natural resource management techniques or through standard
geotechnical engineering and design. No impacts to soil quality would occur
from the continued use of chaff (Section 4.2.1).

Water Resources. The primary impact to water resources would occur on
. Category A lands. No new developments would be allowed, and access to the
four existing developments would be closed except 1o BLM or the Nevada
‘Division of Wildlife. No significant impacts to water quality are expected
from the continued use of chaff. Chaff is insoluble in water, it- would be
filtered out before entering drinking water systems, and studies show an
insignificant increase in metals content in water spiked with chaff (Section
42.2).

Biological Resources. No significant adverse impacts to endangered and
threatened species are expected. Siting of Navy-developed facilities will avoid
known sensitive species and habitats; and biological surveys will be conducted
as required. Noise impacts to wildlife are not expected to be significant. To
reduce startle effects, no ground or low-level helicopter training below 500
feet above ground level (AGL) will take place within a one-half mile radius of
springs and water troughs. All construction and training activities would
adhere to Navy policies of responsible stewardship of natural resources and to
the requirements of all federal and state laws. Ground training would take
place near B-17. While training is not expected to occur at Scheelite Mine
Road, to avoid impacts to migrating tarantulas the Navy will not conduct
ground training along Scheelite Mine Road during the migration periods.
Integrated air and ground training would increase ground disturbance,
potentially harming vegetation and promoting the spread of noxious weeds.
The Navy will apply the Natural Resource Management Plan to withdrawn
lands to control the spread of noxious weeds. Based on available data,
aluminum-based chaff, such as that used at NAS Fallon, is not toxic to plants
or wildlife. Devélopment and maintenance of water storage troughs on
Category A lands could be affected; the Navy and BLM have a cooperative
agreement to allow BLM access to their guzzler on Category A land (Section
42.3). '

Air Quality. Constructing EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites would
‘temporarily impact air quality, especially in the generation of particulate
emissions. The effects will be minimized through standard dust controls, such
as watering. Integrated air and ground training, which includes helicopter
hovering, would create dust impacts. This would be a localized and temporary
effect. The continued use of chaff would not significantly impact air quality
since chaff quantities released at one time are not great and do not break down
to concentrations small enough to cause an impact (Section 4.2.4).

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV

ES-13



Executive Summary

Noise. The land withdrawal would not in and of itself cause an increase in
aircraft operations and associated noise. Constructing Navy-developed sites.
would result in noise of short duration. Noise from integrated air and ground
training could result in disturbance to public land users in close proximity to
operating helicopters. Most training occurs during the week and half of the
training occurs at night, reducing the potential for training to occur during

* other uses of the land. In addition, it is standard operating procedure to avoid
training near other public land users (Section 4.2:5).

Visual Resources. Navy activities, including site development and integrated air
and ground training, would be visible to other users of public lands. The
visual impacts of site development would be reduced by using colors that
blend with the background. Fencing around Category A lands would be
visible to travelers on nearby roadways; however, fencing is common
throughout the region. The lands to be withdrawn are not to be used as target
areas and there is no increase proposed to weapons impact areas. Long-term
use of chaff could result in visible aluminum litter, but because of its wide
dispersion pattern, it is not expected that chaff would alter the regional
viewshed (Section 4.2.6).

Cultseral Resources. The Carson Desert Predictive Model is one tool that will
be used to delineate areas potentially containing surface and subsurface
resources. These areas would be avoided in siting facilities. Site-specific
surveys would be conducted as needed. The Navy will comply with. the
National Historic Preservation Act and with the procedures outlined in the
NAS Fallon Cultural Resource Management Plan and Programmatic
Agreement. Ground training exercises will not significantly affect cultural
resources. Ground vehicles will use existing trails and roadways, and foot
traffic will be dispersed over a wide area. Officers in charge of ground training
operations will be provided information to assist them to avoid damage to
culturally valuable areas (Section 4.2.7).

Land Use. The proposed land withdrawals will eliminate access to Category.A
lands and will limit the height.of structures on Category B lands to 50 feet.
The Navy will consider waiver of the height limit in cases where structures
exceeding 50 feet are proposed for short-term development. Waivers must not
pose a safety hazard to aircrews. Permanent nonconforming structures may be
allowed in some areas if such structures are compatible with Navy training
operations and do not pose a safety hazard. The land withdrawal will not
place jurisdictional constraints on Churchill County or the City of Fallon
(Section 4.2.8). o .

Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics. The proposed land withdrawal will
not have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority or low income populations. Lands belonging to the
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Walker River Paiute Tribe and the Paiute-Shoshone Tribe of the Fallon
Reservation and Colony are in close proximity to the withdrawal area.
However, Native American groups do not use the proposed withdrawal lands
for grazing, mining, or recreation in a higher proportion than other segments
of the population. Socioeconomic ‘impacts resulting from the closure of
Category A lands could occur (Section 4.2.9).

Mineral Resources. The most significant impacts to mining would occur on
Category A lands where mining activities would be closed to. protect public
safety. The Navy will explore means to compensate holders of patented or
valid unpatented mining claims, subject to Congressional authorization -and
appropriation. The loss of revenue from undeveloped resources is an
unmitigable impact. Potentially significant impacts to mining on Category B
lands could occur in that no patenting of unpatented claims would be allowed
after withdrawal. There are no areas of high mineral potential on Category B
lands except in the Wonder District located in the Dixie Valley area. Only a
small portion of the Wonder District falls within the preferred alternative
withdrawal boundary. Applications for BLM permits for mining on Category
B lands would require Navy review and approval. Approval would be granted
where development was compatible with Navy training operations (Section
4.2.10).

Livestock Grazing. No livestock grazing would be permitted on Category A
lands. A maximum of 1,130 animal unit months (AUMs) could be affected, or
1.4 percent of the 80,000 AUMs in the Lahontan Resource Management Area.
The Navy will explore means of compensating holders of affected grazing
permits, pursuant to the Taylor Grazing Act and subject to Congressional
authorization and appropriation. Lost grazing opportunities on Category A
lands are an unmitigable impact. Grazing would not be permitted on fenced
Navy-developed sites, but this would not be a significant impact because of
the small acreage that would be affected. The proposed land withdrawal
would not significantly impact grazing or wild horse management on
Category B lands. However, to minimize startling cattle and wild horses, the
Navy will not conduct ground training or low-level flights below 500 feet
AGL within a one-half mile radius of all springs and water troughs.
Applications for BLM permits for grazing on Category B lands would require
Navy review and approval. Approval would be granted if development was
compatible with Navy training operations. Based on available data, the
continued use of chaff will not adversely affect livestock (Section 4.2.11).

Recreation and Public Access. The greatest impacts to recreation would occur
on Category A lands where access would be denied. While lost recreational
activity on these lands is not mitigable, recreational opportunities would still
be available on other lands in the area. Potentially significant impacts to
recreation also could occur from Navy activities on Category B lands. The
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presence of these activities could alter the social character of the area, and may
discourage use of the lands for recreation even though recreation itself would
not be restricted. The Navy will make every effort to avoid the public during
ground training activities and will provide education program materials on
Navy training activities on Category B lands to the BLM, NDOW, and
BUREC for public distribution. Applications for BLM permits for recreation
on Category B lands will require Navy review and approval. Approval will be
granted if the proposed recreational use is compatible with Navy training

" operations. The Pony Express National Historic Trail or American Discovery

Trail will not be impacted. The trail is not on lands ‘proposed to be
withdrawn, and access on the trail would not be restricted If there is an
organized annual re-enactment of the Pony Express Trail ride, the Navy will
work with trail Wmd to alter flight activities during the event if
compatible with training needs at the given time (Section 4.2.12).

Public Health and Safety. The proposed land withdrawal will benefit the public
health and safety by improving the public protection from potential and
existing off-range ordnance. The operation of Electronic Warfare sites
presents no hazards. The levels of electromagnetic radiation associated with
the sites are low. The sites are fenced, and lights indicate when the site is
operational. The use of chaff will not significantly impact public health and
safety. No study was found that indicated that materials in chaff are known to
pose a health risk. Studies indicate that the materials pass through the systems
of species that ingest them; that chaff doesn’t break down into particles small
enough to create an inhalation risk, and that the chaff used does not cause
allergic contact dermititis (Section 4.2.13).

Transportation. The proposed land withdrawal would not affect any major
highway in the region. Local roads historically used to access mining areas
would be located in Category A-designated lands. These roads are closed
under the BLM emergency closure action and would continue to be closed to
public use. While alternative routes may be identified, the loss of an existing
road is an unmitigable impact. No increase in local traffic, including on Dixie
Valley Road, is expected from the withdrawal (Section 4.2.14).

Airspace Designation and Use. As with current practices, chaff use at B-17 and

the Dixie Valley area could affect air traffic control radar. However, any
major chaff release will continue to be coordinated with the appropriate FAA
facilities, as is standard operating procedure (Section 4.2.15).

Cumulative Impacts

The FEIS evaluates the cumulative effects of DOD use of existing, proposed,
and reasonably foreseeable land withdrawals and airspace designations in the

region.
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Water Resources. It is likely that land-disturbing activities on the withdrawn
lands may have increased sedimentation in some of the surface water
resources. There is no indication that significant impacts to surface water
resources have occurred as a result of land withdrawals and subsequent
military use. .Ground water resources within withdrawn lands are not
expected 1o be significantly affected by continued military and DOE
activities. Most withdrawn lands restrict access for the development of water
sources. As the population of Nevada continues to expand and the demand
for water increases, these restrictions may hinder growth opportunities.

Biological Resources. Habitat conditions on DOD withdrawn lands have been
affected by construction and military activities, including the delivery of
explosives ordnance, and from noise due to aircraft overflights and ordnance
detonation. Continued use of the withdrawn lands would further degrade
habitat conditions near impact areas. The habitat quality at these areas,
however, is already low due to past use. The proposed change in flight
patterns at B-16 would reduce noise levels near Sheckler Reservoir, thereby
benefiting bald eagle habitat and waterfowl. The new flight pattern would
result in increased noise levels immediately south of B-16. No sensitive species
are known to exist in this area and no significant impacts are expected.
Reasonably foreseeable airspace designations potentially would enlarge the
area that would be affected by overflights, although there would be no
increase in the number of flights. Wildlife in these areas could be subject to
some startle effects, but studies of effects from existing flight activities suggest
that they would not be significant

Land Use. Lands withdrawn in Nevada for defense-related purposes could
contain deposits of gold, m