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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING HANDOUT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Proposed 
Updated Training Plan 60-1, 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona

The National Guard Bureau (NGB), 
Air National Guard (ANG) has 
recently updated their Training Plan 
(TP) 60-1.  This updated plan 

of Operation Snowbird (OSB) at 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 
(DMAFB), Arizona.  OSB is a 

162nd Fighter Wing (162 FW), 
Detachment 1 (Det 1).  Separate 
from OSB, routine ANG activities are 
conducted by the 162 FW out of the 
Tucson International Airport (TIA).   

OSB has been in existence since 
1975 and was originally designed 
and implemented to allow ANG units 
from bases located in northern 

optimal weather conditions and vast 
airspace over southern Arizona, 
primarily during the winter months.  
The OSB program is headquartered 
out of DMAFB, which is one of the 

Command (ACC) bases.  The 162 
FW Det 1 OSB is considered a 
tenant at DMAFB, and the OSB 
activities discussed in this 
Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969 are being addressed by 
Headquarters (HQ), ACC.     

The 355th Fighter Wing (355 FW) 
completed an EA and a Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) was 

issued in 1978 to address the new 
activities occurring under OSB at 
DMAFB.  Another NEPA document 
prepared since that time that 
included analysis of OSB activities 
was the 2002 Final Environmental 
Assessment for the West Coast 
Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR) 
Beddown. Thus, that 2002 EA will be 
used as the baseline for the EA to be 
prepared to assess the potential 
impacts on the human and natural 
environment of the proposed 
implementation of the NGB TP 60-1 
at DMAFB.     

DMAFB provides all of the facilities 
and assets essential to the success 

include but are not limited to: 

Facilities and Administration 

 13,643-foot runway  
 Live Ordnance Loading Area 

Live munitions storage and 
build-up facilities 

 Bulk Fuel Storage/Loading 
Area

 On-base medical, lodging, 
and dining facilities 

 On-base master 
mechanics/maintenance for 
the A-10 and F-16 aircraft  



Infrastructure Assets 

 Secure communications  
 Data link infrastructure 
 Dedicated aerospace ground 

equipment (AGE) 
 Access to existing engine 

analysis laboratory 
 Existing, dedicated ramp 

space

Safety and Operational Assets 

 Crash/Fire/Rescue response 
unit 

 Immediate access to 
hydrazine storage and 
emergency response for F-16 
aircraft 

 Existing Anti-terrorism and 
Force Protection systems  

 Close proximity to available 
military airspace and 
enhanced electronic tactical 
ranges 

The NGB and ACC, through the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Sacramento District intends to 
prepare an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address the 
potential effects of the 
implementation of the NGB TP 60-1 
at DMAFB.  The EA will assess the 
environmental and socioeconomic 
impacts, adverse and beneficial, of 
all reasonable alternatives that 
satisfy the purpose and need 
for the training mission.  The No 
Action Alternative, as required by 
NEPA, will also be considered in the 
EA.  The No Action Alternative would 
maintain the level and types of 
aircraft that were analyzed in the 
2002 EA.  The EA will provide 
information on all reasonable 
alternatives with regards to existing 

conditions and present use, and 
potential cumulative effects to 
socioeconomic and environmental 
concerns.   

The public scoping meeting is being 
conducted to provide a forum that 
allows the public to make comments 
and provide input relevant to the 
proposed action, alternatives and 
proposed areas of analysis.  In 
addition, the meeting provides a 
forum for the Air Force to discuss the 
NEPA process and the alternatives 
currently being considered. 

The public is invited to attend the 
informal meeting and ask questions 
or provide comments regarding the 
proposed alternatives. It is requested 
that all comments be provided 
comments either be provided on the 
attached comment sheet, or sent via 
e-mail to DMAFB at 
355wgpa@dm.af.mil. All comments 
will be considered during the 
preparation of the EA.  Please refer 
questions to officials attending the 
public meeting.  Written comments 
following the public meeting will be 
accepted through 26 October 2011 
and can be sent to the DMAFB 
Public Affairs Office at the following 
address:   

ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT 
SUBMITTAL, 355th Fighter Wing 
Public Affairs, 3180 S. First Street, 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 





PUBLIC COMMENTS ON 2012 DRAFT EA 





From: MARYLOU AND NORM FEIGER [mailto:feigerloulou@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2012 3:22 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
In Reference to more flyer planes, besides the F15,F16, F etc and etc.  I have lived in my house for 30 
years, and now I am in my last years of life.  I believe I should have a peaceeful life.  Jets flying at night, 
would kill me quickly, as ample sleep is what keeps us alive.  I love my home and surroundings, and this 
would errupt my world.  Majority of the homeowners in my area, all believe the same as me.  Only they 
are not knowledgeable to computers.  They still ask me what happened the the 4 propellor planes. 
The EA Misleads the Public.  How can the Air Force say that there IS NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
FOUND.  I had a good laugh at this, as with anything that disrupts the quality of living for any age 
person, THAT IS A SIGNIGICANT IMPACT.  I would love to read a report, with the backed up data, in 
Non-Technical terms, so that I can share this with my wonderful neighborhood. Many changes are made 
without the corrections being made to the public.  Is this all a SECRET? 
 
WHAT DOES RUNWAY 12 AND RUNWAY 30 MEAN?   I believe this jargon shows the disinterest the air 
force has in the people who have lived theri lives out in the vacinity of DM.   
 
I do not support the OSB EXPANSION PROPOSAL.  I don't need to read about a 2007 noise study that 
was made, indicating NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  When I cannot hear my husband talking right next to 
me, while the F16's are overhear, how is this bettering the quality of my life.  You can laugh at this, but I 
have perfect hearing, it's the Air Force that tries to lead us to believe  that the sounds have no impact. 
 
What about the noise levels for all those infants, that will grow up needing hearing airs before they get 
into first grade.  That's where the joke is, what do you think we are, a bunch of dummies?  Think this 
over carefuly.  As Tucson Forward will not give up, until the people are satisfied. 
 





From: Kathleen Williamson, Esq. [mailto:kgw@williamsonandyoung.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2012 9:24 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
  
 
ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
mailto:355WGPA@dm.af.mil 
 
757-764-5994 (Air Combat Command Public Affairs) or 228-3398 (D-M Public Affairs) 
 
(Sent via email rather than telephonically or snail mail) 
 
  
 
Dear OSB EA Comment Panel: 
 
I thoroughly agree with the Tucson Forward position regarding the flaws and biases of the EA recently 
conducted regarding Operation Snowbird in Tucson.  I lived under that flight path for 20 years (4th and 
Lee area).  It has had a bad impact on Tucson all these years but has gotten worse since the early 2000s.  
Now it threatens to double and include night flights while presenting a skewed EA claiming that these 
increases would not have a negative impact on Tucson.  It already does and the negative impact would 
double at a minimum.  Also, night flights is an obnoxious idea.  We have rights to quiet enjoyment of our 
homes and rights to safety from jet accidents and air pollution caused by over head flights.  The US 
military is the largest consumer of fossil fuels in the world, at taxpayer's expense and is dumping its toxic 
waste on American citizens.   To make matters worse, it allows foreign pilots to train over the homes of 
American citizens in urban areas like Tucson.  Tucs! 
 on has invested tremendous amounts of money in urban planning and historic preservation, all of which 
suffers under the noise and danger of overhead flights.  If our town council and county government 
cared about citizens at all, they would object to the degredation of our beautiful area and lives due to 
overhead flights.   
 
Do not double the damage you already do to Tucson.   
 
Regarding the faulty EA, here are just a few comments:  
 
Environmental Justice 
 
  
 
Cover Letter, lines 47-49 "There would be no additional disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
minority and low-income populations near DMAFB compared to those impacts associated with No 
Action Alternative." The Table 2-4 on page 2-13 does identify a minority low-income area that  



is disproportionately impacted under the OSB "No Action Alternative" and yet it concludes that doubling 
the number of OSB sorties and adding night  
flights "would likely be imperceptible to residents." This doesn't make common sense. ES-3-ES-4 "These 
expansions in the noise contours would be imperceptible to the residents as the changes in contours 
would be less than 50 feet. Public safety risks would not be measurably increased under any of the 
alternatives." These conclusions are based on incomplete data used in the noise modeling and noise 
averaging. Common sense tells us that you can't double the number flights and introduce night flights 
and have no significant impact on the quality of life and safety of the residents in an area already 
identified in violation of Environmental Justice Regulation . 
 
* Other Alternatives Needed 
 
The EA fails to investigate reasonable alternatives for basing the Operation Snowbird program. An EIS is 
needed to thoroughly investigate  
other possible locations in less encroached areas. 
 
P. ES-3, L 20 "unacceptable break or delay in combat aircrew training for the ANG and their training 
partners." OSB operated out of TIA during the  
resurfacing of the D-M runway. 
 
False or Misleading Statements and Sins of Omission 
 
There is a failure of the document to adequately explain the meaning and significance of Runway 12 and 
Runway 30 and the relationship to the  
circular flight path over a large area of central  Tucson.  Runway 12 and Runway 30 refer to compass 
directions. There is only one runway. 
 
P-2-9, L 15-18 "To further abate noise, departures would use Runway 12 and arrivals would use Runway 
30, to the extent practicable. This action would concentrate the majority of the air traffic noise 
southeast of DMAFB and away from the majority of the population near downtown Tucson." 
 
This statement is blandly false and misleading.  The number of departures to the SE (Rita Ranch area) 
and landings which circle over the central City  
to the Julia Keen Neighborhood, ARE ABOUT THE SAME.  (Wind conditions and Operation Noble Eagle 
may reverse the direction in a small percentage of take-offs and landings.) The idea that most of noise is 
to the SE is misleading and fails to mention the circular flight path over the City,  
mentioning only the population near downtown Tucson.  (Note: Night-time downtown population 
would be small vs. a large population in Midtown Tucson. The document fails to mention that the area 
to the SE is relatively unencroached due to the open space "Paddle" created during the 2003-4 JLUS. On 
the other hand the area to NW of DM and the Central City are densely populated. It is highly misleading 
to only mention downtown Tucson and  
lead the public to believe that the noise will be concentrated to the SE. The. number of take-offs to the 
SE and circular landings over the densely populated City would be about the same. 
 
* Re: Night Flights 
 
ABSOLUTELY NO to NIGHT FLIGHTS OVER METRO TUCSON  
 



On page 3-2, line 5 & 6 "People are typically more sensitive to elevated noise levels during the evening 
and /or night hours when human activity may be more relaxed." 
 
 How about simply saying that people are likely trying to sleep.  Sleep/rest is an important restorative 
function for all living organisms.   
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
Law Office of Williamson & Young, PC 
 
Kathleen G. Williamson, J.D., LL.M., Ph.D. 
 
PO Box 249 
TUCSON, AZ 85702-0249 
 
kgw@williamsonandyoung.com <mailto:kgw@williamsonandyoung.com>  
 
www.williamsonandyoung.com      
(520) 623-8414     Tucson, AZ 
 



From: Jean de Jong [mailto:loct2985@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 18, 2012 1:30 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Cc: Tucson Forward 
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal" 
 
  
 
Attention: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
 
3180 S. First Street 
 
Davis Monthan AFB AZ 85707 
 
  
 
August 18, 2012 
 
  
 
Dear Sir/ Madam: 
 
  
 
The Snowbird EA process and report looks suspiciously like it has been distorted and bastardized to 
accommodate the desired wishes of the AF and its local supporters, particularly the DM-50 and military 
benefitting local industries (beer and transport and entertainment) with very little honest legitimate 
analysis of the negative impact to the health, safety concerns, property value and quality of life of the 
homeowners and businesses of midtown Tucson NW of DMAFB. It is twisted to present information and 
itself as something that it is not in order to push through a military program of potentially severe 
devastation to so much of the Tucson midtown community that it doesn't do what EA's were intended 
to do - to honestly, without prejudice look into the health and safety effects of new AF activity to the 
citizens and environments that would be directly and indirectly impacted and to then determine 
whether the change in military activity can take place at all, in an alternate l! 
 ocation, or as projected. It was never the intention of the originators of the EA process to have the 
military and its supporters decide what they want and then twist the EA analysis procedure and data 
findings to get what they want regardless of the impact to humans and the envoronment. It was meant 
to give some protection and voice to those less powerful than the military industrial complex. I would 
say that this particular Operation Snowbird EA is an A+ example of distortion, dishonesty, deceipt and 
the misuse of power. This EA is set up to bring in domestic and foreign pilots flying any kind of jet, 
including F-22s and F-35s any time of day or night, almost doubling the number of flights over midtown 
Tucson. What kind of drug were the 'qualified?' statisticians taking when they came to the conclusion 
that the above conditions were no different in their impact to citizens and the environment than having 
a few US squadrons stationed at DM from February to April? The main ! 
 thrust of the official AF 1978 letter written to the ciizens of Tucson 



 following the A-7 (single engine) crash that killed two women on Highland and 5th was to acknowlege 
that flights over the City needed to be reduced in number because of the safety concern to the citizens 
of Tucson and the University population. So besides replacing the A-7 with the A-10 (double engine) 
much of the visitor traffic was redirected and stationed away from the City. For the Air Force to 
acknowlege back then that many fewer overflights was a great risk but doubling the number of those 
overflights today is of no significant impact is an amazing twist of logic and mental magical thinking - not 
science. 
 
  
 
In summary: 
 
  
 
(1) I don't support the OSB Expansion Proposal. 
 
(2) The EA is extremely difficult for the general public to follow; full of technical jargon; conclusions that 
don't appear to be supported; references to unknown studies (2007 Noise Study); confusing 
alternatives.  
 
(3) We badly need a professionally prepared Environmental Impact Statement with conclusions 
supported by the analysis. 
 
  
 
Yours truly, 
 
  
 
Jean de Jong 
 
2726 E. Malvern St. 
 
Tucson AZ 85716  
 
520 323-6870 
 
loct2985@yahoo.com 
 
 



From: J Kold [mailto:jtktsn@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 19, 2012 1:28 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
August 19, 2012 
  
Dear 355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs Spokespersons, 
  
Thank you for this opportunity to express my opinion on DMAFB's Operation Snowbird's progress. 
I attended an information session sponsered by D_M for the public to learn more about Operation 
Snowbird last fall and really appreciated the chance to speak with Air Force personnel about the details 
and plans of this upcoming program.   
  
I am hopeful that our local Air Force Base will take Tucson's residents' interests into consideration as the 
assessment process continues.  
  
I understand the number of planned flights are expected to double, and the noise impact of such a 
change is difficult to accurately predict.  However, a D-M Community Relations Committee has designed 
a noise chart that shows an F-18 or Harrier approaching over a homesite I own near Columbus and 
Broadway could be 
5 times as loud as an A-10.  Believe me, the noise levels of the existing aircraft are currently 
unacceptable in mid-day, much less at night, when night training flights will be allowed under OSB.   
  
I understand the F-18's, Harriers, and F-22's are some of the noisiest aircraft and that a current 
environmental impact assessment of these planes does not exist and the original 2007 study results are 
unavailable to the public. 
  
As a Tucson area resident, who's current quality of life is  negatively impacted by the existing D-M flight 
patterns and noise, I respectfully request a thorough and accurate Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) of Operation Snowbird be conducted and released to the taxpayers who live in the Tucson 
community.   
The decision to launch OSB should await input from a well-informed Tucson community-based 
constituency who  will be most affected by any such decision.   
  
Thank you very much, 
Jhan Kold 
5310 E Holmes St. 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 



From: Campbell, Christopher A TSgt USAF ACC 355 FW/PA On Behalf Of 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public
Affairs
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2012 4:36 PM
To: Dalrymple, Nicole M Civ USAF ACC 355 FW/PA
Cc: Harrington, Susan M 1stLt USAF ACC 355 FW/PA
Subject: FW: OSB EA Comment Submittal

Ma'am,

You are very popular with the emails.

Thank you,

TSgt Campbell

From: Kathleen Williamson, Esq. [mailto:kgw@williamsonandyoung.com]
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2012 9:24 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs
3180 S. First Street
Davis Monthan AFB, AZ 85707

mailto:355WGPA@dm.af.mil

757 764 5994 (Air Combat Command Public Affairs) or 228 3398 (D M Public Affairs)

(Sent via email rather than telephonically or snail mail)

Dear OSB EA Comment Panel:

I thoroughly agree with the Tucson Forward position regarding the flaws and biases of the EA recently
conducted regarding Operation Snowbird in Tucson. I lived under that flight path for 20 years (4th and
Lee area). It has had a bad impact on Tucson all these years but has gotten worse since the early 2000s.
Now it threatens to double and include night flights while presenting a skewed EA claiming that these
increases would not have a negative impact on Tucson. It already does and the negative impact would



double at a minimum. Also, night flights is an obnoxious idea. We have rights to quiet enjoyment of our
homes and rights to safety from jet accidents and air pollution caused by over head flights. The US
military is the largest consumer of fossil fuels in the world, at taxpayer's expense and is dumping its toxic
waste on American citizens. To make matters worse, it allows foreign pilots to train over the homes of
American citizens in urban areas like Tucson. Tucs!
on has invested tremendous amounts of money in urban planning and historic preservation, all of which
suffers under the noise and danger of overhead flights. If our town council and county government
cared about citizens at all, they would object to the degredation of our beautiful area and lives due to
overhead flights.

Do not double the damage you already do to Tucson.

Regarding the faulty EA, here are just a few comments:

Environmental Justice

Cover Letter, lines 47 49 "There would be no additional disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
minority and low income populations near DMAFB compared to those impacts associated with No
Action Alternative." The Table 2 4 on page 2 13 does identify a minority low income area that
is disproportionately impacted under the OSB "No Action Alternative" and yet it concludes that doubling
the number of OSB sorties and adding night
flights "would likely be imperceptible to residents." This doesn't make common sense. ES 3 ES 4 "These
expansions in the noise contours would be imperceptible to the residents as the changes in contours
would be less than 50 feet. Public safety risks would not be measurably increased under any of the
alternatives." These conclusions are based on incomplete data used in the noise modeling and noise
averaging. Common sense tells us that you can't double the number flights and introduce night flights
and have no significant impact on the quality of life and safety of the residents in an area already
identified in violation of Environmental Justice Regulation .

* Other Alternatives Needed

The EA fails to investigate reasonable alternatives for basing the Operation Snowbird program. An EIS is
needed to thoroughly investigate
other possible locations in less encroached areas.

P. ES 3, L 20 "unacceptable break or delay in combat aircrew training for the ANG and their training
partners." OSB operated out of TIA during the
resurfacing of the D M runway.

False or Misleading Statements and Sins of Omission

There is a failure of the document to adequately explain the meaning and significance of Runway 12 and
Runway 30 and the relationship to the
circular flight path over a large area of central Tucson. Runway 12 and Runway 30 refer to compass
directions. There is only one runway.



P 2 9, L 15 18 "To further abate noise, departures would use Runway 12 and arrivals would use Runway
30, to the extent practicable. This action would concentrate the majority of the air traffic noise
southeast of DMAFB and away from the majority of the population near downtown Tucson."

This statement is blandly false and misleading. The number of departures to the SE (Rita Ranch area)
and landings which circle over the central City
to the Julia Keen Neighborhood, ARE ABOUT THE SAME. (Wind conditions and Operation Noble Eagle
may reverse the direction in a small percentage of take offs and landings.) The idea that most of noise is
to the SE is misleading and fails to mention the circular flight path over the City,
mentioning only the population near downtown Tucson. (Note: Night time downtown population
would be small vs. a large population in Midtown Tucson. The document fails to mention that the area
to the SE is relatively unencroached due to the open space "Paddle" created during the 2003 4 JLUS. On
the other hand the area to NW of DM and the Central City are densely populated. It is highly misleading
to only mention downtown Tucson and
lead the public to believe that the noise will be concentrated to the SE. The. number of take offs to the
SE and circular landings over the densely populated City would be about the same.

* Re: Night Flights

ABSOLUTELY NO to NIGHT FLIGHTS OVER METRO TUCSON

On page 3 2, line 5 & 6 "People are typically more sensitive to elevated noise levels during the evening
and /or night hours when human activity may be more relaxed."

How about simply saying that people are likely trying to sleep. Sleep/rest is an important restorative
function for all living organisms.

Law Office of Williamson & Young, PC

Kathleen G. Williamson, J.D., LL.M., Ph.D.

PO Box 249
TUCSON, AZ 85702 0249

kgw@williamsonandyoung.com <mailto:kgw@williamsonandyoung.com>

www.williamsonandyoung.com
(520) 623 8414 Tucson, AZ



From: Victor Shamas [mailto:vshamas@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 24, 2012 4:35 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

Dear 355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs Spokespersons,

Thank you for this opportunity to express my opinion on DMAFB's Operation Snowbird's progress.
I attended an information session sponsered by D_M for the public to learn more about Operation
Snowbird last fall and really appreciated the chance to speak with Air Force personnel about the details
and plans of this upcoming program.

I am hopeful that our local Air Force Base will take Tucson's residents' interests into consideration as the
assessment process continues.

I understand the number of planned flights are expected to double, and the noise impact of such a
change is difficult to accurately predict. However, a D M Community Relations Committee has designed
a noise chart that shows an F 18 or Harrier approaching over a homesite I own near Columbus and
Broadway could be
5 times as loud as an A 10. Believe me, the noise levels of the existing aircraft are currently
unacceptable in mid day, much less at night, when night training flights will be allowed under OSB.

I understand the F 18's, Harriers, and F 22's are some of the noisiest aircraft and that a current
environmental impact assessment of these planes does not exist and the original 2007 study results are
unavailable to the public.

As a Tucson area resident, who's current quality of life is negatively impacted by the existing D M flight
patterns and noise, I respectfully request a thorough and accurate Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) of Operation Snowbird be conducted and released to the taxpayers who live in the Tucson
community.
The decision to launch OSB should await input from a well informed Tucson community based
constituency who will be most affected by any such decision.

Thank you very much,
Victor Shamas
5310 E Holmes St.
Tucson, AZ 85711



From: phmore@cox.net [mailto:phmore@cox.net]  
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2012 8:43 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: EIS for Snowbird ops 
 
I am writing to request that the Operation Snowbird EIS be revisited in terms of -accuracy, -inclusiveness 
of critical information (such as how the noise impacts were assessed), -and the actual aircraft and flight 
patterns associated with Snowbird program.  
I also request that the EIS explicitly include -ALL aircraft likely to be flying here, -the types of aircraft 
being flown and details about their noise levels and safety records - including how these factors were 
determined -the schedules of flight activity by type of aircraft 
 
Further, there needs to be genuine community interaction once the revised EIS is issued, not just 
providing a few military folks standing around to answer questions - for which, of course they have pre-
rehearsed answers and no interest in genuine engagement with community members. We have many 
very smart people who are interested in achieving a workable solution to the noise and safety issues, 
and who are more than ready and willing to work toward a mutually satisfactory arrangement. 
 
Like many of my neighbors and colleagues, I think it would be a huge mistake to shut down D-M, and I 
support keeping it here with a mission that conforms to contemporary urban realities in Tucson.  I 
acknowledge that we Americans need military strength and expertise to survive and prosper in the 
world, and that D-M contributes to our national security.  
 
 In general, I am less sure that Snowbird training activity belongs here.  Over the long term I advocate 
moving it out of the urban zone to a remote area such as the Barry Goldwater Range. My rationale is 
this: if pilots are supposed to be learning how to fly in remote desert environments, then they should 
also be learning how to live and fly in those environments. They could be shuttled to D-M Tucson if they 
absolutely need a day or two away from the training grounds and if local bars and other businesses need 
their dollars. In the meantime, a better accommodation between Snowbird and civilian concerns really 
does need to be accomplished.   
 
Thank you for your consideration,  
 
Barbara Morehouse 
2709 E. Malvern Street, Tucson 
 



From: Karen Copley [mailto:kfmcopley@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2012 7:43 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird -noise 
 
To Whom It May Concern- 
 
I am in complete support of this program.  As a resident of the NW part of Green Valley, I do not hear all 
of the noise, but we do receive a fair amount of flyovers.   
 
As the member of the 1% of Americans whose family members are currently serving our country 
(daughter and 2 son-in-laws) and the widow of a Vietnam era 100% disabled Marine, I realize I may have 
a different view than many....but as far as I am concerned anything that we regular citizens need to do 
to support the training efforts of our military is small in comparison to what we expect from those 
actually serving. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Karen Burns Copley 
1670 N Rio Chico 
Green Valley, AZ 
 



From: Bonnie Poulos [mailto:btpoulos@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2012 7:35 AM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: Snowbird expansion at Davis Monthan Air Force (DMAF) Base in Tucson Arizona

Dear Sirs,

I am writing to request that a full environmental assessment be conducted by an impartial third
party concerning the proposed doubling of Davis Monthan Air Force flights over the city of Tucson,
where I live. I have read summaries of the current report written by the Air Force and believe that much
more information and study needs to be completed before a decision is made concerning this increase
in activity. I live many miles away from the DMAF base but I too am affected by noise from the current
aircraft and flights that circle overhead and disrupt my life. I also work at the University where there are
times when one must shout to be heard over the scream of the aircraft heading to and from DMAF base.
I also hike in the Aravaipa Canyon wilderness area northwest of Tucson where I have personally
witnessed hotdog pilots flying fighter jets down below the rim of the canyon such that we could smell
the fumes from the burnt fuel of the aircraft. Considering the urbanized areas that DMAF base flights fly
over, and the ongoing remediation efforts of homes that were built to accommodate lower income
people in our community, and the past history of deaths in Tucson related to crashed Air Force planes, it
behooves us to do the very best job of accurately assessing the impact that a doubling of the flights and
the inclusion of foreign pilots and planes over our great city will cause.

In order for an environmental assessment to be credible it must also be conducted by those
who do not have a vested interest in the outcome of the assessment. Although the DMAF base provides
an important economic base for our community, many other economic factors must be considered
before a decision can be fairly made as to whether expansion of the intrusive activities of the base is
warranted. Personally, I believe that this plan is solely to justify the continued existence of the DMAF
base and has little to do with the best interests of the USA. I also do not believe that an urbanized area
such as Tucson should be the training grounds for new, louder, and more aircraft.

Thank you for taking all of our opinions into account in your decision concerning the expansion
of the overflight activities at DMAF.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Poulos

1208 E. Smoot Dr.

Tucson, AZ 85719



From: Anita Valdez [mailto:valdezosb@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2012 9:01 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: comment 
 
How is it possible that an increase of noise to 120 decibels  and adding flights, even flying at night does 
not make a big difference in an increasingly urban area?? 
 
Who wants to live with such noise?? 
 
Thank you for your attention,  
 
SAnita  
 



From: Mark Zajicek [mailto:mzroadie@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2012 8:29 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird 
 
I live over 10 miles from D-M and am negatively impacted by the jet noise circling for takeoff and 
landing.  I am vehemently opposed to the proposal to double the annual number of flights, inclusive of 
night traffic. I would much prefer your jockeys go supersonic & practice strafing cactus on the Mohave 
desert.  
 



From: Cynthia Pearson [mailto:pearsonc@u.washington.edu]
Sent: Sunday, August 26, 2012 7:37 AM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

Dear Sirs and Madams,

We object to the EPA Operation Snowbird Environmental Assessment findings and purposed expansion
of the Snowbird operations. My home is 3021 W San Juan Dr 85713. We are right under the TIA runway
flight pattern.

It's odd to me that doubling the number of flights resulted in a finding of "No Significant Impact."
(FONSI). That's even conceding the base year was appropriate an issue that can certainly be debated
since the mission has grown so significantly since its inception. I understand that going from about 1,100
to about 2,200 sorties is a small percentage (7%) of what comes out of DM. As a data analysis I am
aware that depending on how you approach the question and analyze the data you can come to a
variety of conclusion. The increase could be looked at as another 1,100 flights and that would also be
accurate. And that could lead you to a different conclusion as to the impact of one Alternative over
another.

Noise contours are developed by taking an average of the daily flight noise over a 24 hour period. That
means individual aircraft flying overhead will yield higher dB than the average since the dead time when
no planes are flying overhead dilute the data towards the down side. That is an approved FAA technique
for measuring noise levels. Both my husband and I work from home. As it is now, when the military jets
fly over (usually in no stop 30 45 min periods) we cannot not concentrate, participant in conference
calls or even talk to each other. The nose level during our waking hour is TOO MUCH and realistically
the impact should be assessed based in the times the planes do fly. Be waken before dawn and late at
night is extremely disrupted to my sleep and thus overall wellbeing.

Please an honest assessment of the impact is all were really asking for and to find a suitable solution
preferably one that create less harm than the current situation.

It's one thing to hear and consider the voice of people who live on the outskirts of town away from the
noise as compared to those whose lives and simple ability to have a conversation is interrupted. I
suggested comments should be taken as a weighted value with those most affected should be weighted
more than those who sit up in the mountain watching from a distance.



Please do an honest assessment. Assess noise in the time period planes fly. Come stay at our house for
a week. Sit on our porch, or in our office try to work, try to sleep, try to live with what we have now and
then think of expanding that.

Sincerely

Carl and Cynthia Pearson

3021 W San Juan Dr.

Tucson AZ 85013

Cynthia R. Pearson,

Voice/Cell: (206) 330 1997 <tel:%28206%29%20330 1997> , FAX: (206) 543 1228
<tel:%28206%29%20543 1228>
E mail: pearsonc@uw.edu <mailto:pearsonc@uw.edu>



From: Ken Zablotny [mailto:dragracers@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 4:24 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

Good afternoon: I would like to take a moment to express my strong objection to "Operation Snowbird"
being discussed in the shadows by the US Air Force to increase training flights at DM airbase. It is an
unnecessary use of taxpayer dollars, a dramatic increase in noise by all modes of military aircraft in and
around my personal residence. The current activity that occurs at DM with the flights of F 16's,
Warthogs, transports, etc by those "jet jockys" with high testosterone levels is invasive to my quality of
life. What is currently the # of sorties that come and go from DM is borderline acceptable (except after
10 PM) but any more flights from this insane operation is not acceptable.

Thank you for your time in registering my comments.

Ken Zablotny
Broker/Owner
Licensed in the State of Colorado
Licensed in the State of Arizona

Cell Phone: 303.995.9117
Direct: 303.835.8392



From: azbride@cox.net [mailto:azbride@cox.net]
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2012 8:09 AM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs; Simmons, Jonathan D Capt USAF ACC 355 FW/PA
Subject: Request for Operation Snowbird EA in Spanish

Dear Sirs,

As Co Chair of the Julia Keen Neighborhood Association, I would like to request that the Operation
Snowbird Draft EA be made available in the Spanish language. I previously had requested this from
Capt. Simmons. Many in our neighborhood speak only Spanish, which is considered disproportionately
impacted by the aircraft noise from Davis Monthan Air Force Base. We are located directly under the
flight path of DM AFB and are extremely affected.

Please let me know as soon as possible where a copy of the Operation Snowbird Draft EA can be
obtained in Spanish as the deadline for our comments is September 14, 2012.

Sincerely,

Rita Ornelas
Julia Keen Neighborhood Association, Co Chair
3679 E. 33rd St.
Tucson, AZ 85713

(520) 318 0595 home
(520) 954 4911 cell



From: Eudene Lupino [mailto:eudenepaul@mac.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2012 12:18 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird 
 
I oppose the expansion of Operation Snowbird in Tucson for several reasons, the most important of 
which is the diminishing quality of life here the expansion will initiate and exacerbate. Tucson is a city 
situated in the unique Sonoran Desert, with wildlife and native fauna still an integral part of its identity, 
albeit, mostly now surrounding the city proper. Many of us who life here do so in harmony as concerted 
stewards of the environment, one of the few places left to sustain in such a non-intrusive way. Many 
ordinances and practices have been enacted in order to slow the demise of the desert and to stop the 
banishment and eradication of its native species. The noise levels and frequency of flights of an 
expanded Operation Snowbird will negate all the civic and individual efforts to ensure serenity. Tucson is 
not Phoenix, nor is it Yuma. Tucson is unique; Tucson is all about "place," and Tucson will lose its unique 
character as blaring jets darken the sky and break eardr! 
 ums everywhere, not just near the air base. It is right to consider many factors that contribute to a 
place's health and sustainability, especially environmental sustainability, especially now. Tucson is surely 
a premier location to seek to favor its unique character, its place. 
 
Eudene Lupino 
4651 N El Adobe Ranch Rd 
Tucson, AZ 
 



From: zelnio [mailto:zelnio@cox.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 4:00 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Attn: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
355th Fighter WIng Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
I am writing to express my concern over the incomplete content of the draft environmental assessment 
report regarding the expansion of Operation Snowbird, based at Dais-Monthan Air Force Base.  I live and 
work  in the Broadmoor neighborhood and am directly affected by this activity on a daily basis.  The 
recently released draft EA is difficult, if not impossible, for the general public to understand.  It appears 
to be missing critical analyses and offers unsupported conclusions.  I am particularly concerned about 
the incomplete safety data and that there is no assessment of the OSB flight pattern over  Broadmoor 
and other midtown neighborhoods.  
 
 
I request a full, objective environmental impact statement that more accurately assesses the impact of 
OSB expansion on the surrounding Tucson community prior to any decision.   
 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Debra Zelnio 
2820 E. Croyden Street 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 



From: Linda Abrams [mailto:labrams2930@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 7:42 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: flights over Tucson

I wish to respond to the report of increasing flights over Tucson. My area, the Broadmoor
neighborhood, is very affected by the flights. It is difficult to have peace and quiet in our vicinity as it is,
and the thought of even more flights is a worry. One of my neighbors is actually moving out of Tucson
because of the disturbing noise and vibrations of the flights.
Please, please, do not increase the flights, and the accompanying noise. It greatly worsens our quality of
life. Flights of this nature should be over relatively empty areas, not densely populated urban areas such
as Tucson.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda K Abrams
2930 E Manchester
Tucson, Az
85716
520 326 4815



From: Susan Pitt [mailto:sgpitt.1@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 11:00 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN:OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
 
September 10, 2012 
 
 
ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. 1st Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
 
Re: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
 
  I am writing to object to the draft EA for Davis-Monthan Air Base in Tucson, AZ, and to state my 
objections to the expansion of Operation Snowbird based at DM.  There are numerous and important 
reasons for limiting the numbers and types of aircraft flying in and out of DM and I am sure you have 
received many letters stating all of these.   
     The types of proposed aircraft and the doubling of the numbers of flights proposed is unreasonable 
and dangerous to our community.  Tucson is a large, but still developing metropolitan area; it's main 
business area and the largest portion of its population lie directly under the paths of these aircraft.  
Today's aircraft are generations away from those which flew over Tucson even a few years ago.  If, for 
no other reason than safety (and there are MANY more-which you have no doubt heard), the proposed 
expansion should not occur.  We have a University and downtown area entitled to safety and the 
reasonable expectation for healthy growth which cannot be achieved and maintained if the proposed 
numbers and types of aircraft are allowed to fly over these densely populated areas.   
  Arizona has other legitimate, safer, and suitable places to house and train these aircraft and their 
missions. 
 
 
 
 
Susan Pitt 
445 S. Via Golondrina 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
sgpitt.1@gmail.com 



From: Pat Birnie [mailto:patbirnie@greenbicycle.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 8:31 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: OSB Comment Submittal 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs  
3180 S. First Street  
 Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ  85707  
 
Re: OSB Comment Submittal  
 
To U.S. Air Force Public Affairs Officials:  
 
My comments are on behalf of the Tucson Branch of the Women's International League for Peace and 
Freedom, of which I am a member. We have reviewed the EA provided for the proposed expansion of 
the Operation Snow Bird practice at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in Tucson, AZ. 
 
We find it extremely hard to believe that almost doubling the number of flying sorties,  including adding 
night training sessions, could result in a Finding of No Significant Impact.  It appears to us that the study 
was conducted by computer analyses and "averaging" decibels that had little to do with actual Noise 
Measurements, especially for the night flights. Were the noisiest planes included in the analysis?  Real 
people hear the extreme highs, and don't do "averaging" of noise.  In addition to unacceptable increase 
in noise levels, we believe that other factors would be negatively impacted: public safety, property 
values, socioeconomic concerns, and environmental justice, as well as cumulative impact.  
 
Therefore we strongly urge that a full Environmental Impact Study and Statement  be conducted.  And 
next time around, please involve public input to a higher degree.  For an issue as important as this, there 
should have been public hearings to review the findings, and for the Air Force to receive comments from 
the public.  
 
We are deeply concerned that expansion of the OSB at Davis-Monthan would be a ruse to bring the 
untested, dangerous, noisy F-35 to Tucson for training flights. Wording of the EA leaves that option as a 
real possibility.  That would be totally unacceptable in terms of noise, public safety, socioeconomic 
factors, environmental pollution and more.  
 
Of the 4 alternatives offered in the EA,  it appeared that there were such little difference between the 
options, that it was pointless to offer them.  Even the "No Action" option was not really an alternative.  
The subject of Alternate Locations for the expanded OSB DOES make sense, though.  It is disappointing 
that Gulf South Research Corporation didn't take seriously this suggestion that came from the scoping 
meetings prior to the EA study.  All of the (not considered) stated alternate locations are in Arizona.  Gila 
Bend and Libby Army Airfield were dismissed because of the capital investment required, and time 
needed to build the needed infrastructure.  But no excuses were given for disregarding the option of 
Luke.  With the F-35 to be based at Luke, wouldn't it make sense to also base the OSB there, too?   Why 
were bases in New Mexico or Nevada not considered as alternate locations for OSB?  We think such an 
important operation should be located in a much less densely ! 
 populated area than Tucson.  Both New Mexico and Nevada have this same arid climate...the talking 
point and advantage of Tucson.  BUT TUCSON HAS A DENSELY POPULATED AREA TOO CLOSE TO Davis-



Monthan AFB, causing a constant risk and threat to residents who live under the flight path of all flights 
at D-M.  
 
If OSB were to be located away from Davis-Monthan, and if D-M should feel lonely at the loss, then we 
would strongly advocate that the whole of the Air National Guard be transferred to Davis-Monthan, and 
vacate its presence at the Tucson International Airport.  We find it incompatible to have the civilian 
airport so inter-twined with the military missions of the Air National Guard.  
 
One final comment: I found it very difficult to understand the Environmental Assessment, though I really 
tried.  It is very technical, using so much jargon and acronyms that it was a challenge to understand.  It 
almost seemed like a booster report, not an objective environmental assessment.  
 
Conclusion:  
 
We advocate that a full Environmental Impact Study and report be conducted in regard to the proposed 
expansion of the Operation Snow Bird program at Davis-Monthan AFB.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Patricia Birnie, Legislative Chair  
Tucson Branch, Women's International League for Peace and Freedom  
5349 W. Bar X Street, Tucson, AZ  85713-6402 
 
520-661-9671 
 
patbirnie@greenbicycle.net 
 



From: Peggy Flyntz [mailto:peggyflyntz@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 6:22 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird 
 
To whom it may concern: 
  
I am writing to express my concerns about the possible expansion of Operations Snowbird, based at 
Davis Monthan Air Force Base. This expansion would substantially increase the number of flights already 
occurring and include also night training flights.  Yet somehow the recent assessment concludes that this 
will have no significant impact on the surounding commuity. This assessment is flawed by selectivity and 
presentation of data, which seriously understate the number of residents impacted by noise. And, as 
usual, this would affect most deleteriously minority and low-income propulations adjacent to the base, 
most of whom are already seriously effected by the noise of the current flights.   
  
There has been insufficient effort to reach out for community involvement. No notices were sent to the 
population that already is disproportionately impacted by aircraft noise. And among those who were 
involved, at the scoping meetings in the densely-populated mid-town area, there was a high public turn-
out--and generally great opposition to the expansion. Furthermore, not enough consideration has been 
given to the effects of the expansion on tourism, a major industry in the area. Concerns about the 
impacts of an expansion of OSB activity on the tourism industry were expressed by citizens at public 
meetings and in written comments. Anecdotal information presented cites' noise as causing an adverse 
impact on tourism-industry businesses. The economic impact on tourism, one of Tucson's major 
industries, needs to be done in an EIS. And property values in those areas will most certainly be affected 
as well by the unwelcome noise created by an increase in military aircraft flights! 
  overhead. 
  
Finally, the expansion of OSB will increase the risk of accidents in densely populated areas. The safety 
record of the F-22 has received much publicity, raising doubts about the wisdom of allowing flights over 
large populations. And no mention has been made by EA of the crashes by military aircraft that occurred 
in neighborhoods in San Diego, Virgnia Beach, Yuma, and Marana in recent years or the crash of a D-M 
jet near the University of Arizona in 1978.  
  
 
 
The OSB Draft EA is sorely lacking not only in detail, but in accuracy. A full EIS is clearly needed--in plain 
English; not the DEA's  jargon and acronyms that are not easily understood by the general public. 
 
  
 
Thank you for reading my comments and considering my point of view. 
 
  
 
Margaret Flyntz 
 
1611 E. Mitchell St 
 



Tucson, AZ  85719 
 
  
 
peggyflynz@hotmail.com 
 



From: William Hubbard [mailto:hubbard@dakotacom.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 12:36 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
 
   
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
I have some comments about a document entitled MISSING GAPS AND INFO - DRAFT OPERATION 
SNOWBIRD ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT written by a group that styles itself Tucson Forward (TF). 
 
At the end of the TF document, a statement refers to "the breakdown in relations between the Tucson 
community (particularly those under the flight path) and Davis-Monthan that has occurred since 2000."  
I take particular issue with that claim. 
 
I live right under the landing flight path.  I have lived at this same address in the Broadmoor subdivision 
for 39 years.  When my daughters were in kindergarten, we had military aircraft overhead.  Now when 
we babysit our grandchildren, there are military aircraft overhead.  We could have moved to the 
Foothills years ago, but I love Broadmoor for its proximity to my work at the U of A, for the wildlife, and 
for the aircraft. 
 
I am a member of the 93rd Bombardment Group, a memorial society that pays tribute to the veterans, 
living and dead, of that storied Air Force unit.  Last November, the 93rd BG had its annual reunion in 
Tucson, and it was my privilege to attend and to introduce my grandson to some remarkable people, 
many of them living in Tucson.  We were hosted at the DMAFB Officers Club by Col. Meger, Vice 
Commander of the 355th Fighter Wing.  So I would say that relations between DMAFB and the Tucson 
community, including me under the flight path, are excellent. 
 
At my home on Devon Street, we see hummingbirds, bees, butterflies, hawks, occasional javelinas and 
coyotes, and right overhead we frequently see A-10s, F-16s, C-130s, C-17s, Blackhawks, etc.  There is 
also the rare treat: at the biennial DMAFB Air Show, we get to see the Thunderbirds disperse, reform, 
scream right over the house. Sometimes we see vintage aircraft such as Mustangs and B-17s. Earlier this 
year I heard the roar of Pratt & Whitney aircraft engines, went out, and saw the Collings B-24 coming in 
for a landing at DMAFB.  What a treat. 
 
So what is the main safety threat to Tucson? Every year dozens of people are killed in traffic accidents 
here.  In 2003 we even had a car crash into one of our family's houses near the U of A.  But over the 40 
years that I have lived here, there has been only the single military air crash that killed two people in 
1978.  Much could be done about the traffic safety problem, but it is hard to imagine that much more 
could be done to improve military air safety.  In fact, I have utter confidence in the skill and dedication 
of the young military pilots at DMAFB. 
 
Please disregard the TF critique.  It is a labored attempt to arouse concern about a nonexistent problem. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
William B. Hubbard 



2618 E. Devon St. 
hubbard@dakotacom.net 
 



From: gary hunter [mailto:garyahunter@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 8:03 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Sirs: 
 
  
 
Section 1.2 of the draft Operation Snowbird Environmental Assessment indicates that EAs in 1995 and 
1999 had analyzed the environmental impacts of the flights of OSB aircraft.  In fact, neither EA provided 
such an analysis; the two EAs considered only the impacts of constructing facilities on the ground. 
 
  
 
Section 1.2 states, "The 1995 EA and associated Air Force memoranda indicated that the number of 
National Guard units participating in OSB training at DMAFB ranged from 13 to 15 annually and that the 
OSB was no longer considered a 'wintertime' only mission."  This is a simple statement of fact.  It is not 
an environmental analysis, and it provides no justification under the National Environmental Policy Act 
for expanding OSB to 13 or 15 National Guard units, or for expanding OSB beyond wintertime operation. 
 
  
 
Section 1.2 states the 2002 CSAR EA "included analysis of OSB activities."  Section 1.4 states the CSAR EA 
"had tangentially analyzed OSB sorties."  Section 2.3 states OSB aircraft were "analyzed in the 2002 
CSAR EA."  All three of these statements are false.  The CSAR EA included no analysis of OSB aircraft.  As 
Section 2.3 notes, the CSAR EA acknowledged OSB aircraft only by including them in its Table 2.3-4 as 
"Other" aircraft.  This obscure note in a table of sorties does not constitute an environmental analysis. 
 
  
 
The Air Force is fully aware that the 1995, 1999, and CSAR EAs provided no analysis of OSB aircraft or 
operations.  The undersigned pointed this out in a letter submitted to the Air Force during the scoping 
phase of the current EA.   
 
  
 
The Air Force is dishonest to indicate in the current EA that any of these three prior EAs had included an 
analysis of OSB aircraft. 
 
  
 
Section 1.2 refers to an OSB EA that was completed in 1978.  In fact, this is the only analysis the Air 
Force has ever made of the environmental impacts of OSB aircraft. 
 
  
 



In the words of the 1978 EA, it would "enable northeastern Air National Guard units to deploy to Davis-
Monthan AFB, AZ, with sufficient equipment and personnel to conduct deployed tactical 
training/operational readiness inspections for two week periods basically between the months of 
January through April."  The EA covered "an average of twenty sorties a day during weekdays . . . 
conducted during normal duty hours at Davis-Monthan AFB, 0800 - 1700."  Aircraft covered by the EA 
were the A-7 and F-100, with the A-10 replacing the F-100 after FY 79. 
 
  
 
This is the baseline that the Air Force must use. 
 
  
 
During the scoping phase of the current EA, the Air Force recognized that it must use a baseline that is 
supported by an earlier environmental assessment. At that time, the Air Force proposed to use the CSAR 
EA as its baseline.  In the words of the Air Force, the CSAR EA is "the assessment OSB currently operates 
under."   
 
  
 
Members of the public pointed out the CSAR EA included no analysis of OSB.  Now the Air Force has 
changed its mind; it has decided to use a baseline that has never had an environmental analysis.  
 
  
 
The Air Force intends to use 2009 as its baseline.  The sole justification for this baseline is that it is 
"representative" of current OSB operations.  The Air Force ignores the fact that current operations have 
not been subjected to an environmental analysis, and violate the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
  
 
Operations that violate NEPA cannot be used as a baseline.  Operations that have never had an 
environmental analysis cannot be used as a baseline. 
 
  
 
The Wyle Study, which was commissioned by the Air Force and which is the predecessor of the current 
EA, states on page 55 that the 1978 EA is "the prevailing EA."   
 
  
 
On page 52, the Wyle Study elaborates: 
 
  
 
. . . [T]he mission, the number of operations, and the types of aircraft in Operation Snowbird have 
changed substantially since development of the EA in 1978.  . . . [T]he training has evolved from winter 
deployment training for the Cold War era to year-round pre-deployment training exercises.  . . . Other 



significant changes include:  none of the original aircraft in the EA are currently involved in OSB; the 
number of days OSB aircraft are projected to be at DM has risen from two weeks to one month or 
longer; the number of operations has, in some years, doubled; night time operations have been added; 
the limitation of flight operations to one arrival and departure with no pattern operations conducted 
has been inconsistently accomplished or documented since 1978; and on-base aircraft maintenance run-
up operations have likewise been accomplished and documented.   In short, there have been significant 
changes in OSB's mission, training and aircraft operations since the 1978 EA! 
  was released.   [Emphasis added.] 
 
  
 
The Wyle Study makes it clear that a 1978 baseline must be used.  OSB was last analyzed in 1978, and 
1978 is the only defensible baseline. 
 
  
 
With a 1978 baseline, the current EA must analyze its proposed alternatives in light of the encroachment 
upon D-M of residential and commercial areas since 1978; the greater density of surrounding  
neighborhoods that has resulted from the construction of apartments, schools, and medical facilities 
since 1978; the increase in arrivals and departures, as well as the different types of aircraft, at Tucson 
International Airport since 1978; the change in Tucson's air quality since 1978; and many other factors. 
 
  
 
To ensure the final decision regarding Operation Snowbird will withstand potential legal challenges, the 
current analysis must use the 1978 EA as its baseline.  Further, a proper analysis of all operations not 
covered by the 1978 EA can be accomplished only with an Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Gary A. Hunter 
 
Resident of Midtown Tucson 
 



From: MELINDA KINARD [mailto:mkinard2@cox.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 10:35 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: operation snowbird. 
 
the jets over central tucson are so loud now  that the glass in my windows  rattles when they fly over my 
neighborhood. lately in september 2012 all of the airplanes are flying VERY low over the neighborhoods. 
this is unacceptable. 
 
davis monthan is creating  a huge problem for the residents here with its insensitivity to the decibels as 
well as the low altitude flying. i do not support this project at all . you need to go back to the drawing 
board and listen to the tax-paying residents of tucson. 
 
thank you. 
 



From: jwatkins@math.arizona.edu [mailto:jwatkins@math.arizona.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 9:02 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Cc: mayor1@tucsonaz.gov; ward6@tucsonaz.gov
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

I have attached my remarks on the Operation Snowbird Environmental Assessment. I have reviewed
some standards in Guidelines for Statistical Practice of the American Statistical Association as a basis for
evaluation of use of statistics in the Draft Environmental Assessment. In addition, I have included the
Declaration of Professional Ethics adopted by the International Statistical Institute Council.

Joe Watkins



To: Gary D. Chesley, Colonel, USAF    
Deputy Director, Installations & Mission Support 
 
From: Joseph Watkins 
2726 East Malvern Street, Tucson AZ 85716 
jwatkins@math.arizona.edu 
 
Re: Draft OSB EA Comment Submittal on Operation Snowbird,  
Davis‐Monthan Air Force Base 
 
Date: September 12, 2012 
 
Dear Colonel Chesley, 
 
I have taught statistics classes for more than 15 years. At a certain point early in the 
semester of an introductory course, we discuss the ethical issues associated with the 
presentation and analysis of data. The sources of our discussion are provided by 
professional statistical societies, notably, the Ethical Guidelines for Statistical Practice from 
the American Statistical Society and the International Statistical Institute Declaration on 
Professional Ethics. I have enclosed a copy of these two valuable documents so that you will 
have ready access to them. 
 
The Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Update and Implementation of the National 
Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base, Arizona has a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Because the Air Force has 
made a finding that is in its own interest, the report of such a finding necessitates 
heightened scrutiny.  Let’s begin with some excerpts from the Ethical Guidelines for 
Statistical Practice to aid us on our evaluation of the quality of the statistical work in the 
Environmental Assessment. 
 
I. PREAMBLE 
B. Statistics and Society 
 
Scientific and engineering research in all disciplines requires the careful design and 
analysis of experiments and observations. To the extent that uncertainty and measurement 
error are involved‐as they are in most research‐research design, data quality management, 
analysis, and interpretation are all crucially dependent on statistical concepts and methods. 
Even in theory, much of science and engineering involves natural variability. Variability, 
whether great or small, must be carefully examined for both random error and possible 
researcher bias or wishful thinking. 
   
Statistical tools and methods, as with many other technologies, can be employed either for 
social good or evil. The professionalism encouraged by these guidelines is predicated on 
their use in socially responsible pursuits by morally responsible societies, governments, 
and employers. Where the end purpose of a statistical application is itself morally 
reprehensible, statistical professionalism ceases to have ethical worth. 



 
II. ETHICAL GUIDELINES 
A. Professionalism 
 
1. Strive for relevance in statistical analyses. Typically, each study should be based on a 
competent understanding of the subject‐matter issues, statistical protocols that are clearly 
defined for the stage (exploratory, intermediate, or final) of analysis before looking at those 
data that will be decisive for that stage, and technical criteria to justify both the practical 
relevance of the study and the amount of data to be used. 
 
2. Guard against the possibility that a predisposition by investigators or data providers 
might predetermine the analytic result. Employ data selection or sampling methods and 
analytic approaches that are designed to ensure valid analyses in either frequentist or 
Bayesian approaches. 
 
3. Remain current in dynamically evolving statistical methodology; yesterday's preferred 
methods may be barely acceptable today and totally obsolete tomorrow. 
 
C. Responsibilities in Publications and Testimony 
 
2. Report statistical and substantive assumptions made in the study. 
 
3. In publications or testimony, identify who is responsible for the statistical work if it 
would not otherwise be apparent. 
 
5. Account for all data considered in a study and explain the sample(s) actually used. 
 
6. Report the sources and assessed adequacy of the data. 
 
7. Report the data cleaning and screening procedures used, including any imputation. 
 
8. Clearly and fully report the steps taken to guard validity. Address the suitability of the 
analytic methods and their inherent assumptions relative to the circumstances of the 
specific study. Identify the computer routines used to implement the analytic methods. 
 
12. Report the limits of statistical inference of the study and possible sources of error. For 
example, disclose any significant failure to follow through fully on an agreed sampling or 
analytic plan and explain any resulting adverse consequences. 
 
15. Write with consideration of the intended audience. (For the general public, convey the 
scope, relevance, and conclusions of a study without technical distractions. For the 
professional literature, strive to answer the questions likely to occur to your peers.) 
____________________ 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
With these very basic rules of ethical behavior in mind, let's review just two aspects of The 
Environmental Assessment. 
 
1. Choice of Baseline 
 
The last broad agreement on airplane operations between the Davis‐Monthan Air Force 
Base and the people who live in the vicinity of the Base was the Environmental Assessment 
of 1978. Thus, a credible null hypothesis is to take the status quo to be the circumstances in 
1978. The onus falls on the on the Air Force to show that any alternative choice does not 
lead to a predetermination of the result of the analysis.  Could the Air Force conduct an 
analysis using a 1978 dateline? Indeed, it states that it could, but would rather not. To 
quote from the report: 
 
In order to provide a valid baseline for comparison, the Air Force would essentially be forced 
to rewrite the 1978 EA to be able to compare the impacts of proposed operations with type, 
nature, and quality of impacts occurring in 1978. The Air Force has determined that 
recreating a 34­year­old environmental baseline upon which to make present­day decisions 
would be unhelpful and not pragmatic. (page 2‐2, lines 19 through 24). 
 
The documents adds 
 
NEPA is a forward­looking statute in which agencies are not required to catalogue or 
exhaustively list and analyze all individual past actions. (page 2‐2, lines 10 through 12) 
 
as an argument against using the 1978 baseline. However, no request was made to make 
such an exhaustive list or analysis. The request was to use a 1978 baseline. In addition, the 
choice of this baseline does not interfere with NEPA's charge to look forward.  
 
It seems that the report is based on a 2009 baseline and uses information from a 2007 
report. I could not find a well‐explained justification for this choice of baseline. In addition, 
I could not even locate the 2007 report. This combination is particularly troubling. If the 
activities connected with Operation Snowbird are intensifying over time, then without 
careful explanation, the public will have a distinct impression that the choice of baseline 
prejudices the outcome particularly when the noise contour maps are based on 2007 data 
unavailable to the public. 
 
2. Impact of Noise 
 
The finding of no significant impact based on the public annoyance from noise exposure 
uses the well‐cited 1978 study of Schultz. His fitted curve incorporates all forms of 
transportation noise data and makes no special consideration of the nature of annoyance 



from military aircraft. More modern methods are provided, for example by Wyle (Noise 
Effects and the Affect of Aviation Noise on the Enviroment), who is otherwise cited in this 
Environmental Assessment. In this study (page 12), the authors note: 
 
Military aircraft flying on Military Training Routes (MTRs) and in Restricted Areas/Ranges 
generate a noise environment that is somewhat different from that associated with airfield 
operations. ... To represent these differences, the conventional SEL metric is adjusted to 
account for the “surprise” effect of the sudden onset of aircraft noise events on humans with 
an adjustment ranging up to 11 dB above the normal Sound Exposure Level. (Stusnick, et al. 
1992). 
 
Thus, the analysis in the document fails to use at least one method that is more powerful in 
finding a significant impact from noise. This is particularly noteworthy in that the increase 
in flights, minimized by the report to be 7%, are those planes that have the most significant 
“surprise" effect. Moreover, even though the F‐22 is a part of the Preferred Alternative, it is 
not included in the analyses. 
_______________________________ 
 
With reference to the ethical guidelines, we note several items: 
 

• No effort was made to demonstrate that the chosen baseline does not predetermine 
the finding. 

 
• Uncertainties in measurements are never mentioned. For example, we do not see 

confidence intervals for the estimates. 
 
• Statistical protocols and assumptions are routinely left unexplained. For example, 

the procedure to move from mishap rates to risk factors is just stated. I could not 
find a definition of risk factor. In addition, total risk is the accumulation of risks 
from many sources. The models used to combine risk are absent from the report.  
For example, if a classical additive model of risk is used, then the Guidelines require 
an explanation for the failure to use more modern methods. Here is the explanation 
of methods that I found in the Environmental Assessment: 

 
The mishap rate is dependent on the number of each aircraft type deployed, the time 
elapsed since the aircraft type has been in operation, the number of hours flown for each 
type, and the location of the operations.  The mishap rates for OSB at DMAFB were 
converted to a risk factor for each aircraft type based on the number of hours flown by 
each aircraft type in OSB. (Page 3‐21, lines 19 through 22). 

 
•  The contour maps in Section 4 appear with no explanation for the methodology and 

no reference of the computer program used in determining noise contour lines. 
 

• Alternative methods are not given. The Wyle study gives alternatives for measuring 
noise more modern than the 1978 Shultz study. Because this method is adversarial 
to the finding of no significant impact, standard practice in statistics is to explain 



why such a method is considered inferior. 
 
• The criterion for finding a significant impact is not explained and so the results 

cannot not be assessed independently. 
 

• Aspects of the data are not sourced. Indeed, the 2007 study does not seem to be 
public. 

 
• Uncertainties in the data are not explained – risk factors, noise contour lines, and the 

number of affected individuals are all estimates based on assumptions that must be 
stated plainly and whose uncertainties need to be described carefully. 

 
• The Air Force has an ethical obligation to make the report accessible to the public and 

to explain how their methods result in a valid analysis, to explain how data were 
summarized, and to give the criterion for decision. 

 
• In addition, a significant portion of the public who are impacted by the activities of the Air 

Force Base are monolingual Spanish speakers and the Air Force has failed to make the 
report accessible to these residents. 

 
In summary, the Environmental Assessment goes falls well short of the ethical standards for 
statistics and society and standards of professionalism as articulated in the Ethical Guidelines for 
Statistical Practice.  As a consequence, I call for the withdrawal of the Environmental 
Assessment and for the issuing of a new report in which agreed upon ethical standards 
form the basis of the study. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Joseph Watkins 
 
Enclosures: 
Ethical Guidelines for Statistical Practice from the American Statistical Society  
Declaration on Professional Ethics from International Statistical Institute 
 



 1 

Ethical Guidelines for Statistical Practice 
American Statistical Association 

Prepared by the Committee on Professional Ethics 

Approved by the Board of Directors, August 7, 1999 

Executive Summary 

This document contains two parts: I. Preamble and II. Ethical Guidelines. The 
Preamble addresses A. Purpose of the Guidelines, B. Statistics and Society, 
and C. Shared Values. The purpose of the document is to encourage ethical and 
effective statistical work in morally conducive working environments. It is also 
intended to assist students in learning to perform statistical work responsibly. 
Statistics plays a vital role in many aspects of science, the economy, governance, 
and even entertainment. It is important that all statistical practitioners recognize 
their potential impact on the broader society and the attendant ethical obligations 
to perform their work responsibly. Furthermore, practitioners are encouraged to 
exercise "good professional citizenship" in order to improve the public climate for, 
understanding of, and respect for the use of statistics throughout its range of 
applications. 

The Ethical Guidelines address eight general topic areas and specify important 
ethical considerations under each topic. A. Professionalism points out the need 
for competence, judgment, diligence, self-respect, and worthiness of the respect 
of other people. B. Responsibilities to Funders, Clients, and Employers 
discusses the practitioner's responsibility for assuring that statistical work is 
suitable to the needs and resources of those who are paying for it, that funders 
understand the capabilities and limitations of statistics in addressing their 
problem, and that the funder's confidential information is protected. 
C. Responsibilities in Publications and Testimony addresses the need to 
report sufficient information to give readers, including other practitioners, a clear 
understanding of the intent of the work, how and by whom it was performed, and 
any limitations on its validity. D. Responsibilities to Research Subjects 
describes requirements for protecting the interests of human and animal subjects 
of research -- not only during data collection but also in the analysis, 
interpretation, and publication of the resulting findings. E. Responsibilities to 
Research Team Colleagues addresses the mutual responsibilities of 
professionals participating in multidisciplinary research teams. 
F. Responsibilities to Other Statisticians or Statistical Practitioners notes 
the interdependence of professionals doing similar work, whether in the same or 
different organizations. Basically, they must contribute to the strength of their 
professions overall, by sharing non-proprietary data and methods, by participating 
in peer review, and by respecting differing professional opinions. G. 
Responsibilities Regarding Allegations of Misconduct addresses the 
sometimes painful process of investigating potential ethical violations and treating 
those involved with both justice and respect. Finally, H. Responsibilities of 
Employers, Including Organizations, Individuals, Attorneys, or Other 
Clients Employing Statistical Practitioners encourages employers and clients 
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to recognize the highly interdependent nature of statistical ethics and statistical 
validity. Employers and clients must not pressure practitioners to produce a 
particular "result" regardless of its statistical validity. They must avoid the 
potential social harm that can result from the dissemination of false or misleading 
statistical work.  

I. PREAMBLE 

A. Purpose of the Guidelines

The American Statistical Association's Ethical Guidelines for Statistical Practice are 
intended to help statistical practitioners make and communicate ethical decisions. 
Clients, employers, researchers, policy makers, journalists, and the public should 
be urged to expect that statistical practice will be conducted in accordance with 
these guidelines and to object when it is not. While learning how to apply 
statistical theory to problems, students should be encouraged to use these 
guidelines whether or not their target professional specialty will be "statistician." 
Employers, attorneys, and other clients of statistical practitioners have a 
responsibility to provide a moral environment that fosters the use of these ethical 
guidelines.  

Application of these or any other ethical guidelines generally requires good 
judgment and common sense. The guidelines may be partially conflicting in 
specific cases. The application of these guidelines in any given case can depend on 
issues of law and shared values, work-group politics, the status and power of the 
individuals involved, and the extent to which the ethical lapses pose a threat to 
the public, to one's profession, or to one's organization. The individuals and 
institutions responsible for making such ethical decisions can receive valuable 
assistance by discussion and consultation with others, particularly persons with 
divergent interests with respect to the ethical issues under consideration. 

B. Statistics and Society  

The professional performance of statistical analyses is essential to many aspects of 
society. The use of statistics in medical diagnoses and biomedical research may 
affect whether individuals live or die, whether their health is protected or 
jeopardized, and whether medical science advances or gets sidetracked. Life, 
death, and health, as well as efficiency, may be at stake in statistical analyses of 
occupational, environmental, or transportation safety. Early detection and control 
of new or recurrent infectious diseases depend on sound epidemiological statistics. 
Mental and social health may be at stake in psychological and sociological 
applications of statistical analysis. 

Effective functioning of the economy depends on the availability of reliable, timely, 
and properly interpreted economic data. The profitability of individual firms 
depends in part on their quality control and their market research, both of which 
should rely on statistical methods. Agricultural productivity benefits greatly from 
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statistically sound applications to research and output reporting. Governmental 
policy decisions regarding public health, criminal justice, social equity, education, 
the environment, the siting of critical facilities, and other matters depend in part 
on sound statistics. 

Scientific and engineering research in all disciplines requires the careful design and 
analysis of experiments and observations. To the extent that uncertainty and 
measurement error are involved -- as they are in most research -- research 
design, data quality management, analysis, and interpretation are all crucially 
dependent on statistical concepts and methods. Even in theory, much of science 
and engineering involves natural variability. Variability, whether great or small, 
must be carefully examined both for random error and for possible researcher bias 
or wishful thinking. 

Statistical tools and methods, like many other technologies, can be employed 
either for social good or for evil. The professionalism encouraged by these 
guidelines is predicated on their use in socially responsible pursuits by morally 
responsible societies, governments, and employers. Where the end purpose of a 
statistical application is itself morally reprehensible, statistical professionalism 
ceases to have ethical worth.

C. Shared Values

Because society depends on sound statistical practice, all practitioners of statistics, 
whatever their training and occupation, have social obligations to perform their 
work in a professional, competent, and ethical manner. This document is directed to 
those whose primary occupation is statistics. Still, the principles expressed here 
should also guide the statistical work of professionals in all other disciplines that 
use statistical methods. All statistical practitioners are obliged to conduct their 
professional activities with responsible attention to: 

1. The social value of their work and the consequences of how well or poorly it is 
performed. This includes respect for the life, liberty, dignity, and property of 
other people.  

2. The avoidance of any tendency to slant statistical work toward predetermined 
outcomes. (It is acceptable to advocate a position; it is not acceptable to 
misapply statistical methods in doing so.)  

3. Statistics as a science. (As in any science, understanding evolves. Statisticians 
have a body of established knowledge but also many unresolved issues that 
deserve frank discussion.)  

4. The maintenance and upgrading of competence in their work.  

5. Adherence to all applicable laws and regulations, as well as applicable 
international covenants, while also seeking to change any of those that are 
ethically inappropriate.  
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6. Preservation of data archives in a manner consistent with responsible protection 
of the safety and confidentiality of any human beings and organizations 
involved.

7. In addition to ethical obligations, good professional citizenship encourages:  

8. Collegiality and civility with fellow professionals.  

9. Support for improved public understanding of and respect for statistics.  

10.Support for sound statistical practice, especially when it is unfairly criticized.  

11.Exposure of dishonest or incompetent uses of statistics.  

12.Service to one's profession as a statistical editor, reviewer, or association official 
and service as an active participant in (formal or informal) ethical review panels. 

II. ETHICAL GUIDELINES 

A. Professionalism

1. Strive for relevance in statistical analyses. Typically, each study should be based 
on a competent understanding of the subject matter issues, statistical protocols 
that are clearly defined for the stage (exploratory, intermediate, or final) of 
analysis before looking at those data that will be decisive for that stage, and 
technical criteria to justify both the practical relevance of the study and the 
amount of data to be used.  

2. Guard against the possibility that a predisposition by investigators or data 
providers might predetermine the analytic result. Employ data selection or 
sampling methods and analytic approaches that are designed to assure valid 
analyses in either frequentist or Bayesian approaches.  

3. Remain current in dynamically evolving statistical methodology; yesterday's 
preferred methods may be barely acceptable today and totally obsolete 
tomorrow.

4. Assure that adequate statistical and subject-matter expertise are both applied to 
any planned study. If this criterion is not met initially, it is important to add the 
missing expertise before completing the study design.  

5. Use only statistical methodologies suitable to the data and to obtaining valid 
results. For example, address the multiple potentially confounding factors in 
observational studies, and use due caution in drawing causal inferences  

6. Do not join a research project unless you can expect to achieve valid results and 
unless you are confident that your name will not be associated with the project 
or resulting publications without your explicit consent.  
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7. The fact that a procedure is automated does not ensure its correctness or 
appropriateness; it is also necessary to understand the theory, the data, and the 
methods used in each statistical study. This goal is served best when a 
competent statistical practitioner is included early in the research design, 
preferably in the planning stage.  

8. Recognize that any frequentist statistical test has a random chance of indicating 
significance when it is not really present. Running multiple tests on the same 
data set at the same stage of an analysis increases the chance of obtaining at 
least one invalid result. Selecting the one "significant" result from a multiplicity 
of parallel tests poses a grave risk of an incorrect conclusion. Failure to disclose 
the full extent of tests and their results in such a case would be highly 
misleading.  

9. Respect and acknowledge the contributions and the intellectual property of 
others.  

10.Disclose conflicts of interest, financial and otherwise, and resolve them. This 
may sometimes require divestiture of the conflicting personal interest or recusal 
or withdrawal from the professional activity. Examples where conflict of interest 
may be problematic include grant reviews, other peer reviews, and tensions 
between scholarship and personal or family financial interests.  

11.Provide only such expert testimony as you would be willing to have peer 
reviewed.  

B. Responsibilities to Funders, Clients, and Employers 

1. Where appropriate, present a client or employer with choices among valid 
alternative statistical approaches that may vary in scope, cost, or precision.  

2. Clearly state your statistical qualifications and experience relevant to your work.  

3. Clarify the respective roles of different participants in studies to be undertaken.  

4. Explain any expected adverse consequences of failure to follow through on an 
agreed-upon sampling or analytic plan.  

5. Apply statistical sampling and analysis procedures scientifically, without 
predetermining the outcome.  

6. Make new statistical knowledge widely available, in order to provide benefits to 
society at large beyond your own scope of applications. Statistical methods may 
be broadly applicable to many classes of problem or application. (Statistical 
innovators may well be entitled to monetary or other rewards for their writings, 
software, or research results.)  

7. Guard privileged information of the employer, client, or funder.  
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8. Fulfill all commitments.  

9. Accept full responsibility for your professional performance.  

C. Responsibilities in Publications and Testimony 

1. Maintain personal responsibility for all work bearing your name; avoid 
undertaking work or coauthoring publications for which you would not want to 
acknowledge responsibility. Conversely, accept (or insist upon) appropriate 
authorship or acknowledgment for professional statistical contributions to 
research and the resulting publications or testimony.  

2. Report statistical and substantive assumptions made in the study.  

3. In publications or testimony, identify who is responsible for the statistical work if 
it would not otherwise be apparent.  

4. Make clear the basis for authorship order, if determined on grounds other than 
intellectual contribution. Preferably, authorship order in statistical publications 
should be by degree of intellectual contribution to the study and to the material 
to be published, to the extent that such ordering can feasibly be determined. 
When some other rule of authorship order is used in a statistical publication, the 
rule used should be disclosed in a footnote or endnote. (Where authorship order 
by contribution is assumed by those making decisions about hiring, promotion, 
or tenure, for example, failure to disclose an alternative rule may improperly 
damage or advance careers.)  

5. Account for all data considered in a study and explain the sample(s) actually 
used.

6. Report the sources and assessed adequacy of the data.  

7. Report the data cleaning and screening procedures used, including any 
imputation.  

8. Clearly and fully report the steps taken to guard validity. Address the suitability 
of the analytic methods and their inherent assumptions relative to the 
circumstances of the specific study. Identify the computer routines used to 
implement the analytic methods.  

9. Where appropriate, address potential confounding variables not included in the 
study.  

10.In publications or testimony, identify the ultimate financial sponsor of the study, 
the stated purpose, and the intended use of the study results.  

11.When reporting analyses of volunteer data or other data not representative of a 
defined population, include appropriate disclaimers.  
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12.Report the limits of statistical inference of the study and possible sources of 
error. For example, disclose any significant failure to follow through fully on an 
agreed sampling or analytic plan and explain any resulting adverse 
consequences.  

13.Share data used in published studies to aid peer review and replication, but 
exercise due caution to protect proprietary and confidential data, including all 
data which might inappropriately reveal respondent identities.  

14.As appropriate, promptly and publicly correct any errors discovered after 
publication.  

15.Write with consideration of the intended audience. (For the general public, 
convey the scope, relevance, and conclusions of a study without technical 
distractions. For the professional literature, strive to answer the questions likely 
to occur to your peers.) 

D. Responsibilities to Research Subjects (including census or survey 
respondents and persons and organizations supplying data from administrative 
records, as well as subjects of physically or psychologically invasive research)  

1. Know about and adhere to appropriate rules for the protection of human 
subjects, including particularly vulnerable or other special populations who may 
be subject to special risks or who may not be fully able to protect their own 
interests. Assure adequate planning to support the practical value of the 
research, the validity of expected results, the ability to provide the protection 
promised, and consideration of all other ethical issues involved.  

2. Avoid the use of excessive or inadequate numbers of research subjects by 
making informed recommendations for study size. These recommendations may 
be based on prospective power analysis, the planned precision of the study 
endpoint(s), or other methods to assure appropriate scope to either frequentist 
or Bayesian approaches. Study scope should also take into consideration the 
feasibility of obtaining research subjects and the value of the data elements to 
be collected.  

3. Avoid excessive risk to research subjects and excessive imposition on their time 
and privacy.  

4. Protect the privacy and confidentiality of research subjects and data concerning 
them, whether obtained directly from the subjects, from other persons, or from 
administrative records. Anticipate secondary and indirect uses of the data when 
obtaining approvals from research subjects; obtain approvals appropriate for 
peer review and for independent replication of analyses.  

5. Be aware of legal limitations on privacy and confidentiality assurances. Do not, 
for example, imply protection of privacy and confidentiality from legal processes 
of discovery unless explicitly authorized to do so.  
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6. Before participating in a study involving human beings or organizations, 
analyzing data from such a study, or accepting resulting manuscripts for review, 
consider whether appropriate research subject approvals were obtained. (This 
safeguard will lower your risk of learning only after the fact that you have 
collaborated on an unethical study.) Consider also what assurances of privacy 
and confidentiality were given and abide by those assurances.  

7. Avoid or minimize the use of deception. Where it is necessary and provides 
significant knowledge, as in some psychological, sociological, and other 
research, assure prior independent ethical review of the protocol and continued 
monitoring of the research.

8. Where full disclosure of study parameters to subjects or to other investigators is 
not advisable, as in some randomized clinical trials, generally inform them of the 
nature of the information withheld and the reason for withholding it. As with 
deception, assure independent ethical review of the protocol and continued 
monitoring of the research.

9. Know about and adhere to appropriate animal welfare guidelines in research 
involving animals. Assure that a competent understanding of the subject matter 
is combined with credible statistical validity. 

E. Responsibilities to Research Team Colleagues 

1. Inform colleagues from other disciplines about relevant aspects of statistical 
ethics.

2. Promote effective and efficient use of statistics by the research team.  

3. Respect the ethical obligations of members of other disciplines as well as your 
own.

4. Assure professional-quality reporting of the statistical design and analysis.  

5. Avoid compromising statistical validity for expediency, but use reasonable 
approximations as appropriate. 

F. Responsibilities to Other Statisticians or Statistical Practitioners 

1. Promote sharing of (nonproprietary) data and methods. As appropriate, make 
suitably documented data available for replicate analyses, metadata studies, and 
other suitable research by qualified investigators.  

2. Be willing to help strengthen the work of others through appropriate peer 
review. When doing so, complete the review promptly and well.  

3. Assess methods, not individuals.  

http://www.amstat.org/profession/index.cfm?fuseaction=ethicalstatistics
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4. Respect differences of opinion.  

5. Instill in students a positive appreciation for the practical value of the concepts 
and methods they are learning.  

6. Use professional qualifications and the contributions of the individual as an 
important basis for decisions regarding statistical practitioners' hiring, firing, 
promotion, work assignments, publications and presentations, candidacy for 
offices and awards, funding or approval of research, and other professional 
matters. Avoid as best you can harassment of or discrimination against 
statistical practitioners (or anyone else) on professionally irrelevant bases such 
as race, color, ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, national origin, age, religion, 
nationality, or disability.

G. Responsibilities Regarding Allegations of Misconduct 

1. Avoid condoning or appearing to condone careless, incompetent, or unethical 
practices in statistical studies conducted in your working environment or 
elsewhere.  

2. Deplore all types of professional misconduct, not just plagiarism and data 
fabrication or falsification. Misconduct more broadly includes all professional 
dishonesty, by commission or omission, and, within the realm of professional 
activities and expression, all harmful disrespect for people, unauthorized use of 
their intellectual and physical property, and unjustified detraction from their 
reputations.  

3. Recognize that differences of opinion and honest error do not constitute 
misconduct; they warrant discussion but not accusation. Questionable scientific 
practices may or may not constitute misconduct, depending on their nature and 
the definition of misconduct used.

4. If involved in a misconduct investigation, know and follow prescribed 
procedures. Maintain confidentiality during an investigation, but disclose the 
results honestly after the investigation has been completed.  

5. Following a misconduct investigation, support the appropriate efforts of the 
accused, the witnesses, and those reporting the possible scientific error or 
misconduct to resume their careers in as normal a manner as possible.  

6. Do not condone retaliation against or damage to the employability of those who 
responsibly call attention to possible scientific error or misconduct. 

http://www.amstat.org/profession/index.cfm?fuseaction=ethicalstatistics
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H. Responsibilities of Employers, Including Organizations, Individuals, Attorneys, 
or Other Clients Employing Statistical Practitioners 

1. Recognize that the results of valid statistical studies cannot be guaranteed to 
conform to the expectations or desires of those commissioning the study or the 
statistical practitioner(s). Any measures taken to assure a particular outcome 
will lessen the validity of the analysis.  

2. Valid findings result from competent work in a moral environment. Pressure on a 
statistical practitioner to deviate from these guidelines is likely to damage both 
the validity of study results and the professional credibility of the practitioner.  

3. Make new statistical knowledge widely available in order to benefit society at 
large. (Those who have funded the development of new statistical innovations 
are entitled to monetary and other rewards for their resulting products, 
software, or research results.)  

4. Support sound statistical analysis and expose incompetent or corrupt statistical 
practice. In cases of conflict, statistical practitioners and those employing them 
are encouraged to resolve issues of ethical practice privately. If private 
resolution is not possible, recognize that statistical practitioners have an ethical 
obligation to expose incompetent or corrupt practice before it can cause harm to 
research subjects or society at large.  

5. Recognize that within organizations and within professions using statistical 
methods generally, statistical practitioners with greater prestige, power, or 
status have a responsibility to protect the professional freedom and 
responsibility of more subordinate statistical practitioners to comply with these 
guidelines.  

6. Do not include statistical practitioners in authorship or acknowledge their 
contributions to projects or publications without their explicit permission. 

Key References: 

1. American Statistical Association. Discussions of the statistics profession and information about the 
organization are available on the Association's home Web site: http://www.amstat.org

2. These ethical guidelines, case studies in statistical ethics, and other related resources and links can be 
found at the Ethics and Statistics Web site:  

3. U.S. Federal regulations regarding human subjects protection are contained in Title 45 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Chapter 46 (45 CFR 46), accessible at: http://www.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/cfrassemble.cgi?title=199845, using the search term "46." 

4. The Belmont Report: Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection of Human Subjects of Research
is available through the Office for the Protection from Research Risks at: 
http://grants.nih.gov/grants/oprr/humansubjects/guidance/belmont.htm

5. Title 13, U.S. Code, Chapter 5 - Censuses, Subchapter II - Population, housing, and unemployment, 
Sec. 141 restricts uses of U.S. population census information. Similar restrictions may apply in other 
countries. 

http://www.amstat.org/profession/index.cfm?fuseaction=ethicalstatistics
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6. The International Statistical Institute's 1985 Declaration on Professional Ethics is available at: 
http://www.cbs.nl/isi/ethics.htm

7. The United Nations Statistical Commission's 1994 Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics is 
available at: http://unstats.un.org/unsd/goodprac/bpabout.asp

Members of the American Statistical Association (ASA) Committee on Professional Ethics (1998-99): John 
Bailar, Paula Diehr, Susan Ellenberg, John Gardenier (Chair), Lilliam Kingsbury, David Levy, Lisa McShane, 
Richard Potthoff, Jerome Sacks, Juliet Shaffer, and Chamont Wang. 

Other contributing advisors in the preparation of these guidelines: Martin David, Virginia deWolf, Mark 
Frankel (American Association for the Advancement of Science), Joseph Kadane, Mary Grace Kovar, 
Michael O'Fallon, Fritz Scheuren, and William Seltzer. 

Helpful reviews of these guidelines were provided by the Council of Sections, Beth Dawson, Chair, and by 
the Council of Chapters, Brenda Cox, Chair. 

Thanks to many persons who commented on successive drafts or participated in discussions of the 
Guidelines at the 1998 Joint Statistical Meetings, Dallas, Texas. We also thank the various ASA Boards and 
the ASA Presidents who have supported this effort, especially Lynne Billard, Jon Kettenring, David Moore, 
and Jonas Ellenberg, as well as ASA Executive Director, Ray Waller.  

732 North Washington Street · Alexandria, VA 22314-1943 · Phone: (703) 684-1221  
Toll-free: (888) 231-3473 · Fax: (703) 684-2037 · Email: asainfo@amstat.org

Copyright | Privacy Statement | Disclaimer | Link to Us | Staff Directory

© 2008 American Statistical Association. All Rights Reserved. 
Upgrading to the latest version of your browser software may enhance your online experience. 
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PREAMBLE

The ISI’s Declaration on Professional Ethics consists of a statement of Shared Professional 
Values and a set of Ethical Principles that derive from these values. 

For the purposes of this document, the definition of who is a statistician goes well beyond 
those with formal degrees in the field, to include a wide array of creators and users of 
statistical data and tools. Statisticians work within a variety of economic, cultural, legal and 
political settings, each of which influences the emphasis and focus of statistical inquiry. They 
also work within one of several different branches of their discipline, each involving its own 
techniques and procedures and, possibly, its own ethical approach.  

Statisticians work in diverse fields such as economics, psychology, sociology, medicine, 
whose practitioners have ethical conventions that may influence their conduct. Even within 
the same setting and branch of statistics, individuals may face various situations and 
constraints in which ethical questions arise.  

The aim of this declaration is to enable the statistician's individual ethical judgments and 
decisions to be informed by shared values and experience, rather than by rigid rules 
imposed by the profession. The declaration seeks to document widely held principles of the 
statistics profession and to identify the factors that obstruct their implementation. It 
recognizes that, the operation of one principle may impede the operation of another, that 
statisticians – in common with other occupational groups – have competing obligations not 
all of which can be fulfilled simultaneously. Thus, statisticians will sometimes have to make 
choices between principles. The declaration does not attempt to resolve these choices or to 
establish priorities among the principles. Instead it offers a framework within which the 
conscientious statistician should be able to work comfortably. It is urged that departures 
from the framework of principles be the result of deliberation rather than of ignorance.  

The declaration's first intention is to be informative and descriptive rather than authoritarian 
or prescriptive. Second, it is designed to be applicable as far as possible to the wide and 
changing areas of statistical methodology and application. For this reason, its provisions are 
drawn quite broadly. Third, although the principles are framed so as to have wider 
application to decisions than to the issues it specifically mentions, the declaration is by no 
means exhaustive. It is designed in the knowledge that it will require periodic updating and 
amendment, reflecting on the one hand developments in the generation of information and 
technical tools utilized by statisticians and, on the other hand, in the uses (and, 
consequently, misuses) of statistical outputs. Fourth, the values, principles, and the 
commentaries which follow acknowledge with the general written or unwritten rules or 
norms, such as compliance with the law or the need for probity. However, the declaration 
restricts itself insofar as possible to matters of specific concern to statistical inquiry.  

Although not explicitly stated, the Principles inherently reflect the obligations and 
responsibilities of – as well as the resulting conflicts faced by – statisticians to forces and 
pressures outside of their own performance, namely to and from: 

• Society 
• Employers, Clients, and Funders 
• Colleagues 
• Subjects 
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In carrying out his/her responsibilities, each statistician must be sensitive to the need to 
ensure that his/her actions are, first, consistent with the best interests of each group and, 
second, do not favor any group at the expense of any other, or conflict with any of the 
Principles. 

The Principles are followed by short commentaries on the conflicts and difficulties inherent 
in their application. A link is provided for each ethical principle for those who wish to pursue 
the issues. Similarly, a limited annotated bibliography is provided after the commentaries 
for those who wish to pursue the issues or consult more detailed texts. 
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SHARED PROFESSIONAL VALUES

Our shared professional values are respect, professionalism, truthfulness and integrity. 

1. Respect 

We respect the privacy of others and the promises of confidentiality given to them. 
We respect the communities where data is collected and guard against harm coming 
to them by misuse of the results. 
We should not suppress or improperly detract from the work of others. 

2. Professionalism 

The value Professionalism implies Responsibility, Competence and Expert Knowledge, 
and Informed Judgment. 
We work to understand our users’ needs.  
We use our statistical knowledge, data, and analyses for the Common Good to serve 
the society.  
We strive to collect and analyze data of the highest quality possible. 
We are responsible for the fitness of data and of methods for the purpose at hand. 
We discuss issues objectively and strive to contribute to the resolution of problems. 
We obey the law and work to change laws we believe impede good statistical 
practice. 
We are continuously learning both about our own field as well as those to which we 
apply our methods. 
We develop new methods as appropriate. 
We do not take assignments in which we have a clear conflict of interest. 
We act responsibly with our employers. 

3. Truthfulness and Integrity 

By Truthfulness and Integrity, we mean Independence, Objectivity and 
Transparency. 
We produce statistical results using our science and are not influenced by pressure 
from politicians or funders. 
We are transparent about the statistical methodologies used and make these 
methodologies public. 
We strive to produce results that reflect the observed phenomena in an impartial 
manner.  
We present data and analyses honestly and openly. 
We are accountable for our actions.  
We have respect for intellectual property. 
As scientists, we pursue promising new ideas and discard those demonstrated to be 
invalid. 
We work towards the logical coherence and empirical adequacy of our data and 
conclusions. 
We value well-established objective criteria of assessment. 
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ETHICAL PRINCIPLES 

1. Pursuing Objectivity 
Statisticians should pursue objectivity without fear or favor, only selecting and using 
methods designed to produce the most accurate results. They should present all 
findings openly, completely, and in a transparent manner regardless of the 
outcomes. Statisticians should be particularly sensitive to the need to present 
findings when they challenge a preferred outcome. The statistician should guard 
against predictable misinterpretation or misuse. If such misinterpretation or misuse 
occurs, steps should be taken to inform potential users. Findings should be 
communicated for the benefit of the widest possible community, yet attempt to 
ensure no harm to any population group. 

2. Clarifying Obligations and Roles
The respective obligations of employer, client, or funder and statistician in regard to 
their roles and responsibility that might raise ethical issues should be spelled out and 
fully understood. In providing advice or guidance, statisticians should take care to 
stay within their area of competence, and seek advice, as appropriate, from others 
with the relevant expertise. 

3. Assessing Alternatives Impartially
Available methods and procedures should be considered and an impartial assessment 
provided to the employer, client, or funder of the respective merits and limitations of 
alternatives, along with the proposed method. 

4. Conflicting Interests 
Statisticians avoid assignments where they have a financial or personal conflict of 
interest in the outcome of the work. The likely consequences of collecting and 
disseminating various types of data and the results of their analysis should be 
considered and explored. 

5. Avoiding Preempted Outcomes
Any attempt to establish a predetermined outcome from a proposed statistical 
inquiry should be rejected, as should contractual conditions contingent upon such a 
requirement.  

6. Guarding Privileged Information 
Privileged information is to be kept confidential. This prohibition is not to be 
extended to statistical methods and procedures utilized to conduct the inquiry or 
produce published data. 

7. Exhibiting Professional Competence
Statisticians shall seek to upgrade their professional knowledge and skills, and shall 
maintain awareness of technological developments, procedures, and standards which 
are relevant to their field, and shall encourage others to do the same. 

8. Maintaining Confidence in Statistics
In order to promote and preserve the confidence of the public, statisticians should 
ensure that they accurately and correctly describe their results, including the 
explanatory power of their data. It is incumbent upon statisticians to alert potential 
users of the results to the limits of their reliability and applicability. 
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9. Exposing and Reviewing Methods and Findings 
Adequate information should be provided to the public to permit the methods, 
procedures, techniques, and findings to be assessed independently.

10.Communicating Ethical Principles 
In collaborating with colleagues and others in the same or other disciplines, it is 
necessary and important to ensure that the ethical principles of all participants are 
clear, understood, respected, and reflected in the undertaking. 

11.Bearing Responsibility for the Integrity of the Discipline
Statisticians are subject to the general moral rules of scientific and scholarly 
conduct: they should not deceive or knowingly misrepresent or attempt to prevent 
reporting of misconduct or obstruct the scientific/scholarly research of others.

12.Protecting the Interests of Subjects 
Statisticians are obligated to protect subjects, individually and collectively, insofar as 
possible, against potentially harmful effects of participating. This responsibility is not 
absolved by consent or by the legal requirement to participate. The intrusive 
potential of some forms of statistical inquiry requires that they be undertaken only 
with great care, full justification of need, and notification of those involved. These 
inquiries should be based, as far as practicable, on the subjects’ freely given, 
informed consent. The identities and records of all subjects or respondents should be 
kept confidential. Appropriate measures should be utilized to prevent data from 
being released in a form that would allow a subject’s or respondent’s identity to be 
disclosed or inferred.
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BACKGROUND NOTE

The involvement of the International Statistical Institute in establishing a declaration on 
professional ethics has extended over the past quarter century. The Bureau of the Institute, 
in response to representations by members and a proposal by the Institute's Committee on 
Future Directions, initially established a Committee on a Code of Ethics for Statisticians in 
1979, during the 42nd ISI Session in Manila. That Committee[1] prepared a ‘code’ that was 
accepted by the Institute during its Centenary Celebration in 1985, with the adoption of the 
following resolution by the General Assembly of the ISI on 21 August, 1985: 

• recognizing that the aim of the Declaration on Professional Ethics for Statisticians is 
to document shared professional values and experience as a means of providing 
guidance rather than regulation; 

• adopts the Declaration as an affirmation of the membership's concern with these 
matters and of its resolve to promote knowledge and interest in professional ethics 
among statisticians worldwide; 

• determines to send the Declaration to all members of the ISI and its Sections and to 
disseminate it, as appropriate, within the statistical profession; 

• commends the Committee responsible for developing the Declaration for its 
thorough, efficient and successful work during the last five years. 

With the passage of time, the Institute found itself visiting the question of the need for an 
updating of the Declaration. In July 2006, the Executive Committee specifically invited its 
standing Professional Ethics Committee[2] to revisit the ISI Declaration and, “should the 
occasion arise, (propose) updates to the ISI Declaration”. This the Committee has now 
done. A revised document, prepared for a meeting held in Paris, in March 2007, and hosted 
by INSEE, was followed by an open meeting at the ISI international meetings in Lisbon, in 
August 2007, at which the results of all these efforts were presented to the participants for 
their comments and reactions. Although agreement was evident on many points, a number 
of suggestions for further examination were proposed, which are reflected in the addition of 
a Section on Shared Professional Values and a reordering and combining of several of the 
Ethical Principles that derive from these Values. This document is the result of these recent 
efforts.  

In accordance with the spirit and letter of the original resolution, the International Statistical 
Institute presents this revised and updated Declaration on Professional Ethics, with the 
continued hope and belief that the new document will assist colleagues throughout the 
world in the pursuit of their professional goals and responsibilities. 

[1] The Committee was chaired by Roger Jowell. Original members were W. Edwards Deming, Arno 
Donda, Helmut V. Muhsam and Edmund Rapaport, who subsequently were joined by Edmundo 
Berumen-Torres, Gilbert Motsemme and René Padieu. 

[2] The current Committee is composed of David Morganstein (Chair), Margo Anderson, Edmundo 
Berumen, Stephen E. Fienberg, Fred Ho, Roger Jowell, Denise Lievesley, Olav Ljones, Bill Seltzer, and 
Jan Robert Suesser. The Committee receives important support from an Ethics Advisory Group 
consisting of Jean-Louis Bodin, Oliver J.M. Chinganya, Howard Gabriels, Dan Levine, René Padieu, 
Hrachya Petrosyan, and Norbert Victor. 



From: gary hunter [mailto:garyahunter@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 7:59 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Blenman-Elm Neighborhood Association 
 
P.O. Box 42092 
 
Tucson AZ 85733 
 
September 13, 2012 
 
  
 
  
 
ATTN:  OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
 
3180 South First Street 
 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
  
 
  
 
Sirs: 
 
  
 
Enclosed is a resolution that was passed by the Board of Directors of the Blenman-Elm Neighborhood 
Association, in Tucson. 
 
  
 
Please ensure the resolution is carefully considered by the U.S. Air Force, and is included in the 
Operation Snowbird Environmental Assessment. 
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
  
 
Linda Phelan 



 
Secretary, Board of Directors 
 
Blenman-Elm Neighborhood Association 
 
 
 
 
   
 
RESOLUTION 
 
  
 
Operation Snowbird Environmental Assessment 
 
  
 
  
 
The Board of Directors of the Blenman-Elm Neighborhood Association, which represents 1,700 
households in Tucson's midtown, believes a full Environmental Impact Statement is necessary to 
properly assess the effects of an expanded Operation Snowbird. 
 
  
 
The draft Environmental Assessment for Operation Snowbird does not justify a Finding of No Significant 
Impact.  The EA is flawed and incomplete. 
 
  
 
The EA's noise analysis fails to include the noisiest of OSB's aircraft: the F-18, the F-22, and the Harrier.  
Instead, the analysis considers only quieter aircraft, which it erroneously states are "representative." 
 
  
 
The EA uses DNL averages to conclude that the noise of OSB aircraft will not significantly affect Tucson's 
residents.  The EA ignores the impacts of peak noise levels; this is contrary to the recommendations of 
the Department of Defense.  (See, for example, DoD's publications, Using Supplemental Noise Metrics 
and Analysis Tools (2009) and Operational Noise Manual (2005).)   
 
  
 
The noise analysis is based on a 2007 study, which the public has not been permitted to see.  This 
violates federal regulations, which state that the study must be "reasonably available for inspection by 
potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment." 
 
  



 
The EA focuses only on residents who live within the Davis-Monthan noise contours.  It does not analyze 
the noise and safety impacts on midtown neighborhoods such as ours.   
 
  
 
We are especially concerned that the EA fails to analyze the sound exposure levels of flights made 
between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM, and it fails to analyze the effects of the nighttime SELs on residents. 
 
  
 
The EA's safety analysis is incomplete.  It fails to consider the safety of the F-18, F-22, and Harrier, which 
have the worst safety records of all the domestic fighter craft that OSB uses.  Further, of all the foreign 
aircraft that OSB will bring to Tucson, the EA analyzes the safety only of the Tornado.  For those of us 
who live beneath the flight paths of OSB aircraft that will carry live armaments at least part of the time, 
this is a great concern. 
 
  
 
Increased aircraft noise will adversely affect Tucson's tourism industry, which generates more than $2 
billion annually in direct spending and 21,500 direct jobs.  The EA states that it would be difficult to 
quantify the effects of the noise on tourism, so it simply ignores the problem. 
 
  
 
The increased noise will affect property values.  The EA ignores this. 
 
  
 
At least four schools and the University of Arizona lie directly beneath OSB flight paths.  Many studies 
have shown that aircraft noise adversely affects students' performance.  The EA fails to consider this. 
 
  
 
For these reasons, the Board of Directors of the Blenman-Elm Neighborhood Association believes the Air 
Force can make an informed decision only by completing a full Environmental Impact Statement. 
 



From: Sherry DeClercq [mailto:the4packrolls@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 2:09 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: I object to your Operation Snowbird Program 
 
 
 
Myself and many of my neighbors are very concerned already about the number of loud planes flying in 
our neighborhood. I've spoken with many people on this issue and we can't understand why you can't 
fly over the desert and not over populated areas ???? 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Sherry & Johan DeClercq 
2714 E. Drachman St. 
Tucson, AZ. 85716 
 
 
 
 
The Air Force intends to expand its Operation Snowbird (OSB) program, which flies aircraft over a 
portion of the Blenman Elm neighborhood. To support this expansion, the Air Force recently released its 
draft Environmental Assessment (EA), which considers the impacts of the expanded OSB. We have been 
invited to comment on the EA. We must submit our comments within a few days; the deadline is 
September 14. 
 
The EA proposes to double the allowable number of OSB flights, from 1,190 to 2,256 per year. (Already, 
the actual number of OSB flights substantially exceeds the allowable amount.) The EA also proposes to 
fly some of its aircraft between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. This will affect those of us who have difficulty 
sleeping in noisy environments. 
 
Most OSB aircraft are noisier than the A-10, which is the fighter currently based at D-M.  
 
You may remember that February day in 2010, when three F-18s flew over Tucson. Their noise rattled 
midtown homes, set off car alarms, and made front-page headlines in the next day's Star. Those F-18s 
are among the aircraft that OSB will bring to Tucson. OSB will also fly the F-22 over our neighborhood; 
the F-22 is even louder than the F-18. 
 
In addition, OSB will increase the number of foreign pilots and foreign aircraft that fly over Tucson. The 
foreign aircraft will include Tornados, Mirages, Kfirs, and Rafales. 
 
The Air Force intends to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The FONSI will state that the 
expanded OSB will not significantly affect Tucson.  
 
If you do not agree, let the Air Force know your concerns.  
 



From: Rita Gibbs [mailto:realtor_rita@cox.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:31 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL  
 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
 
Dear DM, 
 
 
I was just made aware that an Environmental Assessment report has been released by DM that 
concludes that there will be no impact to our neighborhood or community if OSB flights are doubled and 
louder planes are allowed to fly over Tucson.   
 
 
The draft EA calls for expanding Operation Snowbird (OSB), based at Davis-Monthan, from 1,190 to 
2,256 flights a year. It would include: A-10s, F-15s, F-16s, F-18s, Harriers, F-18 E/Fs and F-22s. Foreign 
aircraft participating include: Tornados, Mirages, Kfirs, and Rafales. Night training flights between 10:00 
p.m. and 7: a.m. would be included.    
 
 
I live in the Broadmoor neighborhood, which lies almost directly under the typical flightpath of 
approaching jets. I work from a home office, and the A-10 noise is a constant disturbance. The thought 
that the planes could DOUBLE and include even NOISIER planes is very distressing to me. Also possibly 
NIGHT FLIGHTS? This would destroy the peaceful use of my home and my property values in my 
neighborhood. 
 
 
I respectfully request that DM prepare an EA that more accurately states the issues and impact.   
 
 
                    
Sincerely,  
Rita Gibbs, Realtor 
2642 E Exeter St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
520-241-6563 
 



From: Donald Pitt [mailto:donpitt2@cox.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:09 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Comments on OSB EA Draft 
 
September 13, 2012 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs Office 
Attn: ACC/A7P 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
Re: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Gentlemen: 
 
 This letter relates to the draft Environmental Assessment for Operation Snowbird  
(OSB EA) operations out of Davis-Monthan AFB. 
 
The draft conclusion is subjective and  flawed because among other reasons (1) it uses an inappropriate 
baseline year,  (2) it fails to present sufficient and complete data to analyze and corroborate the safety 
issue particularly as armed aircraft will be taking off and landing over heavily populated areas while 
being flown by pilots, including non USA pilots, who are engaged in training missions, (3) it fails to 
present sufficient and complete details and analysis about the noise issue particularly as it lacks 
adequate detail related to altitude levels and power levels of all aircraft flown and to be flown our of 
DM, all of which information is critical to analyzing the noise impact on the areas of take off and landing 
and areas over which the flights occur  (4) it fails to analyze and discuss both the positive and negative 
economic impacts on the Tucson community taking into account among other matters, employment,  
impact on tourism, property values and (5) it fails to an! 
 alyze and review potential health impacts resulting from the noise created by the type of aircraft, the 
number of daily flights and the  hours these flights occur. 
 
Notwithstanding your agreement or disagreement with the five reasons stated above,  the most 
important reason that a full and complete current environmental assessment needs to be undertaken 
and made available to the entire community is both proponents and opponents of the OSB EA draft will 
upon completion of a full EIS  have real facts that will give credibility to whatever decision is set forth in 
a thorough analysis of the issues upon which rational, legitimate findings can be made,  even though 
such findings will not embraced by everyone.  The draft now furnished for comment lacks credibility and 
thus is divisive to a community of almost one million people who have a major aircraft base operating in 
the middle of the community.  
 
 Hopefully, DM can continue to operate for many more years in a manner that is reasonably acceptable 
to the vast majority of our community.  At the moment that is not the situation and the community's 
noise, safety, health and economics fears and concerns have been exacerbated by releasing a draft 
which is incomplete and as such is deemed biased because of the lack of real facts upon conclusions are 
reached. 
 



 Therefore for both the substantive reasons outlined above and set forth in the other technical 
comments filed with you by residents of Tucson, it is imperative that a full, unbiased Environmental 
Impact Study be made on the proposed expansion of Operation SnowBird. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Donald Pitt 
310 S Williams Blvd. 
Suite 180  
Tucson, Arizona 85711 
(520) 790-9900 
 



From: Cheryl Purvis [mailto:cheryl.s.purvis@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 6:13 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
 
The Draft EA illustrates clearly why institutions should not be 
allowed to evaluate themselves.   It concludes that doubling the 
number of training flights over populated areas which include schools, 
homes and hospitals would  have no impact.   This is an amazing 
conclusion which clearly requires significant further public scrutiny 
and evaluation. 
 
The draft EA leaves out the noisiest of aircraft types.   It does not 
provide complete safety data and  the analysis used for developing the 
noise contours is missing.   It notes that under the current 
situation, a disproportionate number of low income and minority people 
 are seriously affected by noise created by the daily sorties, and 
concludes that the solution is to add more sorties!   This would be 
hilarious if it wasn't tragically daft. 
 
Under the draft EA,  sorties would be allowed at night.   IClearly 
those staying in the  hospitals and living in the homes below would be 
affected. 
 
Despite the lacunae listed above and more, and despite requests for 
public meetings on the draft EA, none have been held.  Moreover, the 
last last environment analysis of OSB was held in 1978.  In the 1970s 
when OSB began, the plan called for training being held between 
January and April, for ca. 20 sorties per day, no night or weekend 
flying and no significant increase in air traffic.   At this point 
there are ca. 2000 sorties/day, and I can personally attest that they 
are flown before 6 a.m., after 10 p.m. and on weekends on a regular 
basis. 
 
It is time to subject the Air Force's plans and activities to a 
thorough and public scrutiny.    Aside from the numerous failures to 
provide required data under various regulations and executive orders, 
the larger question exists of public accountability.   The military 
exists to protect the citizenry and has a responsibility of nonharming 
to that citizenry.   The Air Force needs to take that responsibility 
seriously.   No amount of airmen doing charity work  will make up for 
a military base which imposes its own plans and priorities upon the 
community it should protect. 
 



From: sara van slyke [mailto:saravanslyke@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 10:04 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

Version:1.0 StartHTML:0000000167 EndHTML:0000003129 StartFragment:0000000487
EndFragment:0000003113

To whom it may concern, September 13, 2012

I have been Director of Desert Spring Children's Center for 25 years and a member of the Tucson Early
Childhood community. As educators, we agree that jet noise over our children on a daily basis is harmful
to their development. Unfortunately, my preschool and numerous schools are directly under the
Operation Snowbird flight pattern. When the jets fly overhead children are disoriented, scared and cry.
High decibel flyovers pose a severe risk to the children who live and learn everyday in our midtown
schools and neighborhoods. There brains are being negatively affected. For children, increased stress
levels (as caused by loud noises and feelings of fear) bathe the brain in stress hormones. If the brains is
exposed too much by this chemical, it's functions are reduced, slowed, or stopped altogether. From the
ages of 0 7 the child is growing 70% of their brain. Jet noise puts these developing brains at risk.

The EA misleads the public with it's technical jargon and the subjective opinions are not backed up with
verifiable data. There have been no public meetings since last September and the data has been
changed since those meetings. The EA fails to investigate reasonable alternatives for basing the
Operations Snowbird program somewhere else instead of flying over children. An EIS is needed to
thoroughly investigate other possible locations.

It is important that the community and DM work together to define a future role that is compatible with
the the flight pattern flying constantly over thousands of children everyday. The constant noise over
their heads is unjust and an environmental hazard.

Tucsonians want to raise their children in a healthy environment without damaging noise pollution. The
process needs to honor the daily lives of children and their health and safety.

Sincerely,

Sara Van Slyke

September 13, 2012

saravanslyke@gmail.com 707 E. 1st St. Tucson AZ 85719



From: Bever, Thomas G - (tgb) [mailto:tgb@email.arizona.edu]  
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 12:13 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Health and cognitive reasons require a full EIS for DM's Snowbird operation today and in the 
future 
 
There are many objections to the currently proposed EA for DM's snowbird program. 
Other people and organisations have reviewed the administrative and factual issues 
that demonstrate the need for a full EIS. 
 
I concentrate here on the impact on health and cognitive ability of citizens exposed 
to the snowbird program now, and the prospect that it will double in the future, including 
more night time flights. 
 
There is a growing body of scientific evidence that living in the neighbourhood of 
a major airport has a negative impact on health: in particular, a German study that 
controlled for sociological factors shows that there is increased risk for heart attacks, 
strokes and other diseases.  Children show increases in ambient blood pressure to 
clinical levels. 
 
There are corresponding effects on learning ability: in particular children show more 
reading difficulties and difficulty learning specific subjects. 
 
These problems are obliquely mentioned in the draft EA, but essentially dismissed 
on the grounds that the noise levels will not be substantially increased if the snowbird 
program doubles. 
 
This conclusion is in conflict with the way that the armed forces assess noise  
in their installations to protect service people.  Like OSHA, the NIOSH standards 
take accumulated noise at a given db level as the relevant measure, rather than 
a weighted 24 hour average.  This more realistically assesses the risk of actual 
hearing damage as well as the effects of punctate noise on health and cognition. 
Those standards demonstrate that the present and anticipated peak noise levels 
would exceed standards set by the military.  This is true even with the choice of 
planes to measure the current situation (F-16), which ignores the frequent presence 
of much louder aircraft (F-18, F-22) never mind the anticipated presence of the F35.sy 
 
For these reasons alone, independent of the administrative and factual errors in 
the EA, require a full EIS. 
 
Thomas Bever 
Regents' Professor, Linguistics, Psychology, Neuroscience, Cognitive Science, Education 
 



From: Paul Formentini [mailto:paulf@kcmech.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 2:39 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Attn: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
355th Fighter WIng Public Affairs  
 
3180 S. First Street 
 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
  
 
September 14, 2012 
 
  
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
  
 
We are writing to state our concerns about the environmental assessment report regarding the 
expansion of Operation Snowbird, based at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base.  
 
  
 
 It appears that this report has concluded that the noise levels from the increased number of flights as 
well as the type of aircraft taking part in these flights would be 'insignificant' over the Broadway-
Broadmoor neighborhood without a complete and proper impact study.  
 
  
 
Also the safety data on the types of aircraft being flown is not complete.   In addition, the OSB flight 
pattern over Broadmoor and other midtown neighborhoods has not been studied. 
 
  
 
My wife and I have lived and worked in the Broadmoor area for over thirty years and are extremely 
concerned about how OSB will affect our quality of life.   
 
  
 
We respectfully request a full and objective environmental impact statement be made to address these 
concerns prior to any decision. 
 
  
 
Thank you for your attention to this manner. 



 
  
 
Paul and Bonnie Formentini 
 
2634 E. Croyden 
 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
 



From: Barbara Kuelbs [mailto:barbkuelbs@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 2:34 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Statement

To Whom it May Concern:
I have to say that after living under the flight path of the "snowbird" flight operations for 18 years, they
have become increasingly more prevalent and disturbing. Increasing the number of flights with larger
and noiser aircarft will make it intolerable to continue living in this vicinity! I am retired and cannot
afford to move, and covering my ears does not do the trick! The disturbance of overflights to our daily
lives is huge; every day we are drowned out by roaring engines while doing pool exercise classes at
Midvalley Athletic club, walking my dogs at Reid Park, or simply having a conversation on a neighbor's
porch (or making a phone call on mine).

Please, fly elsewhere!
Barb Kuelbs
2920 E 18th ST
Tucson, AZ 85716



From: Katya Peterson [mailto:katya@polymap.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 11:05 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Ooperation Snowbird 
 
To whom it may concern and to those of you who will actually read this comment: 
 
  
 
How is it possible that you ask for comments and you don't actually care what we say. I say this because 
no matter what the people of Tucson have said in comments, you don't respond. To say that you have 
done sound studies is a manipulation of science. To produce your predetermined results you average 
into a 24 hour time period the sound impact of a specific flight over our homes.  
 
  
 
In a real democracy, the response of the people who elect their own government  would have say in the 
outcome of the F16 or Snowbird project. In a fake democracy, neither our actions nor our words  have 
any  bearing on the outcome. You have empowered yourselves to make decisions for us instead of our 
making decisions for our own community or security.  
 
  
 
Katya Peterson 
 



From: tracy pitt [mailto:tp2tp@mac.com]
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:58 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

September 14, 2012

355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs Office
Attn: ACC/A7P
3180 S. First Street
Davis Monthan AFB. AZ 85705

Dear Sirs,

I am writing in response to the draft Environmental Assessment for Operation SnowBird that is run out
of Davis Monthan AFB in Tucson. The Air Force must conduct a full Environmental Impact Study of the
proposed expansion of Operation SnowBird for several reasons. First, DM AFB is not a stand alone base
removed from an urban environment. As Tucson has expanded around the base, the impact of noise has
increased on city residents. I work at an elementary school 4 blocks east of the University of Arizona. We
are fortunate to have a beautiful outdoor stage in our courtyard. Unfortunately, a portion of almost
every assembly or performance is drowned out by jet noise. Likewise, it is common that P.E. lessons are
interrupted when students can't hear adults give instructions over the sound of the jets.

Another reason a full EIS needs to be completed is to study implications for safety of city residents due
to increased sorties. I was a student at Tucson High in October of 1978 when the A7D Corsair jet from
DM crashed adjacent to Mansfeld Middle School. I will never forget running toward the crash site
looking for my sister, a Mansfeld student.
According to a local newspaper report, "Witnesses rushed to the scene to help and police said a crowd
of 3,000 people gathered within 10 minutes." Such was the density of this area in 1978. Now the area is
even more dense with university dormitories and department buildings. And the practice field the 1978
pilot was aiming for is no longer an empty lot; it is the Student Rec Center at the U of A. Empty lots have
been developed steadily over the past 40 years, leaving no more "outs" for pilots in training like
Operation SnowBird pilots.

Operation SnowBird has not been subjected to an Environmental Impact Study since 1978. It is time for
a full EIS to be undertaken to properly assess the effects of the program on our growing city.

Sincerely,
Tracy Pitt



From: C Tanz [mailto:azctanz@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Chris Tanz
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 1:35 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL

To:
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs
3180 S. First Street
Davis Monthan AFB, AZ 85707

Dear Sirs/Madams,

We have read the draft Environmental Assessment of expanded OSB operations at Davis Monthan and
are concerned about many aspects of the study and about its conclusion that there would be No
Significant Impact on the human environment of doubling the number of OSB flights.

NOISE ANALYSIS
We challenge a noise analysis that's stated in terms of average noise over a 24 hr period. As people who
live underneath the flight path, we know that people don't experience noise "averages"; we experience
loud PEAKS of noise and are jolted by them in the daytime and wakened by them at night.

The baseline for analyzing the increase in noise as a function of more flights and as a function of noisier
planes is arbitrarily taken as 2002. But there has been no official EA or EIS review of the OSB program
since 1978. So what's being called a potential "doubling" of flights (and noise?) is really much more than
a doubling since the last review.

SAFETY
We are concerned about the safety of pilot training being conducted over a populated metropolitan
area and especially about flight training with live ordnance. The EA seems to be trying to provide
reassurance on this subject when it states: "Whenever OSB aircraft depart DMAFB with live weapons on
board, the departure would be required to be on Runway 12; OSB aircraft with unexpended live
ordnance would recover only to Runway 30." Apparently these are the same runway. We would like a
statement that enunciates a clear policy ("There will be no armed flights over residential areas of the
city") and shows how that policy will be implemented in a way that the public can understand.

The EA has a lot of mumbo jumbo throughout that anyone would be challenged to understand. Here's
another example, this time relating to the designation of some residential areas as "not suitable for
residential use": "The absence of viable alternative development options should be determined and an
evaluation indicating a demonstrated community need for residential use would not be met if
development were prohibited in these zones should be conducted prior to approvals." p. 3 3

PLAIN WRITING
The Plain Writing Act (HR 946) requires agencies to write information in plain language to help
Americans read, understand and use government documents. Doesn't this apply to the Air Force too?

We are asking for a full Environmental Impact Statement, that uses as a baseline the date of the latest
EA or EIS, that provides an intelligible analysis, and that draws its conclusions in an understandable way
from its analysis.



Thank you,
Chris Tanz
9/14/12
15 Calle Conquista,
Tucson, AZ 85716
<ctpolit@gmail.com>



From: noreply@dma.mil [mailto:noreply@dma.mil]  
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 2:17 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Feedback: Operation SnowBird Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
We are writing to join in with our neighbors in response to the draft Environmental Assessment for 
Operation SnowBird OSBEA operating out of Davis-Monthan AFB. We share their concerns and insist 
that the Air Force conduct a full, unbiased. Environmental Impact Study on the proposed expansion of 
Operation SnowBird. The results of this EIS should be used to realign the mission of Davis-Monthan AFB 
to be more compatible with its urban embedded location. 
The citizens we represent in Miramonte neighborhood, value DM AFB's presence in Tucson, but would 
like its mission to take into account the fact that it is embedded in a community of nearly one million 
persons, and understand the full environmental impact of this embedding, mitigating that impact as 
appropriate. Thus, we are not in agreement with the finding of no significant impact [FONSI] from the 
proposal to more than double the number of flights participating in OSB, including more foreign aircraft 
and more, noisier domestic aircraft than is currently the case.  We request that a full Environmental 
Impact Study EIS be undertaken so that the true environmental impact on the Tucson community and its 
surroundings will be correctly assessed. 
Our first specific concern is safety. The OSB EA presents no data to corroborate the few statements on 
safety. DM operations have had two accidents in the last 40 years, including fatalities. Increasing the 
number of sorties by trainees with armed aircraft over heavily populated areas seems problematical, 
and requires at least a more detailed analysis. The special dangers of the OSB program are due to the 
fact that its pilots need practice and training, by definition. 
Our second concern is noise. The noise analysis in the OSB EA omits the noisiest aircraft that the OSB 
program sometimes has as emamples the F-22 and Harrier in its analysis. There are almost no details on 
how analysis was done or what assumptions about power levels and aircraft altitudes were used. There 
is no comment on the disruptive effect on educational institutions, such as the University of Arizona; 
there is no recognition that the 24 hour noise averages include short term bursts of noise greater than 
85 db. 
There are also issues of environmental justice. The population most severely affected, near the 
northwest end of the DM runway, is primarily minority. These people are within the 75 dB, 24 hour 
averaged, contour, where damage is predicted, and over 130 homes will be added as a result of the 
proposed doubling of flights. No mitigation measures are proposed in the new plan. 
Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions you might have or to provide additional 
information.  
 
Richard Alexander  
President, Miramonte Neighborhood Association 
 
CC: Mayor and City Council, Secretary of the Air Force, Senators McCain and Kyi, Congressman Barber, 
Congressman Raul Grijalva 
 
 
********************************************************** 
E-mail sent by Richard Alexander <richarda_10918@yahoo.com> all replies should be sent to Richard 
Alexander <richarda_10918@yahoo.com>. 



Using the ReplyTo button on your e-mail client will send replies to Richard Alexander 
<richarda_10918@yahoo.com>. 
 



From: Mort Womack [mailto:mortwomack@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 8:50 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Cc: Jonathan Rothschild; Regina Romero; Paul Cunningham; Karin Uhlich; Shirley Scott; 
Richard.Fimbres@tucsonaz.gov; Steve Kozachik; Steve Farley; district2@pima.gov; district5@pima.gov; 
district4@pima.gov 
Subject: ATTN:OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs  
 
3180 S. First St.  
 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
 
Attn:  
OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
 
I have lived in Tucson for nearly 25 years and the noise of the Air Force jets has always bothered me a 
great deal, but every year it seems to get worse.  When I am in my backyard and the jets go over my 
house at times they are so loud that I can't hear a person talking who is standing right next to me.  Now 
that I am retired I spend the majority of my day gardening, relaxing, playing music, and doing extensive 
home repairs, so much of my day is spent outdoors, even in summer.  Obviously the jet noise is much 
greater outside.  The noise level generated by the current F-16's already hurts my ears, even with ear 
plugs, and greatly reduces the quality of my life.  I can't imagine living here with even louder planes and 
many more flights.  I have spend 25 years creating a lush garden out of a bermuda yard.  It has extensive 
drip irrigation and low water use features and mature trees forty feet high.  There is no way I can move 
and ever recreate what I have spent years doing here! 
 .   
It is intolerable that my government in this case, the Air Force, would force this expansion upon us tax 
payers without even giving us a decent hearing or a realistic assessment of the human costs the Air 
Force proposes.  This isn't Russia--we don't live under Putin's thumb!   We expect our government, both 
local and national, including the Air Force, to seriously weigh the effect of their actions against the 
citizens they are supposedly here to protect.  This current draft assessment is a farce--you need to 
seriously look at the effects your proposal to expand Operation Snowbird will have on our safety, noise 
pollution, and economic well being.  Instead of being good for Tucson's economy, it will damage our 
tourist industry as well as discourage the type of high tech development our city needs, not to mention 
the further devastation it will bring to property values and quality of life for people living in the 
neighborhoods near the planes.  That is not a small area as the A! 
 ir Force contends with their self selected parameters, but the area affected extends well into the U. of 
A. area and encompasses a large part of central Tucson.   
This whole expansion proposal should be dropped, but that probably is expecting too much common 
sense and human decency.  At the very least we should be given an objective environmental impact 
statement that completely and honestly discusses what these proposed changes would mean to the 
central area of Tucson.  The current draft assessment is totally inadequate for that task and has to be 
redone as a serious document, not a sham! 
 



Thank you for your time--sincerely yours, 
 
Linda Phelan 
 
2704 E. Drachman St. 
Tucson,  AZ     85716 
September 14, 2012 
 



From: mary profeta [mailto:mpmadden@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 8:33 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird 
 
Please do not increase the amount of sorties over Tucson.  We need a independent noise study and not 
the one the Air Force did.  I am pro America and our military but more study needs to be done.  We do 
not want a terrible accident over the metro area. There is a huge desert that has no population to 
choose from. 
 
More study is called for.  This is not Afghanistan or the Middle East.  We are partners in the love of our 
country. 
 
My address is 2050 E 10th St.  Tucson AZ. 
 
 
Mary  
 



From: steve raines [mailto:dotheblues@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 9:36 AM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment submittal

To All Concerned;
My wife and I have lived in Tucson for 30 years and have several
rental properties in the mid town area. We are both saddened by the
increase in noise in our area. Have you ever had your grand daughter
run screaming into the house, covering her ears, crying and asking
why? And how about when we had a large window in our daughter's house
shattered by a jet during the air show? I have nothing against the
military and I'm not looking to have the base closed. But I am
vehemetely opposed to the NOISE! Send the F35s and operation snowbird
to Phoenix where they think more about money than peace and quiet.
We're in the Speedway/ Swan area and we're tired of it!

Steve and Elaine Raines, 814 n desert ave., tucson 85711 at 327 6415



From: bob segal [mailto:beelzeblob@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 1:15 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment Submittal

To whom it may concern,

This is the second time that I am asking that you stop flying your painfully loud jets over Tucson. There is
no good, sane reason for flying over central Tucson to access DMAFB unless it is to deliberately
intimidate the populace. Presumably you're charter is to protect us, is that not correct? Well, the noise
from these jets is so loud that it is literally painful to my ears and disruptive to conversation and work
while they fly over head. You can fly these jets easily south away from the most heavily populated areas
of Tucson.

Bob Segal
Tucson, AZ



From: Janice Davila [mailto:jrae2256@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 8:42 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird EA Comment Submittal 
 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
I want to express my concern regarding the results of the environmental assessment report on the 
Operation Snowbird expansion at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base.  I live in the Country Club Manor 
district and to say that doubling the flights over my area will not impact my quality of life is ludicrous.  
The different types of aircraft being brought in over heavily populated neighborhoods and schools is a 
huge safety issue, let alone the increased noise this will cause. The EA does not address these issues 
with supported data. 
  
I request a full, objective environmental impact statement that more accurately assesses the impact of 
OSB expansion on the surrounding Tucson community prior to any decision.  
 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
Janice Davila 
2548 E. 20th Street 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 



From: Carol Miller [mailto:carolmiller@newmexico.com]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2012 9:06 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: Receipt Requested: ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL

Attached is the comment of the Peaceful Skies Coalition on the United States Air Force Draft
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard Bureau
Training Plan 60 1 in Support of Operation Snowbird.

Please acknowledge receipt of the submission.

Thank you,

Carol Miller
President
Peaceful Skies Coalition
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Peaceful Skies Coalition
c/o P.O. Box 322

Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico 87513

September 19, 2012

VIA E-MAIL 

ATTN:
OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment
Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in 
Support of Operation Snowbird, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona.

To Whom It May Concern:

Peaceful Skies Coalition is submitting comments on the United States Air Force Draft 
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard 
Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird (OSB) in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4331, et seq., (NEPA). 

These comments are submitted during the requisite comment period by the Peaceful Skies 
Coalition (Commenters).  The Commenters request that Carol Miller, President of Peaceful Skies 
Coalition, be placed on the recipient list to receive notice of any developments in the USAF 
NEPA review process for this proposal and any related documents issued by the USAF in the 
course of its NEPA review of this proposal. The Commenters further request that these 
comments be included as part of the administrative record. Additional comments may also be 
submitted separately by members of this organization, its officers, and other interested citizens 
associated with the organization. 

Peaceful Skies Coalition has commented to the USAF on several other NEPA issues. As each 
Draft EA or EIS is studied, coalition members have gained insight into the enormity of recent 
Air Forces expansions on the people, wildlife, range and farm animals, precious water, and land 
– all without truly informed consent.  

Other commenters will address flaws in various sections of the Draft EA. Peaceful Skies 
Coalition is primarily addressing serious, fundamental problems with the Draft EA and the 
numerous ways in which it fails to meet the requirements of the NEPA.

Recommendation: Withdraw the Draft EA Document for Multiple Violations of NEPA
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The Draft EA does not comply with the NEPA. The public is being asked to comment on 
environmental impacts of an expansion in isolation from all current and adjacent activities.

The Peaceful Skies Coalition is aware that a tremendous military expansion is underway within 
the United States and that the Air Force and other branches of the military are simultaneously 
conducting numerous Scoping Meetings, Public Hearings, Draft and Final EAs and Draft and 
Final EISs. In order to provide informed comment on the OSB Draft EA, the public needs 
information about the other current regional and national base expansions and changes. Without 
complete information there is no way to determine the actual impacts of the OSB expansion.

DOD Must Develop a Comprehensive Baseline for All of Its Activities

For the purpose of establishing a baseline from which to address cumulative affects, the 
Department of Defense (DOD) should initiate a Continent-wide EIS for all military flights and 
training, whether manned or unmanned, by any and all branches of the military and military 
contractors. Wildlife, water and air quality, and avian flyways are just a few of the potentially 
affected natural systems, which exist in very large bioregions not defined by lines drawn on a 
map around a single base.

For the fourth time, the Commenters have formally put in writing the request that the USAF 
diligently prepare a comprehensive programmatic EIS for all training areas, operations and 
activities in at least the lower 48 states and arguably in the Continent, including Alaska. 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) policy states that actions which are: 
(1) closely related, i.e., are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the 
larger action for their justification; or (2) are cumulative actions, which when viewed 
with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts; or (3) are similar 
actions that have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental 
consequences together, such as common timing and geography, need to be considered in 
one EIS.  See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.  Based on this policy, the numerous training areas and 
activities, or operations, throughout the western United States, and indeed the entire 
country, should be considered in one, single programmatic or comprehensive EIS. 

Much of the information presented in the Draft EA violates this policy by providing no 
recognition of adjacent activities. 

When viewed with other proposed actions, there are cumulatively significant impacts on human 
communities and wildlife populations and habitat. These projects qualify as “similar actions” 
that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common 
timing and geography. These projects therefore must be analyzed in one, national programmatic 
EIS.  

Preparing a single comprehensive or programmatic EIS is the only way the USAF genuinely can 
explore and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives with varying overflight frequency and 
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alternate locations, as well as alternative methods of training (including virtual flight simulation). 

Commenters believe the DOD does not want the public to learn all of the negative environmental
impacts of its activities. For example, we are aware that at one time the DOD had initiated a 
programmatic EIS for its entire low altitude training program on a nationwide basis, and then 
abruptly discontinued the process after early administrative drafts revealed the presence of very 
significant cumulative impacts across the country.

References and Self-Citation 
The document as released is incomplete, inaccurate and overly reliant on old data. Stock 
references and citations – many decades old - are again included, apparently to try to make the 
document appear convincing and serious. An EPA noise study from 1974 is cited throughout the 
Draft EA, a study now thirty-eight years old! The public is offered the same citations in NEPA 
action, after NEPA action by the air force. It is time for current, relevant science and relevant 
new data regarding the cumulative impacts of plans for tremendously increased training 
programs.

Many of the references included are documents produced by the military, other parts of the
federal government or federal contractors. None of these self-citations can be considered 
independent and, in fact, reveal a conflict of interest with the data used for this Draft EA.

Because of the poor quality of the document, it is possible to go through it section-by-section and 
critique each for flawed data, incomplete data, misrepresentations of fact, and failures to address 
significant requirements of NEPA. This comment from Peaceful Skies Coalition will not do a 
section-by-section critique, because the Coalition is aware of numerous technical and legal 
experts who are providing excellent comments on specific errors and omissions. 

This Draft EA is Not in Compliance With NEPA

The USAF is required to comply with all of the requirements of NEPA assuring an independent 
and complete document is prepared for affected agency, tribal governments and the public. The 
statute requires that the following range of issues must be included and subjected to independent, 
in depth analysis: 

Direct Impacts.
A NEPA-compliant EA must analyze the direct impacts of the proposed action. This includes but 
is not limited to: impacts to the health and socioeconomic and psychological wellbeing of Native 
American tribes, other residents of the area, and all those who live in and visit the proposed 
impacted areas from within the United States and around the world; impacts to livestock and 
other domestic animals; impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat; impacts to wilderness areas, 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and other environmentally sensitive areas; air quality 
impacts; impacts to archaeologically, anthropologically, historically, spiritually, and culturally 
significant areas, impacts to scenic areas, impacts to recreation areas; and impacts to tourism.  

The area under consideration supports an abundant and diverse array of wildlife including prime 
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habitat for many species listed as threatened and/or endangered under the Endangered Species 
Act, and irreplaceable in many respects. The Draft EA fails to fully describe these potential 
threats or any mitigation plans to eliminate or limit the threats.

Indirect Impacts.
The NEPA review process is required to carefully analyze the indirect effects of the proposed 
action. Indirect effects are effects that are caused by the action but occur later in time or are 
further removed in distance. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8 (b).  Indirect effects “may include growth 
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, 
including ecosystems.”  Id.  Here, the indirect effects shall include, but are not limited to, 
negative socioeconomic impacts, environmental injustice impacts, and the negative impacts to 
tourism, public health, hunting, and recreation that will result from the proposal.  

The effects on the real estate market, both home and land values, could be devastating and, 
although raised repeatedly at the community meetings, are inadequately addressed in the Draft 
EA. The proposed basing of these flights is urban, within a heavily populated and growing city. 
Certain urban areas will be affected more than others and specific data is needed, not regional 
averages.

Cumulative Impacts.
The Commenters find that absolutely no attention was seriously paid to identifying or analyzing 
any cumulative impacts in the Draft EA. In fact, this failure to consider cumulative impacts was 
one of the weakest parts of the document provided to the public. It failed to take into account the 
requirements of cumulative impacts analysis in settled case law, regulation and policy. 

The Federal courts have ruled that the government “cannot isolate a proposed project, viewing it 
in a vacuum.” 

Adjacent Area and Multi-State Impacts NOT Addressed: 
While the Draft EA references other air force activities within Arizona, Figure 1-2: Training 
Airspace in the Vicinity of Davis-Monthan AFB, page 1-4 shows considerable airspace in New 
Mexico. Using the search function within the Draft EA, New Mexico never shows up a single 
time, despite impacts that might potentially occur there. 

The Davis-MonthanTombstone MOA includes the entire boot heel of New Mexico, a region 
famous internationally as a birders paradise especially in the winter months when proposed OSB 
training expansions would occur. 

Davis-Monthan’s Reserve and Morenci MOA’s, much of which are also located in New Mexico, 
are directly adjacent to the Holloman Cato MOA. The cumulative impacts caused by the 
adjacency of three MOA’s must be addressed. In addition to Holloman, Kirtland and White
Sands Missile Range activities should be part of the assessment to more accurately capture all of 
the requirements of NEPA, including wildlife, rangeland, bird migration, watershed and human 
impacts.
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This failure to address cumulative impacts supports the request by the Commenters that the 
current Draft EA be withdrawn and a document in full compliance with law and policy be 
developed. 

The NEPA review process requires taking a hard look at the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
action.  A cumulative impact is “the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such 
other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time.”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.  

Properly analyzing cumulative effects must include: (1) identifying the significant cumulative 
effects issues associated with the proposed action; (2) establishing the proper geographic scope 
for the analysis; (3) establishing an appropriate time frame for the analysis; and (4) identifying 
other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern.  

Establishing the proper geographic scope or boundary for a cumulative impacts analysis is 
extremely important because the proposed action will have direct, indirect, and “additive” effects 
on resources beyond the immediate area.  To determine the appropriate geographic boundaries 
for a cumulative effects analysis, therefore, the USAF environmental analysis should first: (1) 
determine the area and resources that will be affected by their proposed action (the “project 
impact zone”); (2) make a list of resources within that area or zone that could be affected by the 
proposed action; and (3) determine the geographic areas occupied by those resources outside the 
immediate area or project impact zone.  In most cases, the largest of these areas will be the 
appropriate area for the analysis of cumulative effects.  By way of example, for resident or 
migratory wildlife, the appropriate geographic area for the cumulative impacts analysis will be 
the species habitat or breeding grounds, migration route, wintering areas, or total range of 
affected population units.  See e.g., NRDC. v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 297 (D.C. Cir. 1988. 

Another important aspect of a cumulative impacts analysis that the USAF will need to consider 
is an assessment of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions affecting the 
resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern.  According to the CEQ, the “most 
devastating environmental effects may result not from the direct effects of a particular action, but 
from the combination of individually minor effects of multiple actions over time.”  Council on 
Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act 1 (January 1997) available at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm (last 
visited November 2, 2011).  The requirement to consider cumulative impacts, therefore, is 
designed to avoid the “combination of individually minor” effects situation – to avoid the 
“tyranny of small decisions” or death by a thousand cuts scenario. See e.g., Grand Canyon Trust 
v. FAA, 290 F.3d 339, 346 (D.C. Cir. 2002).  

The USAF must conduct a NEPA review that takes into account and analyzes state, private, and
other federal actions as well as natural occurrences or events that have taken place, are taking 
place, or proposed to take place that will similarly impact the region’s wildlife populations and 
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habitat, and human communities.  Individually, each flyover – though serious – may not rise to 
the level of posing a significant risk.  Collectively, however, the impacts of all of these and other 
activities – whether conducted by private individuals, state agencies, or other federal agencies –
may be significant and must be analyzed. See e.g., Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 346 
(discussing collective impacts to Zion National Park); NRDC v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288 (D.C. Cir. 
1988). As the D.C. Circuit Court noted, federal agencies must “give a realistic evaluation of the 
total impacts [of the action] and cannot isolate a proposed project, viewing it in a vacuum.” 
Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 342.  Even “a slight increase in adverse conditions . . . may 
sometimes threaten harm that is significant.  One more factory . . . may represent the straw that 
breaks the back of the environmental camel.” Id. at 343 (quoting Hanly v. Kleindienst, 471 F.2d 
823 (2d Cir. 1972)).  

The USAF cannot analyze the direct and indirect effects of the proposed expansion of Operation 
SnowBird in isolation, but must examine the cumulative effects of the proposed project together 
with all other Department of Defense training areas and operations in and around Arizona, New 
Mexico and all adjacent states.  As explained below, this comprehensive analysis is required by 
NEPA and mandates the preparation of a programmatic EIS that addresses the entirety of 
training programs.  

Synergistic Effects – It’s Time for the Air Force to Use Current Science
Since the 1970’s and 1980’s, when several of the cited studies were completed, most areas of 
scientific study have become much more aware of synergistic effects; not only the synergy 
generated from a single project in isolation but also the synergistic effects of all other activities. 
The Air Force has tried to ignore synergy for too long. For any valid NEPA assessment or EIS, 
new independent, scientific research is needed to identify and quantify the synergistic effects of 
the current baseline and any future projects. 

Among the areas of science, which are taking synergy seriously, are climate science, human 
health impacts, and wildlife studies to name only a few. Without considering synergistic effects, 
the Cumulative Impacts section of the Draft EA falsely assumes all effects to be only additive 
and therefore declares them minimal or nonexistent. In reality, these impacts are not only 
additive, but also have synergistic effects, which in many cases will reverse the conclusions 
expressed by the air force.

Establish a Baseline.
The USAF NEPA review process has not established in this Draft EA a proper baseline upon 
which to base its impacts analyses and conduct the requisite “trends analysis,” i.e., an assessment 
of the environmental impacts of all activities affecting the various resources over an extended 
period of time. By failing to properly define the baseline and from the baseline engage in a trends 
analysis, the USAF will be unable to track any effects and changes that will occur over time. At a 
minimum, baseline data on locations of wildlife and migratory bird paths, and the current 
exposure of animal populations and human communities to sudden heightened noise levels
(startle response) is needed in order to properly analyze the impacts (direct, indirect, and 
cumulative) of the proposed action. 
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Alternatives.
The USAF NEPA review process will need to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  Under 
NEPA, federal agencies must “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E); see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). 
 The discussion of reasonable alternatives section is the “heart” of any environmental analysis 
under NEPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. This standard has not been met.

Best Scientific Information.  All agencies, including the USAF “shall insure the professional 
integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact 
statements.”  40 C.F.R. §1502.24.  Information “must be of high quality.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). 
 Accurate “scientific analysis [is] essential to implementing NEPA.” Id.  The USAF failed to 
review and collect sufficient scientific data.  As stated above, much of the data is old and/or
unrelated to the specific project. This resulted in a Draft EIS that does not provide information 
sufficient to analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed action.

Topics for study, which were not addressed at all include watershed impacts from accumulated 
perchlorates and other aircraft fuel pollutants, fire danger in drought-ridden forests, effects on 
wildlife and livestock. Additionally effects on current and future tourism in the Tucson region 
and renewable energy development must be studied. 

Socioeconomic Factors and Environmental Justice. The preceding pages document a number of 
weaknesses and violations of statute, regulation and policy. The Draft EIS fails to establish a 
baseline, fails to consider cumulative impacts, and presents very limited science regarding 
potential impacts to humans or natural systems. Despite these significant, overall shortcomings, 
no section is as dismissive of impact as the Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice sections 
with insufficient provision for mitigating the impacts. 

A comprehensive study of socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts is needed. The 
affected areas extend far beyond the minimal information provided about Pima County, where 
the base is located. Further study must consider impacts on the regional market/services level, 
many of which cross both state and county lines. 

These comments are submitted by the Peaceful Skies Coalition on the Proposed Update and 
Implementation of the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation 
Snowbird, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona. The mission of the Peaceful Skies Coalition 
is to participate in this and other important decisions affecting public resources in United States. 

In conclusion, we ask that this Draft Environmental Assessment be withdrawn and that the DOD 
first complete an EIS for all continental low, middle and high altitude flights both manned and 
unmanned for all DOD branches before attempting any changes to the current usage. We believe 
the public will be outraged to learn how much airspace, how many flights, how much pollution, 
and how much money is literally burned overhead by the DOD and that the public will demand 
that military airspace and training be reduced and not expanded.
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We hope you find these comments to be helpful, informative, and useful in your efforts to 
comply with the NEPA and other substantive statutes. If you have any questions or comments, or 
wish to discuss the issues raised in this comment on the Proposed Update and Implementation of 
the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird in greater 
detail, please do not hesitate to contact the Peaceful Skies Coalition representative listed below. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Miller, President

On Behalf of:

Peaceful Skies Coalition
P.O. Box 322
Arroyo Hondo, NM 87513



From: Mary Myers [mailto:takhi65@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2012 3:29 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
I live in the Blenman Elm neighborhood of Central Tucson.   
I am concerned because the Air Force intends to double the number of OSB flights, and to use louder 
aircraft than they use now, and to make some flights between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM over this area. 
The EA provides only a superficial survey of the impacts of an expanded OSB. Before making any 
decisions about an operation that will affect our neighborhood, the Air Force should use a complete 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to carefully analyze the impacts. 
Please consider this request. 
Thank you, 
Mary Myers 
2814 E. Lester St. 
Tucson, Az 85716 
 



From: Michael Singervalt [mailto:mjs2526@cox.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2012 2:44 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: Operation Snowbird 
 
I'm  writing to express my concern about your proposal to expand "Operation Snowbird." My 
understanding is that your proposal will add more, and louder, flights over the Blenman Elm section of 
Tucson. While I understand we need to balance the needs of the Air Force with the needs of the town, I 
am opposed to any type of expansion. 
 
For those of us who live in Tucson, we're talking about a quality of life issue. Loud planes flying overhead 
would add an additional stress on my life that, frankly, I'd like to avoid. 
 
Please reconsider to proposal to expand "Operation Snowbird," or at the very least, do a more thorough 
study of the environmental impact of your proposal, before going through with it. 
 
Michael Singervalt 
2731 E. Elm St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 



From: Alex Wilson [mailto:ahwilson3@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2012 2:39 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Cc: garyahunter@gmail.com 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I live in the Blenman Elm neighborhood at work at the University of Arizona, both in Tucson.   
 
I respectfully request that a more complete Environmental Assessment be completed on the impact of 
the proposed growth of Operation Snowbird in Tucson.  I am frequently impacted with noise pollution at 
both my home and office, to the extent that conversation and work is not possible when the jets are 
landing.  I am also concerned about both air, ground, and water pollution from the additional use of jet 
fuel in this program.   
 
I think the environmental impact will be considerably greater than the "negligable" category your 
preliminary findings suggest, and as someone directly effected, I would like to express my opposition to 
the expansion and register my request for a more complete environmental impact study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Alex H Wilson 
2525 E Helen St  
Tucson AZ  85716 
520 269 6403 
ahwilson3@yahoo.com 
 



From: Jane Zavisca [mailto:jz@janezavisca.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2012 1:00 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: comment on operation snowbird expansion 
 
I am writing as a concerned homeowner in the Blenman-Elm neighborhood. I understand that the Air 
Force is planning to expand its Operation Snowbird program, and has recently released a draft 
Environmental Assessment. I am concerned that the Air Force did not issue a complete Environmental 
Impact Statement.  
 
I am not opposed a priori to the program, recognize its importance for national defense, and have not 
been disturbed by it to date. However, it is impossible to come to an informed opinion based on the 
assessment. A thorough review of the potential impact of program expansion is warranted given how 
important noise is for the quality of life and public health of our community. 
 
Regards, 
 
Jane Zavisca 
2918 E Linden St 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
jz@janezavisca.org 
 



From: Baines Christine [mailto:sahajo@mac.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 7:12 AM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: Subject line: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal

I have heard that the expansion of Operation Snowbird will use louder aircraft and will double the
number of OSB flights over Blenman Elm neighborhood. As a resident of that neighborhood I have
concerns.

I support the Air Force and am proud to have Davis Monthan here in Tucson. My father was stationed at
Davis Monthan during WWII, I support the mission and feel that Davis Monthan is a good neighbor. My
concern is that the expanded OSB might bring a level of noise that makes life uncomfortable for those
who live nearby. Since this is a training program why can't flights be scheduled so that they do not go
over homes between 10 pm and 7 am? Are there no alternative flight patterns that would work as well?

With no desire to limit the mission of Davis Monthan and with gratitude for keeping us all safe, I hope
you will remember that being a good neighbor is also desirable.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Christine Baines
2939 E Drachman St
Tucson, AZ 85716



From: Ron Michaels [mailto:ronmichaels@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 5:56 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
My name is Ron Michaels, my wife's name is Elisa.  We live at 2937 East Mabel Street in Tucson 85716.  
Our family has owned this house since it was built in 1948 in the Blenman-Elm Neighborhood.  In those 
days the eastern city limit was Country Club, one block away.  I've lived in New York City, Chicago, Los 
Angeles, and I've traveled just about everywhere.  But this house has always been home. 
 
In the 1950's, D-M was a SAC base.  The SAC bombers that flew over every day were very large and very 
obvious.  Neighbors would come out of their houses to gaze proudly on those B-47s and B-52s (I think 
those were the planes).  Everybody was smiling as they looked up to see these huge aircraft go over the 
neighborhood at what seemed like an altitude of about 300 feet.  Very noisy!  As everyone turned to go 
back in their homes, they turned, still smiling, and waved to each other as if to say, "those are OUR 
boys."  Nobody complained. Ever. 
 
If the folks didn't come out of the house to watch the planes, they stood in their living rooms watching 
the framed photos on the fireplace walk across the mantel because of the vibration caused by those 
huge engines.  That was fun, too. 
 
Now we have people who have moved to our area of town (or to the end of the D-M runway) and 
complain about the noise these planes make as they fly over.  Incomprehensible.  When I asked a 
"complainer" (who keeps a jelly jar on his front porch so neighbors can write nasty letters about the Air 
Force and simply deposit them in his jelly jar so he can send them to you) why he moved to Blenman-
Elm since he complains regularly about the D-M aircraft flying over.  He says, "I moved here to make 
things better for the current residents."  You see what I mean. Yet, the folks who have been here for 
years have no complaint about the noise.  We WANT the Air Force to do whatever it needs to get done.  
Occasional engine noise is just one of those small payments we make as Americans to make certain that 
our country is safe.   
 
You will receive letters of complaint from people who, you will discover, complain about virtually 
everything in their lives.  Pay no attention.  The letters you get that are supportive (like this one) may be 
fewer in number but they're much more powerful and much more representative of the actual feelings 
of the neighborhoods.  We're on your side.  God Bless! 
 
Ron and Lisa 
 



From: Ed & Mary Caldwell [mailto:emcaldwell71@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2012 10:16 AM 
To: "355 wgpa"@dm.af.mil 
Cc: Gary Hunter; Mort Womack; Janepowers@cox.net 
Subject: ATTN:OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Dear Air Force Officials, 
 
We live near Davis Monthan Air Base and are very disturbed by the noise  
level of aircraft. 
In recent years it has gotten even much louder. 
I believe that the noise level is so loud that it is  causing hearing  
problems among adults and small children that cringe when the noisy  
airplanes fly over.   It can cause actual ear pain.   It also causes a  
great deal of stress for those of us who need a more quiet environment  
free from the extreme noise levels we now frequently have to suffer. 
 
We hope and pray that this situation can be remedied...perhaps by wise  
planning, better political decisions and improved technological  
advancements. 
 
Thank you for your attention and efforts to find a better solution. 
 
Sincerely, 
Edmund R. Caldwell and Mary Caldwell 
2702 E. Drachman 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 



From: Jane Powers [mailto:janepowers@cox.net]  
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2012 3:48 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Subject: ATTN:OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Dear Air Force Officials, 
 
We live in the Blenman Elm neighborhood and are very concerned about the increase in the number of 
flights over our neighborhood and the accompanying  exposure to the extreme noise levels of the 
planes.   Those noise levels are at best an unwelcome distraction that is repeated many times daily and 
at worse a detriment to our health and well-being.  Further, the negative affect on property values due 
to this type of intrusion is well documented. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
    Jane and Don Powers 
    2723 E Drachman St 
    Tucson, AZ 85716 
 



From: Page [mailto:greenlakecats@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Sunday, September 30, 2012 1:42 PM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs; Page 
Subject: ATTN: OSB EA Comment Submittal 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  
 
 As a neighbor, landowner, and engaged citizen, I respecfully request that PRIOR to the Air Force's  
moving ahead with this project a full, transparent, environmental impact review be performed.  There 
are health and safety concerns that have simply not been addressed.  In addition we request that the Air 
Force perform an analysis of the economic impacts of these exercises be undertaken.  It's surprising that 
anyone, any business, could possibly oppose having such information.   The more people are allowed to 
have their concerns informed, the long term support of Tucsonians will be engendered.   
 
Most sincerely, 
Page Day 
Blenman Elm 
Tucson 
 



From: azbride@cox.net [mailto:azbride@cox.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2012 10:14 AM 
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs 
Cc: mayor1@tucsonaz.gov; ward5@tucsonaz.gov 
Subject: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Regarding the Draft OSB EA from July 31, 2012, I strongly disagree with your Finding of No Significant 
Impact regarding your alternatives mentioned in this Draft EA.  
 
In this particular e-mail are my own personal remarks.  I will also be doing a separate e-mail from the 
Julia Keen Neighborhood Association of which I am Co-Chair.  
 
There are too many things to mention that are wrong with this EA, from it not being understandable to 
most of the public, to having half-truths, mis-leading information, and fake noise information (not real), 
and missing aircraft listed in your EA.  No Spanish translation in a timely manner, until it is just about too 
late, and then only three pages are translated with no meetings or other public information for the 
Spanish-speaking people, and you have the nerve to say that you are providing this translation as a 
"convenience."   Have you not considered that it might be required by Law.   It has been difficult even 
discussing these issues with Engish-speaking people.  I strongly request that an EIS be done.        
 
I personally love America, am patriotic, and appreciate all branches of the military.  And please 
remember why we have a military at all.  I may not have the official statement of why the military exists, 
but they are supposed to protect America.   We in Tucson, Arizona are not being protected by some of 
the missions of DM AFB when they are destroying our health, family, property, pets, sanity, schools, 
tourism, and so on and so forth by flying directly over us, especially in the present flight path.   
 
I am writing to give you my personal experiences that dramatically and SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT me and 
even some of my neighbors by the DM AFB OSB and other missions as well from DM AFB.    
 
My name is Rita B. Ornelas, living in the flight path directly northwest of the DM AFB runway, in the Julia 
Keen neighborhood, since 1985.  First, I did not decide to buy a home in the direct flight path of DM 
knowingly; rather a friend of mine died and her son asked me to buy the house.   I had never owned a 
house, and did not think I could afford one, but everything worked out and I was able to buy it.  I have 
lived in Tucson since 1965, and had been here in the 1950's yearly for summer vacations, so I knew that 
airplanes flew in Tucson, I graduated from Tucson High School in 1967 and planes disrupted teaching, 
and then attended the U of A for four years and planes disrupted teaching,  and began working full-time 
at the U of A in 1971.  I happened to be working in the old Student Union at the U of A when that jet 
crashed in 1978.  I heard the awful winding down noise of the jet, I saw the students through my 
window looking up, paralyzed by what they were seeing, then I saw! 
  the shadow of the jet fly over us.  We ran towards the large windows facing the UA Mall, we thought 
this jet was going to crash on the Mall, we then saw the black smoke and we saw the pilot, who had 
ejected, coming down in his parachute.  I have never been able to get that sound and sight out of my 
mind.  Even now, when I hear that kind of sound winding down, I cringe.    
 
Now I'm retired and still live here, and have seen many changes, especially since 2004 when our Julia 
Keen Elementary School was closed in order to save DM AFB from being closed, and because it was said 



that a new generation of planes was coming but would be many years before they would be perfected 
because they were too loud.  Here we are in 2012, some of these planes have been brought in and are a 
great problem, and some are still being worked on with many problems and very much money being 
spent.  They new generation of airplanes are a problem not only to the Julia Keen neighborhood, but to 
many other neighborhoods, schools and businesses.  Many people in this neighborhood do not want to 
move or cannot move, it is not fair that we should be subjected to such a terrible situation by the Air 
Force, when they should be protecting us, not harming us.  It is too late now, but why would the City of 
Tucson allow the encroachment around DM AFB that has happened throughout the yea! 
 rs.  I also have understood that where I live, it used to be military housing at one time, in fact the Julia 
Keen Elementary School was built using federal funds apparently because it was intended for military 
students.  When did this change come about?  I have been here since 1985, and my friend had been 
here since at least 1971, when I met her. 
 
Here are some of my experiences that have SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED me  (there are hundres of 
examples, but I will only share a few with you at this time): 
 
1.  This past week, some jets have been flying that look like they have some kind of rockets or bombs on 
them, I do not know their names yet, I did call the DM  Noise Complaint line about them and asked for a 
return call as to what they are called., I have not gotten a return call yet.   I was out throwing the trash in 
the alley by my backyard, when I heard the noise of jets.  I quickly tried to come inside, but I saw it was 
too late and had to put my fingers in my ears, and I watched them flying in the circular turn, there was 
two of them, very, very loud, they hurt my ears, even with my fingers in my ears.  They shake my body 
by their horrendous vibrational noise.  I watched as one flew over the neighborhood one-half block east 
of me, and the second one flew right over me going towards the runway to land.   It happened twice in a 
matter of about five minutes.   Four jets, two at a time, whether it was the same jets or not I don't know.  
It was very upsetting and I called t! 
 he Noise Complaint line.  This time I happened to be outside, my husband usually throws the trash, but 
he has been sick for three weeks. 
 
2.  Which bring me to my husband being sick for three weeks now.   I have talked to my neighbor who 
said he has seen some kind of black stuff coming down from the planes flying over our homes.  I also 
spoke to a woman near the Air National Guard who is also in the flight path where F-16's fly over her 
house, and she said that lately she has noticed some kind of black oily stuff accumulating on her vents in 
her home, they have cleaned the system and put in filters, and the black oily stuff still comes out, and 
even some kind of very small plastic-like particles.   I then relayed to her that I have some black stuff on 
top of my vents and onto the ceiling, as she said she does also, and I have cleaned it periodically with a 
broom, and we are breathing whatever it is,  We have also cleaned our vents out and even painted the 
rooms, and still, the black stuff accumulates.   We were comparing notes and thought perhaps this has 
something to do with the jets flying over our homes.  W! 
 e would like this black stuff analyzed to determine what it is.  Is this making us sick?  I personally 
experience that when I go to other parts of Tucson, like near the beautiful Catalina Mountains and out 
to Oro Valley, I can breathe better and feel better.  I hate to go home, and when I return home, again it 
is difficult to breathe clearly; but we have lived here so long that we may have gotten used to it, but we 
don't notice it until we go elsewhere and then return.  I would like to request that the Air Force  look 
into what this black substance is, in order to determine if it is from the jets or something else. 
 
3.  My husband and I have personally experience the noise and affects to ourselves and our home from 
the F-22.  The first time was during the Heritage Training and Certification held at DM AFB in March 



2012.  It was a Sunday morning, between 11:00 am and noon, when all morning and all week we had 
experienced many different types of planes flying all over and over our homes, when suddenly we heard 
a tremendous noise on top of our roof, as if an Army Tank had been dumped onto the top of our roof, 
the ceiling cracked and creeked for days, I thought the roof was going to cave in.   I was very shook up by 
this, and my dog jumped into my arms as I sat on the couch and his heart was pounding hard, and so 
was mine.  My neighbor ran outside to see what had happened, so did my husband, car alarms were 
gong off all over the place.  I sent my husband up to the roof the following day to see if something had 
fallen on the roof, he said there was nothing there.  The very next day I was tol! 
 d it was an F-22.  The next day I had a meeting with my neighborhood and I relayed my experience and 
others mentioned their own experience of that day, one lady thought there was an earthquake going 
on, the noise woke her up and the apartment was shaking. 
 
4.  The second time we experienced an F-22 or something else, maybe a Lancer Bomber, went over our 
home during the Air Show in April 2012.  My husband has only one ear drum and has limited hearing in 
the other ear, and was looking at the planes outside, I was inside and was very shaken up by so many 
planes, when he called me outside to see a plane.  He said to me, come see this, hurry up, I've never 
seen a plane like this.  So I stepped outside my back door and I could hear the plane coming from afar 
anyway already, I couldn't see it at first because of our mulberry tree in the backyard, but I could hear it 
terribly loud, and then I saw it.   Oh my, it was so low, it was humongously big, it was very sleek, I saw it 
from the bottom, it had a long nose and the wings were angled back, and it was slanted sideways; it was 
coming in to land.   It scared me to death, it paralyzed me, I couldn't move, I put my fingers in my ears, 
my ears hurt terribly, my whole body vibrated from my! 
  toes to my head and my heart actually hurt and my ears were killing me, it shot my nerves, and I 
couldn't move.  I thought it was going to come down on us.  I then went inside and I was shaking and 
crying from the awful experience.  I called the Base about 20 minutes later and I was still shaken up, I 
described the incident to the Noise Complaint line, Master Sgt. Hill.  My husband also was affected, even 
with his poor hearing, he was shaken up as well.  It was a terrible week, since the planes practice all 
week and then perform on the weekend, so we get a double exposure to all the noise and vibrations.  
That weekend, the day before the Air Show an F-16 caused a sonic boom which was felt in a large 
portion of the City, it broke windows in many places. 
 
5.  Whenever the planes fly over the house, either taking off or landing, it is a terrible experience for us.  
The noise and thunderous noise and vibrations affect us inside our house:  we can't hear the TV, we 
can't talk on the phone, we can't talk to each other inside the house.  It is very frustrating and the noise 
hurts us.  If we are outside when a plane is coming over, we have to wait to  talk to anybody and we 
have to put our fingers in our ears.   Many times things fall off our shelves, our walls and ceilings are 
cracked, we fix them and then again they crack again.  I feel that something is happening to the ground, 
even the floor doesn't seem stable.  I feel like the vibrations of the planes is doing something to the 
ground under the house, and it is also doing terrible things to our bodies, and our emotions, and our 
health, and our pets.  Sometimes when I open the door to go get the mail from the mailbox by the 
street, I start to go and then I hear a plane coming, ! 
 and I close the door until the plane goes over, then I go out and get the mail, and sometimes while I am 
getting the mail another plane comes over.  You may not think much about this, but it is very disturbing.  
The noise and vibrations are so terrible at times that my dog starts barking and also is frightened by the 
noise.  We experience these kinds of things almost on a daily basis and sometimes it is very many times 
during the day, and now even in the evening, at night and over night and early in the morning too.  And 
when peole come to visit, they are shocked by the noise and vibrations, and ask us how we can stand 
this.   



 
6.  Many of the people in my neighborhood have children, and they like to play outside, sometimes they 
hear the planes coming over and they start yelling or crying and run inside because of the horrific noise.  
There are people in the neighborhood who work out of their homes on the phone, and the noise of the 
airplanes affects their business because they have to yell into the phone to tell their clients to hold on, I 
can't hear you, an airplane is going over, then they speak, and then it happens again, another plane goes 
over.   This is very, very disturbing to people that work out of their homes on the phone.  There is 
another lady near me that told me about one of many incidents, this particular one was that they were 
planning to have their marriage ceremony in their backyard.  They have a nice house and yard, they 
were trying to set up for the wedding when five jets flew over in a matter of six minutes and they could 
not hear or speak, and the noise and vibrations of thos! 
 e was too much for them, they decided not to have their wedding in their backyard.  Another neighbor 
just outside the flight path said that he hears the noise of the planes inside his house, but that recently 
he has actually seen them flying over his house, and they are not supposed to fly over his house.   I tell 
him that they fly all over the place, they don't have lines in the sky, and they fly all over our 
neighborhood, not just in the exact flight path.   Another neighbor just outside the flight path did her 
own sound-proofing of her home and she says it helps some, but she noticed recently much more noise, 
and wondered how bad it was at my house.  And these are just the planes that come in now to DM and 
to the OSB program, so what will happen if louder and more planes come in?   Also, I raised one of my 
grandchilden for five years, and because of the horrible noise, she would cry and I would have to come 
up with ideas of how to make her feel better, and I would play a! 
  game with her and hold her and try to show that it was OK; but it was 
 not OK, it was awful.  Childen are also very, very affected by this awful noise and vibrations.    
 
7.   So what will happen if the louder planes come in as part of OSB, such as the F-22 and Harriers, and 
other un-named planes, and possibly the F-35 in the future.  I think that some of our walls will actually 
tumble down, and what will happen to us inside the house.   We will be killed by our roof caving in.  The 
noise of the newer planes is way too loud for human beings to be subjected to these terrible decible 
levels.    
 
The Draft EA on the OSB does not truly examine the real noise and affects to the PEOPLE and their 
homes, etc., and does not offer alternatives or mitigation, therefore I believe that an EIS is required.   
Instead of trying to bring in more and more planes and add night flights, I believe that DM AFB should 
concentrate more on missions that do not involve more and more loud planes, why don't they upgrade 
the A-10's and any other planes they use that have proven to be safe flying over Tucson, yes they are 
also loud, but they are not as loud as the F-16 and other planes that come in, and they seem to fly in 
much slower and smoother than other planes.  I am sure that DM AFB and the Air Force people and the 
Political Elected Representatives that decide these things can come up with a better plan than what they 
seem to have in mind. 
 
Your Finding of No Significant Impact is totally wrong, irresponsible, inconsiderate, lacking in significant 
real true information and noise data.  You can't possibly, really believe that adding more planes, or 
doubling the planes and adding night flights will really give you a Finding of No Significant Impact.   Even 
a child can tell you different, surely you can come up with something better. 
 
Thank you for your time, and I hope that you consider an EIS, or consider doing less missions so that 
they do not include more and more, louder, and louder, and more dangerous planes right over our 



heads, over our children, over our homes, our schools, our businesses, our parks, our streets, our 
grocery stores, everywhere. 
 
I also request a copy of your final decision, please send it to me by e-mail or to my mailing address. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rita B. Ornelas and Ruben C. Ornelas 
3679 E. 33rd St. 
Tucson, AZ  85713 
 
 Dated:  Oct. 2, 2012 
 
Separate copies will be mailed or forwarded to, as well as to some others as need arises: 
President Barack Obama 
Secretary of Defense 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Congressman Raul Grijalva 
Congressman Ron Barber 
Senator John McCain 
Senator John Kyl 
 



From: Jamie French [mailto:jmerfrench52@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2012 4:56 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: OSB EA Comment

The EA is based on non factual statements. The 'Snowbirds' fly over the entire densely populated city.
They often depart over some of the most densely sections of the city. More often their arrival is also
over densely populated neighborhoods. They fly with enough explosives to blow up vast sections of the
city. They currently are beyond belief loud. Basically they, OSB, hold us hostage with ear breaking noise.
They shake our homes. They wake us up. On weekends, they play attack on our homes. They practice
low level landings over our neighborhoods. They are bullies. It seems that OSB has declared war on the
citizens of Tucson. We will not notice if the flights double, are noisier, and fly more frequently at might?
OF COURSE WE WILL NOTICE. Life will be unbearable.
Jamie French Schremmer



From: Robin [mailto:robinlur@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2012 4:55 PM
To: 355 FW/PA 355th FW Public Affairs
Subject: Snowbirds

Please, lets find an appropriate location to fly these planes. I’m not against the Air Force, but I don’t
want me or anyone else to be blown out of our homes. Why can’t you build a DM annex out in the
dessert for these loud aircraft? It will still help the Tucson economy and create jobs. It is completely
irresponsible to decimate citizens of this city. And I’ve never heard anyone address the affects of noise
to the animals in the Reid park zoo. We need to care and respect their habitat, not to further stress
them with deafening noise. They are not exactly here by choice and can’t just get up and move. Thank
you, Robin Reed



West University Neighborhood Association
P.O. Box 3336

Tucson, Arizona 85722

October 3 2012 

The West University neighborhood is affected by DM jet noise and safety concerns as well as 
other area neighborhoods. Our neighborhood experiences loud flights at times and is near the U 
of A  site of an Air Force jet crash that claimed two lives many years ago. High decibel noise 
affects the quality of life in residential neighborhoods and the OSB proposal will open the door 
to eventually bring in much louder aircraft, including the Osprey, Harrier and F-22 and possibly 
the F-35. 
The West University Neighborhood Association (WUNA) does not support the OSB expansion 
proposal.
    WUNA requests there be a full and objective Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)for 
Operation Snowbird. Our neighborhoods and tourism in the Tucson area are affected by high 
noise levels and safety concerns from aircraft. The OSB proposals will potentially double the 
number of flights allowed over the city. There needs to be a thorough economic  analysis on 
what effect the OSB expansion proposal will have on neighborhoods, businesses, schools, new 
development and  the economic engine of the region, tourism. And , with increased numbers of 
flights comes increased safety concerns. 
  WUNA requests that the Air Force find solutions for the OSB program that engages and 
protects the Tucson area residents, schools and businesses.  This should include an EIS,  possibly 
locating the OSB program to a less populated area and not enlarging the current OSB program 
and not allowing higher decibel aircraft to fly over primarily residential areas. 

Chris Gans 
WUNA president 

cgans232@msn.com 
520-603-9783
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Barrio Kroeger Lane Neighborhood Association 
c/o Margaret Ward 
President/Chairperson 
Margaret Ward [mjward75@hotmail.com] 
870 W 19TH ST 
Tucson, Arizona 
85745 
 

October 4, 2012  

ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 

Via email at: 355WGPA@dm.af.mil 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 

Barrio Kroeger Lane Neighborhood Association joins with our sister neighborhoods in 
opposing any expansion of frequency or hours of Operation Snowbird military flight training 
over our city without an objective Environmental Impact Study.   

We disagree with the Air Force's recent uneducated Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSAI) in its Environmental Assessment regarding military flights and any expansions. Over 
the last few decades, the Air Force has increased the military flights over Tucson without any 
studies or approvals and to the very obvious detriment to our municipal community.  We citizens 
have complained and/or tolerated it.  To propose that expanding what is already negatively 
impacting our health, safety, and noise pollution problems will not have an impact is clearly 
wrong. We believe that an unbiased Environmental Impact Study by an objective research group 
will show how we have been, are, and will be harmed by ongoing or expanded military flights 
over our municipal area.   

This neighborhood is directly impacted because the designated flight path is contiguous 
to us and/or is close enough for us to hear the flights and see them, and because we travel, work, 
visit friends, shop, frequent entertainment and recreational areas, and attend classes under the 
designated flight path (which diagonally traverses the heart of Tucson's densely populated 
metropolitan area).   

We also are connected or related to the nearby neighborhood residents east and south of 
us who are even more severely impacted than we are in their homes.  Noise remediation to 
homes will not remedy the problem because people do not stay in their homes all day and night, 
especially in this wonderful outdoor climate. Our children play outside, we bicycle as 
commuters, we walk, we have rights to the quiet enjoyment of our properties, and rights to be 
safe from noise pollution, danger of accidents, and jet fume which pollutes our entire valley area.   

The DMAFB as well as TIA-ANG also send their flights, very often, directly over our 
homes here in Barrio Kroeger Lane, regardless of any flight designations.  The cumulative 
effects, along with the nearby traffic of 1-10, create an environmentally unhealthy area.  
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We also believe that the harassment of the noise and danger of the jets will negatively 

impact tourism, home values, and rental properties in this area that contains the upcoming urban 
rail-car, Rio Nuevo, and the bicycle/equestrian/pedestrian LOOP.   

We, the residents of the Barrio Kroeger Lane Neighborhood Association have voted, 
therefore, to demand that an Environmental Impact Study be conducted before any further 
expansion of military flights and/or training be permitted over the Tucson area. We also ask that 
our City Council and County Board of Supervisors join in protecting the citizenry of this area 
from military air encroachment over our historic city.   
 
Regards, 
 
S:/Margaret Ward 
 
Margaret Ward, President/Chairperson 
Barrio Kroeger Lane Neighborhood Association 
 
Cc: Mayor and Council, City of Tucson 
Board of Supervisors, Pima County  
 



October 4, 2012

Sent Via Email
ATIN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs
3180 S. First Street
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707

To Whom It May Concern:

In response to the solicitation of comments regarding the Draft Environmental Assessment for 
the Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1, in 
Support of Operation Snowbird at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, the residents of the 
Broadmoor Broadway Village Neighborhood Association have significant concerns and 
questions.

The National Environmental Protection Act was passed in 1969 and signed into law on January
1, 1970. In 1975, "Operation Snowbird" was "officially"established at Davis-Monthan, to 
accommodate "snowbirds," from the Air National Guard, at times when inclement weather 
prohibited northeastern Air National Guard units from functioning. They were allowed to train at 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, "for two week periods basically between the months of January 
through April." (Wyle Laboratories Draft Preliminary Study Report Operation Snowbird Safety 
Procedures and Operational Study Services, 2010) In 1978, three years after OSB was 
established, there was an EA, with a Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Please keep in 
mind that in1978, there was an accident with fatalities, involving a single-engine plane that 
crashed at Highland & 6th Street. Why the gap between 1975, when the program was initiated (it 
had actually started years earlier, in 1972, according to the Wyle Report), and 1978, when an EA 
was completed? From the beginning, OSB has not complied with NEPA:

An agency shall commence preparation of an environmental impact 
Statement as close as possible to the time the agency is developing or 
is presented with a proposal (Sec. 1508.23) so that preparation can be 
completed in time for the final statement to be included in any recom- 
mendation or report on the proposal. The statement shall be prepared
early enough so that it can serve practically as an important contribution 
to the decision making process and will not be used to rationalize or 
justify decisions already made (Secs.l500.2(c), 1501.2, and 1502.2)."
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(National Environmental Policy Act, sec. 1502.5 Timing.)
�

When was the NGB TP 60-1 initiated? Please provide its genesis, and supply all related 
documentation. It should have been included as a part of this draft, with particulars regarding 
exactly what changes are proposed in the wording. We don't find any record of an EA or EIS for 
NGB TP 60-1, which apparently was originally developed in 2011. How can members of the 
public effectively comment on the Training Plan when we have no access to it, even though it is 
repeatedly referenced in the DEA? We also need a copy of the proposed Annex C Addendum,
the Ramp Management Plan (RMP), which is referenced in the DEA and should have been 
included, as required. "No material may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably 
available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment." 
(Council on Environmental Quality "Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of 
the National Environmental Policy Act" C.F.R. §1502.21) Please supply any and all addenda.
We requested these documents during the scoping process.

�
Due to years of complaints from a Broadmoor resident, about the loud, excessively noisy aircraft 
over the city and concerns for public health and safety, written prior to a 1978 crash of an A-7 in 
Tucson, the Air Force sent a letter on behalf of President Carter, following the tragic crash and 
loss of lives, declaring a determination to improve conditions and allow only safer flights,
Colonel Seminare, Jr. wrote a letter from the Office of the Secretary, Department of the Air 
Force, Washington, to Ms. Thompson, of the Broadmoor neighborhood:

�
"... the Air Force is extremely concerned about the safety of citizens near all Air Force bases.
We are continually  trying, through operational analyses and cooperative land use planning, to 
reduce the risk to the absolute minimum. A number of actions are currently being implemented 
or are being considered at Davis-Monthan in an effort to reduce the potential for a similar 
accident in the future:"

�
Colonel Seminare listed many actions, including the conversion from the single engine A-7 to 
the A-10, already underway, to be completed by mid 1979; work with the Federal Aviation 
Administration "to insure that air traffic in the Tucson Control Zone minimizes activity over the 
urban areas;" increase the "use of other airfields in the local area for practice instrument 
approaches;"conduct "more training at satellite fields;" and work with local government 
regarding 'compatible land use planning." Several potential actions under consideration were 
listed, such as construction  of a parallel runway, which had "been submitted by Tactical Air 
Command for an out-year program," that would be contingent upon need, urgency, "competition 
with other Air Force facility needs," Congressional approval and funding; and also including:

�
-Reduce the Air National Guard activity at Davis-Monthan. We will explore the 

possibility of alternative sites and limiting the use of Davis-Monthan to Air National 
Guard aircraft that are similar to those stationed at Davis-Monthan and would be 
compatible with Davis-Monthan operations."

�
From 1978 until 2012, there was no additional EA for Operation Snowbird, despite enormous 
changes to mission and operations at DMAFB. Now, there is, finally, a Draft Environmental 
Assessment, with a false baseline date of2009.
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After numerous complaints, letters and petitions to Washington from Tucsonans, DMAFB 
requested an "Environmental Impact Analysis," due to the significant changes that bad occurred 
over time at the base. Apparently, that request was rejected (Wyle Laboratories Draft 
Preliminary Study Report Operation Snowbird Safety Procedures and Operational Study 
Services, 2010). At least now, after so many decades of violation of the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA), the United States Air Force has prepared a DEA, which, under the
circumstances, according to the contractor hired earlier (Wyle Study), would be the "most benign
methodology for addressing the potential impacts ofOSB."The purpose of the Wyle Study was 
"to mitigate on-going public concern over Snowbird operations. (Performance Work Statement 
for Operation Snowbird Safety Procedures and Operational Study Services, FA4877-09-R-0015)

�
The current Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Report for DMAFB, issued in February 1992,
states, on page 6, of volume I:"Efforts are continually made to control and schedule missions to 
keep noise levels to a minimum, especially during the night. Flight paths have been selected with 
community disturbances and public reactions taken as one of the principal considerations." In the 
introduction to the current AICUZ: "This study is an update to the 1975 Davis-Monthan AFB
Air Installation  Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study. It reaffirms the Air Force policy of 
promoting public health, safety and general welfare in areas surrounding Davis-Monthan AFB,
Arizona. Page 6: "Efforts are continually made to control and schedule missions to keep noise 
levels to a minimum, especially during the night. Flight paths have been selected with 
community disturbances and public reactions taken as one of the principal considerations."

�
The current AICUZ also states:

�
"Recreation is a major land use within the Arroyo Ch ico Area Plan. Reid Park (the Zoo,
Randolph Golf Course and the Recreation Center) comprises one of the largest and most 
complete regional parks in the Tucson urban area. In addition, there are three small 
neighborhood parks serving the residential areas in Arroyo Chico: Eastmoor, Parkview, and 
Country Club."

�
Further, in the AICUZ, we find:

�
"Well maintained aircraft and well trained aircrews do much to avoid aircraft accidents. 
However, despite the best training and maintenance, history makes it clear that accidents 
unfortunately do occur. It is imperative that flights be routed over sparsely populated areas as 
much as possible to reduce exposure to a potential accident. Aircraft noise is generated both in 
the air and on the ground. At Davis-Monthan AFB the following noise abatement and safety 
practices are undertaken:

Air Operations
�

1. Airfield departures and arrivals, to the maximum extent possible and consistent with 
established safety procedures, will use the airspace southeast of the base.

�
2. Traffic patterns will be designed to minimize overflights of populated areas.

�
3. Efforts are continually made to control and schedule missions to keep noise levels at an
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absolute minimum during evening hours.
�
4. Operational areas for aircraft are over very sparsely populated areas.

�
5. Quiet hours for aircraft operations are normally from 10:30 P.M. to 6:00A.M. (2230 to 0600)
unless a high priority mission or an emergency situation occurs."

�
The above AICUZ factors do not apply to what is experienced in Tucson today.

�
From the 1992 AICUZ, Volume II, among Air Force recommended policies regarding land use, 
is: "Policy#I:  In order to promote the public health, safety, peace, comfort, convenience, and 
general welfare of those living within the airfield environs, it is necessary to:

�
1. Guide, control, and regulate future growth and development.
2.  Promote orderly and appropriate use of land.
3. Protect the character and stability of existing land uses.
4.  Prevent the impairment of the airfield and the public investment.
5.   Enhance the quality of living in the areas affected.
6.  Protect the general economic welfare by making developers aware of 

incompatible land use."
�

The 1992 AICUZ "is an update of the original AICUZ study dated August 1975." Volume I
contains an introductory  letter to the report, addressed to: "The Governments and Citizens of the 
Davis-Monthan AFB Environs," from Eugene D. Santarelli, Brigadier General, USAF,
Commander at DMAFB. The reason given for the importance of appropriate land use planning 
when considering safety standards is "given that aircraft accidents do occur." That is why "the 
Air Force does not attempt to base its safety standards on accident probabilities." The statement 
is made that "an aircraft accident is a high consequence event and when a crash does occur, the 
result is often catastrophic." (Davis-Monthan Air Force Base February 1992 AIR 
INSTALLATION COMPATIBLE USE ZONE REPORT, VOLUME II, TO THE 
GOVERNMENTS AND CITIZENS OF THE TUCSON REGION)

�
NOISE, HEALTH AND SAFETY

�
After his retirement from the Air Force, as a consultant to the City ofTucson, General Santarelli 
cited data from the Air Force Safety Center regarding "Class A aircraft accident data" that 
"revalidated the USAF-developed concepts for a Clear Zone, Accident Potential Zone I, and 
Accident Potential Zone II. The data further revealed an aircraft mishap trend within the 
Approach Departure Corridor (ADC) along the line of flight beyond 40,000 feet. Although the 
likelihood of an occurrence is less than those within the AICUZ guidelines, it is more likely in 
this area than outside the ADC." (S'relli Consulting, LLC, Eugene D. Santarelli, "DAVIS- 
MONTHAN AFB Detailed Talking Points," Gene Santarelli, 3 December 2003) He stated the 
following in a list of DMAFB Talking Points:

�
Because of the catastrophic consequences of an occurrence, community planning 
must put primary emphasis on the consequences of an accident rather than on the
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likelihood of the occurrence."
�

�
In the same report, General Santarelli points out the 2003 AJCUZ "noise corridors are primarily 
based upon A-10 data, the USAF's quietest fighter aircraft. Anticipated replacement (2010) is 
the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, a much louder aircraft," and in reference to the Approach 
Departure Corridor, states: "-Additionally, noise factors in this region must be carefully 
considered." According to General Santarelli, the hypothetical noise contours, developed for the 
Joint Land Use Study, based on the F-16 aircraft, are more representative of the Joint Strike 
Fighter. He advises the City:

�
Planners should consider what these noise contours misleadingly define-a time 
weighted value that has no bearing on the peaks of the actual noise. For the 
community quality, prudent planners should act conservatively when making 
land use decisions."

�
The map on page 3-6 of the DEA shows noise contours that look very similar to those in the
1992 AICUZ for A-lOs, except they are no longer depicted as extending somewhat north of22nd 
Street and distinctly south of Valencia Road. We question: "Why?" Obviously, aircraft in use 
currently and those anticipated are considerably louder. Certainly, these contours don't take into 
account all relevant aircraft, including the possibility of the F-35, which has been identified in
the EIS errata as perceived to be at least twice as loud. They don't even take into account the
AICUZ contours for the A-10! The Approach-Departure Corridors are not included. Due to the 
numbers of sorties conducted on a routine basis, all year long, and complaints from throughout 
the metropolitan area, before doubling the numbers, actual measurements and thorough analysis 
should be required, including the "startle-effect" of sudden loudness and the impacts of 
afterburners and sonic booms.

�
More realistic, far broader contours are needed in order to assess noise and danger more 
accurately. The DEA leaves out many of the aircraft that fly over Tucson, yet have demonstrably 
poorer safety records and more crashes than the A-10. Extensive data regarding all aircraft 
involved at D-M and TIA, including unmanned, should be comprehensively included in a
detailed EIS. Aircraft in formations and flying in tandem create what for lots of people
constitutes more noise. This is not considered in the DEA and should be. For years, citizens of
Tucson have requested objective, independent scientific measurements, data and analysis of 
sound, to include the effects of peak sound exposure levels.

�
The consensus recommendation from the MC3 Final Report states, in Recommendation 3B:

�
The MC3 recommends that a program for monitoring aircraft noise be 
designed and implemented by a qualified, impartial, peer-reviewed body 
with experience in acoustical measurement. Data will be publicly available 
to assist in short and long-term decision making."

�
This recommendation, "3B Establish a noise management program," was based upon their 
finding of fact:
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There is insufficient data to adequately assess the impact of aircraft noise on
the Tucson metropolitan area. In addition, accurate noise data are needed to 
assess any potential health effects of aircraft noise and to inform local 
governments relative to future land-use planning, provision of community 
services, neighborhood reinvestment and noise attenuation decisions."

�
As stated, in the Wyle report: "There remains a need for a new AICUZ." One of the 
recommendations from Wyle is:

�
2. Air Force contract for a new AICUZ, the prevailing AICUZ, dated 1992, does 

not reflect the current level of operations. A new AICUZ would reevaluate 
aircraft noise and accident potential related to U.S. Air Force flying operations 
at Davis-Monthan AFB."

�
On page 3-20 of the DEA, is the statement: "All aircraft participating in OSB follow established
DMAFB flight rules and overhead patterns in accordance with the published AICUZ."
The statement is not true. If the flight operations and mission will be changed, the AICUZ
could apply. Otherwise, there exists an incongruous mismatch of gigantic proportions.

�

�
Through decades, we have experienced the substantial, cumulative effects of Operation 
Snowbird increases in numbers of aircraft, levels of noise and other pollution, homs of flights, 
days of operation, lower flying aircraft, property damages, expansions of mission, numbers of 
foreign pilots and foreign aircraft, with no Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact 
Statement, as required by the National Environmental Protection Act. Instead of two-week 
periods, between January and April, training is year round, with recruiting/marketing efforts to 
bring more. Most arrivals routinely use the airspace northwest of the base, over the most densely 
populated parts of the city. Numerous departures are to the northwest too.

�
The Military Community Compatibility Committee (MC3) was an ad hoc committee that 
included members from Davis-Monthan, the City of Tucson, Pima County and the community, 
all with voting privileges, which was "formed to generate solutions to minimize current and 
future military aircraft noise impacts on residential neighborhoods and local businesses, while 
maintaining the long-term viability ofDavis-Monthan Air Force Base (DMAFB)." Planning, 
facilitation and consultation were provided through the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict
Resolution. After nineteen months of study, the MC3 Committee reached consensus on a number 
of recommendations, including the establishment of a Military Community Relations Committee 
(MCRC). In response to "DMAFB Flight Operations concerns raised by the public," the August
2006 MC3 Final Report contains the following information:

�
The A-10 has flown from DMAFB since 1976. In the last 30 years, there have 
been 15 Class-A Mishaps involving DMAFB A-lO's. A "Class-A Mishap" is 
any mishap which results in: 1) a direct mishap cost totaling $1 million or more,
2) a fatality or permanent total disability, or 3) the destruction of a Department of 
Defense (DoD) aircraft. Example: A ground incident that results in damage to an 
F-16 engine could be classified as a Class-A Mishap based on cost alone as each
engine can cost over $1M. The crash of a T-37 costing $450,000 would be classified
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as a Class-A Mishap not for cost, but because of the destruction of an aircraft. 
Generally, most Class-A Mishaps are the result of an aircraft malfunction where the 
aircrew positions the aircraft over an unpopulated area where they can safely eject 
and the aircraft crash into the ground without damage to structures or loss of life." 
(MC3 Final Report:Consensus Recommendations, August 2006)

�
We are interested in full disclosure and analyses of all mishaps involving all aircraft sorties at 
DMAFB and TIA, including Class-Band Class-C mishap data, and not solely limited to A-10
mishaps. This information should be contained in an EIS.

�
The extensive increase in the number of sorties causes significant concerns. We realize that these 
are not actual traffic counts, so that, for example a takeoff and landing, plus all of the overhead 
traffic patterns and multiple approaches are counted solely as one sortie.

�
Traffic count is a tally of every takeoff and every landing made by
every aircraft conducing [sp] approaches/landing at DMAFB. A
transient aircraft which stops for gas and departs would conduct one 
landing then one takeoff thus a traffic count of two (2) would be regis- 
tered. Local aircraft flying multiple practice approaches would register
2 for each takeoff and low approach/landing they perform. Example:
An A-1 0 conducting currency/proficiency training performs two
straight-in approaches to a low-approach followed by 3 overhead pattern 
approaches  with the last being to a full stop. The tower controllers would 
register a traffic count of 10 for that aircraft. Similarly, if an Arizona Air 
National Guard F-16 based out of Tucson International Airport (TIA) 
conducts 3 practice approaches into DMAFB. The tower controllers would 
register a traffic count of 6."
(MC3 -OM Questions 31 Oct 05DMAFB Responses 24 Feb 06pages 40-41)

�
A graph was supplied, depicting the traffic count at DMAFB from 1998 through 2005. For that 
time period: "The traffic count at DMAFB with the exception of2002 & 2003 has been greater 
than 67, 400 every year." (MC3 -DM Questions 31 Oct 05; DMAFB Responses 24 Feb 06). The 
projection for the end of2005 was 76, 044, based upon the monthly averages. The decreases in
2002 (46,275) and 2003 (48,666) were "directly correlated to the aftermath of9/11" and 
deployment "in support of the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT)."

�
Any proposed further expansion in sorties from what we are told was "the 2009 level of 1,190" 
would greatly magnify the noise, safety and health risks incurred. Currency and proficiency 
requirements have to be met annually and used to take place utilizing auxiliary airfields. 
Especially with far noisier, single-engine, single-pilot aircraft, the perceived disruptions and 
loudness levels could seem incessant and deleterious to good quality of life, with extremely 
negative impacts to our human and natural environment, health, safety, welfare, properties and 
the metropolitan economy. We question why the year 2009 was selected and ask what the 
Number of sorties is currently, in 2012? To consider the proposed number of2,256 sorties, just 
for Operation Snowbird, constituting only "approximately 7 percent of the total number of 
sorties flown out of DMAFB" strikes many Tucsonans as unreasonable and intolerable.
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The Wyle report states: "As shown in the noise data spreadsheet, there has been little to no
consistency in collecting operations data each year (i.e. complete data gaps for 1978, 1979, 1980,
1981, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989,1992, 1993, 1996, 1999, and 1999)." This is 
very disturbing.

�

�
According to the Environmental Protection Agency:

�
"The traditional definition of noise is 'unwanted or disturbing sound.' Sound becomes 

Unwanted when it either interferes with normal activities such as sleeping, conversation,
or disrupts or diminishes one's quality of life." (http://www.epa.gov/air/noise.html)

�
"Studies have shown that there are direct links between noise and health. Problems related 

to noise include stress related illnesses, high blood pressure, speech interference, hearing 
loss, sleep disruption and lost productivity. Noise Induced Hearing Loss (NIHL) is the
most common and often discussed health effect, but research has shown that exposure to 
constant or high levels of noise can cause countless adverse health effects." 
(http://www.epa.gov/air/noise.htm.)

�
The DMAFB AICUZ describes the "extensive data collection process" and the "detailed 
information {that} is gathered on the flight tracks flown by each type of aircraft assigned on the 
base and the number and time of day of flight on each ofthese tracks during a 'typical ' day. 
This information is used in conjunction with the single event noise descriptor to produce Ldn 
values. These values are combined on an energy summation basis to provide single Ldn values 
for the mix of aircraft operations at the base. Equal value points are connected to form the 
contour lines.

�
NOISE EVENT DESCRIPTOR"
The single event noise descriptor used in the Ldn system is the Sound Exposure Level (SEL). 
The SEL measure is an integration of the "A" weighted noise level over the period of a single 
event such as an aircraft flyover, in decibels (dB).Frequency, magnitude, and duration vary 
according to aircraft type, engine type, and power setting. Therefore, individual aircraft noise 
data are collected for various types of aircraft/engines at different power settings and phases of 
flight."

�
Complete, comprehensive data should be included in an EA though apparently much of this data 
doesn't exist. If non-existent, that would preclude full, scientific evaluation and legal 
compliance.

�
As pointed out in the Davis-Monthan AICUZ, page B-6, in Volume II:

�
d. The flight characteristics, aircraft mix, and type of operations at military installations 

differ significantly from commercial air carrier and general aviation airports. Potential 
damage to people and structures on the ground from crashes of heavy bombers, high 
speed ftghters, and fuel laden tankers is greater than general aviation or commercial air 
carrier operations."
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We need in-depth analyses of the cumulative effects to residents, businesses and visitors within 
the high density areas in close proximity to the Base, which include numerous single family 
residences, multi-family complexes, condos, dormitories, student housing; businesses, 
warehouses, industrial buildings; pre-schools, elementary, middle and high schools; colleges and 
universities; parks, outdoor sports fields, county fairgrounds, and stadiums, arenas, public 
gardens, outdoor music shell, amphitheater, zoo; child care facilities; hotels, bed and breakfasts,
restaurants; museums, shopping centers, theaters, libraries; temple, synagogues, churches, and 
mosque; hospitals, medical complexes, residential care facilities, clinics; concert halls,
neighborhood centers, a community center with arena, exhibition hall and music hall; police and 
fire departments; prison complex and the recent major Pima emergency Communications Center,
that is "partially" in the Accident Potential Zone, PCWIN (Pima County Wireless Integrated 
Network and hundreds of acres of planned new developments, some under construction).

�
Still further, major expansion of Operation Snowbird would significantly impact the 
metropolitan area of Tucson. We have numerous concerns about continually adding pollution of 
all kinds and single-engine, single-pilot aircraft, including live ordnance in the airspace. Already 
we experience consistently more air traftic, with all of the missions and agencies currently at 
Davis-Monthan, and the ones being proposed. Now, we are faced with the prospect of a
substantial increase in night flights. An EIS is needed.

�
The Operation Snowbird aircraft fly over densely populated urban areas. We have legitimate,
serious concerns that have not been aptly addressed in this DEA. Information contained in it is 
insufficient and frequently inauthentic. The DEA lacks necessary data, documentation, proper 
analyses and viable alternatives. We need additional specifics regarding the significant negative 
impacts to the environment, public health and safety that this dramatic increase  in mission would 
bring.

�
After citing the hard facts, a recommendation from Wyle was: "A new EA would re-establish the 
baseline of activities and provide a more realistic view of impacts associated with Operation 
Snowbird operations." Clearly this EA is lacking realistic assessment, and could be viewed as a
way to further elude responsibility. Wyle also related the use of Categorical Exclusions, but since 
there weren't any on record for Davis-Monthan, determined an EA to be the "most benign"
approach. "Because there is no CATEX to address OSB, use of an EA is the most benign 
methodology for addressing the potential impacts ofOSB." (Wyle)

�
In the Draft Finding ofNo Significant Impact is the statement: "No construction would be 
required to update and implement TP 60-1." ("FONSI -1") D-M published a separate DEA, in 
January of this year, although there is no reference to it in the DEA for OSB, which covers the 
period of2012-2014. Included in the document are references to construction and renovations 
related to Operation Snowbird. It cites the Environmental Restoration Program at D-M. and the 
"6200 tons of solid waste, which may include hazardous waste in the form of asbestos and lead- 
based paints" and also states: "A waiver would also be obtained for the HAMS yard project and 
road and parking area improvements in closed ranges due to the potential for buried munitions."
Any public notification was extremely minimal, confined to the public notice section of the 
Arizona Daily Star. As far as we know, there were no members of the public included in any 
notification process or provided any opportunity for participation in the DEA, or given notice of
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the FONSI or opportunity to comment on it. It contains CATEX and a FONSI. The Final
EA/FONSI, issued May 17, 2012, was already "updated" May 24, 2012.

�
It seems the word "water" only appears three times in the current DEA, twice under "5.32
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources," and once under 3.0 AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT."Davis-Monthan is a Superfund site. The DEA contains absol utely no data 
or analysis of the short and long-term effects to our water. This is of utmost importance and 
deserves comprehensive analysis. Understandably, we are concerned about detrimental 
consequences to groundwater, washes and floodplains on base and impacts downstream in our 
neighborhoods.

�
Multiple other major projects and construction  activities, requiring compliance with NEPA and 
environmental laws, located in the vicinity ofDavis-Monthan, are not cited in connection with 
this DEA, including Tucson International Airport construction, expansion, renovations and new 
runway; Puerto Nuevo (Port of Tucson); Tucson Tech Corridor and University of Arizona 
Science and Technology  Parks; Alvemon Way/Swan Road Realignment Study, Proposed 
Southline Transmission Line Project EIS and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management; Old Vail 
Connection Road Study, Raytheon Missile Systems, The Bridges, PCWIN and proposed 
aerospace parks.

�
"1. Indicate any publ ic environmental assessments and other environmental 

impact statements which are being or will be prepared that are related to 
but are not part of the scope of the impact statement under consideration." 
(CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1501.7(a)(5))

�
FURTHER ENCROACHMENT OF DMAFB

�
The DEA is misleading because the focus, though clouded and distorted, is on land use and 
impacts northwest of the Base. To the northeast is encroachment too. Neglecting to assess the 
southeast and southwest could perhaps leave open to misinterpretation or assumption that these 
areas are largely undeveloped or low density. This is i naccurate. Vast acreage is developed 
already, and these areas are projected for continued massive growth. There is considerable State 
Trust land, as well as private and federal. On page 3-1 of the DEA, following a brief description 
of the region of influence (ROI), analysis of resources in the environmental impact process 
(EIAP) and ''the expected geographic scope of potential impacts" in the ROI, which is defined as 
"the area immediately surrounding DMAFB and Pima County, is the statement:

�
Since no construction or other ground disturbance is included as part of the
Proposed Action or alternatives and no increase in operational support staff
is anticipated, impacts on cultural and natural resources, water quality and
supply, soils and geology, land use, and public services are not expected 
and, thus, will not be discussed further."

�
The DEA fails to include major transportation corridors, planned and ongoing major construction 
and burgeoning developments. Years ago, in his paper titled "DAVIS-MONTI-IAN AFB
Detailed Talking Points,General Santarelli (retired), in his capacity as consultant to the City of
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Tucson, and Manager of S'relli Consulting, LLC, listed concerns under the heading: PRESENT 
ISS.UES (Encroachment). He describes the Approach Departure Corridor (ADC) as defined in 
Arizona State law (2,850 acres) and the City of Tucson's Airport Environs Zone (6,000 acres) 
from 30,000 feet out to 50,000 feet, beyond the Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones, and 
states: "-D-M Commanders have consistently indicated the DPD AICUZ is inadequate and
land use restrictions  are needed throughout the 50,000 foot paddle." General Santarelli notes:

University of Arizona Science and Technology Park
--1,345 acre Park located southeast of Davis-Monthan AFB. 

About 345 acres developed and 1,000 acres for future Expansion
--Most of Park within the D-M Vicinity Box; Approx 'li within

the 65 dnl noise contour"
�

Although the General stated that the "Base recommended the Park not develop a hotel with 
conference center within the Arrival & Departure Corridor," those are still part of the plans to 
date. On the next page ofthe Talking Points, is noted:

�
"--Base officials, over the years, have consistently expressed safety and noise concerns 

throughout this 50,000 foot area."
�

Included in the same paper is information from the Air Force Safety Center regarding Class A
accident data that reiterated the validity of maintaining a Clear Zone, Accident Potential Zone I,
and Accident Potential Zone II. "The data further revealed an aircraft mishap trend within the 
Approach Departure Corridor (ADC) along the line of flight beyond 40,000 feet. Although the 
likelihood of an occurrence is less than those within the AICUZ guidelines, it is more likely in
this area than outside the ADC.

�
--Because of the catastrophic consequences of an occurrence, community 

planning must put primary emphasis on the consequences of an accident 
rather than on the likelihood of the occurrence."

�
General Santarelli cautioned:"This area supports 100% of the 0-M live ordnance departures. 
The risk that is preventable now and avoidable for the foreseeable future.

�
--High performance aircraft characteristics, similar to those expected

in D-M's future show a definite area of risk out to approximately six miles, 
from the end of the runway, regardless of time of year and aircraft load 
configuration. During high temperature  periods, (spring-summer-early fall), 
and with forecast aircraft training load configurations, this area of risk extends 
out to 50,000 feet, year round. (Approximately 600 sorties per year, today; 
projected to grow to at least 800 sorties per year through this decade)

�
Additionally, noise factors in this region must be carefully considered. 2003
Air Installation Compati bility Use Zone (AICUZ) noise contours are primarily 
based upon A-10 data, the USAF's quietest fighter aircraft.  Anticipated 
replacement (2010) is the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, a much louder aircraft. 
Consequently, as a prudent, land use planning measure is to adopt the hypo-
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thetical noise contours, currently under consideration by the City of Tucson. 
These contours are based on the F-16 aircraft, more representative of the JSF. 
Planners should consider what these noise contours misleadingly defme-a
time weighted value that has no bearing on the peaks of the actual noise. For
the community quality, prudent planners should act conservatively when making 
lank [sp] use decisions."

�
General Santarelli points out that most likely D-M would be absorbing more missions in the 
future, and asserts that planning has to be appropriate. "increased activity will bring an increased 
level of noise and risk."

�
He also states:

�
The current daytime- vs- night flying is approximately 60% day and
40% night. In the future not only will the number of dail y flight 
operations likely increase by over 100%, but the day-night mix will 
also move closer to 50150."

�
No 2003 AICUZ has been made available to the public, despite numerous requests. We have 
been told repeatedly that the 1992 AICUZ is the official document on file with the FAA. Also, 
we have not been able to fmd an EA/EIS for Operation Noble Eagle. Though it is under the Air 
National Guard, there is no mention of it in the DEA. F-16, on national defense alert, take off
and climb to the northwest, using afterburners and carrying live ordnance, at any time ofthe day 
or night as directed by the National Command Authority.

�
In the 1992 AICUZ, the "mutually beneficial arrangement" between DMAFB and Tucson 
International Airport (TIA) is described, with the close coordination that exists since TIA's main 
runway is parallel to D-M's and only 4.5 miles southwest. "Due to the closeness of the two
major airports and the heavy use of the airspace, the base and TIA closely coordinate daily traffic 
routing."

�
Are the sorties involving ANG from TIA included in the count for this DEA? Are sorties of 
foreign pilots estimated in the DEA? We know that typically, in the past, these were not included 
in the number of sorties for D-M, and neither were transit aircraft, which is why the traffic
counts would provide a far better gauge of impacts.

�
There's a dearth of data and assessment under crucial categories: 3.3 Socioeconomics and
Environmental Justice; 3.3,1.2 Education; 3.3.3 Community Cohesion;3.3.4.3
Environmental Justice and Conditions;3.3.5 Executive Order 13045, Protection of 
Children.The area considered as the "impact footprint for noise" is entirely too small for a
reasonable and prudent analysis in each significant area of impact, causing distortions of facts. 
Simple generalizations lead to illogical conclusions, inadequate rationalizations/justifications and 
early dismissal. The result is an ill conceived FONSI. Even within the miniature "footprint,"
there is not enough accurate documentation, warranted detail and thorough analysis.

�
In the areas of environmental non-attainment and legal non-compliance, it is acknowledged that
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there will be further disproportionate impact, though these consequences are merely stated and 
dismissed, as if of no compelling concern, even taking into account the thousands of people who 
would be adversely affected by "noise levels greater than 65 dBA DNL who are currently not 
exposed to noise at these levels," if the F-35 aircraft would be added to the ANG mission. The 
"8,500" number cited in the DEA is contained in the EIS for basing of the F-35 at TIA, and does 
not include the people who would be impacted by the necessary landings and takeoffs at
DMAFB for fuel and live ordnance, which would obviously increase the number dramatically, or 
the estimated further impact upon those already in 65 dBA DNL and 70 dBA DNL areas. 
Throughout the DEA, we see a rush to judgment in favor of the Responsible Agency.

�
Acknowledgement of the facts provides no justification for further compounding and 
exacerbating problems by proceeding with additional, objectionable actions, particularly 
following decades of violations and cumulative impacts that brought us to where we are today.

�
(f) Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection 

of alternatives before making a final decision (Sec. 1506.1).
(g) Environmental impact statements shall serve as the means of 

assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, 
rather than justifying decisions already made."

(CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.2
�

We request an Environmental Impact Statement, with interdisciplinary involvement that could 
include the Council on Environmental Quality, Federal Aviation Administration, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and Federal 
Highway Administration. In addition to NEPA, we would appreciate ample consideration of the 
Environmental Quality Improvement Act, Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Endangered Species 
Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the Quiet Communities Act.

�
Considering promises made by the Air Force to Tucsonans, the obviously inaccurate baseline for 
the DEA, the substantial changes in the mission of Operation Snowbird, the enormous gaps in 
Environmental Assessments/Environmental Impact Statements to comply with NEPA, the 
failures to adhere to the 1992 AICUZ, the significant impacts upon children and adults, domestic 
animals and wildlife, businesses, properties, institutions and industries, resulting from decades of 
non-compliance in all areas affecting our environment, Tucson is entitled to far more: please 
provide at least a comprehensive, accurate Environmental Impact Statement, with oversight and
involvement by the Council on Environmental Quality, that adequately addresses our relevant,
priority concerns and complies with executive orders and federal statutes.

�
Thank you for your attention to these significant issues. 

Sincerely,

�
Broadmoor Broadway Village Neighborhood Association
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Guest Opinion 
The Air Force's draft assessment of its plan to expand Davis-Monthan's Operation
Snowbird is stunningly deficient
by Robin Gomez

The Air Force has just released the draft environmental assessment of its plan to expand
the National Air Guard training program that brings U.S. and foreign jets to Tucson. It is asking for public
comments by Sept. 14. Unfortunately, the Air Force has refused to hold public meetings.

The expansion of Operation Snowbird, based at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, would increase the number of
flights from 1,190 to 2,256 a year. Night training flights would be allowed. Strangely, the assessment (which can
be found in PDF form at www.dm.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-120730-035.pdf) concludes that the
expansion will have no significant impact on the surrounding community.

The fundamental deficiency of the assessment is its failure to explain how the total number of Operation Snowbird
flights can be almost doubled and yet have no significant effect on the surrounding human environment. Residents
who live under the current Snowbird flight paths, as well as simple common sense, tell us this can't be true.

The answer lies in the selectivity and presentation of data in the assessment. For example, it notes that under the
current program, a disproportionate number of minority/low-income populations adjacent to the base on the
northwest are already seriously affected by noise. This involves some 826 homes and 134 multifamily complexes.
The Federal Aviation Administration and the Air Force both consider such areas as "incompatible with residential
use." The assessment then says that an expanded Operation Snowbird will add only 20 more homes to the
impacted area. It, therefore, concludes that the noise effect from the expansion will be slight. There is no
discussion of the effects of doubling the number of flights on this already impacted group of residents. Also, the
expansion appears to run counter to economic-justice legislation, yet that is not discussed in the draft
environmental assessment.

The assessment seriously understates the number of residents impacted by noise. There is no discussion of
Operation Snowbird flight patterns over the city, which involve two half-circles, several miles apart, over residential
neighborhoods northwest of D-M. For example, a noise chart prepared by D-M for the Military Community
Relations Committee shows that an F-18 or a Harrier approaching D-M over the Broadmoor-Broadway Village
neighborhood (left out of the assessment) will be four times louder than an A-10. To claim, as the assessment
does, that this aircraft noise will be "insignificant" is simply not credible.

The assessment's noise analysis leaves out the noisiest Snowbird aircraft: the F-18s, Harriers and F-22s. It is based
on a 2007 noise study which the public has never seen.

The safety analysis is based on a table developed by D-M listing the risk factors for Operation Snowbird aircraft.
Neither the methodology nor the calculations are provided for public review. It is not evident that the risk factor
captures the full picture of the aircraft-safety record. The table also leaves out data on the F-18. One crashed three
years ago in a San Diego neighborhood, killing four; another crashed recently into an apartment complex in
Virginia Beach, Va. Both the Osprey and F-22 are also left out. An Osprey crashed in Marana in 2000, killing 19
Marines, and F-22 pilots have refused to fly for safety reasons. The only foreign aircraft included is the Tornado,
leaving out data on the Mirage, Typhoon, Kfir and Rafale.

The economic analysis is given short shrift. Tucson's premier economic engine is tourism. The assessment notes
that there was concern expressed at public meetings about the effect on tourism of an expanded Operation
Snowbird. However, the assessment states the costs would be difficult to quantify, so it simply ignores the issue. It
then draws the completely unsupported conclusion that the expanded Snowbird program would have negligible
adverse impacts.

Contrary to the assessment, expanding air operations over densely populated urban Tucson will impact large
numbers of residents in terms of safety, noise and social justice. It will also impede future development, as well as
the quality of life needed to attract high-tech, bioscience businesses to the city.

Please write the Air Force before Sept. 14 and request a full, objective environmental impact statement. The
address is: Attn: OSB EA Comment Submittal, 355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs, 3180 S. First St., Davis-Monthan



AFB, AZ 85707.

Robin Gomez is a member of Tucson Forward Inc.

Guest Commentary archives »

TweetTweet

1 0 3

Facebook Recommendations

Sign Up Create an account or log in to see what your friends are recommending.

Facebook social plugin

SendLike One like. Sign Up to see what
your friends like.



Tucson Weekly

August 16, 2012

0 TweetTweet Share

OPINION » GUEST COMMENTARY

Guest Opinion 
The Air Force's draft assessment of its plan to expand Davis-Monthan's Operation
Snowbird is stunningly deficient
by Robin Gomez

The Air Force has just released the draft environmental assessment of its plan to expand
the National Air Guard training program that brings U.S. and foreign jets to Tucson. It is asking for public
comments by Sept. 14. Unfortunately, the Air Force has refused to hold public meetings.

The expansion of Operation Snowbird, based at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, would increase the number of
flights from 1,190 to 2,256 a year. Night training flights would be allowed. Strangely, the assessment (which can
be found in PDF form at www.dm.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-120730-035.pdf) concludes that the
expansion will have no significant impact on the surrounding community.

The fundamental deficiency of the assessment is its failure to explain how the total number of Operation Snowbird
flights can be almost doubled and yet have no significant effect on the surrounding human environment. Residents
who live under the current Snowbird flight paths, as well as simple common sense, tell us this can't be true.

The answer lies in the selectivity and presentation of data in the assessment. For example, it notes that under the
current program, a disproportionate number of minority/low-income populations adjacent to the base on the
northwest are already seriously affected by noise. This involves some 826 homes and 134 multifamily complexes.
The Federal Aviation Administration and the Air Force both consider such areas as "incompatible with residential
use." The assessment then says that an expanded Operation Snowbird will add only 20 more homes to the
impacted area. It, therefore, concludes that the noise effect from the expansion will be slight. There is no
discussion of the effects of doubling the number of flights on this already impacted group of residents. Also, the
expansion appears to run counter to economic-justice legislation, yet that is not discussed in the draft
environmental assessment.

The assessment seriously understates the number of residents impacted by noise. There is no discussion of
Operation Snowbird flight patterns over the city, which involve two half-circles, several miles apart, over residential
neighborhoods northwest of D-M. For example, a noise chart prepared by D-M for the Military Community
Relations Committee shows that an F-18 or a Harrier approaching D-M over the Broadmoor-Broadway Village
neighborhood (left out of the assessment) will be four times louder than an A-10. To claim, as the assessment
does, that this aircraft noise will be "insignificant" is simply not credible.

The assessment's noise analysis leaves out the noisiest Snowbird aircraft: the F-18s, Harriers and F-22s. It is based
on a 2007 noise study which the public has never seen.

The safety analysis is based on a table developed by D-M listing the risk factors for Operation Snowbird aircraft.
Neither the methodology nor the calculations are provided for public review. It is not evident that the risk factor
captures the full picture of the aircraft-safety record. The table also leaves out data on the F-18. One crashed three
years ago in a San Diego neighborhood, killing four; another crashed recently into an apartment complex in
Virginia Beach, Va. Both the Osprey and F-22 are also left out. An Osprey crashed in Marana in 2000, killing 19
Marines, and F-22 pilots have refused to fly for safety reasons. The only foreign aircraft included is the Tornado,
leaving out data on the Mirage, Typhoon, Kfir and Rafale.

The economic analysis is given short shrift. Tucson's premier economic engine is tourism. The assessment notes
that there was concern expressed at public meetings about the effect on tourism of an expanded Operation
Snowbird. However, the assessment states the costs would be difficult to quantify, so it simply ignores the issue. It
then draws the completely unsupported conclusion that the expanded Snowbird program would have negligible
adverse impacts.

Contrary to the assessment, expanding air operations over densely populated urban Tucson will impact large
numbers of residents in terms of safety, noise and social justice. It will also impede future development, as well as
the quality of life needed to attract high-tech, bioscience businesses to the city.

Please write the Air Force before Sept. 14 and request a full, objective environmental impact statement. The
address is: Attn: OSB EA Comment Submittal, 355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs, 3180 S. First St., Davis-Monthan



AFB, AZ 85707.

Robin Gomez is a member of Tucson Forward Inc.
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Law Offices of  
Williamson & Young, PC 

Kathleen G. Williamson, J.D., Ph.D., LL.M.                     Licensed in New York and Arizona 
S. Jonathan Y oung,, Esq.        State Board Certified Criminal Law  

      PO Box 249     
Tucson, Arizona  

  85702-0249        
williamson@williamsonandyoung.com 

 (520) 623-8414 (Arizona)  / (212) 537-6684 (NY)  
Fax (212)537-6683 

October 4, 2012  

ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 

Via email at: 355WGPA@dm.af.mil 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 

This Tucson business corporation hereby submits its opposition to any expansion of 
frequency or hours of Operation Snowbird military flight training over our city. We demand an  
objective Environmental Impact Study.   

The Air Force's recent uneducated Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSAI) in its 
Environmental Assessment regarding military flights and any expansions is ludicrous and 
reckless. Over the last few decades, the Air Force has increased the military flights over Tucson 
without any studies or approvals and to the very obvious detriment to our municipal community.  
We who work under the flight path live in a virtual war zone which would otherwise be a 
beautiful, calm, temperate, attractive business community, but for the military jet fumes polluting 
our air, the ubiquitous danger of an accident, the noise that violates us at all kinds of hours and 
levels, and the scientifically proven negative impact living under such flights causes to our 
health.  Our office has complained to the DMAFB complaint line for many years.  Many times a 
day, we cannot hear what is being spoken in the room or on the telephone because of an A10, 
Harrier, or other military jet screaming at our zenith.  After many years and phone calls at our 
own expense in time, we gave up on the telephone complaint line, as it seems to have no effect 
whatsoever.  Our calls have been under-reported and ignored.   

An unbiased Environmental Impact Study by an objective research group will show how 
we have been, are, and will be harmed by ongoing or expanded military flights over our 
municipal area.   

We also believe that the harassment of the noise and danger of the jets will negatively 
impact business, tourism, home values, and rental properties in this area which contains historic 
central neighborhoods and university housing, as well as proximity to the developing renewed 
downtown area.  These ultimately will have a detrimental effect on our business and client base.   
 You should be advised that this business is a voting member of Tucson s DMAFB 
Military Relations & Citizens Committee.  That committee was unable to reach a consensus on 
sending a letter to the Air Force regarding the current Environmental Assessment (which  
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contains a FONSI) because a minority of business members objected to the majority; that 
majority consisted of mostly Neighborhood Associations representing many people and  
demanded a full, objective Environmental Assessment.  Our law office joined with that majority, 
demanding a full EIS.  
 
 
 
 
      Kindest regards, 
      WILLIAMSON AND YOUNG, P.C. 
 
 
       _s:/Kathleen G. Williamson  
       Kathleen G. Williamson, Esq. 
        
  
 
       
 
 



Tucson Forward, Inc.  
P. O. Box 42472 

Tucson, AZ  85733-2472.
info@TucsonForward.com 

Arizona Center for Law 
in the Public Interest 

2205 E. Speedway Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ  85719 

jherrcardillo@aclpi.org 

October 4, 2012 

VIA U.S. MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL
ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707 

Re: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Update and Implementation of the 
National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird Davis-Monthan 
Air Force Base, Arizona.  

To Whom it May Concern: 

 This letter represents the response to the solicitation of comments on the draft 
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard 
Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, 
Arizona (“EA”) from Tucson Forward, Inc. (“Tucson Forward”) and the Arizona Center for Law 
in the Public Interest (“Center”). 

Tucson Forward is a non-profit organization that aims to protect Tucson and its 
neighborhoods from health damaging noise and safety concerns related to OSB.  Our goal is to 
foster economic, scientific and technological development of Tucson in a way that supports and 
promotes a good quality of life for all its citizens.  The communities we represent would be 
affected in a number of ways if the proposed expansion of the OSB program is implemented.   

 The Center is a nonprofit law firm dedicated to ensuring government accountability and 
protecting the legal rights of Arizonans.  It frequently works with community groups that are 
concerned about the environmental impacts of proposed government projects or actions, and 
assists them in navigating the NEPA process.   

 Both of our organizations believe that the EA prepared by the Air Force is incomplete 
and inadequate and fails, utterly, to support the Finding of No Significant Impact (“FONSI”).  
For the reasons set forth below, we urge the Air Force to rescind the FONSI and prepare a full 
Environmental Impact Statement, as the law requires.
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I. Introduction/General Overview of Law: 

The National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) has ‘twin aims. First, it places upon [a 
federal] agency the obligation to consider every significant aspect of the environmental impact of 
a proposed action. Second, it ensures that the agency will inform the public that it has indeed 
considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking process.’” Kern Bureau of Land 
Mgmt., 284 F.3d 1062, 1066 (9th Cir. 2002)(quoting Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co. v. Natural Res. 
Def. Council, Inc., 462 U.S. 87, 97 (1983)).  NEPA is not substantive. It does not require that 
agencies adopt the most environmentally friendly course of action. Kern, 284 F.3d at 1066. 
Rather, “[t]he sweeping policy goals . . . of NEPA are . . . realized through a set of ‘action-
forcing’ procedures that require that agencies take a ‘hard look at environmental consequences.’ 
“ Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989)(quoting Kleppe v. 
Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 n.20 (1976)). 

In this case, the Air Force has failed to meet either goal.  First, as set forth in detail 
below, the EA prepared by the Air Force fails to consider every significant aspect of the 
environmental impact of the proposed action.  Rather, it: (1) omits critical information and fails 
to include basic analysis required under the law; (2) engages in misleading and flawed analyses 
for those impacts that are considered; and (3) refuses to consider all reasonable alternatives.   

As for the second goal, informing the public, the Air Force has (1) inadequately 
communicated its limited analysis by relying upon technical jargon; (2) failed to provide the data 
and/or studies upon which it has based its conclusions; and (3) failed to make any effort to 
engage the most affected members of the community in the public comment process.   

As we detail below, this EA fails to remedy the ongoing violation of NEPA by the Air 
Force that began years ago and has only accelerated in recent times.  For too long, the Air Force 
has excluded the Tucson community from the decisionmaking process for Operation Snowbird.  
Unfortunately, this EA appears to be a continuation of that effort.

II. The Environmental Assessment Prepared by the Air Force Fails to Comply with 
NEPA. 

A. The EA is Inadequate and Reveals that the Air Force Has Not Taken the 
Required “Hard Look” at the Impacts of its Proposed Action 

Regardless of whether an agency is preparing an Environmental Assessment or an 
Environmental Impact Statement, NEPA requires that the agency take a “hard look” at the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action. Anderson v. Evans, 350 F.3d 815, 829 (9th 
Cir. 2003). “This includes considering all foreseeable direct and indirect impacts.” Idaho
Sporting Congress, Inc. v. Rittenhouse, 305 F.3d 957, 973 (9th Cir. 2002).  Courts have made it 
clear that “general statements about ‘possible’ effects and ‘some risk’ do not constitute a ‘hard 
look’ absent a justification regarding why more definitive information could not be provided.” 
Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. United States Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1380 (9th Cir. 
1998).  As the following sets forth, here, the EA prepared by the Air Force for OSB fails to take 
the “hard look” that NEPA requires.   
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1. The Air Force Has Omitted Important Information and Analysis. 
We begin our comments by identifying important information or analysis that the Air 

Force has simply omitted from the EA and its supporting materials.   

a. The Study Relied Upon for the Noise Contours Was Not 
Initially Available to the Public For Review as Required by 
NEPA, and Even After the Study Was Made Available, the 
Information Provided Did Not Include the Modeling.   

In the EA, the Air Force refers to and relies upon the “2007 Noise Data, Collection, 
Review, and Validation Study.”  EA p. 3-5.  However, despite repeated requests from members 
of Tucson Forward, the Air Force initially refused to make that study available to the public.

It is entirely appropriate for the Air Force to incorporate such a statement in the draft EA. 
Indeed, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recently reaffirmed this propriety of this in 
its most recent document, http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/current_developments/docs/ 
Improving_NEPA_Efficiencies_06Mar2012.pdf.  However, as the Air Force well knows, it must 
make such documents available to the public during the comment period and explain to the 
public how the document can be obtained.  Instead, in this case, Tucson Forward had to file a 
Freedom of Information Act request to obtain the document and only received the document via 
the Davis Monthan website on the final day of the initial comment period.  Although the Air 
Force extended the comment period for 20 days, the study posted on the website did not actually 
contain any noise data but rather was a collection of aircraft operations data to be used for input 
into a noise prediction model.  In addition, the name of the document posted was not the same as 
the name referred to in the EA.  The ACC/A6XP confirmed in writing that the posted document 
was in fact the document referenced in the EA as the “2007 Noise Study;” however, because it 
contains no noise data,  the public still has not received a satisfactory and complete response 
from the Air Force regarding the noise analysis upon which the EA is based.   

Under NEPA the Air Force has an obligation to make available to the public the complete 
noise study, including aircraft input data, BASEOPS product, and NOISEMAP profiles. 
Moreover, the study  is over 300 pages long, but the EA never identifies what page or pages 
ostensibly contain the information that the agency is relying upon.  Nor does the Air Force 
provide a summary of the document that would be easily understood by lay people.  This 
begrudging disclosure of the voluminous, albeit incomplete, study on what was to be the last day 
of the comment period is a far cry from what NEPA requires.

b. The EA Fails to Include an Impact Assessment on Children.  
There are at least four schools under the OSB flight pattern, with one which may be 

located within the 65 dB (DNL) noise contour. They include The Griffen Foundation Charter 
School (elementary and middle school) in Julia Keen; Robison Elementary in Arroyo Chico; 
Howenstine High School; and St Ambrose Elementary in Broadmoor. Howenstine has children 
learning trade skills in outdoor construction programs. Executive Order 13045 (Protection of 
Children) requires an assessment of “heath risks and safety risks that may disproportionately 
affect children”. No such assessment is included. 
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c. The EA Fails To Include an Economic Analysis.  
Tucson’s premier economic engine is tourism, generating some $2.02 billion in direct 

travel spending annually and 21,500 direct jobs. The EA notes that an unusually large number of 
scoping comments expressed concern over OSB’s effect on tourism, but then states that the 
impact on tourism would be difficult to quantify (separating out the OSB impact from the total 
DM aircraft impact) so it simply ignores the issue. This is unacceptable for a City that relies 
economically on and is striving to make itself a “tourist destination.”

The EA also fails to address the economic impacts to current residents outside the noise 
contour lines but under OSB flight paths over the city.  In discussing the effect on property 
values the EA makes generalizations based on changes in “census tracks” adjacent to the base, 
but it never presents data breaking down those tracts. For example, if the track includes high-end 
properties outside of the noise contour (Colonia Solana) and low-end properties within the 
contour (Julia-Keen) an increase in average property values over time would occur but the 
conclusion that overflights have had no effect on values would be incorrect. Moreover, the 
concern is that a future increase in flights that are both louder and more dangerous would cause 
property values to decline.  That should be the focus of the analysis.  The accepted methodology 
for analyzing economic effects on property values is to examine two comparable properties, in a 
neighborhood within the noise contour and a neighborhood outside. Then, examine market prices 
over time. If necessary, the FAA has approved studies of selected neighborhoods around airfields 
in California which could provide suitable ratios for estimates. 

d. The EA Fails to Address the Impacts of Ordnance.   
One of the “selling points” in favor of operating the OSB program out of Davis Monthan 

AFB is the proximity of the Base to a “vast array of targets capable of receiving live and inert 
ordnance . . . . Such capabilities are not readily available to most other NGB units and foreign 
national units at other national ranges.” (Draft EA p. 1-3.)  In addition, the Live Ordnance 
Loading Area and live munitions storage and build-up facilities are identified as important assets. 
(Draft EA p. 106).  Yet absolutely not one word of analysis is provided in regards to impacts 
resulting from the dropping of live ordnance.  To the extent the Air Force believes the impacts of 
these actions are covered under other NEPA documents, it should have referenced those 
documents and provided information to the public as to how to obtain them at the beginning of 
the comment period.  The Air Force should do so now in associated with a draft EIS.

e. The EA Fails to Address Health Impacts of the OSB Program. 
Consideration of health impacts is an important component of analyzing the human 

environment, and is referenced in both the statute and the CEQ regulations implementing the 
procedural provisions of NEPA.  Last year, the National Academy of Sciences issued a report on 
Improving Health in the United States and the role of health impact assessment, a systematic 
process that mirrors the environmental impact assessment process.  The report states that, 
“Significant improvements in Americans’ health will only occur if health impacts are considered 
when developing policies, programs, plans, and projects, particularly in sectors that historically 
have been viewed as unrelated to health, such as transportation, education, agriculture and 
housing.” Improving Health in the United States: The Role of Health Impact Assessment,
available from the National Academies Press or at www.nap.edu.  To that list of government 
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actions viewed as unrelated to health, we would add the constant noise and vibrations caused by 
low level overflights in neighborhoods closest to Davis Monthan.  The report further explains 
that in the case of proposed federal actions covered by NEPA, there is no need to embark upon a 
separate impact assessment process, but there is a need to integrate health considerations into the 
NEPA analysis much more robustly than is typically done by agencies.  It further points out that 
federal agencies need to work with local health departments to help assess health-related 
impacts. 

There is a considerable body of professional literature on the health impacts of noise that 
needs to be addressed in the context of NEPA compliance for the proposed extension of the OSB 
program. Residents frequently experience multiple flights at low levels, particularly, although 
not exclusively, in the Julia Keen neighborhood.  As members of the medical profession have 
noted, the problem with the use of the 65 dB DNL (day-night average sound level is that human 
beings do not experience noise on "average"; they experience it as particular events and can 
experience harm from individual events as well as the cumulative effects of repeated high 
decibal levels of takeoffs and landings.  Further, the impacts of repeated noise exposure on 
children is particularly deleterious and can cause hearing loss, psychological distress and 
impaired reading comprehension and memory in children.  See, Santa Monica Airport Health 
Impact Assessment (HIA), pp. 112-14, February 2010 (attached as Exhibit 1).  Under NEPA, the 
Air Force needs to analyze the impacts of the noise actually experienced by residents. See,
Stenzel, Trutt, Cunningham and Kassel, Flying Off Course:  Environmental Impacts of 
America’s Airports, NRDC, October, 1996 (“NRDC Report”), pp. 19-23, for a discussion of how 
the 65 dB DNL standard underestimates the level at which many people are impacted by aircraft 
noise.(Relevant excerpts of the NRDC Report are attached as Exhibit 4.) 

There are other potentially serious impacts to human health from repeated overflights.  
For example, the Santa Monica Airport report noted above explains that, "[b]lack carbon is one 
component of jet fuel exhaust and has the ability to persist in the environment for days to weeks.  
. . . . black carbon levels correlate with airport activity, particularly with airplane departures.
Multiple studies have linked black carbon to respiratory and cardiovascular disease."  Id. at p. 8-
9.  Note that in the comment letter from Rita B. Ornelas, a Board Member of Tucson Forward 
and her husband, Ruben C. Ornelas, Mrs. Ornelas describes in some detail a black substance 
coming down from the planes flying over their house and accumulating in her home vents.  She 
also describes various sickeness that she and her husband have experienced that may be related 
to the overflights.  Letter dated October 2 2012 from Rita B. Ornelas and Ruben C. Ornelas to 
355WGPA@dm.af.mil, (attached as Exhibit 2 and incorporated herein).  Likewise, the Santa 
Monica report documents epidemiological evidence linking ultrafine particles contained in jet 
fuel with adverse human health effects related to respiratory and cardiovascular disease (pp. 9-
10) as well as genotoxic and carcinogenic effects of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, another 
group of compounds that exist in jet fuel exhaust (pp. 11-12).  These impacts need to be fully 
analyzed as they relate to today's OSB program, the proposed expansion of it and as they 
affect neighborhoods in the pathway of these flights, especially those neighborhoods closest to 
the runway who experience the most impacts from takeoffs and landings. 
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f. The EA Fails to Identify Reasonable Mitigation Measures 
 Despite the significant increase in the number of flights, the timing of flights, and 

the type of aircraft, the draft EA contains no discussion of mitigation measures that might 
be appropriate for affected residents and communities. As the Air Force knows, the law is 
clear that: 

[O]ne important ingredient of an EIS is the discussion of steps that can be taken to 
mitigate adverse environmental consequences . .. . . . [O]mission of a reasonably   
complete discussion of possible mitigation measures would undermine the 
“actionforcing” function of NEPA.  Without such a discussion, neither the agency 
nor other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of 
the adverse effects.  An adverse effect that can be fully remedied by, for example, 
an inconsequential public expenditure is certainly not as serious as a similar effect 
that can only be remedied through the commitment of vast public and private 
resources.

Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 at 351-351 (1989).

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recently reemphasized the importance of 
mitigation under NEPA in the context of both EAs and EISs.  As the guidance points out, the 
purpose of compliance with NEPA is to prevent or eliminate damage to the human environment 
and mitigation measures are one way to achieve that goal.  Memorandum for Heads of Federal 
Departments and Agencies on the Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying 
the Appropriate Use of Mitigated Findings of No Significant Impact from Nancy H. Sutley, 
Chair, Council on Environmental Quality, January 14, 2011.  

The Air Force itself recognizes and incorporates the requirement of identifying and 
analyzing mitigation measures in its NEPA regulations.  That regulation states that the NEPA 
documents must indicate “clearly” whether mitigation measures must be implemented and must 
specifically identify which mitigation measures, if any, have already been incorporated into the 
proposal and which are being proposed.  As the Air Force regulations correctly notes, “Both the 
public and the Air Force community need to know what commitments are being considered and 
selected, and who will be responsible for implementing, funding and monitoring the mitigation 
measures” 32 C.F.R. § 989.22. 

However, despite the mandate to identify mitigation measures for public and interagency 
review and comment, the DEIS ignores mitigation measures.  Notably, there is virtually no 
serious discussion of mitigation measures for noise, contrary to both NEPA and the entire body 
of law and policy associated with environmental justice analysis (for the later issue, please see 
discussion under “Inadequate Environmental Justice Analysis.”  Residents in areas that are 
already experiencing disturbing noise impacts are now faced with realizing that the use of their 
property outside may be significantly reduced further and that their lives inside their homes will 
be made worse.  At least for some areas, residents’ homes may be affected to the extent that there 
is legally a taking of their property.  As the Air Force well knows, the Julia Keen school was 
closed in 2004 due to impacts of overflights.  The Air Force needs to identify serious mitigation 
measures, including purchase of real property, in light of this latest proposed expansion of the 
OSB program.
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2. Much of the Analysis Included in the EA is Flawed or Misleading. 
In addition to the above omissions, the EA is also flawed because much of the analysis in 

it is either flawed or misleading, or both.   

a. The Noise Analysis is Inadequate and Incomplete. 
We begin with noise, which is, perhaps, the most significant impact and certainly a major 

concern for the Tucson citizens who live in the flight path.  The noise analysis completed for the 
EA is incomplete because (1) it leaves out the F-18s, Harriers, and F-22s, which are the noisiest 
OSB aircraft; (2) it does not consider any noise impacts outside of the 65 dB (DNL) contour line 
and thus does not consider the effects of aircraft noise over large areas of Tucson that are not 
within the immediate noise contours but are very much affected by the increased noise; and (3) it 
only considers the aggregate noise of the aircraft in general rather than effects of numerous 
individual sorties concentrated during the anticipated training operations. 

i. The Noise Analysis Fails to Include the Noisiest 
Aircraft.   

Perhaps the most glaring deficiency is the fact that the EA appears to use data only from 
quieter aircraft, and does not discuss at all the noise effects of F-18s, Harriers, and F-22s, which 
have flown in Operation Snowbird in the past and which the EA authorizes to be flown in the 
future. See EA at 2-4, 2-5 (identifying “additional aircraft” that may participate, but not limiting 
aircraft to those identified), See also Wyle Laboratories Draft Preliminary Study Report, 
Operation Snowbird Safety Procedures and Operational Study Services (2010) pp. 27-33 
(identifying aircraft, including Harriers and F18s, that have flown historically with OSB) (A 
copy of the Wyle Study is attached as Exhibit 3.) 

As the Air Force has not at this date released to the public the complete noise analysis, it 
is not possible to make fully informed comment on this issue, but some observations can be 
made by what the EA does reveal. The EA states, for example, at 4-1 that “[a]n assumption was 
made that F-16C and F-15A aircraft were suitable substitutes for additional aircraft associated 
with OSB, as the useable electronic data available from the BASEOPS files were limited to F-16, 
F-15, A-10, GR-4, and C-130 aircraft.” 

This sentence appears to state that because the Air Force does not have data on other 
planes, it will assume that the data it does have are “suitable substitutes.” But not having data is 
not a lawful reason for making such an assumption, particularly when the assumption is 
demonstrably incorrect. F-18s, Harriers, and F-22s are considerably louder than F-16s, and the 
EA authorizes their use. To accept as a substitute the noise of an F-16 for the noise of a Harrier 
or F-22 is not rational or lawful. If the Air Force is not able to gather the data on noise for the 
louder aircraft it authorizes, it must at least reveal that deficiency. However, we believe the Air 
Force is capable of obtaining the needed information, and should prepare a new environmental 
review that forthrightly confronts the noise of the aircraft it authorizes, and reveals the effects of 
that noise.  40 C.F.R. 1502.22.
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ii. The EA Does Not Include an Analysis of Sound Impacts 
Outside of the 65dB (DNL) Contour Line.

The sound impacts outside the 65dB (DNL) Contour Line are not inconsequential—in 
fact, many people who reside far outside the 65db overlay have commented on this action, have 
made complaints to the Air Force’s telephone complaint line, and will be affected by the decision 
to increase overflights over their homes, schools, businesses, and parks. 

The EA acknowledges that noise is “unwanted sound” and that humans can detect 
unwanted sound down to 0 dB. Draft EA at 3-1. But the EA then sets an irrationally high 
standard for what constitutes an “effect” of unwanted sound: it suggests that the sound must be 
high enough to make living under a single instance of it a “non-compatible use,” and finds that 
65 dB is that level. EA at 3-5. The EA also provides a chart to show at what point subjects were 
“highly annoyed” by a given noise. EA at 3-3, Figure 3-1. The chart’s first data points are at 45 
dB, and shows that a single instance of a 65dB noise is highly annoying to some ten percent of 
the subjects. 

The Air Force must acknowledge that noise levels below its “non-compatible use” 
threshold still have effects upon the communities that must endure them, and these effects must 
be revealed and considered.

iii. The EA Considers Only Aggregate Noise Rather Than 
the Effects of Numerous Flyovers 

A related deficiency is the evaluation only of aggregate, average noise levels over a 24 
hour period instead of the sheer number of the flyovers that cause the noise. 

 The pebble in your shoe isn’t all that painful in the first few steps, either, but the 
repeated imposition of that pebble will wear you raw. Similarly, a continuous, repeated exposure 
to decibel levels of 65 dB will wear most subjects raw over time even when a single instance 
does not particularly aggrieve them. See NRDC Report, p. 19-21. (The Air Force has not 
included a map that shows where complaints have come from across Tucson, but such a map—
although admittedly inconclusive—might be useful to learn how far away from D-M people can 
be and still be bothered by the noise. Surely the Air Force has compiled this data?) 

The EA does not address the effects of continued exposure to the noise of aircraft based 
on the number of times per day a person will have to hear these aircraft even at decibel levels 
less than the average of 65 dB. See NRCD Report at p. 22-23. We are quite familiar with people 
who live many miles from D-M in, for example, the Sam Hughes Neighborhood, who are 
exasperated by the overflights because they continuously interrupt conversations. We notice that 
the EA proposes about 2,250 flights per year, which equates to about 4,500 flyovers of Tucson 
(because a sortie involves a departure and a landing) per year. Because OSB only operates about 
two weeks out of four, this means about 24 flyovers per day on the days that OSB is in operation. 
Any person lives or works in the departure or the landing path will be subjected to 12 overflights 
per day, about 182 days per year. 

Again turning to the chart provided by the EA at page 3.3, we notice that it measures 
“Single-Event Noise.”  The OSB does not propose to create single-event noise. It proposes 
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multiple-event noise, daily, far into the future, and the EA fails to but must reveal these effects in 
a meaningful fashion. 

iv. The EA Provides Misleading Information Regarding its 
Ability or Efforts to Abate the Noise.   

In several places in the EA, the Air Force represents that in an effort to abate the noise 
over residential areas, “departures would use Runway 12 and arrivals would use Runway 30, to 
the extent practicable.”  See, e.g. EA 2-9.  The Air Force states that, “[t]his action would 
concentrate the majority of the air traffic noise southeast of DMAFB and away from the majority 
of the population near downtown Tucson.” Id. What the EA fails to disclose, however, is that 
such a configuration would almost never be “practicable.”  Because of the standard operating 
protocols at the Tucson Tracon, the opportunity for OSB planes to depart on Runway 12 and 
return on Runway 30 would be severely limited and almost exclusively limited to nighttime 
flights, which would rarely occur.  During the day, when the vast majority of the sorties would 
take place, both departures and landings would be required to use Runway 12 or Runway 30, 
depending on wind.  Runway 30 departures would obviously depart northwest bound over the 
city. See Declaration of Chris Reynolds (“Reynolds Decl.”) attached as Exhibit 5.

b. The Safety Analysis is Based Upon Incomplete Data.
The safety analysis set forth in the EA is both incomplete and inadequate.   

i. The Analysis Fails to Fully Evaluate All Potential 
Aircraft. 

As with the noise analysis, the safety analysis conveniently avoids including those 
aircraft that are included in the list of possible aircraft that will be used in the OSB program but 
that have poorer safety records, and fails to address potential safety issues associated with the 
aircraft that are included.  The safety analysis is based on a Table developed by DMAFB listing 
the risk factors for OSB aircraft.  Significantly, neither the methodology nor the calculations are 
provided for public review, which is contrary to NEPA and makes commenting on the risk 
assessment difficult.  However, it is apparent from the information provided that the calculated 
risk factors fail to take into consideration the full safety picture of the different types of aircraft 
being brought in at low level over heavily populated neighborhoods. For example, the F-15 is 
given a low risk factor, but the evaluation fails to consider the fact that the fleet is at the end of 
its service life. One disintegrated unexpectedly three years ago on a training mission in Missouri.  
See, Associated Press, “Defective Beam Cited in F-15 Crash,” January 10, 2010 (available at 
http://www.military.com/NewsContent/0,13319,159762,00.html). As the cited article notes, “the 
results of a parallel examination [found] as many as 163 of the workhorse aircraft also have 
flawed support beams, or longerons.”  Id. 

Even more troubling is the fact that the Table does not even include data on aircraft with 
worse safety records than the A-10 including: F-18s, F-22s, Ospreys. Notably, the safety record 
of the Ospreys has sparked protests in Japan in response to a plan to deploy that aircraft in 
Okinawa. See”Okinawa residents protest transfer of six Ospreys to base,” Japan Times, Oct. 2, 
2012 available at http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/nn20121002a3.html (last accessed 
10/2/2012).  The only foreign aircraft included is the Tornado.  There is no data on the Mirage, 
Typhoon, Kfir, and Rafale.
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As we have repeatedly observed, because of the location of Davis Monthan and the 
surrounding mountains, there is no way for the OSB program to avoid flying over heavily 
populated areas of Tucson.  If unsafe aircraft are included in the OSB program, the safety of the 
community is a risk.  Before expanding the program to include such a wide variety of aircraft as 
that contemplated by the EA, the Air Force has an obligation to fully and objectively evaluate the 
safety implications of the entirety of its potential fleet and disclose that information to the public.   

ii. Accident statistics are incomplete. 
The safety analysis is also incomplete because it limits its analysis to Class A mishaps, 

leaving out Class B and Class C mishaps. OSB aircraft must fly low-level approaches over 
populated residential areas to return to the base.  Under these circumstances, the loss of a simple 
bolt could be fatal to a resident below.  The full range of mishaps should be evaluated.   

iii. The EA Fails to Recognize the Particular Safety 
Hazards Presented by Visiting Pilots. 

In the EA, the Air Force states that “[e]very visiting unit would receive the OSB briefing 
(known as the Local Area Brief) regarding noise abatement requirements and procedures for 
flights over urban areas.” EA 2-9. However, what the EA fails to acknowledge is that over the 
years, the practical experience with OSB pilots has revealed that even after these local area 
briefings, there is an initial adjustment period at the beginning of each training week where pilot 
errors are much more prevalent.  For example, an occasional error made by visiting pilots is the 
mistake to turn immediately after take off and not fly a straight-out course as required, often 
risking an in-air collision with another recently departed aircraft traveling on a parallel departure 
route off of TUS. Reynolds Decl. ¶10.  Another repeated problem area are recoveries instructed 
to fly the Davis recovery, erroneously flying off the radials of DM tacan and not Tus Vortac.  
Id.at ¶11. Also prevalent are aircraft descending earlier than instructed on this recovery. Id. at
¶12.  These mistakes provide a greater potential for loss of separation particularly closer in to the 
Tucson airport where due to the already close proximity of the airports, strict adherence to 
procedures and instructions are needed. Id.at ¶13. Such collisions have, fortunately, been 
avoided in the past because of the vigilance of the Tracon air traffic controllers, but it is a 
recurring problem that will only be exacerbated by an expansion of the program.  Id.at ¶14.

c. The Environmental Justice Analysis Is Inadequate and 
Incomplete.   

i. The EA Identifies Disproportionate Impacts but Fails to 
Provide the Required Analysis.

In the draft EA, the Air Force acknowledges, as it must, that a disproportionate number of 
minority and low-income populations are affected by noise as compared to other populations in 
Tucson (Draft EA, p. 2-13, Table 2-4).  In fact, all but one of the adversely affected census tracts 
has been determined to be a geographic area that is disproportionately populated by minority or 
low income residents.  Yet despite the awareness of this important fact, the Air Force fell 
woefully short of implementing the mandates of NEPA, Executive Order 12898, “Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations,” February 11, 2991, and the accompanying President Memorandum, including 
specific direction on environmental justice within the context of NEPA, the Memorandum of 
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Understanding on Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898, signed by, among others, 
John Conger, Acting Deputy Under Secretary (Installations and Environment) Department of 
Defense, August 4, 2011, the Council on Environmental Quality’s Guidance (CEQ) regarding 
Environmental Justice Under the National Environmental Policy Act (December 10, 1997), and 
the Air Force’s own “Guide for Environmental Justice Analysis with the Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process (EIAP), Department of the Air Force, November 1997, and “Guidance for 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analyses,” August, 
1998.

ii. There Was Inadequate Outreach to and Involvement of 
Affected Populations: 

Each of the environmental justice directives and guidance referenced above strongly 
emphasizes the importance of taking special care in notifying and involving environmental 
justice populations in the analysis of the proposed action.  Executive Order 12898’s Section 5-5 
on “Public Participation and Access to Information” encourages federal agencies to translate 
crucial public documents, notices and hearings for limited English speaking populations and 
directs agencies to work to ensure that public documents, notices and hearings are concise, 
understandable and readily accessible to the public.  CEQ’s guidance on integrating 
environmental justice issues into the NEPA process provides more detailed guidance on these 
points (CEQ Guidance, pp. 11-13).  The EPA Guidance on incorporating environmental justice 
considerations into the NEPA process, which is available to the Air Force and to the public, 
provides even more detailed recommendations on outreach to environmental justice 
communities, including providing simultaneous translation of discussion at meetings, using local 
translators where possible, translation of key documents in their entirety, establishing comment 
lines and many more ideas.  EPA EJ Guidance, p. 41, Exhibit 4.  

Finally, the applicable Air Force guidance states that, “Public outreach and advertising of 
the process should be directed specifically toward minority and low-income groups, as well as 
toward the general public, to encourage these groups to identify themselves and their concerns. 
 This effort should include coordination with federal, state, local, and tribal governments and 
agencies; local groups; community leaders; and social agencies in the local community to 
identify target groups and the channels (including non-English language where necessary) that 
would reach these groups.”  Air Force EJ EIAP Guidance, p. 5, emphasis added.  The Air Force 
guidance goes on to discuss identifying various social service agencies, religious organizations, 
public interest organizations and other such groups that may be working directly with the 
affected communities and gives detailed guidance on doing so.  The Air Force guidance also 
states that: 

All minority and low-income groups thus identified should be specifically notified 
of the availability of any information requesting input into the planning process 
and any subsequent environmental justice documents available for review. . . . 
Information should be presented in clear, nontechnical language.  It may be 
advisable to schedule separate, smaller scoping meetings at community locations 
where minority and low-iincome populations would feel more comfortable 
participating, such as a church, school or community center.”  

Air Force EJ EIAP Guidance, p. 6. 
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Despite this wealth of direction, from the Commander in Chief on down to the Air Force 
guidance, the Air Force dropped the proverbial ball.  First, the public notification for the 
availability of and the comment period on the EA was seriously flawed.  In the draft EA, the 
statement is made that, “Similar notices were sent confirming the availability of the draft EA, in 
an attempt to provide meaningful involvement of the low-income and minority populations.” 
(OSB EA p. 4-15) However, no notices were received by residents of the Julia Keene 
neighborhood.  This has been confirmed by residents of the area as well as by an Air Force 
representative who confirmed to one of those residents that a mistake had been made in the text 
of the draft EA that would be “corrected” in the final EA.  Mistakes happen, of course, but the 
way to correct this mistake is to actually notify the affected environmental justice communities 
appropriately, in both English and Spanish, the dominant language in these areas, at the time of 
publication of a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS.  If the Air Force chooses to simply conform 
the text of the final EA to reality, it will not actually fix the mistake; it will simply eliminate a 
false statement. 

Second, a request was made to translate at least the executive summary into Spanish, 
given the high preponderance of Spanish-speaking residents in the most directly affected 
neighborhoods. In response the Air Force translated the executive summary (5 pages of 144 
pages) that it posted on the Davis-Monthan website on the last day of the initial comment period. 
This last-minute response, although a start, is less than adequate in the face of voluminous Air 
Force and NEPA guidance on public outreach to minority communities.  It should also be noted 
that the decision to extend the comment deadline only 20 days, resulted in a significantly shorter 
comment period for the Spanish speaking community.

iii. The Air Force Failed to Prepare the Required Analysis: 
Executive Order 12898 requires an analysis of “the environmental effects, including 

human health, economic and social effects of Federal actions” on the minority and low income 
communities being affected by the proposed action.  Interestingly, the “Sample Environmental 
Justice Analysis” found in the Air Force Guidance focuses on noise from both aircraft and 
surface traffic.  One clear omission in the present draft EA that this example highlights is a 
surface noise analysis for all alternatives.  Air Force EJ EIAP Guidance, Appendix E, p. E-3. 

This draft EA has no such analysis of either aircraft or surface noise, despite the virtual 
doubling the number of flights on the impacted group of residents.  The apparent reason for this 
omission is the conclusion stated in the draft EA that “noise impacts relative to EJ issues would 
be negligible.” Draft EA, p. 4-15.  As explained in detail in the discussion on noise, this 
conclusion is based on inappropriate and misleading use of data that has particular relevance to 
the Julia Keen neighborhood and other areas with minority and low income populations. For 
example, rather than counting the number of residents in this area, the analysis counts the 
number of residences. However, the Julia Keen neighborhood has a number of multi-family 
dwellings and it is the neighborhood closest to the northwest end of the runway at Davis 
Monthan AFB.  The neighborhood already experiences sound levels far above the 65-69 and 70-
74 DBA levels indicated in the draft EA.  The noise level of a single F-22 passing over at 500’ 
above ground level (i.e., the level of the Julia Keen Neighborhood) can reach 120 dB.

Further, the Julia Keen neighborhood is right in the path of the “racetrack” pattern which 
is flown shortly before landing over the northwest area.  The poster displayed during the scoping 
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meetings showed this circular “racetrack” pattern to be located within the boundaries of the base. 
This is incorrect.  The “racetrack” landing pattern is made over the Julia Keen neighborhood by 
most OSB aircraft.

In short, all of the problems identified earlier in the discussion on noise impacts are 
applicable to the Julia Keen neighborhood and other affected low income and minority 
communities.  The conclusion that the near doubling of sorties, new types of aircraft, potential 
night flights and other changes in the program will not have a significant impact on these 
neighborhoods is not substantiated by the analysis. 

iv. The Air Force Failed to Identify Mitigation Measures 
As noted elsewhere in this comment letter, the draft EA omits all discussion of mitigation 

measures.  This is a particular egregious omission in the context of affected environmental 
justice communities.  As stated in CEQ’s Guidance on Environmental Justice: 

“Throughout the process of public participation, agencies should elicit the views of the 
affected populations on measures to mitigate a disproportionately high and adverse human health 
or environmental effect on a low-income population, minority population, or Indian tribe and 
should carefully consider community views in developing and implementing mitigation 
strategies.”  CEQ guidance p. 16. 

The Air Force example of an environmental justice analysis for noise impacts includes 
specific mitigation measures possible for noise impacts.  Air Force EJ EIAP Guidance, p. E-3.
No special meetings were arranged with the Julia Keen neighborhood or other low-income or 
minority communities to discuss these types of mitigation measures. 

d. The Air Force Failed to Adequately Consider Cumulative 
Impacts Past, Present and Future. 

Federal agencies are required to assess the incremental impact of their proposed actions 
when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions so that the 
decisionmaker, other agencies and the public can have a realistic picture of what the cumulative 
impacts will actually be on a particular resource in a particular location.  Thus, agencies must 
assess the impacts of not only their own actions (past, present and reasonably foreseeable) but 
the actions of other agencies and private entities if those actions affect the same resources 
affected by the lead agency’s actions.  40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.

The effects of past actions must be analyzed by an agency, “to the extent that they are 
relevant and useful in analyzing whether the reasonably foreseeable effects of the agency 
proposal for action and its alternative may have a continuing, additive and significant 
relationship to those effects.”  Memorandum from James L. Connaughton, Chairman, Council on 
Environmental Quality to Heads of Federal Agencies, Guidance on the Consideration of Past 
Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis, June 24, 2005.  In situations where past actions have a 
significant cause-and-effect relationship with the direct and indirect effects of the proposed 
action, agencies must analyze those impacts in the context of the proposed action.  Further, the 
guidance points out that information about past actions that were similar to the proposed action 
may be useful in describing the possible effects of the proposed action. 
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In the context of this proposed action, the Air Force has a particular burden in 
relationship to the past and present activities undertaken in Operation Snowbird because the Air 
Force failed to comply with NEPA at the time significant operational and programmatic changes 
were made a number of years ago.  The Air Force has not met the burden of analyzing the 
respective direct and cumulative impacts of past and present actions in this draft EA.  

Additionally, the Air Force’s discussion of cumulative impacts in regards to present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions is inadequate.  The CEQ regulations do not just require the 
identification of actions having impacts on the same resources; they require analysis of those 
impacts.  The EA does not provide that analysis. 

Finally, despite a short discussion of the need to establish spatial and temporal parameters 
for cumulative effects analysis (Draft EA, p. 5-1), the analysis fails to identify such parameters. 
 In short, the Air Force needs to substantially rework the cumulative effects analysis (see,
Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on 
Environmental Quality, January, 1997.).  When done appropriately, we believe such analysis 
will, in fact, trigger a determination of significance, thus requiring preparation of an EIS.  

i. Evolution of Operation Snowbird and Past Actions:
To evaluate the adequacy of the draft EA’s analysis, it is important to understand the 

history and evolution of Operation Snowbird at Davis Monthan Air Force Base.  In describing 
that history, the EA notes that a series of changes gradually took place in the original OSB 
program of winter-proficiency training over the years, principally in types of Air Guard aircraft 
involved. It fails to note that after 1995, more significant changes were introduced and 
culminated about the year 2000 into a major and significant change in OSB mission involving: 
(i) change of the type of training from wintertime proficiency to combat training; (ii) change 
from winter-time to full year-around training; (ii) change from training ANG units to sister 
service and foreign pilots and aircraft.  Specifically, it began bringing in Harriers, F-18s, and 
foreign allied aircraft (rather than A-10s) at low levels over populated neighborhoods, which 
clearly exposed residents to increased noise and safety-risk. 

It is only the failure to recognize this OSB mission change, its significance, and the 
subsequent impact on the surrounding community that allows the current draft EA to produce a 
conclusion of no significant impact on the proposed expansion of the changed OSB mission. 
Selection in the draft EA of a baseline year (“status quo”) of 2009 air operations (some 9 years 
after the mission change) to be used for comparison against the proposed EA expansion 
predicatably produces only a small change resulting from increased flights along with the 
resulting impact on the surrounding environment and community. However, the changeover 
from the original winter proficiency program and its significant impact on the community was 
never analyzed in accordance with law.  In the cumulative impacts section of the DEA on page 
5-2, Line 40, it is claimed that OSB aircraft were evaluated in the 2002 CSAR EA even though 
there is no mention of either the Operation Snowbird program or their aircraft. 

The last NEPA compliance for the OSB program was an EA produced in 1978, when, as 
noted above, the program was of quite a different nature with significantly lower impacts. 
Neither the CSAR EA, which contrary to the Air Force’s assertions did not cover OSB, nor the 
draft Wyle report, not a NEPA document, can substitute, make-up for, or bridge the gap in the 



Comment Letter re OSB EA  October 4, 2012 
Page 15 of 21 

Air Force’s compliance with NEPA.  The Air Force must analyze OSB activities from 1978 
through the present in two ways:  i) to the extent that aircraft flying now were not being utilized 
in the OSB program as of 1978, that analysis must now be provided as part of the cumulative 
effects of past actions; ii) to the extent that aircraft not flying now were, at some point between 
1978 and the present utilized in the OSB program, the Air Force should determine whether the 
impacts of those aircraft are the same or very similar to aircraft now being proposed to be added 
to the OSB program, and if so, determine whether analysis of those impacts would be a useful 
addition to the analysis for the decisionmaker and the public.  

ii. Present Actions for Purposes of Cumulative Effects 
Analysis:

The EA lists several Air Force and joint service actions that occur on Davis Monthan 
AFB or nearby airfields, mentions very superficially plans of other government agencies near 
Davis Monthan, and purports to identify non-federal actions near Davis Monthan in three 
sentences.   Surprisingly, the list omits several Air Force actions of relevance.  For example, the 
draft EA fails to mention events such as the Heritage Flight Conference that was held at Davis 
Monthan in March of this year or the bi-annual Air Show/Open House that was held at Davis 
Monthan in April, 2012.  One of the Air Show participants broke the sound barrier while 
practicing causing damage to several businesses and homes. These properties were not located in 
the high noise zone mentioned in the EA, but in the area of the circular flight path over Mid-
town Tucson. Also, DM hosted the Hawgsmoke Competition in August. The competition was 
held at the Barry M. Goldwater Range, but they came thundering back to Davis-Monthan over 
the neighborhoods. 

 It is apparent that no serious effort was made to identify present actions contributing to 
the same types of impacts as OSB, especially if those actions are not military actions.  For 
example, there is no mention of flights from Tucson International Airport.  The draft EA fails to 
mention the railroad tracks located near the neighborhoods that received the highest DM noise 
impact. Both the Veterans Bridge near 36th and Alvernon and the planned 22nd Street overpass 
have been widened to accommodate additional train tracks. 

i. The EA Does Not Include an Analysis of Sound Impacts 
Outside of the 65dB (DNL) Contour Line.

The sound impacts outside the 65dB (DNL) Contour Line are not inconsequential—in 
fact, many people who reside far outside the 65db overlay have commented on this action, have 
made complaints to the Air Force’s telephone complaint line, and will be affected by the decision 
to increase overflights over their homes, schools, businesses, and parks. 

The EA acknowledges that noise is “unwanted sound” and that humans can detect 
unwanted sound down to 0 dB. Draft EA at 3-1. But the EA then sets an irrationally high 
standard for what constitutes an “effect” of unwanted sound: it suggests that the sound must be 
high enough to make living under a single instance of it a “non-compatible use,” and finds that 
65 dB is that level. EA at 3-5. The EA also provides a chart to show at what point subjects were 
“highly annoyed” by a given noise. EA at 3-3, Figure 3-1. The chart’s first data points are at 45 
dB, and shows that a single instance of a 65dB noise is highly annoying to some ten percent of 
the subjects. 
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The Air Force must acknowledge that noise levels below its “non-compatible use” 
threshold still have effects upon the communities that must endure them, and these effects must 
be revealed and considered.

ii. Failure to Provide an Adequate Analysis of Cumulative 
Impacts:

As noted above, the draft EA does not adequately identify the past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions that should be analyzed in relationship to impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives.  But even to the extent it does identify actions for purposes of cumulative 
impacts analysis, it fails to take the final step and provide adequate analysis.  The discussion 
purporting to provide such analysis is superficial and conclusionary.  As the Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit has repeatedly determined, having a section marked “cumulative impacts” does 
not necessarily equate to an adequate analysis (“While the district court was correct in observing 
that there are “twelve sections entitled ‘cumulative effects,’” these sections merely provide very 
broad and general statements devoid of specific, reasoned conclusions.” Muckleshoot Indian 
Tribe v. US Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 811 (1999); see also, Center for Biological Diversity v. 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 538 F.3d 1172 (9th Cir. 2008) in which the 
Court concluded that the EA’s cumulative impacts analysis was inadequate because while it 
quantified certain expected emissions, it did not evaluate the incremental impact that those 
emissions would have in light of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions.   

e. The Air Force Failed to Consider a Reasonable Range of 
Alternatives.

NEPA requires that federal agencies include a detailed statement of “alternatives to the 
proposed action” in any recommendation or report on actions significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)(iii). Additionally, the statute mandates that 
the agencies “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of 
action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of 
available resources.” Id. § 4332(2)(E). The “alternatives” section is “the heart of the 
environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. “The consideration of alternatives 
requirement . . . guarantee[s] that agency decisionmakers have before them and take into proper 
account all possible approaches to a particular project (including total abandonment of the 
project) which would alter the environmental impact and the cost-benefit balance.” Bob
Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988)(internal quotation marks, 
punctuation, and citation omitted) (emphasis in original).  Here, the alternatives analysis set forth 
in the EA is inadequate for two reasons.  First, it fails to consider alternative locations for the 
expanded OSB program, and second, the “no action alternative” is improperly based upon an 
earlier decision to expand the OSB program that was never subject to the appropriate NEPA 
analysis.

i. Because the EA Fails to Consider Alternative Locations, 
the Air Force Has Failed to Adequately Consider 
Reasonable Alternatives. 

In the EA, the Air Force eliminates from consideration any alternatives that involve 
relocating OSB to other installations.  The ostensible reason for eliminating any such alternative 
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is twofold.  First, the Air Force claims that relocation would require delays that would have an 
adverse impact on the training mission.  Yet, common sense suggests that if a relocation would 
result in fewer environmental impacts without compromising the mission, it could be achieved 
through a gradual transition that would avoid delays.  The fact that this type of a relocation was 
not even acknowledged reveals that the Air Force did not give serious consideration to such an 
option before eliminating it.   

The second reason given for rejecting relocation to another installation is that it “would 
not satisfy the purpose and need (i.e. update and implement the TP 60-1).”  EA at 2-11.   
However, the purpose and need set forth in the EA is not so narrow, and in fact, could be 
satisfied by a relocated OSB program:   

The purpose for the Proposed Action is to identify the required training to be 
conducted to build and maintain the readiness of active, reserve, and guard units 
composing the Total Force of the Department of Defense (DoD) so they are 
capable of supporting extended combat and other national security operations, 
including joint coalition air operations and multi-service activities, all of which 
increasingly require greater interoperability. The need is to provide training 
opportunities to the Total Force, as well as to foreign national units; such training 
would not only be valuable to our allies, but would also provide realistic training 
for U.S. units for times when they have to deploy overseas and conduct missions 
with foreign national units. The ANG and foreign allies of the Air Force have an 
immediate, real-time need to provide trained air crews to support the ongoing 
combat operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, Africa, and other global locations 
currently represents 21 percent of the uniformed members of the Total Air Force. 
Congressionally proposed reductions in Air Force, ANG, and Air Force Reserve 
manpower have effectively increased the demand for fully trained aircrews within 
all operational theaters. Delays in providing these trained aircrews would be 
unacceptable to combat commanders relying on trained aircrews to execute their 
ongoing day-to-day missions because they represent unacceptable risk to the lives 
of other American and allied forces who depend on their support. 

EA 1-6 through 1-7.

In this regard, the Air Force’s failure to consider any alternative that involves relocation 
of the OSB program is much like the Army’s failure to consider any location other than Hawaii 
when it was evaluating the environmental impacts of transforming the 2nd Brigade, then 
stationed on Oahu, Hawaii, into a Stryker Brigade Combat Team. ‘Ilio’ulaokalani Coalition v. 
Rumsfeld, 464 F.3d 1083 (9th Cir. Haw. 2006).  In that case, the Ninth Circuit acknowledged the 
general rule that while an agency has the discretion to define the purpose and need of a project, it 
may not “define its objectives in unreasonably narrow terms.”  Id. at 1097, n. 3 quoting City of 
Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United States DOT, 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir. 1997). However, the 
Court rejected the argument that the Army’s had made its objective too narrow.  Rather the court 
found:

What is missing is the consideration of alternate ways to accomplish its stated 
mission. The Army states its mission as follows: “to enable the Army to achieve 
the force characteristics articulated in the Army Vision in the most timely and 
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efficient manner possible and without compromising readiness and 
responsiveness. . . . Transformation is needed to address the changing 
circumstances of the 21st Century.”.... It then leaps to the assumption that 
transformation in Hawaii or no action are the only alternatives. This is where the 
impermissible “narrowing” takes place. The Army violated NEPA by not 
considering alternatives that include transformation of the 2nd Brigade outside of 
Hawaii.

‘Ilio’ulaokalani Coalition, 464 F. 3d at 1098.  Just as the EIS in ‘Ilio’ulaokalani
Coalition failed to ask and answer the question “Why Hawaii?”, the EA here has punted 
on the question of “Why Tucson?”  And, the fact that DM actively solicits participants 
for the Tucson OSB through advertisements demonstrates that there are other equally 
available locations out of which OSB can operate. See Advertisement attached as Exhibit 
6.

ii. The No Action Alternative Inappropriately Builds Upon 
Decisions that Were Never Subjected to NEPA Analysis.

As discussed above under cumulative impacts, it is only by failing to address the 
significant changes to the OSB program since the last EA was prepared in 1978 that the Air 
Force is able to claim that the current proposed action will not result in significant impacts.  This 
flaw is also manifest in the “no action alternative.”   

Federal regulations explicitly require that environmental review be timely. “Agencies 
shall integrate the NEPA process with other planning at the earliest possible time to insure that 
planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to 
head off potential conflicts.” 40 C.F.R. § 1501.2 (2005).  Consistent with this requirement, the 
Ninth Circuit has repeatedly held that dilatory or ex post facto environmental review cannot cure 
an initial failure to undertake environmental review.  See, e.g. West v. Secretary of the 
Department of Transportation, 206 F.3d 920, 925 (9th Cir. 2000) (holding that  if completion of 
the challenged action were sufficient to moot a NEPA claim, an agency “could merely ignore the 
requirements of NEPA, build its structures before a case gets to court, and then hide behind the 
mootness doctrine. Such a result is not acceptable.”).   

Therefore, where an agency has failed to undertake the required NEPA analysis for prior 
decisions, it may not attempt to validate those prior decisions in a subsequent NEPA analysis that 
fails to remedy the earlier omission.  See, e.g. Pit River Tribe v. United States Forest Serv., 469
F.3d 768 (9th Cir. 2006)( held that where agencies never took the requisite “hard look” at 
whether the Medicine Lake Highlands should be developed for energy at all, and by the time the 
agencies completed an EIS, “the die already had been cast,” the 1998 lease extensions and the 
proposed development of the invalid lease rights violated NEPA.) Friends of Yosemite Valley v. 
Kempthorne, 520 F. 3d 1024, 1037-1038 (9th Cir. 2008)(Court rejected the Park Service’s 
decision to use components of a 2000 Comprehensive Management Plan that had previously 
been struck down by the court as the basis for its No Action alternative.  The court held that the 
No Action alternative may not “assume the existence of the very plan being proposed.)

Here, the Air Force is assuming the existence of a Snowbird Program that permits year-
round flying of aircraft other than A-10s.  But there is no NEPA-compliant agency decision 
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underpinning these activities.  Rather, they are taking place with gross disregard for NEPA’s 
requirement that all federal actions undergo prior environmental review.  Because there is no 
current NEPA-compliant decision authorizing overflights by aircraft other than A-10s, the No 
Action alternative in the current EA has been improperly defined.  The only NEPA-compliant 
OSB program is the one that was in existence in 1978.  That, not the program as it existed—in
violation of NEPA—in 2009, should be used as the No Action alternative.  The citizens of 
Tucson were, and remain, entitled to have the decision to expand the OSB program from a winter 
only program limited to A-10 aircraft to a year round program involving louder and more 
dangerous aircraft fully evaluated as NEPA requires.

Once the proper “no action” alternative is included among the range of alternatives, it 
would also be appropriate to include the possibility of continuing the program at its current level 
as one of the other potential alternatives.  This would allow the Air Force to finally conduct the 
missing environmental analysis and evaluate the impacts of the decisions to expand the program 
from where it was in 1978 to where it is today.   

3. The Public Process Was Inadequate and Failed To Ensure Full 
Participation:  

The serious deficiencies in the Air Force’s outreach to minority and low-income 
communities affected by the proposed action have already been discussed in the section on 
environmental justice.  We would add to those deficiencies (failure to actually provide the notice 
stated in the draft EA; failure to provide for translation of any notices of documentation in 
Spanish) three points related to the public at large.  

First, Tucson Forward requested a public hearing during the public comment period.  We 
do appreciate the fact that the Air Force held scoping meetings prior to the preparation of the EA, 
but we believe the Air Force should have also held at least two public meetings in different areas 
affected by the proposed changes in the OSB program.  There is “substantial environmental 
controversy concerning the proposed action,” especially in regards to the noise impacts of all of 
the alternatives and the analysis presented in the draft EA.  There was and is also “substantial 
interest” in having such a hearing.  40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(c). 

Second, as discussed in the context of noise impacts, the public has, as of this date, been 
unable to obtain the complete noise analysis upon which this EA is based. The Noise Data 
Collection Review and Validation Study (ACC 2007) referenced in the draft EA at p. 3-5 as the 
“2007 Noise Study” is only a collection of aircraft operations data needed to input a noise 
prediction model. Missing are the resulting NOISEMAP profiles. It is not possible to 
comprehensively and accurately comment on the noise analysis when documents cited in the 
draft EA are mislabeled and incomplete and not available on a timely basis to the public. 

Third, the draft EA is a highly technical document filled with Air Force jargon that few 
civilians can be expected to understand.  The list of acronyms (draft EA, Section 8.0) is not a 
sufficient remedy for this problem. For example, when discussing noise impacts, the draft EA 
fails to explain the meaning of “Runway 12 and Runway 30.”  Most civilians would assume 
these are two separate runways.  There is no explanation that this is a single runway and that 12 
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and 30 refer to compass direction. This type of insider jargon appears to be calculated to mislead 
the public and permeates the draft EA. 

III. Given the Potential Significant Impacts, The Air Force Should Prepare an EIS.   

Finally, we believe that the potential impacts of the proposed expansion of OSB from a 
wintertime training program for A-10s to a year round training program that hosts a wide variety 
of aircraft with significantly greater noise contours requires the preparation of a full 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”).  NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared for all “major 
Federal actions significantly affecting the ... human environment.” Id. §4332(2)(C). In certain 
circumstances, agencies may first prepare an Environmental Assessment to make a preliminary 
determination whether the proposed action will have a significant environmental effect. 40 
C.F.R. §1501.4. “If the EA establishes that the agency’s action ‘may have a significant effect 
upon the ... environment, an EIS must be prepared.’”  Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n v. 
Babbitt, 241 F.3d 722, 730 (9th Cir. 2001) cert. denied, 534 U.S. 1104(2002).(quoting Found. for 
N. Am. Wild Sheep v. United States Dep’t of Agric., 681 F.2d 1172, 1178(9th Cir. 
1982))(emphasis and alteration in original).  

Some of the factors considered in determining whether or not a project “significantly” 
affects the human environment include the existence of impacts to: (a) public health (b) public 
safety; (c) unique characteristics such as proximity to historic or cultural resources; (d) whether 
or not the effects are highly controversial; (e) whether the action is related to other actions with 
cumulatively significant impacts; (f) the degree to which the action may adversely affect sites . . . 
in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or 
destruction of significant . . . cultural, or historical resources ; (g) the degree to which the action 
may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat; and (h) whether the 
action threatens violation of a Federal law or requirements imposed for the protection of the 
environment  See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27.   

A party seeking to show that an agency should have prepared an EIS instead of a FONSI 
“need not demonstrate that significant effects will occur,” but rather must show only that “there 
are substantial questions whether a project may have a significant effect of the environment.” 
Anderson v. Evans, 350 F.3d 815,831 (9th Cir. 2003). 

Here, there are a number of factors that support a finding that the proposed expansion of 
OSB is a “significant” action and requires an EIS.  The proposed expansion of the OSB program 
from what was first approved in 1978 to a year round program involving a wide variety of 
aircraft that pose significant noise and safety issues represents a huge impact to all of the Tucson 
citizens who live and work in the central city.  Several of the neighborhoods impacted by the 
expanded program are designated historic properties.  Moreover, the cumulative impact of the 
expanded program when combined with Davis Monthan and TIA flights will result in significant 
impact to the community.  Under these circumstances, the Air Force’s FONSI simply cannot be 
and is not supported by the EA.
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Authors

We are pediatricians currently in our residency training at the UCLA Medical Center.  We are 
members of UCLA CHAT (Community Health and Advocacy Training) program and as part of 
this training, we participate in community service-learning opportunities to improve children’s 
health. As part of our community service-learning opportunity on environmental health, we 
evaluated the health impact of the Santa Monica Airport on the surrounding Santa Monica and 
Los Angeles communities.  Many members of these communities seek care from our medical 
clinics, and we have a vested interest in their health and well-being.  This project was supervised 
by faculty from the UCLA Department of Pediatrics. None of the resident authors or faculty 
received funding or financial support for this assessment nor do they have any economic interests 
in the Santa Monica Airport.

Methods

This rapid non-participatory Health Impact Assessment was conducted during the month of 
February 2010. Our research methodology included empirical and scientific literature reviews; 
review of public standards, regulations and guidance relevant to airport planning and health; the 
use of expert consultants; review and analysis of public comment and testimony; and 
participation in community forums and meetings. Our primary resources for the literature review 
were found via the online databases PubMed, Lexus-Nexus, OVID, and CSA Environmental 
Sciences and Pollution Management. The expert consultants had expertise in the areas of health 
effects of jet exhaust, air quality, as well as atmospheric and environmental science.  



3

Executive Summary

The Santa Monica Airport (SMO) has been located within a highly populated urban area for 
many decades. Nearby residents have long held concerns regarding the impact of the airport on 
their community. However, due to a recent growth in the number of jet operations, the 
community is increasingly worried about the health effects of both noise and air pollution on 
neighboring children and families. It is therefore important to examine how the continuation of 
current airport activity affects the conditions required for optimal health. 

The proximity of SMO to schools, daycare centers, and parks, in addition to residential homes, 
poses great exposure risks to children and their families. In response to concerns from residents 
living around SMO, we have developed this Santa Monica Airport Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) in order to organize, analyze, and evaluate existing information and evidence regarding 
SMO’s impact on adverse health effects. The report includes an analysis of the impacts on three 
issue areas: lack of an airport buffer zone, noise, and air quality.

We recognize there is significant public controversy associated with the continuation of 
Santa Monica Airport activity. Our goal is for the Santa Monica Airport Health Impact 
Assessment to provide constructive recommendations in the interest of supporting 
communities that promote health.

Key Findings 
1. Airport operations, particularly jet take-offs and landing, are contributing to elevated 

levels of black carbon in the area surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Elevated exposure 
to black carbon is associated with: 

increased rates of respiratory and cardiovascular disease including asthma, bronchitis, 
and increased risk for sudden death 
irreversible decrease lung function in children 
increased carcinogenic risk 

2. Elevated levels of ultrafine particles (UFP) are associated with aircraft operations and jet 
takeoffs and are found in the area surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Elevated exposure 
to UFPs are associated with:  

increased inflammation and blockage of blood vessels in mice models  
greater lung inflammation with exposure to UFPs than exposure to larger particulates 
in rodent models

3. Elevated levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are found in the area 
surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Exposure to PAH has been associated with:  

increased carcinogenic risk
disruption of the hormonal balance in adults.   
 reproductive abnormalities with exposure during pregnancy 
lower IQ scores in children.

4. Levels of noise due to plane and jet take-offs from Santa Monica Airport are above 
Federal Aviation Airport thresholds. Excessive noise is associated with: 

hearing loss.
higher levels of psychological distress 
impaired reading comprehension and memory among children. 
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5. There is no buffer zone between the airport airfield and the surrounding community as 
observed in many other municipal airport communities. 

Recommendations
1. Eliminate or significantly decrease the number of jet takeoffs to reduce exposure to both 

the byproducts of jet fuel exhaust and the loud “single event” noise of jet takeoff.
2. Install HEPA (high efficiency particulate absorbing) filters in surrounding schools and 

residential homes to mitigate the exposure to PAHs and particulate air pollution.  
3. Enforce Federal Aviation Airport noise thresholds by implementing additional noise 

abatement strategies such as soundproofing of schools and significantly affected homes 
near SMO that would protect residents from hearing loss, psychological distress, and 
learning problems in children. 

4. Adopt the precautionary principle, given the evidence of the potential harm of UFPs and 
other byproducts of airport pollution on animal and human health. 

5. Notify all potential property buyers, residents, and affected community members in the 
vicinity of SMO of the noise and air pollution health risks.

6. Maintain a runway buffer zone of at least 660 meters to protect surrounding residents 
from the harmful health effects of jet fuel exhaust byproducts during idling and take-off.

7. Closure of SMO would eliminate all health risks associated with airport air and noise 
pollution.

Introduction

History
Santa Monica Airport (SMO) has been a presence in the city of Santa Monica for many decades, 
serving functions that have ranged from recreational flying to military use. It was originally built 
in 1919 and named Clover Field, which was the home base of the Douglas Aircraft Company. 
Today, SMO serves as a general aviation “reliever airport” for Los Angeles International Airport 
(LAX) and is primarily used by private operators. In recent history, a steady increase in the 
number of jet plane operations has resulted in increased air pollution and noise burden on the 
surrounding community, resulting in legal action by community members against the City of 
Santa Monica. 

SMO is unique among airports, from a legal and contractual standpoint, as well as from a 
geographic and operational standpoint. SMO is owned and operated by the City of Santa Monica. 
In the early 1980s, after a Federal Court ruled against the city’s total ban on jet planes, the city 
initiated efforts to close the airport entirely.[1] However, the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), along with other aviation interests, threatened suit against the city.  In 1984, a 
compromise agreement ensued, which committed the city to keeping the airport operational as a 
general reliever airport until July 1, 2015. The agreement also included decibel limits to noise 
from take-offs and landings and limited the operating hours by instituting a night curfew on 
departures and a voluntary night curfew on arrivals.[2]

Since the 1984 agreement, SMO has significantly expanded its jet plane operations, increasing 
from 1,176 in 1983 to over 18,000 in 2004. The number has since decreased to about 16,000 in 
2008.[3] The increase in the number of flight operations has been accompanied by an increase in 
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noise as well as air pollution, creating a greater burden on the surrounding residential 
communities.[4]  

The Affected Community 
The airport is located at the southeast corner of the City of Santa Monica with the southern and 
eastern perimeter of the airport bordered by the City of Los Angeles. An estimated 150,000 
residents live within a 2-mile radius of SMO. While the northern edge of the airport is primarily 
bordered by commercial buildings, residential neighborhoods surround the remainder of the 
airport. Within a 1-mile radius around the airport, there are at least 9 preschools and daycares, 11 
elementary schools, 4 middle schools, 5 colleges or universities, 1 learning center, and 6 parks. 
Two of these parks are located right on the border of the airport. Clover Park is situated on the 
airport’s northwest border, immediately abutting the path used by planes when taxiing to their 
gates. On the southeast end of the airport is the Airport Park, which includes an area built 
specifically for small children. 

While reports of odors have come from all areas surrounding the airport[3], North Westdale, the 
Los Angeles neighborhood immediately downwind of the airstrip, has suffered the most from jet 
fuel exhaust. The area includes roughly 1,000 homes, with residents ranging from small children 
to the elderly. There are several daycares in the community, primarily run out of homes, as well 
as an elementary and middle school.  

During the mid 1990s, a few North Westdale residents videotaped footage of jets taking off from 
the Santa Monica airport and the effect these planes had on the surrounding neighborhood. One 
piece of footage taken from a resident’s backyard shows a jet in close proximity awaiting 
clearance to take-off. As the jet’s engine idles, a trail of black soot blows into the camera’s lens 
and the wind from the jet vigorously sways the surrounding trees. The footage then goes on to 
show the grass covered in black ash, the resident’s overturned patio furniture, and a neighbor’s 
destroyed fence.[3] 

Numerous letters complaining about the noise and exhaust from the jets are posted on the 
website “Concerned Residents Against Airway Pollution,” a site created by a Los Angeles based 
grassroots group to advocate against the SMO air and noise pollution. These complaints date 
from 2003 to February of 2010 and come from residents who live both across the street from the 
airport and those residents who reside more than a mile away. Common problems include 
complaints of the jet exhaust lingering in their yards and penetrating into their homes. Physical 
complaints include burning of the eyes, nose, and throat and headaches because of the jet 
exhaust. Many parents report frequently keeping their children indoors due to the overwhelming 
exhaust and noise. Nearby residents state they are unable to hear their television or have 
conversations in their homes because of the loud noise from overhead planes. Individuals also 
report that their sleep is interrupted multiple times, secondary to planes flying overhead as early 
as 6 a.m. and as late as midnight during all seven days of the week. Lastly, residents express fear 
regarding the limited amount of space at the Santa Monica Airport and the lack of a buffer/safety 
zone for planes who runoff the airport runaway, potentially placing nearby communities in 
danger.[3]
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SMO: A unique problem
Legal and Contractual Agreements and City Boundaries 

The legal and contractual agreements pertaining to SMO, as well as the airports location within 
both the communities of Santa Monica and Los Angeles, make efforts to mitigate the burden of 
noise and aircraft emissions difficult. Such efforts have been countered by the City’s claim that it 
lacks the authority to regulate the airport’s environmental impacts due to the terms of the 1984 
Agreement as well as the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (ANCA), which significantly 
limits proprietary rights for airport operators. These positions have been maintained despite legal 
analysis documenting that the city retains proprietary rights over the airport in areas not 
specifically denied in the 1984 Agreement, which primarily gave the rights over noise regulation 
to the FAA. Furthermore, the contractual agreement between the city and the FAA prevents the 
FAA from invoking ANCA to limit the city’s rights. Nonetheless, the City has requested 
numerous times that the FAA impose stricter rules and regulations on SMO, only to be met by 
inaction from the FAA, which states that their sole charge is “to direct aircraft flight patterns and 
ensure safe and efficient use of navigable space.”[5] The airports location results in divided 
political representative boundaries on the local, state and congressional levels, thereby also 
complicating the political process of addressing the airport’s impacts. 

Proximity to Homes, Parks, and Schools – Lack of a Buffer Zone

The location of the airport contributes to the burden on the community. First, unlike other Los 
Angeles area airports, there is no buffer zone between the airfield and the surrounding 
community which, as mentioned above, is primarily comprised of homes, schools, and parks (see 
Figure 1). On both the western and eastern ends of the runway, planes are separated from houses 
by only a single street. Moreover, the eastern end of the runway sits on land that is elevated 
above the bordering street, Bundy Drive. Planes, which primarily idle and takeoff from this 
eastern end, therefore blow exhaust over the street and directly into the North Westdale 
neighborhood. Because of this impact, SMO erected a blast wall in 2002 at the eastern end of the 
runway. However, the community members reported no appreciable benefit from the wall.[6] 
FAA recommendations for buffer zones do exist and depend on the type of aircraft flying in and 
out of a given airport as well as their landing and takeoff speeds. However, existing airports are 
not required to follow these recommendations.[7] Nonetheless, similar municipal airports in the 
Los Angeles area such as those in Van Nuys and Long Beach do utilize significantly larger 
buffer zones between their runways and surrounding residences (see Figures 2 and 3). Reviewing 
maps of the Van Nuys, Long Beach, and Santa Monica airports reveal that the distance to the 
nearest homes on either side of the runways is 0.2 miles, 0.25 miles and 0.04 miles respectively 
indicating a 5-fold difference in the buffer zone between SMO and other local existing airports.

Rules regarding proximity to critical jet blast areas for personnel working on airports have also 
existed in the past. According to a Department of Transportation/FAA interdepartmental memo 
written in May 1989, “since prolonged exposure to jet fumes is dangerous to the health of 
personnel working on the systems, it is necessary to minimize this deleterious effect. Therefore, 
no jet aircraft shall be permitted to park or hold within 300 feet of the ILS [instrument landing 
system] equipment shelters, the localizer antenna array, or the glide slope antennas.” The 
document also stated that “vegetation growth shall not be permitted to exceed 12 inches in height 
in the ILS critical areas within 2000 feet of the localizer and 800 feet from the glide-slope 
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antennas.”[8] While this policy has since been amended, such a policy to protect the health of 
airport personnel raises concern for the safety of residents, many of whose homes currently sit 
less than 300 feet from both ends of Santa Monica Airport's runway.    

The impact of aircraft exhaust on the surrounding community is further exacerbated by flight 
takeoff procedures at SMO. In 1990, new takeoff procedures required planes taking off from 
SMO to await permission from air traffic control at LAX because of the convergence of flight 
paths from these two airports.[9] Local residents have noted an increase in jet emissions due to 
the idling of jets awaiting permission for takeoff, especially since the idling jets are located close 
to the east end of the runway when in the hold pattern, and at the eastern most end of the runway 
during takeoff with the engines facing Bundy Drive and the houses just beyond.[3]

Exposure to Jet Fuel Exhaust

Various studies have examined jet fuel and the exhaust it creates. Jet fuel, supplied by JP-8 and 
JetA1 fuel for major aviation engines and civil aviation engines respectively, consists of a 
complex mixture of many components, including napthalenes, diaromatics, cycloalkanes, 
straight chain alkanes, and branched chain alkanes.[10] The exhaust from jet fuel contains 
dangerous compounds, including black carbon (BC), particle-bound polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PB-PAH) and ultrafine particles (UFPs).   

Researchers have investigated jet fuel byproducts’ environmental effects, including air quality. A 
number of studies find that air quality near major airports can be significantly affected by 
emissions from air mobile sources. This research becomes increasingly important as the number 
of jet flights have heavily increased at Santa Monica Airport over the last decade. Eickhoff’s 
study in 1998 looked at mass concentrations of polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxines
(PCDD)/polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDF) and particle-bound polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PB-PAH) in jet engine emissions and found that levels were higher during idling 
and take-off of jet aircraft.[11] Another study looking at the air quality around Zurich airport 
found that carbon monoxide concentrations in the vicinity of the terminals are dependent on 
aircraft motions and engine status (idling vs. take-off vs. landing).[12] Westerdahl’s research 
found that concentrations of UFPs were markedly elevated in the vicinity of Los Angeles 
International Airport, particularly downwind of the takeoff runways.[13]  

Even though research studies reveal elevated pollutant concentrations in the surrounding 
downwind areas around large commercial airports, some questioned if the same would be true 
for smaller airports. One study at a small regional airport in Warwick, RI that receives primarily 
commercial aircraft traffic measured black carbon concentrations at five monitoring sites 
surrounding the airport between July 2005 and 2006. Results from the study suggested 
“significant positive associations between hourly departures and arrivals at the airport and BC 
concentrations within the community, with departures having a more substantial impact.”[14]

Additional research has been done around the Santa Monica airport indicating the elevated 
pollutant concentrations associated with smaller airports. The South Coast Consortium of the Air 
Quality Management District conducted a study of the area exposure to total suspended particles 
(TSPs), lead, and UFP around Santa Monica and Van Nuys airports.[15] The researchers of this 
particular study revealed there was no discernible elevation of 24-hour averaged PM2.5 mass. 
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Significantly higher levels of total suspended particulate lead were found surrounding the airport. 
The source of lead exposure is primarily due to aviation gas used by piston-engine planes. 
Immediately adjacent to the takeoff area, lead levels were found to be up to 25 times higher than 
background lead levels and in the remainder of the residential area, lead levels were found to be 
7 times higher than background lead levels. Despite these elevations from baseline, lead 
concentrations in and around SMO were still below the Lead National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (NAAQS), as established by the EPA.[16] Ultrafine particle number concentrations 
were also found to occur in significantly high spikes during jet departures although there are 
currently no standard guidelines or regulations related to UFP exposure. 

Additional research by Hu et al. 2009  has demonstrated the correlation between UFPs and 
aircraft activity of the Santa Monica airport.[17] Using electric vehicle mobile platforms, Hu et 
al. measured real time air pollutant concentrations in the surrounding areas of Santa Monica 
Airport in 2009. Their research found markedly elevated peak concentrations of UFPs downwind 
of Santa Monica Airport with an effect extending at least 660 meters downstream in the direction 
of the wind’s trajectory. Aircraft operations led to an increase of 10 and 2.5 times the 
concentration of UFP over background levels at 100 and 600 meters downwind, respectively. 
Though aircraft operations did not significantly elevate average BC and PAH levels, spikes in 
concentration of these pollutants were seen during jet takeoffs. Jet departures showed peak levels 
of UFP, PB-PAH, and BC elevated by factors of 440, 90, and 100, respectively.[17]

Health Effects of Jet Fuel Exhaust

Given the above findings of decreased air quality from jet fuel emissions, it is important to 
understand the burden of health risks on the surrounding community.  A large body of evidence 
on the effects of air pollution as a whole has clearly linked air pollution to adverse medical 
outcomes. However, in recent years, there has been increasing interest in defining the medical 
outcomes associated with specific components of pollution. As there are documented elevated 
levels of black carbon, ultrafine particles, and PAH in the neighborhood surrounding the Santa 
Monica airport, examining the health effects of these pollutants for residents in this community 
is critical.   

Black Carbon 
Black carbon is one component of jet fuel exhaust and has the ability to persist in the 
environment for days to weeks.[18] As mentioned above, black carbon levels correlate with 
ariport activity, particularly with airplane departures.  Multiple studies have linked black carbon 
to respiratory and cardiovascular disease. A study from the University of Southern California 
explored the long term effect of black carbon on lung development. In this study, children 
between the ages of 10 and 18 from multiple communities in southern California were evaluated 
over an eight-year period. Researchers observed a reduction in both lung capacity and forced 
expiratory velocity in the first second (FEV1), both of which are medical measurements of lung 
function, after prolonged exposure to black carbon and other pollutants. The decreased lung 
function noted in these subjects held true for individuals without asthma or a history of 
smoking.[19] Moreover, given that lung development is essentially complete in both girls and 
boys by the age of 18, this suggests that these changes in pulmonary function are irreversible. 
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Reduced lung function is a strong risk factor for medical complications and death in adulthood. 
Given the number of children exposed to jet fuel exhaust in homes and schools around SMO, the 
health impact from increased black carbon exposure is substantial.

Another study focusing on women residing in urban areas found a correlation between black 
carbon and reduced lung function. This effect was stronger in the summer months, when people 
were more likely to spend time outdoors, highlighting the acute effect of increased exposure on 
pulmonary capacity.[20] The East Bay Children’s Respiratory Study demonstrated that even in 
San Francisco, an area with relatively good air quality, exposure to black carbon was associated 
with higher rates of asthma and bronchitis in school-aged children. Importantly, this association 
was stronger for children who had been living in this neighborhood for more than one year, 
indicating that prolonged exposures may have additive effects.[21] The increased number of 
flights at SMO is significantly elevating residents’ exposure to black carbon and thus the risk of 
respiratory disease.     

Additional studies have investigated the cardiovascular effects of black carbon. One such study 
found a strong correlation with black carbon and decreased heart rate variability, a risk factor for 
sudden death. The study also suggests that individuals with a history of cardiovascular problems, 
such as prior heart attacks, may be especially susceptible to the negative effects of black carbon 
on the heart.[22] Similar studies have shown the correlation between autonomic tone and black 
carbon.[23] This highlights the dangers of ambient pollution on cardiovascular autonomic 
function, particularly given the high rates of baseline heart disease in the general population.

More recent investigations have tied black carbon exposure to increased cancer risks. A study 
from the University of Milan showed that this exposure was associated with decreased DNA 
methylation in adult male blood samples. Global DNA hypomethylation has been found in 
patients with cancer as well as those with cardiovascular disease. In addition, in animal models, 
changes in methylation were found in sperm cells, indicating that the effects of these exposures 
could last multiple generations, even in the subsequent absence of the pollutant.[24] Another 
study evaluated the effects on black carbon on markers of inflammation, specifically soluble 
Vascular Cell Adhesion Molecule (sVCAM-1). The authors noted larger effects in obese 
individuals.[25] These studies propose mechanisms for environmental pollutants to cause long-
lasting genetic changes and to predispose individuals to common multi-factorial diseases.  

Ultrafine Particles  
Along with black carbon, jet fuel exhaust contains particulate matter.  There is strong 
epidemiological evidence linking the particulate components of air pollution to adverse human 
health effects. Particulate matter (PM) is composed of compounds varying in size, concentration, 
number, and chemical composition. The size of the PM is categorized according to their 
aerodynamic diameter PM 10 (“thoracic”), PM 2.5-10 (“coarse”), PM 2.5 (“fine”) and UFP 
(“ultrafine particles”, <0.2 micrometers). The numbers reflect maximum diameter, such that 
PM10 includes smaller particles like PM2.5 and UFP. Likewise PM2.5 as a class includes UFP.
Multiple studies have been done linking the larger particulates with adverse health effects; 
studies involving ultrafine particles are emerging. As mentioned above, levels of UFP were 
significantly elevated in the community downwind of the Santa Monica Airport. 
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Exposure to PM10 has been clearly shown to increase morbidity and mortality from respiratory 
and cardiovascular diseases.[26] PM2.5 (a subset of PM10) are particularly dangerous given the 
ability of these smaller particles to reach deeper parts of the lungs, and have been shown to have 
similar adverse health effects.[27] Data from large epidemiologic studies of UFP have yet to be 
published, largely because scientists have only recently been able to measure these particles. 
Nonetheless, a growing body of evidence on the pathophysiologic effects of UFP leads us to 
expect significant adverse effects from exposure to these particles as well. For instance, studies 
in rodents have shown that UFP exposure results in even greater lung inflammation than does 
exposure to larger particulates.[28] Furthermore, research examining the interactions between 
insoluble ultrafine particles and biological systems (such as body fluids, proteins, receptors, and 
cells), have shown that not all particles deposited in the airway are cleared by the mucociliary 
transport system. To simulate inhalation of UFPs, test particles were inhaled as an aerosol bolus 
at the end of a breath of filtered air.[29] The studies clearly showed that the long-term retained 
fraction in airways depends on the particle size; the smaller the particle, the more the airways 
retained those particles. In short, residents near the Santa Monica Airport have increased 
exposure to particles known to be retained in human lungs which can cause significant airway 
inflammation.

Once retained in the airways, UFPs have the potential to affect other parts of the body.  A review 
article by Araujo and Nel looked at the relationship between particulate matter and coronary 
artery disease.[30] Several studies showed that cardiovascular outcomes increase when 
exposures changed from PM 10 to PM 2.5 matter in animal models. Though there are few studies 
yet available for UFP exposure on human atherosclerosis, recent findings from the Southern 
California Particle Center (SCPC) are consistent with the idea of UFPs greater proatherogenic 
potential. Delfino et al. looked at residents in an independent living facility in Los Angeles with 
a history of coronary artery disease. They found positive associations of particle number and 
outdoor quasi-ultrafine PM 0.25 with markers of inflammation such as CRP, IL-6, and TNF-
II.[31] In an animal study from the SCPC, Araujo et al. exposed mice to concentrated fine 
particles, UFP or filtered air for 5 hours a day, 3 days a week for 5 weeks. They found that UFP-
exposed mice developed 25% and 55% more aortic atherosclerosis compared to PM 2.5 and 
filtered air-exposed mice.[30]  

To explain the pathophysiology of why UFPs might induce blockage of blood vessels, several 
mechanisms have been proposed including free radical production, oxidative stress, and 
inflammation. Li et al.’s study showed that ambient UFPs trigger the induction of an enzyme 
[Nrf-2 regulated heme oxygenase-1 (HO-1)] in macrophage cells (part of the immune and 
inflammatory systems) to a greater degree than ambient fine or coarse particles.[32] HO-1 is 
associated with the first tier of defense in macrophages and epithelial cells. They also found that 
UFPs cause extensive mitochondrial damage in murine macrophages and human bronchial 
epithelial cells (see Table 4 below). In the study, mice were exposed to either UFP, fine particles 
or filtered air for 5 hours in a lab located in downtown Los Angeles. Whole-body images were 
then obtained of the mice after 3 hours and demonstrated that the HO-1 promoter gene was more 
readily induced in those animals exposed to concentrated UFP. The scans displayed increased 
emissions both in the chest and abdomen of the UFP exposed mice. Thus, it was postulated that 
UFPs have greater pro-oxidant effects, as they induce markers of inflammation and free radical 
production in mice.  
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There is clear evidence that particle deposition leads to systemic inflammation. However, there 
is little evidence to explain just how the particles get from the lungs into the bloodstream. 
Several articles propose mechanisms such as incorporation by alveolar macrophages or diffusion 
through lung tissue to reach the blood circulation. Unfortunately, no study has convincingly 
demonstrated the exact route and this area of research must be expanded further to provide the 
answer. However, it is clear that these particulates are most likely to be retained in the 
respiratory tract and that they likely have adverse health effects given the data from the previous 
studies on larger particulates.

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are another group of compounds found in jet fuel 
exhaust found to play a role in air pollution.  PAH have been shown to be genotoxic (toxic to 
genes) and carcinogenic (cancer-causing). They have also been linked to disruptions of the 
endocrine system.[33] Though most of the research has been done on animal and adult models, 
some studies have shown that fetuses and infants are more susceptible than adults to the harmful 
effects of environmental toxicants. Because families live in homes surrounding the Santa Monica 
airport, the PAH in the air has serious implications for the health of the local children.

Prior laboratory and human studies in Central Europe have linked exposure of PAH during 
pregnancy to adverse birth outcomes.[34] In epidemiological studies, PAH exposure was 
associated with fetal growth reduction, including reduced birth weight and birth head 
circumference and/or small size for gestational age, in black, white, and Chinese newborns living 
in New York City.[35] In 2006, Perera and colleagues looked at the effect of prenatal exposure 
to PAH on neurodevelopment outcomes in the first 3 years of life in inner-city children. The 
mothers who participated in this study all had detectable levels of PAH in prenatal personal air 
samples. This study was able to show the likelihood that a child would have moderate mental 
delay at 3 years of age significantly increased as a result of PAH exposure.[36] The infants who 
had been exposed prenatally to the highest PAH levels scored significantly lower on the mental 
developmental index at 3 years of age than did those with lower levels of PAH exposure. Among 
the highly exposed children the odds of having moderate mental delay at 3 years of age were 
almost three times greater than the odds for children with no PAH exposure. However, this 
relationship was not seen at 1 and 2 years of age. This suggests that more exposed children are 
potentially at risk for learning and performing school deficits in their preschool years.

In 2009, Perera et al. followed up their previous study with another look at prenatal PAH 
exposure and the child’s IQ at 5 years of age (same group of children studied in the 2006 
study).[37] 249 children with PAH exposures ranging from 0.49 ng/m3 to 34.48 ng/m3 were 
studied. A total of 140 children were classified as having high PAH exposure (greater than 2.26 
ng/m3). The results of this study found that women with high exposure to PAH during pregnancy 
were more likely to have children with lower verbal and full-scale IQ scores when tested at age 
5. The IQ scores were 4.67 points and 4.31 points lower for high- vs. low-exposure children. 
This again has implications for future learning and school performance deficits in these children 
exposed to PAH during pregnancy.  
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Carcinogenic Risks 
The multiple studies on the health hazards of black carbon, particulate matter, and PAH highlight 
the key concerns surrounding the Santa Monica Airport, as the rapidly increasing number of 
flights from SMO exposes residents to these toxins in ever-increasing quantities. Moreover, there 
are additional harmful effects of airport pollution, such as an increased risk of cancer. A health 
risk assessment conducted in 1993 for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
reported that aircraft engines are responsible for approximately 10.5 percent of the cancer cases 
within a defined geographic location (approximately 16 square miles) surrounding Chicago’s 
Midway Airport. The authors of the report additionally note that “it is no surprise that emissions 
from aircraft engines may have a significant impact on the people living in the study area, 
especially to people living at receptors adjacent to the airport.”[38] The National Resources 
Defense Council (NRDC) commenting on the U.S. EPA assessment believes that “the same 
conclusion might apply to people living immediately adjacent to airports all over the country.”

In addition, one study in 1999 investigated the health impact of emissions overall from the Santa 
Monica Airport on the surrounding community. The Los Angeles Unified School District 
(LAUSD) study found the carcinogenic risk surrounding the airport markedly increased above 
“acceptable risk”. More specifically, “cancer risks for the maximum exposed individual who 
resides in proximity of the airport were twenty-two, twenty-six and thirteen in one million for the 
baseline, increased turbojet and piston operational scenarios, respectively. These values represent 
discrete cancer risks associated with airport related exposures. No background or ambient 
concentrations were incorporated into the risk quantification. In consideration of the Federal 
Clean Air Act, emissions associated with airport operations were clearly found to exceed the 
“acceptable risk criterion” of one in a million (1 x 10-6).” However, the study also found that the 
short-term (24 hour) and annual PM10 concentrations and lead quarterly concentrations would 
not exceed national standards.[39] 

Although there remains a need for additional investigations to further delineate these risks, it is 
unwise to ignore the current evidence which suggests that airport-vicinity residents may be 
predisposed to respiratory, cardiovascular, and oncologic diseases as well as an increased rate of 
mortality.  Using the knowledge we have thus far, we can make policy decisions that would 
prevent residents from further exposure to toxic pollutants and their negative health effects.

Exposure to Noise Pollution

In the past 30 years, there have been moderate advances in the development of noise policies in 
airport development, including those implemented at the Santa Monica Airport that attempt to 
reduce noise by eliminating flights over the residential area at night, checking noise monitors, 
and setting up a Noise Management Office to handle complaints.[40] While these changes are 
advances in a positive direction, the amount of noise exposure that remains is not 
inconsequential and has not been mitigated by these measures. The FAA, in agreement with 
SMO, currently adopts a noise threshold of 65 dB DNL (day-night average sound level) as 
compatible with residential areas.[41]  
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However, problems with this threshold have been identified since 1995, when the National 
Resources Defense Council found that the 65 dB DNL is based on an averaging of noise that 
does not account for the loud “single event” noise of aircraft takeoff (such as the 95 dB 
maximum emitted by a jet during takeoff from SMO). Furthermore, this threshold does not take 
into account the actual impact of this level of noise on the residents in airport communities. One 
quantitative study on the impact of noise around La Guardia Airport in New York found that 
residents living near the airport were exposed to up to four times the amount of noise as people 
in otherwise comparable communities; over 55% of residents living along the flight path were 
bothered by aircraft noise, with the majority of those residents living in areas exposed to less 
than 65 dB DNL.[42-43] Clearly, the 65 dB DNL limit currently adopted by SMO and the FAA 
does not recognize that this level, although perhaps improved as compared to previous standards, 
still has both physical and mental health effects on neighboring residents.

One of the efforts made by community airports to help reduce noise has been the practice of 
soundproofing, which to our knowledge has not been adopted by SMO as it has by other local 
airports. For example, according to the Los Angeles Times,[44] due to an increase in military 
flights through Long Beach airport, the city council had approved to soundproof homes most 
affected by the increased noise, including placement of acoustic windows and attic insulation. 
Another local airport, the Burbank Airport, publishes a Quarterly Noise Monitoring study, which 
in August 2009 evaluated the noise impact boundaries around the airport and identified 1080 
acres of land exposed to 65 dB of noise. According to this study, the Burbank Airport has made 
attempts to acoustically treat all residences within the 65 dB contour, which included 1446 unit 
dwellings as of June 2007.[45] Residents near Los Angeles International Airport and Van Nuys 
Airport are also eligible to participate in a soundproofing effort to decrease the decibels of noise 
within homes.[46] In the literature, there are no such efforts to aid the residents living near Santa 
Monica Airport. Soundproofing is one consideration to help mitigate noise exposure around 
SMO when indoors, but unfortunately does not account for the possible adverse effects of noise 
pollution when outdoors around homes and parks. Although some regulations and programs are 
already in place at SMO to help limit noise exposure, further efforts at reduction are indicated 
given the significant risk of negative health effects of airport noise on surrounding communities.  

Health Effects of Noise Pollution

The body of evidence supporting the harmful effects of excess noise on health is strong, 
especially in regards to its impact on children. As early as the 1980s, research has shown that 
chronic noise exposure creates both physical and psychological stress that manifests as elevated 
blood pressure, decreased memory, reading deficits, learned helplessness, and annoyance.[47] 
Children need quiet and appropriate environments to study and learn. According to the National 
Institute on Deafness and Other Communication Disorders (NIDCD), which is one of the 
National Institutes of Health, “long or repeated exposure to sounds at or above 85 decibels can 
cause hearing loss.”[48] Jet plane take-off is up to 120 decibels, far above 85 decibels. Numerous 
studies have demonstrated that impaired hearing causes learning difficulties. A 2010 study found 
that primary school students who have poor academic performance are also significantly more 
likely to have mild hearing loss.[49] Remarkably, another study has suggested that exposure to 
even 50 decibels of noise in the daytime is associated with relevant learning difficulties in 
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schoolchildren, well below the noise level of jet plane take-offs. Researchers from this study 
suggest aiming for noise exposure maximum values of 55 decibels during the daytime in order to 
protect the more sensitive segments of the population, such as children and the elderly.[50] 

Beyond hearing impairment, even those students with normal hearing who are exposed to aircraft 
noise have been demonstrated to have worse educational outcomes. An extensive cross-national 
study conducted in Europe showed a direct correlation between exposure to aircraft noise and 
impaired reading comprehension and recognition memory. Children living and attending school 
near airports fell behind their peers in reading by about two months for every 5 dB noise increase 
in their environments. The researchers concluded that “schools exposed to high levels of aircraft 
noise are not healthy educational environments.”[51] A similar study published in 2006 also 
found that “aircraft noise exposure at school was linearly associated with impaired reading 
comprehension; the association was maintained after adjustment for socioeconomic variables, 
aircraft noise annoyance, and other cognitive abilities.”[52] Given that reading is a basic building 
block for continued effective learning throughout life, exposure to airport noise has critical and 
serious implications for not only short-term but also long-term effects on education and learning 
in children. Finally, children are not only affected by noise at school, they are also affected 
within their own homes. A 2004 article showed a significant dose-response relationship between 
aircraft noise at home and performance on memory tests of immediate and delayed recall. These 
results “suggest that aircraft noise exposure at home may affect children's memory.”[53] 

These studies are relevant in the case of SMO because not only are there private homes with 
children of all ages living right next to the airport, but also there are numerous schools for both 
children and young adults in the vicinity. There are two schools, Richland Avenue Elementary 
and Daniel Webster Middle School, that are located less than a ½ mile east of SMO and directly 
in the flight paths of SMO. Within two miles from the airport are Mar Vista Elementary School, 
Art Institute of Los Angeles, Walgrove Avenue Elementary School, Mark Twain Middle School, 
and Santa Monica College. Given the sheer number of students that these institutions serve, 
thousands of children are potentially being negatively affected.

Studies on the effects of airport noise pollution on adults is much more limited, but at present, a 
large 6000-subject study, the Hypertension and Exposure to Noise near Airports (HYENA) 
project, is under way to further delineate the negative health impacts of airport noise pollution on 
adults, particularly in terms of blood pressure and cardiovascular disease risk.[54] The outcomes 
from this study may also contribute to the growing body of evidence suggesting the negative 
effects of airport noise pollution on health beyond learning impairment in children. Regardless of 
the results of future studies, it is evident from the wealth of existing research that exposure to 
noise near airports has significant deleterious affects on physical and mental health, particularly 
for vulnerable populations such as children.

CONCLUSION 

This Santa Monica Airport Health Impact Assessment serves to take into consideration scientific 
evidence concerning the link between public policy and health. While we do not claim to be able 
to provide definitive answers to all of the concerns raised regarding issues surrounding SMO, we 
do strive for this HIA to provide beneficial and constructive information to the stakeholders 
involved in determining SMO’s future role in the community.
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Key Findings

1.Airport operations, particularly jet take-offs and landing, are contributing to elevated 
levels of black carbon in the area surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Elevated exposure 
to black carbon is associated with: 

increased rates of respiratory and cardiovascular disease including asthma, 
bronchitis, and increased risk for sudden death 
irreversible decrease lung function in children 

2. Elevated levels of ultrafine particles (UFP) are associated with aircraft operations and 
jet takeoffs and are found in the area surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Elevated 
exposure to UFPs are associated with:

increased inflammation and blockage of blood vessels in mice models  
greater lung inflammation with exposure to UFPs than exposure to larger 
particulates in rodent models

2. Elevated levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) are found in the area 
surrounding Santa Monica Airport. Exposure to PAH has been associated with:  

increased carcinogenic risk
disruption of the hormonal balance in adults.   
 reproductive abnormalities with exposure during pregnancy 
lower IQ scores in children.

3. Levels of noise due to plane and jet take-offs from Santa Monica Airport are above 
Federal Aviation Airport thresholds. Excessive noise is associated with: 

hearing loss.
higher levels of psychological distress 
impaired reading comprehension and memory among children 

5. There is no buffer zone between the airport airfield and the surrounding community as 
observed in many other municipal airport communities (See Figure 5) 

Recommendations

In the interests of reducing exposure to toxic jet fuel exhaust byproducts and noise pollution and 
preventing their deleterious health effects, we recommend the following interventions:  

1. Maintain a runway buffer zone of at least 660 meters to protect surrounding residents 
from the harmful health effects of jet fuel exhaust byproducts during idling and take-off.

2. Eliminate or significantly decrease the number of jet takeoffs to reduce exposure to both 
the byproducts of jet fuel exhaust and the loud “single event” noise of jet takeoff.

3. Install HEPA (high efficiency particulate absorbing) filters in surrounding schools and 
residential homes to mitigate the indoor effects of pollution  

4. Implement additional noise abatement policies such as soundproofing of schools and 
significantly affected homes near SMO.  

5. Adopt the precautionary principle, given the evidence of the potential harm of UFPs and 
other byproducts of airport pollution on animal and human health. 

6. Notify all potential property buyers, residents, and affected community members in the 
vicinity of SMO of the noise and air pollution risks.

7. Closure of SMO would eliminate all health risks associated with airport air and noise 
pollution.
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Figure 1: Santa Monica Airport 

Figure 2: Long Beach Airport
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Figure 3: Van Nuys Airport 

Table 1 
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Figure 5: Health Effects of Santa Monica Airport 
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From: <azbride@cox.net>
To: <355WGPA@dm.af.mil>
Cc: <mayor1@tucsonaz.gov>; <ward5@tucsonaz.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2012 10:14 AM
Subject: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL

Dear Sirs,

Regarding the Draft OSB EA from July 31, 2012, I strongly disagree with your
Finding of No Significant Impact regarding your alternatives mentioned in
this Draft EA.

In this particular e mail are my own personal remarks. I will also be doing
a separate e mail from the Julia Keen Neighborhood Association of which I am
Co Chair.

There are too many things to mention that are wrong with this EA, from it
not being understandable to most of the public, to having half truths,
mis leading information, and fake noise information (not real), and missing
aircraft listed in your EA. No Spanish translation in a timely manner,
until it is just about too late, and then only three pages are translated
with no meetings or other public information for the Spanish speaking
people, and you have the nerve to say that you are providing this
translation as a "convenience." Have you not considered that it might be
required by Law. It has been difficult even discussing these issues with
Engish speaking people. I strongly request that an EIS be done.

I personally love America, am patriotic, and appreciate all branches of the
military. And please remember why we have a military at all. I may not
have the official statement of why the military exists, but they are
supposed to protect America. We in Tucson, Arizona are not being protected
by some of the missions of DM AFB when they are destroying our health,
family, property, pets, sanity, schools, tourism, and so on and so forth by
flying directly over us, especially in the present flight path.

I am writing to give you my personal experiences that dramatically and
SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT me and even some of my neighbors by the DM AFB OSB and
other missions as well from DM AFB.

My name is Rita B. Ornelas, living in the flight path directly northwest of
the DM AFB runway, in the Julia Keen neighborhood, since 1985. First, I did
not decide to buy a home in the direct flight path of DM knowingly; rather a
friend of mine died and her son asked me to buy the house. I had never
owned a house, and did not think I could afford one, but everything worked
out and I was able to buy it. I have lived in Tucson since 1965, and had
been here in the 1950's yearly for summer vacations, so I knew that
airplanes flew in Tucson, I graduated from Tucson High School in 1967 and
planes disrupted teaching, and then attended the U of A for four years and
planes disrupted teaching, and began working full time at the U of A in
1971. I happened to be working in the old Student Union at the U of A when
that jet crashed in 1978. I heard the awful winding down noise of the jet,



I saw the students through my window looking up, paralyzed by what they were
seeing, then I saw the shadow of the jet fly over us. We ran towards the
large windows facing the UA Mall, we thought this jet was going to crash on
the Mall, we then saw the black smoke and we saw the pilot, who had ejected,
coming down in his parachute. I have never been able to get that sound and
sight out of my mind. Even now, when I hear that kind of sound winding
down, I cringe.

Now I'm retired and still live here, and have seen many changes, especially
since 2004 when our Julia Keen Elementary School was closed in order to save
DM AFB from being closed, and because it was said that a new generation of
planes was coming but would be many years before they would be perfected
because they were too loud. Here we are in 2012, some of these planes have
been brought in and are a great problem, and some are still being worked on
with many problems and very much money being spent. They new generation of
airplanes are a problem not only to the Julia Keen neighborhood, but to many
other neighborhoods, schools and businesses. Many people in this
neighborhood do not want to move or cannot move, it is not fair that we
should be subjected to such a terrible situation by the Air Force, when they
should be protecting us, not harming us. It is too late now, but why would
the City of Tucson allow the encroachment around DM AFB that has happened
throughout the years. I also have understood that where I live, it used to
be military housing at one time, in fact the Julia Keen Elementary School
was built using federal funds apparently because it was intended for
military students. When did this change come about? I have been here since
1985, and my friend had been here since at least 1971, when I met her.

Here are some of my experiences that have SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED me (there
are hundres of examples, but I will only share a few with you at this time):

1. This past week, some jets have been flying that look like they have some
kind of rockets or bombs on them, I do not know their names yet, I did call
the DM Noise Complaint line about them and asked for a return call as to
what they are called., I have not gotten a return call yet. I was out
throwing the trash in the alley by my backyard, when I heard the noise of
jets. I quickly tried to come inside, but I saw it was too late and had to
put my fingers in my ears, and I watched them flying in the circular turn,
there was two of them, very, very loud, they hurt my ears, even with my
fingers in my ears. They shake my body by their horrendous vibrational
noise. I watched as one flew over the neighborhood one half block east of
me, and the second one flew right over me going towards the runway to land.
It happened twice in a matter of about five minutes. Four jets, two at a
time, whether it was the same jets or not I don't know. It was very
upsetting and I called the Noise Complaint line. This time I happened to be
outside, my husband usually throws the trash, but he has been sick for three
weeks.

2. Which bring me to my husband being sick for three weeks now. I have
talked to my neighbor who said he has seen some kind of black stuff coming
down from the planes flying over our homes. I also spoke to a woman near
the Air National Guard who is also in the flight path where F 16's fly over
her house, and she said that lately she has noticed some kind of black oily



stuff accumulating on her vents in her home, they have cleaned the system
and put in filters, and the black oily stuff still comes out, and even some
kind of very small plastic like particles. I then relayed to her that I
have some black stuff on top of my vents and onto the ceiling, as she said
she does also, and I have cleaned it periodically with a broom, and we are
breathing whatever it is, We have also cleaned our vents out and even
painted the rooms, and still, the black stuff accumulates. We were
comparing notes and thought perhaps this has something to do with the jets
flying over our homes. We would like this black stuff analyzed to determine
what it is. Is this making us sick? I personally experience that when I go
to other parts of Tucson, like near the beautiful Catalina Mountains and out
to Oro Valley, I can breathe better and feel better. I hate to go home, and
when I return home, again it is difficult to breathe clearly; but we have
lived here so long that we may have gotten used to it, but we don't notice
it until we go elsewhere and then return. I would like to request that the
Air Force look into what this black substance is, in order to determine if
it is from the jets or something else.

3. My husband and I have personally experience the noise and affects to
ourselves and our home from the F 22. The first time was during the
Heritage Training and Certification held at DM AFB in March 2012. It was a
Sunday morning, between 11:00 am and noon, when all morning and all week we
had experienced many different types of planes flying all over and over our
homes, when suddenly we heard a tremendous noise on top of our roof, as if
an Army Tank had been dumped onto the top of our roof, the ceiling cracked
and creeked for days, I thought the roof was going to cave in. I was very
shook up by this, and my dog jumped into my arms as I sat on the couch and
his heart was pounding hard, and so was mine. My neighbor ran outside to
see what had happened, so did my husband, car alarms were gong off all over
the place. I sent my husband up to the roof the following day to see if
something had fallen on the roof, he said there was nothing there. The very
next day I was told it was an F 22. The next day I had a meeting with my
neighborhood and I relayed my experience and others mentioned their own
experience of that day, one lady thought there was an earthquake going on,
the noise woke her up and the apartment was shaking.

4. The second time we experienced an F 22 or something else, maybe a Lancer
Bomber, went over our home during the Air Show in April 2012. My husband
has only one ear drum and has limited hearing in the other ear, and was
looking at the planes outside, I was inside and was very shaken up by so
many planes, when he called me outside to see a plane. He said to me, come
see this, hurry up, I've never seen a plane like this. So I stepped outside
my back door and I could hear the plane coming from afar anyway already, I
couldn't see it at first because of our mulberry tree in the backyard, but I
could hear it terribly loud, and then I saw it. Oh my, it was so low, it
was humongously big, it was very sleek, I saw it from the bottom, it had a
long nose and the wings were angled back, and it was slanted sideways; it
was coming in to land. It scared me to death, it paralyzed me, I couldn't
move, I put my fingers in my ears, my ears hurt terribly, my whole body
vibrated from my toes to my head and my heart actually hurt and my ears were
killing me, it shot my nerves, and I couldn't move. I thought it was going
to come down on us. I then went inside and I was shaking and crying from



the awful experience. I called the Base about 20 minutes later and I was
still shaken up, I described the incident to the Noise Complaint line,
Master Sgt. Hill. My husband also was affected, even with his poor hearing,
he was shaken up as well. It was a terrible week, since the planes practice
all week and then perform on the weekend, so we get a double exposure to all
the noise and vibrations. That weekend, the day before the Air Show an F 16
caused a sonic boom which was felt in a large portion of the City, it broke
windows in many places.

5. Whenever the planes fly over the house, either taking off or landing, it
is a terrible experience for us. The noise and thunderous noise and
vibrations affect us inside our house: we can't hear the TV, we can't talk
on the phone, we can't talk to each other inside the house. It is very
frustrating and the noise hurts us. If we are outside when a plane is
coming over, we have to wait to talk to anybody and we have to put our
fingers in our ears. Many times things fall off our shelves, our walls and
ceilings are cracked, we fix them and then again they crack again. I feel
that something is happening to the ground, even the floor doesn't seem
stable. I feel like the vibrations of the planes is doing something to the
ground under the house, and it is also doing terrible things to our bodies,
and our emotions, and our health, and our pets. Sometimes when I open the
door to go get the mail from the mailbox by the street, I start to go and
then I hear a plane coming, and I close the door until the plane goes over,
then I go out and get the mail, and sometimes while I am getting the mail
another plane comes over. You may not think much about this, but it is very
disturbing. The noise and vibrations are so terrible at times that my dog
starts barking and also is frightened by the noise. We experience these
kinds of things almost on a daily basis and sometimes it is very many times
during the day, and now even in the evening, at night and over night and
early in the morning too. And when peole come to visit, they are shocked by
the noise and vibrations, and ask us how we can stand this.

6. Many of the people in my neighborhood have children, and they like to
play outside, sometimes they hear the planes coming over and they start
yelling or crying and run inside because of the horrific noise. There are
people in the neighborhood who work out of their homes on the phone, and the
noise of the airplanes affects their business because they have to yell into
the phone to tell their clients to hold on, I can't hear you, an airplane is
going over, then they speak, and then it happens again, another plane goes
over. This is very, very disturbing to people that work out of their homes
on the phone. There is another lady near me that told me about one of many
incidents, this particular one was that they were planning to have their
marriage ceremony in their backyard. They have a nice house and yard, they
were trying to set up for the wedding when five jets flew over in a matter
of six minutes and they could not hear or speak, and the noise and
vibrations of those was too much for them, they decided not to have their
wedding in their backyard. Another neighbor just outside the flight path
said that he hears the noise of the planes inside his house, but that
recently he has actually seen them flying over his house, and they are not
supposed to fly over his house. I tell him that they fly all over the
place, they don't have lines in the sky, and they fly all over our
neighborhood, not just in the exact flight path. Another neighbor just



outside the flight path did her own sound proofing of her home and she says
it helps some, but she noticed recently much more noise, and wondered how
bad it was at my house. And these are just the planes that come in now to
DM and to the OSB program, so what will happen if louder and more planes
come in? Also, I raised one of my grandchilden for five years, and because
of the horrible noise, she would cry and I would have to come up with ideas
of how to make her feel better, and I would play a game with her and hold
her and try to show that it was OK; but it was not OK, it was awful.
Childen are also very, very affected by this awful noise and vibrations.

7. So what will happen if the louder planes come in as part of OSB, such
as the F 22 and Harriers, and other un named planes, and possibly the F 35
in the future. I think that some of our walls will actually tumble down,
and what will happen to us inside the house. We will be killed by our roof
caving in. The noise of the newer planes is way too loud for human beings
to be subjected to these terrible decible levels.

The Draft EA on the OSB does not truly examine the real noise and affects to
the PEOPLE and their homes, etc., and does not offer alternatives or
mitigation, therefore I believe that an EIS is required. Instead of trying
to bring in more and more planes and add night flights, I believe that DM
AFB should concentrate more on missions that do not involve more and more
loud planes, why don't they upgrade the A 10's and any other planes they use
that have proven to be safe flying over Tucson, yes they are also loud, but
they are not as loud as the F 16 and other planes that come in, and they
seem to fly in much slower and smoother than other planes. I am sure that
DM AFB and the Air Force people and the Political Elected Representatives
that decide these things can come up with a better plan than what they seem
to have in mind.

Your Finding of No Significant Impact is totally wrong, irresponsible,
inconsiderate, lacking in significant real true information and noise data.
You can't possibly, really believe that adding more planes, or doubling the
planes and adding night flights will really give you a Finding of No
Significant Impact. Even a child can tell you different, surely you can
come up with something better.

Thank you for your time, and I hope that you consider an EIS, or consider
doing less missions so that they do not include more and more, louder, and
louder, and more dangerous planes right over our heads, over our children,
over our homes, our schools, our businesses, our parks, our streets, our
grocery stores, everywhere.

I also request a copy of your final decision, please send it to me by e mail
or to my mailing address.

Sincerely,

Rita B. Ornelas and Ruben C. Ornelas
3679 E. 33rd St.



Tucson, AZ 85713

Dated: Oct. 2, 2012

Separate copies will be mailed or forwarded to, as well as to some others as
need arises:
President Barack Obama
Secretary of Defense
Secretary of the Air Force
Congressman Raul Grijalva
Congressman Ron Barber
Senator John McCain
Senator John Kyl
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Operation Snowbird Safety 
Procedures and Operational Study 
Services 
Preliminary Study Report

In August 2009, Wyle was contracted by the US Air Force to conduct a study of the National Guard 
nd Fighter Wing at Davis-Monthan AFB and 

prepare a report. The purpose of the study, as defined in the statement of work, is to mitigate on-going 
public concern over Snowbird operations.  The report is offered as a presentation of the facts for the 
readers  government and citizen alike to consume.  s vision is this report will facilitate the parties
dialogue in seeking a balance between safeguarding the mission and protecting the environment.  The 
report is attached; it includes: 

PART I.  Overview of OSB history, mission, and training details. 

PART II.  Reporting and analysis of all known OSB operational data from as early as 1975 from 
available data to current.  Data includes aircraft type, sorties, flying hours, flight tracks, noise 
contours, and reasons for any fluctuations, if provided. 

PART III.  Safety precautions implemented for OSB. 

PART IV.  Analysis of general United States Air Force (USAF) mishap data from as early as 1975 
and a comparison to DMAFB-specific pertinent mishap data. 

PART V.  Based on available data, recommendations to mitigate perceived quality of life concerns 
of excessive noise from operations and safety concerns related to perceptions that pilots who 
temporarily train at DMAFB are properly following specific safety precautions. 

Introduction 

The 162nd Fighter Wing (162 FW) Detachment 1 at Davis-

Operation Snowbird is to provide support for visiting flying units from the Air National Guard and other 
units from around the world looking to train and exercise in the optimal weather and flying conditions 
and ample ranges of Southern Arizona. 
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History 

1972 

The Air Force and Air National Guard Bureau were not able to provide documentation for the official 

Nat We don't have a historical file on this important ANG Exercise.i

Wyle conducted research at the 
Washington, DC.  

limited winter deployments to Arizona for selected Tactical Air Command gained Air National Guard 
units.  Air National Guard units from three locations in the U.S. deployed to Davis-Monthan to escape the 
adverse winter conditions which restrict unit training at their home bases.  They travel[ed] as self-
contained units with their own maintenance and support people.  Davis-Monthan provided the equipment 
and facilities and support services to all the visiting Air National Guard Units.ii

revealed Operation Snowbird had a humble beginning.   According to an article in El Tigre News, the 

iii

The lack of official documentation suggests the program started in an informal and ad hoc manner.  
The lack of formal processes to stand up the unit is reflected in e-mail exchanges written in 2001.  In April 
of that year, an e-mail was sent from National Guard Bureau Director of Programs (XP) to the National 
Guard Bureau Di
proposal by the State of Arizona to formalize the Snowbird Operations at DM, Arizona.  As you remember 
by your participation, the Panel felt this was a day to day operations action and not a new mission.  
Although active for several years, the State still does not have a formal manning document establishing 
the unit which they are proposing as a detachment.iv -
very comprehensive review of the current snowbird operation and their recommendation to formalize this 
action.  Key aspect is to validate the requirement for the snowbird function and corresponding[ly]  

ater, in June, the then Operation 

audit, SATAF, or any other vehicle that will help formalize a mission that has been taking place since 
1975.v

Also in 1972, Mrs. Jennifer Thompson, a civilian living in Tucson, begins writing federal, state and 
-

Monthan.vi

PART I Overview of Operation Snowbird History, Mission and Training Details.
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1975 

status in 
1975.  

 1975vii.  Again, in a 2010 PowerPoint briefing on the 
viii

Fighter 
Wing Operation Snow Bird, a deployment support facility located at Davis-Monthan AFB, operated for the 
Air National Guard Executive Operations Director.  Officially in operation since 1975, it was originally set 
up at the request of National Guard Bureau to provide northern-tier Air National Guard units a place to 

1978 

23 September 1978, Headquarters Tactical Air Command, Langley Air Force Base, Virginia published 
an Environmental Assessment for Air National Guard (ANG) Snowbird Operation.   

[National Environmental 
Policy Act] process consists of an evaluation of the environmental effects of a federal undertaking 
including its alternatives.  There are three levels of analysis depending on whether or not an undertaking 
could significantly affect the environment.  These three levels include: categorical exclusion 
determination; preparation of an environmental assessment/finding of no significant impact 
(EA/FONSI); and preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS). 

At the first level, an undertaking may be categorically excluded from a detailed environmental 
analysis if it meets certain criteria which a federal agency has previously determined as having no 
significant environmental impact.   

At the second level of analysis, a federal agency prepares a written environmental assessment (EA) to 
determine whether or not a federal undertaking would significantly affect the environment.  If the answer 
is no, the agency issues a finding of no significant impact (FONSI).  The FONSI may address measures 
which an agency will take to reduce (mitigate) potentially significant impacts.  An EA describes and 
identifies the following: 

Purpose and need for the proposed action.  

Proposed action.  

Alternatives considered (including the "no action" alternative).  

Affected environment (including baseline conditions). 

Environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives. 

Agencies and persons consulted. 

Where mitigation is required, any mechanism (for example, special grant conditions) needed to 
ensure that mitigation is carried out.  

 If the EA determines that the environmental consequences of a proposed federal undertaking may 
be significant, an EIS is prepared.  An EIS is a more detailed evaluation of the proposed action and 
alternatives.  The public, other federal agencies and outside parties may provide input into the 
preparation of an EIS and then comment on the draft EIS when it is completed. ix   
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26 October 1978, an A-7D assigned to the 355th Tactical Fighter Wing crashed short of the airfield 
when its engine failed while on approach to Davis-Monthan AFB.  The pilot ejected and the aircraft 
crashed into a neighborhood killing two people.   

28 October 1978.  Ms. Jennifer Thompson writes a letter to President Carter concerning the 26 
October 1978 mishap.  

16 November 1978.  In its reply to Ms. Thompson, in a letter approved by the White House, the 

cooperative land-use planning, to reduce the risk to the absolute minimum.  A number of actions are 
currently being implemented or are being considered at Davis-Monthan in an effort to reduce the 
potential for a similar accident in the future:

The conversion from the A-7 to the A-10 is already underway and will be completed by mid-1979. 

Work with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will continue to insure that air traffic in the 
Tucson Control Zone minimizes activity over urban areas. 

Use of other airfields in the local area for practice instrument approaches will increase. 

Working with Tucson International Airport (TIA) and the FAA, we are evaluating a 50% reduction 
of practice instrument approaches to runway 12 by Davis-Monthan assigned aircraft.   

We are looking into doing more training at satellite fields which would not necessitate landings 
and takeoffs. 

We will continue to work with local authorities to encourage compatible land use planning. 

Several other possible solutions are being explored. 

Change the runway headings.  Essentially, there are two parallel runways in the control zones 
one at Davis-Monthan and another at Tucson International Airport.  Reorientation may be 
feasible; however, it is likely to result in an impact on other sections of the city. 

Reduce the Air National Guard activity at Davis-Monthan.  We will explore the possibility of 
alternate sites and limiting the use of Davis-Monthan to Air National Guard aircraft that are 
similar to those stationed at Davis-Monthan and would be compatible with Davis-Monthan 
operations.  
problem and are working to minimize it within our capabilities.  The actions addressed above are 
being evaluated and/or implemented by Davis-Monthan officials.  We sincerely appreciate your 
interest and are hopeful that you will continue to work with local civilian and Air Force officials 

1979 

in 1979 over Operation Snowbird.  Under this program, northern tier based ARF units received two 
weeks of winter training at Davis-Monthan AFB in Arizona.  The opposition was based upon a claim 
of overcrowded air space in the Tucson area, and this opposition was undoubtedly strengthened by 
memories of a 1978 crash of an A-

The Histor
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tive sites to 
Tactical Air Command.  During a 30 October 1979 meeting at the Air National Guard Support Center 
at Andrews Air Force Base, there was established a revised Snowbird program which moved a 
number of units to two other Twelfth Air Forces bases George and Luke.  This solution reduced the 
number of Snowbird aircraft at Davis-Monthan by 30%.  In addition, by substituting two A-10 units 
for A-7 units, it reduced the number of participating A-7 units from five to three, thus affording the 
local citizenry the additional security of two-engine planes overhead.  This solution received a 
favorable reaction from the local press.x

The report 
attitudes in Tucson regarding DMAFB's presence and activities is 

impressive.  It appears that the central and most common position is the realistic perception that the 
presence of DMAFB has a risk-benefit tradeoff. We believe that the risk side 
of the relation has increased to an unacceptable level, and some reasonable degree of reduction in 

participants in the planning of revised procedures.  However, one notes the absence of a 
unanimously acceptable, quantitative definition of "risk."   

In summary, it is clear that revised procedures, practices, and facilities must be developed in 
order to reduce both risk and annoyance for the-residents of Tucson while still allowing the basic 
missions of DMAFB and TIA to be accomplished successfully.  It is also clear that the impetus for 
development of these revisions came only as a result of public clamor following an urban accident.  
One cannot escape the conclusion that, in the absence of some sustained external force favoring 
minimum public risk, air traffic practices that are not maximally oriented to the public safety and 
comfort will once again evolve.  It is predictable that public outcry will arise whenever an accident 
impacts the urban area.  All concerned might be better served if procedural matters were routinely 
subjected to quantitative urban risk analysis and a history of risk exposure values recorded.  Then, 
even in the emotional climate following an accident, quantitative comparison of present and past 
values of risk exposure could be made. Again, determining an acceptable definition of risk and a 
method for calculating risk exposure would appear attractive and useable. eport concluded: 

A vocal minority of the community holds the view that DMAFB should cease operations. 

A large majority of observers believes that DMAFB can carry out its training mission and 
substantially reduce military air traffic over the more densely populated parts of the city, especially 
the low-altitude, high-noise-level traffic.  The committee, after an examination of the facts, holds this 
view. Operation in this manner would be seen by most as a satisfactory solution to the problem of 
living with an active Air Force Training Base in the corner of one's community.  Several other things 
seem quite clear.  

 First, increasing urban encroachment upon the DMAFB environs has reached a level which 
makes the fighter pilot training mission incompatible with acceptable levels of risk if-the activity 
were to be continued at the DMAFB field exclusively.  This constraint upon DMAFB's utility will 
predictably become worse, not better.  At best, the trend may be decelerated only.  The participation 
by city and county governments in a continued IAWG might prompt beneficial action by their 
respective Planning Departments.   
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 Second, the satisfactory solution referred to above can be accomplished by implementation 
of the practices, and procedures enumerated in the Recommendations section (below).   

 Third, when forced by circumstance (e.g., public pressure), the seemingly undesirable or 
impossible can become workable.  An example is the now-proposed greater use of Redington Pass as 
a flight route into and out of the Tucson valley for military aircraft.   

 Fourth, sustained minimization of risk for Tucson citizens will require two things; a) a 
broader view of what constitutes risk, i.e., one more inclusive than the now dominant concern for 
aircraft separation, and b) the establishment of some permanent mechanism (e.g., the IAWG) to 
maintain a current quantitative assessment of risk level as time passes and operations change in the 
long term.xi

1988-1992 

The type of aircraft flying in Operation Snowbird converted from F-100 and A-7 to F-16 during this 
periodxii.   

1992

An Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base was 
published.  The AICUZ was an evaluation of aircraft noise and accident potential related to U.S. Air Force 
(USAF) flying operations.  On page 32 of the 1992 AICUZ, the Air Force defined its responsibilities: 

In general, the Air Force perceives its AICUZ responsibilities as falling with the areas of flying safety, 
noise abatement, and participation in the land use planning process.xiii

1995 

Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for Expansion of 
National Guard Facilities at Davis-Monthan 
Force, in conjunction with the ANG, proposes to construct additional facilities to supplement its 
existing compound in support of the ANG Snowbird Deployments.  The additions will support 
personnel deployment and include both temporary and permanent facilities.  The upgrade involves 
construction of a modular building of 5,200 square feet for use as an interim facility, pending 
completion of a permanent, 10,400 square [foot] facility.  Two asphalt parking lots, approximately 
25,000 and 45,000 square feet, will be constructed to accommodate vehicles for military and civilian 
deployment personnel.  No additional aircraft or flying hours are associated with the proposed 
action.xiv morandum; its 

 first year for Snowbird deployments was 1975.  Fifteen units deployed that year.  The 
number of Air National Guard units deploying to Davis-Monthan each year has always been between 
13 and 15.  There has been no indication from the National Guard Bureau that this number will 

3.  The facilities for operations and maintenance at Snowbird were built to accommodate the 50 
to 85 TDY [temporary duty] personnel associated with the F-100 and A-7 deployments.  The F-16 
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deployment size is usually around 150 personnel because of the increased complexity of the aircraft.  
The total number of aircraft deployed to Snowbird and the number of flying hours has not changed.  
The facilities need to be upgraded to support the additional personnel that deploy with the 
aircraft.xv

providing tactical aircrew training for northern tier units that are weather restricted.  Facilities are 
required for operations, aircrews, and support personnel to conduct exercises and operations.  These 
include combat proficiency of air-to-air with dissimilar aircraft and air-to-ground.  Snowbird has been 
ongoing since 1975, though the type of aircraft used were converted from F-100 and A-7 to F-16 during the 
period 1988 to 1992; numbers of aircraft, sorties, and flying time has remained virtually constant since 

[buildings] 1711, 1712, and 4414.  However, bldg 4414 is no longer available to the ANG.  Bldg 1712 is 
undersized and marginally able to support a single Snowbird unit deployment.  Some 140 members of the 
ANG, which had been assigned to bldg 4414 during the period from October through May, require 
additional space since bldg 1712 is already crowded with 140 members present.  The proposed additions in 

Upgrade of facility is significant to national security, the primary function of the ANG and USAF.xvi

1995 EA Conclusion.
National Guard Facility, and adherence to standard operating procedures with regard to site preparation 
and construction, operation and maintenance, no significant impacts are expected from the proposed 
action.  Further, the action does not constitute a major federal action of significant magnitude to warrant 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  Issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) is thus warranted.xvii

1998 

Twenty years after the 26 October 1978 355th A-7 Mishap, the Tucson Monthly, 
October 1998, published an article in which the author graphically described the mishap sequence and the 
resulting deaths .xviii

1999 

Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for Expansion of 
National Guard Facilities at Davis-
ANG will construct a dormitory complex for 120 personnel, a 2,500 square foot permanent party 
facility, and a 2,400 square foot maintenance facility to complement its existing compound, as 
permitted by the US Air Force.xix

) is also referred to as the 162nd Fighter 
Wing, and is sometimes informally known as the Snowbird program since units from the northern 
tier visit during the winter months for training.  The ANG, under an outgrant with the USAF, 
proposes to expand its existing facilities at DMAFB.  The new additions will include a dormitory, a 

constructed.  However, the success of the program is making additional facilities necessary for its 
continued operation.  Specifically, dormitory space for 120 additional personnel is needed along with 
a maintenance facility of 2,400 square feet, and a permanent party facility of 2,500 square feet.  

Upgrade of the facility is significant to national security, the primary function of the ANG and 
USAF.xx
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National Guard Facility, Davis-Monthan A.F.B. (1995), and adherence to standard operating procedures 
with regard to site preparation and construction, operation, and maintenance, no significant impacts are 
expected from the proposed action.  An issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is thus 
warranted.  This action does not constitute a major federal action of significant magnitude to warrant 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.xxi

2000 

Snowbird commander, Lt Col Pawlik
ion emphasis over past five years.xxii

added the following bullets: 

-- No longer just a winter-basing site for Northern tier flying units 

  --- -round 

  --- . 

2001 

The unit was approved status as Detachment 1, Arizona Air National Guard.  During this year, it was 
-time 

and traditional on Special Training days), out-of-hide from the 162d FW.xxiii

Air National Guard Bureau, the following was noted: 

  - Snowbird is in a building and growth period 

-- Early on, they were a 6-month operation during winter months out-of-
hide from the 162 Fighter Wing. 

-- Their schedule now shows full 12-month operation.  Their operational 
focus is still 6-month winter training (sortie generation) for fighter wings, 
however, during their off-season months, they host non-fighter units, non-
flying units, Air Force, Air Force Reserve, foreign Air Forces, Marine Corps, 
Navy, AATC, and AATTC.   

   -- By the end of September, they will move into a new Operations building. 

-- Currently one dedicated dorm (60 rooms, 120 beds).  When built (date 
TBD) four new dormitory buildings will have 156 rooms.  Davis-Monthan 
has signed over land near Snowbird Operations site for new dormitory 
facilities. 

-- Other initiatives include increased ramp space, fuels, and munitions 
facilities.xxiv
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2002 

boasts facilities for the largely self-contained operation of two simultaneous fighter squadron 

during winter months, Snowbird now hosts both Air Reserve Force and active duty units from all 
branches of the military on a year-round basis.  Each flying unit brings about 12 aircraft and 150 people.  
During two week deployment, they will typically fly 200 sorties and drop their annual allotment of 
ordnance.  Pilots typically use the deployment to attain proficiency and currency with live munitions.  The 
Snowbird ramp can hold up to 50 fighter aircraft.xxv

2004 

Air National Guard established a manning document for Operation Snowbird.xxvi

November 2004, Davis-Monthan AFB, Tucson, Pima County Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) published.

2005 

26 January 2005, Dr. Herbert K. Abrams sent a letter to Dr. James G. Roche, Secretary of the Air 

of the Tucson City Council which would result in the construction of thousands of new homes in the south 
east flight path of DM, thereby completely encircling the base with urban landscape.  In addition it is 

f at least seven neighborhood associations in the central city have been 
meeting to exchange ideas about the problem.  These neighborhoods were excluded from the Joint Land 
Use Study (JLUS) even though they are severely impacted by the DM flights.  Tucson is the only urban 
area of its size in the country over which military low altitude training flights occur almost daily.  The 
health and safety problems are obviously of great concern to all of us, not merely those who live in the 
central and southeast parts of the city but to all who frequent the Campus or other places in the central 

that the city and DM may live together harmoniously and safely.  The letter from the Air Force to 
Mrs. Thompson in 1978 after the tragic crash that year illustrates a constructive response to the problem.  
The actions of the base at that time were very helpful, but unfortunately with the passage of time, these 
improvements were not sustained and the situation today is potentially worse.xxviii
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2007 

An Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base was 
initiated to update the 1992 AICUZ Study.  In the Draft report, regarding Snowbird Operations, the 

-Monthan 
AFB and is supported through the 162d Fighter Wing (162 FW).  The Arizona Air National Guard (ANG) 
base in Tucson, next to TIA, is the headquarters of the 162 FW.  The AICUZ reported the types of aircraft 
flown during Operation Snowbird were:  A-10, F-15, F-16, and GR-4 aircraft. It added, Snowbird 
operations are flown year round.xxix The AICUZ was delayed due to contract problems as well 
as fighter wing deployments.  

355th Wing Commander implemented additional flight safety and noise abatement 
procedures, the actions included: 

1. Overhead pattern changed to keep aircraft 86% higher over populated areas  
2. Aircraft remain 56% higher until within 3 miles from north end of runway 
3. New procedures published for local and transient aircraft 
4. Visual approaches no longer conducted from the North, only instrument approaches are 

authorized from the North 
5. Helicopter departures re-routed over less populated areas 

a.
b.  12, to cross the 

extended runway centerline with in the airfield boundary (approx 210 degree heading). 
Fly this heading until intercept I-10. Fly I-10 until abeam A Mountain, then proceed on 

6. Added procedures requiring that night departures and arrivals be conducted to the southeast to 
the maximum extent possible.  During transition from day to night flying, the SOF will facilitate 
RWY 12 departures and RWY 30 recoveries when possible  

7. Published guidance to ensure missions are planned using other airfields for practice approaches 
to the maximum extent possible.  Majority of required practice approaches now occur at airfields 
other than Davis-Monthan AFB 

a. Fort Huachuca 
b. Gila Bend 

8. Published guidance requiring that noise and safety factors be examined when significant changes 
to flight operations are considered.  These factors will be formally reviewed during the quarterly 
DMAFB Air Operations Board. 

9. The 355th Fighter Wing will use the MCRC and other media to publicize significant changes to 
flight operations 

10. Revamped website to be more comprehensive and user-friendly with direct links to a calendar, 
FAQs, maps, other relevant websites. 

a. Provided a form for submitting comments/questions 
b. DMAFB link is www.dm.af.mil

11. Increased interaction with local media, city, county, state, and federal leadership with regard to 
the MCRC process

a. Published all D-M press releases on the website 
b. Engaged Tucson Chamber of Commerce, City Council, Rotary, U of A, TUSD, 

neighborhoods, and a host of other functions as a community partner 
12. Supported Creation of MCRC 

a. Actions:Bring together Davis-Monthan AFB, the City of Tucson, Pima County, business 
and neighborhood interests, and other associations 

b. Monitor MC3 recommendation implementation 
c. Share information 
d. Collaborate for mutually satisfactory solutions  
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2008 

14 November 2008  DMAFB Environmental Protection Committee recommends Environmental 
Assessment be prepared. 

17 November 2008  355 CES/CE- Impact 
-

was determined that the proposed action did not qualify for a CATEX and that an EA was to be prepared 
by a private environmental consulting contractor.  DMAFB sent the signed Air Force Form IMT 813, and 
draft Statement of Work, to Headquarters Air Combat Command.  The continuation sheet for the Air 
Force Form IMT 813 stated the following: 

4.1  Purpose of the Action 

The purpose of Operation Snowbird is to provide support for visiting flying units from Air National 
Guard units and other units from around the world looking to train in the optimal weather conditions and 
ample ranges of Southern Arizona. 

4.2  Need for Action 

The ANG has utilized DMAFB for cold weather maneuvers for units from other states for over 20 
-16 aircraft conducted 

832 sorties totaling 1165 hours, 24 A-10 aircraft conducted 287 sorties totaling 486.8 hours, and 9 GR-4
aircraft conducted 123 sorties for 158.5 hours.  These figures were approximately 5% of the total number 
of flights and hours by all aircraft at DMAFB.  These figures have been stable in recent years.   

5.0  Description of the Proposed Action 

The proposed action is to continue Snowbird Operations at Davis-Monthan AFB (ACC), Arizona. 

5.2  Description of Alternatives 

5.2.1  Alternative A:  Relocate Snowbird operations to another USAF facility 

5.2.2  Alternative B:  Relocate Snowbird operations to Tucson International Airport where the ANG 
has existing facilities. 

5.2.3  No Action.  Since Snowbird is ongoing, No Action could be construed as simply allowing it to 
continue. 

5.3  Anticipated Environmental Impact 

Expect no adverse impact on the current environment.xxx

20 November 2008, Ms. Anita Scales sent a letter to the Secretary of Defense, The Honorable Robert 
M. Gates; she also courtesy copied Senator Jon Kyl.  letter was signed by 478 citizens of 
Tucson, Arizona who were concerned about their safety and quality of life due to Operation Snowbird 
aircraftxxxi.  

4 December 2008, Senator Kyl sent a letter to Colonel Michael Chandler of the Air Force Senate 
Liaison Office.  Senator Kyl enclosed Ms. Scales 
your consideration.  Please forward to me the necessary information for response to my constituent, Ms. 
Anita Scales.xxxii
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2009 

6 March 2009, Lt Gen Harry M. Wyatt III, Director, Air National Guard responded to 

quality of life concerns of the citizens of Tucson, regarding the Snowbird Program based at Davis-
Monthan Air Force Base (DMAFB).xxxiii

exercises.  It averages 1,500-2,000 sorties per 
year and since September 11, 2001, has provided pre-deployment training for more than fifty units who 

-conducted Environmental Impact Study (EIS) of the Snowbird facilities resulted 
in no significant findings, an EIS on the noise generated by aircraft operating out of Snowbird is 
scheduled for late 2009 and will be made available to the Military Community Relations Committee.xxxiv

25 March 2009, Ms. Anita Scales sent a letter to Senator Kyl
March letter
to work diligently to improve safety and quality-of-life concerns of the Tucson community.  Unfortunately, 

help in having a relatively independent agency such as the DOD Inspector General, review the situation 
xxxv

7 May 2009, Lieutenant Colonel Marvin T. Baugh (Deputy Chief, Programs Division and Legislative 
Division, Office of Legislation, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force) responded to  March 
2009 letter; Colonel Baugh sent his letter to Senator Kyl.  Colonel Baugh 
years, the size, number and type of flight operations making up Operation Snowbird have not changed 
enough to trigger a separate environmental analysis on these transient operations.  Operations Snowbird 
flight operations make up between five and seven percent of the total flight operations at Davis-Monthan 
AFB.  Colonel Baugh also  a good neighbor with 
nearby communities and in this light, Davis-Monthan AFB, along with the Air National Guard, are already 
taking the necessary steps to carry out a study of the flight operations associated with Operation Snowbird 
to validate the statements and concerns raised by Ms. Scales and other members of the Tucson 
community.xxxvi

26 May 2009, Ms. Anita Scales sent a letter to Senator Kyl; her letter responded to Colonel Baugh 7
May letter.  to see that this time Colonel Baugh 
did begin to answer our original letter by stating the Air Force would conduct a study of the impact of 
Snowbird aircraft on Tucson residents.  This study comes after 3 years of strenuous denial of any impact 
of the revi
the first step.  There are two additional issues that remain to be addressed.  The Air Force itself recognized 
the over-flight safety problem in Tucson following the DM crash in 1978 near the University of Arizona 
when it advised the community that the A-10 would replace the A-7 and promised to look into limiting 
future ANG aircraft assignments to DM.  She added
suggestions, e.g., that high-risk and noisier Snowbird aircraft be sent to less-encroached nearby fields 
such as the Yuma Marine Harrier Base or the Gila Bend Air Force Auxiliary Field.  Both of these are 
significantly closer to the critical Barry Goldwater Range than Davis- xxxvii

29 May 2009  DMAFB published Sources Sought for Operations Snowbird Safety Procedures and 
Operational Study Services. 

21 July 2009  DMAFB published Solicitation for Operations Snowbird Safety Procedures and 
Operational Study Services. 

18 August 2009  Operations Snowbird Safety Procedures and Operational Study Services contract 
awarded to Wyle. 
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10 September 2009, Mr. Michael A. Fleishman, on behalf of his clients, sent a letter to the Secretary of 
Defense, The Honorable Robert M. Gates.   letter referred to Ms. Scales 2008 letter.  The 

program based at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in Tucson, Arizona.   Mr. Fleishma  letter echoed 
several of 
Tucson community that the conversion from single engine A-7s to dual engine A-10s would be completed 
at the Base over the course of the following year.  In addition, the letter discussed reducing Air National 
Guard activity at the Base by limiting the use of ANG aircraft to those similar to the Air Force aircraft 
stationed at the Base (e.g., the A- ansion of the Program is 

e, and 

the base has experienced severe encroachment by heavily populated neighborhoods and such accident will 
undoubtedly be catastrophic, as was the accident in 1978.  The Air Force recognized the risk at that time 
and assured the Tucson community that it was committed to limiting future risks.  Nonetheless, the 
revamped Program has increased the risk by bringing in aging aircraft, often non-USAF aircraft ,whose 

(foreign and US) do not know Tucson airspace. xxxviii

October 2009  DMAFB officials working with Air Combat Command officials decided to postpone 
release of a new AICUZ study scheduled to be released in November 2009, pending release of this study.
According to officials at Davis-Monthan, the Draft 2009 AICUZ was initially delayed due to contract 
problems and the delay was exacerbated by fighter wing deployments of key personnel.  In the end, due to 
the significant delays in its release, the 2009 AICUZ (2007 data) will require revalidation to current 
Davis-Monthan operations prior to release. 

2010 

Operation Snowbird has been in operation for 25+ years; its assets include the following: 

Four acre compound. 

Ramp space for 38 fighters / 12 sunshades. 

15,000SQ feet of facilities. 

Use of Live Load Area (LOLA). 

Dedicated weapons storage. 

 next two sections. 

Mission 

1975 

United States, Air National Guard units flying tactical aircraft are not able to conduct Tactical Air 
Command required training, jeopardizing operational readiness.  The southwestern portions of the 
United States suffer from no inclement weather to speak of, and offer the capability for daily flying 
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on an almost uninterrupted basis.  Tactical ranges and low level flying operations can be conducted 
with few restraints.  Therefore, Operation Snowbird was developed to enable northeastern Air 
National Guard units to deploy to Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ, with sufficient equipment and personnel 
to conduct deployed tactical training/operational readiness inspections for two week periods 

xxxix

1995 

Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for Expansion 
of National Guard Facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB.  

aircrew training for northern tier 
units that are weather restricted.  Facilities are required for operations, aircrews, and support personnel 
to conduct exercises and operations.  These include combat proficiency of air-to-air with dissimilar 
aircraft and air-to-ground.  Snowbird has been ongoing since 1975, though the type of aircraft used were 
converted from F-100 and A-7 to F-16 during the period 1988 to 1992; numbers of aircraft, sorties, and 
flying time has remained virtually constant since the progra xl

1999 

Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for Expansion 
of National Guard Facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB.  The 1999 EA described the expansion of the 

aking additional facilities necessary for its continued 
operation..xli

2000 

Lieutenant Colonel Pawlik, 5 November 2000, wrote the ] has 
ver past five 

years.xlii

-- No longer just a winter-basing site for Northern tier flying units

  --- -round 

  ---

2010 

According to a 2010 Operation Snowbird unit mission brief, mission goals include: 

- SUPPORT THE WAR EFFORT  
- -deployment to Theater 
- Irregular Warfare Center of Excellence  

The final slide describes 
- xliii

The 162d

program located at D-M established in 1975 as a winter deployment site for northern tier ANG flying 
bases.  Six to 12 squadrons deploy for two weeks of training between the months of November through 
April each year.  Each deployment package consists of 24 pilots and 116 support personnel.  Ten people 
from the 162nd FW are assigned as permanent party.  Located on four acres of property adjacent to the 
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north ramp, the compound consists of an operations complex, a maintenance control complex, and a 
xliv

6 Mar 09) from NGB/CF, Gen Wyatt 
xlv Gen Wyatt, in his 6 March 2009 letter to Senator Kyl, described 

averages 1,500-2,000 sorties per year and since September 11, 2001, has provided pre-deployment 
training for more than fifty units who subsequently deployed to combat operations around the world.  
Snowbird is an indispensible resource in the Global War on Terror and absolutely 
combat readiness.xlvi

The , as of 14 April 2010, according to 
the National Guard Bureau, is to: 

a. Facilitate leading edge world class aviation training for US and allied forces for 
irregular warfare, deployment spin-up, and military exercises/inspections through 
continuous improvement of training opportunities based on the lessons learned from 
current military conflicts. 

b. Become the Irregular Warfare Center of Excellence for the Air National Guard 
c. Provide access to a multiple realistic live and inert targets arrays on the Barry 

Goldwater Ranges 
d. Allow access to the Link 16 and Gateway DATA link architecture in the Southwest US 
e. Support US Military exercises and conferences by providing a quality facilityxlvii

Training Details 

1975 

months in the northeastern portions of the United States, Air National Guard units flying tactical 
aircraft are not able to conduct Tactical Air Command required training, jeopardizing operational 

eloped to enable 
northeastern Air National Guard units to deploy to Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ, with sufficient 
equipment and personnel to conduct deployed tactical training/operational readiness inspections for 
two week periods basically between the months of January thru April.xlviii

2001 

10 September 2001 Air National Guard memorandum described specific Operation Snowbird training 

1.  Air-to-Air;
2. Air-to-Ground;
3. Low level routes;
4. Live fire (missiles, rockets, and bombs);
5. Combat search and rescue;
6. Large Force Exercises;
7. Night vision goggle training; and
8. Precision-guided munitions deliveryxlix .
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2010

According to the 2010 unit mission brief, the training is geared to preparing units for war and 

tailored, pre-
-deployment to Theater.l

In January 2010, Wyle asked the Air National Guard Bureau what documentation they had 

Snowbird has evolved over the years pretty much on a self-governing operation.  The units deploy to 

Was the 
Air National Guard involved in the changes?  Did you document the changes?  Or did the changes occur 

perspective (a little over a year in the job) was that of an evolutionary manner; as units deployed to SB to 
fill their training requirements, they added and subtracted mission sets in order to meet their new 
requirements in an ever-changing real time threat.  Even though the training has changed from the 

e of training is conducted, they just notice 
the airplanes and the by- li

al Guard mission in a 
multitude of ways; for the Northern Tier units, Operation Snowbird provides a location where an unit 
can deploy for two weeks to in order to complete RAP [ready aircrew program] training requirements 
when it would be normally difficult to complete in the home inclement weather.  This allows the units to 
train and complete their taskings which result in their C or Combat status.  By maintaining the C status, 
they stay on track for their current AEF deployments and remain available for any unforeseen 

in support of the Active Duty.lii

Air National 

sortie generation as a byproduct of the predictable and excellent weather that the Tucson area provides.  
Air National Guard A-10 and F-16 units train to Close Air Support (CAS) scenarios that the United States 
is currently engaged in overseas like Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and Operation Enduring Freedom 

-time training focus is written on its emblem, wrapped around top the 

-time training:  

deploying in March 2010 to OIF (AEF 5/6).  This exercise was last minute scheduled due to unit 
inspection requirements (ORI) in October of 2009 and was executed 3 months later to an incredible 
result: 

177 Fighter Wing Snowbird results:  4 to 15 January 2010 

- 109 sorties scheduled, flew 107 Continuation Training sorties (plus 2 incentive sorties) 
o 54 heavyweights employed 

34 GBU-12s and 20 GBU-38s 
Approximately 5,500 round of 20mm Training Rounds 

o 18 pilots participated 
16 made RAP (achieved required training status) 
16 of 18 pilots dropped three heavy weights each (some dropped 4) 
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16 of 18 pilots executed high angle strafe with the new directed high angle strafe 
procedures 

13 of 18 pilots high angle strafed the moving target on Range 3/Enlisted Terminal 
liii. 

current mission, according to Lieutenant Colonel Butler, OSB 
Commander, is to:

a.  Manage a quality Air National Guard flying facility for units, other US services and 
International allies for Wartime Spin Up and Operational Readiness Inspections 
preparation 

b. Provide access to a multiple realistic live and inert targets arrays on the Barry 
Goldwater Ranges 

c. Allow access to the Link 16 and Gateway DATA link architecture in the Southwest US 
d. Support US Military exercises and conferences by providing a quality facility 

 The purpose of this section is to:  

 1)  Collect and analyze all known Operation Snowbird (OSB) operational data from as early as 
1975 to current, and  

 2)  Document changes that might affect perceived quality of life concerns due to excessive noise 
and safety concerns from OSB operations (Wyle SOW, 2009).  This section is divided into the following 
sub-sections:  

a.  Introduction to the OSB Environmental Assessment (EA) of 1978.  

b.  Operations data for noise.  

Specific years of OSB operations data are a mix of fiscal and calendar year timelines and are used 
interchangeably.  Likewise, there are many disparate metrics and definitions used to define the 

-to- ns. 

Introduction to OSB EA of 1978 

The Formal Environmental Assessment (EA) for Air National Guard (ANG) Operation Snowbird was 
prepared for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (DMAFB) 9 August 1978 (DMAFB, 1978).  At the time of 

Documentation from 162 CES/CEE, 15 Sep 95, states that OSB began in 1975. 

In reality, the large majority of the impact assessment that was contained in the EA (e.g., air quality, 
water quality, noise, adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided, relationship of local, short 

and irretrievable commitments of resources involved in the proposed action should it be implemented, 
considerations offsetting the adverse environmental effects and unresolved issues) dealt with existing 
OSB flight operations within the Military Training Routes and Military Operating Areas in the local flying 
area.  Very little of the EA dealt with assessing the flight operations of the OSB aircraft flying within the 
DMAFB airspace, that is conducting arrival, departure and/or pattern operations.   

inclement winter months in the 
northeastern portions of the United States, ANG units flying tactical aircraft are not able to conduct 

PART II Reporting and Analysis of all known OSB Operational Data.
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Tactical Air Command required training, jeopardizing operational readiness.  Therefore, OSB was 
developed to enable northeastern ANG units to deploy to DMAFB with sufficient equipment and 
personnel to conduct deployed tactical training/operational readiness inspections for two week periods 
basically between the months of January thru April.  Typically these units were planned to arrive on a 
weekend and be ready to fly the following Monday. 

OSB units were envisioned to fly an average of twenty sorties a day during weekdays in both the A-7
and F-100 aircraft.  It was projected that after FY79 the A-10 would replace the F-100.  It was also 
envisioned that for eight weeks of the year, OSB would be supported by ANG O-2 observation aircraft 
operations, in addition to the fighter aircraft operations.  The OSB aircraft were to make standard takeoffs 
and landings at DMAFB with no low approaches.  Flying operations were to be conducted during normal 
duty hours from 0800-1700 local.  Weekend flying was to consist of deployment and re-deployment of 
both fighter and support aircraft.  Support aircraft were defined as C-130s, C-131s, and C-141s.  The same 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Air Traffic Control procedures were to govern the operations of 
OSB aircraft as they do aircraft assigned to DMAFB.   

The EA anticipated an 18 percent increase in the Visual Flight Rule (VFR) traffic pattern operations 
by OSB aircraft on and in the vicinity of DMAFB.  It was also anticipated that the increase would not 
include any low approaches or instrument flight practice nor transition training, and further that OSB 
aircraft would only insignificantly add to the overhead traffic pattern. 

Operations Data  Noise 

Any and all sources of documenting flight operations information were compiled into a spread sheet 
of relatively comparable data.  As mentioned previously, while there are few examples of the same metrics 
used to describe the flight operations data from 1978 to the present, an attempt was made to categorize 
the data found.  The absence of any information for specific years is indicative of the absence of available 
data.  All the data made available to Wyle is contained in a table at the end of this section.  The data 
spread sheet was used to develop the below word pictures, described by year.   

1975 

A 1995 document is quoted as saying that Snowbird has been ongoing since 1975, that 15 units 
deployed that year and that the types of aircraft used were the F-100 and A-7 which were later converted 
to F-16s. 

1977 

The 1978 EA states that OSB was developed to enable northeastern Air National Guard units to deploy 
to DMAFB to conduct deployed tactical training/operational readiness inspections for two weeks 
periodically basically between the months of January thru April.  OSB units were projected to fly an 
average of 20 sorties a day during weekdays in A-7 and F-100 aircraft.  The deployed aircraft were to make 
standard takeoffs and landings at DM with no low approaches planned.  Those operations were projected 
to occur between 0800 and 1700 hours with weekend flying to consist of deployment/re-deployment of 
both fighters and support aircraft.  An increase in air traffic of about 18% was projected to occur in the 
VFR traffic pattern and that increase did not include any low approaches or instrument flight practice or 
transition training. 

1982 
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As reported on an Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) worksheet, 2 Apr 1982, A-7 assumed 
to be OSB aircraft, flew 537 sorties during February and March and included approximately one pattern 
per sortie, with half of the patterns being a closed pattern and the other half being radar patterns.   

1990 

As reported on an AICUZ worksheet, 4 Nov 1989, F-16s were added to the A-7 and A-10 mix of OSB 
aircraft, and each type of aircraft continued to fly closed patterns.  There is no indication of how many 

-10s showed a 
total of 2.962 operations, A-7 aircraft showed a total of 21.252 operations and F-16 aircraft showed a total 
of 6.322 daily operations.   

1990 

After contacting AFCEE/TDBS and requesting any AICUZ related information/data for DMAFB, Bob 
Lester

The OSB operations numbers reflect the very same aircraft and number of operations down to the 
decimal as the AICUZ worksheet, 4 Nov 1989.  No additional information was gleaned from the AFCEE 
files. 

1991 

A revised AICUZ Report was approved 10 Jan 92.  Contained in this report were OSB operations 
numbers from FY91; however, while it is stated that OSB conducted 34 average daily operations during 
the period 0600-2230 hours, the number of average busy days over which the data is calculated is not 
provided.  Total OSB operations would be 34 average daily operations for 260 average busy days for a 
total of 8,840 OSB operations for the year.  The report does confirm that OSB aircraft consisted of A-10s, 
F-16s, and A-7s.   

1994 

During the AICUZ revalidation process, 162 FG/SNOWBIRD provided actual and extrapolated data 
for FY94 OSB operations.  In FY94 F-16 and A-10 aircraft flew 1780 sorties over a five month period 
which included only 90 flying days.  No pattern operations were reportedly flown. 

1995 

In 1995 an EA and associated FONSI approved construction of additional facilities to supplement the 
existing compound in 

changed from F-100s and A-7s to F- bers of aircraft, sorties and flying time 

to be incorrect. 

1998 



24Preliminary Study Report

An EA and FONSI for construction of buildings to support the 162 FW, 15 Jun 99, states th
addition of the facilities will allow 120 Air National Guard members to temporarily reside in the 
immediate area of their duty stations.  These personnel will operate only during the period October 

This statement shows that by 1998 OSB is no longer a January through April operation but has 
expanded to eight months of operations annually from October through May. 

2000 

By FY00 OSB operations have expanded the mix of aircraft involved, now including the HH-60, 
F/A-18 and C-130, and also the expanded time period of the year when they would be deployed to 
DMAFB, now through the month of June.  No information is available describing the number of sorties 
flown during 2000. 

2001 

During 2001 the F-15 is added to the mix of aircraft flying within the OSB program, and the time 
period expands to include July.  The number of sorties flown is approximately 2077, and this is the first 
time the number of sorties is reasonably documented.   

2002

Sources of data for 2002 are the OSB report and the 162FW/LNG FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule.  
While the original purpose statement for OSB was to deploy for two-week periods at a time during 
January through April, FY 2002 was the first year where OSB operations are documented in the OSB 
report to have occurred during all 12 calendar months of the year, beginning 9 Sep 01 and ending 30 Sep 
02.  OSB operations during 2002 also included two new types of aircraft to the OSB mix, the Royal Air 
Force GR-4 Tornado and the F-3.  The number of sorties was not included in the data sheet, but a 
reasonable guess, based on a similar number of OSB aircraft participating over the year, would be 1600+ 
sorties. 

The 162FW/LNG FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule reports the same number of deployments (16) as 
does the OSB report, but only one of the deployments is duplicated exactly as contained in the OSB report.  
Similar numbers of sorties and flight hours are reported by each. 

As stated previously, the purpose and need statement for OSB has changed over the intervening years 
since 1978.  Although no unbiased/independent source was located documenting such a change, a 25 Mar 
2009 letter from Ms Anita Scales to the Honorable Jon Kyl states that in 2002 the type of training 
provided was changed from maintaining proficiency of winter-bound ANG units to pre-deployment 
combat training. 

2003 

Three sources provided data for 2003; the OSB report, the 162FW/LNG FY02-FY05 OSB Master 
Schedule and the Joint Land Use study.  The OSB report included the number of foreign units flying OSB 
operations expanded to six, including the Royal Air Force (same as 2002), Royal Thai Air Force, German 
Air Force, and Italian Air Force.  Operations were spread over 307 days, which are assumed to include all 
12 months of the year, flying 2,135 sorties.  No other useful details are provided. 
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The 162FW/LNG FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule includes the dates of deployments, aircraft types, 
sorties and hours flown and squadron identification.  Deployment periods ranged from 3 to 36 days.  
Sortie counts were 2,198 accounting for 2,825 flight hours. 

deploys six to twelve squadrons for two weeks of training each between the months of November and 
-Monthan aircraft, Air 

National Guard unit, other active duty units and many foreign nations deploy to Davis-Monthan to 
accomplish their annual live-ordnance training requirements.  Davis- s Operation Snowbird 

Although the JLUS states that the most recent adopted AICUZ study was prepared in 2002, no such 
document was found. 

2004 

Two sources of data are available for 2004, the first being the OSB report and secondly 162FW/LNG 
FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule.  The OSB report includes aircraft from the Royal Netherlands Air 
Force for the first time, in addition to the Royal Air Force aircraft from previous years.  Also, for the first 
time, the P-3 Orion flew in the OSB mix of aircraft.  The number of OSB days by units was 261 with an 
additional 58 days for logistics movement.  This brings the total number of days of OSB operations to 319 
consisting of 2,070 sorties.  A large variety of transport aircraft types were documented in FY 2004 for 
OSB operations, to include C-130, KC-135, VC-10, DC-9, C-17, A310, B707, and B757. 

The 162FW/LNG FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule provided similar data, but added details for the 13 
documented deployments with beginning and ending dates of each deployment, unit names, type and 
number of aircraft and generally number of sorties and flight hours.  Total sorties were 2,290 consisting of 
3,187 flight hours. 

2005 

There are two sources of 2005 data; the first is the OSB report and the second is from 162FW/LNG 
FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule.  The OSB report adds two new aircraft types to the OSB mix in 2005, 
the GR-7 Harrier and the GR-3 Jaguar of the Royal Air Force and continues to include the F/A-18 and 
HH-60.  The actual sorties flown was down to 1,583 with 2,213 flight hours, and while the number of days 
OSB occupied the facilities was up to 327 days, the number of flying days was down to 120.  Three new 
transport aircraft were added to the list of those utilized for carrying associated cargo, the L1011, C-5 and 
B-737. 

The second source (162FW/LNG FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule) reported a different aircraft mix 
from the OSB report, omitting the F/A-18 and HH-60, but contained a similar of sorties of 1,626 and 
flight hours of 2,186. 
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2006 

The only data available for 2006, which obviously is incomplete, comes from 162FW/LNG 
FY02-FY05 OSB Master Schedule reporting for the period of 2-15 Oct the 111 FW from ANGB Willow 
Grove, PA, flying 12 A-10s, conducted 127 sorties for 211 flight hours. 

2007 

There are three sources of 2007 OSB operations data with the first being an AF Form 813, the second 
source is an OSB aircraft report and the third is data from a 2007 draft AICUZ document dated Nov 2008.  
The AF Form 813 summarized the data with an accounting of 81 individual F-16s, A-10s and GR-4s flying 
a reported 1242 sorties and 1810 flight hours. 

The OSB aircraft reports the F-16, A-10, RAF GR-4 Tornado and UH-1, and HH-60 aircraft continued 
to operate over 12 months of FY07.  They flew a record number of sorties (3411) with a total of 4439 flying 
hours.  Deployment periods were reported to have lasted from two weeks to 30 days.   

In the 2007 AICUZ data collection document for the DRAFT 2009 AICUZ, total ops reported by DM 
amounted to 270.27 average busy day operations for 230 flying days a year.  OSB conducted 3403 sorties 
with 287 by the A-10, 24 by the F-15, 2912 by the F-16 and 180 by the GR-4. OSB was flown year round 
with an average busy day of 18.66 departure and arrival operations; no closed patterns and no operations 
were reported between 2200 and 0700 hours.  Aircraft engine run-up operations associated with OSB 
were documented for the first time including those of the F-16, A-10, F-15, GR-7, GR-4 and AV-8.  Most 
engine runs were conducted on the Snowbird Ramp and Live Load Area.  Their engine powers were 
limited to 85% with over 85% of the aircraft utilizing the Trim Pad 2 and amounting to 2-3 % of annual 
DMAFB engine maintenance operations.  Maintenance engine operations occurred three times a week for 
three weeks for a total of nine OSB events. There were no engine maintenance operations reported 
between 2200 and 0700 hours.   

2008 

OSB operations were conducted for 11 months of FY08 with the F-16, F-15, Tornado, Typhoon, A-10, 
HH-60, Puma, GR-7 and GR-9 aircraft.  They flew less than half the sorties and flight hours of FY07 with 
a total of 1,233 sorties and 1,911 flight hours. 

In a 10 April 2008 ANG web site news article by Capt Gabe Johnson, 162nd Fighter Wing Public 
Affairs, Lt Col Butler -Monthan 
have worked together to provide realistic pre-deployment training to Air National Guard, active duty and 

Tiger Squadron discussing the value of pre-deployment training in conditions of high temperatures and 
soft sand being invaluable to successful operations in Iraq.  AF Form 813, 14 Nov 2008, likewise 

visiting flying units from Air National Guard units and other units from around the world looking to train 
in the optimal weather condition

2009 

OSB was conducted from Oct 08 to Aug 09 of FY09 for deployment periods ranging from two days to 
28 days.  Puma, Harrier, Tornado and F-16 aircraft from both Great Britain and Belgium were included in 
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the total OSB mix, along with F-16s, HH-60s, and A-10s from the United States. Combined, they flew a 
total of 1,190 sorties over 1,757 flight hours.   

2010 

Similar operations were conducted and estimated for 2010 including foreign services of Great Britain, 
and, for the first time, U.S. Army AH-64 helos.  Operations are projected for 187 days from Oct to July of 
FY10. 

YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

FY10 15 Oct - 31 Oct 121 FS (D.C.) F-16 119 447.3 16
4 Jan - 15 Jan 119 FS (N.J.) F-16 11
9 Jan - 23 Jan 134 FS (VT.) F-16 14
24 Jan - 6 Feb 112 FS (OH.) F-16 13

6 Feb - 8 Mar 2 SQ
GR-4
RAF 30

1 Feb - 28 Feb 162 FW (AZ.) F-16 27
10 Apr - 25 Apr DMAFB 15 EX Angel Thunder
1 May - 1 Jul UK Army AH-64 61 EX Crimson Eagle
Total 187

FY09 2 Oct - 20 Oct RAF 230 SQD Puma 48 96.3 18
23 Oct - 21 Nov Belgium AF F-16 252 426.5 29
1 Dec - 12 Dec Angel Thunder HH-60 40 44.8 11
3 Jan - 10 Jan 127 FW F-16 26 38.3 7
10 Jan - 31 Jan 178 FW F-16 331 362.9 21
16 Feb - 2 Mar RAF 1 Sqn Harriers 67 87.1 15
12 Apr - 1 May 149 FW F-16 157 237.5 19
6 Jun - 7 Jun RAF 9 Sqn F-16 17 20.4 31
11 Jun - 7 Jul 104 TH Tornado 121 229.3 26
25 Jul - 7 Aug 188 FW A-10 131 214.6 13
Total 1190 1757.7 190

FY08 4 Nov - 17 Nov 115 FW F-16 114 161.1 13 WI ANG Madison
1 Dec - 15 Dec 120 FW F-16 120 185.5 14 Montana ANG Great Falls
31 Mar - 11 Apr 131 FW F-15 111 136.4 12 Missouri ANG St Louis
13 Apr - 25 Apr 149 FW F-16 144 227.4 12 TX ANG
26 Apr - 30 May RAF Tornado 173 240.3 34
26 Apr - 16 May RAF Typhoon 173 252.4 20
9 Jun - 20 Jun 104th A-10C 122 241.3 11 Baltimore Mass ANG
15 Jun - 25 Jun 101 RQS HH-60 30 60 40
1 Aug - 5 Sep 230 SQN Puma 124 248 35
8 Sep - 29 Sep 4 SQN GR7/9 122 158.6 21
Total 1233 1911 212
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YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

CY07 F-16 832 1165
A-10 287 486.8
GR-4 123 158.5

Total 1242 1810.3

FY07 15 Sep - 15 Oct 162 FW F-16 1400 1625 30 AZ ANG
5 Nov - 18 Nov 178 FW F-16 142 213 13 OH ANG Springfield
3 Dec - 15 Dec 180 FW F-16 160 242.5 12 OH ANG Toledo
7 Jan - 20 Jan 181 FW F-16 136 170.5 13 IND ANG Ind
19 Jan - 4 Feb 158 FW F-16 152 182.1 15 VT ANG
5 Feb - 16 Feb 183 FW F-16 90 137.4 11 ILL ANG Springfield
18 Feb - 2 Mar 303 FS A-10 166 305.3 12 Whiteman RES MO
3 Mar - 15 Mar 172 FW A-10 121 181.5 12 MI ANG Battlecreek
15 Apr - 28 Apr 149 FW F-16 156 239.4 13 TX ANG RTU
5 Jun - 8 Jun 162 FW F-16 12 15.2 3 AATC Live Fire

7 Jun - 20 Jun Angel Thunder
UH1/HH-
60 25 50 13

25 Jul - 20 Aug RAF Tornado 123 158.5 25 14/12 SQDN's
21 Aug - 31 Aug 162 AATC F-16 52 73.8 30
4 Sep - 1 Oct 162 FW F-16 676 845 27
Total 3411 4439.2 229

FY07 A-10 287 30 annual flying days
F-15 24 20 annual flying days
F-16 2912 100 annual flying days
GR-4 180 15 annual flying days

Total 3403 no closed ops

FY06 2 Oct - 15 Oct 111 FW A-10 127 211 Willow Grove PA ANG
Total 127 211

FY05
GR-7
Harrier

GR-4
Tornado

GR-3
Jaguar
F-16
F-18
HH-60

Total 1583 2213.9 242
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YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

FY05 22 Oct - 7 Nov 1 SQ GR-7 91 146 RAF UK

9 Jan - 22 Jan 127 FW F-16 168 203
Selfridge MI ANG 
VMFA225

23 Jan - 5 Feb 148FW F-16 135 229 Duluth MN ANG 179 FS
6 Feb - 19 Feb 180 FW F-16 153 174 TOLEDO OH ANG
20 Feb - 5 Mar 183 FW F-16 128 150 Springfield IL ANG
11 Mar - 26 Mar 158 FW F-16 158 235 Burlington VT ANG
4 Apr - 16 Apr 182 FS F-16 171 241 Kelly AFB TX ANG
20 Apr - 7 May RAF GR-3 115 131 RAF
11 Jul - 5 Aug RAF GR-7 274 352 RAF 3, 1, IV SQ
27 Aug - 30 Sep RAF GR-4 233 325 RAF
Total 1626 2186

FY04
GR-7
Harrier

GR-4
Tornado
F-16
F-18
A-10
P3
AH-1W

Total 2070 2986.4 261

FY04 13 Sep - 31 Oct 6 SQ GR-4 340 427 RAF UK 2/9 SQ

26 Oct - 12 Dec RNAF F-16 697 937
Royal Netherlands Air 
Force 3 lines combined

17 Nov - 19 Nov AATC F-16 Tucson AZ ANG
5 Dec - 7 Dec MAG11 F-18 USMC Miramar CA 
10 Jan - 24 Jan 148 FW F-16 135 171 Duluth MN ANG 179 FS
25 Jan - 7 Feb 114 FW f-16 209 260 Sioux Falls SD ANG
8 Feb - 21 Feb 183 FW F-16 146 191 Springfield IL ANG

7 Mar - 20 Mar 110 FW A-10 75 124
Battle Creek MI ANG 172 
FS

17 Apr - 22 May RAF 12/14 SQ GR-4 285 374 RAF UK 617/15 SQ

13 Jun - 27 Jun 175 FW A-10 19 34
Baltimore MD ANG 104 
FS

24 Jun - 12 Jul RAF 1 SQ GR-7 110 136 RAF UK 
31 Jul - 15 Aug Texas AH-1W 41 211 HMLA773
4 Aug - 8 Aug 162 FW F-16 26 41 Tucson AZ ANG 195 FS
1 Sep - 1 Oct RAF GR-4 207 281 RAF UK
Total 2290 3187
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YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

FY03 Total 2135 3586 307 174 flying days
6 foreign units included

FY03 9 Sep - 5 Oct 13 SQ GR-4 140 186 RAF UK 31 SQ
5 Oct - 30 Oct 2 SQ GR-4 137 167 RAF UK 9 SQ
2 Nov - 16 Nov VFMA533 F-18 145 191 USMC Beaufort SC
1 Dec - 13 Dec 192 FW F-16 87 113 VA 149 FS
5 Jan - 18 Jan 180 FW F-16 205 246 Toledo OH ANG 112 FS
2 Feb - 15 Feb 122 FW F-16 140 168 Ft Wayne IN ANG 163 FS
21 Feb - 14 Mar RTAF F-16 68 96 Royal Thailand Air Force

15 Mar - 27 Mar 132 FW F-16 104 127
Des Moines IA ANG 124 
FS

31 Mar - 12 Apr GAF GR-1 18 18 German Air Force
13 Apr - 25 Apr VFA125 F-18 280 365 NAS Lemoore CA
29 Apr - 23 May AATC F-15 32 86 Tucson AZ ANG
29 Apr - 23 May AATC A-10 Tucson AZ ANG
2 Jun - 13 Jun 162 FW F-16 44 51 Tucson AZ ANG 152 FS
16 Jun - 20 Jun AATC F-16 12 16 Tucson AZ ANG 

25 Jun - 1 Aug IAF F-16 550 686
Israel Air Force next three 
lines combined

28 Jun - 13 Jul 154 WG F-15 Hawaii ANG 199 FS
12 Jul - 26 Jul 144 FW F-16 Fresno CA ANG 194 FS
1 Aug - 3 Aug 162 FW F-16 19 27 Tucson AZ ANG
17 Aug - 29 Aug VFA125 F-18 217 282 NAS Lemoore CA
Total 2198 2825

FY02 9 Sep - 3 Oct 9 SQ GR-4 24 RAF

1 Dec - 15 Dec 120 FS F-16 14
Montana ANG Great Falls 
186 FS

16 Dec - 20 Dec 388 FW F-16 4 Hill AFB UT 34 FS

2 Jan - 19 Jan 183 FW F-16 17
Illinois ANG Springfield 
170 FS

7 Jan - 11 Jan 388 FW F-16 4 Hill AFB UT 34 FS

19 Jan - 2 Feb 114 FW F-16 13
South Dakota ANG Sioux 
Falls 175 FS

2 Feb - 16 Feb 110 FW A-10 14
Michigan ANG Battle 
Creek 172 FS

16 Feb - 2 Mar 119 FW F-16 15
North Dakota ANG Fargo 
178 FS

19 Feb - 23 Feb 388 FW F-16 4 Hill AFB UT 34 FS
2 Mar - 16 Mar 148 FW F-16 14 MN ANG Duluth 179 FS
16 Mar - 30 Mar 121 WG A-10 14 ID ANG Boise 190 RS
31 Mar - 13 Apr 140 WG F-16 14 CO ANG Buckley 120 FS
13 Apr - 27 Apr 127 WG F-16 14 MI ANG Selfridge 107 FS
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YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

FY02 10 Apr - 24 Apr 9 SQ F3 14 RAF
28 Jul - 29 Aug 9 SQ GR-4 30 RAF
1 Sep - 30 Sep VMFA 533 F-18 30 MCAS Beaufort SC
Total 1666.430233 239

FY02 5 Jan -19 Jan 183FW F-16 165 275
Illinois ANG Springfield 
170 FS

12 Jan - 19 Jan 115FW F-16 Madison WI ANG 115FW
19 Jan - 2 Feb 104 FW A-10 138 262 Barnes MA AND 131 FS

2 Feb - 16 Feb 110 FW A-10 146 251
Battle Creek MI, ANG 172 
FS

16Feb - 2 Mar 114 FW F-16 185 223
Sioux Falls SD, ANG 175 
FS

8 Mar - 16 Mar 162 FW F-16 42 55 Tucson AZ 195 FS
16 Mar - 30 Mar 124 WG A-10 138 248 Boise ID ANG 190 FS
17 Mar - 22 Mar 129 RQW HH-60 4 12 Moffett CA
26 Mar - 4 Apr 1 GROUP GR-4 78 105 RAF UK 617 SQ
4 Apr - 22 Apr 1GROUP GR-4 102 126 RAF UK 14 SQ
17 Jun - 28 Jun HMM268 CH-46 54 131 USMC

11 Jul - 30 Aug 8 FW F-15C 513 572

IAF 106 FS all 
sortie/hours lumped for 4 
lines

21 Jul - 26 Jul 175 FW A-10
Baltimore MD ANG 104 
FS

27 Jul - 10 Aug 144 FW F-16 Fresno CA ANG 194 FS
6 Aug - 9 Aug 162 FW F-16 Tucson AZ 152 FS
8 Sep - 20 Sep VFA146 F-18 36 48 NAS Lemoore CA
Total 1601 2308

FY01 Oct VMFA 533 212
Nov 122 FW 131
Jan 110 FW 146
Jan 180 FW 115
Feb 114 FW 131
Feb 148 FW 118
Mar 111 FW 108
Mar 175 FW 128
Mar 129 RQW 41
Apr 47 FS 41
20 Apr - 27 Apr 162 FW F-16 34 7 Tucson AZ 162 FS
20 Apr - 27 Apr 125 FW F-15 ? 7
30 Apr - 5 May 303 FS A-10 17 6 Whiteman AFB

27 May - 10 Jun 706 FS A-10 73 13
AFR, New Orleans, LA 
926 FW

1 Jun - 8 Jun 162 FW F-16 55 7 Tucson 148 FS
11 Jun - 25 Jun RS F-16 675 14 Roving Sands
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YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

FY01 11 Jun - 25 Jun RS F-15 14 Roving Sands
26 Jun - 26 Jul 162 FW F-16 30 Tucson 162 FS
26 Jun - 26 Jul 162 FW A-10 52 30 Tucson 162 FS
26 Jun - 26 Jul 162 FW C-130 30 Tucson 162 FS
Total 2077 158

FY00 6 Nov - 20 Nov 124 WG A-10 14 Idaho ANG
4 Dec - 18 Dec 114 FW F-16 14 South Dakota ANG

8 Jan - 22 Jan 177 FW F-16 14
New Jersey ANG Atlantic 
City

10 Jan - 14 Jan 114 FW F-16 4
South Dakota ANG, Sioux 
Falls

23 jan - 5 Feb 180 FW F-16 13 Ohio ANG, Toledo
6 Feb - 19 Feb 120 FW F-16 13 Montana ANG Great Falls

7 Feb - 11 Feb 114 FW F-16 4
South Dakota ANG, Sioux 
Falls

12 Feb - 19 Feb 185 FW F-16 7 Iowa ANG Sioux City
18 Feb - 21 Feb 122 FW F-16 3 Indiana ANG Ft Wayne
20 Feb - 4 Mar 185 FW F-16 14 Iowa ANG Sioux City

5 Mar - 18 Mar 110 FW A-10 14
Michigan ANG Battle 
Creek

5 Mar - 18 Mar 102 RQS HH-60 14 NY ANG Suffolk
5 Mar - 18 Mar 129 FQW HH-60 14 CA ANG Moffett
11 Mar - 25 Mar 410 Sq F-18 15 Cold Lake Canada

6 Apr - 9 Apr 118 AW C-130 3
Tennessee ANG, 
Nashville

15 May - 31 May VMFA 232 F-18 15 NAS Miramar CA
2 Jun - 17 Jun VMFA 232 F-18 15 NAS Miramar CA
Total 190

15-Jun-
99

Oct - May 
"ONLY"

4-Oct-95 "no additional flying hours"
"number of aircraft, sorties 
and flying time has 
remained virtually 
constant since programs 
inception"

"no indication from NGB 
that number of units would 
change in next three 
years"

FY94 5 months A10 196 150 no patterns
5 months F-16 1584 150 90 flying days
Total 1780
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YEAR MONTH UNIT MDS SORTIES HOURS
TOTAL
DAYS COMMENTS

FY90 Snowbirds A-10
F-16
A-7

Total 260 flying days per year

FY90 30-Jul-90 A-10
F-16
A-7

Total

FY90 A-10
A-7
F-16

Total

CY82 Feb and Mar A-7D 537 41
includes closed and radar 
patterns

ASSUMED TO BE OSB 
OPS
7.5 closed pattern ops
7.5 radar pattern ops 

FY77 A-7
A-10

FY 77? Jan - Apr A-7
no low approaches 
planned

F-100
normal duty hours 0800-
1700

20/weekday
eight weeks O-2 1600? 1940?

FY 75
15 units 
deployed F-100

A-7
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Operation Snowbird's historical safety record is superb.  In its 35 year history, the unit has never 
experienced a Class A mishap.  Operation Snowbird has a flight safety program to mitigate risks and 
prevent future mishaps.  The unit also embraces Operational Risk Management processes to mitigate 
risks.  The following was posted in clear site at the unit for all to see and follow: 

Operational Risk Management  Operation Snowbird, 6 Step Process 

1.  Identify Hazards 
2. Assess Risk 
3. Analyze Controls 
4. Make Control Decisions 
5. Implement Risk Control 
6. Supervise & Review 

At Davis-Monthan AFB the following noise abatement and safety practices are undertaken for all air 
operations: 

1. Airfield departures and arrivals, to the maximum extent possible and consistent with 
established safety procedures, use the airspace southeast of the base. 

2. Traffic patterns are flown to minimize overflights of populated areas. 
3.  Efforts are continually made to schedule missions to keep noise levels at an absolute

minimum during evening hours. 
4. Operational areas for aircraft are over very sparsely populated areas. 
5. Quiet hours for aircraft operations are normally from 10:30 P.M. to 6:00 A.M. (2230 

to 0600) unless a high priority mission or an emergency situation occurs.liv

In addition, Snowbird Operations has implemented the following flight safety measures:  

a. All aircraft carrying live ordnance utilize the southeast corridor 

b. Aircraft unable to expend live ordnance due to any system malfunction are diverted to an 
alternate base to preclude recovery over the Tucson metro area. 

c. Aircraft experiencing malfunctions recover to Davis-Monthan from the southeast, 
preventing over flight of densely populated areas. 

PART III Safety Precautions Implemented for OSB.



  35Preliminary Study Report

Department of Defense mishaps (or accidents) are classified into three categories.  An aircraft 
experiences a Class A, B, or C mishap as described below: 

A. Class A Mishap: Occurs when at least one of the following applies: 

1. Total mishap cost is $1,000,000 or more;  

2. A fatality or permanent total disability occurs; and/or 

3. An Air Force aircraft is destroyed. 

B. Class B Mishap: Occurs when at least one of the following applies: 

1. Total mishap cost is $200,000 or more and less than $1,000,000; and/or 

2. A permanent partial disability occurs and/or 3 or more people are hospitalized; 

C. Class C Mishap: Occurs when at least one of the following applies: 

1. Cost of reported damage is between $20,000 and $200,000; 

2. An injury causes a lost workday (i.e., duration of absence is at least 8 hours beyond the day or shift 
during which mishap occurred); and/or 3 an occupational illness causing absence from work at any time.  

Note:  in 2009, the Department of Defense changed the mishap categories to the below.  The changes 
did not impact this study.   

A. Class A Mishap: Occurs when at least one of the following applies: 

1. Total mishap cost is $2,000,000 or more;  

2. A fatality or permanent total disability occurs; and/or 

3. An Air Force aircraft is destroyed. 

B. Class B Mishap: Occurs when at least one of the following applies: 

1. Total mishap cost is $50,000 or more and less than $2,000,000; and/or 

2. A permanent partial disability occurs and/or 3 or more people are hospitalized; 

C. Class C Mishap: Occurs when at least one of the following applies: 

1. Cost of reported damage is between $50,000 and $500,000; 

2. An injury causes a lost workday (i.e., duration of absence is at least 8 hours beyond the day or 
shift during which mishap occurred); and/or 3 an occupational illness causing absence from work at 
any time 

PART IV Analysis of General United States Air Force (USAF) mishap data from as 
early as 1975 and a comparison to DMAFB-specific pertinent mishap data.
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Analysis 

The purpose of this study is to mitigate on-going public concern over Snowbird operations, as 
expressed in numerous letters written to national leaders by concerned citizens of Tucson, Arizona.  The 

Operation Snowbird program.  This section will analyze safety risks.   

The safety records for Davis-Monthan AFB are excellent.  Davis-Monthan AFB permanently 
assigned units have not experienced a Class A mishap since 2002.  The base has experienced three Class 
A mishaps in the previous 20 years, none of which were within 30 miles of Tucson.  Operation Snowbird 
has been in operation since 1975.  In its 35 year history, the unit has never had a Class A mishap; 
Operation Sn record is flawless.  While zero mishaps in 35 years is a superior safety 
record and reflects a strong safety program, it does not guarantee there will not be a mishap in the 
future.  There are, and will continue to be, risks to the citizens of Tucson.  Below, in this section, safety 
risks will be analyzed.   

In Table 1 below, safety statistics have been organized so the reader is able to compare general 
United States Air Force mishap data with DMAFB mishap data.  Table 1 contains U.S. Air Force and 
Davis-Monthan AFB mishaps and mishap rates for the time period 1975 to 2009.  Table 2 compares 
mishap rates for U.S. Air Force aircraft participating in Operation Snowbird.  Table 3 displays mishap 
rates for Royal Air Force aircraft participating in Operation Snowbird.  The Air Force did not provide 
Wyle with safety mishap rates for U.S. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps or U.S. Army aircraft participating in 
Operation Snowbird.  Therefore, joint aircraft are not analyzed in this report.  The next part of this 
section will analyze the historical safety mishap rates in the Tables in an effort to objectively quantify the 
safety risk to the citizens of Tucson.  

To analyze safety risks, Wyle set out to find a method of using historical safety mishap rates and 
presenting it an objective, tailored and meaningful way to describe -Monthan AFB.  
The analysis began with a basic comparison of mishap rates amongst Davis-Monthan AFB permanently 
assigned aircraft as well as Operation Snowbird aircraft mishap rates.  As stated earlier, Class A Mishap 
rates are the number of Class A mishaps per 100,000 flying hours.  The rate is determined by dividing the 
total number of mishaps in a time period by the total flying hours in the same time period.  For example, 
in 2009, the U.S. Air Force had 17 Class A mishaps and, in 2009, the U.S. Air Force flew a total of 
2,125,000 hours.   

 17 mishaps divided by 2,125,000 hours = 0.000008 mishaps per flying hour 

To restate, in 2009, the Air Force suffered 0.000008 mishaps per flying hour.  To make the rate 
meaningful, it is reported per 100,000 flying hours, simply by multiplying the rate by 100,000 to obtain 
the mishap rate per 100,000 flying hours:  The result is: 

0.000008 X 100,000 = 0.8 Class A Mishap Rate 

The Class A Mishap rates are excellent statistical tools for determining safety performance in the 
macro sense, e.g., comparing the safety mishaps amongst aircraft in the U.S. Air Force using an equal 
number of flying hours and a common period of time, e.g., 100,000 flying hours during a one year, five 
years, ten years or life time period.  The Class A mishap tables reveal the F-
is higher than that of the A-10 (2.14).  Does this inform us the F-16 has 1.7 times more risk than the A-10
when flying out of Davis-Monthan AFB?  It does not.  The rate is a calculated ratio of mishaps to hours.  
Looking at the rate alone cannot inform us whether or not there is more safety risk from the F-16 vice the 
A-10 flying at Davis-Monthan AFB.  The reason is, at Davis-Monthan AFB, the A-10s and F-16s do not fly 
the same number of hours in a year.  As such, the mishap rates (ratios) cannot be used to compare safety 
risks between two aircraft because the amount of flying hours, or exposure to the general public, is 
different, unless one factors in actual flying time. 

measure of safety risk at Davis-Monthan A
calculus, begins with the historical Class A mishap rates.  Wyle chose to use aircraft lifetime mishap rates.  
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To keep the units consistent in the calculation, Wyle chose not to use the rate per 100,000 flying hours.  
Instead, Wyle used the number of mishaps per flying hour.  For example, In the Air Force during 2007,
the A-10 had one Class A mishap and flew a total of 92,593 hours.   

 1 mishap divided by 92,593 hours = 0.0000018 mishap per flying hour 

Beginning with historical safety rates, the first part of the calculation determines the mishap potential 
per flying hour.  (Note:  Wyle acknowledges safety mishap rates are historical statistics.  Wyle 
understands past performance does not guarantee future results.  Regardless, lacking knowledge of the 
future, we have chosen to use past safety performance as a metric for current and future risk.) After 
determining the mishap potential per flying hour, Wyle then factored in the actual flying hours of an 
individual aircraft type at a specific location, e.g., A-10s at Davis-Monthan AFB.  The purpose is to give 
proper weight to the mishap potential by factoring in the actual flying time for each aircraft type.  For the 
citizens of Tucson, to the risk.  The risk factor, then, is 
calculated as follows: 

Class A Mishap rate per flying hour multiplied by flying time (exposure time) = Risk Factor 

1. Aircraft Class A Mishap Rates per 100,000 hours are found in Tables 1, 2 & 3  

To calculate Class A Mishap rate per flying hour, divide by 100,000 

2. Exposure Time is the number of hours flown by an aircraft type, e.g., A-10s at DMAFB for one 
year. 

To illustrate, the 2007 Davis-Monthan AFB, A-10, Risk Factor is calculated as follows: 

The A-10 has a life time Class A Mishap Rate of 2.14 per 100.000 flying hours 

2.14 divided by 100,000 = 0.0000214 mishaps per flying hour 

At DMAFB in 2007, the A-10 Flew 11,247 sorties for 19,722.7 hours  

0.0000214 potential mishaps per hour multiplied by 19,722.7 hours = 0.422 Risk Factor  

To further the example, the 2007 Operation Snowbird F-16 Risk Factor is calculated as follows: 

The F-16 has a life time Class A Mishap Rate of 3.68 per 100,000 flying hours 

3.68 divided by 100,000 = 0.0000368 mishaps per flying hour 

At Operation Snowbird in 2007, the F-16 flew 2,300 sorties for 2,685.9 hours 

0.0000368 multiplied by 2,685.9  = 0.099 Risk Factor 

The above analysis reveals that while the public is exposed to the higher mishap potential of the F-
16, the exposure time is far less (the A-10 flew more than seven times as many hours as the F-16).  Thus, 
the resulting safety risk to the public from exposure to the F-16 is lower.  When viewed through the lens of 
the risk factor analysis, one sees the 2007 safety risk of the F-16s (.099 risk factor) operating out of 
Operation Snowbird  is four times less as compared to the A-10s operating out of Davis-Monthan AFB 
(.422 risk factor).   Note:  Operation Snowbird  2007 F-16 sorties included 1,400 sorties and 1,625 hours 
flown by the 162d Fighter Wing when the wing deployed from Tucson International Airport (TIA) to 
Davis- n.

In contrast to 2007, in 2009, F-16s operating out of Operation Snowbird flew a total of 1,065.2 hours.   
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The 2009 Operation Snowbird F-16 Risk Factor is: 

0.0000368 multiplied by 1,065.2 hours = 0.039 Risk Factor 

The 2009 355th Wing A-10 Risk Factor is: 

0.0000214 multiplied by 18,369.5 hours = 0.393 Risk Factor 

In 2009, the A-10 flew 17 times as many hours and the A- risk factor was 10 times greater than the 
F-16.  

When one looks at risk in terms of a combination of mishap potential (as defined by historical mishap 
rates) and actual exposure (as defined by actual flying time), the safety risk amongst aircraft can be fairly 
and objectively compared. The Risk Factor is a meaningful tool with which one can objectively and fairly 
compare safety risks amongst different aircraft at Davis-Monthan AFB, or any other location.  Wyle 
believes this tool offers base officials and citizens of Tucson a common vocabulary and fair method 
(apples-to-apples comparison) for discussing safety risks at Davis-Monthan AFB.   

The table below compares cumulative risk factors for all aircraft that operated at Operation 
Snowbird* with all aircraft operated by the 355th Wing during FY04  FY09. 

Fiscal Year (FY) Operation Snowbird

Cumulative Risk Factor

355th Wing

Cumulative Risk Factor

FY04 0.087 0.523

FY05 0.075 0.737

FY06 0.048 0.656

FY07 0.116 0.538

FY08 0.037 0.578

FY09 0.063 0.556

*Data does not include U.S. Navy, U.S. Army or U.S. Marine Corps aircraft 

Operation Snowbird Risk Factors by Aircraft Type: 

The F-16  has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000368 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for F-16s operating at Operation Snowbird from 2002 to 2010:

FY 2002
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

183FW 5-Jan 19-Jan 10F-16 135 225
115FW 12-Jan 19-Jan 4XF16 30 50
114FW 16-Feb 2-Mar 12XF16 185 223.2
162FW 8-Mar 16-Mar 10-F-16 42 55.7
144FW 27-Jul 10-Aug 6XF16 64 72

456 625.9 0.023
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FY2003
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

162FW 6-Aug 9-Aug 3XF16 6 8.7
192 FW 1-Dec 13-Dec 6xF-16 87 113.8
180FW 5-Jan 18-Jan 12xF-16 205 246.4
122FW 2-Feb 15-Feb 10xF16 140 168.2
RTAF 21-Feb 14-Mar 6XF16 68 96.5
132FW 15-Mar 27-Mar 12XF16 104 127
162FW 2-Jun 13-Jun 12XF16 44 51.9
AATC 16-Jun 20-Jun 4XF16 12 16
IAF 25-Jun 1-Aug 10xF-16 400 504
144FW 12-Jul 26-Jul 6xF-16 80 100.8
162FW 1-Aug 3-Aug 8XF16 19 27.5

1165 1460.8 0.054

FY2004
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

RNLAF 26-Oct 12-Dec 10xF-16 665 864.5
AATC 17-Nov 19-Nov 4xF-16 16 20.8
148FW 10-Jan 24-Jan 10xF-16 135 171.9
114FW 25-Jan 7-Feb 13xF-16 209 260.2
183FW 8-Feb 21-Feb 12xF-16 146 191.4
162 FW 4-Aug 8-Aug 5xF16 26 41.2

1197 1550 0.057

FY 2005
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR
127 FW 9-Jan 22-Jan 10xF-16 168 203.6
148FW 23-Jan 5-Feb 10xF-16 135 229.6
180FW 6-Feb 19-Feb 11xF-16 153 174.7
183FW 20-Feb 5-Mar 12xF-16 128 150.4
158FW 11-Mar 26-Mar 12xF-16 158 235.4
182FS 4-Apr 16-Apr 12xF-16 171 241.1

913 1234.8 0.045

FY 2006
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR
178 FW 21-Oct 5-Nov 12xF-16 180 220.1
180 FW 8-Jan 21-Jan 11xF-16 114 134.5
181 FW 19-Feb 4-Mar 12xF-16 155 192.2
115 FW 5-Mar 17-Mar ?xF-16 120 176.4
149 FW 15-Apr 28-Apr 12xF-16 122 154.3

691 877.5 0.032
FY 2007
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SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

162FW 15-Sep 15-Oct F-16 1400 1625
178FW 5-Nov 18-Nov F-16 142 184.6
180FW 3-Dec 15-Dec F-16 160 242.5
181 FW 7-Jan 20-Jan F-16 136 170.5
158FW 19-Jan 4-Feb F-16 152 182.1
183 FW 5-Feb 16-Feb F-16 90 137.4
149FW 15-Apr 28-Apr F-16 156 239.4
162FW 5-Jun 8-Jun F-16 12 15.2

162 AATC 21-Aug 31-Aug F-16 52 73.8
162FW 4-Sep 1-Oct F-16 0 0

2300 2685.9 0.099

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

162 21-Oct 3-Nov F-16
115FW 4-Nov 17-Nov F-16 114 161.1
120FW 1-Dec 15-Dec F-16 120 185.5
149FW 13-Apr 25-Apr F-16 144 227.4

378 574 0.021

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

Belgium AF 23-Oct 21-Nov F-16 252 426.5
127FW 3-Jan 10-Jan F-16 26 38.3
178 FW 10-Jan 31-Jan F-16 331 362.9
149FW 12-Apr 1-May F-16 157 237.5

766 1065.2 0.039

FY 2010
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

121th FS (D.C) 15-Oct 31-Oct (10) F-16 119 447.3
119th FS (NJ.) 4-Jan 15-Jan (10) F-16 110 202.9
134th FS (VT.) 9-Jan 23-Jan (11) F-16 135 225.6
112th FS (OH.) 24-Jan 6-Feb (10)  F-16 144 196.1

508 1071.9 0.039

The A-10 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000214 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for A-10s operating at Operation Snowbird from 2002 to 2010:

FY 2002

SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR
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104FW 19-Jan-02 2-Feb-02 A-10 138 262.4
110FW 2-Feb-02 16-Feb-02 A-10 146 251.8
124WG 16-Mar-02 30-Mar-02 A-10 138 248.8

175WG 21-Jul-02 26-Jul-02 A-10 17 42

439 805 0.017

FY 2003
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

AATC 29-Apr-03 23-May-03 A-10 18 48.4

18 48.4 0.001

FY 2004
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

110FW 7-Mar-04 20-Mar-04 A-10 75 124.3
175WG 13-Jun-04 27-Jun-04 A-10 19 34.1

94 158.4 0.003

FY 2006
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

111 FW 2-Oct-05 15-Oct-05 A-10 127 211
175 FW 6-Nov-05 19-Nov-05 A-10 145 246.8
110 FW 28-Jan-06 18-Feb-06 A-10 193 294.7

465 752.5 0.016

FY 2007

SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

303 FS 18-Feb 2-Mar A-10 166 305.3
172FW 3-Mar 15-Mar A-10 121 181.5

287 486.8 0.010

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

104TH 11-Jun 7-Jul A-10 121 229.3
188FW 25-Jul 7-Aug A-10 131 214.6

252 443.9 0.010

The F-15 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000242 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for F-15s operating at Operation Snowbird from 2002 to 2010:

FY 2002
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SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

8FW 11-Jul-02 30-Aug-02 F-15C 360 424.3

360 424.3 0.010

FY 2003
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

AATC 29-Apr-03 23-May-03 F-15 32 86.3
154WG 28-Jun-03 13-Jul-03 F-15 80 100.8

112 187.1 0.005

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

131FW 31-Mar 11-Apr F-15 111 136.4

111 136.4 0.003

The H-60 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000414 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for H-60s operating at Operation Snowbird from 2002 to 2010:

FY 2002
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

129 RQW 17-Mar-02 22-Mar-02 HH-60 4 12.8

4 12.8 0.001

FY 2007
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

Ang Thndr 7-Jun 20-Jun HH-60 25 70.0 0.003

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

101RQS 15-Jun 25-Jun HH-60 30 84.0 0.003

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

Ang Thndr 1-Dec 12-Dec HH-60 40 44.8

40 44.8 0.002

The Tornado (GR-4) has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000221 mishaps per flight hour.  The following 
are Risk Factor calculations for GR-4s operating at Operation Snowbird from 2002 to 2010.

FY2002

SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR
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617SQ 26-Mar-02 4-Apr-02 GR4 78 105.7
14SQ 4-Apr-02 22-Apr-02 GR4 102 126.2
31SQ 9-Sep-02 5-Oct-02 GR4 140 186

320 417.9 0.009

FY2 2003
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

2/9SQ 5-Oct-02 30-Oct-02 GR4 137 167.6
6/2/9SQ 13-Sep-03 31-Oct-03 GR4 340 427.4

477 595 0.013

FY 2004
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

12/14/15/617 
SQ 17-Apr-04 22-May-04 GR4 285 374.7
1 SQ 24-Jun-04 12-Jul-04 GR7 110 136.6
RAF 1-Sep-04 1-Oct-04 GR4 207 281.4

602 792.7 0.018

FY 2005
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

RAF 27-Aug-05 30-Sep-05 GR4 233 325.9

233 325.9 0.007

FY 2007
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

14/12 SQDN's 25-Jul 20-Aug GR4 123 158.5

123 158.5 0.004

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

RAF 26-Apr 30-May GR4 173 240.3

173 240.3 0.005
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FY2010
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

2 Sqn. 02/06/10 02/20/10 GR-4 61 97.2
14 Sqn. 02/21/10 03/09/10 GR-4 71 107.2

132 204.4 0.005

The Harrier (GR-7) has a potential mishap rate of .  The 
following are Risk Factor calculations for GR-7s operating at Operation Snowbird from 2002 to 2010.

FY 2004

SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

1 SQN 22-Oct 7-Nov GR7 91 146.1

91 146.1 0.009

FY 2005
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

3, 1, 4 SQN 11-Jul 5-Aug GR7 274 352.9

274 352.9 0.023

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

4SQN 8-Sep 29-Sep GR7/9 122 158.6

122 158.6 0.010

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

RAF 16-Feb 2-Mar GR-7 67 87.1
RAF 9 SQN 6-Jun 7-Jul GR-7 17 20.4

84 107.5 0.007

355th Wing Risk Factors by Aircraft Type: 

The A-10 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000214 mishaps flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for A-10s operating in the 355th WG from 2004 to 2009:

FY 2004
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY04 FY04 A-10 9,328 18,472.7

9,328 18,472.7 0.395

FY 2005
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR
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355th WG FY05 FY05 A-10 14,183 27,672.8

14,183 27,672.8 0.592

FY 2006
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY06 FY06 A-10 12,607 24,635.8

12,607 24,635.8 0.527

FY 2007
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY07 FY07 A-10 11,247 19,722.7

11,247 19,722.7 0.422

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY08 FY08 A-10 11,341 22,271.1

11,341 22,271.1 0.477

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY09 FY09 A-10 9,659 18,369.5

9,659 18,369.5 0.393

The H-60 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000414 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for H-60s operating in the 355th WG from 2004 to 2009:

FY 2004
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

55 RQS FY04 FY04 HH-60 Unknown 2,740.0

Unknown 2,740.0 0.113

FY 2005 FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR
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SQN/WING

55 RQS FY05 FY05 HH-60 Unknown 3,099.9

Unknown 3,099.9 0.128

FY 2006
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

55 RQS FY06 FY06 HH-60 Unknown 2,711.0

Unknown 2,711.0 0.112

FY 2007
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

55 RQS FY07 FY07 HH-60 Unknown 1,708.9

Unknown 1,708.9 0.071

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

55 RQS FY08 FY08 HH-60 Unknown 1,394.2

Unknown 1,394.2 0.058

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

55 RQS FY09 FY09 HH-60 Unknown 1,425.8

Unknown 1,425.8 0.059

The C-130 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000085 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for HC-130Ps operating in the 355th WG from 2007 to 2009:

FY 2004
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

79 RQS FY04 FY04 HC-130P Unknown 1,731.8

Unknown 1,731.8 0.015
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FY 2005
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

79 RQS FY05 FY05 HC-130P Unknown 1,969.7

Unknown 1,969.7 0.017

FY 2006
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

79 RQS FY06 FY06 HC-130P Unknown 1,942.1

Unknown 1,942.1 0.017

FY 2007
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

79 RQS FY07 FY07 HC-130P Unknown 1,768.0

Unknown 1,768.0 0.015

FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

79 RQS FY08 FY08 HC-130P Unknown 1,552.0

Unknown 1,552.0 0.013

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

79 RQS FY09 FY09 HC-130P Unknown 1,591.9

Unknown 1,591.9 0.014

The C-130 has a potential mishap rate of 0.0000085 mishaps per flight hour.  The following are Risk 
Factor calculations for EC-130s operating in the 355th WG from 2007 to 2009:

FY 2007
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY07 FY07 EC-130 654 3,504.2

654 3,504.2 0.030
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FY 2008
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY08 FY08 EC-130 1808 10,460.1
1808 10,460.1 0.089

FY 2009
SQN/WING FROM TO MDS SORTIES HOURS RISK FACTOR

355th WG FY09 FY09 EC-130 1,887 10,556.2
1,887 10,556.2 0.090

Note:  Class A Mishap Rate = number of Class A mishaps per 100,000 flying hours 

Table 1 - USAF mishap data and DMAFB mishap data, 1975 2009
Year Total Class A 

Mishaps - Air 
Force

Annual Mishap 
Rate Air Force

Total Class A 
Mishaps 
DMAFB

Annual Class A 
Mishap Rate 
A-10

Annual Class A 
Mishap Rate 
C-130

Annual Class A 
Mishap Rate 
H-60

1975 93 2.77 4 0.00 0.82 N/A
1976 87 2.81 1 0.00 0.00 N/A
1977 88 2.78 1 11.96 0.30 N/A
1978 98 3.15 1 15.72 2.01 N/A
1979 94 2.94 4 9.24 0.00 N/A
1980 81 2.56 1 3.84 0.56 N/A
1981 80 2.44 1 2.86 1.09 N/A
1982 78 2.33 0 1.82 0.53 0.00
1983 59 1.73 0 3.10 0.27 0.00
1984 62 1.77 1 2.68 0.80 0.00
1985 53 1.49 0 1.78 0.79 0.00
1986 62 1.79 0 1.37 0.54 0.00
1987 40 1.51 0 2.92 0.36 44.42
1988 55 1.64 1 1.37 0.58 0.00
1989 56 1.59 1 3.03 0.29 0.00
1990 51 1.49 0 1.35 0.00 0.00
1991 41 1.11 0 0.88 0.00 6.85
1992 48 1.69 0 1.79 0.63 5.15
1993 34 1.35 0 1.74 0.33 4.37
1994 35 1.55 0 3.35 0.36 8.26
1995 34 1.53 0 1.69 0.35 3.75
1996 27 1.24 0 1.63 0.34 0.00
1997 30 1.42 1 2.40 0.70 0.00
1998 24 1.14 1 0.81 0.00 3.84
1999 34 1.60 0 1.63 0.00 0.00
2000 23 1.13 0 1.80 0.37 3.90
2001 24 1.16 0 1.78 0.73 0.00
2002 35 1.47 1 1.74 0.94 11.73
2003 31 1.29 0 0.81 0.00 4.20
2004 27 1.18 0 2.53 0.31 0.00
2005 32 1.49 0 0.00 0.66 18.29
2006 19 0.90 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
2007 27 1.32 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
2008 26 1.32 0 1.00 0.39 7.87
2009 17 0.80 0 1.08 0.00 4.03
Life Time 2.14 0.85 4.14
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Table 2 USAF Aircraft Participating in OSB, Mishap Rates, 1975 2009
Annual Class A 
Mishap Rate 
Air Force

Annual Class 
A Mishap 
Rate F-100

Annual Class 
A Mishap 
Rate O-2

Annual Class 
A Mishap 
Rate A-7

Annual Class 
A Mishap 
Rate F-15

Annual Class 
A Mishap 
Rate F-16

Annual Class 
A Mishap 
Rate A-10

1975 2.77 6.88 1.41 13.41 22.02 621.12 0.00
1976 2.81 3.78 1.36 7.05 0.00 442.48 0.00
1977 2.78 7.94 2.79 6.44 14.16 0.00 11.96
1978 3.15 10.51 3.88 8.92 11.59 0.00 15.72
1979 2.94 14.87 0.00 8.66 5.16 30.64 9.24
1980 2.56 0.00 3.32 3.28 4.57 18.65 3.84
1981 2.44 0.00 5.83 4.95 3.78 8.86 2.86
1982 2.33 0.00 2.62 2.37 1.96 15.83 1.82
1983 1.73 0.00 0.00 2.38 2.36 7.30 3.10
1984 1.77 0.00 3.71 7.01 1.71 5.01 2.68
1985 1.49 1724.1 7.48 5.99 2.70 4.55 1.78
1986 1.79 0.00 0.00 1.22 3.53 4.32 1.37
1987 1.51 0.00 0.00 1.56 1.94 3.43 2.92
1988 1.64 0.00 0.00 6.04 0.50 6.80 1.37
1989 1.59 0.00 N/A 3.93 2.33 3.63 3.03
1990 1.49 0.00 N/A 1.40 3.08 3.19 1.35
1991 1.11 N/A N/A 1.47 1.09 4.55 0.88
1992 1.69 N/A N/A 9.72 2.26 4.04 1.79
1993 1.35 N/A N/A 0.00 1.38 4.38 1.74
1994 1.55 N/A N/A N/A 1.90 4.00 3.35
1995 1.53 N/A N/A N/A 1.94 2.59 1.69
1996 1.24 N/A N/A N/A 2.49 2.40 1.63
1997 1.42 N/A N/A N/A 1.56 3.00 2.40
1998 1.14 N/A N/A N/A 1.59 3.89 0.81
1999 1.60 N/A N/A N/A 4.23 5.11 1.63
2000 1.13 N/A N/A N/A 2.23 2.62 1.80
2001 1.16 N/A N/A N/A 1.09 3.85 1.78
2002 1.47 N/A N/A N/A 2.57 1.90 1.74
2003 1.29 N/A N/A N/A 2.07 3.09 0.81
2004 1.18 N/A N/A N/A 1.58 0.58 2.53
2005 1.49 N/A N/A N/A 1.77 1.54 0.00
2006 0.90 N/A N/A N/A 0.59 2.74 0.00
2007 1.32 N/A N/A N/A 3.76 3.29 0.00
2008 1.32 N/A N/A N/A 2.78 1.05 1.00
2009 0.80 N/A N/A N/A 1.39 1.17 1.08
Life Time 9.42 21.22 2.82 5.71 2.42 3.68 2.14
Last 10 Years 1.97 2.22 1.08
Last 5 Years 2.04 2.00 0.38

Note:  Class A Mishap Rate = number of Class A mishaps per 100,000 flying hours
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Table 3  RAF Aircraft Participating in OSB, Mishap Rates

The above table is for Royal Air Force aircraft; it uses the mishap rate per 10,000 flying hours.   

Repair 
Category

Definition

1

2 Forward maintenance organization capabilities, or the 
maintenance capabilities of any Forward organization to which it may be allotted.

3 The aircraft is repairable on site but the work is considered by the aircraft custodian to be beyond their Forward 
maintenance organization capability and must be repaired by a Depth maintenance organization or other Repair 
Organization on site.

4 The aircraft is repairable but it is considered to need special facilities or equipment not available on site. The 
repair w

5 The aircraft is considered beyond economic repair or has been totally destroyed.

For the purposes of this report, Cat 5 Occurrences were considered Class A Mishaps.  When adjusted 
to 100,000 flight hours, the Class A rates for RAF aircraft are as follows: 

Tornado = 2.21; 
Typhoon = 0.00; and 
Harrier = 6.46. 

Tornado Typhoon Harrier

Total Fg Hrs 180700 36500 61900

Total Cat 1 Occurrances
429 60

121

Rate of Cat 1 Occurances per 
10000 Fg Hrs

23.74 16.44 19.55

Total Cat 2 Occurances
19 4 10

Rate of Cat 2 Occurances per 
10000 Fg Hrs

1.05 1.10 1.62

Total Cat 3 Occurances
6 0 5

Rate of Cat 3 Occurances per 
10000 Fg Hrs

0.33 0.00 0.81

Total Cat 4 Occurances
0 1 0

Rate of Cat 4 Occurances per 
10000 Fg Hrs

0.00 0.27 0.00

Total Cat 5 Occurances
4 0 4

Rate of Cat 5 Occurances per 
10000 Fg Hrs

0.22 0.00 0.65
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SUMMARY  

Part I of this report revealed the mission, the number of operations, and the types of aircraft in 
Operation Snowbird have changed substantially since development of the EA in 1978.  It was also 
demonstrated the training has evolved from winter deployment training for the Cold War era to year-
round pre-deployment training exercises for Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and ENDURING FREEDOM.  
Other significant changes include:  none of the original aircraft in the EA are currently involved in OSB; 
the number of days OSB aircraft are projected to be at DM has risen from two weeks to one month or 
longer;  the number of operations has, in some years, doubled; night time operations have been added; 
the limitation of flight operations to one arrival and departure with no pattern operations conducted has 
been inconsistently accomplished or documented since 1978; and on-base aircraft maintenance run-up 
operations have likewise been accomplished and documented.  In short, there have been significant 

g and aircraft operations since the 1978 EA was released.   

Part II reported of all known Operational Snowbird operations data from 1975 to the present.  From 
a noise perspective, there are two areas for discussion.  The first is data availability/consistency and the 
second is the resulting OSB aircraft noise compared to noise resulting from all aircraft operations at 
DMAFB.   

As shown in the noise data spread sheet, there has been little to no consistency in collecting 
operations data each year (i.e., complete data gaps for 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, 
1987 1988, 1989, 1992, 1993, 1996, 1997, and 1999).  What operations data is recorded (e.g., some years 
only have total sorties by all aircraft whereas other years have sorties by aircraft), or what metrics were 
used to record the data from 1977 to 2000, it has only been since 2000 that operations data has been 
available each year to the present time.   

The second discussion area is the evidence collected shows a reasonable doubling of OSB operations 
from 1978 to 2004 and then a slight reduction in 2009 from 2004 conditions.  From a noise perspective, 
this approximate doubling of operations would probably be indistinguishable to the average individual in 
the context of overall DMAFB operations.  Using engineering judgment, it is our opinion that should a 
noise analysis be accomplished using the Department of Defense approved NOISEMAP program, it is 
doubtful that the noise contours would increase by more than one dB, if even that, and that such a small 
difference in noise of all operations versus OSB operations would again be indistinguishable.   

Part III reviewed safety precautions at Operations Snowbird.  The study found no evidence affirming 
the perception that pilots who fly in Operation Snowbird do not follow safety procedures. The study did 
find Operations Snowbird has an exceptional flight safety record, zero Class A mishaps in 35 years of 
operations.  The study concluded the perception that pilots who temporarily train at DMAFB are not 
properly following specific safety precautions is a misperception.  Regardless, as the 1992 AICUZ stated, 

PART V Based on available data, recommendations to mitigate perceived quality of 
life concerns of excessive noise from operations and safety concerns related to 
perceptions that pilots who temporarily train at DMAFB are properly following 
specific safety precautions.
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occur.lv  there remains a potential for future mishaps, the study recognizes the importance of 
identifying and mitigating risks.   

Part IV was an analysis of flight safety mishap data for Operations Snowbird and Davis-Monthan 
AFB.  In addition to a comparison of mishaps and mishap rates, Wyle developed a Risk Factor analysis.  
The risk factor analysis offers base officials and citizens of Tucson a common vocabulary and fair method 
for comparing aircraft safety risks by objectively expressing the level of risk for aircraft operating out of 
Davis-Monthan.  With the risk objectively and fairly expressed via the risk analysis, the two parties can 
engage in dialogue to accept or mitigate the future level of risk.     

Part V, includes the above summary, plus the below findings and recommendations.  

Findings  

1.
operations.  As stated in the 1978 EA, the original purpose for OSB was to enable ANG units 
in the northeast to conduct tactical training for two week periods between January and April.  
The purpose today, according to the National Guard Bureau, is to: 

a. Facilitate leading edge world class aviation training for US and allied forces for 
irregular warfare, deployment spin-up, and military exercises/inspections through 
continuous improvement of training opportunities based on the lessons learned from 
current military conflicts. 

b. Become the Irregular Warfare Center of Excellence for the Air National Guard 
c. Provide access to a multiple realistic live and inert targets arrays on the Barry 

Goldwater Ranges 
d. Allow access to the Link 16 and Gateway DATA link architecture in the Southwest US 
e. Support US Military exercises and conferences by providing a quality facility 

In addition to its mission change, the following changes have occurred at Operation 
Snowbird: 

i. None of the aircraft analyzed in the 1978 EA are participating in OSB today.  
Likewise, helicopters have been added to the mix of aircraft. 

ii. The timeframe for deployment has changed from two-week periods during 
January through April to deployments sometimes longer than 30 days during all 
twelve months of the year. 

iii. There were no foreign or joint aircraft analyzed in the 1978 EA. 
iv. In 2007, flight operations peaked, more than doubling from an estimated 

maximum of 1,600 per year to over 3,400 per year, and the flight hours 
correspondingly doubled from an estimated 1,940 per year to over 4,440 flight 
hours. As noted earlier, 1,400 of the 2007 F-16 sorties were 162d Fighter Wing 
sorties flown when In 2008 and 2009, the 
number of Operations Snowbird operations declined to 938 sorties, 1,453.4 hours 
and 1,057 sorties, 1,908.4 hours respectively. 

v. Traffic pattern operations were not authorized in 1978.  Since 1978, radar and 
instrument patterns have sometimes been conducted.

vi.
will be conducted during normal duty hours at Davis-Monthan AFB, 0800 

 Night Vision 
Goggle Training, a night time flying operation.  
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Finally, very little of the 1978 EA dealt with assessing the flight operations of the OSB 
aircraft flying within the DMAFB airspace, i.e., conducting arrival, departure and/or 
pattern operations.  These flight operations are the primary concern for the people of 
Tucson.  

2. One of the most comprehensive aspects of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is 
that it is applicable to all major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of our human 

means under the control and/or of the responsibility of the federal government, and the word 

requires that an Environmental Impact Statements (EIS), containing a detailed and plainly 
written statement of need, alternatives, and environmental consequences, be completed 

federal actions that significantly affect our human environment.  The EIS must result in a 
Record of Decision which is prepared as a concise public document stating a decision, 
identifying all alternatives considered, listing specific environmentally preferable alternatives 
and stating the possible mitigation to avoid/minimize harm to the environment. 

In August of 1978, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) developed guidelines for 
preparing EISs which included two aspects of documentation the use of categorical 
exclusions and Environmental Assessments (EA), which were not originally contained in 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.  Categorical exclusions (CATEX) are 
applicable to actions which do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on 
the human environment, have been previously approved by CEQ or which have been 
found to have no significant effect.  Because there is no approved CATEX to address OSB, 
use of an EA is the most benign methodology for addressing the potential impacts of OSB. 

An EA is not an analysis, but is a concise public document which provides an assessment 
of an action for which the scope is limited to either completing a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) or proceeding with an EIS.  An EA cannot, by definition, document 
significant impacts. 

14 November 2008, Davis-Monthan AFB officials signed and submitted an AF Form 813,
.   

er 
 It recommended:  

The Request for Environmental Impact Analysis was not 
approved.   

3. November 2009, a Draft Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Report was 
completed for Davis-Monthan AFB; it was based on data collected in 2007.  The Draft AICUZ 
Study was an update initiated because of changes in aircraft operations since the last AICUZ 
Study in 1992.  For its part, the Air Force perceives its AICUZ responsibilities as falling with 
the areas of flying safety, noise abatement, and participation in the land use planning process.  
To that end, the 2009 AICUZ was a reevaluation of aircraft noise and accident potential 
related to U.S. Air Force flying operations at Davis-Monthan AFB.  These are the areas of 
concern for the citizens of Tucson, as evidenced by letters sent to public officials.  Over the 
years, th in Operation Snowbird has waxed and waned.  
November 2008 letter sent to the Secretary of Defense and courtesy copied to Senator Kyl 

.  Her letter was followed by 
several other letters from citizens concerned with aircraft noise and flight safety. There 
remains a need for a new AICUZ. The environment has changed:  Tucson has grown.  
According to the 2009 Draft AICUZ, pulation of the City of 
Tucson grew by more than 113,000, a 28 percent increase, and the population of Pima County 
grew by almost 280,000, a 41.9 percent increase.lvi  has change:  it has 
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evolved and grown.   The prevailing AICUZ is dated.  Davis- -annual data 
collection for revalidation has been inconsistent.  In short, there is a need for a reevaluation of 
aircraft noise and accident potential related to U.S. Air Force flying operations at Davis-
Monthan AFB.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Air Force prepare a written environmental assessment (EA) to determine whether or not 
Operation Snowbird significantly impacts the Tucson environment.   The prevailing EA, dated 
1978, does not reflect the current level of operations nor type of aircraft flown in Operation 
Snowbird.  Air Force should ensure the new EA includes an assessment of OSB flight operations 
within the DMAFB airspace, i.e., conducting arrival, departure and/or pattern operations. A new 
EA would re-establish the baseline of activities and provide a more realistic view of impacts 
associated with Operation Snowbird operations.   

2. Air Force contract for a new AICUZ.  The prevailing AICUZ, dated 1992, does not reflect the 
current level of operations.  A new AICUZ would re-evaluate aircraft noise and accident potential 
related to U.S. Air Force flying operations at Davis-Monthan AFB.
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WHY AN EIS IS NEEDED FOR THE OSB EXPANSION PROPOSAL 

1. NO REASONABLE BASING ALTERNATIVES 

There are no reasonable basing alternatives included in the OSB Draft EA. Thousands 
of local citizens sent letters and petitions to Washington expressing concern about the 
noise and safety of the new aircraft that was introduced into the Operation Snowbird 
program. A delay of training is not a rational argument. Operation Snowbird operated 
out of TIA while the runway at DM was being resurfaced. Other temporary 
arrangements can be made. There is no effort demonstrated to locate other suitable 
locations in less encroached areas while several other options exist. The cost factor is 
rightly not mentioned in the Draft EA especially in light of the billions being spent on 
the F-35.

2. THIS IS A CONTROVERSIAL ISSUE WITH A HIGH PUBLIC TURN-OUT 
AT THE SCOPING MEETING TO NW OF DM

This is an important and controversial issue which is given short shrift in the OSB 
DEA. There are no public meetings yet much of what was presented during the 
scoping period has changed…i.e. 1.) The baseline was changed from 2002 to 2009 2.) 
A new 2007 noise study and new noise contours were introduced. 3.) There is now 
discussion of Runways 12 and 30 which is not understandable. 4.) There is now 
mention of a low-income minority area subject to disproportionate noise impact.

There was a high public turn-out at the scoping meetings in the densely-populated 
mid-town area (Crowd opposes expansion of Snowbird 
http://azstarnet.com/news/local/crowd-opposes-expansion-of-
snowbird/article_c266a455-4982-5b1d-b66b-e6dc4218c2e1.html Arizona Daily Star, 
September 28, 2011) and a low turn-out at the meeting in the SE area indicating a 
lesser impact on humans in that area. The document indicates incorrectly that the 
majority of the noise is to the SE. (See more 7. MISLEADING INFORMATION).  

There has been insufficient effort to reach out for community involvement. No 
notices were sent to the population that already is disproportionately impacted by 
aircraft noise.  This was incorrectly stated in the draft document. Initially, it was 
indicated that E-mail comments would not be accepted making it difficult for many 
who are out-of-town at this time of year. This was especially the case for those who 
are out of the country. E-mail comments were accepted during the OSB scoping 
period and also for the recent F-35 EIS. They should have clearly been accepted for 
the draft OSB EA.

3. THE OSB DRAFT EA IS TOO TECHNICAL AND FILLED WITH 
JARGON AND ACRONYMS 
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There is need for a plain English EIS. The DEA uses jargon and acronyms that are 
not easily understood by the general public. Example: P. ES-1 "NGB is preparing to 
update its TP 60-1, including the RMP, which would address the NGB's proposed 
management of OSB at DMAFB."  One shouldn't have to go back and forth to a list 
of acronyms to read the document. The general public also doesn’t understand that 
Runway 12 and Runway 30 is really one runway and that 12 and 30 refer to compass 
directions. The document leaves out the important circular flight path over the City, 
making it difficult for civilians to understand the impact of the flights on the 
community.

4. A FONSI IS ACHIEVED USING SUBJECTIVE AND INCORRECT DATA

The FONSI summary is subjective with little data to back it up. A more thorough 
analysis is needed.  

5. THE PUBLIC WAS TAKEN BY SURPRISE BY AN UNSUBSTANIATED 
2007 NOISE STUDY

The 2007 OSB Noise Study was never mentioned during the scoping meetings. It 
seems to coincide with the release of a new AICUZ.  The 2007 Noise Study was 
never vetted by the public nor was it mentioned in a press release or at a MCRC 
meeting.  When asked for a copy of the 2007 Noise Study, several members of the 
public were told by the DM Public Affairs Office that it was an “Internal document 
not available to the public at this time.” There is little information on how the noise 
data was collected or why certain aircraft were selected or omitted. Also, there is no 
mention of onsite noise data collection. We assume that there was none. An EIS using 
more precise onsite noise data needs to be done. After the claim that OSB aircraft 
were analyzed in the 2002 CSAR EA yet never mentioned in the document, there is 
some skepticism among the public about the 2007 Noise Study.

6. THE NOISE DATA NOT ONLY OMITS SOME OF THE LOUDEST 
AIRCRAFT, BUT THE DATA IS WATERED DOWN BY AVERAGING 
(DNL).

The true impact of noise is better measured by Sound Exposure Level (SEL), which is 
a single event which can produce the “startle” reaction that is briefly mentioned on 
page 4-1, L32-34. The statement “the average of the events (i.e., DNL) still represents 
the most accurate assessment of the conditions.” is never substantiated. It is an 
opinion not backed up by research data or health studies. The noise level of a single 
F-22 passing over at 500’ above ground level (i.e. the level of the Julia Keen 
Neighborhood) can reach 120 dB. On P 3-1, L30, the DEA states that the threshold of 
pain is also around 120 dB. It appears that the loudest OSB aircraft have been omitted 
from the 2007 Noise study. The SEL single event would be more significant than 
DNL when doing a study on human health effects on minority low-income 
populations as required by Executive Order 12898. 
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7. THE AF NOISE MODELING PROGRAM BASEOPS FAILS TO GIVE A 
TRUE PICTURE OF THE NOISE EFFECT  

Page 4-1 of the DEA mentions the AF BASEOPS noise modeling program that was 
used to come up with the noise contours that contribute to a false conclusion that 
doubling the number of OSB flights and allowing night flights would result in only a 
slight increase in the number of impacted homes and multi-family buildings. This 
conclusion defies common sense.

A false assumption was made on P. 4-1, line 23-24 that F-16C and F-15A aircraft 
were suitable substitutes for additional OSB aircraft. Therefore, the AF simply left 
out the louder F-22s, F-18s, and the Harriers. The attached AF Edwards F-35 Noise 
Test Data shows at 1,000’ that the F-16 C (PW229) at Min Power to be 89 dB while 
the F-18C/D to be 95 dB, 6 dB louder. Each 10 dB doubles the perceived noise. The 
attached graph shows the F-15A at the same altitude to be 91 dB and the F-22 to be 
102 dB. The F-22 is more than twice as loud as the F-15A used in the modeling. The 
F-22 is well over twice as loud as the F-16. Along with the watered-down DNL, 
leaving out the loudest OSB aircraft results in inaccurate noise contours that 
ultimately result in a false conclusion that there is only a slight increased impact on 
the residents. An information sheet distributed by DM to the MCRC (attached) shows 
the Marine Harrier AV 8B (84.0% RPM) at 500’ to be almost 113 dB, four times as 
loud as the F-16C. at 1,000’. There can be variances in noise measurements, but 
omitting the loudest OSB aircraft demonstrates that clearly a more careful analysis 
and computer modeling of OSB noise need to be done. It appears that most of the 
foreign aircraft, the osprey, and the helicopters have been omitted from the noise 
modeling that produced the noise contours.

Also, the noise modeling fails to address the impact of the two circular flight paths 
over the city and assumes a straight-in approach. This is not the case. In addition to 
the larger circular flight path over the city, there is also the “racetrack” pattern done 
prior to landing over neighborhoods to northwest of DM. This is not taken into 
consideration.

The noise contours in the DEA are considerably smaller than those in the Airport 
Environs Zone (AEZ) adopted by the City of Tucson in 2004.  These noise contours 
were based on hypothetical 5-squadrons of F-16s. The diminished size of the DEA 
noise contours is likely due to the absence of data for many of the louder OSB 
aircraft. 

8. MISLEADING INFORMATION 

On P. 4-16, Lines 27-30  “1. Airfield departures and arrivals, to the maximum 
extent possible and consistent with established safety procedures, use air space 
southeast of the base. 2. Traffic patterns are flown to minimize overflights of 
populated areas. 3. Operational areas for aircraft are over very sparsely 
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populated areas. (There needs to be a definition of “Operational areas”.) These 
statements are blandly misleading and simply not true. The number of take-offs 
toward the less encroached area SE of base is about equal to the number of 
landing over the densely-populated area NW of the base. There is no mention 
in the document of the circular landing pattern over the City of Tucson. After 
circling over the City, the OSB aircraft descend to approximately 2,000’over 
the Broadmoor Neighborhood, then to approximately 1,500’ over hundreds of home 
in the Arroyo Chico Neighborhood, descending to approximately 1,000’ over Reid 
Park and finally coming in over the Julia Keen Neighborhood at about 500’. These 
are all densely-populated residential areas. The Julia Keen Elementary was closed in 
2004 due to low-flying Davis-Monthan aircraft. This neighborhood is indicated in 
Table 2-4 on page 2-13 to be a minority, low-income population that is 
disproportionately impacted by military aircraft noise. The question remains as to 
when this neighborhood was first designated under Executive Order 12898 of 
February 16, 1994- Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations? Is mitigation required?  

When discussing the impact of noise, the DEA fails to explain the meaning of 
Runway 12 and Runway 30. The EA doesn’t make it clear that this is a single runway 
and that 12 and 30 refer to compass directions.

Aircraft can take off to the SE on Runway 12, but they can also land on Runway 12 
after circling over the urban neighborhoods. This is the common practice. Runway 30 
doesn’t equate only to the area SE of the base. It is a compass direction. The EA fails 
to explain this. 

Page ES-2, Lines 18-21 states: “To further abate noise, departures would use Runway 
12 and arrivals would use Runway 30 to the extent practicable, particularly during 
the few nighttime operations. This action would concentrate the majority of the air 
traffic noise southeast of DMAFB and away from the majority of the population near 
downtown Tucson.” This statement is misleading and does not reflect the ongoing 
practices. Not only is this statement false, but the procedure outlined may well be 
unsafe. 98% of the landings are over the area to northwest of  D-M.  

There is no map in the DEA document which accurately shows the circular 
“racetrack” pattern which is done shortly before landing over the NW area. The 
poster displayed during the scoping meetings showed this circular “racetrack” pattern 
to be located within the boundaries of the base. This is incorrect. The “racetrack” 
landing pattern is made over the Julia Keen Neighborhood by most OSB aircraft.  

The 1989 EA for Realignment of Forces at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona 
clearly states on page 9 in it conclusions and recommendations that the major concern 
is the area to northwest of D-M and that encroachment is nearing a critical stage. The 
OSB DEA incorrectly makes it appear that the majority of the noise and safety 
concern it to the southeast of D-M. This is not true. Also, this area is far less 
encroached.  
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Source: 1989 EA for the Realignment of Forces at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base  

"o An analysis of existing and proposed land uses within the Davis-Monthan AICUZ 
indicates that the primary concern is with existing land uses off the northwest end of the 
runway and the future land uses surrounding the other boundaries of the base, primarily the 
southeast.”
"o There is significant impact upon the City of Tucson from Davis-Monthan AFB operations.   
Encroachment of Davis-Monthan AFB is nearing a critical stage; however, in order to insure 
the public health, safety, peace, comfort, convenience, and general welfare within the airfield 
environs, and to prevent the impairment of the airfield, it is necessary to guide, control, and 
regulate future growth and development. 

9. THE EA ATTEMPTS TO MINIMIZE THE IMPACT THROUGH WORDS 

The DEA systematically makes an effort to minimize the impact of doubling OSB 
flights and adding night flights, by repeated use of words that tend to make the reader 
believe that there will not be a significant negative impact on the human 
environment…i.e.” Insignificant impact”, “imperceptible to the residents”, “no 
significant impacts”, “No long-term adverse effects”, “slight change”, “not 
measurably increased”, “extremely low”,  “no additional disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations”, “small numbers”. When 
talking about doubling the number of flights of the loudest aircraft and adding night 
flights, a finding of no significant impact obviously doesn’t make sense. The DEA for 
Operation Snowbird is not a serious document designed to meet NEPA requirements, 
but a “sales job”.

10. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

Cover Letter, lines 47-49 “There would be no additional disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations near DMAFB compared to 
those impacts associated with No Action Alternative.” Table 2-4 on page 2-13 does 
identify a minority low-income area that is disproportionately impacted under the 
OSB “No Action Alternative” and yet it somehow concludes that doubling the 
number of OSB sorties and adding night flights “would likely be imperceptible to 
residents.” This doesn’t make sense. ES-3-ES-4 “These expansions in the noise 
contours would be imperceptible to the residents as the changes in contours would be 
less than 50 feet. Public safety risks would not be measurably increased under any of 
the alternatives.” These conclusions are based on incomplete data used in the noise 
study and in noise modeling. Common sense tells us that you can’t double the number 
flights introducing night flights and have no significant impact on the quality of life 
and safety of the residents in an area already identified in violation of Environmental 
Justice Regulations. While acknowledging that an area is an Environmental Justice 
concern, there is no mention of need for mitigation.  

Under the Environmental Justice section on page 3-19, there is little information 
about Census Tract 20 and 21 which includes the minority neighborhoods that are in 



6

the high noise zone for OSB. The EA used the less affluent City of Tucson as their 
Community of Comparison (COC) rather than Pima County that was used in the F-35 
EIS. Using the City of Tucson as the COC would exclude comparison to more 
affluent areas i.e., the Catalina Foothills and Oro Valley.

The recent F-35 EIS for TIA used the number of residents disproportionately 
negatively impacted in a low-income area, not the number of structures. This DEA 
never mentions the number of people impacted, but only the number of homes, multi-
family buildings and other buildings. There are many coop buildings in the Julia Keen 
Neighborhood with hundreds of residents. The EA is tasked to evaluate the impact on 
humans. 

The purpose of Executive Order 12898 is to focus federal attention on the 
environmental and human health effects of federal actions on minority and low-
income populations with the goal of achieving environmental protection for all 
communities. Yet there were no notices mailed to the residents of the low-income 
minority area that is already negatively impacted by noise from D-M overflights. 
There were no materials or notices in the Spanish language provided, although they 
were requested. An EIS needs to be done with appropriate materials in Spanish along 
with a careful study that evaluates the environmental and health effects of the aircraft 
on this area.

Table 4-8 on page 4-14 clearly shows that there is a disproportionate impact on low-
income and minority populations. Why aren’t there any means for mitigation 
mentioned? 

http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/laws/eo12898.html

Summary Executive Order 12898 - Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  

11. LACK OF ANALYSIS OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON TOURISM, 
ONE OF TUCSON’S MAJOR INDUSTRIES 

The Draft OSB EA states on Page 3-13 that tourism is a major industry in Tucson,
“Tourism is a major industry in the region. According to the Metropolitan Tucson 
Convention and Visitors Bureau, in 2010, tourism accounted for approximately 
21,500 jobs in Pima County. The County has approximately four million domestic 
overnight visitors per year (2006). Visitors account for more than $2 billion in direct 
travel spending and generate more than $124 million in direct tax receipts annually 
(2010).”

Strangely, after making this statement the DEA states on page 4-10 “Concerns about 
the impacts of an expansion of OSB activity on the tourism industry were expressed 
by citizens at public meetings and in written comments. Anecdotal information 
presented cites noise as causing an adverse impact on tourism-industry businesses. 
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However, any adverse impacts on tourism in the region would be the result of all 
DMAFB-related activity, not just OSB, and they would be difficult to quantify. The 
Proposed Action makes only minor changes in the number of homes and businesses 
within the 65 dBA noise contour, and most of the business areas are light industrial. 
Consequently, the Proposed Action would have negligible adverse impacts on 
tourism.” 

The economic impact on tourism, one of Tucson's major industries, needs to be done 
in an EIS. It can’t simply be said that it is too difficult to separate OSB from other 
DM overflights and not address the negative economic impact of the loudest aircraft. 
The 65 dB noise contour mentioned relates to residential use, not to whether a tourist 
sitting by the pool will want to return to Tucson for another visit. The DEA fails to 
address the impact on hotels that are in the circular return path to D-M. 

12. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This section of the DEA is sorely lacking and premature. Although the initial 
assignment of the F-35 has been made to Luke AFB, a secondary beddown in 
December, 2014 is still to be decided. The F-35 EIS stated that the D-M flight path 
would be used from time-to-time, if TIA were named. Also, the F-35 EIS mentioned 
that live ordnance would be loaded at D-M. The EA does mention “Cumulative 
effects on the noise contours surrounding DMAFB and TIA could occur if the F-35A 
beddown occurs at TIA”  

The EA fails to mention the railroad tracks located near the neighborhoods that 
received the highest DM noise impact. There has been mention in the press of 
possible expansion of the rails through Tucson. In light of the cumulative impact, an 
EIS needs to research the amount of noise from the trains and future railroad 
expansion in the area near the disproportionately impacted area  

The DEA fails to mention events such as the Heritage Flight Conference that was 
held at D-M in March or the bi-annual Air Show/Open House that was held at D-M in 
April. One of the Air Show participants broke the sound barrier while practicing 
causing damage to several businesses and homes. These properties were not located 
in the high noise zone mentioned in the DEA, but in the area of the circular flight path 
over Mid-town Tucson. Also, DM hosted the Hawgsmoke Competition in August. 
The competition was held at the B. G. Range, but they came thundering back to 
Davis-Monthan over the neighborhoods. 

Although at high altitudes, the DEA fails to mention the commercial air traffic over 
the City.

In the Cumulative Impacts section of the DEA on page 5-2, Line 40, it is claimed that 
OSB aircraft were evaluated in the 2002 CSAR EA even though there is no mention 
of either the Operation Snowbird program or their aircraft.  
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13. PROPERTY VALUE

The methodology used regarding loss of property value due to D-M military 
overflights is too general and doesn’t use accepted methods of evaluation. On Page 
FONSI-2 of the OSB DEA states “Property values near DMAFB have not experienced 
decreases as dramatic as those of other properties in the outlying portions of the City of 
Tucson or Pima County, suggesting that existing aircraft operations have not decreased 
property values compared to other properties in the local area.” This is in contrast to the 
January 1, 2012 article in the Arizona Daily Star that states “The largest a number of 
houses sold under $100K are found on the south side, surrounding Davis-Monthan 
AFB and near the Tohono O’odham Nation.” http://azstarnet.com/real-estate/in-
homes-here-sell-for-under-k/article_f957345a-a856-56bc-aa1e-46f8f27c3f29.html

The accepted method of evaluation of property value by both appraisers and assessors 
is to use the sales prices of comparable or similar properties. This methodology was 
used in 1994 Federal Aviation Administration study by consultant Booz-Allen & 
Hamilton. Similar properties (similar age, similar sq. footage, similar condition, etc.) 
were compared. The major difference being their location in a “quiet” neighborhood 
vs. a “noisy” neighborhood with airplane over flights. They demonstrated that in 
moderately priced neighborhoods in the vicinity of Los Angeles International Airport, 
noise diminished property values by 18.6%, or by 1.33% per decibel. A separate 
analysis, prepared for the Orange County Board of Supervisors, showed the 
diminution of property value averaged 27 .4% in the vicinity of the three California 
airports that were studied. 

The Draft EA uses too wide a comparison of properties with Census Tracts vs. 
properties in Pima County. There is no back-up data on loss of property values. A 
thorough analysis of property and tax loss needs to be done in an EIS. 

14. THE OSB EA BASELINE NEEDS TO REFLECT THE DATE OF 
CHANGE OF THE PROGRAM TO YEAR-ROUND COMBAT TRAINING 
FOR SISTER-SERVICES AND FOREIGN PILOTS  

There was a significant change in the 1990’s in the OSB program which impacted the 
human environment of the community surrounding Davis-Monthan AFB. Operation 
Snowbird changed from an ANG wintertime proficiency training program to a year-
round combat training program for sister-service and foreign pilots. There was a 
major change in the type of aircraft that flew over the neighborhoods and the duration 
of the program. It became almost a quasi-commercial program (see attached 
brochure) that changed from mainly F16s and A-10s to include all types of 
aircraft….Harriers, Tornados, F-18s, F-15s, Osprey. When this major change took 
place there should have been an EA or EIS done to meet NEPA requirements.  

15. THE POSITIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF OPERATION SNOWBIRD ON 
THE COMMUNITY IS MINIMAL 
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The positive economic impact of Operation Snowbird on the Tucson community is 
quite small in comparison to other influences i. e. tourism which could be 
jeopardized. During a MCRC meeting, the OSB economic impact was estimated to be 
less than $300,000 annually. Neither the DM nor the 162nd Public Affairs Office was 
able to supply more exact figures. The Operation Snowbird campus was significantly 
expanded in 2000 to include living quarters therefore use of local hotels and motels is 
infrequent. DMAFB provides on-base food service, commissary, banking and 
recreational facility, etc. The EA mentions participants renting cars and eating out at 
local restaurants as a positive economic impact on P. 4-10. "These additional trainees 
would eat at area restaurants, rent cars, and in some cases may stay in hotels.” This 
would unlikely be a significant economic impact on Tucson. 

16. EXPANSION OF OSB WILL INCREASE THE RISK OF AN ACCIDENT
IN A DENSELY-POPULATED AREA 

It is obvious that doubling the number of OSB flights and adding night flights will 
also double the risk of an accident in a densely-populated area. The Table 3-10. Risk 
Factors for OSB Aircraft on P. 3-22 fails to include three of the OSB aircraft with the 
worst safety records: the F-18s, the F-22s, and the osprey 

The EA fails to mention the December 2008 crash of an F-18 into a house in San 
Diego killing four on the ground. The pilot ejected safely. This aircraft was from 
Miramar MCAS, CA. Miramar’s F-18s have participated in Operation Snowbird in 
the past. Another Miramar F-18 recently crashed at NAS Fallon. 

Also, there is no mention of the recent crash of an F-18 into an apartment complex in 
Virginia Beach, Va. Despite extensive damage to the buildings and some injury to 
those on the ground, miraculously, there were no fatalities. The two pilots parachuted 
safely to the ground.

In 2000, an Osprey crashed in Marana killing 19 marines.  MV-22 Osprey is listed as 
participant in the OSB Proposed Action on page ES-2. 

In 2005, a Harrier from MCAS Yuma crashed into a City of Yuma neighborhood. 
The Harrier was carrying live ordnance and 1,300 people were evacuated. The pilots 
ejected safely and two people on the ground were injured. Harriers from MCAS 
Yuma have participated in Operation Snowbird. 

The safety record of the F-22 has received much publicity. The Air Force claims that 
the problem with the air flow to the pilots has been corrected. 

Many in Tucson haven’t forgotten the crash of a D-M jet near the University of 
Arizona in 1978 http://www.library.pima.gov/librarianfiles/?kbid=13
A 2003 article published in the University of Arizona's student newspaper, The Daily 
Wildcat, recaps the incident. Details about the accident, the pilot and victims 
involved, and the University of Arizona's reaction are included. 
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http://wc.arizona.edu/papers/97/44/01_1.html

Simply because there has not been a crash of a DM aircraft in Tucson in recent years, 
should not allow the Air Force to forget that the base is located in an urban area 
surrounded on three sides by residential development. The visiting Operation 
Snowbird pilots, who are unfamiliar with area, are give a short briefing and then they 
are expected to do precision flying over a densely populated area. 

The words from the Davis-Monthan JLUS Section 5.1.2 “Safety” need to be 
remembered. “Although the risk to people on the ground of being killed or injured by 
a military aircraft accident is very small, such an event is by its nature of high 
consequence and may be catastrophic in the range and extent of its impact.” 

17. CONCLUSION 

The OSB Draft EA is sorely lacking not only in detail, but in accuracy. A full EIS is 
clearly needed. 

Anne Gomez 
3455 E. Via Esperanza 
Tucson, AZ 85716 

goanne@cox.net

(520) 297-1758 

Please send me a copy of the Final Operation Snowbird EA. Thank you. 
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Peaceful Skies Coalition
c/o P.O. Box 322

Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico 87513

September 19, 2012

VIA E-MAIL 

ATTN:
OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs 
3180 S. First Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment
Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in 
Support of Operation Snowbird, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona.

To Whom It May Concern:

Peaceful Skies Coalition is submitting comments on the United States Air Force Draft 
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Update and Implementation of the National Guard 
Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird (OSB) in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4331, et seq., (NEPA). 

These comments are submitted during the requisite comment period by the Peaceful Skies 
Coalition (Commenters).  The Commenters request that Carol Miller, President of Peaceful Skies 
Coalition, be placed on the recipient list to receive notice of any developments in the USAF 
NEPA review process for this proposal and any related documents issued by the USAF in the 
course of its NEPA review of this proposal. The Commenters further request that these 
comments be included as part of the administrative record. Additional comments may also be 
submitted separately by members of this organization, its officers, and other interested citizens 
associated with the organization. 

Peaceful Skies Coalition has commented to the USAF on several other NEPA issues. As each 
Draft EA or EIS is studied, coalition members have gained insight into the enormity of recent 
Air Forces expansions on the people, wildlife, range and farm animals, precious water, and land 
– all without truly informed consent.  

Other commenters will address flaws in various sections of the Draft EA. Peaceful Skies 
Coalition is primarily addressing serious, fundamental problems with the Draft EA and the 
numerous ways in which it fails to meet the requirements of the NEPA.

Recommendation: Withdraw the Draft EA Document for Multiple Violations of NEPA
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The Draft EA does not comply with the NEPA. The public is being asked to comment on 
environmental impacts of an expansion in isolation from all current and adjacent activities.

The Peaceful Skies Coalition is aware that a tremendous military expansion is underway within 
the United States and that the Air Force and other branches of the military are simultaneously 
conducting numerous Scoping Meetings, Public Hearings, Draft and Final EAs and Draft and 
Final EISs. In order to provide informed comment on the OSB Draft EA, the public needs 
information about the other current regional and national base expansions and changes. Without 
complete information there is no way to determine the actual impacts of the OSB expansion.

DOD Must Develop a Comprehensive Baseline for All of Its Activities

For the purpose of establishing a baseline from which to address cumulative affects, the 
Department of Defense (DOD) should initiate a Continent-wide EIS for all military flights and 
training, whether manned or unmanned, by any and all branches of the military and military 
contractors. Wildlife, water and air quality, and avian flyways are just a few of the potentially 
affected natural systems, which exist in very large bioregions not defined by lines drawn on a 
map around a single base.

For the fourth time, the Commenters have formally put in writing the request that the USAF 
diligently prepare a comprehensive programmatic EIS for all training areas, operations and 
activities in at least the lower 48 states and arguably in the Continent, including Alaska. 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) policy states that actions which are: 
(1) closely related, i.e., are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the 
larger action for their justification; or (2) are cumulative actions, which when viewed 
with other proposed actions have cumulatively significant impacts; or (3) are similar 
actions that have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental 
consequences together, such as common timing and geography, need to be considered in 
one EIS.  See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.  Based on this policy, the numerous training areas and 
activities, or operations, throughout the western United States, and indeed the entire 
country, should be considered in one, single programmatic or comprehensive EIS. 

Much of the information presented in the Draft EA violates this policy by providing no 
recognition of adjacent activities. 

When viewed with other proposed actions, there are cumulatively significant impacts on human 
communities and wildlife populations and habitat. These projects qualify as “similar actions” 
that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common 
timing and geography. These projects therefore must be analyzed in one, national programmatic 
EIS.  

Preparing a single comprehensive or programmatic EIS is the only way the USAF genuinely can 
explore and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives with varying overflight frequency and 
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alternate locations, as well as alternative methods of training (including virtual flight simulation). 

Commenters believe the DOD does not want the public to learn all of the negative environmental
impacts of its activities. For example, we are aware that at one time the DOD had initiated a 
programmatic EIS for its entire low altitude training program on a nationwide basis, and then 
abruptly discontinued the process after early administrative drafts revealed the presence of very 
significant cumulative impacts across the country.

References and Self-Citation 
The document as released is incomplete, inaccurate and overly reliant on old data. Stock 
references and citations – many decades old - are again included, apparently to try to make the 
document appear convincing and serious. An EPA noise study from 1974 is cited throughout the 
Draft EA, a study now thirty-eight years old! The public is offered the same citations in NEPA 
action, after NEPA action by the air force. It is time for current, relevant science and relevant 
new data regarding the cumulative impacts of plans for tremendously increased training 
programs.

Many of the references included are documents produced by the military, other parts of the
federal government or federal contractors. None of these self-citations can be considered 
independent and, in fact, reveal a conflict of interest with the data used for this Draft EA.

Because of the poor quality of the document, it is possible to go through it section-by-section and 
critique each for flawed data, incomplete data, misrepresentations of fact, and failures to address 
significant requirements of NEPA. This comment from Peaceful Skies Coalition will not do a 
section-by-section critique, because the Coalition is aware of numerous technical and legal 
experts who are providing excellent comments on specific errors and omissions. 

This Draft EA is Not in Compliance With NEPA

The USAF is required to comply with all of the requirements of NEPA assuring an independent 
and complete document is prepared for affected agency, tribal governments and the public. The 
statute requires that the following range of issues must be included and subjected to independent, 
in depth analysis: 

Direct Impacts.
A NEPA-compliant EA must analyze the direct impacts of the proposed action. This includes but 
is not limited to: impacts to the health and socioeconomic and psychological wellbeing of Native 
American tribes, other residents of the area, and all those who live in and visit the proposed 
impacted areas from within the United States and around the world; impacts to livestock and 
other domestic animals; impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat; impacts to wilderness areas, 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and other environmentally sensitive areas; air quality 
impacts; impacts to archaeologically, anthropologically, historically, spiritually, and culturally 
significant areas, impacts to scenic areas, impacts to recreation areas; and impacts to tourism.  

The area under consideration supports an abundant and diverse array of wildlife including prime 
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habitat for many species listed as threatened and/or endangered under the Endangered Species 
Act, and irreplaceable in many respects. The Draft EA fails to fully describe these potential 
threats or any mitigation plans to eliminate or limit the threats.

Indirect Impacts.
The NEPA review process is required to carefully analyze the indirect effects of the proposed 
action. Indirect effects are effects that are caused by the action but occur later in time or are 
further removed in distance. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8 (b).  Indirect effects “may include growth 
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, 
including ecosystems.”  Id.  Here, the indirect effects shall include, but are not limited to, 
negative socioeconomic impacts, environmental injustice impacts, and the negative impacts to 
tourism, public health, hunting, and recreation that will result from the proposal.  

The effects on the real estate market, both home and land values, could be devastating and, 
although raised repeatedly at the community meetings, are inadequately addressed in the Draft 
EA. The proposed basing of these flights is urban, within a heavily populated and growing city. 
Certain urban areas will be affected more than others and specific data is needed, not regional 
averages.

Cumulative Impacts.
The Commenters find that absolutely no attention was seriously paid to identifying or analyzing 
any cumulative impacts in the Draft EA. In fact, this failure to consider cumulative impacts was 
one of the weakest parts of the document provided to the public. It failed to take into account the 
requirements of cumulative impacts analysis in settled case law, regulation and policy. 

The Federal courts have ruled that the government “cannot isolate a proposed project, viewing it 
in a vacuum.” 

Adjacent Area and Multi-State Impacts NOT Addressed: 
While the Draft EA references other air force activities within Arizona, Figure 1-2: Training 
Airspace in the Vicinity of Davis-Monthan AFB, page 1-4 shows considerable airspace in New 
Mexico. Using the search function within the Draft EA, New Mexico never shows up a single 
time, despite impacts that might potentially occur there. 

The Davis-MonthanTombstone MOA includes the entire boot heel of New Mexico, a region 
famous internationally as a birders paradise especially in the winter months when proposed OSB 
training expansions would occur. 

Davis-Monthan’s Reserve and Morenci MOA’s, much of which are also located in New Mexico, 
are directly adjacent to the Holloman Cato MOA. The cumulative impacts caused by the 
adjacency of three MOA’s must be addressed. In addition to Holloman, Kirtland and White
Sands Missile Range activities should be part of the assessment to more accurately capture all of 
the requirements of NEPA, including wildlife, rangeland, bird migration, watershed and human 
impacts.
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This failure to address cumulative impacts supports the request by the Commenters that the 
current Draft EA be withdrawn and a document in full compliance with law and policy be 
developed. 

The NEPA review process requires taking a hard look at the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
action.  A cumulative impact is “the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such 
other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time.”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.  

Properly analyzing cumulative effects must include: (1) identifying the significant cumulative 
effects issues associated with the proposed action; (2) establishing the proper geographic scope 
for the analysis; (3) establishing an appropriate time frame for the analysis; and (4) identifying 
other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern.  

Establishing the proper geographic scope or boundary for a cumulative impacts analysis is 
extremely important because the proposed action will have direct, indirect, and “additive” effects 
on resources beyond the immediate area.  To determine the appropriate geographic boundaries 
for a cumulative effects analysis, therefore, the USAF environmental analysis should first: (1) 
determine the area and resources that will be affected by their proposed action (the “project 
impact zone”); (2) make a list of resources within that area or zone that could be affected by the 
proposed action; and (3) determine the geographic areas occupied by those resources outside the 
immediate area or project impact zone.  In most cases, the largest of these areas will be the 
appropriate area for the analysis of cumulative effects.  By way of example, for resident or 
migratory wildlife, the appropriate geographic area for the cumulative impacts analysis will be 
the species habitat or breeding grounds, migration route, wintering areas, or total range of 
affected population units.  See e.g., NRDC. v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 297 (D.C. Cir. 1988. 

Another important aspect of a cumulative impacts analysis that the USAF will need to consider 
is an assessment of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions affecting the 
resources, ecosystems, and/or human communities of concern.  According to the CEQ, the “most 
devastating environmental effects may result not from the direct effects of a particular action, but 
from the combination of individually minor effects of multiple actions over time.”  Council on 
Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act 1 (January 1997) available at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm (last 
visited November 2, 2011).  The requirement to consider cumulative impacts, therefore, is 
designed to avoid the “combination of individually minor” effects situation – to avoid the 
“tyranny of small decisions” or death by a thousand cuts scenario. See e.g., Grand Canyon Trust 
v. FAA, 290 F.3d 339, 346 (D.C. Cir. 2002).  

The USAF must conduct a NEPA review that takes into account and analyzes state, private, and
other federal actions as well as natural occurrences or events that have taken place, are taking 
place, or proposed to take place that will similarly impact the region’s wildlife populations and 
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habitat, and human communities.  Individually, each flyover – though serious – may not rise to 
the level of posing a significant risk.  Collectively, however, the impacts of all of these and other 
activities – whether conducted by private individuals, state agencies, or other federal agencies –
may be significant and must be analyzed. See e.g., Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 346 
(discussing collective impacts to Zion National Park); NRDC v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288 (D.C. Cir. 
1988). As the D.C. Circuit Court noted, federal agencies must “give a realistic evaluation of the 
total impacts [of the action] and cannot isolate a proposed project, viewing it in a vacuum.” 
Grand Canyon Trust, 290 F.3d at 342.  Even “a slight increase in adverse conditions . . . may 
sometimes threaten harm that is significant.  One more factory . . . may represent the straw that 
breaks the back of the environmental camel.” Id. at 343 (quoting Hanly v. Kleindienst, 471 F.2d 
823 (2d Cir. 1972)).  

The USAF cannot analyze the direct and indirect effects of the proposed expansion of Operation 
SnowBird in isolation, but must examine the cumulative effects of the proposed project together 
with all other Department of Defense training areas and operations in and around Arizona, New 
Mexico and all adjacent states.  As explained below, this comprehensive analysis is required by 
NEPA and mandates the preparation of a programmatic EIS that addresses the entirety of 
training programs.  

Synergistic Effects – It’s Time for the Air Force to Use Current Science
Since the 1970’s and 1980’s, when several of the cited studies were completed, most areas of 
scientific study have become much more aware of synergistic effects; not only the synergy 
generated from a single project in isolation but also the synergistic effects of all other activities. 
The Air Force has tried to ignore synergy for too long. For any valid NEPA assessment or EIS, 
new independent, scientific research is needed to identify and quantify the synergistic effects of 
the current baseline and any future projects. 

Among the areas of science, which are taking synergy seriously, are climate science, human 
health impacts, and wildlife studies to name only a few. Without considering synergistic effects, 
the Cumulative Impacts section of the Draft EA falsely assumes all effects to be only additive 
and therefore declares them minimal or nonexistent. In reality, these impacts are not only 
additive, but also have synergistic effects, which in many cases will reverse the conclusions 
expressed by the air force.

Establish a Baseline.
The USAF NEPA review process has not established in this Draft EA a proper baseline upon 
which to base its impacts analyses and conduct the requisite “trends analysis,” i.e., an assessment 
of the environmental impacts of all activities affecting the various resources over an extended 
period of time. By failing to properly define the baseline and from the baseline engage in a trends 
analysis, the USAF will be unable to track any effects and changes that will occur over time. At a 
minimum, baseline data on locations of wildlife and migratory bird paths, and the current 
exposure of animal populations and human communities to sudden heightened noise levels
(startle response) is needed in order to properly analyze the impacts (direct, indirect, and 
cumulative) of the proposed action. 
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Alternatives.
The USAF NEPA review process will need to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  Under 
NEPA, federal agencies must “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E); see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). 
 The discussion of reasonable alternatives section is the “heart” of any environmental analysis 
under NEPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. This standard has not been met.

Best Scientific Information.  All agencies, including the USAF “shall insure the professional 
integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact 
statements.”  40 C.F.R. §1502.24.  Information “must be of high quality.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). 
 Accurate “scientific analysis [is] essential to implementing NEPA.” Id.  The USAF failed to 
review and collect sufficient scientific data.  As stated above, much of the data is old and/or
unrelated to the specific project. This resulted in a Draft EIS that does not provide information 
sufficient to analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed action.

Topics for study, which were not addressed at all include watershed impacts from accumulated 
perchlorates and other aircraft fuel pollutants, fire danger in drought-ridden forests, effects on 
wildlife and livestock. Additionally effects on current and future tourism in the Tucson region 
and renewable energy development must be studied. 

Socioeconomic Factors and Environmental Justice. The preceding pages document a number of 
weaknesses and violations of statute, regulation and policy. The Draft EIS fails to establish a 
baseline, fails to consider cumulative impacts, and presents very limited science regarding 
potential impacts to humans or natural systems. Despite these significant, overall shortcomings, 
no section is as dismissive of impact as the Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice sections 
with insufficient provision for mitigating the impacts. 

A comprehensive study of socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts is needed. The 
affected areas extend far beyond the minimal information provided about Pima County, where 
the base is located. Further study must consider impacts on the regional market/services level, 
many of which cross both state and county lines. 

These comments are submitted by the Peaceful Skies Coalition on the Proposed Update and 
Implementation of the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation 
Snowbird, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona. The mission of the Peaceful Skies Coalition 
is to participate in this and other important decisions affecting public resources in United States. 

In conclusion, we ask that this Draft Environmental Assessment be withdrawn and that the DOD 
first complete an EIS for all continental low, middle and high altitude flights both manned and 
unmanned for all DOD branches before attempting any changes to the current usage. We believe 
the public will be outraged to learn how much airspace, how many flights, how much pollution, 
and how much money is literally burned overhead by the DOD and that the public will demand 
that military airspace and training be reduced and not expanded.
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We hope you find these comments to be helpful, informative, and useful in your efforts to 
comply with the NEPA and other substantive statutes. If you have any questions or comments, or 
wish to discuss the issues raised in this comment on the Proposed Update and Implementation of 
the National Guard Bureau Training Plan 60-1 in Support of Operation Snowbird in greater 
detail, please do not hesitate to contact the Peaceful Skies Coalition representative listed below. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Miller, President

On Behalf of:

Peaceful Skies Coalition
P.O. Box 322
Arroyo Hondo, NM 87513
















