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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 The withdrawn lands would be placed in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).
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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, molybdenum, tungsten, lead, zinc, copper, and
silver, numerous small deposits of base and precious metals, and commercially
viable geothermal reservoirs. Most of the defense-related withdrawals are
deemed either unfavorable or marginally favorable for oil and gas. Virtually
all of these lands contain some form of industrial minerals and materials.
Defense-related land withdrawals in Nevada have excluded, and would
continue to.exclude, mining, petroleum, and geothermal industries from
approximately six percent of the total acreage in Nevada that otherwise would
be available for exploration and development. Military and DOE withdrawals
have restricted some lands from potential livestock grazing and agricultural
opportunities. While this has and will result in lost revenue from grazing and
agriculture, indirect growth in the private sector in support of military
facilities likely exceeds that lost from grazing and agriculture. The Special
Nevada Report (SAIC 1991) describes in detail the suitability of withdrawn
lands in Nevada for recreational activities. This analysis determined that most
withdrawn lands could support the same recreational activities that are
performed on other undeveloped arid lands of the Great Basin and Mojave
Deserts, including camping, hunting, hiking, off-road vehicle (ORV) use,
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horseback riding, and rock hounding (SAIC 1991). While public access is
generally restricted on most DOD and DOE withdrawn lands, these areas
(and proposed withdrawal lands) do not contain recreational opportunities
that cannot be found on nearby public lands. -

Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics. Defense-related activities on
withdrawn lands in Nevada are projected to contribute $2,027,000 to the state
Gross Regional Product by 2000 and to employ approximately 22,000 people
(SAIC 1991). This represents approximately four percent of the total state
Gross Regional Product and over two percent of total state employment. The
primary economic trade-off of DOD and DOE use is the land use restrictions
placed on withdrawn lands, which prevent or limit agriculture, grazing,
mining, and recreation. The economic value of these foregone opportunities
is minimal and would not exceed current contributions to the state economy
from the DOD and DOE. All populations would continue to be equally
impacted by defense operations; therefore, no disproportionately high or
adverse effects are expected to minority or low-income communities. Airspace
designations are not expected to have any socioeconomic impact or result in
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects
on minority or low-income populations. :

Visxal Resoxrces. Most withdrawn lands used by the military and DOE are
remote and similar in topography and scenic quality with surrounding lands.
Land-disturbing activities, such as ordnance detonation, have affected the
visual qualities by creating unnatural features, including structures and craters.
Continued use of these areas may culminate in additional alterations to the
viewshed. These effects, however, would not be significant because of the
homogeneity within viewsheds and because there are few sensitive receptors,
such as highways, homes, and high-use recreation areas, near the withdrawn
lands. Impacts from proposed airspace actions are not expected to impact
visual resources.

Cultural Resources. Defense-related activities have impacted the cultural
resources located on withdrawn lands in Nevada (SAIC 1991). The Air Force,
Navy, Army, and DOE have adopted or are developing cultural resource
management plans to minimize future impacts. Inadvertent losses still may
occur from military uses; however, significant historical and archeological
resources on withdrawn lands are not expected to be impacted. No impacts
are anticipated to cultural resources from realignment of airspace at B-16.
Project specific studies would be required to assess impacts from proposed
airspace actions that involve low-level flights.

Noise. Noise associated with withdrawn lands results from aircraft
overflights, helicopter operations, ground-based training, including vehicle
operations, and live ordnance explosions. All withdrawn lands are remote
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and removed from sensitive noise receptors. As populations increase around
DOD facilities, the potential for noise complaints may increase. Fallon has
adopted land use and building codes to try to reduce such incompatible land
uses. Noise levels from the proposed realignment of airspace over B-16 would
benefit residents near Sheckler Reservoir and not have any significant impacts.
The reasonably foreseeable airspace designations would have the potential to
affect noise levels from low level flights.

* Public Health and Safety. Current military activities do not cause unreasonable

risks to the health, safety, or property of the citizens of Nevada (SAIC 1991).
Although military activities have introduced an element of risk to the public
in the region, existing and proposed safety procedures, buffers, and training
restrictions at the facilities and the ranges have reduced or would reduce the
potential magnitude of risk to an acceptable level. The proposed NAS Fallon
land withdrawal would make inaccessible to the public those areas that have
been affected by ordnance in the past or that potentially could be affected in
the future. The continued use of chaff is not thought to adversely impact
public health, though the General Accounting Office currently is studying the
effects of chaff use on the human and natural environment. The addition of
new airspace could result in risks from aircraft mishaps in previously
unaffected areas.

Transportation. Cumulatively, the land withdrawals and airspace designations
would not significantly affect ground transportation. No major roads would
be closed, and only minor roads would be affected.

Airspace Designation and Use. The military airspace designations have the .
potential to change civil aviation in the FRTC. Creating new MOAs and
restricted areas could place additional restrictions on civil aircraft, but these
would be balanced partially by disestablishing portions of other MOAs and
restricted areas.
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1. PURPOSEOF AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1

INTRODUCTION

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) evaluates the potential
impacts to the environment that may result from the withdrawal of
federally administered public land adjacent-to training ranges at Naval Air
Station (NAS) Fallon, Nevada. The withdrawal will not cause an increase in

total 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.

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide the necessary land area for
the Navy to maintain and improve realistic operational and strategic
combat training and to provide safety buffer zones around existing training
ranges, including lands containing off-range ordnance. The need for the
proposed action results from changes in military technology and strategy
since establishing NAS Fallon and the Fallon Range Training Complex
(FRTC) and from the Navy’s responsibility to protect the public from
safety hazards. Sections 1.2 and 1.3 discuss the purpose and need of the
proposed action in detail.

The Navy would manage the withdrawn public lands in conjunction with
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (BURECQC),
and Department of Energy (DOE) primarily for military purposes, subject
1o existing valid rights, for a proposed term of 25 years. Land use categories
are proposed for the withdrawn public lands to allow continued multiple
uses on lands where it is safe for such activities and, where appropriate, to
restrict use because of safety hazards. The Navy developed a resource
management plan, included as Appendix ], in consultation with the BLM,
BUREC, and DOE. The resource management plan will be submitted to
BLM for final approval after the Navy issues its Record of Decision (ROD).

The process for pursuing the Range Safety and Training Land Withdrawal,
an action previously referred to as the “Master Land Withdrawal,” would
be done in conformance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976 (FLPMA) and the Engle Act of 1958 (PL 85-337). Under this action,
jurisdiction (at least in part) of withdrawn lands would be transferred from
the Department -of the Interior to the Department of the Navy. The
withdrawal will require congressional authorization, pursuant to the Engle
Act.

As reqixired"by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions of
1993, the Naval Fighter Weapons Schools (TOPGUN) and Carrier
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Airborne Early Warning Weapons Schools (Top Dome) relocated to NAS
Fallon from NAS Miramar, California, in 1996.

The land withdrawal originally was proposed in 1982 as the Master Land
Withdrawal. In 1984, a draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the
Master Land Withdrawal was prepared but was not finalized. Information
from the 1984 DEIS, along with new and updated information, has been
 incorporated into this document. Appendix A provides a detailed history of
the land withdrawal proposal. ' T : :

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 BLM acting as a cooperating agency.
Cooperating agencies have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with
respect to certain environmental impacts from a proposed action by
another agency. The role of a cooperating agency does not imply
concurrence with the proposed action. '

This chapter provides a brief overview of NAS Fallon and the training
ranges, explains the purpose and need for the land withdrawal, and reviews
issues and concerns raised during public scoping. Chapter 2 presents the
alternative selection criteria, describes the proposed alternatives in ‘detail,
analyzes the degree to which each alternative fulfills the selection criteria,
and provides land use classification and reasonably foreseeable military
activities that would take place on the withdrawn lands. Chapter 3 presents
the existing conditions (baseline data) for the area that would be affected by
the withdrawal; Chapter 4 analyzes potential environmental impacts of each
alternative; and Chapter 5 evaluates the cumulative effects of this proposal
' combined with other future military land withdrawals.

HISTORY AND MISSION OF NAS FALLON

History of NAS Fallon

NAS Fallon is in the Lahontan Valley of Churchill County in west-central
Nevada, approximately 70 miles east of Reno and six miles southeast of the
City of Fallon. The Dead Camel Mountains and Sheckler Reservoir are west
of NAS Fallon, and the Carson River lies to the northwest. The Walker
River Indian Reservation is south of NAS Fallon, and the Fallon Paiute-
Shoshone Indian Reservation and Stillwater National wildlife Refuge are
northeast of NAS Fallon. The Stillwater Mountain- Range is east and
Carson Lake is south of NAS Fallon (Figure 1-1).
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1.2.2 Naval Air Training

1. Purpose and Need

The original facilities at NAS Fallon were established in 1942 by the US

Army Air Corps for inland defense during World War II. The Navy took

over NAS Fallon in 1943, and in 1944 the facility was commissioned as a

naval auxiliary air station under the control of NAS Alameda, California.

Under the National Emergency War Powers Act, the NAS Fallon training

range was created in April of 1944 with the temporary establishment of

Bravo-20 (B-20), a high impact air-to-ground bombing range. Two
additional ranges, Bravo-17 B-17) and Bravo-19 (B-19), were established By

use permit in 1945. o

Following World War II, NAS Fallon was deactivated to a maintenance
level, placed in caretaker status, and turned over to the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. The airstrip was reopened in 1951 as a naval auxiliary air station,
and in 1953 B-16, B-17, and B-19 lands were transferred to the Navy.

In 1942, the Navy withdrew approximately 623,000 acres of public land to
establish the Black Rock Desert Bombing Range, but the withdrawal was
revoked in 1943. The range was reestablished in 1944 with 700,000 acres, was
reduced in 1949 to 272,000 acres, and was returned in 1963 to the BLM.

In 1944, the Navy withdrew 800,000 acres to establish the Sahwave Gunnery
Range. These lands were relinquished in 1946. The range was reestablished
in 1958, with 519,000 acres of public land, and was relinquished again in
1965. Black Rock and Sahwave Ranges both were located approximately 50
miles northwest of NAS Fallon in Humboldt and Pershing counties.

In 1972, NAS Fallon was reclassified as a major command and was upgraded
to a naval air station with the primary mission of training and supporting
naval air groups. NAS Fallon formally established the FRTC in 1977 1o
provide airspace and range facilities for air warfare training. Lands within
B-20 were withdrawn in 1986, formally establishing the range. The FRTC
currently includes four geographically separate training ranges (B-16, B-17,
B-19, and B-20), three air traffic control gap filler radar stations, a tactical
aircrew combat training system (TACTS), an electronic warfare (EW) area,
and special use airspace. All of the training ranges originally were designed
for the performance and tactics of World War Il-era and Korean Conflict-
era aircraft.

1.2.2.1 Naval Air Training Continuum

Naval air training at NAS Fallon follows a continuum from basic training
to increasing levels of training complexity and intensity. The training
continuum starts with basic flight training and continues with fleet
replacement squadron (FRS) training, unit level training, typewing weapon
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school training, integrated airwing training, ship and battlegroup workups,
and ends with deployment. NAS Fallon follows the axiom, “Train like you
fight.”

The components of training are described below:

o Basic Flight Training. This is the initial training administered to all
naval aviators from the first day of flight training to the day the aviator
earns his or her wings. This basic flight training is conducted in training

. aircraft and occurs over one to two years. ‘

e Fleet Replacement Squadron Training. FRS training is the initial
training in fleet aircraft and takes five to eight months. NAS Fallon has
two permanent F/A-18 FRS detachments.

e  Unit Level Training. This is the day-to-day training performed in a
deployed squadron. It emphasizes single aircraft, section (two aircraft),
and division (four aircraft) events. Unit level training achieves initial
basic qualifications for new aircrew and maintains proficiency for
aircrews that are already qualified. Most West Coast units use NAS
Fallon and the FRTC for their unit level training.

o Typewing Weapon School. The typewing weapon school offers a
structured syllabus administered by each typewing to standardize
squadron unit level training. At the completion of unit level and
typewing training, aircrews are familiar with their aircraft, aircraft
weapons and weapon systems, and single aircraft, section, and division
tactics. Navy F/A-18, F-14, and EA-6B weapon schools train at NAS
Fallon training ranges.

o Integrated Airwing Training. The integrated airwing training brings
squadrons together to train as a team for the first time. Teams perform
integrated airwing strikes. All airwing aircraft types meld their
capabilities together to form a coherent fighting force. All Navy
airwings train at NAS Fallon and the FRTC.

o  Battlegroup Workups. During battlegroup‘ workups an airwing deploys

aboard an aircraft carrier to operate and train with an entire

_ battlegroup  (aircraft - carrier, cruisers, destroyers, frigates, and

submarines). The unit level training to the battlegroup training usually

takes six to 18 months, depending on the battlegroup deployment

schedule. Navy airwings conduct strikes from the carrier to the NAS
Fallon ranges. '
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Because the FRTC is capable of providing all levels of naval air training and
_ because it is the only range with airspace, targets, threats, and
instrumentation capable of accommodating an entire carrier airwing, the
FRTC is the Navy's best training range. '

1222 Training Mission at NAS Fallon

The mission of NAS Fallon is to provide facilities (including training
ranges), services and materials to tenants and transient units stationed at of .
being deployed 1o 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 FRTC. The Commanding Officer (CO) of NAS Fallon is assigned an
additional duty (ADDU) relationship, subordinate to the Commander of
the NSAWC. The NAS Fallon training mission includes, but is not limited
to, the regimens presented below.

Carrier Air Wing (CVW) Training. NAS Fallon is the only Navy facility
that can support, train, and house an eatire 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. A typical
CVW consists of 75 to 90 aircraft and an aircrew of between 1,500 and
2,000 personnel. NAS Fallon hosts four to six CVWs and up to two Marine
airwings 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¢). This integrated training focuses on combat tactics and team
building by allowing aircrews to perform realistic combat warfare
techniques, including air-to-air and air-to-ground combat scenarios. In
addition, NAS Fallon provides integrated ground personnel and air support
scenarios.

The CVW training predominately takes place at B-17, B-19, and B-20 and
uses “commodore” airspace. Commodore airspace consists of all restricted
airspace and military operation area airspace within the FRTC, except for
the restricted airspace over B-16.

Fleet Replacement Squadron Training. In addition to CVWs, NAS Fallon
hosts an 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 West
Coast and East Coast Hornet FRSs (US Navy 1995¢). A typical FRS
detachment consists of 12 aircraft. FRS training occurs at all of the ranges,
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except when a CVW is training; during these times FRS training takes place
at B-16. '

TOPGUN Training. TOPGUN conducts a syllabus focusing on air-to-air
combat and air-to-ground strike training. This program trains aircrews to
defeat enemy aircraft through advanced offensive and defensive tactics. The
TOPGUN training syllabus has been renamed and incorporated in the

‘NSAWC program. The number of flights and program objectives remains

the same.

Integrated Air and Ground Training. In addition to-aircraft training, the
NSAWC Fallon mission supports integrated ground and aircraft training,
such as combat search and rescue training. Close air support operations
train pilots to assist ground units by firing on enemy ground or air units.
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, within enemy territory. NAS Fallon is the only Navy facility where
the combat search and rescue mission is conducted. Ground units learn how *

_to mark targets for aircraft and how to neutralize enemy positions,

including radar sites, surface-to-air missile sites, and early warning devices.
This combat search and rescue scenario generally consists of three to six
personnel training with an additional three to six person “opposition” team.
Pilots learn how to transport personnel and how to perform reconnaissance
for ground personnel. More than 90 percent of the integrated air and
ground training takes place during the week, and approximately 50 percent
of the training occurs at night. Realistic integrated air and ground training is
critical to the successful performance of FRSs and the deployment of
CVWs. Ground training at NAS Fallon occurs as a component of the
integrated air and ground training mission; it is not a stand-alone mission.

1.2.2.3 Training Facilities and Capabilities

The Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department, NSAWC, and the
NSAWC Range Department are unique and vital institutions for training
operations at NAS Fallon. The mission of the Aircraft Intermediate
Maintenance Department is to provide maintenance support for Navy
aircraft deployed to NAS Fallon. No other DOD facilities in the region,
including Nellis Air Force Base (AFB), have the ability to maintain the
various types of Navy aircraft.

The Naval Strike Warfare Center, termed Strike, was established in 1984 to
conduct integrated combat strike warfare training. Strike is tasked to
improve and maintain at the highest level aviation overland strike and war-
at-sea tactical development and to provide training for all warfare areas us
Navy 1995¢). Strike provides operational training support and academic
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training and oversees CVW training. The NSAWC, as of July 11, 1996, was
formed as a new command and has assumed the combined functions and
missions of the Naval Strike Warfare Center, TOPGUN, Top Dome, and
the NAS Fallon Range Department. '

The Range Department operates the four training ranges (B-16, B-17, B-19,
and B-20), the EW system, the weapons impact scoring system (WISS), and
the TACTS system. ' _

The EW system simulates enemy ridar detection systems and radar missile
sites, thereby creating a simulated warfare threat environment.

WISS is a visual system that scores the impacts of ordnance on all targets in
day and night conditions. The system uses a series of video cameras that can
be trained on the various targets. The cameras are controlled remotely from
the Range Operations Center at NAS Fallon.

TACTS is a computer system tha: allows pilots to train in realistic air-to-air
and air-to-ground situations without firing air-to-air or air-to-ground
ordnance. It also provides a safety margin for pilot operation on the ranges.
While TACTS ‘is a valuable training tool, it cannot substitute for air-to-
ground ordnance delivery training. Training that involves transporting and
delivering live ordnance provides real training on how an aircraft will
function and respond during combat conditions. Live ordnance training
also provides the most realistic conditions, allowing pilots to conduct laser-
weapon delivery and to visually assess delivery accuracy, as well as
providing hands-on training to carrier ordnance crews in live ordnance
assembly. Practice/inert ordnance does not provide the full spectrum of
these benefits. All training conducted on the ranges is scheduled and
coordinated through the Range Department.

The most important components of the NAS Fallon operational training
capabilities are the training ranges. Following is an overview of current
operations conducted at each training range. Note that combat training
operations at the ranges have changed dramatically since their
establishment.

e B-16 Range: The B-16 range is in the southwestern portion of the
_ Carson Desert, east of the Dead Camel Mountains and approximately
nine miles southwest of NAS Fallon (Figure 1-1). The range was
established in 1953 when Public Land Order (PLO) 898 authorized the
indefinite withdrawal of 17,820 acres to support the Navy training
mission. The closest of the four training ranges to NAS Fallon, B-16 '
allows for minimal travel time, thereby maximizing training time. The
range is also the only training area in the FRTC independent ot
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commodore airspace. This provides exclusive airspace away from other
military operations.

Most of the basic and intermediate training is conducted at B-16. The
range is used for basic and intermediate air-to-ground conventional
bombing and for rockets using only practice/inert ordnance. Electronic
scoring is available with WISS. The range contains two bull’s-eyes and
three spotting towers. The approach to the target is from the north
with a southern egress. During CVW training, B-16 is the only range
available for FRS and visiting squadron training. The Air Force and
Marine Corps regularly send aircraft to train at B-16.

Twelve low-level military training routes (MTRs), which accommodate
single aircraft and special strike requirements, used to terminate at B-16

. (US Navy 1995d). The Navy realigned these 12 MTRs to terminate at

B-20, which resulted in-reduced noise levels around B-16. Ingress into
B-16 for tactical training will be via the restricted airspace above and
within the approach of B-16 (identified as R-4803 N/S).

 B-17 Range: The B-17 range is in central Fairview Valley,

approximately 35 miles southeast of NAS Fallon (Figure 1-1).
Consisting of 21,400 acres, the range was established by permit in 1945
and was indefinitely withdrawn in 1953 for Navy use. The range is
adjacent to the Dixie Valley area and in the center of the NAS Fallon
Dixie Valley threat environment. Like the Dixie Valley area, the target
contains some threat emitters, and in conjunction with the Dixie Valley
area, provides a realistic electronic threat environment for aircraft-
approaching the target for weapon delivery. For example, planes can fly
through an EW environment under simulated ground-to-air missile
attack conditions prior to ordnance delivery on B-17. The range is used
for strafing, practice/inert and explosive airto-ground ordnance
delivery training, no-drop bomb scoring, close air support artillery
spotting, mortar, small arms, and rocket delivery. Live ordnance is
dropped on the east target area. The range also has simulated surface-to-
air missile firing and provides for laser ranging and targeting (US Navy
1982b). Targets are marked with a laser beam from the ground or
another aircraft. Ordnance with a guidance system that follows the
point illuminated by the laser is fired. Chaff, a material that jams

_enemy radar, and flares are dispensed over B-17 and the Dixie and .

Fairview Valleys by overflying aircraft (Science Engineering Associates
1989; SAIC 1991, 1994; Naval Research Laboratory 1995). The WISS at
the bull’s-eye provides electronic bomb scoring.

Contained within B-17 are one strafing banner, one bull’s-eye, a high-
explosive target impact area for ordnance up to 1,000 pounds, two

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

19



)

1. Purpose and Need

staffed EW radar sites, three spotting towers, and mock tactical target
sites, including mock enemy tanks, a mock ruaway, an army
compound, mock aircraft, and simulated industrial building complexes.
Some targets are moved to ‘enhance realism and to accommodate
training strategies. Remote controlled moving target vehicles, such as
mock tanks or missile launchers, are used for targeting but not for
ordnance delivery. ‘

B-19 Range: The B-19 range is west of the Blow Sand Mountains and 15.
miles south of NAS Fallon (Figure 1-1). Consisting of 17,332 acres, the
range was established by permit in 1945 and was indefinitely
withdrawn for Navy use in 1953. The range is used for strafing, laser
ranging and targeting, close air support, mortar, small arms, artillery
spotting, and practice/inert and live air-to-ground ordnance delivery
training using bombs and rockets. The range also has facilities to
support simulated surface-to-air missile firing. Electronic bull’s-eye
scoring is available with the WISS. A strafing banner, 2 conventional
bull’s-eye, a high explosive impact ares, and three spotting towers are
contained within B-19. The run-in lines for the range run west to east
for most operations and occasionally run from east to west. Live -
ordnance, up to 1,000 pounds, is dropped on the high explosive impact
target area. The southern border of the range is adjacent to the Walker
River Indian Reservation.

Shoal Site: The 7,405-acre shoal site consists of public land in the
northern part of the Sand Springs Mountain Range, approximately 30
miles southeast of NAS Fallon and two miles west of B-17 (Figure 1-1).
The plot is under the jurisdiction of the BLM, and the central portion
of the site is withdrawn by the DOE. The DOE site is approximately
four square miles in size and was used in 1963 to study seismic waves
produced by underground nuclear explosions. Deactivation of the site
began in 1964. A preliminary site assessment conducted in 1988 gave
the site a Hazard Ranking System score of 3.52. This score is below the
minimum score required for listing on the National Priorities List
under Superfund. The DOE is currently characterizing and finishing
remediation of surface areas so the site may be suitable for unrestricted
public use. Access to the deep subsurface will remain excluded (DOE
1996). After nuclear testing stopped, the site was used historically by

_ the Navy for simulated combat search and rescue training, integrated

with helicopter support. DOE approval is required for subsurface
disturbances in the shoal site. The Navy’s use has been and would
continue to be surface based.

The north and south portions of the shoal site were used by the Navy
under a BLM special land use permit obtained in 1965, prior to th
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enactment of FLPMA in 1976. The Navy's use of the central portion of
the shoal site was established in 1966 via a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) with the Atomic Energy Commission (now part
of the DOE). Navy use of the site terminated with the expiration of the
BLM special land use permit and MOU. The shoal site is not equipped
with targets, and ordnance is not expended there.

Dixie Valley Area: The portion of Dixie Valley affected by this action .
begins approximately 35 miles east of NAS Fallon and north of US
Highway 50 (Figure 1-1). While the Navy does not have jurisdiction
over the land in the Dixie Valley area, it maintains BLM rights-of-way
(ROW) permits for 16 one- to seven-acre EW emitter sites and a central
command center, termed “centroid,” in the Dixie Valley area. These
sites include associated powerlines, access roads, and communication
cables.

Aircraft within the Dixie Valley area perform electronic jamming, chaff
and decoy flare dispersion, and suppression defensive maneuvers to
avoid detection by simulated radar and missile sites prior to entering
B-17. No ordnance is authorized to be dropped on the Dixie Valley :
area. The Dixie Valley area has associated special use airspace that
allows for flights as low as 200 feet above ground level. This allows
pilots to perform realistic low-level flights over varying terrain to avoid
electronic detection prior to ordnance delivery at B-17. The majority of
the advanced strategic combat training is conducted at the Dixie Valley
area and B-17 range, making them the most intensively used areas in the
FRTC.

B-20 Range: The B-20 range is in the Carson Sink, approximatcly.ﬂ
miles east of Highway 95 and seven miles north of the Stillwater
Wildlife Management Area (Figure 1-1). Although B-20 is not directly
affected by the land withdrawal, it is critical to the FRTC and training
operations within commodore airspace. The proposed land withdrawal
would not withdraw any public land at B-20.

The range has been operational since the early 1940s and is composed
of 41,007 acres of withdrawn and acquired lands. Of the total acreage,
approximately 19,430 acres were acquired by condemnation from the
_ Southern Pacific Land Company. The remaining 21,577 acres were

withdrawn in 1986 by the Military Lands Withdrawal Act (PL 99-606)
for 15 years and are subject to renewal.

The B-20 range is used for air-to-ground bombing, strafing, and laser
targeting. The range contains one mock submarine, two strafing
banners, two bull’s-eyes, one laser bull’s-eye target, one lighted
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1.4.1 Introduction

1. Purpose and Need

helicopter pad, run-in lighting, two spotting towers, and electronic
scoring with the WISS. The range provides a high explosive impact
target area for high explosive ordnance up to 2,000 pounds and
practice/inert bombs.

The purpose of the proposed actioﬁ is twofold:

(1) Provide the necessary land area so the Navy can change and maintain -
realistic operational and strategic combat training at NAS Fallon; and

(2) Provide safety buffer zones around the training ranges, including Navy
control of lands containing off-range ordnance. '

NAS Fallon provides critical training for Navy pilots and aircrews. Changes
in technology and military strategy require that NAS Fallon change and
improve its realistic operational and strategic combat training. In order to
achieve the most realistic combat training possible, NAS Fallon needs to
create representative threat scenarios, to provide target location and
identification training and accurate tracking, and to replay training events
for users of the FRTC. To accomplish this, NAS Fallon must place visual
cueing devices on the FRTC and install additional electronic warfare sites
and TIS units supporting the TACTS. Such conditions require large
corridors of land with varying terrain. Within its training mission, NAS
Fallon also must protect the public from operational hazards. As discussed
below, the Navy has conducted a number of studies to define safety
footprints.

This section discusses in detail the needs for the land withdrawal. The

_section is presented in two parts, the first of which addresses ‘the

operational need for the withdrawal and the second of which presents the
need for a public safety buffer. -

142 Realistic Operational and Strategic Combat Training

The mission of NAS Fallon is to train and support Department of the Navy
and DOD activities. The Navy needs the public land withdrawal to
maintain and improve its training function. The availability of airspace over
a sparsely populated area and the proximity of the targets to the air statior

make NAS Fallon an ideal, highly cost-effective training facility that must
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be maintained. In order to retain current training capability and to meet
new training requirements resulting from changes in technology, this public
land withdrawal initiative is critical to the Navy’s training mission.

e Changes in Military Tecbnology and Training Operations: Military
 technology- has changed dramatically since the training ranges at NAS
Fallon were established. The modern Navy uses high-speed jets
equipped with state-of-the-art - weaponry and communication,
" navigation, and guidance systems. These jets can achieve high speeds -
and accurately target enemy installations. However, to be effective and
to maximize their performance in combat situations, pilots must have
intense and realistic training. Today’s pilots face a variety.of threats,
including heat-seeking, radar-guided surface-to-air missiles and enemy
aircraft. These threats require pilots to engage in countermeasures to
avoid enemy detection and attack. Examples of such measures include
dispersing chaff to interfere with enemy radar, releasing flares 1o decoy
surface-to-air or air-to-air missiles, and executing low evasive flight
patterns over varying terrain to avoid radar detection. Ordnance
delivery often must be conducted at high speeds and at varying
altitudes. Pilots also must be trained to engage in close air-to-air combat '
_ with enemy aircraft equipped with similar technology. A pilot’s actions
and reactions must be second nature under combat conditions. The
only way to achieve such skills is extensive training under
representative threat conditions. This is the objective of the training
ranges. ‘

Unlike the visual-only ordnance delivery techniques of World War II,

modern tactics rely on complex technology. There are three procedures

used for conventional combat targeting. First the pilot must identify an

object in the terrain, for example a military vehicle or building. This

can be done with or without radar or.infrared assistance. The pilot then

must mark and lock onto the specific target, using lasers and radar
- technology. Lastly the pilot must arm and fire the weapon.

To be effective, training operations must simulate enemy threat
environments, counterattacks, and complex targeting scenarios. The
mission of NSAWC at NAS Fallon and the incorporated Naval Strike
Warfare Center, TOPGUN, and Top Dome programs is to provide
_such tactical training. This training requires greater levels of realism
using state-of-the-art equipment at the training ranges. In order to
improve realism, the Navy needs to provide diverse combat training
scenarios. This can be achieved by using portable visual cueing devices
and by installing additional EW systems. Visual cueing devices allow
pilots to perform target identification and to simulate enemy sites, such
as surface-to-air missile launchers or radar sites. EW sites have been
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authorized through ROW reservations. It is critical for effective combat
training that these devices be portable and easily relocated to multiple
sites on different terrain. This mobility provides the flexibility to vary
training combat scenarios and to avoid redundant unrealistic tactical
combat training events. The current topography of land available to the
Navy near the ranges does not provide sufficient terrain or area to
simulate all threat environments.

D_éveloping adciition;l EW systems and TACTS would provide greater . )
training capability and would increase the margin of safety in the -

. training ranges. These EW systems provide electronic  threat

environments, simulating enemy counter attack methods. Additional
TACTS systems would provide the flexibility for range operators to
increase or decrease the density of simulated threats to pilots and would
improve accountability and safety. "

Chaff and decoy flares are used with such training. Section 2.3.1
describes these systems in greater detail. EW sites historically were
authorized on public lands through BLM right-of way permits. Because
of a recent amendment to the BLM’s Resource Management Plan,
initiated by the BLM Carson City District administrative interpretation
of FLPMA, EW sites now can be located on public lands only through .
the withdrawal process. The Navy will continue to work through BLM
direction and policies to locate and establish these systems.

Another critical component of effective combat training is integrated
air and ground training, including combat search and rescue, SEAL unit
training, noncombatant .evacuation training, and desert rescue training.
All of these activities require realistic combat training for effective
combat  performance.  Such training  requires  helicopter
insertion/extraction landing zones, parachute drop Zzones, and foot
patrol areas. Search and rescue and reconnaissance training also use
desert patrol vehicles (a modified dune buggy) for personnel transports.
Such activities require a linear corridor to simulate ingress/egress
scenarios and the varying terrain that could be encountered on enemy
territory. '

The NSAWC FRTC is the only tactical training range where the

_ combat search and rescue mission is conducted. The Navy recently

integrated combat search and rescue and intelligence training with
NATO allies. The amount of ground training integrated with aircraft
support is expected to continue at NAS Fallon, thereby requiring
suitable areas for quality training. ’
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The changes in military training requirements and the BLM Carson
City District administrative interpretation of FLPMA described above
have resulted in the inability of the Navy to meet current training
requirements within the footprint of present training range boundaries.
In addition to meeting public health and safety concerns, the proposed
withdrawal would allow the Navy to meet the training requirements of
its current and foreseeable training mission. Any Navy activity that

. becomes necessary outside of the proposed withdrawal footprint would

continue to be coordinated with.the BLM or other appropriate agency.

Tactical Training Requirements of the Navy: The strategic importance
of NAS Fallon has been further defined under the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990 (PL 101-510), commonly referred to as
BRAC. Pursuant to this act, many military facilities are being closed or
realigned. Three rounds of base closure and realignment decisions have
resulted in the closure of many western military facilities, including five
Navy facilities in the San Francisco Bay Area alone. Base closure
decisions have resulted in the realignment of training missions to
facilities, such as NAS Fallon, that were not slated for closure. This has
made NAS Fallon and the FRTC more strategically important for the
combat readiness of the Navy. The realignment of TOPGUN and Top
Dome to NAS Fallon are examples of BRAC actions and demonstrate
the long-term commitment of the Navy to NAS Fallon and its tactical
importance to the combat readiness of the military. '

NAS Fallon, along with the FRTC, is the only naval air station capable
of providing lodging, support, and integrated combat training for an
entire CVW. The Navy requires all CVWs to train at NAS Fallon for
four weeks as a prerequisite to deployment aboard aircraft carriers or
on overseas stations, highlighting the strategic importance of NAS
Fallon. In addition to training for CVWs, NAS Fallon is homeport to
an FRS detachment. When deployed to NAS Fallon, CVWs routinely
require exclusive use of the portion of the FRTC covered by the
TACTS systems that overlies B-17, B-19, and B-20, which can make
these ranges unavailable for non-CVW training. FRS units or other
activities desiring concurrent use of a training range are scheduled for
B-16, which is outside the TACTS tracking area. Dufing these times,
the training ranges are fully allocated.

In 1994, 31,147 sorties were flown at the training ranges (US Navy
1995¢). A sortie is a take-off and landing and can include up to 12
ordnance deliveries. Such efficient training per sortie is attributable to
the proximity of the ranges. The 1994 sorties included over 1,600 from
the Air Force and approximately 1,000 from the Marines (US Navy
1995c¢). ’
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Based on range use data for calendar year 1994, the four training ranges
(B-16, B-17, B-19, and B-20) had an average annual utilization rate of 83
percent (US Navy 1995¢). Utilization rates are determined by the
number of hours used at each range divided by the total hours available
at the ranges. Available hours are based on time of day (most
operations are conducted during the eight hour work day), range
maintenance schedules, and closure schedules for the ranges. Because of
these variables, a range is nmot available 100 percent of the time..
Recognizing that a- training range is not available 100 percent of the
time, the utilization rate of 83 percent is near range capacity.
Furthermore, the annual average does not highlight variances in use,
such as when both CVW and FRS training activities are being
conducted. During these times, demand for use of the ranges often
exceeds range availability. Figure 1-2 shows the 1994 utilization rates at
each of the ranges. Based on number of actual and projected sorties
flown at NAS Fallon, range utilization rates for 1995 to present would
be similar to 1994 as shown on Table 1-1.

Figure 1-2
Range Utilization in 1994
100.0
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Source: US Navy 1995c.

1Based on number of actual and projected sorties flown at NAS Falion,
_ range utilization rates for 1995 to present would be similar to 1994.
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Table 1-1
Annual Number of Sorties Flown at NAS Fallon 1994 to 19981

AN S g
FAFLT

31,147

29,577

32,227

1997 , < 33,802

1998 - - 30,000

1Actual sorties (1994 to 1997) based on NAS Fallon range utilization reports
(US Navy 1995¢, 1996c, 1997, 1998a). Projected sorties based on airfield and
airspace operational study report (US Navy 1996d).

Strategic Location and Cost-¢ffectiveness of the FRTC: NAS Fallon has
the facilities, airspace, weather, remoteness, equipment, ranges, and
impact areas necessary to conduct integrated strategic training for Navy
forces. Because NAS Fallon is in a remote location, it does not interfere
with major civilian airports. Unlike other remote Department of
Defense (DOD) air stations, NAS Fallon has the facilities and
infrastructure to accommodate an entire CVW, FRS detachment, and
visiting Navy, Air Force, Marine, and NATO allies units. The FRTCis
set up to simulate contingency operations typical of Navy missions. All
of the training ranges are within 30 air miles of NAS Fallon. This
allows for integrated range training, promotes fuel efficiency, and
reduces risk from travel time. In short, proximity of the ranges
minimizes operational costs and maximizes training time, thereby
allowing pilots to fly more training missions during their stay at NAS
Fallon. Similarly, the ranges are utilized by other aircrews, including
those from NAS Lemoore and Nellis AFB.

Transferring NAS Fallon training functions to other military facilities
is unlikely given that the FRTC is already in place. Large continuous
tracts of open land and airspace, as required for today’s military aircraft
training, would be difficult and costly to obtain, even if available. This
is discussed in more detail in Section 2.2.

Otber Concerns Related to Training. Some uses of lands adjacent to
training ranges are incompatible with range operations and can hinder

_ combat training efforts and degrade training.

New technologies that demand higher levels of combat training,
particularly with high-speed low-altitude flights, require wider margins
for safe operations. The Navy is concerned about current developments
discussed below. Land use compatibility concerns include urban growth
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near the training ranges and increased public use and development on
public lands.

Urban Growth. Most of the recent growth in Churchill County has
been west of the City of Fallon toward Sheckler Reservoir, specifically
along Highway 50, north of training range B-16. Continued
development around Fallon is expected. Development has raised land
use conflicts and noise complaints associated with modern -training
operations at B-16. ' ' '

Increased Use and Development On Public Lands. As the population has
increased in the Fallon area, more people are using public lands,
including lands around the NAS Fallon training ranges, for recreation,
motorized off-road activities, wildlife viewing, hunting, horseback

riding, and mining. The Sheckler Reservoir, north of B-16, is an
overflow water storage area that may support occasional recreational
activities.

Public lands east of B-17 historically have supported mining activity
and contain patented and unpatented mining claims. Most federal lands
near training areas support livestock grazing. Hazards to military uses
could result from nonmilitary uses in areas adjacent to the training
ranges, endangering pilots and aircrews. For example, tall structures
built adjacent to the training ranges could pose hazards to low-flying
aircraft by forcing aircraft to make nonstandard approaches to the
target. Such structures also may be mistaken for targets. The Navy is
working with the BLM to develop policies to avoid conflicts between
public land use and military. training.

1.43 Increase Control and Management of Safety Buffers

Several Navy studies identified potential safety hazards associated with the
NAS Fallon training ranges. These studies include the Hazard Analysis
Mitigation Report (US Navy 1995g), off-range ordnance sweeps conducted
near the ranges in 1989 and 1990 (US Navy 1990), the Range Air
Installation Compatible Use Zones (RAICUZ) stud); (US Navy 1982b), and
an updated RAICUZ study for B-16 (US Navy 1995, 1997). These studies
pointed out the need for a land withdrawal to increase public safety. Each
study is discussed individually below in Sections 1.4.3.1 through 1.4.3.5.

Hazards to the public, including off-range ordnance, aircraft mishaps, and
objects dropped from aircraft, can result from normal military operations.
Ordnance release is addressed in Sections 1.4.3.3 and 3.13.2 of this
document. As discussed in these sections, areas likely to be impacted by off-
range ordnance have been delineated by off-range ordnance sweeps (0.
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Navy 1990), a HAZARD analysis mitigation report (US Navy 1995h), and a
B-16 RAICUZ study (US Navy 1997); these areas are included in the

_ proposed withdrawal boundary as Category A lands (closed to public use).

Aircraft mishaps and objects dropped from aircraft are discussed in Section

3.13 of this document. Most aircraft mishaps occur at the air station or on
FRTC training ranges. Betrween 1989 and 1996, there were 18 mishaps
associated with NAS Fallon operations. Nine occurred on the air station
and nine occurred on the training ranges or on public or private sector land.
No civilians were involved in the mishaps. '

It was estimated that an average of 1.5 parts, consisting primarily of screws
and rivets, per 1,000 sorties fall off aircraft (SAIC 1991). Approximately
32,000 sorties were performed at NAS Fallon in 1994, resulting in
approximately 50 dropped objects. Most dropped objects occur between the
air station and the training ranges. Based on the analysis performed for the
Special Nevada Report, the statistical probability of people or structures
being struck by dropped objects is infinitesimal. The probabilities of being
struck by lightning, dropped ordnance, and dropped objects are 1:10%,
1:10%, and 1:10, respectively (SAIC 1991). This generated analysis does not
account for proximity to training ranges or airfields (i.e., the chances of
being involved in a mishap would be greater closer to the training ranges
and airfields). Given that the target areas within the NAS Fallon training
ranges and the air station are surrounded by withdrawn or Navy-
administered lands, the probability of a mishap approaches the stated
statistical probabilities. :

1.43.1 Hazard Analysis Mitigation Report

The Naval Air Station Fallon Ranges Hazard Analysis Mitigation Report,
September 1995, used the HAZARD methodology to identify land
surrounding the training ranges necessary to contain the ordnance delivered
during training activity (US Navy 1995g). The HAZARD analysis examines
effects of live and practice/inert ordnance delivery. Range safety zone A
represents the minimum land area needed to contain ordnance deployed
during air-to-ground training. '

The HAZARD methodology develops safety footprints showing the total
ground area needed to contain potential live and practice/inert off-range
ordnance for that range based on operational requirements and parameters.
The analysis accounts for specific types of aircraft, types of ordnance,
delivery parameters (including dive angle, release altitude, aircraft heading,
and airspeed), terrain, and self-imposed operational restrictions. Range
composite weapons safety footprints are developed by combining the
requirements and parameters for footprints developed for specific targets on
each range. Appendix D provides the executive summary and addendum of .
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the HAZARD report. The range composite weapon safery footprints for
B-16, B-17 and B-19 are presented on Figure 1-3. The safety footprint for
B-20 is within the existing range boundary (US Navy 1995g; US Navy
1995h). '

1432 RAICUZ Study for the B-16 Range Complex

Several factors have changed since the 1982 RAICUZ study ‘was pc‘rformed
that proxnpted the Navy to undertake an updated RAICUZ analysis for B- -

" 16. The use of different aircraft, changes in growth patterns west of the -

City of Fallon, and changes in flight patterns are among these factors. The
changes in aircraft flight patterns, resulting in part from concerns voiced by
state officials and residents of the Sheckler District north of B-16 that noise
levels from overflights near B-16 be reduced, include the recent realignment
of 12 MTRs to terminate at B-20, and the proposed changes to the flight
patterns and airspace designations around B-16 (Section 5.6.5).

The Navy conducted noise studies for these actions in 1995 and 1996; the
results of these studies are discussed in Section 5.6.6.7 of this document.
The revised B-16 RAICUZ Study is based on the noise data presented in the
new noise studies, updated weapon safety footprints (see Section 1.4.3.5),
and armed overflight zones (see Section 1.4.3.4). The revised B-16 RAICUZ
range safety zones (RSZ) are shown on Figure 1-4. Since the 1982 RAICUZ
study, the average noise exposure has decreased substantially. The 1982
RAICUZ study encompassed almost twice as much area in the 65 to 75 Ldn
(day-night average noise level) range over B-16 as the 1997 RAICUZ study.
The majority of lands within this 1997 area are immediately to the west of
the targets and over the B-16 training range. In addition, the noise exposure
Jevels above 75 Ldn have decreased dramatically since 1982.

RSZ A is the surface impact area and is centered on the range targets. The
area of armed overflight where the pilot arms the weapon system is referred
to as RSZ B. RSZ C is the area of safety concern and coincides with the
restricted airspace. RSZ A has decreased slightly in size, while both RSZ B
and RSZ C have decreased dramatically in size since 1982. RSZ C, in
particular, has decreased from over 167,000 acres to less than 30,000 acres,
and is limited to the restricted airspace in the immediate vicinity of the
range. There are no residences located under RSZ A or RSZ B. There are 12
residences located under the northeast extreme outside boundary of RSZ C.

The major findings of the 1997 RAICUZ include the following:

e RSZ A is entirely within the B-16 training range; portions of RSZ B’
and RSZ C are located outside the range on undeveloped federal land.
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o Land uses within the RAICUZ are primarily undeveloped, agricultural,
and rural residential in nature; therefore, relatively  few
incompatibilities can be expected.

e There are no land use incompatibilities around B-16 identified as a
result of noise-or from safety concerns related to RSZ A as RSZ A is
contained within the existing range area. Potential incompatibilities
within RSZ B areas include height limits and restrictions on large .
public congregations such as staging areas for recreational events.

e Land use areas of concern based on RSZs include only privately owned
lands within RSZ C. ‘

e No residences are located within RSZ A or B.

e Within RSZ C, 12 residential units were identified under the extreme
northeast corner of RSZ C, resulting in an estimated 31 people residing
within this area.

1.43.3 Off-range Ordnance Sweeps

Off-range ordnance sweeps. conducted in 1989 and 1990 found surface
ordnance on lands adjacent to the B-16, B-17, and B-19 training ranges
(Figure 1-5). Areas containing ordnance hazards were defined based on the
distribution of surface ordnance located during sweeps.

Sweep Metbodology

The personnel involved in the ordnance sweeps included a team of 115
military personnel, a helicopter survey/debris removal team, consisting of
eight personnel, and an explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) team. The
survey area covered 226,592 acres. Surface ordnance, suspected ordnance, and
scrap were located through systematic sweeps of the survey area. EOD teams
followed the sweep to identify and to detonate any ordnance located. The
‘effectiveness of the search operations was calculated through a sweep
effectiveness probability test. During this test, the area ahead of the sweep
line was “salted” with several control ordnance items, and the items were
collected by the sweep team as it proceeded through the salted area. The
sweep effectiveness is expressed as the percentage of the known salted items
actually collected by the sweep team.

Sweep Findings

This anal.ysis determined that 24,464 acres of land now administered by the
BLM contain off-range ordnance and should be closed to protect the publi
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1. Purpose and Need

from exposure to ordnance hazards (US Navy 1990). In January 1991, the
BLM requested the Navy to post notices or to fence off all 24,464 acres and
requested that the Navy submit a withdrawal application. Approximately
16,714 acres of this area overlapped the areas that were previously identified
in the 1982 RAICUZ recommendation for withdrawal. Therefore,
approximately 7,750 additional acres were recommended for withdrawal on
the basis of the sweeps. BLM and the Navy agree that such closed properties
should be withdrawn and placed under Navy control and management.

The BLM land near B-16 contained only practice ordnance, which'may or
may not have spotting charges or other ‘reactive materials for scoring
purposes, but has no live explosive fillers (see Section 3.13). Practice
ordnance may be described as inert ordnance, though to be classified as
inert, ordnance must be verified by an inspector and then certified as inert.
An additional 12,180 acres north of B-16 and administered by BUREC were
found to contain practice/inert ordnance (Figure 1-5). The BUREC did not
request that the Navy fence or withdraw these lands. Should the BUREC
ever propose to relinquish its control of these public lands, the Navy would
submit an application to BLM for withdrawal.

The effectiveness of sweeps in clearing surface ordnance is estimated to be
92.7 percent. This means that approximately seven percent of off-range
ordnance has mot been identified. Subsurface off-range ordnance is more
likely to remain than surface ordnance, given the difficulty of locating it.
New ordnance remediation technology has been developed by the Naval
Research Laboratory. This technology, tested at the Badlands Bombing
Range in South Dakota and demonstrated at several other test ranges
throughout the country, had an estimated detection efficiency of 96 percent.
NAS Fallon is working with the Walker River Paiute Tribe to investigate the
potential use of this technology for off-range ordnance lands at NAS Fallon.
Section 3.13 provides additional information on off-range ordnance sweep
methodology and results.

In December 1989, the Navy, BLM, and the Nevada Department of

Conservation and Natural Resources signed a memorandum of agreement

requiring the Navy to conduct annual reconnaissance sweeps around the

training ranges for off-range ordnance. The memorandum of agreement,

updated in 1995, provides a process for the retrieval, transport, and disposal
_of off-range ordnance (US Navy 1995j). The memorandum will terminate

upon implementation of the proposed action, though the Navy will
continue the sweeps.

1.43.4 Armed Overflight Zones

RSZ B begins where the pilot arms the weapon system. Amﬁng is required
for both practice/inert and live ordnance. Inadvertent release of ordnance in
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these areas could pose safety hazards to other users. Land uses that have the’ -
potential to attract congregations of people or require structures above 50
feet in height are not compatible in RSZ B.

The distance from the target at which arming occurs.is determined by the
location of the targets on the range as well as the weapons delivery tactics
selected on those targets. Ingress to the target and electronic warfare threats
also need to be taken into consideration.

The armed o§erﬂight ‘zone for the B-16 modifications discussed in Section

'5.6.5 begins south of the southern range boundary, as shown in Figure 1-4.

It continues to where it meets RSZ A. The RSZ B area south of B-16 was
not needed for withdrawal because the Navy and BLM agreed that the BLM
could effectively manage this area by implementing land use restrictions,

" such as height limitation, in armed overflight areas. For B-17 and B-19, the

overflight zones begin at points coincident with or well inside the proposed
withdrawal boundaries. The BLM can not manage armed overflight areas
associated with these two training ranges because these areas are also
proposed for integrated air and ground training.

1.43.5 RAICUZ Study
The 1982 RAICUZ study identified areas surrounding the training ranger

“where the possibility of accidents and the level of noise from Nav,

activities exceed Navy guidelines for nonmilitary land uses. “The study
mapped noise contours for each range, identified areas where potential
noise and safety hazards conflict with existing land use, and recommended
withdrawal buffer areas for each range (summarized in Figure 1-6). The

~ RAICUZ analysis was used to determine the original land withdrawal

footprint, recommending that 181,323 acres of federally controlled land
around the training ranges be withdrawn to provide for tactical training and
to create a buffer. Appendix C presents an overview of the RAICUZ
process and a summary from the RAICUZ report. '

Since the 1982 RAICUZ was conducted, the studies above (see Section
1.4.3) were conducted to address range safety requirements and to revise the
RAICUZ findings. These efforts updated and improved upon' the 1982
RAICUZ modeling process, refining the data and analysis and providing for
changes in types of aircraft and training at NAS Fallon and the FRTC. A
summary of the 1982 RAICUZ report is presented in this EIS to express the
need for the original proposed action (Alternative I). The other alternatives
evaluated in this FEIS reflect the findings of more recent studies.
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15 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1.5.1 Public Scoping

Pursuant to NEPA, a public scoping process for the land withdrawal EIS
was conducted from May 12, 1995, through July 7, 1995. The public was
notified of the Navy's intent to prepare this EIS by a notice of intent (NOD
published in the May 12, 1995, issue of the Federal Register (Vol. 60, No.
92). To initiate the scoping process, a public notice was published on two.
consecutive days in two local newspapers, the Reno Gazette-Journal and
Lahontan Valley News. Scoping letters, with an attached summary of the
proposed public land withdrawal, were mailed to over 200 public agencies,
public interest groups, and individuals either known to have an interest in
or expected to have an interest in the land withdrawal. Appendix B lists the
agencies, organizations, and individuals on the distribution list.

Both the scoping letter and public notices invited written comments and
announced that public scoping meetings would be held at the Airport Plaza
Hotel in Reno, Nevada, on June 6, 1995, and at the Fallon Convention
Center in Fallon, Nevada, on June 7, 1995. Each scoping meeting was
attended by approximately 80 individuals, including agency representatives
and members of the public. Approximately 40 individuals spoke at the
meetings. During this EIS scoping process, 53 letters were received from
members of the public, interested groups, and federal, state, and local
agencies. The written and oral comments identified several issues and areas
of concern.

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 5.6.5, 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
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1. Purpose and Need

open house on July 17,. 1996, to discuss these changes. The Navy is
continuing to work closely with FAA regarding these changes and this
issue. : '

Public scoping also was conducted for the land withdrawal proposal in 1982
and 1987. These scoping processes included publishing notices in the
Federal Register and local papers, conducting scoping meetings, and sending
notification letters. Comments received during these periods were similarto
those discussed above and were considered in the 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 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, to
respond to concerns of citizens of Eureka and Lander Counties voiced at
the Reno and Fallon public hearings. Approximately 50 individuals
attended this meeting. ' ,

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
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FEIS is published. After the 30-day no action period, a ROD) will be
prepared.

1.6 OTHER RELATED ACTIONS

The Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-606) withdrew
Bravo-20 Training Range, Nevada (21,576 acres); Nellis Air Force Range,

Nevada (2,945,000 acres); Barry M. Goldwater Air Force Range, Arizona .
(2,664,423 acres); McGregor Range, New ‘Mexico (608,385 acres); Fort ~
Greely Maneuver Area (571,995 acres) and Fort Greely Air Drop Zone,
Alaska (51,590 acres); and Fort Wainwright Maneuver Area, Alaska (247,952
acres). Section 6 of the act specified that “no later than five years after the
date of enactmient of (the) Act, the Secretary of the Air Force, the Secretary
of the Navy, and the Secretary of the Interior shall submit to Congress a
joint report.” This report, entitled the “Special Nevada Report,” was to
include an analysis and evaluation of the effects on public health and safety
resulting from DOD and DOE military and defense-related uses on
withdrawn public lands in Nevada and in airspace overlying the state. The
Draft Special Nevada Report was released to the public in December 1990;
the final report was released in 1991. Although not a NEPA document, the
report contains an extensive analysis of the cumulative environmental effects
of military land withdrawals in Nevada.

The Military Lands Withdrawal Act also requires the Navy and Air Force to
prepare environmental impact statements that analyze the potential
environmental effects of their continued use of withdrawn lands in Nevada.
The Navy’s EIS will be completed by November 1998.
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2.1

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter presents the proposed action, alternative selection process,
alternatives considered in detail, and alternatives considered but eliminated.
Land use classifications that would be applied to the withdrawn areas are .
discussed, along with reasonably foreseeable military activities on the

withdrawn lands. All alternatives considered in detail are consistent with -

the purpose and need described: in Chapter 1 and represent reasonable
choices of options that meet safety, training, and mission requirements of
NAS Fallon. A comparison of the relative environmental impacts of each
alternative also is provided. Detailed analyses of environmental
consequences and proposed mitigations are presented in Chapter 4.

PROPOSED ACTION

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 safery
buffers. All lands proposed for withdrawal are now adxmmstered by the
BLM, BUREC, or DOE.

" As discussed in Section 2.2, three action alternatives are evaluated in detail.

These alternatives would withdraw between 127,365 and 189,080 acres of
public land around 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 lands known to be

~ contaminated or having the potential to be contaminated with ordnance

would be withdrawn (see Sections 1.4.3.1 and 1.4.3.3 and Figures 1-3 and
1-5). Specific acreages and miaps of the withdrawal areas for each alternative
are presented in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.3. The Navy would withdrawal the
2,765 acres of DOE land at the shoal site under all action alternatives. The
DOE would retain responsibility for all subsurface resources and activities.
The Navy would be responsible only for surface training activities.

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.
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Category A lands will be managed by the Navy and will be closed to public
uses. Category B lands will be managed by the Navy in conjunction with
the BLM, BUREC, and DOE 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 coordination
with the BLM, BUREC, and DOE. This management plan provides specific
land use policies for the withdrawn lands in conformance to those presented
" in this FEIS (Appendix J). The land use categories are discussed in detail in .
Section 2.3.2. ' ‘ L ' o

The land withdrawal will not cause an increase in total air operations or the
size of the training range impact areas. Realistic military combat training
requires using visual cucing devices, developing EW and TACTS sites, and
employing tactical training scenarios, including ground-based combat search
. and rescue, close air support operations, and the use chaff and flares.

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 on withdrawn lands in the Dixie and Fairview Valley areas and
east of B-19. Not all visual cueing device sites would be occupied at one
time (i.c., there would never be 50 visual cueing devices on the withdrawn
lands at one time). Typically, only three to six visual cueing devices are
used at a time during air wing training events. ‘

Integrated air and ground training activities also will take place on the
withdrawn lands. A typical ground training portion of the exercise will
consist of two vehicles and six personnel. Under desert rescue scenarios, 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. If other public land users are on the withdrawn land
1o be used for training, the Navy would avoid other public land users.
These activities are described in detail in Section 2.3.1.

All EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites will be located away from
semsitive resources to avoid adverse impacts and will undergo National
Historic Preservation Act, Section 106, and 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.
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Any military use that became 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. :

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives Formula;ion Pmcm

In developing potential alternatives, the Navy cbordina;cd a number of

actions, including the following:

e Assessed current and future training and operational requirements for

the FRTC;

Conducted RAICUZ and noise modeling analyses, off-range ordnance
sweeps, and HAZARD modeling to assess, quantify, and illustrate
safety hazards on lands around the training ranges;

Consulted with the BLM on their administrative authority to manage
land for public safery and the Navy mission;

Identified types of land uses incompatible with military operations;

Established an interdisciplinary team of Navy environmental planners,
training range operators, natural resource specialists, ordnance experts,
flight commanders, and real estate specialists;

Consulted with the BUREC, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),
DOE, Bureau of Indian Affairs, state of Nevada, and othe'_r federal,
state, and local agencies and organizations with an interest in the
action; and

Conducted public scoping in 1982, 1987, and 1995 (Section 1.5 and
Appendix A).

From this process, seven action alternatives, in addition to the No Action
Alternative,” were developed. To determine if the alternatives were
reasonable and would meet the purpose and need of the proposed action,
three evaluation criteria were established. For an alternative to be

considered in detail, it had to fulfill all three evaluation criteria summarized

below.

The action must preserve the training mission of NAS Fallon, as
required for national defense. To achieve this the action must:
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e Manitor and prevent incomphible land uses that could jeopardize
aircrew safety or military training needs, including high- and low-
altitude high-speed aerial weapons training.

o Plan land withdrawal configuration to facilitate the combat search
and rescue, close air support, and other small ground training
operations, such as those conducted by groups of special forces
personnel. Maintain and improve state-of-the-art realistic military
combat training, including the continued use of chaff, installation - -
of EW, TACTS, and visual cueing devices, and combat search and
rescue and close air support training scenarios. '

e Allow for the most effective and efficient use of training time while
minimizing fuel consumption and unnecessary expenditure of
. aircraft service life in a nonproductive transit mode.

2. 'The action must protect the public from safety hazards that relate to.
" air-to-air combat training, evasive air-to-ground combat tactical
training, and ordnance delivery training. Potential hazards include off-
range ordnance and low-flying aircraft. To achieve this, the action must
meet the requirements of the HAZARD modeling report for all
training ranges and the B-16 RAICUZ study; and must protect the
public from areas that are known to be contaminated with off-range
ordnance. '

3. The action must minimize disruption of the BLM mission to provide
for multiple uses on federal lands and the BUREC mission to
administer the Newlands project. The action also should allow
maximum public access within safety parameters by minimizing the
size of the withdrawal area and by limiting restrictions proposed for
withdrawn lands. In addition, the action should not interfere with
BUREC operations of the Newlands reclamation project.

The BLM’s mission is to manage, protect, and improve lands to serve
the needs of the public for all times. Management is based on the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield of our nation’s resources
within a framework of environmental responsibility and scientific
technology. These resources include recreation, rangelands, timber,
minerals, watershed, fish and wildlife, wilderness, air, and scenic,
scientific, and cultural values. '

222  Alternatives Considered in Detail

Three action alternatives were determined to meet the identiﬁe;:l purpose
and need, and these are analyzed in detail in the FEIS. Alternative II has
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been selected as the preferred alternative because it meets most training and
safety requirements and minimizes the amount of land proposed for
withdrawal. All action alternatives considered withdraw the lands known to
contain off-range ordnance. The alternative withdrawal footprints are
shown on Figure 2-1. Table 2-1 provides the proposed withdrawal acreages
for each alternative by training area. Section 2.3 provides detailed maps and
discussions of each withdrawal alternative. The alternatives considered in
detail are summarized below. :

o Alternative I. 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.

This alternative meets safety requirements and provides additional 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).

e Alternative II (Preferred Alternative). Approximately 127,365 acres of
land would be withdrawn, about 62,000 acres less than under
Alternative I 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 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 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 of
land in the Dixie Valley area, just north of Highway 50 and northwest
of B-17, would be included (areas in blue on Figure 2-1). This area
would provide a continuous land management link between the Dixie
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‘ TABLE 2-1
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES BY ACREAGE
Withdrawal | Existing Alternative Alternative I (Prefecred)’ | .. Alternativenl’ | No Action
Ara | Acreage! [ Gategory | Category | Category | Category| | Cafegory | Category | Albernatjog
B A | B .?"'I'ota_l A B ﬂ 'lbtzl B _ Total' W
B-16 17,280 640 33,385 34,025 640 - 9,760 10,400 640 9,760 '.10,400 0
B-17 21,400 33,400 2,495 35,895 33,400 0 © 33,400 33,400 0 33,400 0
B-19 17,332 6,240 12,840 19,080 6,240 5,960 12,200 6,240 5,960 12,200 0
Shoal Site 0 0 7,405 7,405 0 2,765 2,765 0 2765 | 2765 0
Dixie Valley | 200 ROW) o | 92675 | 92675 o| 68600 | 68,600 0| 94000 | 94,000 0
‘area ' ‘
TOTAL 56,212 40,280 148,800 | 189,080 - 40,280 87,085 127,365 40,280 112,485 152,765 0

ROW: Right-of-way permits issued by the BLM to the Navy
" 1Current withdrawn acreage
? Additional approximate acreage proposed for withdrawal

YIncludes 6,100-acre panhandle

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Ran ) ¢y and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV

-



R27E R28BE R29E
]
H
z
E i
i
ettt e cmressestttes cen b TSI != -
j 5
Q
z o |
fa !
.L, R
PRI &
—_ e e -
1
z i
(-]
-

AN off<range ordnance identified |

TI16N

LEGEND:

N\ NAS Fallon and Ranges

Public Land Administered by BLM
Containing Off—Range Ordnance

% Public Land Administered by BUREC
///// Containing Inert Off—Range Ordnance

i 0 25 5

N b ——
| 1"=5Mi.
(APPROXIMATE)

Off—range ordnance sweeps identified 24,464 acres

of public land administered by the BLM that potentially
contain off-range ordnance. Of these lands, 1,920
acres around B—16 contain inert ordnance while

the remaining lands potentially contain live ordnance.
The sweeps also identified 12,180 acres of public land
administered by the BUREC north of B—16 that
potentially contain off-range ordnance, all of which

is inert.
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NAS Fallon, Nevada
Figure 1-5
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The 1982 RAICUZ Study provides detailed analysis
of safety and noise zones around the training

ranges.
develop

withdrawal area.

Range Sofety Zone (RSZ) A
Noise Zone (NZ) 1-3 (subzones A1,A2,A3)

Range Safety Zone (RSZ) B
Noise Zone (NZ) 1-3 (subzones B1,82,83)

Range Safety Zone (RSZ) C
Noise Zone (NZ) 1-3 (subzones C1,C2,C3)

Minimum surface impact area around targets,
zone of maximum concern

Area of armed overflight, zone of moderate
concern

Minimum restricted airspace, zone of minimum]
concern

65 Lgnand below

66 through 75 Ly,

76 Lgnand above

Average noise level day/night in decibels

) 2.5 s
N 17=5MI,
I (APPROXIMATE)

The results of this study were used to
the original (Alternative 1) proposed land

RAICUZ Study:

Range Safety Zones
and Noise Zones

NAS Fallon, Nevada
Figure 1-6

Source: U.S. Novy, 1982b.

1-27




iz d

il d {’) Ll e

e A
P

&

el

ol preRty g ]

52

L o)

P4 - - 2

. J sl

~sere - 02/8/%7 - B

D288\

R27E R2BE R29€ R3IOE R31E R32E g R33E R34E R35E
- - I I T
z
o
These areas are proposed for
9 ‘ withdrawal in Alternatives Il and L
= | ¢ g | /
| y -
g ||
3 & © v % <
o (= —
" D
- A Q&
©d &
2 _ ! !
L= 13) o l I
=z b3 .,O 4 At the Dixie Volley area, lfands proposed for
] withdrawal in all alternatives are shaded green. In
" CITY OF addition, the following withdrawals are proposed:
Note: Private land. Not proposed —] I I N~ FALLON Aiternative I: The area outlined in blue.
for withdrawal. [ LI % ? & ™~ Alternative Il: The area outlined in orange.
I » . —_— = Ea— Alternative Ill: The area outlined in green.
SHECKLER
L—_ RESERVOIR 85 ‘«‘
Z A
2 \8
. LAHONTAN 2
MOUNTAINS ~
N
<
— = e 4
. q‘b These areas are f
/ \ W proposed for -
&g 16/ withdrawal in all f
§ ﬁ & % alternatives except
L “ wf7 Alternative |. cf
CARSON LAKE ,
L K
%, : | &
- I - i i _‘__ g _-—M ' ____ At range B—17, lands proposed
for withdrawal in all olternatives
WHITE THRONE are shaded in green. The
F4 MOUNTAIN additional lands outlined in blue
= L are proposed for withdrawa! only
in Alternative I.
At ranges B-16, B-19, and
the shoal site, londs proposed .
for withdrowal in all
aiternatives are shaded in
green. The odditional lands z
outlined in blue are proposed s
for withdrawal only in 0 25 s
Alternative . vl
Vo - N 17501,
I \ , )y l : — — I (APPROXIMATE)

>

The three action alternatives would
withdraw varying amounts of land
around the NAS Fallon training ranges.
The No Action Alternotive would not
withdraw any land.

Source: Tetra Tech

LEGEND:

777

———— Additional Land Proposed for Withdrawal in Alternative | : Comparison of
Additional Land Proposed for Withdrawal in Alternative i All,ernative Withdrawal Footprints

NAS Falion and Ranges

Navy—owned Land in Dixie Valley Additional Land Proposed for Withdrawal in Alternative Ili

NAS Fallon, Nevada
Proposed for Withdrawal : [

in all Alternatives : _ . FigureZ'l




2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

Valley area and B-17. Lands within the Nevada Department of
Transportation 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 (WSA), 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
Alrernative I would not be withdrawn. ,

As part of this withdrawal, a parcel of land approximately one mile
wide (one section wide) will connéct 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 to the other.
Additionally, it will permit the placement and movement of 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-sponsored training 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 I 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 footprint 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 III allows for integrated air and ground training and
operations in concert with carrier air wing 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 II, the larger
Dixie Valley area with the panhandle would allow for maximum
combat training flexibility but would withdraw more land. All land
known to contain off-range ordnance would be withdrawn.

I'Eleortbe Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

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

e 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 identified as containing off-ringe-
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 appropriate management
responsibility for land containing off-range ordnance because the lands
would not be under Navy control. It does not provide for the safety -
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
combat situations. The No Action Alternative does not meet the
mission evaluation criteria; 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]).

223  Alternatives Not Considered in Detail

Four alternatives were eliminated from detailed study because they did not

. fulfill one or more of the evaluation criteria. Each alternative is presented
below, along with a discussion on why it was not considered further. This
analysis is consistent with CEQ regulations that require agencies to
“rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and
for all alternatives that were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss
the reasons for their having been eliminated” (40 CFR 1502.14 [a]).

o Increase the Size of the Withdrawal. This alternative would withdraw
over 200,000 acres of public land to include the widest safety buffer
specified by the various studies, with the exception of land located on
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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.

RAICUZ Withdrawal. This alternative would withdraw 181,323 acres

of public land, as recommended by the 1982 RAICUZ study. The 7,750 '

acres 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.

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 around the FRTC training ranges defined
through HAZARD modeling (Figure 1-3). These buffers, which are
“based on operational requirements and parameters, are necessary 1o
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 1o
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, 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
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

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 alternative would not give the NSAWC the flexibility to quickly
respond to 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 DOD safety requirements and
policies. Because this alternative does not meet the above requirements,
it was not carried forward for detailed analysis.

Relocate All or Part of the FRTC. 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. '

Relocate the FRTC: Relocating the FRTC would involve identifying
new or available existing airspace and identifying or constructing
aircraft and personnel support facilities. New restricted airspace would
have to be allocated by the FAA in order for the Navy to operate at
new location. Current FAA regulations require that all land under
newly designated restricted airspace be owned by or be under the
control of the user of the airspace if the user’s operations require flights
under 1,200 feet above ground level. NAS Fallon’s restricted airspace
covers approximately 2,000 square miles, or over 1.2 million acres, and
NAS Fallon performs operations below 1,200 feet. This amount of land
or more would therefore be required to relocate the FRTC. Figure 5-2
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depicts the existing restricted and military operations area designated
for NAS Fallon.

Establishing new restricted airspace for Navy operations would require
the Navy to purchase or withdraw more land than is withdrawn at
existing ranges. For example, relocating B-16 to a new range would
require the Navy to purchase or withdraw at least 10 square miles of
land for the training area and approximately 100 square miles of land

for the restricted airspace, as required by FAA regulations. In addition,

there are very few tracts of land this large available in the United States
that would be compatible with military operations. The environmental
impacts from relocation would be decidedly greater than the impacts
from withdrawing land around the current ranges.

Neither Nellis AFB nor any other DOD facility has the available range
and airspace capacity to accommodate the training mission of NAS
Fallon. In addition, the ranges at Nellis AFB are test and evaluation
(T&E) ranges that focus on research and development operations, while
the FRTC is an operations and maintenance (O&M) combit training
range facility. While some training may be conducted at T&E ranges, it
is not a priority within the T&E mission, and the availability of
combat training systems, targets, and resources is severely limited. In
addition, the FRTC offers a unique configuration of land and airspace
designations, allowing for types and levels of combat training not
available elsewhere in the region. NAS Fallon has the airspace, weather,
remoteness, training systems, ranges, and range impact areas necessary
to conduct the required training operations.

NAS Fallon is the only regional facility capable of supporting the 1,500
to 2,000 personnel during the four-week CVW training. No other
regional DOD facility has the available operational infrastructure, such
as hangar and ramp space or maintenance facilities for F/A-18 aircraft.
While additional facilities could be constructed at another installation,
Congressional approval for funding would be required at a time when
the political climate tends towards downsizing military facilities.

Relocating the FRTC does not offer a reasonable alternative to the
proposed action. Establishing a new FRTC 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 impracticability of creating new
military installations. Relocating the FRTC to other regional ranges is
not an option because regional ranges do not have the available airspace
or suppoﬁ facilities to accommodate the amount or type of training
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activities performed at the FRTC. For these reasons, this alternative
was eliminated from further consideration.

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. The Navy has rerouted 12
MTRs from B-16 and is proposing changes to the approach pattern to
B-16, thereby reducing noise and safety concerns. .

Closing B-16 without replacement is not a reasonable opt'ion—be'cause it -
would adversely affect the training mission of NAS Fallon. If it were
possible to relocate training from B-16 to another training range at
NAS Fallon, it would adversely affect the long-term viability and
strategic importance of the FRTC and NAS Fallon The strategic
importance of B-16 is described below:

. Most of the basic and intermediate training is performed at B-16,
leaving the remaining NAS Fallon ranges available for advanced
training.

. B-16 is the only range at NAS Fallon that is not used during a
major air wing event and therefore is the only range available for
other training events during these times.

. B-16is used daily under current operating conditions. In 1994, over
1,500 basic air-to-ground practice/inert ordnance delivery sorties
used B-16 (US Navy 1995c). B-16 has become increasingly
important since TOPGUN and Top Dome relocated to NAS
Fallon..

. In addition to servicing training functions at NAS Fallon, B-16 has
a separate airspace that is used by other air training units from -
NAS Lemoore, California, NAS Cecil Field, Florida, NAS
Whidbey Island, Washington, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Yuma, Arizona, Nellis AFB, Nevada, MCAS Miramar, California,
Mt. Home AFB, Idaho, Luke AFB, Arizona, and Hill AFB, Utah.
Therefore, closing B-16 without replacement would affect training
operations throughout the DOD. '

. Under BRAC, many Navy air stations ard Air Force bases are
being closed or realigned. Consolidating those facilities makes NAS
Fallon and the FRTC, which includes B-16, more strategically
important for combat readiness training.
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Relocate B-16_Operations to Qther Regional Ranges: Moving B-16

operations to other regional ranges, such as Nellis AFB, does not meet
the evaluation criteria and is not a reasonable alternative to the
proposed action for the following reasons:

- - Using B-16 for training minimizes en route travel time, thereby
maximizing actual training time. Relocating B-16 operations would
not promote efficiency or maximize training time.

-« Other regional ranges also are reaching capacity because of military
realignments under BRAC. Therefore, combat training time could
not be guaranteed, preventing NAS Fallon from fulfilling its
mission as a training facility.

- The ranges at Nellis AFB are T&E ranges that focus on research
and development operations, while the FRTC is an O&M combat
training range facility. While some training may be conducted at
T&E ranges, it is not a priority within the T&E mission, and the
availability of combat training systems, targets, and resources is
severely limited. :

. Using other ranges would not be cost-effective because additional
fuel would be required for transit to the ranges.

- Relocating B-16 to a new range would require the Navy to
purchase or withdraw at least 10 square miles of land for the
training area and approximately 100 square miles of land for the
restricted airspace, as required by FAA regulations. '

Relocate B-16 Operations to B-20: Moving B-16 operations to an
expanded B-20 range does not meet the evaluation criteria and is not a
reasonable alternative to the proposed action for the following reasons:

- B-20 is commonly used concurrently with the FRTC qirspace in
major air wing and joint service training events. This limits its
availability to the fleet replacement squadrons and the other DOD
services for basic air-to-ground training.

- B-16 has completely separate airspace from the rest of the FRTC.
When advanced combat training is taking place in the FRTC (using
most or all of the FRTC airspace), B-16 can be used independently
but concurrently for basic air-to-ground training.

- B-20 is comprised of alternating sections of private and public land.
The Navy acquired the private land and in 1986 withdrew the
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public land. The approximately 21,500 acres of withdrawn public
lands within B-20 could revert out of Navy control in 2001.

A summary matrix that compares cach alternative considered to the
evaluation criteria is presented in Table 2-2. The table is divided into two
sections, “Alternatives that Meet the Evaluation Criteria® and “Alternatives
that Do Not Meet the Selection Criteria.”

USES AND CLASSIFICATION OF WITHDRAWN LAND

This section addresses the military activities that could take place on
withdrawn lands under all action alternatives that were considered in detail.
It also describes land use categories in which withdrawn land would be
placed. The land use categories describe the public access conditions and
reasonably foreseeable land management procedures on the lands that
would promote multiple uses as appropriate with safety hazards.

2.3.1 Military Activities Common to All Action Alternatives

The purpose of Navy training at NAS Fallon is to present a coordinated E
integrated air wing training scenario representative of combat situations
Navy personnel may face around the world. Realistic and strategic combat
training requires using visual cueing devices, developing additional EW and
TACTS sites, conducting integrated air and ground training operations, and
continued use of chaff and flares. One purpose of the proposed land
withdrawal is to provide the area necessary to accommodate these training
activities. Each military activity as currently conducted is briefly discussed
below. The majority of military use of the withdrawn lands would occur
during the four to six air wing events that occur each year. Each air wing
event lasts for four weeks, with one week of that training spent in the
classroom. Types of training conducted and requirements supporting that

“training may change from time to time, reflecting changes in military

technology developed by our forces as well as that of potential adversaries.

e EW and TACTS Sites: Up to five EW or TACTS sites would be
developed on the withdrawn lands. Each EW site would occupy fewer
than five acres, while each TACTS site would occupy less than one
acre. Establishing five new EW or TACTS sites would bring the total
number of such sites within the FRTC to 67. This includes the 62 sites
already established through BLM rights-of-way. These 62 sites -are in
remote locations throughout central Nevada. The exact locations of the

. new sites have not been determined, but all would be within the
withdrawn lands at B-17, B-19, and the Dixie Valley area where
_ possible. Any military use that becomes necessary outside of the
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TABLE 2-2
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES TO EVALUATION CRITERIA
v NAS FALLON MISSION PUBLIC SAFETY -

CRITERIA| Permits Realistic | Allows for Integrated |- . Meets RAICUZ/ - Withdraws Provides Multiple Use and
' State-of-the-art Air and Ground _HAZARD Study }All Lands Contaminated Maximum Access on Public

Training Training " Requirements  [With Off-range Or Lands

Operations ] -

IALTERNATIVES ' )

ALTERNATIVES THAT MEET EVALUATION CRITERIA AND THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Allows for public use,

Alternative 1 Partially provides | Provides moderate Withdraws all land Withdraws all land
{189,080 acres] operational areas | training capabilities. recommended in identified in BLM except on off-range
for modern Does not connectto | studies emergency closure ordnance lands, HAZARD
training existing Navy-owned areas, and fenced EW sites
land . where use is restricted
Alternative II- Provides Connects Dixie Withdraws identified | Withdraws all land Allows for public use,
(Preferred operational areas | Valley areato land except where no | identified in BLM except on off-range
Alternative) for modern existing Navy-owned | longer required emergency closure ordnance lands, HAZARD
{127,365 acres) training lands, providing because of areas, and fenced EW sites
training corridor operational changes where use is restricted.
Smallest Dixie Valley
footprint
Alternative Il Provides Provides maximum Withdraws identified | Withdraws all land Allows for public use,
[152,765 acres) operational areas | training capabilities land except where no | identified in BLM except on off-range
for modern with corridor and longer required emergency closure ordnance lands, HAZARD
training “ large Dixie Valley because of areas, and fenced EW sites -
area operational changes where use is restricted
No Action Does not provide | Does not provide Withdraws no land. | Withdraws no land Off-range ordnance lands
Alternative for realistic state- | improved training Does not meet study | identified in BLM would remain closed to
[0 acres] of-the-art capabilities requirements emergency closure public use. Multiple use
operations would remain on other

lands

ALTERNATIVES THAT DO NOT MEET EVALUATION CRITERIA

Increase the Size of Provides Provides moderate Withdraws all land Withdraws all land Allows for public use but
the Withdrawal operational areas | training capabilities. | recommended in identified in BLM withdraws more land than
[200,000 acres] for modern Does not connectto | studies emergency closure required for operations
. training existing Navy
owned land
RAICUZ Provides Provides moderate Withdraws all land Would not withdraw all | Allows for public use,
Withdrawal operational areas | training capabilities. | recommended in off-range ordnance land | except on off-range
{181,323 acres] for modern Does not connect to | studies identified in BLM ordnance lands, HAZARD
training existing Navy- emergency closure areas, and EW sites where
owned land use is restricted
Off-range Ordnance | Does not provide | Does not provide Withdraws only off- | Withdraws all land Off-range ordnance lands
Withdrawal for realistic state- improved training range ordnance lands | identified in BLM would remain closed 1o
[24,464] of-the-ant capabilities emergency closure public use. Multiple use
operations : would remain on other
lands
Relocate All or Pat | May not allow Relocation may not | Relocation would No off-range ordnance Would close access and
of the FRTC state-of-the-art allow for adequate transfer noise and would exist at new sites. | some uses on different areas
[0 acres) training since training capabilities | safery issues to other | Existing off-range of land. Existing range(s)
integrated training | since less land would | area(s) ordnance areas would | would still be closed to the
missions (e.g., be available at remain closed pending public because of ordnance
CVWs) would relocation site(s) the development of contamination
most likely not be improved removal
possible because of echnology
lack of large land
tract/airspace
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

proposed withdrawal footprint would continue to be coordinated with
the BLM or other appropriate agency. Existing access roads and utility
corridors would continue to be used wherever possible. Most sites
would be fenced for security, unless located in remote areas. The
following briefly describes EW and TACTS sites:

EW Sites: The NAS Fallon EW sites represent a diversified complex of
staffed and unstaffed multiple range radar systems that transmit search
and tracking signals that simulate training scenarios (US Navy 1995b).
Each EW site consists of one or more emitter units that can be
employed to provide different presentations for different training
scenarios. Equipment at each site may include height finder radars,
search radars, a communications shelter, a microwave voice transmitter
and data communications link, a maintenance van, 2 diesel aboveground
storage tank, and a 200-kW or smaller generator. Equipment at these
sites is powered by electric lines, with an emergency diesel generator as
backup. Three to five personnel are stationed at each site for six-day
periods.

Figure 2-2 depicts 2 staffed EW site. These sites occupy between one -
and five acres, with radar antennas extending as high as 50 feet. This
specific radar is designed for long-range search and detection of tactical
military aircraft conducting training in the Dixie Valley area. The
control van simulates real-world radar emissions that could be
experienced by aircrews on operational deployment outside the

- continental United States.

- TACTS Remote Communication Relay Stations: TACTS is made up of

a network . of Tracking Instrumentation Subsystem (TIS) sites that
provide real-time tracking weapons simulation and an electronic replay
of the movements and performance of aircraft within the FRTC. This
tracking is necessary to evaluate training practices and pilot
performance and to provide increased aviation safety by increasing the
ability to identify participating military aircraft locations throughout
the FRTC.

The generic TACTS remote communication relay station equipment,
shown in Figure 2-3, occupies 2 ground surface area of 25 feet by 25
feet. Tt consists of a solar panel, which provides electrical power to the
system, and a relay station. The relay station operates in conjunction
with an airborne aircraft pod and a distant TACTS master station. The
remote relay receives and retransmits telemetry data about the aircrafts’
geographic and vertical position, plus dynamic flight parameters to the
TACTS master station. From this point, the data are transmitted to a
central computer for processing, display, and evaluation.
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

e Visual Cucing Devices: Visual cueing devices provide combat strike
pilots with a variety of necessary visual scenario challenges to enhance’
aircrew situational awareness. The aircrew’s ability to sight and
recognize ground threats is an essential element of overland air combat
strike training. It is anticipated that up to 50 visual cueing device sites
would be developed on the withdrawn lands. Not all the sites would be
occupied at one time; typically, only three to six visual cueing devices
are in use at a time during air wing training events. Each site would
occupy no more than one acre and would consist of leveled land to
provide a foundation for mobile passive and active cueing devices. Some
sites may be developed with a concrete or gravel pad. None of the
visual cueing device sites would contain permanent structures. The
exact locations of the sites have not been determined, but most would
be within the withdrawn lands at B-17, east of B-19, and in the Dixie
Valley area. The proposed panhandle area considered under
Alternatives II and IIl would provide additional flexibility in placing
visual cueing devices, thereby enhancing realism. Existing access roads
would continue to be used wherever possible.. Following are brief
descriptions of the active and passive cueing devices that could be
placed on the sites.

Active Visual Cueing Devices: The primary active visual cueing device
that would be used is the “Smokey SAM,” a é-inch by 15-inch
pyrotechnic-powered projectile constructed of formed paper used
during CVW training. The projectile simulates the initial boost phase
of a surface-to-air missile (SAM).

The Smokey SAM projectile can attain a maximum altitude of
approximately 1,500 feet above ground level and travels approximately
500 feet from the launch point. This visual cue enhances the realism of
training for aircrews by simulating potential surface-to-air missile
threats that may be encountered in real world combat situations. Active
cueing devices would be moved from one site to another to increase
realism. The Smokey SAM is and will be launched only on existing
Navy-controlled ranges. The emptied cardboard cylinder, the only
debris from the Smokey SAM, is picked up by the launching crew after
each training cycle. Less than one percent of Smokey SAMs don’t.
launch and there have been no documented safety problems.

Another active visual cueing device that- would be used on the
withdrawn lands is the Imaging Weapons Training System (IWTS).
This device, which is smaller than a jeep, transmits a target image to
attacking aircraft. It gives pilots the capability to guide a simulated
stand-off weapon to the ghost target using their cockpit weapons
guidance systems.
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Passive Visual Cueing Devices: Figure 24 shows a mock mobile
launch vehicle used as a passive visual cueing device. Inert SAM missiles
are placed atop mobile launcher vehicles to train pilots to identify SAM
batteries in threat environments. Each launcher vehicle is configured
with three .inert (simulated, nonexplosive/ nonfiring) missiles for

- simulated training purposes (Figure 2-5). The launcher mount turns to

point the missiles toward the dircraft being tracked by the missile radar
system. Two launcher vehicles with missiles normally. accompany the

missile battery setup. No missiles are launched, as this is a passive.

cueing device only.

Other passive cueing devices that may be used on withdrawn lands
include replicated or actual foreign mobile (vehicular) weapon systems,
tanks, and personnel carriers. Different tanks that could be used as
passive visual cueing devices are shown in Figure 2-6. These types of
passive visual cueing devices would be temporary in terms of site
location. The devices would be moved around to sites on a rotating
basis to ensure a maximum change in threat scenarios. The devices

would be driven to different locations, if operational, or more likely

moved on trailers using existing roads and trails.

Ground Activities: The Navy will use the withdrawn land for
integrated air and ground training operations. Training in a variety of
terrain is invaluable to the integrated air and ground training mission.
Various types of land are required for drop and landing zones and for
simulating the terrain that ground personnel may encounter in real
world scenarios. The terrain of lands proposed for withdrawal would
provide the area and diversity required for effective and realistic
training. : .

Table 2-3 details the amount and locations of integrated air and ground
training that could occur on the proposed withdrawal lands; these
numbers are not reflective of current training intensities but are
included as a worst case scenario to evaluate the potentially greatest
level of impact. The Navy would avoid public land users when
conducting the ground portion of integrated air and ground training.

As discussed in Section 1.2.1.2, most of the ground training is

- conducted on foot and is integrated with air support, including

helicopter and fixed-wing operations. Special ‘desert patrol vehicles,
such as modified dune buggies, also may be used by ground personnel.

“These vehicles will be used only on existing roadways and trails and

will be used alone or in pairs primarily during air wing deployments.
Approximately 50 percent of the training occurs during the day and 50
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"~ 2.Proposed Action and Alternatives

TABLE 2-3
INTEGRATED AIR AND GROUND TRAINING

INTEGRATED AIR AND GROUND TRAINING
: Maximum Maximum Maximum | Maximum Maximum
Area Number of Number of | Number of | Number of | Number of
Ground Events People Vehicles | Helicopters | Parachute
perYw ~ 1 perEvent ~ 1 perEvent | per Event Drop Event?
B-16! | North 30 15 4 2. . _100_
East 30 15 4 ‘ 2. ' 0
B-17 | North 45 6 2 2 0
South 45 . 6 2 2 0
East 45 6 2 2 . 0
West 45 6 2 2 0
B-19 East 30 15 4 2 0
_ West 30 15 4 2 0
Dixie Valley Area 200 6 3 2 10
Shoal Site 20 15 4 2 0

' Alternative I also withdraws land west of B-16. This land would be used for a maximum of 20 events per year, witha .
maximum of 15 people, four vehicles, and two helicopters.
2 Only one parachute drop occurred in 1997.

percent occurs at night. Over 90 percent of the training takes place on
weekdays and a maximum of 10 percent occurs on the weekend. No
small arms weapons live fire or other live ordnance will be fired on
withdrawn lands; use of such ordnance and ammunition is authorized
only on existing training ranges (flares are discussed under subsection
Chaff and Flares). Any Navy training activity that becomes necessary
outside of the proposed withdrawal footprint would continue to be
coordinated with the BLM or other appropriate agency; the Navy is
negotiating a limited cooperative agreement with the BLM to allow for
combat search and rescue training only on other BLM lands. The
_specific types of integrated air and ground training, including combat
search and rescue, Sea-Air-Land (SEAL) training, noncombatant
evacuation training, and desert rescue, are discussed below.

Combat Search and Rescue: Combat search and rescue training
integrates air operations with the rescue of downed pilots; this training
takes place during the four to six air wing events that occur each year.
Components of this training include locating, authenticating, and
retrieving the downed personnel and avoiding opposition forces. The
ground component of this training includes driving out and dropping
off the downed pilot and bringing in a helicopter and rescuing the pilot.
On some events, an opposition force of two to four personnel are used
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

to try and capture the downed pilot. The typical ground training
portion of the exercises involves up to two vehicles, up to two
helicopters, and up to six personnel (not including two to four
opposition forces). :

SEAL Unit Training: SEAL training, also associated with air wing
events, includes search and reconnaissance, forward air controllers, and
navigational patrols. Components of the training include inserting four
to six personnel via vehicle or helicopter, navigating,searching for a
target, marking targets (on range lands only), and extracting personnel
via vehicle or helicopter. SEAL units require large training areas so that
they can prepare realistically for long-range patrols. The proposed
panhandle would provide an area for long-range patrols by linking
together existing Navy-controlled lands.

. Noncombatant Evacuation Training: Noncombatant evacuation
operation training, performed during air wing events, involves inserting
personnel to rescue civilians. This training involves numbers similar to
combat search and rescue and SEAL training. Currently, this training
occurs only on B-17, but personnel could be inserted on withdrawn
lands prior to entering the range.

Desert Rescue Training: Desert rescue training is similar to combat
search and rescue but is 2 joint exercise involving different branches of
the military; this training now occurs once a year for three weeks and is
not associated with air wing events. The most intensive desert rescue
event consists of four vehicles and up to 15 personnel. Not all these
forces would be located at the same site at the same time.

Chaff and Flares: To enhance realism in training activities, chaff and
flares currently are deployed over B-17 and the Dixie and Fairview
Valleys. The use of chaff is authorized by the FAA and other federal
agencies and is regulated under Navy instruction OPNAVINST 3430.9.
Chaff use on the NAS Fallon ranges is authorized specifically by the
Naval Emissions Center*in its message, date-time group 011715Z SEP
95. The two types of chaff currently approved for use at NAS Fallon
are RR-129 and RR-144, both of which are composed of glass fibers,
aluminum coating, and stearic acid. Each chaff fiber resembles a fine
silver hair. A canister, or bundle, of chaff contains approximately 2.1
million fibers and weighs approximately 1.5 ounces. Chaff is discussed
_in more detail in Section 4.2. The Navy is examining the feasibility of
using degradable chaff, which includes degradable chaff and end caps.

Chaff is dispensed from aircraft for two purposes. The first purpose is
to confuse enemy radar by saturating radar signals so that the radar
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

cannot distinguish berween the aircraft and the dispensed chaff. The
second purpose is to act as a decoy to enemy missiles, causing them to
follow the chaff cloud rather than the aircraft. Chaff is dispensed from
an aircraft in bundles that disperse to form a doud behind the aircraft.
The cloud, which may be 300 to 600 feet in diameter, reflects radar
signals and obscures the aircraft; the cloud is not visible to the naked
eye. Chaff settles at an estimated fall rate of 50 feet per minute or less.
Initial chaff concentrations are about 120 micrograms per cubic meter,
but dissipate quickly because of chaff’s lightweight and the effects of
- wind and air currents. As'a result, extremely wide dispersion patterns
are produced (US Air Force 1996). Occasionally chaff bundles do not
" disperse completely and clumps of chaff may be found. Chaff has been
used in a portion of the FRTC for over 30 years and NAS Fallon uses
approximately 2,350 bundles of burst chaff per month, or 28,000
bundles per year (SAIC 1991).

Chaff deployment would continue over B-17 and the Dixie and
" Fairview Valleys within the Gabbs North MOA and Gabbs Central
MOA, limited to the west near the Stillwater Mountain Range. The
potentially affected area encompasses approximately 4,220 square miles. °
The total approximate weight of chaff that would continued w be
dropped per year would be 7,500 pounds, less than two pounds per
square mile or 0.0028 pounds per acre.

The Navy took the initiative to study chaff in the Dixie Valley area to
determine the concentration of chaff on the ground in areas under
which chaff is deployed. The survey, conducted in 1994 and 1995,
detected chaff fibers, parts of chaff bundles, and debris on the ground
within portions of the Dixie Valley area. In a survey ‘that covered
approximatély 0.14 percent of the Dixie Valley area, the most
commonly found debris included the caps that come off the end of
chaff bundles when chaff is released. One intact chaff bundle was
found. Chaff debris was found most frequently near Dixie Valley Road
in the eastern portion of the Dixie Valley area (US Navy 1995a).

Decoy flares are magnesium pellets that burn for less than 10 seconds at
2,000 degrees Fahrenheit. The burn temperature is hotter than the
exhaust of an aircraft and therefore attracts heat-seeking - weapons
targeted on the aircraft (SAIC 1991). Approximately 120 decoy flares
are dropped each month. ' :

Parachute training flares are dropped over the training ranges but may
occasionally be found off-range. Parachute flares are used infrequently;
currently, approximately 60 parachute flares are dropped per year. '
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2.3.2  Land Use Categories

2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

Beginning in 1989, the Navy organized recurring helicopter, vehicle,
and foot traffic sweeps at a minimum of two per year of areas adjacent
to ranges to remove any ordnance and flares. These sweeps and
reconnaissances are coordinated with the BLM and Nevada State
Division of Environmental Protection as outlined in a memorandum of
agreement regarding off-range military ordnance. This memorandum of
agreement was developed by the Navy, BLM, and the State of Nevada
in 1989 to minimize risks to the public from off-range ordnance. This
agreement was updated in- December 1995 (US Navy 1995j). In 1989
and 1990, off-range sweeps of the ranges discovered 406 unspent flares
in the off-range ordnance areas. It was concluded from these sweeps
that approximately 20 flares per year accumulate in off-range ordnance
areas (SAIC 1991). All unspent ordnance and flares are rendered safe at
the site location.

The withdrawn land would be distributed into 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. This
distribution is based on the same operational conditions and needs and
safety’ considerations that led to the withdrawal proposal. For each
proposed land use category, public access and reasonably foreseeable land
management procedures are described. The land use categories, along with
the access characteristics, land use implications, and management procedures
for each, are discussed below. The breakdown of the withdrawal area into
land management categories for each’ alternative is described in Section
233.

* Pursuant to federal regulations regarding the management of withdrawn

land, the Navy has developed a resource management plan in consultation
with the BLM, BUREC, and DOE. This plan provides specific land use
policies for the withdrawn lands, based on the public uses and land
management procedures described here. The management and adjudication
procedures for the withdrawn land will be defined by agreement between
the Navy, BLM, BUREC, and DOE. The resource management plan for
withdrawn lands is summarized below and provided in Appendix .

23.2.1 Category A—Exclusive Navy Use, Potential Ordnance Hazard
Category A lands are the 40,280 acres of land identified by off-range

* ordnance sweeps and training range HAZARD modeling as containing, or

having the potential to contain, off-range ordnance. Based on present
technologies, 100 percent “sanitation” of these lands cannot be guaranteed
since surface and subsurface ordnance may remain undetected in sweeps
(Figure 1-5). The BLM has determined that public access is not appropriate
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R

on lands identified as containing off-range ordnance. Given the limited
nature of ground training -activities, the experience of Navy personnel in
identifying, avoiding, or handling off-range ordnance, and annual sweeps of
off-range ordnance areas, integrated air and ground training may be
conducted on these lands.

Lands designated for this category lie east of B-16; north, south, and east of
B-17; and north and east of B-19. The Navy will manage Category A lands
and public uses will be .closed. Designation of Category A lands will not
change or expand actual impact areas within the ranges. The purpose of
- Category A lands is to enhance public safety by segregating lands where
ordnance has been found through range sweeps and by identifying potential
ordnance impact areas associated with air-to-ground training. '

Public Access/Recreation. Public access to Category A lands would not be
permitted. All public access would be denied for safety reasons by fencing
existing access roads and by posting signs. No recreational uses, organized
or otherwise, would be permitted. Public access currently is closed on
24,464 acres of land containing off-range ordnance under a BLM emergency
closure action. '

Future Development/Structures. Category A lands would be closed to
future public development. Any Navy-proposed development would be
subject to all environmental laws and regulations, including NEPA and
guidelines of NAS Fallon’s Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP).
Non-Navy agency proposals, such as wildlife guzzlers, would be addressed
on a case-by-case basis.

Livestock Grazing. No grazing would be permitted on Category A lands.
Existing permits would be revoked after the land was withdrawn. The
Navy will exploré means to compensate holders of permits on Category A
lands, subject to Congressional authorization and appropriation.

Mining. Category A lands would be closed to all mining and mineral
exploration including locatable, leasable, and saleable minerals. Mining new
or existing claims would not be allowed. No leasing or development of
salable minerals would be permitted on Category A lands. The Navy will
explore means to compensate holders of impacted patented claims and valid
unpatented claims, subject to Congressional authorization and
appropriation. g :

Cultural gcsourcs/Naturall Resources. No field investigations for cultural
or natural resources would be allowed on Category A lands unless an
ordnance sweep could be completed prior 1o field work. ‘NAS Fallon
" maintains a CRMP and a programmatic agreement (PA) with the Advisory
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Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the Nevada State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) that describes compliance requirements for
the Navy’s management of cultural resources, including Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The PA has been signed by
the Commanding Officer of NAS Fallon, the SHPO, and the ACHP. Navy
actions will undergo the appropriate NHPA Section 106 review and
consultation for cultural resources and Endangered Species Act (ESA)
Section 7 review and consultation for biological resources.

In developing the résource management plan, NAS Fallon would use the
Carson Desert predictive model to determine the potential for cultural
resources on withdrawal lands. The Navy would attempt to avoid those
areas potentially containing cultural resources when siting military
equipment and when conducting air and ground training operations. Where
areas cannot be avoided, appropriate consultation and mitigation will be
undertaken.

Wilderness. There are no wilderness study areas or wilderness areas within
the lands designated as Category A.

Water Access and Developments. Access to existing water developments
and new water developments generally would not be allowed on Category
A lands. Existing water developments include one guzzler and three
watering troughs. As laid out in a cooperative agreement between the Navy
and BLM, the Navy will provide BLM access for maintaining the guzzler
(US Navy 1994a). The Navy will explore means to compensate holders of
water rights on Category A lands, subject to Congressional authorization
and appropriation. ' ‘

Leases, FEasements, Utility Corridors, and Rights-of-way. Existing

nonmilitary uses on Category A lands, such as for utility corridors, would
be managed by the Navy. Limited proposed land uses, such as guzzlers,
would be considered on a case-by-case basis. ‘

2322 Category B—Navy and Public Use, Limited Land Use Conflicts

Between 87,085 and 148,800 acres of the land withdrawn, depending on the
alternative, would be classified as Category B. The Category B designation
would allow the Navy to meet its major training requirements, including
integrated air and ground training and siting of EW, TACTS, and visual
cueing device sites while still allowing for public use and access.

_ The BLM would manage Category B lands with Navy review and approval.

Any new activities on Category B lands would be subject to the

. requirements laid out in the resource management plan (Appendix J). To

ensure public safety and meet training requirements, the Navy would retain
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the right to review and approve activities, such as site development and
organized recreation actions. The BLM Carson City District is concerned
that it may not be able to adequately manage Category B lands and is
therefore considering the potential need for the Navy to manage the lands.
If the Navy were to manage Category B lands instead of the BLM, the Navy
would work with the BLM to develop management programs similar to
those of the BLM to allow for continued public use pf Category B lands,
including recreation and grazing.

Although Category B lands would retain present access characteristics for
public use, some controls would be applied if the activity affected
operations or safety; these controls include limiting the height of structures
in run-in line approach areas and prohibiting patenting of lands: Except for
fenced EW sites, Category B lands would remain open to public uses. The
Navy would conduct integrated air and ground training activities, such as

combat search and rescue , on some Category B lands. The Navy will avoid
other public land users when conducting ground operations.

EW, TACTS, and portable visual cueing devices also would continue to be
placed within these lands. The Navy foresees the possible need for °
developing approximately five EW or TACTS sites, and up to 50 active and
passive visual cueing device sites on withdrawn lands. The EW sites would
require one to five acres per site, and the TACTS sites would require up to
one acre per site, not including road, power, and other utility requirements.
EW sites near areas of public use would be fenced. Existing access roads and
utility corridors would continue to be used wherever possible. Visual
cueing device sites would require no more than one acre. Not all visual
cueing device sites would be occupied at one time (i.e., there would never
be 50 visual cueing devices on the withdrawn lands at one time). Some sites,
particularly visual cueing device installations, could be closed, reopened,
and relocated over time. The specific locations to be proposed for EW,.
TACTS, and visual cueing device sites have yet to be selected, but all would
be within withdrawn lands at B-17, B-19, and the Dixie Valley area, where
possible.

Current management practices for resources, including recreation, grazing,
and mining, would continue on Category B lands. For activities currently
requiring permits, such as site development and organized recreational
events, the Navy would review and have the authority to approve actions
that are in conformance with public safety or Navy training activities. For
activities not requiring permits, the Navy would be notified of known
activities to avoid conflict between Navy and public users. Management
practices for each resource area are detailed below. :
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Public Access and Recreation. Any organized activities currently subject to
BLM, BUREC, or DOE permitting procedures, such as off-road vehicle
races, also would require Navy approval. Proposed Navy EW and TACTS
sites would not be fenced if they are in remote locations but would be
fenced in more accessible areas. EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites
would not be chosen if they contain existing mining claims or ROWs.
Should access to fenced areas be requested, Navy approval would be
required. Organized recreational activities, such as off-road vehicle races,
would not be permitted on developed sites. Abandoned sites would become .
available for organized recreational activity, in accordance. with the
surrounding land management categories. '

Future Development/Structures. Category B lands are included - in the
proposed withdrawal primarily as a means for the Navy to provide training
scenarios and to ensure operational safety. New developments would be
subject to the requirements of the resource management plan. The Navy
would obtain the right to-approve new or modified developments. New
structures or modifications to existing structures generally would be subject
to a height limitation of 50 feet, though individual proposals such as those
related to existing rights-of-way and utility corridors would be reviewed on
a case-by-case basis. The Navy could waive height limits in cases where
exceeding 50 feet is necessary for a short-term development, such as for an
oil well, or where such a waiver does not pose a safety hazard to aircrew.
Permanent nonconforming structures also could be allowed in some areas
if, in the judgment of the Navy, such structures were compatible with Navy
training uses.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing on Category B lands would continue
to be managed under current applicable laws, including the Taylor Grazing
Act of 1934, the FLPMA of 1976, and the Public Rangelands Improvement
Act of 1978. Grazing would continue, and existing grazing permits would
be unchanged by withdrawal enactment. There would be no access
restrictions to existing cow camps and range improvements. The renewal of
grazing permits would continue to be handled by the BLM. BLM range
improvement permits would be subject to Navy review and approval. Were
the Navy to manage the Category B lands, current Navy programs for
managing grazing would be implemented.

Livestock grazing on EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites would
continue to be managed in accordance with “current applicable laws.
Grazing could continue on unfenced developed sites, but cattle would be
excluded from fenced sites. Cow camps or other range improvements would
be avoided when establishing developed sites. Since most developed sites
would be small, generally less than one acre, restricting on-site grazing is

‘not expected to affect forage availability or the value of grazing allotments.
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Mining. Mining would be permitted on most Category B lands under
existing mining laws (Mining Act of 1872, Mineral Lands Leasing Act of
1920, as amended, Mineral Lands Act for Acquired Lands of 1947, and
Geothermal Steam Act of 1970). These lands would be open for mineral
exploration, for working existing patented and unpatented claims, and for
staking new claims. The proposed withdrawal would preclude patenting of
unpatented mining claims because patenting gives the claimant absolute title

-to the land; such tile would not allow the Navy to monitor for
" incompatible land uses. Operations on claims (including leasable and salable-

materials) on Category B lands would continue to be managed through the
standard issue of permits, leases, plans of operations, licenses, contracts, and
grants. The Navy would have final approval authority for any permits to
ensure compatibility with Navy usage. For example, mining developments
may not be authorized if they are within aircraft run-in lines and proposed
structures taller than 50 feet.

Existing valid mining claims and areas of known mineralization would be
avoided in the development of Navy EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device
sites. No mineral leases or sales would be authorized during site
development or use by the Navy. No exploration or operations would be :
permitted within fenced EW and TACTS sites during their development or
use. Unfenced sites could be explored, but mining operations could not take
place. Abandoned sites would revert to Category B status and would be
subject to Category B land use policies. Existing access and utility corridors
for EW and TACTS sites would be available for mining exploration, subject
to BLM regulations and Category B land use policies.

Cultural Resources/Natural Resources. Cultural resources would be
managed according to the NAS Fallon CRMP and the PA with the

Advisory Council and SHPO for Navy actions. The BLM would be

responsible for cultural resource protection for non-Navy actions. Cultural
and natural resources would continue- to be afforded protection under
applicable legislation and regulations. As with Category A lands, the Navy
will identify the lands potentially containing cultural resources using the
Carson Desert predictive model.

Natural resources, including soils, flora, and fauna, on EW, TACTS, and
visual cueing device sites would be subject to identification, analysis, and
impact mitigation, as required by various federal environmental laws and
regulations. Site investigations and, where appropriate, mitigation plans will
be completed prior to development. These areas would be available for field
investigations until developed Navy sites are fenced.

Wilderness. Alternatives I and III evaluated in this FEIS include a portion of
the Job Peak WSA in the withdrawal footprint. The Navy has no plans for
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Category B lands that would impair the wilderness characteristics of lands
in the Job Peak WSA. Public access to these lands would not be closed. If
Job Peak is designated by Congress to be a wilderness area, it would be
removed from any alternatives that propose>it_ for withdrawal. The Navy
has no plans for EW, TACTS, or visual cueing device site development in
the WSA.

Water Access and Developments. The Navy would be notified and given

" the opportunity to review and approve new .water developments on
Category B lands, such as for cattle range improvements. o :

Establishing EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites would have no
impact on existing or future water developments or water rights. Existing
water developments would be avoided in site selection. Site selection also
would avoid areas that could restrict future access to water or in any other
‘way affect water rights. No water development would be permitted on
fenced EW or TACTS sites during the term of its use.

Leases, Easements, and Rights-of-way. The BLM would be responsible for
issuing new leases, easements, and ROWs, or any other authorization with
respect to the nonmilitary use of Category B lands. Navy opportunity to
review and approve proposals is required to assess land use compatibility.
Rights as established by existing ROWs, such as utility corridors, would not
change. Future development of structures over 50 feet in height generally
would be restricted. Grants or issuance of new ROWs may contain this
height restriction for all  structures including, but not limited to,
transmission lines.

2323 Land Use Summaryl

The Navy would manage Category A lands, and public access would be
closed. Category B lands would be managed by the BLM and coordinated
with BUREC and DOE where appropriate. Navy opportunity to review
and approve proposals would be required to assess land use compatibility.
Table 2-4 provides a summary of access characteristics, land use
implications, and management procedures for each category.

233 Land Use Categories by Alternative

This section describes how the land proposed for withdrawal under each
alternative would be categorized for public access and use (Category A or B)
and the reasons for withdrawing each area (Table 2-5). All Category A lands
would be closed due to ordnance hazards or due to potential public safety
risks as defined in HAZARD modeling (see Figure 1-3). Although
practice/inert ordnance may contain spotting charges, the Navy ‘does not
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Riéts-of-waz such as

ers, considered on a -case basis.

TABLE 24
SUMMARY OF LAND USE CATEGORY CONTROLS
. A-Exclusive Navy.Uses --.. .} Category B-Navy-and Public Use:
; Potential Ordnance Hazard __~ " Limited Land Use Conflicts

Genperal Land Closes land to public use because of safety Least restrictive land use. Would maintain muluple land

Management concerns. Includes land identified as containing, or | uses with few regulations. Most lands fall into this category

Description” potentially containing, off-range ordnance. and ;vzlﬂd be managed by the BLM with Navy review and

- approval.
Public Access; Closed to access to protect public safety. ‘Public access, recreational use not controlied. Organized
Recreational Use ‘ events are subject to existing laws and must receive Navy
approval. EW sites geaerally would be closed to the public
except for remote sites.

Future None allowed; exceptions require Navy review and Navy: NEPA compliance. Non-Navy: NEPA and BIM

Development/ approval. : " | regulations and Navy review; 50’ height limit on new or

Structures modified structures.

Mining No new exploration permirted. RggulmdundctexistinghmwithNavymviewand

Exploration ' approval of mining developments. Developed Navy sites

closed w exploration during period of use. Open to public
: once site is abandoned.
Mining No mining activity would be permitted because of | Claims access and operations regulated by BLM with Navy
Existing Claims safety hazards to miners from ordnance. review and approval of mining developments. Developed
' Navy sites would avoid existing claims.

Mining No new claims permitted. Reg\dztedunderaisﬁngmininghmwithNavyuvicw .

New Claims and approval of mining developments. The proposed

withdrawal would preciude patenting of unpatented

Leasable/Salable | No new leases, sales, developments; exceptions BLM issues leases, permits, licenses, contracts, and grants

Minerals would be considered on a case-by-case basis with withNavyxcvicwandappruval.Noncwlw&wouldbe
Navy review and approval. permitted once developed Navy site was proposed or in

use. Leases allowed once site is abandoned.

Grazing No grazing would be allowed on Category A ends | The BLM will continue to administer permits and t
because of existing and potential off-range ordnance regulate activities under existing with Navy review and
hazards. approval of range improvements. Use and maintenance of

existing range improvements and cow camps permitted.
Grazing permitted on unfenced developed Navy sites but
excluded from fenced sites. :

Culwunal/ Field investigations generally not allowed unless Navy responsible for Section 106 and Section 7, as

Natural preceded by ordnance sweep; CRMP and PA applicable for Navy actions; BLM responsible for Section

Resources describe compliance requirements (such as Section 106 and Section 7, as applicable for non-Navy actions.

106) for cultural resources. A

Wilderness No Category A lands are designated as Wilderness | Navy has no plans that would affect wilderness designation

Areéas or Wilderness Study Areas. of Job Peak. Navy will delete Job Peak WSA from
withdrawal request if it is designated a wilderness area.
Developed Navy sites would avoid WSA.

Water Accessand | New water developments and access to existing Navy to review and approve new water development

Developments water developments would not be allowed on proposals. New development restricted on developed Navy
Ca A lands o ne other than BLM. sites during period of use.

Leases, Exisdngnonmilharyuses,nmhasutﬂitycorridors, BLM issues with Navy review and approval required to

Easements, managed by the Navy. Limited proposed land uses,

avoid incompatible land uses. Existing utility corridors and
ri f.-way subject 1o existing rights. :

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

TABLE 25
PURPOSE AND USES OF WITHDRAWAL AREAS'
Land Area’ Land Use Purpose and Use of Purpose and Use of Purpose and Use of -
Range {acres) Category Withdrawal Withdrawal Withdrawal
_ AltI/Alt Alternative 1 Alternative I Alternative III
/Al ITE '
B-16 27,225/ B RAICUZ, practice/inert | Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground
North . 6,160/ off-range ordnance, training, practice/inert training, practice/inert
6,160 armed overflight, off-range ordnance off-range ordnance .
integrated air and ground | . : o
training L :
. B-16 640 A RAICUZ, practice/inert | HAZARD footprint, HAZARD footprint,
East off-range ordnance, practice/inert off-range practice/inert off-range
integrated air and ground | ordnance, integrated air | ordnance, integrated air
training and ground training and ground training
3,600 B "RAICUZ, integrated air | Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground
and ground training_ training training
B-16 2,560/ B RAICUZ, integrated air | Not included in Not included in
West o/ and ground training withdrawal area withdrawal area
0
B-17 33,400 A RAICUZ, off-range HAZARD footprint, off- | HAZARD footprint, off-
ordnance, armed range ordnance, range ordnance,
overflight, EW/visual EW/visual cueing, EW/visual cueing,
cueing, integrated air and | integrated air and ground integrated air and ground
ground training training training .
2,495/ B RAICUZ, EW/visual Not included in Not included in
o/ cueing, integrated airand | withdrawal area withdrawal area
0 ound trainin
B-19 6,240 A RAICUZ, off-range Off-range ordnance, Off-range ordnance,
North/East ordnance, armed HAZARD footprint, HAZARD footprint,

' overflight, EW/visual integrated air and ground | integrated air and ground
cueing, integrated air and | training, EW/ visual training, EW/visual
ground training cueing cueing

5,760/ B RAICUZ, armed Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground
5,120/ overflight, EW/visual training, EW/visual training, EW/visual
5,120 cueing, integrated airand | cueing ‘ cueing
und training
B-19 7,080/ "B RAICUZ, EW/visual Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground
West 840/ cueing, armed overflight, | training training
840 integrated air and ground
training
Shoal Site 7,405/ B Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground
. 2,765/ training training training -
2,765
Dixie Valley 92,675/ B EW/TACTS/visual EW/TACTS/visual EW/TACTS/visual
Area 62,500/ cueing, integrated airand | cueing, integrated air and cueing, integrated air and
87,900 und training ground training ground trainin
Panhandle o/ B Not included in Integrated air and ground | Integrated air and ground
6,100/ withdrawal area training, EW/TACTS/ | training, EW/TACTS/
6,100 visual cueing, connect to | visual cueing, connect to
Navy land holdings in Navy land holdings in
Dixie Valley Dixie Valley
 See Figutres 2.7 through 2-9 for a depiction of the land withdrawal areas by land use category.
2 When one acreage figure is provided, the acreage is the same under all alternatives.
FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

consider practice/inert ordnance located north of B-16 to be a public safety
hazard because of the low risk of occurrence and low probability of harm
from exposure. Therefore, these lands would be managed under Category B
status. .

233.i Alternative 1

This alternative would withdraw approximately 189,080 acres of public
" land (Figure 2-7). Table 2-5 details the reasons for withdrawing each area.
The lands proposed for withdrawal would be categorized as follows: -

o  Bravo-16—34,025 acres located north, west, and southeast of the range

" are proposed for withdrawal. Of these, 640 acres east of B-16 would be
managed under land use Category A. The remaining withdrawal land
around B-16 would be managed under land use Category B. These lands
provide a safery and armed overflight buffer and integrated air and
‘ground training areas.

e Bravo-17—35,895 acres located primarily south of the range are
proposed for withdrawal. Of these lands, 33,400 acres would be |
managed under land use Category A. These lands provide a safety '
buffer and integrated air and ground training areas and allow for
placement of EW, TACTS, visual cueing device sites.

e Bravo-19—19,080 acres surrounding the range are proposed for
withdrawal. Of these, approximately 6,240 acres located east and north
of B-19 would be managed as Category A land, and the remainder
would be managed as Category B land. These lands provide a safety
buffer, training areas, and a location for EW and visual cueing sites.

e Shoal Site—7,405 acres containing the DOE shoal site are proposed for
withdrawal. The entire area would be designated Category B. The site
would be used for integrated air and ground training, such as close air
support and combat search and rescue. The Navy would withdraw the
2,765 acres of DOE land. Because this would be a withdrawal over a
withdrawal, the DOE would retain responsibility for all subsurface
resources and activities. The Navy would be responsible only for
surface training activities, primary combat search and rescue scenarios.
This is applicable for all alternatives. -

" e Dixie Valley Area—92,675 acres located north of Bravo-17 are
proposed for withdrawal. The entire area would be managed under
Category B status. Individual EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device
sites would be developed. The Dixie Valley area also provides areas for
integrated air and ground training.

FEIS for.the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

2332 Alternative II (Preferred Alternative)

Under this alternative, approximately 127,365 acres would be withdrawn.
Lands proposed for withdrawal are shown in general in Figure 2-8.
Appendix I provides detailed maps of each withdrawal area. The amount of
land withdrawn in the Dixie Valley area would be approximately 24,000
acres less than in Alternative I The land west of B-16 would not be
withdrawn. Only the central portion of the shoal site would be withdrawn.
A panhandle of land would be withdrawn to connect the Dixie Valley area
with the Navy-owned Dixie Valley lands. . - : '

The Alternative I footprint would avoid the Job Peaks WSA and would
encompass all of the existing EW sites in the Dixie Valley area.
Approximately 1,500 acres of land north of B-17 and Highway 50 and less
than 100 acres off the northwest corner of B-17 are included to provide a
continuous land management link betrween the Dixie Valley area and B-17
(see Figure 1-2). The withdrawal would not include the Highway 50 right-
of-way or the Nevada Department of Transportation right-of-way along
Dixie Valley Road. The 24,464 acres of BLM land closed because of off-
range ordnance would still be withdrawn. Table 2-5 details the reasons for
withdrawing each area.. The withdrawn lands would be categorized as
follows:

e Bravo-16—10,400 acres located north and southeast of the range would
be withdrawn. Of these, 640 acres east of B-16 would be managed as
Category A land under Navy control. All The remaining withdrawn
land around B-16 would be managed under land use Category B. These
lands provide a safety buffer and integrated air and ground training
areas. '

o Bravo-17—33,400 acres located primarily south of the range are
proposed for withdrawal. These lands would be managed under
Category A. These lands provide a safety buffer and integrated air and
ground training areas and allow for placement of EW, TACTS, and
visual cueing sites. Individual EW, TACTS, and visual cueing sites
would be located in Fairview Valley. o

e Bravo-19—12,200 acres surrounding the range are proposed for
withdrawal. Of these, approximately 6,240 acres located north and east
‘of the range would be managed by the Navy under land use Category
A, and the remainder would be managed as Category B land. These
lands provide a safety buffer and integrated air and ground training
areas. EW and visual cueing sites would be placed on the withdrawn
lands east of B-19. ‘

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Putposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

e Shoal Site—2,765 acres of the DOE shoal site would be withdrawn.
The entire area would be designated as Category B. The site would be
used for integrated air and ground training activities.

e Dixie Valley area—68,600 acres located north of Bravo-17 are proposed
for withdrawal. The entire area would be managed under Category B
status. Individual EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites would be
developed in this area. The Dixie Valley area also provides area for
integrated air and ground training. ' - -

23.3.3 Alternative Il

Under this alternative, approximately 152,765 acres would be withdrawn
(Figure 2-9). More land would be withdrawn in the Dixie Valley area than
under Alternative II. This additional land, along with the panhandle of land
connecting the Dixie Valley area with Navy-owned Dixie Valley land,
would provide range support by encompassing all existing EW sites in the
Dixie Valley area, allowing for visual cueing device sites to be placed on the
Dixie Valley area, and providing enough space for combat search and rescue
operations.

Alternative ITI 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. Table 2-5 details the reasons for withdrawing
each area. '

Uses of the withdrawn lands would be the same as discussed for Alternative
II. The withdrawn lands would be categorized as follows:

e Bravo-16—10,400 acres located north and southeast of the range would
be withdrawn. Of these 640 acres east of B-16 would be managed under
land use Category A. All of the remaining withdrawn land around B-16
would be managed under land use Category B.

e  Bravo-17—33,400 acres located primarily south of the range would be
withdrawn. These lands would be managed under land use Category A.

e Bravo-19—12,200 acres surrounding the range are proposed for
withdrawal. Of these, approximately 6,240 acres would be managed as
Category A land, and the remainder would be managed as land use
Category B. : '

e Shoal Site—2,765 acres containing the DOE shoal site are proposed for
withdrawal. The entire area would be designated Category B.

‘ FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives-

r B b ‘\"":.
St 1 (4

e Dixie Valley area—94,000 acres located north of Bravo-17 are proposed
for withdrawal. The entire area would be managed under Category B
status. Individual EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device sites would be
developed in this area. This area also would provide land for integrated
air and ground training activities.

2.33.4 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, ‘the Navy would not withdraw any
federally administered public lands around the FRTC' training ranges
(Figure 2-10). Navy operations would continue on existing ranges, in
accordance with existing rights and regulations. Public lands, including
those identified as ¢ontaining off-range ordnance, would remain under the
authority of the current controlling agencies.

24 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section provides an overview of the Chapter 4 environmental impact
analysis and mitigation measures. Table 2-6 summarizes the impacts along
with proposed -mitigation measures. Chapter 4 provides details of the -
rational and reasoning for the impacts and mitigation measures.

As detailed in Chapter 4 and summarized in Table 2-6, the primary impact
of the proposed land withdrawal would be the denial of public access on
Category A lands. Loss of opportunities on these lands is unmitigable. The
Navy will explore means 1o compensate holders of patented and valid
unpatented mining claims, water rights, and grazing permits, subject to
Congressional authorization and appropriation. -

Adverse impacts'to visual resources and recreation could occur on Category
B lands from the development of EW, TACTS, and visual cueing device
sites and from integrated air and ground training. Additional adverse
impacts could occur from helicopter-related noise, height restrictions on
structures, and restrictions on patenting mining claims. '

The proposed land withdrawal would not result in significant geotechnical,
biological, air quality, land use, environmental justice, public-health and
safety, or airspace impacts.

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety end Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
2-43 :




This page intentionally left blank.

FEIS for the Withdrawal ofPubliclmds/er-ngeSafetycndTuininanrpowaMSden, NV




a7 |

o ) Geaisdy R

T2iN

R29E

Ti8N

T17N

N
N NAS Fallon and Ranges

N

—_—— — Boundary of Indion Reservation

————— Pony Express National Historic Trail/

American Discovery Trail

i [ 25 S

N ——l———
l 1" =SMI,
(APPROXIMATE)

Under the No Action Alternative, no lands would
be withdrawn.

No Action Alternative

NAS Fallon, Nevada

Figure 2-10

Source: USFWS 1995

0286\ 03—henry\no_oct ~ 2/25/98 - HC

244




i

2. Proposed Action anc  _/natives
: TABLE 2-6
OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
(Page 1 of 6) i
RESOURCE ALTERNATIVEL ALTERNATIVE II ALTERNATIVE I NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
L _ ;- Imipacts Mitigation _ Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation

Geotechnical/ No significant impacts. No mitigation required. Similar to Alternative 1. | No mitigation Similar to Alternative I. | No mitigation No impact. No mitigation
Soils Potential minor impacts from required. ' required. required.

Navy development of EW and

TACTS sites and development

of roads or wiility corridors if

needed. Impacts will be

minimized by standard

engineering controls and natural

resource management

techniques. . .
Water Resources | No significant impacts. No new | Navy will explore means of | Similar o Alternative . | Similar o Alternative 1. | Similar to Alvernative I | Similar o Ahernative | Impacts to water No mitigation

: development of water resources compensation for lossof . . 1. : developmentson ofl- | required.

or access to existing water existing water rights, subject range ordnance lands

developments on Category A | v Congressional approval would continue to be

lands except for BLM. No and appropriation. handled through Navy

impacts w water quality from and BLM

continued use of chaff. administrative

processes.

Biological No significant impacts o The Navy will apply the | Similar to Alternative I, | No mitigation Similar to Alternative I. | No mitigation No impact. No mitigation
Resources endangerad and threatened Natural Resource with less area affected required. required. required.

species. No impacts from Management Plan to north of B-16.

continued use of chaff. withdrawn lands to control

EW/TACTS/visual cueing . | the spread of noxious weeds.

device sites and ground training | To avoid impacts to

will avoid sensitive habitats migrating tarantulas, the

where possible. If not possible, | Navy will not conduct

direct mitigation will be ground training along

undertaken. Site specific surveys | Scheelite Mine Road during

conducted as necessary. NAS | the migration periods. To

Fallon will comply with the reduce startle effects, no

requirements of federal and state | ground or low-level

regulations regarding biological | helicopter training below

resources. Navy will work with | 500 feet above ground level

BLM 1o provide access to (AGL) will take place

Category A lands for wildlife | within a half-mile radius of

programs. Integrated air and | springs and water troughs.

ground training would increase|

disturbance,

potentially harming vegetation

and promoting the spread of

noxious weeds. :

FEIS for the Withdratwal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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| 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives
| - ' TABLE 2-6
' OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
(Page 2 of 6)

RESOURCE | . ALTERNATIVE 1 . ALTERNATIVED ALTERNATIVE Il NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

. ). . Impscts - Mitigation - _Impacts Mitigation - Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigdtion
Air Quality No significant impacts. Minimal | No mitigation required. Similar to Alternativel. | No mitigation Similar to Alternative I. | No mitigation No impact. No mitigation

: impact from construction and required. required. . required.
operation of EW and TACTS .
sites. Standard dust control
measures would be applied
during construction. Integrated
air and ground training would

localized dust.

Continued dupemon of chaff
Noise Action would not increase Noise studies will be Similar 0o Aleroativel, | Similar to Ahernative L. | Similar to Alternative I1. | Similar 1o Alternative | No impact. No mitigation
number of jet aircraft. Short- conducted to verify the with less potential effects 1. required.
term effects during construction | Navy's position that there are | north of B-16 from a v
of EW/TACTS sites. no significant noise impacts | smaller withdrawal area.
Helicopters used for integrated | resulting from existing
air and ground training could operations at B-17 and B-19.
affect land users if within close
range of openuons, though it is
standard operating procedure
avoid tmmng near other land

Visual Resources EW/TACIS sites and integrated | The visual impacts from Similar to Alternative I, | Similar o Alternative I. | Similar to Alternative | Similar o Alternative | No impact. No mitigation .
air and ground training could | chaff, though not although the affected for Dixie Valley areaand | 1. ' required.
resukt in potential adverse significant, may be reduced ] area would increase in similar to Ahernative Il B
impacts by ahering the visual | if biodegradable chaff the panhandle area and for ares porth of B-16.
dnnmr of the area. Impacts at | becomes viable. decrease near the Job
sites would be reduced by using : Peak WSA and north of
colors that blend with the B-16.
backglwnd and by avoldmg
sensitive areas. Trammg visible
from sensitive viewpoints
would have impacts; most
training likely would remain
nnnoncuble Long-term chaff
use could result in visible
aluminum litter.
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2. Proposed Action an
TABLE 2-6
OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
(Page 3 of 6)
RESOURCE ALTERNATIVEI ALTERNATIVE Il ALTERNATIVE Il NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
AREAS . :
i _ _Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation
Cubural No significant impacts. Navy | No mitigation required. Similar to Alternative . | No mitigation Similar to Ahternative . | No mitigation No impact. No mitigation
- | Resources will avoid siting EW/TACTS required. required. required.

facilities on culturally significant

sites. Predictive model and site

surveys conducted as needed.

Potential impacts from

integrated training if conducted

on surface resources. NAS

Fallon will comply with federal

regulations and with procedures

set forth in CRMP and PA. . .
Land Use Public access prohibited to Not mitigable. Similar to Ahernative I. | Not mitigable. Similar to Alternative I. | Not mitigable. Navy would ot No mitigation
Closed Use of protect public from off-range withdraw any land. required.
Category A Land | ordnance. Off-range ordnance

. ] lands would remain
closed.
Land Use Stroctures would be limited by | Development of structures | Similar to Alternative I | Similar o Ahernative I. | Similar to Alternative I. | Similar to Alternative | Navy would not Close coordination
Developmentof | 50-foot height restrictions. aver 50 feet could sometimes ‘ L withdraw lands, which | with BLM to control
Structures . be allowed under Navy could result in safety | developments.
waiver. impacts from
| development of
structures.

Land Use No impact o current No mitigation required. Similar to Akernative . | No mitigation Similar 1o Ahernative I. | No mitigation No impact. No mitigation
Geothermal geothermal ion or required. required. required.
Prodsction exploration. Modification of i

transmission lines would require

Navy review and approval.
Land Use No additional constraints over | No mitigation required. Similar to Ahernative . | No mitigation Similar w Ahernative 1. | No mitigation - | No impact. No mitigation
Constraings 10 current BLM/ BUREC/DOE required. required. required.
County/City would be placed on
Development development west of the City of

Fallon.

FEIS for the Withdrawal of Public Lands for Range Safety and Training Purposes at NAS Fallon, NV
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

TABLE 2-6
OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
' (Page 4 of 6) '
RE_SOURCE ALTERNATIVE] ALTERNATIVE Il ALTERNATIVE LI NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TNy .. - Impacts . Mitigation Impacts Mitigation __Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation
Land Use No impact. Although the areais | No mitigation required. WSA not included in No mitigation Similar to Alternative . { No mitigation No impacts. No mitigation
‘1 Job Peak W3A managed as a Wilderness Area, | - withdrawal footprint and | required. required. required.
| Congressional designation has would not be affected by

not occurred. Should the area be withdrawal or training.

designated 3 Wilderness Area, it

would be removed from the

withdrawal footprint.
joeconomics | No significant impacts. No Noise studies will be Siauilar 1o Alternative 1. | Similar to Alternative I. { Similar w Ahernative 1 Similar to Alternative | No impact. No mitigation

Environmental | minority or low-income group | conducted o verify the - 1 : required.

Justice would be disproportionately and | Navy's position that there are
adversely affeced. . " | no significant noise impacts

resuhting from existing
operations ai B-17 and B-19. .
Socioeconomics | No significant impacts w Loss of revenue unmitigable. | Similar to Alternativef. | Similar to Alternative I. | Similar to Alternative I. | Similar 1o Ahernative | No impact. No mitigation
’ employment, residential The Navy will explore means L required.
development, or residential real | w compensate holders of
estate values. Regional grazing permits and patented
recreation income could and valid unpatented mining
decrease from the inclusion of | claims, subject to
Sheckler reservoir in the congressional authorization
withdrawal area. No mining or | and appropriation.
grazing would be allowed on
Category A lands. This could
result in impacts from loss of
revenue.

‘Mineral Resources | Category A lands would The Navy will explore means | Similar 1o Ahernative 1. Similar % Ahernative 1. | Similar to Alernative I. | Similar 1o Alternative | No impact. Effects No mitigation
prohibit exploring, locating, of compensating holders of L from emergency required.
developing, or patenting of valid claims on Category A - closure would continue
claims, resuhing in a significant | lands, subject © “1 0 be handled through
impact. Category B lands would congressional approval and . | BLM and Navy
prohibit patenting of unpatented | appropriation. The Navy will administrative process.
claims. No impact to existing attempt © accommodate tall .
claims because military sites will | structures for short periods or
be located to avoid mining in locales where they would
claims. Structure height not pose a salety hazard.

y would be limited t 50

feet on Category Blands.
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2. Proposed Action an.  .rnatives
TABLE 2-6
. OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
(Page 5 of 6) :
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE II ALTERNATIVE It NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
.. - Impacts . . Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation
Category A lands would The Navy will explore means | Similar to Akernative I | Similar to Alternative I. Similar to Ahernative 1. | Similar to Alternative | No impact. Effects No mitigation
Wild Horse prohibit grazing activities . No | of compensating affected I from emergency required.
Management impacts to grazing or wikd horse | grazing permit holders on closure would continue
management from integrated air | Category A lands, subject o to be handled through
and ground training or congressional approval and BLM and Navy
EW/TACTS sites due to appropriation. To minimize. administrative process.
temporary and dispersed nature | startling cattle and wild
of activities. No impacts from | horses, thie Navy will not
continued use of chaff. conduct ground training or
low-level flights under 500
feet AGL within a one-half
mile radius of all springs and
water troughs. . .
Recreastionand | Category A lands would Access and recreational Simular to Alternative 1, | Similar w Alternative . | Similar to Alternative Il. | Similar to Alternative | No impact. Effects No mitigation
Public Access prohibit public use. Public impacts from closure of with less effects 1o ’ L from emergency required.
sccess would not be restricted | Category A lands not recreation north of B-16. closure would continue
on other withdrawn lands mitigable. Because these lands : to be handled through
except st fenced EW and are or have the potential to be BLM and Navy
TACTS sites. Development of | ordnancecontaminated, it is administrative process.
EW/TACTS sites and integrated | not possible to allow
sir and ground training activities | recreation and public access
could adversely affect the while preserving public
quality of recreational safety. The Navy will
' in the Dixie Valley | provide education program
area and north of B-16. No materials on Navy training
impact to the Pony Expréss activities on Category B
National Hisworic Trail would | lands to the BLM, NDOW,
oceur. and BUREC for public
distribution. The Navy will
make every effort to avoid
the public during ground
training activities. If there is
an organized annual re-
enactment of the Pony
Express Trail ride, the Navy
will work with trail
personnel to alter flight
activities during the event if
compatible with training
needs at the given time.
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TABLE 2-6
OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES .
(Page 6 of 6)
RESOURCE ALTERNATIVEI ALTERNATIVE I ALTERNATIVE Il NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
" . ..o oo Jmpacts. Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts Mitigation Impacts . | . A
Public Heakh No impacts. Beneficial effects | No mitigation required. Similar o Alternativel. | No mitigation Similar o Alternative . | No mitigation No lands would be Public safety impacts
and Safety from reduced public exposure to i required. withdrawn. Off-range | from off-range
. off-range ordnance. No impact ordnance lands would | ordnance are not
from EW/TACTS sites or still be closed to the mitigable. The Navy
mwyawdauandyvund public, but BLM does | would request that the
training. No impacts from not have the same BLM restrict
continued use of chaff except for resources available as | development in
chaff-related nuisance effects the Navy to patrol