RE MV 22 Project Draft EIS Comments.txt
side of the Goldwater Range that will be used by MV 22 squadrons for
exercises - if so please send copies of cultural reports.

8. MV 22 aircraft are nicknamed "fire starters.'" How will this issue
be addressed in terms of fire safety on

Goldwater Range.

9. We assume that the MV 22 squadrons will not be flying over the
Tohono 0"odham Nation lands.

10. We assume the MV 22 squadrons will not be flying over the Cabeza
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge or the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument.
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Response to Comments

Response to Comment M-1.  Thank you for your comments. Please see responses to L-2 through L-
11 below.

Response to Comment M-2.  Some of the proposed basing alternatives include MCAS Yuma.
However, the Preferred Alternative is a split basing between MCAS Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton.
Training operations within the Barry M. Goldwater Range West (BMGR-West) would occur regardless of
where the aircraft are based.

Response to Comment M-3. Environmental impacts of the proposed action (construction and
operations) are assessed for each air station in Chapters 3 (MCAS Miramar), 4 (MCAS Camp Pendleton),
and 5 (MCAS Yuma). Environmental impacts associated with the training operations (including potential
impacts on cultural resources) are assessed in section 6.1 (MCB Camp Pendleton), section 6.2 (Bob
Stump Training Range Complex [Chocolate Mountain Aerial Bombing and Gunnery Range, BMGR-West,
R-2510 and R-2512]), section 6.3 (MCAGCC), and section 6.4 (Military Training Routes). The analysis of
cultural resources for the Bob Stump Training Range Complex can be found on pages 6-156 through 6-
163 of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment M-4. Please see response to comment M-3.

Response to Comment M-5.  The U.S. Marine Corps look forward to continued government-to-
government consultations with the Tohono O’odham Nation to address any issues regarding safety of
the MV-22 aircraft, proposed operations, and/or cultural resources.

Response to Comment M-6. Please see response to comment M-5.

Response to Comment M-7. A comprehensive package for consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) has been prepared, which reviews previous survey coverage and presence of
archaeological sites within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) of BMGR-West. It also includes proposed
mitigation measures to address lack of complete survey coverage and potential impacts on recorded
archaeological sites. This package will be provided to the Tohono O’odham Nation for review and
comment.

Response to Comment M-8. Please see response to comment M-7.

Response to Comment M-9.  As described in section 6.2.14 (Biological Resources) and section 6.2.16
(Safety and Environmental Health) of the Draft EIS, operation of the MV-22 aircraft has not been
identified as a common cause for fires. The current configuration includes a heat exhaust shield and
modified lighting covers to further reduce the potential. Additionally, the likelihood for a fire appears to
be very low at the Bob Stump Training Range Complex, because of the low flammability of most
common plant species and sparseness of vegetation. Measures were also incorporated into the EIS to
further reduce the potential for training-related fires (see pages 6-154 through 6-155 of the Draft EIS).
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Response to Comment M-10. This is correct; no MV-22 training flights are currently proposed over
Tohono O’odham National lands.

Response to Comment M-11. Proposed MV-22 training operations include flying over the Cabeza
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge during special exercises like the Weapons Tactics Instructors (WTI)
course (see Figure 6.2.8-2 on page 6-111 of the Draft EIS for the resultant noise exposure over the
Refuge). This is similar to CH-46 operations currently conducted over the Refuge. No MV-22 training
flights are currently proposed over Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument.
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THE COCOPAH INDIAN TRIBE
Cultural Resource Department
County 15" & Avenue G
Somerton, Arizona 85350
Telephone (928) 627-4849
Cell (928) 503-2291
Fax (928) 627-3173

CCR-030-08-003

April 3, 2009

Naval Facilities Engincering Command Southwest
Attn: MV-22 Homebasing Project Manager

1220 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92132-5190

RE: Comments on the Draft EIS for the West Coast Basing of the MV-22

The Cocopah Indian Tribe appreciates your consultation efforts on this project. We

are pleased that you contacted the Cocopah on this cultural resource issue for the purpose

of solicitation of our input and to address our concerns on this matter. At this time we

would like to make these comments:

1.

The project area lays within the traditional lands of the Cocopah, therefore this project

is within an area of great concern to the tribe.

This department does not feel that we can comment on the Draft EIS and fully assess
the impacts of this project without the benefit of review of the cultural resources
survey report.

Mitigation for impacts can not be made until the entire landing zone areas have been

surveyed, National Register eligibility has been assigned, and consultation has been

completed.

. Tribes are sovereign nations and, as such, should not be expected to provide

comments during the public review period. This department will provide further
comments on this project during the Section 106 Consultation period.
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N-6| If you have any questions or need additional information please feel free to contact the
cultural resource department. We will be happy to assist you with any future concerns or
questions.

. §ill McCormick
Cultural Resource Manager
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Response to Comments

Response to Comment N-1. Thank you for your comments. Please see responses to N-2 through N-6
below.
Response to Comment N-2. The U.S. Marine Corps acknowledges that the project area is situated

within a geographic area of concern for the Cocopah.

Response to Comment N-3. A comprehensive package for consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPQO) has been prepared, which reviews previous survey coverage and presence of
archaeological sites within the Area of Potential Effects (APE). It also includes proposed mitigation
measures to address lack of complete survey coverage and potential impacts on recorded archaeological
sites. This package will be provided to the Cocopah Indian Tribe for review and comment.

Response to Comment N-4. Please see response to comment N-3.

Response to Comment N-5. The U.S. Marine Corps look forward to continued government-to-
government consultations with the Cocopah Indian Tribe to address any issues or concerns regarding
this undertaking.

Response to Comment N-6. Thank you for your comments.
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> ,_ San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

o W ~
c; o\l" Environmental Review Committee
¢ o
‘oclch\' 13 March 2009
To: Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Attn: MV-22 Homebasing EIS Project Manager
1220 pacific Highway

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
West Coast Basing of the MV-22 Aircraft

Dear Project Manager:

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspects of the subject DEIS on behalf of this committee of |O-1
the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DEIS, we have the following comments:

1. In various places, such as Table 7.2-3, of the DEIS, possible impacts to cultural resources |O-2
resulting from the V-22’s downwash is addressed. Site CA-SDI-14493, for example, is

to be capped to prevent disturbance by the downwash. We appreciate and concur with
the Navy’s concern with that potential impact.

2. Not addressed, however, is the potential for impact on buried or capped cultural material |O-3
from the significant heat plume from the V-22’s engines. Has the Government
investigated this potential impact, to determine the susceptibility of the likely subsurface
material to heat, and how much the soil temperature will rise in the cases of aircraft held
in the landing site for the longest anticipated period and/or under repeated use of the

same landing site? Isn’t this information necessary to determine how thick the cap must
be?

3. One other concern that is not addressed is that if any cultural sites containing rock art are |O-4
near landing sites, indirect impacts from blowing dust and exhaust heat and chemical
content could potentially result. The project mitigation measures should address this

possibility, including the additional effects of ambient wind, when landing sites are
selected.

4. Section 7.6.5 of the DEIS identifies the mitigation measures to be taken to avoid impacts [O-5
to CA-SDI-10156/12599/H at MCAS Camp Pendleton. We suggest consideration be

given to temporary fencing to help prevent intrusion of construction equipment into the
site area at any times the archaeological and Native American monitors are not present.

P.O. Box 81106  San Diego, 34 9%138-1106 e (858) 538-0935
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0-6| Thank you for including SDCAS in the distribution of the DEIS for this project, and for your
consideration of the above comments.

Sincerely,

&es W. Royle, Jr., Cha%irson é .

Environmental Review Committee

cc: SDCAS President
File
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Response to Comments

Response to Comment O-1. Thank you for your comments. Please see responses to comments O-2
through O-6 below.

Response to Comment O-2. Thank you for your comment. The U.S. Marine Corps is committed to
protecting the cultural and natural resources within its jurisdiction.

Response to Comment O-3. The archaeological site in question is approximately 35 feet away from
the landing site. With the use of heat deflectors on the MV-22 (standard practice), it is not expected
that heat will be a significant issue for this site. The main concern is regarding downwash (see response
to Comment 0-4). Based on further discussions with MCB Camp Pendleton, the Final EIS was revised to
include site eligibility testing for CA-SDI-14493 to determine the horizontal and vertical extent of the site
as well as its eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. Further mitigation, such
as capping, may be refined based on results of the site testing.

Response to Comment O-4. Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the U.S. Marine Corps has
expanded the Area of Potential Effects (APE) to include a 350-buffer area around the point of landing to
account for any potential impact on archaeological sites located near the landing areas. The cultural
resource sections in the Final EIS have been revised based on this analysis. In some cases, additional
mitigation measures have been added to avoid or minimize potential impacts.

Response to Comment O-5. Topomai is in a restricted zone on the air station; under Federal Aviation
Association requirements, nothing can be in those areas as they need to be completely cleared of any
obstructions. Additionally, the site has been well studied, with reliable understanding of the vertical and
horizontal extent of its archaeological deposits. Based on an analysis of the APE, proposed construction
is not expected to impact the site. MCAS Camp Pendleton has also gone to great lengths to keep the
location of Topomai restricted. Therefore, in this case, fencing is considered more of a potential
detriment (by revealing the site location), which overrides the minor benefit it may offer.

Response to Comment O-6. Thank you for your comments.
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————— 0rigina1 Message-----

From: ffdw@san.rr.com [mailto:ffdw@san.rr.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 5:57 PM

To: comments@marinescience.saic.com

Subject: Commenting on Draft EIS on Mv-22

Having these public meetings in March does not_allow enough time for people
and groups to comment on the Draft EIS by April 3. I suggest moving the
cogmenﬁ period out a month to allow more time for comment by community groups
and others.

Thank you.

Faye Detsky-weil _ _

Torrey Pines Community Planning Group
13464 calais Drive

Del Mar, CA 92014-3524
ffdw@san.rr.com

858-481-4036
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