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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The Air National Guard (ANG) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to consider the 

potential consequences to the human and natural environment associated with the modification, 

expansion, and utilization of the Evers Military Operations Area (MOA) to accommodate the 

training requirements of the 113th Wing (WG). The ANG is a Directorate within the National 

Guard Bureau (NGB). The ANG Director assists the Chief NGB to carry out the functions of the 

NGB as they relate to the national defense directives of the United States (U.S.) (Department of 

Defense [DOD] 2015). 

The ANG has prepared this EA pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 

1969 (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321ï4347), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations 

[CFR] Parts 1500ï1508), and the Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) (32 CFR §989, 

formerly promulgated as Air Force Instruction [AFI] 32-7061). This EA also identifies applicable 

management actions and best management practices that would avoid or minimize effects relevant 

to the Proposed Action. 

As required by NEPA and its implementing regulations, preparation of an environmental document 

must precede final decisions regarding the proposed project and be available to inform decision-

makers of the potential environmental effects of selecting the Proposed Action, reasonable 

alternatives, or No Action Alternative. 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND LOCATION   

The 113 WG, District of Columbia Air National Guard (DCANG) is located at Joint Base 

Andrews, Maryland. The 113 WG is the air component of the DCANG and is the only federal 

National Guard unit. The federal mission of the 113 WG is to maintain combat forces ready for 

mobilization, deployment and employment as needed to support national security objectives. The 

mission during peacetime has the combat-ready unit assigned to the Air Combat Command (ACC) 

to carry out missions compatible with training, mobilization readiness, humanitarian and 

contingency operations such as Operation Enduring Freedom and Inherent Resolve. The Districtôs 

mission includes defending the National Capital Region, providing support to the District of 

Columbia and local communities, providing emergency relief support, and providing support for 

other contingency operations. 

The existing Evers MOA is above West Virginia and Virginia (Figure 1-1). Part of the MOA is 

above Highland County, Virginia and the remainder of the MOA is in Pocahontas, Pendleton, and 

Randolph counties, West Virginia. The airspace begins at 1,000 feet (ft) above ground level (AGL) 

and continues to 17,999 ft above mean sea level (MSL).  
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Figure 1-1. Existing Evers MOA 
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The proposed Evers MOA Complex would be an expansion and modification of the existing 

airspace and is described in detail in Section 2. 

1.2 SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE OVERVIEW  

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Pilotôs Handbook of Aeronautical Knowledge, 

Chapter 15 Airspace1 identifies four types of airspace in the National Airspace System (NAS): 

controlled, uncontrolled, special use, and other. These types of airspace are defined by the 

complexity or density of aircraft movements, nature of the operations conducted within the 

airspace, the level of safety required, and national and public interest. The primary focus of this 

EA is on Special Use Airspace (SUA), specifically MOAs. SUA is the designation for airspace in 

which certain activities must be confined, or where limitations may be imposed on aircraft 

operations that are not part of those activities. Certain SUA areas can create limitations on the 

mixed use of airspace. Section 3.1 Airspace Management describes airspace in detail. 

MOAs consist of three-dimensional airspace 

with defined vertical and lateral limits.  MOAs 

are established for separating certain military 

activities from civilian aircraft being operated 

under Instrument Flight Rules (IFR).  Aircraft 

operated under IFR are operating with a 

clearance and under positive control of the 

FAA Air Traffic Control (ATC). MOAs are depicted graphically on FAA sectional charts.  

Additional MOA information provided on the chart consists of upper limit elevation, lower limit 

elevation, activation method, hours of activation, controlling agency, and the using agency. 

Civilian aircraft operating under IFR are allowed to fly through active MOAs under certain 

conditions.  ATC may clear IFR traffic through an active MOA, if minimum IFR separation 

distances can be provided by ATC.  If separation distances cannot be maintained, ATC will reroute 

or restrict IFR traffic from entering the active MOA. 

Civilian aircraft may also operate under Visual Flight Rules (VFR). These aircraft are being 

operated using outside visual references for navigation, weather avoidance, traffic separation, and 

obstruction clearances. VFR aircraft are not under positive control by ATC, nor are they required 

to establish two-way communication with ATC. However, VFR aircraft may also fly through 

active MOAs. Because aircraft under VFR are not required to be in constant communication with 

ATC, pilots should exercise increased vigilance, or request ATC flight-following service, due to 

 

1 Source: FAA Pilotôs Handbook of Aeronautical Knowledge, Chapter 15 Airspace  

https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/handbooks_manuals/aviation/phak/media/17_phak_ch15.pdf 

https://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/handbooks_manuals/aviation/phak/media/17_phak_ch15.pdf
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unusual or dangerous activity that might be occurring. ATC flight-following services are provided 

to requesting pilots on an ATC workload permitting basis. Flight-following services will assist 

VFR aircraft flying through the MOA by identifying potential conflicting traffic to the pilot. 

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the action is to expand the Evers MOA laterally and vertically to train and prepare 

military pilots and aircrews for current and future conflicts. The action provides reasonable 

flexibility for aircrew usage and ATC de-confliction. Larger training airspace than the current 

confines of the Evers MOA is required for the diverse training mission sets. Current world conflicts 

have kept the F-16C in constant demand, but the amount of usable airspace to meet current training 

requirements has decreased (see Section 2.0).  

The need for the action is to accommodate 113 WG training requirements for a reliable and realistic 

training environment in which to conduct upgrades and continuation training for aircrews. The 

restricted areas (RAs), warning areas, and military training routes (MTRs) that have been used in 

the past to accomplish training requirements have become increasingly unavailable to the 113 WG 

in recent years, resulting in training shortfalls due to ever tightening airspace limitations. Training 

shortfalls result from not having the availability of a spatially viable combat training environment 

to qualify and maintain aircrew capabilities, preserve readiness, and ultimately achieve our 

national objectives. Specifically, to meet the purpose and need the Proposed Action must (1) be 

within a reasonable distance (200 miles) of the primary end-user; (2) provide adequate size and 

shape for both air-to-air and air-to-ground training (i.e., 40 x 80 nautical miles [NM]); (3) adequate 

timing and capacity availability to the primary end-user; and (4) be controlled by a single FAA Air 

Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC). The 40 x 80 NM size is necessary for air-to-air training; 

it allows for a 55 NM minimum intercept range (driven by expected enemy radar contact ranges 

and current missile kinematic capabilities), as well as an extra 25 NM total for a 

marshalling/holding area. Additionally, the 40 x 80 NM size allows for wider range of attack into 

the target area for simulated ground training. Any less than 40 NM in width does not allow for 

realistic ingress/egress maneuvering for simulated air-to-ground missions. The requested size also 

allows for multiple areas of operation for close air support missions. 

The 113 WG maintains 30 combat mission ready (CMR) pilots in a combination of 24 experienced 

and six aviators in training. This mix is important to the calculation of CMR Ready Aircrew 

Program (RAP) sortie and event requirements, which are higher for inexperienced pilots and 

impact shortfall numbers. F-16C pilots must be able to train effectively and accurately by 

simulating all types of weapons across many mission sets. Considering a notional air-to-air 

intercept timeline of the F-16C and realistic surface attack/close air support scenario, 80 x 40 NM 

represents the minimum lateral airspace required to effectively train to the 113 WGôs widely 

varying missions. Moreover, due to the F-16Côs air-to-ground utility, low altitude (LOWAT) 
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airspace is essential for maintaining currency and proficiency to execute safe and effective combat 

operations. 

To meet the RAP tasking requirements, the 113 WG must fly 

2,144 annual training sorties, which includes air-to-air sorties 

that can be conducted over water. The surface attack mission 

requirement for 30 CMR pilots is 968, which is the number of 

air-to-ground training sorties required to be over land. In 

addition, the RAP requires 30 CMR pilots to accomplish 960 

individual training events that need to be accomplished over land 

(most of these events can only be accomplished once per sortie). 

The RAP requires 1,440 simulated weapons employment events, 

which also need to be conducted over land. The 968 training 

sorties are used to conduct both the 960 over land training 

events, and the 1,440 weapons employment events. Thus, the 

proposed Evers MOAs are essential to accomplishing the 968 

overland training sorties and provide a preferred option for all 

2,144 total training sorties (which includes air-to-air 

requirements that do not necessarily have to be accomplished 

over land). 

The primary drivers of airspace shape, size, and feature 

requirements are the F-16C RAP Tasking Memorandum, in 

conjunction with AFI 11-2F-16V1 that outlines the continuing training program for ACC units. 

These requirements define the minimum number and type of annual sorties, simulator missions 

and specific training events specialized aircrews must accomplish to sustain CMR. Per AFI 11-

2F-16V1, an effective RAP mission requires accomplishment of a complete tactical scenario or a 

basic skills mission.  

Due to the F-16Côs air-to-ground utility, LOWAT airspace is essential for maintaining currency 

and proficiency to execute safe and effective combat operations. Additionally, the existing Evers 

MOA is too small for air refueling operations, which have become a critical training multiplier. 

The proposed expansion and modification of the Evers MOA could accommodate air-to-air 

refueling. The creation of three Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspaces (ATCAAs) over the 

proposed MOA expansion and modification would provide a vertical airspace that effectively 

doubles the opportunities for full spectrum tactical training. The 113 WG requires access to 

airspace that provides a spatially viable combat training environment to qualify and maintain 

aircrew capabilities, preserve readiness, and ultimately achieve our national policy objectives. 

Failure to create the minimum lateral airspace for 113 WG missions will result in training shortfalls 

and negatively impact combat readiness and pilot safety. Training shortfalls result from not having 

This EA uses sortie, operation, 

and event to describe different 

components of aircraft flying 

activities as follows: 

Sortie: a single military aircraft 

flight from take-off through final 

landing. A sortie can include more 

than one operation. 

Operation: regarding airspace, an 

operation is the use of one 

airspace unit (e.g., MOA) by one 

aircraft. Each time a single aircraft 

flies in a different airspace unit, 

one operation is counted toward 

the utilization of that airspace unit. 

Event: specific training element 

(e.g., supersonic flight). More 

than one event may be performed 

during the use of an airspace unit. 

During a single sortie, aircraft 

could fly in several airspace units, 

conduct several operations, and 

events. 
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the availability of a spatially viable combat training environment to qualify and maintain aircrew 

capabilities, preserve readiness, and ultimately achieve our national objectives. The 113 WG 

cannot effectively train to realistic threat or target scenarios in the currently available Evers MOA 

airspace (16 x 30 NM). 

1.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REQUI REMENTS 

1.4.1 National Environmental Policy Act 

NEPA and CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508) require federal agencies to analyze 

the potential environmental impacts of Proposed Actions and alternatives and use those analyses 

in making decisions on whether and how to proceed with those actions. These regulations specify 

that an EA be prepared to (1) provide sufficient analysis and evidence for determining whether to 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a finding of no significant impact (FONSI); 

(2) aid in an agencyôs compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not necessary; and (3) facilitate 

preparation of an EIS when necessary.  

The EIAP is the United States Air Forceôs (USAFôs) process for conducting environmental impact 

analyses, as promulgated at 32 CFR §989. To comply with NEPA and complete the EIAP, CEQ 

regulations and the EIAP are used together. To comply with NEPA and other relevant 

environmental requirements (e.g., the National Historic Preservation Act [NHPA], Endangered 

Species Act [ESA], etc.) and to assess potential environmental impacts, the EIAP and decision-

making process for the Proposed Action involves a study and examination of all environmental 

issues pertinent to the proposed modifications and additions to the Evers MOA, in the form of this 

EA.  

Although the Secretary of the Air Force or their designated representative will decide whether to 

implement the Proposed Action, the FAA has final authority for approving or denying any proposal 

to modify, expand, or establish SUA (e.g., MOAs, ATCAAs, and RAs). 

1.4.2 Lead and Cooperating Agencies 

The NGB is the lead agency for this EA pursuant to 40 CFR §1501.5 and §1508.5. Since the 

Proposed Action includes activities associated with SUA, NGB requested and received the FAA 

cooperation in accordance with the guidelines described in the Memorandum of Understanding 

between FAA and DOD concerning SUA actions, dated October 2019). The ANG is a Directorate 

within the NGB. The ANG requested that the FAA participate as a cooperating agency in various 

portions of the EA development, including (1) early review of the Proposed Action and Draft EA; 

(2) assuming responsibility, upon request, for developing information and preparing analyses on 

issues for which FAA personnel have special expertise; and (3) making FAA staff support 

available to enhance interdisciplinary review capabilities. Details regarding the process of 
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interaction between the ANG and FAA are described further in Appendix A, Agency and Public 

Coordination within the cooperating agency letter.  

1.4.3 Federal Aviation Administration Guidelines 

The FAA is responsible for managing navigable airspace for public safety and ensuring efficient 

use for commercial air traffic, general aviation, and national defense, including SUA utilized by 

the DOD. Consequently, the FAA is the final decision-making authority regarding modification or 

establishment of airspace. FAA Order JO 7400.2M (FAA 2019a), Procedures for Handling 

Airspace Matters provides guidance to air traffic personnel to assist in applying the requirements 

in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, to air traffic actions. 

FAA Order 1050.1F provides the FAA with policies and procedures to ensure agency compliance 

with NEPA and implementing regulations issued by the CEQ (40 CFR §1500-1508). Order 

1050.1F identifies impact categories to be considered during the NEPA process. Sections 1.5 and 

1.6 contain a list of each of the resources as prescribed by FAA Order 1050.1F, the associated 

sections within this EA where each is discussed, or the reason for excluding it from detailed 

analysis. 

FAA Order 1050.1F defines the thresholds for ñsignificantò noise impacts (Exhibit 4-1) and the 

thresholds for ñreportableò noise impacts (Appendix B-1.4).  To make certain the ANG is meeting 

FAA requirements, during the release and transmittal of the Draft EA, the ANG will "report" the 

greater than 5 dBA day-night Sound Level (DNL) increase pertaining to 45-60 DNL to interested 

parties. In addition, the ANG will include a brief discussion to outline that, as described above, 

changes in overall noise levels would only introduce minute incremental changes in the percent 

highly annoyed for areas under the proposed Evers Low MOA, as the noise in such areas would 

not normally solicit complaints and noise would be "essentially the least important of various 

factors" in these areas. In addition, the ANG will outline that the change in noise under the 

Proposed Action would decrease noise levels by 2.6 to 7.8 dBA DNL throughout 634 square miles 

and for individuals beneath the existing Evers MOA.   

1.4.4 Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning and 

Public Involvement 

Through the Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning 

(IICEP), the ANG provides opportunities for the public to participate in the NEPA process to 

promote open communication and improve their decision-making process. All persons and 

organizations identified as having potential interest in the Proposed Action are encouraged to 

participate in the process.  

Executive Order (EO) 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, requires 

intergovernmental notifications prior to making any detailed statement of environmental effects. 

NEPA, 40 CFR §§1500-1508, and 32 CFR §989 requires public review of the EA before approval 
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of the FONSI and implementation of the Proposed Action. Through the IICEP process, the ANG 

notified relevant federal, state, and local agencies and allowed them 30 days to make known their 

environmental concerns specific to the Proposed Action. Similarly, consultation letters were sent 

to the federally recognized tribes to provide notification of the action and to initiate government-

to-government consultation in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, Agency and Public 

Coordination. Tribal coordination was done through certified mail; follow-up phone calls to tribal 

recipients were conducted at 2 weeks and at 2 months after receipt verification to ask if there are 

any questions or concerns regarding the Proposed Action. Comments and concerns submitted by 

these agencies are subsequently incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental impacts 

conducted as part of the EA. A Notice of Availability for public review of the Draft EA and Draft 

FONSI (Appendix A) was published in the following newspapers and in each newspaperôs online 

edition on the listed dates: 

¶ Inter-Mountain, Elkins, WV, 4 and 18 May 2020, https://www.theintermountain.com/; 

¶ The Recorder, Monterey, VA, 7 and 21 May 2020, https://www.therecorderonline.com/; 

¶ Pocahontas Times, Marlinton, WV, 7 and 21 May 2020, https://pocahontastimes.com/; and 

¶ Mountain Messenger, Lewisburg, WV, 9 and 23 May 2020, https://mountainmessenger.com/. 

The Draft EA and Draft FONSI were available for 30-day review (May 4 - June 10, 2020) and 

download at www.113wg.ang.af.mil/EversMOA and www.wv.ng.mil/evers-moa; and at the 

following libraries from May 4 - June 10, 2020 if they become open to the public when closures 

related to COVID-19 are lifted:  

¶ Elkins-Randolph County Library, Elkins, WV; 

¶ Highland County Public Library, Monterey, VA; 

¶ Pocahontas County Library, Marlinton, WV; and 

¶ Greenbrier County Public Library, Lewisburg, WV. 

The Draft EA and Draft FONSI were made available upon request. The following is a sample of 

the agencies that were provided an opportunity to comment on both the scope and analysis of the 

Draft EA: 

¶ Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 

¶ Chamber of Commerce/Economic Development 

¶ FAA 

¶ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

¶ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

¶ State Historic Preservation Office 

¶ State Department of Natural Resources 

¶ U.S. Forest ServiceïMonongahela, 

Washington, and Jefferson National 

Forests 

¶ United States Department of Agriculture 

(USDA), Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 

¶ Green Bank Observatory 

1.4.5 Cultural Resources 

The NHPA of 1966 (54 U.S.C. § 300101 et seq.) established the National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).  The ACHP was 
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tasked with, and provided, procedures for the management of Historic Properties on federal land 

(36 CFR §800). Historic Properties are generally defined as cultural resources, including 

archaeological remains, architecture, and traditional cultural places that are listed in or eligible for 

listing in the NRHP. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider potential 

effects of their undertakings to Historic Properties, and requires the federal agency to consult with 

the appropriate State or Tribal Historic Preservation Office. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. §§470aa-mm) was created to 

protect archaeological resources on public and Native American lands, and encourage cooperation 

and exchange of information between governmental authorities, professionals, and private 

individuals. The act establishes civil and criminal penalties for destruction and alteration of 

cultural resources. 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. §1996) established federal policy to 

protect and preserve the rights of Native Americans to believe, express, and exercise their 

traditional religions, including providing access to sacred sites. In addition, EO 13175, 

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, charges federal departments and 

agencies with regular and meaningful consultation with Native American tribal officials in the 

development of policies that have tribal implications.  

1.4.6 Endangered Species Act  

The ESA of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544, as amended) established measures for the protection 

of plant and animal species that are federally listed as threatened and endangered, and for the 

conservation of habitats that are critical to the continued existence of those species. Federal 

agencies must evaluate the effects of their Proposed Actions through a set of defined procedures, 

which may include the preparation of a Biological Assessment and can require formal consultation 

with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Act. 

1.4.7 Other Executive Orders 

EO 13807, Establishing Discipline and Accountability in the Environmental Review and 

Permitting Process for Infrastructure Projects, establishes the framework for the ñOne Federal 

Decisionò framework for improving the environmental review process for major infrastructure 

projects and sets goals for federal agencies to reduce the average time for completing 

environmental impact statements and authorized decisions. EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, provides that 

citizens in either of these categories are not disproportionately affected by a federal action. 

Additionally, potential health and safety effects that could disproportionately affect children are 

considered under the guidelines established by EO 13045, Protection of Children from 

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to 

Protect Migratory Birds, acts as additional protection for migratory birds. 
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1.5 RESOURCES NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS  

The determination of issues to be analyzed versus those not carried forward for detailed analysis 

is part of the NEPA process as described in 40 CFR §1501.7(a) (3), which states that issues 

addressed in prior environmental reviews, or that are not potentially significant, may be eliminated 

from discussion in the EA. Several components of the Proposed Action naturally limit 

environmental effects. The Proposed Action would not include any infrastructure changes, 

construction, demolition, renovations, or ground-disturbing activities. The Proposed Action would 

not include supersonic flight activities, release of chaff and flares, or ordnance deployment. The 

following is a list of each of the resources as prescribed by FAA Order 1050.1F, which have not 

been carried forward in this EA and the reason for excluding it from detailed analysis. 

Air Quality. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has designated all counties beneath 

the proposed Evers MOA (i.e., Barbour, Braxton, Greenbrier, Harrison, Lewis, Nicholas, 

Pocahontas, Pendleton, Randolph, Tucker, Upshur, Webster, Alleghany, Bath, Botetourt, 

Highland) as full attainment for all criteria pollutants (USEPA 2018). Because all areas associated 

with the Proposed Action are in attainment, the General Conformity Rules do not apply and a 

Record of Non-applicability to the General Conformity Rule is in Appendix B. Although the 

general conformity rule would not apply, the Air Conformity Applicability Model was used to 

estimate the total direct and indirect emission from air operations within the proposed SUA, which 

have been compared to the de minimis (of minimal importance) thresholds to determine the level 

of effects under NEPA (Table 1-1) (USAF 2019a). Total emissions would be less than 10 percent 

of the de minimis threshold of 100 tons per year (tpy) of each pollutant and within an attainment 

area.  

Table 1-1. Annual Air Emissions Compared to De Minimis Thresholds 

 CO NO2 VOC SO2 PM10 PM2.5 De minimis 
Threshold (tpy) 

Exceeds De Minimis 
Threshold? (Yes/No) 

Aircraft 
Operations 

3.7 5.8 2.5 0.6 1.4 1.2 100 No 

Source: USAF 2019a. PM10 particulate matter 10 microns, PM2.5 particulate matter 2.5 microns, SO2 sulfur dioxide, 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide, VOC volatile organic compound, CO carbon monoxide 

The general conformity rule was established with NEPA in mind, and it is understood that actions 

of this size within a USEPA-designated attainment area would have negligible effects to air 

quality. Emission estimates in Table 1-1 include all air operations in the proposed Evers Low MOA 

(i.e., 1,000 ft AGL to 10,999 ft MSL).  

There would be no changes in personnel, no construction, and no changes in ground-based 

operations or training due to the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would not include any 

new stationary sources of air emissions, and no air permits would be required. These effects would 

be negligible; therefore, air quality was not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA.   
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Climate. The Proposed Action would have negligible effects on climate. There would be no 

changes in personnel, no construction, and no changes in ground-based operations or training due 

to the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would not include any new stationary sources of air 

emissions. The ANG-wide training requirements would not change, and any increase in 

greenhouse gas emission from aircraft operations in the proposed airspace would be directly offset 

by reductions in emissions from the required training where it would otherwise be conducted. 

Climate would remain consistent with existing conditions. These effects would be negligible; 

therefore, climate was not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA.  

Coastal Resources. The proposed modifications and additions to the Evers MOA would not affect 

coastal resources located inland; therefore, Coastal Resources was not carried forward for detailed 

analysis in this EA. 

Department of Transportation Act: Section 4(f). Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act of 1966 (now 

codified at 49 U.S.C. § 303) protects significant publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife 

and waterfowl refuges, and public and private historic sites (FAA 2015). FAA Order 1050.1F 

prescribes that designation of airspace for military flight operations is exempt from Section 4(f) of 

the Department of Transportation Act. In addition, the National Defense Authorization Act of 1997 

provided that ñNo military flight operations (including a military training flight), or designation of 

airspace for such an operation, may be treated as a transportation program or project for purposes 

of Section 303(c) of Title 49, U.S.C. (Public Law 105-85).ò Therefore, this resource was not 

carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA. 

Farmlands. Farmlands are defined as those agricultural areas considered important and protected 

by Federal, state, and local regulations. Important farmlands include all pasturelands, croplands, 

and forests (even if zoned for development) considered to be prime, unique, or of statewide or 

local importance (FAA 2015). The Proposed Action would have negligible effects to farmlands. 

There would be no short- or long-term changes in land use due to the Proposed Action. There 

would be no changes in personnel, no construction, and no changes in ground-based operations or 

training due to the Proposed Action. Proposed activities would not alter the current land use 

classifications, nor would they occur on farmlands. All land use would remain unchanged when 

compared to existing conditions. The effects would be negligible; therefore, Farmlands was not 

carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA. Noise from aircraft operations under the Proposed 

Action would not exceed 65 dBA DNL and would be compatible with all land uses, including 

farmlands. Effects on land use from noise is described in Section 3.2 of the EA. 

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention. No ground-disturbing activities 

(e.g., construction or demolition) would occur as a part of the Proposed Action. Consequently, 

there would be no increase in the temporary storage of construction-related materials and wastes. 

Therefore, no impacts associated with hazardous materials and wastes are anticipated. Military 

aircraft operating within the proposed airspace would continue to adhere to USAF fuel dumping 
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procedures, when necessary (i.e., in life-threatening emergency situations). Fuel dumping is not a 

component of any routine flight training and only occurs during in-flight emergency circumstances 

with a loss of life potential for the pilot (FAA Order JO 7110.65U Section 4.10 Fuel Dumping). 

Fuel dump procedures would remain unchanged under the Proposed Action and fuel venting is 

highly unlikely to occur within the airspace. These effects would be negligible; therefore, 

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention were not carried forward for detailed 

analysis in this EA. 

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Childrenôs Environmental Health and Safety 

Risks.  The Proposed Action would have negligible effects on the local or regional socioeconomic 

environment. Two thirds of the proposed airspace would have an 11,000 ft MSL floor, the total 

area of the low airspace would cover approximately twice the area as the existing 1,000 ft AGL 

floor. Therefore, expansion of the low airspace under the proposed action would spread the 

existing operations over a larger area, further reducing perceived acoustic effects to negligible 

levels. Establishment of the proposed Evers MOA expansion and modification would have no 

changes to socioeconomics or have any effects on environmental justice when compared to 

existing conditions. Table 1-2 outlines the total personal income, population, poverty level, and 

minority population for counties underlying the proposed Evers MOA (U.S. Bureau of Economic 

Analysis 2019).  

Table 1-2. Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice Data 

County Total Personal 
Income* 

Population Poverty  
Level 

Minority 
Population 

Harrison, WV $3,007,582.00 68,775 36% 5% 
Lewis, WV $584,861.00 16,442 43% 3% 
Braxton, WV $432,895.00 14,463 44% 3% 
Nicholas, WV $792,086.00 25,743 40% 3% 
Barbour, WV $502,693.00 16,892 45% 4% 
Upshur, WV $760,965.00 24,632 39% 4% 
Webster, WV $223,861.00 8,820 58% 0% 
Greenbrier, WV $1,278,836.00 35,580 41% 7% 
Tucker, WV $277,058.00 6,922 40% 2% 
Randolph, WV $1,009,637.00 29,287 40% 4% 
Pocahontas, WV $313,423.00 8,620 41% 4% 
Bath, VA $252,991.00 4,558 33% 8% 

Pendleton, WV $234,884.00 7,291 44% 5% 
Highland, VA $94,835.00 2,230 29% 0% 
Alleghany, VA $786,749.00 15,919 37% 8% 
Botetourt, VA $1,598,263.00 33,192 24% 7% 
Virginia $466,742.00 8,310,301 27% 37% 
West Virginia $69,872.70 1,846,092 39% 8% 

*All county dollar estimates are in thousands of dollars and all state dollar estimates are in millions of dollars.  

Source:  EJSCREEN 2019 and U.S. Census Bureau 2019 

Consideration of environmental justice and protection of children is to ensure that no group of 

people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting 

from federal actions. The threshold used for identifying minority and low-income were developed 
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consistent with CEQ guidance (CEQ 1997a) for identifying minority populations. For this analysis, 

the significance thresholds for environmental justice concerns were established at the state level. 

For the analysis, counties are assumed to contain disproportionately high percentages of minority 

and/or low-income populations if the percentage of minority and/or low-income persons in the 

area significantly exceeds the state average (20 percentage points) or if the percentage of minority 

and/or low-income population exceeds 50 percent of the population. All counties in West Virginia 

except for Harrison and Upshur exceed the state poverty average for the state (39 percent), 

however, the other poverty levels are not ñmeaningfully greaterò than the low-income population 

for the state. All counties in Virginia except for Botetourt exceed the state poverty average for the 

state (27 percent); however, the other county poverty levels are not ñmeaningfully greaterò than 

the low-income population for the state. The Proposed Action is not expected to result in 

disproportionate negative environmental effects for low-income populations because no effects on 

sales volume, income, employment, or population would be expected. In addition, military 

airspace has not been shown to affect the economic values beneath it. There are no counties in 

West Virginia or Virginia that exceed the state minority average (8 percent and 37 percent, 

respectively). Data reviewed indicates that counties underlying the proposed Evers MOA 

expansion and modification do not present an above average presence of environmental justice 

populations. 

There would be no effects on sales volume, income, employment, or population due to the 

Proposed Action. No effects to Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, Environmental Health 

and Safety Risks would occur under the Proposed Action; therefore, these resource areas were not 

carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA. 

Natural Resources and Energy Supply. The Proposed Action would not involve extractive 

activities or changes in the energy supply; therefore, Natural Resources and Energy Supply was 

not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA.  

Visual Effects. The Proposed Action would have negligible effects on visual features. There 

would be no construction or infrastructure development associated with the Proposed Action, and 

no changes to the visual or aesthetic characteristics of any area. Aircraft would not create 

condensation trails within the proposed Evers MOA, as the aircraft would not operate above 

25,000 ft AGL the minimum altitude normally required to produce them. All existing visual 

features would remain consistent with existing conditions. These effects would be negligible; 

therefore, Visual Effects was not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA.  

Water Resources. No construction activities or other ground-based activities would occur under 

the Proposed Action, and its implementation would not cause any disturbance of surface water or 

groundwater resources; including wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, groundwater, or wild and 

scenic rivers. Therefore, Water Resources was not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA.  
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1.6 RESOURCES CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS  

As directed by guidelines in NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR 989, the description of the 

affected environment focuses on those resource areas potentially subject to impacts and should be 

commensurate with the anticipated level of environmental impact. After preliminary analyses of 

resources as prescribed by FAA Order 1050.1F and other NGB requirements, the following 

resource areas will be carried forward for further analysis in the EA due to the potential for direct, 

indirect, or cumulative effects: 

Airspace Management. Detailed descriptions of the affected environment and analysis of the 

environmental consequences associated with Airspace Management including airspace safety are 

in Section 3.1 of the EA. 

Noise. Detailed descriptions of the affected environment and analysis of the environmental 

consequences associated with Noise are in Section 3.2 of the EA. 

Biological Resources. Detailed descriptions of the affected environment and analysis of the 

environmental consequences associated with Biological Resources including Bird Aircraft Strike 

Hazard safety considerations are in Section 3.3 of the EA. 

Cultural Resources. Detailed descriptions of the affected environment and analysis of the 

environmental consequences associated with Cultural Resources are in Section 3.4 of the EA. 

Land Use. Detailed descriptions of the affected environment and analysis of the environmental 

consequences associated with Land Uses are in Section 3.5 of the EA. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES  

This section presents a detailed description of the Proposed Action, including the requirement to 

provide an integrated, year-round, realistic training environment in accordance with F-16C RAP 

and AFI 11-2F-16V1 training requirements. The details of the Proposed Action form the basis for 

the analyses of potential environmental effects presented in Section 3 of the EA. This section 

includes a discussion of alternatives considered but dismissed from further analysis, as well as the 

No Action Alternative. No viable alternatives to the Proposed Action were identified. 

2.1 SELECTION CRITERIA  

The current airspace limitations of the Evers MOA impede efficient military aircraft exercises. To 

allow for the required exercises, the proposed airspace must be of sufficient, contiguous size and 

altitude to train and prepare military aircrews for current and future conflicts in a realistic training 

environment. In addition, the airspace must be within F-16C average sortie duration range to 

accomplish 113 WG training requirements. The selection criteria are summarized below. 

¶ Must be within a reasonable distance (200 miles) of the primary end-user 

¶ Must provide an adequate size and shape for both air-to-air and air-to-ground training (i.e., 

40 x 80 NM) 

¶ Must have adequate availability to the primary end-user 

¶ Must be controlled by a single ARTCC, due to unique topographic communication 

concerns 

Without airspace that meets these selection criteria, exercising units would be severely constrained 

while trying to achieve their required training goals. Failure to create airspace of suitable 

dimensions will result in training shortfalls and negatively impact combat readiness and pilot 

safety. Training shortfalls result from not having the availability of a spatially viable combat 

training environment to qualify and maintain aircrew capabilities, preserve readiness, and 

ultimately achieve our national objectives. 

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION  

The proposed Evers MOA expansion and modification is in West Virginia and Virginia (Figures 

2-1 and 2-2). The proposed MOA Complex is 80 NM north-south and 40 NM east west. The 

Proposed Action would expand beyond the lateral footprint of the current Evers MOA, subdivide 

this new airspace volume into five portions that increase Washington ARTCC's ability to 

accommodate civil operations, and establish three ATCAAs above the MOAs (Figure 2-2). The 

Evers East and Evers Low MOAs would be delineated within the existing Evers MOA. The 

northeast portion of the existing Evers MOA would no longer be under any MOA with the 

Proposed Action (Figure 2-1). The components of the Proposed Action include:  
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Figure 2-1. Proposed Evers MOA Complex  
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Figure 2-2. Proposed Air Traffic Controlled Assigned Ai rspaces  



Final EA for Airspace Modification and Addition of Evers MOA  

 

2-4 

 

¶ Delineate new airspace 

o Evers North, Center and South MOAs (11,000 ft ï 17,999 ft above MSL)  

o Evers Low MOA (1,000 ft AGL ï 10,999 ft above MSL) 

o Evers East MOA (1,000 ft AGL ï 17,999 ft above MSL) 

¶ Create three ATCAAs 

o Diesel North, Center and South ATCAA (Flight Level [FL]180 ï FL230 MSL) 

The proposed Evers MOA Complex would occur over all or parts of the following West Virginia 

counties: Harrison, Barbour, Tucker, Pendleton, Lewis, Upshur, Randolph, Braxton, Webster, 

Pocahontas, Nicholas, and Greenbrier. In addition, parts of the following Virginia counties would 

underlie the proposed expansion and modification: Highland, Alleghany, Bath, and Botetourt. The 

landscape of West Virginia is rugged, as the Appalachian Mountain system passes from north to 

south through the state. The elevation within the proposed Evers MOA complex is approximately 

2,100 ft above MSL in the lowest valleys to the highest point (Spruce Knob in Pendleton County) 

in West Virginia at 4,863 ft above MSL. Therefore, the proposed low airspace would rise and fall 

according to surface elevation to remain at least 1,000 ft AGL (i.e., approximately 3,100 ft above 

MSL at the lowest point).  

 

 

This view shows the variable terrain beneath the southeast corner of the proposed Evers Low MOA beginning at 

1,000 ft AGL. 
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The lowest portions would begin at 1,000 ft AGL and continue to 17,999 ft above MSL. The 

proposed MOA Complex would include three ATCAAs above the proposed MOAs extending up 

to FL 230 (23,000 ft AGL) (Figure 2-3).  

 

Figure 2-3. Cross-Section of Proposed Modification and Addition of Evers MOA  
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Under the Proposed Action, there would be no infrastructure changes, no ground-disturbing 

activities, no supersonic flight activities, no release of chaff and flares, no weapons firing, and no 

ordnance deployment within the proposed airspace. 

The proposed expansion and modification of the Evers MOA would create for USAF aircraft an 

additional tactically diverse and valuable over land training environment on the eastern seaboard. 

The proposed shape and depth would allow fighter and cargo units to simulate weapons and stores 

delivery at both low and medium altitudes while targeting and being targeted, at a realistic range, 

from surface and air threats. The proposed expansion was conceived and built in coordination with 

FAA representatives to minimize civilian air traffic encroachment and conflict while maintaining 

the boundaries within a single air traffic controlling center. Through coordination with the 

Washington ARTCC, the subsections of the proposed MOAs and ATCAAs could be activated or 

deactivated as needed and distinguishable for aircrew adherence.  

 

Table 2-1 provides the vertical limits and the charted times of use of the proposed SUA 

components. The lateral coordinates of the proposed airspace are presented in Appendix C.  

 

A special use airspace such as the proposed Evers MOA expansion and modification is a three-dimensional volume 

in the air designated for aircraft operations (military) where limitations may be imposed on aircraft not participating 

in those operations. 
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Table 2-1. Vertical Limits and Charted Times of Use of Proposed Airspace   

 

 

Airspace 

Low-Level  
(1,000' AGL ï  

10,999ô MSL) 

Mid-Level  
(11,000ô ï 

17,999' MSL) 

ATCAA Level 

(FL180-FL230) 

 

 

Charted Use 

Evers North MOA 
 

ǒ  

Sunrise to Sunset Daily 

Other times by Notice to 
Airmen (NOTAM) 

Evers Center MOA   ǒ  

Evers South MOA 
 

ǒ  

Evers Low MOA ǒ 
 

 

Evers East MOA ǒ ǒ  

Diesel North ATCAA   
 

ǒ 

Diesel Center ATCAA 
 

  ǒ 

Diesel South ATCAA   
 

ǒ 

Note: There would be no operations conducted in the proposed SUA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

As noted in Table 2-1, the charted use of the proposed airspace would be sunrise to sunset and 

other times by NOTAM. As outlined in Section 3.1.2.3, there is existing military air traffic on 

MTRs throughout the areas beneath the existing and proposed Evers MOAs (see Figure 3-5). These 

air operations are both lower to the ground, more frequent, and along designated routes. These 

activities are not under the direct control of the 113WG and would not change under the Proposed 

Action. 

2.2.1 Evers North  MOA and Evers South MOA 

Evers North and South MOAs are 25 x 40 NM areas on either side of Evers Center MOA. Each 

area can be combined with Evers Center to enable a 55 to 80 NM intercept range for air-to-air 

training or used individually as a 25 NM holding/marshalling area (Figure 2-1). The Evers North 

and South MOAs would begin at 11,000 ft above MSL and extend to 17,999 ft above MSL. The 

proposed North and South MOAs are deconflicted with the FAA air traffic control routes in a 

northeasterly-southeasterly direction with 20 NM length x 40 NM width dimensions.  

2.2.2 Evers Center MOA  

The Evers Center MOA would have the same northeasterly-southeasterly orientation as the Evers 

North and South MOAs for contiguous airspace and have the same vertical limits of 11,000 ft 

above MSL to 17,999 ft above MSL (Figure 2-1). The dimensions would be 40 x 40 NM.  
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2.2.3 Evers Low MOA  

The proposed Evers Low MOA would be under the proposed Evers Center MOA, but with reduced 

north and west boundaries such that north-south and east-west transit corridors remain and allow 

traffic flow departing or recovering from civilian airfields (Figure 2-1). The Evers Low MOA 

would be geographically located to isolate low altitude training over sparsely populated areas and 

offset from civilian air traffic. The northern boundary and northeast corner of the proposed Evers 

Low MOA would be relocated to provide a 3-mile buffer from the southern boundary of the 

Clarksburg Airport Radar Approach Control area. The buffer would eliminate the need for 

redundant control coordination between Washington ARTCC and Clarksburg Airport.  

As shown in Figure 2-1, the Cranberry Wilderness Area is beneath the southwest corner of the 

proposed Evers Low MOA. As part of the Proposed Action and incorporated into flight guidance, 

aircraft operations over the Cranberry Wilderness Area would be conducted at least 2,000 ft AGL. 

The Proposed Action would spread the air operations in the existing Evers MOA (634 square 

miles) to the larger Evers Low MOA (1,270 square miles). The air operations above 10,999 ft MSL 

in the existing Evers MOA would be spread to the much larger Evers Center MOA. Even though 

the number of sorties and total time in the MOA Complex will increase by about 50 percent, the 

percentage of High-Altitude use will increase so as to leave the total amount of time of activity in 

Low-Altitude relatively unchanged (see Table 2-3).   

 

The Evers North, Center, and South MOAs would provide the 80 NM minimum length of airspace for 113 WG 

training requirements. 
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2.2.4 Evers East MOA  

The proposed Evers East MOA would be approximately half the size in lateral dimensions of the 

existing Evers MOA (Figure 2-1). Establishment of the Evers East MOA would not constitute an 

appreciable change to the vertical or lateral boundaries when compared to the existing Evers MOA. 

As stated above for the Evers Low MOA, the air operations in the existing Evers MOA would be 

spread to the larger Evers Low MOA and the much larger Evers Center MOA.  

 

 

The Evers Low MOA would begin at 1,000 ft AGL and join the Center MOA at 10,999 ft above MSL. 

 

The Evers East MOA would maintain the vertical dimensions of 1,000 ft AGL to 17,999 ft above MSL. 
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2.2.5 Diesel ATCAAs (North, Center and South) 

The proposed Diesel North, Center, and South ATCAAs would overlay the lateral boundaries of 

the Evers North, Center, and South MOAs (Figure 2-2), beginning at 18,000 ft above MSL and 

extending to 23,000 ft above MSL. According to FAA coordination, the proposed ATCAAs would 

be altitude de-conflicted with terminal arrivals while providing maximum weapon simulations at 

the designated altitudes.  

 

2.2.6 Aircraft Operations  

The 113th WG operates the F-16C, which is a multi-role fighter platform currently in service. 

Operational activities would consist of MOA flight operations to include tactical combat 

maneuvering with abrupt, unpredictable changes in altitude and direction of flight. As authorized 

by FAA (Exemption No. 7960I), night vision goggle lights-out training may be conducted in the 

Evers MOA. The Evers MOA modification does not create a unique situation that would increase 

the level of risk to flight safety beyond that which already exists for where lights out training is 

approved. The FAA concurred (Appendix A) with the USAF assessment of the risk associated 

with night vision goggle lights-out training to be minimal. The F-16C aircraft operations are 

defined in Table 2-2. 

  

 

The creation of three ATCAAôs over the proposed MOA expansion and modification would provide a vertical 

airspace that effectively doubles the tactical training opportunities. 
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Table 2-2. Aircraft Operations Defined 

Aircraft Operation  Definition  

Defensive Counter Air (DCA) The objective of DCA is to protect friendly 

forces and vital interests from enemy air and 

missile attacks and is synonymous with air 

defense.  

Offensive Counter Air ï Attack Operations 

(OCA-AO) 

Air-to-ground weapons employment against 

adversary aircraft and integrated air defense 

systems.  

Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR) Operations that are carried out within or near 

combat zones by a task force of helicopters, 

ground-attack aircraft, aerial refueling tankers 

and an airborne command post. 

Close Air Support (CAS) Aircraft operations with strike capabilities in 

support of ground maneuver operations. 

Forward Air Control -Airborne (FAC -A) Aircraft engaged in close air support of ground 

troops. The FAC-A is normally an airborne 

extension of the tactical air control party.  

Air Interdiction (AI)  Aircraft operations to effect visual or 

electronic contact by a friendly aircraft with 

another aircraft.  

 

2.2.6.1 Other Expected Users 

Other expected users of the Evers MOA Complex that are included in the Proposed Action include 

the 175th Wing (175 WG), Maryland Air National Guard (MD ANG) flying A-10Cs, the 1st 

Fighter Wing (1 FW), Langley AFB, VA, flying F-22s and T-38s, the 4th Fighter Wing (4 FW), 

Seymour Johnson AFB, NC, flying F-15Es, and the 167th Airlift Wing (167 AW) flying C-17s 

and the 130th Airlift Wing (130 AW) flying C-130s both from the West Virginia Air National 

Guard.  Other military users (for example U.S. Navy) could participate in exercises hosted by any 

of the expected users.  

The federal mission of the 175 WG is to maintain combat forces ready for mobilization, 

deployment, and employment as needed to support national security objectives; its mission during 

peacetime has the combat-ready unit assigned to ACC.  The 1 FWôs mission is to rapidly deploy 

combat ready F-22 aircraft and airmen to perform air dominance and air defense missions in 

support of all U.S. operations. The 1 FWôs T-38s provide professional adversary air support to 

enhance the F-22 combat capability.  The 4 FWôs F-15E mission is to be prepared to deploy 

anywhere in the world on short notice and deliver an array of air-to-ground weapons. The 167 AW 

operate C-17s to deliver people and equipment to locations around the globe. The 130 AWôs 
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mission is to deploy a force capable of conducting effective and sustained C-130 combat airlift 

operations in support in support of the USAF and the State of West Virginia. 

2.2.6.2 Air Operations 

The overall aircraft utilization phased in over time within the proposed airspace is presented in 

Table 2-3. The data are grouped into low level (below 11,000 ft above MSL), and mid-level 

(11,000 to 17,999 ft above MSL) to represent the limits of the MOA. Flight operations could 

include aircraft diving to 1,000 ft AGL for a small amount of time and then returning to higher 

altitudes. High-level (above 17,999 ft MSL) represents ATCAA use. Aircraft operating under the 

Proposed Action would remain 1,000 ft AGL and above.  

Table 2-3. Air Operations - Existing and Proposed Action  

 Annual Usage Individual Mission Parameters 

Aircraft 

Time in 
SUA 

(hours) 

Number of 
Training 
Missions 

Single 
Aircraft 
Sorties 

Percentage of 
Operations in 
Busiest Month 

Average 
Number of 
Aircraft Per 

Mission 

Time at Altitude 
(minutes/sortie) 

Low-
Altitude 

Mid-
Altitude 

High-
Altitude 

Existing Operations 

F-16 109 194 485 20% 2.5 16.9 16.9 - 

F-15E 40 52 192 15% 4.0 15.0 5.0 - 

F-22 40 119 357 20% 3.0 3.0 17.0 - 

T-38A 36 63 189 20% 3.0 5.1 28.9 - 

A-10C 21 41 82 37% 2.0 15.0 15.0 - 

Total/Average 245 469 1,305  2.5 11.0 16.6 - 

Proposed Operations 

F-16 136 243 606 20% 2.5 10.1 10.1 13.5 

F-15E 88 120 480 15% 4.0 13.2 13.2 17.6 

F-22 40 119 357 20% 3.0 3.0 12.0 5.0 

T-38A 36 63 189 20% 3.0 5.1 20.4 8.5 

A-10C 21 41 82 37% 2.0 11.3 9.4 9.4 

C-17 25 25 25 8% 1.0 15.0 15.0 30.0 

C-130 20 40 80 15% 2.0 22.5 6.0 1.5 

Total/Average 365 651 1,819  2.5 11.4 12.3 12.2 

Low Altitude = 1,000 ft AGL ï 10,999 ft MSL. Mid-Altitude = 11,000 ft ï 17,999 ft MSL. High Altitude = FL180 ï 

FL230.  

2.3 ALTERNATIVES DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS  

Modification of the Duke MOA located in Pennsylvania and New York was considered as an 

alternative but dismissed from further analysis. The distance, shape and size are incompatible with 

113WG's/F-16C training requirements; the Duke MOA is more than 200 miles from the farthest 

end user, trapezoidal shape, and approximately 38 x 43 NM in size. The Duke MOA is appreciably 

farther and smaller than the proposed Evers MOAs. The lateral confines of the Duke MOA do not 

allow for effective tactical intercept training critical to the 113 WG F-16 Airspace Control Alert 

mission. In addition, the Duke MOA is incompatible with training that is essential for CMR. This 

alternative would not (1) be within 200 miles of the primary end-user or (2) establish a 40 x 80 
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NM airspace. This alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action or the 

single ARTCC criterion; therefore, it will not be carried forward for detailed analysis in the EA. 

Creation of a new stand-alone MOA within 200 miles of Joint Base Andrews was considered as 

an alternative that would allow full spectrum air-to-air and air-to-ground training but dismissed 

from further analysis because of the following factors. Factors considered were distance from Joint 

Base Andrews, established military airspace, airfields, park and recreation areas, agriculture areas, 

population centers, and expected population growth in areas. In coordination with FAA, the 113 

WG determined that there was no uncongested airspace within the search area to create a new 

stand-alone MOA over land.  

Continued use of Patuxent River R4006 was considered as an alternative but was dismissed from 

further analysis. R4006 has historically been used for 113 WG training requirements that did not 

require over-land training. However, the 113 WG does not have priority for airspace use and due 

to airspace requirements of the host-user (Navy P-8s, F-35s, etc.), it does not have predictable 

availability for the 113 WG. In addition, R4006 is predominantly over water, making it unrealistic 

as a training area for the 113 WG.  

In addition to the above-mentioned alternatives, the 113 WG has investigated the use of other 

airspaces to complete their training such as the use of existing RAs, warning areas, MTRs, and 

other larger airspaces further away. These are described briefly below, but as none of these options 

meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action, they will not be carried forward for detailed 

analysis in the EA. 

¶  Air combat maneuvering is prohibited in Fort Pickett, Virginia MOAs according to 

Chapter 6 of the Fort Pickett Range Regulation. 

¶ Warning Areas (W-107/386) over the Atlantic Ocean are primarily used for unrestricted 

air-to-air training only. Neither W-107 or W-386 present valuable target replication for air- 

to-ground mission training because the absence of terrain features, moving vehicles, 

personnel, and surface roadways do not provide a realistic training scenario.  

¶ MTRs limit dynamic tactical training because of the one-way construct and the limited 

widths of the route structures.  

¶ Larger airspaces that meet 113 WG training requirements exist but are beyond the normal 

average sortie duration of the F-16C. Either dedicated fuel tanker support or off-station 

refueling operations would be needed to make use of the MOAs.  

2.4 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

The CEQ regulation 40 CFR §1502.14(d) specifically requires analysis of the No Action 

Alternative in all NEPA documents. Current operations in the existing Evers MOA would continue 
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under the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the 113 WG would continue 

to experience training shortfalls that negatively impact combat readiness and pilot safety. Training 

shortfalls result from not having the availability of a spatially viable combat training environment 

to qualify and maintain aircrew capabilities, preserve readiness, and ultimately achieve our 

national objectives. 

The No Action Alternative would not provide for compliance with F-16C RAP Tasking 

Memorandum and AFI 11-2F-16V1 continuing training program. In addition, the No Action 

Alternative would not meet the purpose and need. 

2.5 SUMMARY  

Table 2-4 presents a summary of the alternatives compared to the selection criteria. Only the 

Proposed Action meets all the selection criteria and it, along with the No Action Alternative, have 

been carried forward for detailed analysis in this EA. 

Table 2-4. Summary of Alternatives 

Selection Criteria Proposed 
Expansion of 
Evers MOA 

Modification of 
the Duke MOA 

New Stand-
Alone MOA 

Patuxent 
River/ 
R4006 

No Action 
Alternative 

Reasonable distance 
(200 miles) of primary 
end-user 

Yes No No Yes No 

Adequate size and 
shape (40 x 80 NM) 

Yes No No Yes No 

Adequate availability to 
the primary end-user 

Yes No Yes No No 

Controlled by a single 
ARTCC 

Yes No Yes Yes No 

Meets All Selection 
Criteria 

Yes No No No No 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSEQUENCES  

This section describes relevant and existing environmental conditions for resources potentially 

affected by the Proposed Action. In compliance with NEPA, CEQ regulations, and AFI 32-7061, 

the assessment focuses only on resource areas subject to environmental effects. The affected 

environment and assessment of environmental consequences focuses on the modification and 

expansion of the Evers MOA Complex. The Region of Influence (ROI) includes all or parts of the 

following West Virginia counties: Harrison, Barbour, Tucker, Pendleton, Lewis, Upshur, 

Randolph, Braxton, Webster, Pocahontas, Nicholas, and Greenbrier. In addition, parts of the 

following Virginia counties underlie the proposed expansion and modification: Highland, 

Alleghany, Bath, and Botetourt. A brief discussion of resource areas with negligible environmental 

effects anticipated from implementation of the Proposed Action is presented in Section 1.5 

Resources Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis. 

3.1 AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT  

3.1.1 Definition of Resource 

Airspace is the four-dimensional area (space and time) that overlies a nation and falls under its 

jurisdiction. Airspace consists of both controlled and uncontrolled areas. Controlled airspace and 

the constructs that manage it are known as NAS. This system is ñéa common network of U.S. 

airspace; air navigation facilities, equipment and services, airports or landing areas; aeronautical 

charts, information and services; rules, regulations and procedures; technical information; and 

manpower and material" (FAA 2015). Navigable airspace is airspace above the minimum altitudes 

of flight prescribed by Title 49, Subtitle VII, Part A, Air Commerce and Safety, and includes 

airspace needed to ensure the safety of aircraft launch, recovery, and transit of the NAS (49 U.S.C. 

40102).  

Congress has charged the FAA with the responsibility of developing plans and policies for the use 

of navigable airspace and assigning, by regulation or order, the use of the airspace necessary to 

ensure efficient use and the safety of aircraft (49 U.S.C. 40103(b)). The FAA also regulates 

military operations in the NAS through the implementation of FAA Order JO 7400.2M, Procedures 

for Handling Airspace Matters and FAA Order JO 7610.4T, Special Operations. FAA Order JO 

7610.4T was jointly developed by the DOD and FAA to establish policy, criteria, and specific 

procedures for ATC planning, coordination, and services during defense activities and special 

military operations. The use and management of airspace by USAF organizations is defined in AFI 

13-201 Air Force Airspace Management and AFI 11-214 Air Operations and Procedures.  

Different classifications of airspace are defined by different types of altitude measurements. The 

classifications commonly referred to throughout this section are: 
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¶ Above Ground Level - The distance above ground level. 

¶ Mean Sea Level - The altitude above mean sea level as defined by altimeter 

instrumentation. 

¶ Flight Level (FL) - Altitudes expressed in hundreds of feet. 

IFR and VFR are the two basic modes of flying. IFR is a method of air navigation that relies on 

instrumentation, and which is always under the direction of ATC.  As aircraft launch at one airport, 

traverse the sky, and then land at a different airport, every movement is directed by the ATC. 

Control is transferred from one ATC to another as aircraft cross jurisdictional lines as designated 

by the FAA. VFR is a method of air navigation that relies primarily on visual reference for location 

and see-and-avoid techniques for safe separation of aircraft. VFR flying is subject to weather 

conditions. 

Controlled airspace is a limited section of airspace where ATC is provided to IFR and VFR traffic. 

Controlled airspace classifications2 include Classes A through E and Class-G (there is no Class-F) 

(Figure 3-1). 

 
Source:  Pilotôs Handbook of Aeronautical Knowledge, Chapter 15 (FAA 2019b) 

Figure 3-1. Airspace Classification Diagram 

¶ Class-A airspace is from 18,000 ft above MSL up to and including FL 600. The airspace 

is dominated by commercial traffic using designated flight routes. Unless otherwise 

authorized, all pilots must operate their aircraft under IFR. 

¶ Class-B airspace is from the surface to 10,000 ft above MSL surrounding the nationôs 

busiest airports. Class B airspace is designed to contain all published instrument procedures 

 

2 https://aspmhelp.faa.gov/index.php/Airspace_Classification 
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once an aircraft enters the airspace. An ATC clearance is required for all aircraft to operate 

in the area, and all aircraft that are so cleared receive separation services within the 

airspace. There is no Class B airspace in the state of West Virginia; the nearest Class B 

airspace is around Washington Dulles airport.  

¶ Class-C airspace is from the surface to 4,000 ft above the MSL elevation surrounding those 

airports that have an operational control tower, are serviced by a radar approach control, 

and have a certain number of IFR operations or passenger enplanements. The airspace 

usually consists of a surface area with a 5 NM radius, an outer circle with a 10 NM radius 

that extends from 1,200 ft to 4,000 ft above the airport MSL elevation and an outer area. 

Each aircraft must establish two-way radio communications with the ATC facility 

providing air traffic services prior to entering the airspace and thereafter maintain those 

communications while within the airspace. There is a Class-C airspace around the 

Charleston Yeager Airport in Charleston, WV approximately 55 NM west of the proposed 

SUA. Another exists at Roanoke Regional Airport in Roanoke, VA approximately 30 NM 

south of the proposed SUA. Further out is a Class-C airspace around Richard Byrd 

International Airport at Richmond, VA approximately 100 NM east of proposed SUA 

¶ Class-D airspace is from the surface to 2,500 ft above the MSL elevation surrounding those 

airports that have an operational control tower. The configuration of each Class D airspace 

area is individually tailored and when instrument procedures are published, the airspace 

will normally be designed to contain the procedures. Unless otherwise authorized, each 

aircraft must establish two-way radio communications with the ATC facility providing air 

traffic services prior to entering the airspace and thereafter maintain those communications 

while in the airspace. 

¶ Class-E airspace is any controlled airspace that is not Class A, B, C, or D. It extends upward 

from either the surface or a designated altitude to the overlying or adjacent controlled 

airspace. When designated as a surface area, the airspace will be configured to contain all 

instrument procedures. Also, in this class are federal airways, airspace beginning at either 

700 or 1,200 ft AGL used to transition to and from the terminal or en route environment, 

and en route domestic and offshore airspace areas designated below 18,000 ft above MSL. 

Unless designated at a lower altitude, Class E airspace begins at 14,500 ft above MSL over 

the United States up to but not including 18,000 ft above MSL, and the airspace above FL 

600.  

¶ Class-G airspace that is not designated as Class A, B, C, D, or E. Class G airspace is 

essentially uncontrolled by ATC except when associated with a temporary control tower.  

MOAs are airspaces established for separating certain military training activities from IFR traffic. 

IFR traffic may be cleared to pass through an active MOA if adequate IFR separation criteria can 

be met and procedures are described in a Letter of Agreement between the military unit and the 
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ATC controlling agency (FAA Order JO 7400.2). Non-participating VFR aircraft can operate in 

an active MOA while using see-and-avoid flight procedures to avoid military training activities. 

All MOAs and RAs are depicted on sectional charts identifying the exact area, the name of the 

airspace, altitudes of use, published hours of use, and the controlling agency. ATCAAs are 

uncharted airspace above 17,999 ft MSL that accommodate high-altitude military flight training. 

ATC routes IFR traffic around ATCAAs when activated. 

3.1.2 Affected Environment 

The existing Evers MOA (Figure 3-2) consists of a single MOA over mountainous terrain along 

the border between Virginia and West Virginia. The rectangular Evers MOAs is oriented 

approximately 18.4 NM north-south and 34.5 NM east-west. The ROI is an area extending 10 NM 

outside the MOAs and ATCAAs that make up the Proposed Action (Figure 3-2). The ROI 

encompasses activities in and around the Evers MOA Complex that would be affected by the 

Proposed Action. 

3.1.2.1 Military Operations Area  

The ROI includes the existing Evers MOA which extends from 1,000 ft AGL up to 17,999 ft above 

MSL. The airspace charted activation times are sunrise to sunset by NOTAM. It is 634 square 

miles over parts of Virginia and West Virginia. It lies entirely within and is controlled by the 

Washington ARTCC (Washington Center). The primary user organization is the 113 WG of the 

DCANG.  
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Figure 3-2. ROI with Existing and Proposed MOAs 

3.1.2.2 Federal Air Corridors  

Federal airways are linear routes that extend between navigational beacons which broadcast 

directional information allowing aircraft to maintain course along a route. Federal airways include 

low-altitude victor airways and high-altitude jet routes.  Victor airways extend from 1,200 ft AGL 

to 18,000 ft above MSL in Class-E airspace. There are ten Victor airways that traverse the ROI. 

Three routes (V-38, V-128, and V-469) are charted through the existing Evers MOA (Figure 3-3). 

High-altitude commercial "J" routes and "Q" routes extend from FL180 to FL450 and provide a 
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more systematic flow of high-altitude air traffic.  There are several commercial J-Routes and Qï

Routes in the high IFR airspace that traverse the ROI (Figure 3-4). All the high-altitude routes are 

above the existing Evers MOA.  

 

Figure 3-3.  Low-Al titude Victor Routes in ROI 
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Figure 3-4.  High-Level J & Q Air Routes in the ROI 

3.1.2.3 Military Training Routes  

There are several established MTRs used by the military for low-level training (Figure 3-5). MTRs 

are aerial corridors in which military aircraft can operate below 10,000 ft faster than the maximum 

safe speed of 250 knots that all other aircraft are restricted to while operating below 10,000 ft. 

MTRs are divided into Instrument Routes (IR), and Visual Route (VR). Each route is identified by 

either of these two letters, followed by either four digits for routes below 1,500 ft above ground 
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level, or three digits for routes extending for at least one leg above 1,500 ft AGL. (i.e., VR-1056). 

The difference between the IR and VR routes is that IR routes are flown under the control of ATC, 

while VR routes are not (FAA JO 7610.4V, Air Traffic Organization Policy).  

 

Figure 3-5.  Low-Level Military Traffic Routes with Corridor Width  

Several organizations in the area also use the airspace including those listed in Table 3-1, which 

includes all fiscal year 2018 usage numbers for all units. Table 3-1 identifies the characteristics 
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and annual usage of the MTRs in the ROI. There are seven IRs and four VRs in the ROI. VR-43 

has 1,259 sorties per year, whereas all other MTRs have limited usage. 

Table 3-1. Military Training Route Characteristics  

 Route Width 
(NM) 

Altitude Usage 
(# Sorties 3Yr 

Average) 

Scheduling 
Agency1 

 IR 608 20 9,000 MSL-10,000 MSL 0 NAS 
Pensacola  IR 714 G-H: 3L&5R/H-I: 10 G-H: SFC-6,000 MSL/I: 6,000 NA- Oceana 

NAS  IR 715 10 8,000 MSL 1 Oceana 
NAS  IR 720 10 7,000 MSL-8,000 MSL 0 Oceana 
NAS  IR 760 6 SFC-6,000 MSL 0 Oceana 
NAS  IR 761 10 6,000 MSL-7,000 MSL 13 Oceana 
NAS  IR 762 B-C: 10/C-D: 5R&2L B-C:7,000 MSL/D:6,000 MSL 17 Oceana 
NAS  VR 41 I-J:10/J-K: 5L&4R 500 AGL 10,500 MSL 127 Seymour 

Johnson  VR 43 10 100 AGL-10,500 MSL 1,259 Seymour 
Johnson  VR-1754 6 G:500-1500 AGL/H-I: SFC-

1500 AGL 
101 Oceana 

NAS  VR 1756 2L&1R SFC-1,500 AGL 39 Oceana 
NAS 1 Seymour=Seymour Johnson AFB, Oceana=Naval Air Station Oceana, NAS=Naval Air Station Pensacola 

Military operations occur below the proposed airspace and are attributable to MTR activities that 

are conducted separately from this airspace proposal. Aircraft operating under the Proposed Action 

would remain 1,000 ft AGL and above. As indicated above, there is existing military air traffic on 

MTRs throughout the areas beneath the existing and proposed Evers MOAs. These air operations 

are both lower to the ground, more frequent, and along designated routes. These activities are not 

under the direct control of the 113WG and would not change under the Proposed Action.  

3.1.2.4 Existing Aircraft  

Aircraft in the region are tracked in the Performance Data and Reporting System (PDARS). This 

data includes Victor route flights, military air operations, and all aircraft with active transponders. 

The tracks depicted are all the transits, both military and commercial/civilian as provided by FAA. 

Table 3-2 outlines the total annual number of aircraft that fly through the proposed airspace. In 

2018, 13,881 aircraft flew through the airspace which encompasses the proposed Evers North, 

Center and South MOAs combined. During the same period, 4,492 aircraft flew through the 

airspace of the proposed Evers Low MOA. It is estimated that 5 percent of the individual flights 

entered both the proposed high and low airspaces. Approximately 5,911 of the total non-military 

flights would be VFR and 8,866 would be IFR (FAA 2018). Figures 3-6 and 3-7 show the existing 

flight tracks for 2018 overlaid on the proposed MOAs and the existing Evers MOA. 

Table 3-2. Annual Aircraft in the Airspace  

Altitude 
Block 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

High 803 732 858 1,077 1,259 1,348 1,373 1,454 1,326 1,436 1,179 966 13,811 
Low 258 191 260 426 426 530 522 463 353 437 344 282 4,492 

High Altitude Block is 11,000 ft above MSL ï 17,999 ft above MSL. 

Low Altitude Block is Surface to 10,999 ft above MSL. 
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Figure 3-6. Existing Flight Tracks - Proposed Evers North, Center and South MOAs 

 

 

Figure 3-7. Existing Flight Track s - Proposed Evers Low MOA 
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3.1.2.5 Airfields  

Table 3-3 and Figure 3-8 provide information on civilian airfields located within the ROI. The 

Washington DC Center (ZDC) is not the controlling agency for several airports in the area, 

including Elkins-Randolph Airport, Greenbrier Valley Airport, Upshur County Regional Airport, 

Braxton County Airport, Louis Bennett Airport, and Philippi/Barbour County Airport. ZDC will 

identify and initiate letters of agreement or procedures with other applicable military units and 

ATC facilities as needed. This will allow the safe and expeditious flow of air traffic in, around, 

and through the proposed MOA. 

Table 3-3. Civilian Airfields in the ROI  

Airport Name ID Status 
(Public/ 
Private) 

ARTCC A/D Airport 
Airspace 

Class 

ILS RNAV AVG 
OPS/YR 

Beneath Proposed MOA 
Bath Community Hospital 
Heliport 

47V
G 

Private ZDC ZDC E - - - 

Deer Creek Farm Airport WV0
0 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Elkins-Randolph County Airport KEK
N 

Public ZOB CKB-
APP 

E - X 10,585 

Fairview Airport WV7
0 

Private ZDC ZDC Trans-E - - - 

Green Bank Observatory Airport WV5
2 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Greenbrier Valley Airport KLW
B 

Public ZDC LWB-
APP 

D X X 17,885 

Hannah Field Airport 7VA
9 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Ingalls Field Airport KHS
P 

Public ZDC ZDC E X X 9,855 

Lazy J Aerodrome 00W
V 

Private ZDC ZDC E - - - 

Simpson Airport 9W3 Public ZDC ZDC Trans-E - - 60 

Singleton Airport 97V
A 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Upshur County Regional Airport W22 Public ZOB CKB-
APP 

Trans-E - X 9,855 

Within ROI 

Bath Alum Airport 9VA
0 

Private ZDC ZDC Trans-E - - - 

Braxton County Airport 48I Public ZOB ZID Trans-E - X 3,068 

Louis Bennett Field Airport WV2
3 

Private ZOB ZOB  - - 50 

Big Hill Airport 44V
A 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Herold Airport WV6
3 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - 2,496 

Hop-Along Airport 12V
A 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Perkey Airport 79V
G 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Philippi/Barbour County Regional 
Airport 

79D Public ZDC CKB-
APP 

Trans-E - X 4,004 

Rainelle Airport WV3
0 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - 74 

Richwood Municipal Airport 3I4 Public ZDC ZDC  - - 200 

Riverwood Airport 0VA
2 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

Windwood Fly-In Resort Airport WV6
2 

Private ZDC ZDC  - - - 

ZDC=Washington ARTCC, ZOB=Cleveland ARTCC, ZID=Indianapolis ARTCC, CKB=Clarksburg Approach Control, LWB= 

Lewisburg Approach Control, A/D=Airport Designation, ILS=Instrument Landing System, RNAV-Area Navigation, AVG 

OPS/YR=Average Operations per Year 
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Figure 3-8. Sectional Showing Airports Within the ROI 

3.1.2.6 Amateur Rocket Launch Facility 

The Valley Aerospace Team of Staunton, Virginia received a Certificate of Authorization (COA) 

to conduct amateur rocket operations near Monterey, Virginia (see Figure 3-2). The Valley 

Aerospace Team was formed in early 2005 and started launching at the current launch site in 2010. 

The COA includes limitations for Class II unmanned rockets launched within 2 NM of the launch 

facility, not to exceed 12,000 ft AGL or 14,700 ft above MSL, between sunrise and sunset. 
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Nighttime launches are between sunset and midnight, within a 1 NM safety buffer, not to exceed 

3,000 ft AGL or 5,700 ft above MSL. Additionally, the organization contacts the LEIDOS Flight 

Service Station at least 24 hours before a launch to request a NOTAM. The Valley Aerospace 

Team must contact ZDC, the 113 WG Scheduling Office, and Fleet Area Control and Surveillance 

Facility 1 hour before, 15 minutes before, and after launch operations. The launch site is south of 

the existing Evers MOA, but the safety buffer is in the proposed airspace. The safety buffer 

intersects the eastern boundary of the proposed Evers Low and Evers Center MOAs. 

Most of the flights are under 6,000 ft AGL (daytime) and 2,000 ft AGL (nighttime). The lateral 

distance is typically under 1,500 ft. The Valley Aerospace Team has never had a rocket travel 

more than 1 NM from the range area, which is well within their approved 2 NM radius area.  

The Valley Aerospace Team has the ability to run flight simulations using several different 

computer software programs. They do not typically fly close to COA issued by the FAA due to 

the weather conditions and proximity of trees around the site.  Also, the maximum launch altitude 

for flights containing research motors is 90 percent of the authorized altitude established by the 

FAA. 

3.1.2.7 Greenbank Observatory and National Radio Quiet Zone 

The Green Bank Observatory (GBO) in Green Bank, West Virginia is the original site of the 

National Radio Astronomy Observatory and was formed in 1957 for the purpose of astronomical 

observations into the radio universe. The GBO operates and maintains several large, extremely 

sensitive radio telescopes for the purpose of collecting astronomical radio wavelength emissions 

for the study of the universe. The GBO is off Highway 92 between Boyer and Dunmore, West 

Virginia. The GBOôs National Radio Quiet Zone (NRQZ) covers 13,000 square miles where radio 

transmissions are restricted for scientific research and gathering of military intelligence (Figure 3-

9). The area is split between west-central Virginia, east-central West Virginia, and the 

southernmost tip of the Maryland panhandle. The Federal Communications Commission created 

the NRQZ to minimize interference with the GBO, and to provide protection for the U.S. Navy 

Information Operations Command activities conducted at Naval Air Station Sugar Grove. 

Coordination with the NRQZ Administration Office is required for all licensed transmitters inside 

the NRQZ.  

The nature and sensitivity of the GBO telescopes enable the collection of weak astronomical 

signals. The Robert C. Byrd Green Bank Telescope operates at frequencies between 200 megahertz 

and 116 gigahertz, with a collecting sensitivity of 10-32 watts per square meter per hertz. The 

maximum height of the telescope is 485 ft AGL. The location of the proposed Evers Low MOA 

would be approximately 500 ft above this telescope. 
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The GBO and NRQZ are beneath the existing Evers MOA. The military training events and the 

GBO/NRQZ have coexisted for many years. Except as noted, the Proposed Action will not change 

the military airspace over the GBO and NRQZ. 

 

Figure 3-9. National Radio Quiet Zone 

3.1.2.8 U.S. National Forests 

George Washington and Thomas Jefferson National Forests (Regions 8) and Monongahela 

National Forest (Region 9) conduct aerial surveys for wildland fire and prescribed fire operations, 
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fire suppression, and prescribed fire treatments within the proposed Evers MOA Complex. Aerial 

controlled burn operations are conducted at various locations across the forests. The U.S. Forest 

Service issues NOTAMs when conducting aircraft operations. 

3.1.2.9 Aircraft Mishaps  

Safety of military aircraft operations are described through an aircraftôs ñmishap rate,ò which is 

the number of mishaps per 100,000 flying hours for each aircraft type. The time between mishaps 

is calculated by comparing the mishap rate with the number of hours flown annually. Safety 

Investigation and Hazard Reporting mishaps are categorized by the USAF based on the severity 

of injury and the amount of damage measured in monetary value. These are classified as Class A 

ï E, with Class A being the most critical and Class E being the least (Air Force Guidance 

Memorandum to AFI 91-204, Safety Investigation and Hazard Reporting).  Table 3-4 outlines the 

Air Force-wide mishaps rates and the time within the airspace for the primary aircraft utilizing the 

Evers MOA Complex. Most aircraft mishaps occur during the landing and take-off phase and not 

during flight training in airspace; therefore, the expected mishap rates for the MOA Complex 

would be lower than those outlined herein. 

Table 3-4. Mishaps Rates for Primary Aircraft  
 

Aircraft Mishaps per 100,000 flying hours 

Class A  
Mishap 

Class B 
Mishap 

Aircraft 
Destroyed 

Pilot Fatalities Overall 
Fatalities 

F-16 1.83 1.27 1.41 0.33 0.52 
F-15 0.70 3.32 0.85 0.28 0.38 
F-22 5.38 11.12 1.08 0.36 0.72 
T-38 0.69 1.09 0.59 0.20 0.20 
A-10 0.55 6.54 0.55 0.00 0.00 

Source: USAF 2019b. 

3.1.2.10 Safety Planning and Awareness Training 

Low-altitude operations are dynamic and highly demanding. Preflight planning, low-altitude 

awareness training, and in-flight warning systems make up a three-prong approach to ensure low-

altitude training is conducted safely. These components emphasize ground and object avoidance, 

minimizing head-down-time, and implementing on-board warning systems as fail-safes during 

low-altitude flight. 

Preflight Planning. Before each low-level training mission, pilots conduct preflight checks, 

mission planning and briefing. Two key components of flight preparation for low-altitude 

operations are route planning and map study. During route planning the pilot determines 

turnpoints, key references, lines of communication, restricted fire areas, minimum risk routes, and 

airspace coordination areas. As low-altitude flight does not allow for a considerable amount of 

head-down time, the memorization of flight routing along with known tactical reference points 

aids in in-flight navigation and mission safety. During map study - terrain, obstacle elevations, 
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geographic funneling features, and areas for terrain masking are reviewed. Pilots identify terrain 

features that are evident and can serve as a stake in the ground for orientation (e.g., a mountain, a 

large lake, dry lake bed, large intersection). Then a pilot identifies funneling features from these 

elements to help locate a target, turnpoint, or point of interest. This is known as working big to 

small, where the mountain or lake serves as the big and the funnel features lead to the small.   

Low-Altitude Awareness Training.  The pilots go through rigorous training emphasizing low-

altitude awareness. The pilot develops task management skills that allow for accomplishing the 

mission while reducing the probability of ground impact. Pilot tasks during low-altitude missions 

fall into three main groups (1) terrain clearance tasks, (2) other critical tasks, and (3) noncritical 

tasks. The lower the pilot operates the aircraft, the more time the pilot focuses on terrain clearance.  

Terrain clearance becomes a noncritical task only when leaving the low-altitude environment. The 

following are subtasks associated with terrain clearance. 

Å Aircraft Control. Control of the aircraft is paramount. Without aircraft control, every 

other task is meaningless. 

Å Altitude Control. Altitude control establishes the time available for a task. Consideration 

should be given to climbing to a higher altitude if a task is going to require significant head-

down time. 

Å Vector Control . Head-down time can also be increased if there is a positive vector away 

from the ground and terrain clearance can be assured.  

Because of the demanding nature of the low-altitude arena, becoming overtasked (i.e., task 

saturation) will occur at some point in time. Pilots are trained to recognize task saturation and act 

to reduce it. Pilots are also conditioned to develop a mental and physical cross-check that 

establishes acceptable terrain clearance and determines time available for other tasks. 

3.1.3 Significance Criteria  

Effects to civilian airspace use and management would be less than significant unless the Proposed 

Action would (1) result in violation of FAA (FAA Order 7400.2, FAA 2019a) or DOD criteria 

(AFI 13-201); (2) undermine the safety of military, commercial or civil aviation; or (3) cause 

conflicts, congestion, or delays for a substantial number of non-participating aircraft. CEQ 

regulation (40 CFR 1508.27) direct that significance criteria are to be used as a guide, as 

significance must take into consideration the context and intensity of the Proposed Action. The 

airspace significance criteria present the context and intensity relative to regulations and guidance, 

safety, and general aviation use of airspace. 

3.1.4 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action  

The Proposed Action would have less than significant effects to airspace use and management. 

There would be less than significant adverse effects in the form of conflicts, congestion, or delays 
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to non-participating aircraft. The Proposed Action would not (1) result in violation of FAA or 

DOD criteria or any state or federal law; (2) undermine the safety of military, commercial or civil 

aviation; or (3) cause conflicts, congestion, or delays for an appreciable number of non-

participating aircraft. 

3.1.4.1 Air Traffic  

Table 3-5 outlines the number of flights that could be affected by the Proposed Action. An 

estimated number of approximately 2,300 flights could be affected annually by the Proposed 

Action. This represents approximately 16 percent of the non-military flights that currently traverse 

the proposed airspace. VFR traffic that chooses to fly through an active MOA and IFR traffic that 

are allowed to fly through an active MOA would be unaffected by the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action could affect approximately 1,300 VFR flights (Table 3-5); half of which 

currently traverse the area where the Evers North, Center and South MOAs would be established. 

A small percentage of VFR traffic would be expected to fly in the proposed airspace above 10,000 

ft above MSL because of oxygen requirements and aircraft performance limitations. Based on 

membership surveys conducted by the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association3 that 39 percent of 

pilots fly above 10,000 ft and 40 percent of aircraft operate under VFR (FAA 2018), it can be 

extrapolated that approximately 15.6 percent of VFR flights above 10,000 ft above MSL could be 

affected by the Proposed Action. Non-participating VFR aircraft can operate in an active MOA 

while using see-and-avoid flight procedures to avoid military training activities.  

The Proposed Action could affect approximately 1,000 IFR flights (Table 3-5); most of which 

currently traverse the area where the Evers North, Center and South MOAs would be established. 

Based on 90 percent of non-participating IFR aircraft conducting operations between 9:00 a.m. 

and 10:00 p.m. (FAA 2018, standard peak usage hours for IFR traffic of 4,417 hours per year), 60 

percent of non-participating aircraft operating IFR (FAA 2018), and the proposed SUA activation 

times, it can be extrapolated that approximately 12 percent of IFR flights could be affected by the 

Proposed Action. Civilian aircraft operating under IFR are allowed to fly through active MOAs if 

minimum IFR separation distances can be provided by ATC and procedures are established in a 

letter of agreement.  

  

 

3 https://www.ainonline.com/aviation-news/business-aviation/2019-08-21/aopa-asks-faa-weigh-supersonic-limits-

below-fl180 
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Table 3-5. Flights Potentially Affected by Proposed Action 

Function Low MOA 
Airspace 

High MOA 
Airspace 

Total 

Existing Aircraft (aircraft per year) 4,200 13,100 17,000 

Existing Military Aircraft (aircraft per year) 1,300 1,300 2,600 

Non-Military Traffic (aircraft per year) 2,900 11,800 14,700 

Non-Military VFR Traffic (aircraft per year) 1,200 4,700 5,900 

Non-Military IFR Traffic (aircraft per year) 1,800 7,000 8,800 

VFR Flights Affected (aircraft per year) 600 700 1,300 

IFR Flights Affected (aircraft per year) 200 800 1,000 

Total Flights Affected (aircraft per year) 800 1,500 2,300 

Sources: FAA 2018, https://eaa1361.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/AOPA-SUA-Survey-2019.pdf. 

This assessment assumes (1) 5 percent of the aircraft would traverse both the high and low 

airspaces, all military aircraft will utilize both altitude blocks, (2) 40 percent of non-participating 

aircraft would be operating VFR (FAA 2018), (3) 50 percent of pilots flying VFR would choose 

to avoid the Low MOA airspace based on charted activation times (AOPA 2019), (4) 15.6 percent 

of VFR pilots flying in the High MOA airspace (see Footnote 3), and (5) 90 percent of non-

participating aircraft would conduct operations between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. (FAA 2018). 

Because VFR aircraft are not required to maintain radio and radar contact with air traffic control 

at lower altitudes, the actual number of VFR aircraft potentially flying through the proposed SUA 

is unattainable. This EA approximates the percentage of VFR aircraft affected to be 50% based on 

a 2019 AOPA national survey which had limited responses. Although this survey provides good 

insight to how the respondents operate in the National Airspace System, this survey is not directly 

related to the proposed airspace. This assessment was not designed to provided exact numbers, but 

to provide a rough-order-of-magnitude estimate of the number of aircraft potentially effected to 

determine the effects under NEPA. 

Table 3-6 outlines potential effects from establishing the Evers MOA Complex on existing air 

traffic. Effects to individual flights would vary, ranging from inconveniences like additional flight 

planning, to effects such as operating with an elevated risk of conflict with military training 

operations. The proposed airspace has approximately 14,700 non-military aircraft transiting it each 

year and approximately 17.7 percent of the flights could be affected by the Proposed Action.  

The following management actions and special operating procedures would be implemented (see 

Management Procedures, page 5-1): 

¶ Military aircraft training in the proposed Evers MOA Complex would maintain contact 

with the controlling agency to ensure proper separation with all non-participating aircraft.  

¶ The proposed MOAs would only be activated and used during visual meteorological 

conditions (VMC), whereas VFR flight rules would always be permitted. Pilots would 

always have sufficient visibility to maintain visual separation from terrain and other aircraft 

during approach and departure from the airports. 
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¶ Military safety officers would continue to utilize the Mid-Air Collision and Avoidance 

(MACA) educational and outreach program to conduct public awareness and outreach.   

¶ Upon request from the FAA or airports affected, written procedures could be established 

(per FAA JO 7400.2) to ensure proper IFR separation. 

Table 3-6. Potential Effects to Aircraft and Airports  

Evers North, Center and South MOAs and ROI 

IFR Aircraft  

(851 annual operations potentially 
affected) 

VFR Aircraft  

(737 annual operations potentially 
affected) 

Airports  

(20 Public and Private Airports) 

¶ Pilots may need additional flight 
planning to determine activation 
status of MOA. 

¶ Aircraft may need to reroute around 
or below MOAs when active. 

¶ Pilots may have potential conflict to 
flight plans while in transit due to 
unanticipated activations of MOA.  

 

¶ Pilots may have potential conflict to 
flight plans while in transit due to 
unanticipated activations of MOA.  

¶ Pilots may have to operate with an 
elevated risk of conflict with military 
training operations ï particularly at 
very low altitudes. 

¶ Pilots may have to operate see-
and-avoid at elevated awareness 
levels.  

¶ The airports under this MOA are 
uncontrolled airfields (no control 
tower operations). 

Evers Low MOA and Evers East MOA 

IFR Aircraft  

(213 annual operations potentially 
affected) 

VFR Aircraft  

(830 annual operations potentially 
affected) 

Airports  

(4 Private Airports) 

¶ If departing under instrument 
meteorological conditions, IFR 
clearance must be obtained on the 
ground prior to take off via 
telephone (or radio) with ATC. 
Once the clearance is obtained, the 
pilot can depart on an IFR 
clearance. 

All effects listed above  

¶ There could be a potential decrease 
in communication and safety than 
at higher altitudes  

¶ Pilots may display unwillingness to 
take-off or land from airports or 
airfield surrounded by low-level 
MOAs. 

¶ Pilots may operate at times with the 
potential for limited line-of-site from 
mountainous terrain. 

The private airfields under this 
MOA are uncontrolled airfields 
(no control tower operations). 

3.1.4.2  Airports  

There are four private airports beneath the proposed Evers Low and Evers East MOAs including: 

Deer Creek Farm Airport, GBO Airport, Hannah Field Airport and Singleton Airport (Figure 3-

8). All are private airfields and VFR-only. Three of the airports are beneath the existing Evers 

MOA and no change in flight operations would be expected from existing conditions. Hannah 

Field and Singleton are on the eastern edge of the proposed airspace, and flights to the south or 

east of these airports could be affected. Pilots would fly VFR through or below the MOA for a 

western or northern destination or would be revectored around the proposed MOAs. This would 

add an additional 5 to 13 NM of transit depending on the airport and direction of travel. Flights to 

and from GBO and Deer Creek would require flying below 1,000 ft AGL or VFR through MOA 

when active. The travel distance through or under the proposed MOA would be between 9 and 25 
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NM depending on the airport and direction of travel. Table 3-6 outlines some of the potential 

effects from establishing the Evers MOA Complex above airports. Other effects to aircraft using 

these airports may include the need to operate with limited line-of-site when below the low MOA 

in mountainous terrain, and interference with radar and radio communication with ATC and other 

aircraft. These effects would be to individual aircraft that currently fly unimpeded; however, due 

to the limited number of air operations at these airports, the overall effects would be less than 

significant. 

There are 20 public and private airports beneath or within 10 NM of the proposed Evers MOA 

Complex that are not beneath the proposed Evers Low and Evers East MOAs (Figure 3-8). 

Additional coordination with pilots using these airports may be necessary. Aircraft utilizing these 

airports would arrive and depart essentially unimpeded; however, some revectoring may be 

required during periods when the MOAs are active. These effects would be less than significant. 

3.1.4.3 Amateur Rocket Launch Facility 

The Proposed Action would not adversely affect the amateur rocket launch facility. The COA (2 

NM of the launch facility) is nearby but outside the existing Evers MOA and the proposed Evers 

Low MOA. There have been no difficulties or conflicts with military training operations in the 

Evers MOA based on our previous experiences. There would be an overall reduction in aircraft 

transiting the airspace due to the proposed expansion of the Evers MOA. The prior coordination 

between the amateur rocket launch facility and the 113 WG scheduling office would further 

improve coordination to avoid potential impacts.  

3.1.4.4 Greenbank Observatory and NRQZ 

Based on their response to the IICEP coordination, the GBO identified three concerns related to 

the expansion of the Evers MOA: (1) the height of the Evers Low MOA, (2) focused noise and 

safety, and (3) unknown frequency and power level radio transmissions. The height of the Robert 

C. Byrd Green Bank Telescope (485 ft AGL) and the lower limit of the Evers Low MOA is 1000 

ft AGL. This could result in flights 500 ft above the telescope which increases the potential for 

impacts related to noise and radio transmissions. Noise levels are multiplied due to the 

accumulated reflection of sound waves by the 2.3-acre collecting area of the Robert C. Byrd Green 

Bank Telescope. Employees working on the structure may potentially experience physical damage 

to their hearing or fall due to unanticipated atmospheric and structural disturbance. The sensitive 

electronic components of the telescope receivers may potentially be overloaded or destroyed by 

transmissions above certain power levels.  

In addressing GBOs concerns, the 113 WG of DCANG would minimize impacts to the GBO 

through the following accommodations: 
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1. To minimize noise and radio interference to the GBO, the 113 WG will propose a chart 

modification to establish a no-fly zone around the GBO facility that has a radius of 2.5 

statute miles and a ceiling of 2,500 ft AGL. 

2. To address notification requirements requests from GBO, the 113 WG will provide 

notification to the GBO via email and via telephone of proposed activity every Friday with 

the proposed flight schedule for the following week. When circumstances warrant, weather 

changes and/or last-minute changes will be forwarded to the GBO via telephone as soon as 

practicable but no later than one hour prior to the change actually occurring. The proposed 

Evers MOA flight information is not inclusive of all possible military overflights. 

3. To prohibit 113 WG aircraft using the Evers MOA from targeting the GBO facility 

intentionally with any electromagnetic pulses. 

3.1.4.5 U.S. National Forests 

The Virginia Interagency Coordination Center (VICC) is the dispatch center for mobilization of 

resources from the Bureau of Land Management, USFWS, National Park Service, USDA Forest 

Service, and Virginia Department of Forestry. Based on comments received during the IICEP 

process the 113 WG would coordinate with the VICC to ensure deconfliction of any airspace issues 

associated with wildland fire protection and prescribed burning activities throughout the George 

Washington, Thomas Jefferson and Monongahela National Forest (Region 8 and 9). 

3.1.4.6 Aircraft Mishaps  

Table 3-7 outlines the rate of potential mishaps with the Proposed Action based on Air Force-wide 

mishaps rates for individual aircraft types. Mishap rates shown reflect the air operations in the 

proposed Evers MOA Complex. Safety of military aircraft operations are described through an 

aircraftôs ñmishap rate,ò which is the number of mishaps per 100,000 flying hours for each aircraft 

type. Overall, mishaps with and without the Proposed Action would remain small and comparable 

to Air Force-wide rates. In general, the Proposed Action would provide the ANG additional 

training options over a broader area reducing the need to compress the required training into the 

existing Evers MOA. In addition, any air operations conducted in the proposed MOAs would be 

offset on a one-to-one basis with training in other low airspace - airspace that may include 

additional travel time and the potential for transit-related mishaps. These effects would be less than 

significant, as they would not undermine the safety of military, commercial or civil aviation. 

There have been no recorded mishaps within the charted Evers MOA. There was one aircraft that 

was in transit between New Orleans and Boston when it crashed in the Shenandoah Valley in 2014.  

The pilot suffered a medical condition (hypoxia) and crashed. It was not related to any aircraft 

airspace training or low-level flight activity.  
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Table 3-7. Mishaps Rates for Primary Aircraft  
 

Aircraft Mishaps per 100,000 flying hours 

Class A  
Mishap 

Class B 
Mishap 

Aircraft 
Destroyed 

Pilot 
Fatalities 

Overall 
Fatalities 

F-16 1.83 1.27 1.41 0.33 0.52 
F-15 0.70 3.32 0.85 0.28 0.38 
F-22 5.38 11.12 1.08 0.36 0.72 
T-38 0.69 1.09 0.59 0.20 0.20 
A-10 0.55 6.54 0.55 0.00 0.00 
C-17 0.70 1.13 0.05 0.16 0.21 
C-130 0.43 1.98 0.19 0.29 1.40 

Source: USAF 2019b. 

3.1.4.7 Safety Planning and Awareness Training 

Under the Proposed Action, pilots would continue to conduct preflight planning, participate in 

low-altitude awareness training to ensure low-altitude training is conducted safely. In addition, 

pilots would continue to follow low-level guidance and remain 1,000 ft above the highest obstacle 

and 2,000 ft laterally when over congested or populated areas, as well as 500 ft above all known 

or observed antennas and obstacles (14 CFR § 91.119).  

3.1.5 No Action Alternative  

The No Action Alternative would have no impacts to airspace use and management. Establishment 

of the proposed additions to the Evers MOAs and the creation of ATCAAs would not occur. 

Training would continue at existing levels in the existing Evers MOA and units would continue to 

have difficulty and delays in gaining access to the airspace at other locations for certain types of 

training. Airspace management would remain unchanged when compared to existing conditions. 

3.2 NOISE 

3.2.1 Definition of Resource 

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of vibrations that travel through a medium, such as 

air, and are sensed by the human ear. Noise is defined as any sound that is undesirable because it 

interferes with communication, is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise intrusive. 

Human response to noise varies depending on the type and characteristics of the noise, distance 

between the noise source and the receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day. Noise is often 

generated by activities essential to a communityôs quality of life, such as aircraft operations, 

construction, or vehicular traffic. 

Sound varies by both intensity and frequency. Sound pressure level, described in decibels (dB), is 

used to quantify sound intensity. The dB is a logarithmic unit that expresses the ratio of a sound 

pressure level to a standard reference level. Hertz are used to quantify sound frequency. The human 

ear responds differently to different frequencies. ñA-weighing,ò measured in A-weighted decibels 
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(dBA), approximates a frequency response expressing the perception of sound by humans. Sounds 

encountered in daily life and their sound levels are provided in Table 3-8.  

Table 3-8. Common Sounds and Their Levels 

Outdoor 
Sound Level 

(dBA) Indoor 

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet 100 Rock band 

Gas lawnmower at 3 feet 90 Food blender at 3 feet 

Downtown (large city) 80 Garbage disposal 

Heavy traffic at 150 feet 70 Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 

Normal conversation 60 Normal speech at 3 feet 

Quiet urban daytime 50 Dishwasher in next room 

Quiet urban nighttime 40 Theater, large conference room 

                Source: Harris 1998. 

 

The sound pressure level noise metric describes steady noise levels, although few noises are 

constant; therefore, additional noise metrics have been developed to describe noise including: 

¶ Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) ï Lmax is the maximum sound level of an acoustic event in 

decibels (e.g., when aircraft is directly overhead). 

¶ Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) - Leq is the average sound level in decibels. 

¶ Sound Exposure Level (SEL) ï SEL is a measure of the total energy of an acoustic 

event. It represents the level of a one-second long constant sound that would generate the 

same energy as the actual time-varying noise event such as an aircraft overflight. SEL 

provides a measure of the net effect of a single acoustic event, but it does not directly 

represent the sound level at any given time.  

¶ Day-night Sound Level (DNL) ï DNL is the average sound energy in a 24-hour period 

with penalty added to the nighttime levels. Because of the potential to be particularly 

intrusive, noise events occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. are assessed a 10 dB 

penalty when calculating DNL. DNL is a useful descriptor for aircraft noise because: (1) it 

averages ongoing yet intermittent noise, and (2) it measures total sound energy over a 24-

hour period. DNL provides a measure of the overall acoustical environment, but as with 

SEL, it does not directly represent the sound level at any given time. 

¶ Onset-Adjusted Monthly DNL (Ldnmr) is the average sound energy in a 24-hour period with 

a 10 dB penalty added to the nighttime levels, and up-to an additional 11 dB penalty for 

acoustical events with onset rates greater than 15 dB per second, such as high-speed jets 

operating near the ground. Ldnmr is assessed for the month with the highest number of 

events, and as with DNL and SEL, it does not directly represent the sound level at any 

given time. Because of the penalties for rapid onset, Ldnmr is always equal to or greater than 

DNL. 
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¶ Percent Highly Annoyed (%HA). The concept of long-term annoyance is used to account 

for all negative aspects of noise, including activity interference, including speech 

interference and sleep disturbance for nighttime activities, and is the basis for determining 

impacts due to aircraft noise associated with military and civilian aircraft operations. DNL 

and Ldnmr are highly correlated with and used to determine the %HA (Table 3-9). It is not 

possible to accurately predict the exact annoyance responses to aircraft noise exposure in 

any specific community and %HA is not designed to determine exactly how many or which 

individuals may be annoyed by aircraft noise. Annoyance is reported as the change in the 

percent of population expected to be highly annoyed, and individuals or populations 

outlined as highly annoyed within this EA are for reference purposes and to determine the 

potential for effects. 

Table 3-9. Relationship Between Annoyance and DNL 

DNL/Ldnmr (dBA) % Highly Annoyed 

 

35 0.2% 

40 0.4% 

45 0.8% 

50 1.7% 

55 3.3% 

60 6.5% 

65 12.3% 

70 22.1% 

75 36.5% 

80 53.7% 

                          Source: USAF 2016. 

3.2.1.1 Regulatory Review and Approach 

MR_NMAP is the FAA- and DOD-Approved noise model for aircraft operations beneath special 

use airspace (USAF 2016b and FAA 2015). This noise analysis uses the MR_NMAP (v3.0) as part 

of the NoiseMAP computer suite to predict noise levels (DNL) associated with aircraft operations 

beneath the proposed Evers MOA Complex (USAF 2016a). The parameters considered in the 

modeling included aircraft type, airspeed, power settings, aircraft operations, vertical training 

profiles, and the time spent within each airspace block.  

Ldnmr is the accepted noise metric for the ANG when determining noise levels from aircraft 

operations within SUA; however, DNL is the accepted noise metric for the FAA when determining 

noise levels from aircraft operations within SUA. MR_NMAP was used to model the overall sound 

levels with both Ldnmr and DNL and both have been carried forwarded for use in this analysis to 

meet the requirements for both agencies. Ldnmr based on the busiest month aircraft operations with 

rapid onset penalty, whereas DNL is based on annual air operations without rapid onset penalty. 

Due to the onset penalty and the use of busiest month operations, Ldnmr always equals or exceeds 

DNL. 
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As the action encompassed an area that is larger than the immediate vicinity of an airport and 

includes actions above 3,000 ft AGL, the noise analysis includes a discussion on a change-in 

exposure and examines the change in noise levels as compared to population and demographic 

information from the U.S. Census blocks. The assessment includes depictions of (1) the population 

within areas exposed at or above DNL 65 dB, at or above DNL 60 but less than DNL 65 dB, and 

at or above DNL 45 dB but less than DNL 60 dB has been included in the discussion (FAA 2015). 

Since the study encompasses a large geographical area, the effects are of medium intensity over a 

large area, as opposed to high intensity over a smaller area (e.g., noise near an air installation), 

change-of-exposure tables were developed to identify where noise will change by 1.5, 3, and 5 

dBA. FAA Order 1050.1F (FAA 2015) defines the thresholds for ñsignificantò noise impacts 

(Exhibit 4-1) and the thresholds for ñreportableò noise impacts (Appendix B-1.4).  To make certain 

the ANG is meeting FAA requirements, during the release and transmittal of the Draft EA, the 

ANG will "report" the greater than 5 dBA day-night Sound Level (DNL) increase to interested 

parties. In addition, the ANG will include a brief discussion to outline that, as described above, 

changes in overall noise levels would only introduce a minute incremental changes in the percent 

highly annoyed for areas under the proposed Evers Low MOA, as the noise in such areas would 

not normally solicit complaints and noise would be "essentially the least important of various 

factors" in these areas. In addition, the ANG will outline that the change in noise under the 

Proposed Action would decrease noise levels by 2.6 to 7.8 dBA DNL throughout 634 square miles 

and for individuals beneath the existing Evers MOA. 

Supplemental Metrics. Both the USAF and the FAA encourage the inclusion of supplemental 

noise metrics in the assessment of noise from airspace actions under certain circumstances (USAF 

2016b and FAA 2015).  It is understood that the sole use of DNL and land-use compatibility cannot 

accurately describe the effects from aircraft noise. This is particularly true for airspace actions 

which have effects of medium intensity over large geographical areas, as opposed to high-intensity 

effects over a smaller area (e.g., noise near an airport or air installation). MR_NMAP was used to 

determine the %HA for each SUA to account for all negative aspects of noise, including activity 

interference, and speech interference, and was used as an additional basis for determining impacts 

due to aircraft noise associated with the action. MR_NMAP was also used to calculate Lmax and 

SEL for individual overflights, and Ldnmr levels and the average daily number of events that would 

exceed 75 dBA (Lmax) beneath the proposed Evers MOA Complex. These metrics were used to 

assess the potential for disturbance to speech, and to provide the public with a better understanding 

of the specific effects (USAF 2016b and FAA 2015). The Final Noise Study Report is provided in 

Appendix D. 
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3.2.2 Affected Environment 

3.2.2.1 Population, Areas, and Sensitive Receptors Beneath the Evers MOA Complex 

U.S. Census block data was used to determine the population exposed to aircraft noise. Other than 

visual counts, this is the narrowest available geo-referenced data set available. The MOA Complex 

is vast, covering 4,827 square miles, and the census block data was appropriate for this scale 

activity. Table 3-10 and Figure 3-10 outline the population under the proposed Evers MOA 

Complex. There are approximately 130,000 individuals and 72,000 households beneath the 

proposed Evers MOA Complex. The northeast portion of the existing Evers MOA would no longer 

be under any MOA with the Proposed Action (Figure 2-1).  

Table 3-10. Estimated Population Beneath the Proposed Evers MOA Complex 

Airspace Population Households Area (square miles) 

Existing 

Evers Existing 6,990 5,214 634 

Proposed 

Evers Low MOA 9,186 9,742 1,270 

Evers Center MOAa 18,802 10,168 858 

Evers South MOA 33,941 18,604 1,260 

Evers North MOA 64,180 30,550 1,178 

Evers East MOA 3,775 2,549 261 

Totalb  129,884 71,613 4,827 

a Does not include population or area included under the Evers Low MOA. 

b Does not include the population or area beneath the northeast portion of the existing Evers MOA, which 

would no longer be under any MOA with the Proposed Action (Refer to Figure 2-1). 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2018. 

3.2.2.2 Existing Background Noise Levels 

Background noise levels (Leq and DNL) were estimated for the areas below the proposed MOA 

Complex using the techniques specified in the American National Standard Institute - Quantities 

and Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound Part 3: Short-term 

measurements with an observer present (ANSI 2013). Table 3-11 outlines the overall sound levels 

(i.e., DNL) beneath the proposed Evers MOA Complex without any aircraft activities. Most of the 

land beneath the proposed MOA Complex is rural; however, there are several small towns and 

villages. These towns would be relatively quiet, and background sound levels without aircraft 

would not normally exceed 52 dBA Leq in the daytime, or 44 dBA Leq at night. Background levels 

would be less than this in rural areas, and appreciably less in remote areas. 
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Figure 3-10. Population Density   
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Table 3-11. Estimated Background Sound Levels 

  Leq[dBA] 
Land Use Category DNL [dBA] Daytime   Nighttime 

Normal suburban residential 52 50 44 

Quiet suburban residential 47 45 39 

Rural residential 42 40 34 

Rural/Remote <42 <40 <34 

Source: ANSI 2013. 

3.2.2.3 Existing Overall Aircraft Noise   

Table 3-12 outlines the existing overall sound levels (i.e. DNL/Ldnmr) beneath the Evers MOA 

Complex without the Proposed Action. Figure 3-11 outlines the overall sound levels (i.e. Ldnmr) 

beneath the existing Evers MOA with aircraft activities and the remainder of the proposed MOA 

Complex without any aircraft activities. The estimated DNL ranges from less than 42.0 dBA DNL 

in rural areas beyond the boundaries of the existing MOA to 49.8 dBA DNL in areas beneath the 

existing Evers MOA. The estimated Ldnmr ranges from less than 42.0 dBA DNL in rural areas 

beyond the boundaries of the existing MOA to 54.2 dBA DNL in areas beneath the existing Evers 

MOA. The overall noise from aircraft operations is higher than background levels beneath the 

existing Evers MOA. These sources are primarily vehicle traffic, but also include industrial 

sources, construction activities, and lawn equipment. 

Table 3-12. Overall Sound Levels and Percent Highly Annoyed - Existing Conditions 

  
Airspace  

  
Population DNL (dBA) Ldnmr (dBA) 

%Highly 
Annoyed 

Evers MOA 6,990 49.8 54.2 2.9% 

      Source:  USAF 2016a and U.S. Census 2018. 
    a DNL based on actual air operations without rapid onset penalty. 
    b Ldnmr based on average busiest month aircraft operations with rapid onset penalty.  

Noise from existing aircraft operations does not exceed 65 dBA DNL and is compatible with all 

land uses. In general, the aircraft operations are spread throughout the 634 square miles beneath 

the existing Evers MOA. Although, the overall noise from aircraft is compatible with all land uses, 

an estimated 2.9 percent of the population are highly annoyed by the existing aircraft noise under 

the Evers MOA. Generally speaking, 0.6 percent of individuals are highly annoyed by other 

sources of noise in rural and remote areas that are void of aircraft operations. 

The Proposed Action would spread the air operations in the existing Evers MOA to the larger 

Evers Low MOA. The air operations above 10,999 ft MSL in the existing Evers MOA would be 

spread to the much larger Evers North, South, East, and Center MOAs.  
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Figure 3-11. Overall Sound Levels and Percent Highly Annoyed - Existing 
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3.2.2.4 Existing Individual Overflight Noise  

Although operational noise levels are too low to result in incompatibility with existing land uses, 

noise from individual overflights generate distinct acoustical events. Table 3-13 outlines the Lmax 

and SEL for individual aircraft overflights for the primary users of the existing Evers MOA. Mid- 

to low-altitude overflights are similar to, but substantially louder than high altitude commercial 

aircraft overflights. Overflights conducted in the mid-level airspaces are clearly audible, 

sometimes loud, to individuals who are outdoors, and clearly perceptible inside nearby buildings. 

Effects from mid-level overflights are distributed throughout areas below and adjacent to the 

existing MOA. Overflights conducted in the low-level airspaces are loud, sometimes very loud, to 

individuals who are outdoors, and clearly audible, sometimes loud inside nearby buildings. These 

overflights are brief, intermittent, distributed though the MOA, and normally do not occur 

repeatedly at any one location. Individual overflights would be neither loud enough or frequent 

enough to highly annoy appreciable percentage of the population or to generate areas of 

incompatible land-use beneath the existing Evers MOA. 

Table 3-13. Estimated Sound Levels for Individual Overflights 

Altitude 
 (ft AGL) 

Lmax (dBA)a SEL (dBA)b 

A-10c F-15d  F-16e F-22f A-10c F-15d  F-16e F-22f 

1,000 94.8 96.7 100.4 112.4 98.4 103.5 104.9 118.7 
5,000 75.6 77.7 80.3 93.0 83.4 88.7 89.0 103.5 
10,000 63.9 67.6 69.8 82.9 73.5 80.4 80.3 95.2 
20,000 49.2 55.5 57.6 70.9 60.6 70.1 69.8 85.0 

Source: USAF 2016a. 

Notes: 
a Lmax is the maximum sound level during an individual overflight.  
b SEL is the sound level if the entire overflight was compressed into one second and does not represent the actual 

noise at any given time. 
c A-10A operating at 97% Engine Core RPM (NC) at 350 knots. 
d F-15E operating at 85%NC at 300 knots. 
e F-16C operating at 90% NC at 450 knots. 
f F-22 operating at 100% Engine Thrust Ratio (ETR) at 300 knots.   

As outlined in Section 3.1.2.3, there is existing military air traffic on MTRs throughout the areas 

beneath the existing and proposed Evers MOAs. These air operations are lower to the ground and 

along designated routes. These activities are not controlled by the 113WG and are separate DOD 

operations from the Evers Proposed Action. Aircraft operating under the Proposed Action would 

remain 1000 ft AGL and above. 

Speech Interference.  In general, low- to mid-altitude aircraft overflights can interfere with 

communication on the ground, and in homes, schools or other buildings directly under their flight 

path. The disruption of routine activities in the home, such as radio or television listening, 

telephone use, or family conversation, can give rise to frustration and irritation. The quality of 

speech communication is also important in classrooms, offices, and industrial settings and can 

cause fatigue and vocal strain in those who attempt to communicate over the noise. The threshold 
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at which aircraft noise may begin to interfere with speech and communication is 75 dBA (DNWG 

2009). This level is consistent with, and more conservative than, the thresholds outlined in the 

American National Standards Institute's Acoustical Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, 

and Guidelines for Schools (ANSI 2010).  

Figure 3-12 depicts the Lmax for individual aircraft overflights for the primary users of the existing 

Evers MOA. Lmax at 1,000 ft AGL are 94.8 dBA for an A-10, 96.7 dBA for an F-15, 100.4 dBA 

for an F-16, and 118.7 for an F-22 (Table 3-13). These sound levels are appreciably louder than 

the threshold for speech interference, and single A-10, F-15, F-16 or F-22 aircraft operating in the 

low-level MOAs would interfere with communication for individuals on the ground under their 

flight path. Lmax at 10,000 ft AGL are 63.9 dBA for an A-10, 67.6 dBA for an F-15, 69.8 dBA for 

an F-16, and 82.9 for an F-22, and only F-22 overflights would exceed the threshold for speech 

interference when operating in the mid-level MOAs. These effects are distributed throughout areas 

below and adjacent to the areas under the existing Evers MOA.  

 
   Source: USAF 2016a and DNWG 2009. Notes: Lmax is the maximum sound level during the overflight.  

              Figure 3-12. Estimated Lmax for Individual Overflights  

Table 3-14 outlines the estimated critical distance required for an individual aircraft to interfere 

with speech, and the lateral distance on the ground from flight track where aircraft interfere with 

speech. An F-22 operating in the mid- or low-altitude portions of the existing Evers MOA 

interferes with speech for all individuals within approximately 3.0 miles of the flight track directly 

below the aircraft. An F-16 operating in the low-altitude portion of the existing Evers MOA 

interferes with speech for all individuals within approximately 0.9 to 1.3 miles of the flight track 

directly below the aircraft. An F-15 operating in the low-altitude portion of the existing Evers 
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MOA interferes with speech for all individuals within approximately 0.7 to 1.2 miles of the flight 

track directly below the aircraft. An A-10 operating in the low-altitude portion of the existing Evers 

MOA interferes with speech for all individuals within approximately 0.7 to 0.9 miles of the flight 

track directly below the aircraft.  It is possible that some locations experience these events more 

often others; however, louder events at these locations are offset with a one-to-one reduction in 

overflights at other locations. 

Table 3-14. Lateral Distance from Flight Track for Speech Interference 
 

Slant Distance (ft) to 
Speech Interference 

Threshold 

Overflight Altitude (ft AGL) 

500 1,000 3,600 5,000 

Lateral Distance from Flight Track for Speech Interference (ft [miles]) 

F-22 16,000 15,992 (3.0) 15,969 (3.0) 15,590 (3.0) 15,199 (2.9) 
F-16 7,000 6,982 (1.3) 6,928 (1.3) 6,003 (1.1) 4,899 (0.9) 
F-15 6,300 6,280 (1.2) 6,220 (1.2) 5,170 (1.0) 3,833 (0.7) 
A-10 5,000 4,975 (0.9) 4,899 (0.9) 3,470 (0.7)   

Source: USAF 2016a. 

Damage to Hearing. Noise-related hearing loss due to long-term exposure (many years) to 

continuous noise in the work place has been studied extensively, but there has been little research 

on the potential for noise induced hearing loss on members of the community from exposure to 

aircraft noise. Unlike workplace noise, community exposure to aircraft overflights is not 

continuous, but consists of individual events where the sound level exceeds the background level 

for a limited time. Over 40 years, an individual would need to be exposed to average sound level 

of 75 dBA, 8 hours per day for 40 years to experience hearing loss (USEPA 1974 and CHABA 

1977). Accordingly, the Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) and the USAF 

adopted a threshold of 80 dBA for 8 hours per day as the threshold for hearing protection (USAF 

2013). As aircraft overflights are intermittent and not continuous, no individuals are exposed to 

sound levels exceeding 75 dBA for 8 hours per day beneath the Evers MOA. In addition, OSHA 

and the NGB adopted a threshold of 140 dB instantaneous noise level as a threshold for short-term 

exposure that may induce hearing loss. As individual aircraft overflights within the Evers MOA 

are not supersonic, and do not generate sonic booms above 140 dB, no individuals beneath the 

MOA Complex are exposed to instantaneous sound levels exceeding 140 dB.  

Damage to Structures. Noise from low-level aircraft overflights can cause buildings under their 

fl ight path to vibrate, which the occupants experience as shaking of the structure and rattling of 

the windows. However, based on experimental data and models, noise and vibrations from 

subsonic aircraft overflights do not cause structural damage to buildings. An impact noise (i.e., 

blast noise or sonic boom) above 140 dB is required to generate sufficient energy to damage 

structures (USAF 2016b, Siskind 1989, and Bureau of Mines 1980). Individual overflights within 

the Evers MOA are not supersonic, and do not generate sonic booms above 140 dB; therefore, 

there is no potential of damage to structures.  
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3.2.3 Significance Criteria 

Effects to noise would be less than significant unless the Proposed Action would (1) increase noise 

levels by more than 1.5 dBA DNL in a noise sensitive area exposed to noise above 65 dBA DNL; 

(2) increase noise levels by greater than 5 dBA DNL over large geographic areas or populations 

and is determined to be environmentally controversial; or (3) generate individual acoustic events 

loud enough to damage hearing or structures.  

3.2.4 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would have the potential for long-term minor adverse effects on the noise 

environment. Effects would be due to noise from the introduction of low- to mid-altitude military 

overflights in areas beneath the proposed Evers Low MOA. The Proposed Action would not 

increase noise levels by more than 1.5 dBA DNL in a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise 

above 65 dBA DNL or generate individual acoustic events loud enough to damage hearing or 

structures. The Proposed Action would increase noise levels by 5.2 dBA DNL and percent highly 

annoyed by 0.8 percent beneath the proposed Evers Low MOA in areas not currently within the 

existing Evers MOA. There would be appreciable decreases (4.3 to 10.8 dBA DNL) in noise and 

corresponding decrease in the percent highly annoyed under the existing Evers MOA (Table 3-

15). Regardless of any decreases in noise in the existing MOA, individuals experiencing a higher 

noise levels within the proposed low would still be affected by the Proposed Action.   

3.2.4.1 Overall Aircraft Noise   

Table 3-15, Figure 3-13, and Figure 3-14 summarize the overall noise levels (i.e. DNL) beneath 

the Evers MOA Complex with the implementation of the Proposed Action and their change when 

compared to existing conditions. To meet both ANG and FAA criteria, noise modeling was 

performed (Appendix D) to determine both Ldnmr and DNL. The estimated DNL (i.e., average 

annual noise) would range from 42.9 dBA in areas beneath mid-altitude MOAs to 47.2 dBA in the 

low-altitude training areas.  The estimated Ldnmr (i.e., busiest month noise) would range from 43.8 

dBA in areas beneath mid-altitude MOAs to 49.6 dBA in the low-altitude training areas. The 

overall noise environment would be similar to but slightly greater than background levels in most 

areas beneath the existing and proposed SUAs. 
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Table 3-15. Overall Sound Levels and Percent Highly Annoyed - Proposed Action 

Airspace 

Existing Proposed Change from Existing 

DNL 
(dBA) 

Ldnmr 
(dBA) 

%Highly  
Annoyed 

DNL 
(dBA) 

Ldnmr 
(dBA) 

%Highly  
Annoyed 

DNL 
(dBA) 

Ldnmr 
(dBA) 

%Highly  
Annoyed 

Evers Low MOA  
(under existing MOA) 49.8 54.2 2.9% 47.2 49.5 1.4% -2.6 -4.6 -1.5% 
Evers Low MOA  
(not under existing MOA) 42.0 42.0 0.6% 47.2 49.5 1.4% 5.2 7.5 0.8% 
Evers Center MOA  
(under existing MOA) 49.8 54.2 2.9% 42.9 43.8 0.6% -6.9 -10.4 -2.3% 
Evers Center MOA  
(not under existing MOA) 42.0 42.0 0.6% 42.9 43.8 0.6% 0.9 1.8 0.0% 
Evers South MOA 42.0 42.0 0.6% 43.0 43.9 0.6% 1.0 1.9 0.0% 
Evers North MOA 42.0 42.0 0.6% 43.0 43.9 0.6% 1.0 1.9 0.0% 

Evers East MOA 
49.8 54.2 2.9% 

47.2 49.6 1.6% -2.6 -4.6 -1.3% 

Areas no longer under 
MOA 49.8 54.2 2.9% 42.0 42.0 0.6% -7.8 -12.2 -2.3% 
 

 Total 1.1%  Total 0.7%  Total -0.4% 

Source:  US Census 2018 and USAF 2016a. 
 a DNL based on actual aircraft operations without rapid onset penalty. 
 b Ldnmr based on average busiest month aircraft operations with rapid onset penalty.   
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  Source: USAF 2016 and US Census Bureau 2018. 

Figure 3-13. Overall Sound Levels and Percent Highly Annoyed - Proposed Action  






































































































