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Appendix A - Memorandum of Agreement

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
REGIONAL PLANNING ORGANIZATION
FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING A
JOINT LAND USE STUDY

This Memorandum of Agreement is entered into on the __ day of ,2012, by
and among the following New Mexico Counties: County of Dona Ana; the County of
Otero; the County of Lincoln; the County of Sierra; the County of Socorro; the County of
El Paso Texas; collectively "the Counties") the City of Alamogordo New Mexico; the City
of Las Cruces, New Mexico; and the City of El Paso, Texas, (collectively "the Cities); Ft.
Bliss, Holloman AFB, and White Sands Missile Range (the concurring parties who will
advise and assist).

WHEREAS, White Sands Missile Range has had significant changes to its test
and evaluation mission with the addition of the Network and Advance Brigade Combat
Team Modernization (ABCTM) testing; and

WHEREAS, adjacent land use may place military testing missions at odds with
some development efforts; and

WHEREAS, wind and solar generation of electricity is a rapidly growing industry
across New Mexico and Texas, and placement of energy farms and their associated
transmission lines may negatively affect training and testing capabilities; and

WHEREAS, Fort Bliss was transformed through the Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) process and Army Transformation from an installation with an Air
Defense mission to a major maneuver and training installation supporting the 1st
Armored Division; and

WHEREAS, noise studies done by the Operational Noise Management Program,
in association with BRAC and Grow the Army Environmental Impact Statements,
indicate that significant noise levels from new tank gunnery ranges will affect several
areas in New Mexico and Texas; and

WHEREAS, Holloman AFB has experienced a major restructuring of its mission,
losing the F-22 weapon system and gaining F-16, MQ-1 Predator, MQ-9 Reaper and
Eurofighter weapons systems; and

WHEREAS, the Air Force is evaluating beddown of a F-35 training mission and
expanding MQ-9 activities; and

WHEREAS, Spaceport America is being developed along the western boundary
of the WSMR extension area; and
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WHEREAS, New Mexico and Texas possess some of the most open land
available in the United States, but there is little chance the trend toward economic
growth, cultural sprawl, and efforts to harness alternate sources of energy will slow or
cease; and

WHEREAS, for several years, Holloman AFB, White Sands Missile Range, Fort
Bliss, the Bureau of Land Management, the New Mexico State Land Office, Dofia Ana
County, the City of Las Cruces, and Otero County have participated in military
coordination meetings, the purpose of which is to coordinate “land use planning” efforts;
and

WHEREAS, in recent months, White Sands Missile Range, Holloman AFB, and
Fort Bliss have engaged in economic sustainability planning sessions; and

WHEREAS, Holloman AFB, White Sands Missile Range, and Fort Bliss have
requested a regional Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) aimed at ensuring the long-term
viability of the three military installations in southern New Mexico and El Paso County;
and

WHEREAS, a JLUS is a collaborative planning process designed to identify
existing and potential land use conflicts that have the potential to impair the military's
mission and impact the public health and safety confronting both the civilian
communities and the military installation; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the JLUS program is to encourage cooperative land
use planning between military installations and the surrounding communities so that
future civilian growth and development are compatible with military testing, training, and
operational missions; and

WHEREAS, the Counties and the Cities intend to work closely with Holloman
AFB, Fort Bliss, and White Sands Missile Range in supporting their military missions
while addressing potential land-use planning issues and other encroachment factors by
establishing a Regional Planning Organization.

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree to the following terms and conditions for a
Regional Joint Land Use Study, to wit:

1. The parties shall establish a Regional Planning Organization (RPO) for the
purpose of conducting the regional Joint Land Use Study.

2. The RPO shall consist of a Policy Committee (RPOPC) and a Technical
Committee (RPOTC). The RPOPC will consist of 16 members, with one
representative from each of the counties; one representative from each of the
cities, one representative each from White Sands Missile Range; Holloman AFB;
and Ft. Bliss; the New Mexico State Land Office; the Bureau of Land Management
respectively; and two members of the Military Base Planning Commission. The
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RPOPC will be co-chaired by the Chairs of the Board of County Commissioners-
Dona Ana County and Otero County. Nine (9) members of the RPOPC will
constitute a quorum. Each party will select a primary and alternate representative.
The Director, Office of Military Base Planning and Support, State of New Mexico
will be an ex-officio member of the RPOPC. Membership on the RPOPC will be
for the duration of the Joint Land Use Study. The RPOPC will meet quarterly or
subject to the call of both Co-Chairs. Meetings will be held at alternate locations
as determined by the members and will be open to the public. Meetings can be
held electronically, but every effort will be made for members to attend personally.

3. The RPOTC will consist of 16 members, with representation from the following
counties: Lincoln, Dona Ana, Otero, Sierra, Socorro, and El Paso; Las Cruces,
Alamogordo, and EIl Paso; White Sands Missile Range (Chief of Staff), Holloman
AFB; Ft. Bliss; the Bureau of Land Management; the New Mexico State Land
Office; the New Mexico Spaceport Authority; and the Director of New Mexico
Office of Military Base Planning and Support. The RPOTC will be co-chaired by
the Otero County Manager and the Chief of Staff, White Sands Missile Range.
Members of the RPOTC will be those representatives of each party who have the
skills and expertise to fulfill the objectives of the Joint Land Use Study. Each party
will select a primary and alternate member. Nine members will constitute a
quorum. Membership on the RPOTC will be for the duration of the Joint Land Use
Study. At a minimum, the RPOTC will meet quarterly, though more frequent
meetings might be required during the early phases of the Study. Opportunities for
various stakeholders and the general public to contribute to the Study will be
provided throughout the planning process.

4. The County of Dona Ana will serve as fiscal agent for the Regional Planning
Organization. The duties of the fiscal agent, on behalf of the Regional Planning
Organization, are as follows: apply for a Department of Defense Office of
Economic Adjustment grant for the purposes of executing a Joint Land Use Study;
administer the grant; issue a Requests for Proposals; review Proposals; and
interview (if required) and select a professional services team. All purchasing
activities performed by the fiscal agent associated with procurement of
professional services for the RPO will involve appropriate representation from the
parties to this agreement.

5. The RPOPC shall establish and adopt operational and procedural guidelines to
govern the execution of the Southern New Mexico & El Paso County Joint Land
Use Study.

6. The RPOTC will consider, review, and make recommendations to the RPOPC
regarding legislation, resolutions, joint powers agreements, orders, policies, and
ordinances which might be required in order to address issues identified during
the Joint Land Use Study. The RPOPC shall consider, approve, modify or deny
recommendations of the RPOTC.
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7. Except as specifically set forth herein, the parties retain all budgetary and
legislative functions, except as specifically delegated to the RPOPC or the
RPOTC by this agreement.
8. Budget: The RPOPC shall establish a budget for its operation. All budgets must
be approved by the parties to this Agreement prior to becoming effective as the
parties deem necessary. Each of the parties hereto agrees to pay the following
proportions of the required 10% non-Federal contribution ("local match") either
through a cash contribution, staff time dedicated to the project, or a combination
thereof:
Dona Ana County: 20%
Otero County 15%
Lincoln County 5%
Socorro County 5%
Sierra County 5%
El Paso County 5%
The City of Alamogordo 15%
The City of Las Cruces 20%
The City of El Paso 10%
9. Any changes, modifications, or alterations to the matters addressed by this
MOA shall only become effective upon approval by all parties and shall be
incorporated as a written amendment to this Agreement.
APPROVED
CITY OF ALAMOGORDO
By: _
Title: _
CITY OF EL PASO

By:

Title:
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CITY OF LAS CRUCES

OTERO COUNTY

By:
Title.:

DONA ANA COUNTY
By:

Title:
LINCOLN COUNTY
By..

Title:.
APPROVED

SOCORRO COUNTY

Title:
SIERRA COUNTY
By..

Title:

EL PASO COUNTY
By:

Title: _
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THE CONCURRING PARTIES

WHITE SANDS MISSILE
RANGE
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Southern New Mexico El Paso JLUS
Stakeholder Interview List

Organization

Name

Position

New Mexico Office of Military Base Planning

and Support

Hanson Scott

Director, Office of Military Base Planning and Support

NM State Land Office

Sunalei Stewart

Deputy Land Commissioner

Don Britt

Asst. Commissioner of Commercial Resources Division (Policy

Cmte. Member)

Thomas Leatherwood

Director of Commercial Resources Division

Margaret Ambrosino

Urban and Regional Planner, Commercial Resources Division

Bureau of Land Management

Bill Childress

Regional Director

Eddie Guerrero

NM International Border Advisor

Spaceport Bill Gutman New Mexico Spaceport Authority, Technical Operations Manager
Fort Bliss Brian Knight Chief, Conservation Branch

John Kipp DPW-E

Vicki Hamilton Chief, Environmental Division

John Barrera NEPA Manager

Yvette Waychus DPW-E

Wayne Julius

Mission Support Element

Ray Null

Alternate - Mr. Julius

Eric Wolters

Observer

Benny Steigel

Fort Bliss Airspace Manager

Jean Offutt/Donita Kelly

Fort Bliss PAO

White Sands Missile Range

BG Gwen Bingham

Commanding General

Bill Gilbert

Interim Executive Director

Dan Hicks

Chief of Staff

COL James Winbush

White Sands Test Center Commander
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Southern New Mexico El Paso JLUS
Stakeholder Interview List

Organization

Name

Position

Greg DeVogel

Chief, Plans and Operations

Frank Chavez

WSMR TC-Range Operations

Richard Wyman

Regional Spectrum Manager

Bob Brennan

WSMR Airspace Manager/Range Operations

Danny Medina

Range Commander's Council Rep for Sustainment and
Encroachment

Cathy Giblin

WSMR-Test Operations, Environmental Engineer

Janice Bridges

Range Operations (Real estate contracts)

CDR Derek Scott

US Navy Detachment Officer in Charge

COL Leo Pullar

White Sands Garrison Commander

Garry Lambert

Director, TRADOC Analysis Center

Jeffrey Thomas

Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA)

Gary Giebel

Army Research Lab

Sean O'Brien

Army Research Lab

Holloman AFB

Jim lken

Deputy Director for Installation Support Holloman AFB

Adam Kusmak

49 CES/CEA, Chief Asset Management Flight

Juan Lavarre de Perez

Holloman Airspace Manager (new)

Brent Hunt (for Dale 49 CES/CEA
Osborn)
Will Urick Holloman Range Manager (Oscura, Red Rio, Centennial)

Mr. Tom Fuller

Holloman PAO

Dofia Ana County

Dan Hortert

Director, Community Development

Dr. David Garcia

District 2

Karen G. Perez

Chair, District 3
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Southern New Mexico El Paso JLUS
Stakeholder Interview List

Organization Name Position
Wayne Hancock District 4
Leticia Duarte Benavidez District 5

City of Las Cruces

Paul Michaud

Senior Planner

David Weir

Community Development Director

Vincent Banegas

Community Development Deputy Director

Christine Logan

Economic Development Administrator

El Paso County

Sergio Lewis

County Commissioner Precinct 2

Oswaldo "Ozzie" Del Rio

Commissioner's Admin Assistant

Ernesto Carrizal

Director, County Public Works

Kevin McCary

Assistant County Attorney

Gilberto Saldana

Senior Civil Engineer

John Colquitt

Colquitt Real Estate Company

Bobbi Wright

Colquitt Real Estate Company

City of El Paso

Matthew McElroy

City Development

Carl Robinson

City of El Paso

Aaron Wolfe

Beto O'Rourke, US Representative

Cindy Ramos

CEO, El Paso Hispanic Chamber

Steve Dunigan

Planning and Zoning Director, Ruidoso Downs

Lincoln County

Becky Brooks

Executive Director, Ruidoso Valley Chamber of Commerce

Curt Temple

Planning Director, Lincoln County

Steve Dunagan

City of Ruidoso Downs

Ronny Rardin

County Commissioner

Otero County

Pamela Heltner

County Manager

Bobby Jones

Resident and landowner
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Southern New Mexico El Paso JLUS
Stakeholder Interview List

Organization

Name

Position

Randy Rabon

Resident and landowner

City of Alamogordo Susie Galea Mayor

Marc South Planner

Mike Espiritu Alamogordo Chamber/Otero County Economic Development
Socorro County Delilah Walsh County Manager

Holm Bursum

County Commissioner

Sierra County

Jan Porter Carrejo

County Manager

Mark Klaene

Observatory Engineer

Sabrina Flores

Lincoln National Forest
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From:

Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 11:07 AM
To: Drake, Liz

Subject: Re-Open Engle to Tularosa

I wasn't able to attend the meeting, but | feel you should be aware of an issue that has come up
several times in the last few years.

It would really benefit the communities of T or C, Spaceport America, Williamsburg, Elephant
Butte, plus Hillsboro, on the West End and Tularosa, Alamogordo, Ruidoso, Mescalero,
Cloudcroft, Roswell, Holloman, plus WSMR on the East End if the road was re-opened between
Engle and Tularosa through Rhodes Canyon. Much of it is already paved and security could be
accomplished with state of the art fences, aerial, satellite, infrared, etc. Even if the road could be
opened during the weekends, it would help to have a road across the lower third of New Mexico.
Also as the Spaceport and WSMR collaborate more and more, it would provide a more direct
supply route, equipment route, payload route, and space vehicle route.

Thank you,



Ms. Liz Drake

Urban Planner
AECOM
404-965-9672
liz.drake@aecom.com

September 23, 2013
RE: Southern New Mexico — El Paso, Texas Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) questions / concerns.
CC:  Mr. Ronny Rardin, Otero County Commissioner, Ms. Susan Flores, Otero County Commissioner,

Ms. Pamela Heltner, Otero County Manager, + more - see list
Ms. Drake,
| have a few questions about the fiscal impact on rural residents (me), the study scope and the integrity of this
“study”. Since Department of Defense (DoD) activities are the heart of this study, my questions focus on DoD
activities (present and future). | expect a written response from a knowledgeable DoD representative
addressing each of my concerns. Please no generalities or platitudes. | want this letter and these questions
made part of the so called “Southern New Mexico — El Paso, Texas Joint Land Use Study”, with copies
distributed to committee’s, subcommittees, meetings, panels, etc as necessary to insure my concerns are
addressed completely. Further | want to be included on all communications within this “study”.
| require your mailing address for USPS delivery and your FAX number, not just an email address.

As | understand it the present representation and control entities for this “study” is as follows:

Fully Represented on the “Joint Land Use Study” are:

Name Entity Type

Dofa Ana County Government
Otero County Government
Lincoln County Government
Socorro County Government
Sierra County Government

El Paso County Government
Alamogordo City Government

Las Cruces City Government

El Paso City Government

Fort Bliss Department of Defense
White Sands Missile Range Department of Defense
Holloman AFB Department of Defense
New Mexico State Land Office State Government
Bureau of Land Management Federal Government
New Mexico Office of Military Base Planning & Support State Government
New Mexico Spaceport Authority State Government Appointed Panel

Not Directly Represented (or represented at all) on the “Joint Land Use” Decisions Are:
Rural residents in Otero County

Rural residents in Lincoln County

Rural residents in Socorro County

Property owners in the affected rural areas.

People with limited internet access such as rural poor and eldery.

As you can see, arguably, most of the proposed negative impact falls on those not directly represented.
Excluding these citizens in the study raises questions about the validity, and intentions of the “study”. In my



view this “study” enables tyranny of the majority (see John Adams 1788). My individual rights should not be
subject to a public vote, especially without representation. My rights are important, | demand they be
respected.

As you must know the term "Joint Land Use Study” is prevalent across the United States, wherever there is a
significant Department of Defense presence. Indeed, obviously, DoD developed the JLUS as a tool to counter
private property rights. Review of the results of these many “studies” shows that they are a precursor to
control of private property through zoning (or similar regulation). The private property use loss (or taking) is
usually justified by touting the money brought in to local government coffers, the enrichment of a few citizens
through DoD money and the need for security (military might). Property is taken by the aforementioned
“tyranny of the majority” not by willing sellers.

A “Joint Land Use Survey” almost always uses a word such as “balance” or “balanced” in talking about private
property takings. Normally (for most people) this would mean that both of the parties in a bargain gave/took
something and the deal was balanced. For example, the Department of Defense would promise not to expand
and take more property rights and the private property owners would limit their property use to facilitate DoD
operations. That would be balanced (well sort of).

That is not what the “Joint Land Use Survey” process is about. Yes, the private property rights are taken, but
the DoD makes no promise not to take more next year or the year after. Effectively the “Joint Land Use
Survey” is a one way street toward the DoD. It is primarily for their benefit (minimize their costs). Secondarily,
a few people and various government entities enrich themselves. DoD already owns huge areas of the United
States and huge areas of airspace. Most of New Mexico is owned by various government agencies (Yet, as a
side note, Federal payment in lieu of taxes (PILT) keeps decreasing every year. PILT payments to counties for
federal land within their borders, even at its highest rate is lower than the rate private landowners have to pay
in property taxes (yes DoD / USFS / BLM have a say in PILT)). Little land area is left for private ownership.
Never-the-less DoD wants more. How much is enough? Is there a limit? The mechanism for “taking” is often a
“memorandum of understanding” rather that proper due process. MOU are very difficult (impossible) to
change for private citizens. Effectively due process is eliminated.

“Balance” is a fiction. For example, in 1995/1997 we “gave” the German's the right to fly LOW over our homes
(DoD took our rights). In Weed, NM in 2007 we gave up property rights to allow low supersonic flight over our
homes (DoD took rights using a bogus FONSI document). Yes, Alamogordo, El Paso, Las Cruces are
enriched ($$$), but what has the DoD ever "given" to Weed/Sacramento/Pinon (leave out the "security"
argument please)? The property owners affected received nothing except sonic booms, noise and crashed
German aircraft. The claimed positive economic impact was miniscule for us, while the loss was significant.
The stated reason the USAF wanted the right to fly supersonic over my house in 2007 was to base the F-22.
The F-22 is now leaving. Will the USAF restore my rights? Or will they keep the supersonic corridor over my
house? | bet I'll have a long wait if | expect any “balance”. This is “tyranny of the majority”. It is one way only.
JLUS is not a fair or reasonable process. That is why DoD started it, to reduce their costs. It is not about
military preparedness, it is about money.

With that preface in mind, a small community that is “offered” (forced into) a “Joint Land Use Survey” by
government (see above list of JLUS “Partners” for the government players) must ask itself “What do they want
to take from us now?” That is my fact finding mission; What does the DoD want from me? From the Pinon,
Weed, Sacramento Communities this time? What will they take from my family?

My questions are simple. | just want to know what the scope of my property loss might be. It would be
refreshing to get forthright, honest, complete answers. Here are my questions:

1. Is Night (or day) Joint Training planned, now or in the future, in the Lincoln National Forest (Southern
Sacramento Mountains)? This training is typically (not limited to) combat simulations with soldiers
traveling over the forest, it could include helicopters, aircraft and simulated combat (pyrotechnics),
possibility maneuvering military vehicles. This kind of DoD activity has become common on USFS
land (for example, the Cibola National Forest). Since | reside in the USFS (LNF) this kind of activity by
DoD is likely to NEGATIVELY affect my quality of life, negatively affect the value of my property,
negatively affect my livestock and hurt my business operations. It will reduce environmental quality.



10.

11.

12.

DoD owns huge areas of New Mexico already. What is the limit? (Will it be the knock on your door?)
Will a MOU limiting DoD use of USFS land be drafted? If not why not?

Are any limits on residential development possible (limitations on dwelling densities for example)? If
so why? My property was purchased for my enjoyment and for my economic benefit. Limiting my
rights further (over and above existing State/county rules) deprives me of these rights. Using a
Memorandum Of Understanding reduces my representation for zoning changes.

Are any limits on Wind Energy Farms (wind turbines) possible (including allowing DoD to review
permits)? If so why? My property was purchased for my economic benefit. One of the few money
making uses for land in this area is solar and wind energy development. The Country needs green
energy. Preventing my use, including by the use of bureaucratic red tape, hurts me and deprives me
of my property rights. DoD is not part of the local government.

Are any limits on “tall structures” (antennas/wind/solar/etc), over and above the existing, longstanding,
FAA requirements, possible? If so why? These structures are used for both solar and wind energy. |
purchased my property with the anticipation of that use. These structures are also used to facilitate
communications (cell, television, satellite, etc). The Pinon/Weed/Sacramento area lacks a robust
communication infrastructure. We have limited cell coverage, limited broadcast television coverage,
etc. Many residents rely on satellite and radio for communications. | purchased my property
anticipating using communication structures. Limiting my right to improve communications and
develop energy for my economic benefit affects me, my business, my family.

Are any limits on power transmission lines possible (needed for Wind Energy)? If so why? Power
transmission infrastructure is critical to development of wind and solar energy. Transmission lines that
are “required” to be located far away from the solar/wind generating facility effectively prohibit
solar/wind development.. No solar/wind facility can exist without proper support from a transmission
line. Imposing limits on transmission lines imposes limits on solar and wind energy development. This
problem affects the entire Weed/Pinon/Sacramento area.

Are any limits on Solar Arrays possible? If so why? DoD complains about “reflections” from solar
panels (see numerous JLUS). They are not joking. They have suggested that property owners use
solar panels of DoD's selection. No consideration of the cost, availability or quality for these special
panels. Other solar energy companies do not have to meet DoD requirements. These are my
competition. Increasing my costs to develop solar on my property makes me uncompetitive. In fact
requirements and bureaucratic red tape (DoD “review”) may make solar impossible (economically).
This effectively is the same as taking my right to develop my property. If retro fitting became the “law”
(through a MOU) the impact to the Weed/Pinon/Sacramento area will be devastating.

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles are surveying Communities in the Southern Sacramento Mountains (as
“training”). Private information is collected. Are any limits put on this data collection? Who is it shared
with? | have an expectation of privacy and | should be secure against unreasonable searches for
myself, my houses, my papers, and effects. UAV should not use technology to invade and take my
rights. Will a MOU limiting DoD invasion of privacy and the use of this information be drafted? If not
why not?

Are more UAV flights planned? What increase (% or number)? Noise / pollution will increase by how
much? The increase in UAV affects the quality of life, rights under the Fourth amendment, my safety
and the environment. DoD offers no limits for these issues, rather is looking to facilitate large
increases in drone use at the expense of rural residents.

Are there any UAV “no fly” areas to protect private property and privacy (not those zones required for
DoD operations)? If not why not? Are these areas designated by law or whim? Where are these
areas? Will a MOU limiting DoD use be drafted?

DoD owns/controls most airspace in Otero County (FAA is very accommodating for the DoD). Are new
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Access routes being considered? Where? What altitude? What private
property will be affected? What USFS land is affected? What hours of operation? Will a MOU limiting
DoD routes be drafted? If not why not?

Are any, new, specific laws planned to protect private property rights from DoD encroachment? If not
why not? If so what are the likely laws in general terms? Include planned MOU that limit expansion of
DoD.

Are any, new, noise increases possible (average, peak, etc) in the Southern Sacramento Mountains?
This would include noise from Army/USAF/German AF, etc (Multiple Branches and Multiple Countries).
It would include UAV, aircraft, helicopters and ground operations. Are any limits on these increases to
be set? Are any limits on future expansion to be set? If not why not?



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Are any limits on radio spectrum use possible (through the FCC or not). Are any
compatibility/allocation/use issues related to radio frequency interference, radio frequency spectrum
possible? If so what spectra is impacted? This question includes requirements for blanking/jamming
RF (SATCOM Etc). What are the possible frequency spectrum interference strategies anticipated by
DoD? As | stated above the Pinon/Weed/Sacramento area lacks a robust communication
infrastructure. Limited cell coverage, limited broadcast television coverage, etc. Many residents rely on
satellite for communications. In addition, two way radio is used extensively by private citizens (MURS,
GMRS, FRS, Amateur). Otero County uses VHF and microwave frequencies for emergency services.
GPS is used for economic benefit. GPS is used for emergency services (for example emergency
medical evacuation by helicopter). | purchased my property anticipating using various radio
communications. In fact | use EVERY one of the above radio spectrum areas. In addition, | already
must accept the existing limits imposed by DoD for the area around WSMR. Now will there be more
interference from DoD? Limiting my right to improve communications for my economic benefit and my
family’s safety affects me and my business. Will a MOU limiting DoD be drafted? If not why not?
Relative to frequency spectrum impedance, are any limits possible in the construction of buildings or
other facilities that block or impede the transmission of signals from antennas, satellite dishes, or
other transmission/reception devices in the Southern Sacramento Mountains? Imposing further
regulation on building can only hurt development. Requiring property owners to meet DoD's changing
requirements destroys the value of their holdings. Will a MOU limiting DoD building control be drafted?
If not why not? Will DoD change requirements next year and again the year after and again two years
later? What limit is there?

Are there any service reductions possible for GPS (degradation, jamming, etc)? (see my comments
above for both economic and public safety uses of GPS)

Are any increases/changes in trash dumped on public/private land possible? Examples include flares,
pyrotechnic, shell casings, debris, etc. This could be from any DoD activity in the Southern
Sacramento Mountains. Will a MOU limiting DoD dumping be drafted? If not why not?

Is there any possibility that DoD water use/pollution will increase in the Southern Sacramento
Mountains?

Is there any possibility that aquifers in the Southern Sacramento Mountains will be impacted by future
DoD operations (explosions, sonic booms, heavy vehicle operation, etc)?

Are any limits on the use of lighting by residents possible? If so why? My business and personal
safety require outdoor lighting. Limiting or requiring “permission” for lighting will negatively affect my
operations. At the minimum, loss of lighting rights will add cost and reduce safety for me, my business,
and my family.

Are any limits on “gathering facilities” (arenas, etc) possible? If so why? Our area has a rich history of
public gathering. Limiting the right to gather, and to have facilities to gather, is an important right.
Traveling “somewhere else” will cost me, and stifles my freedom.

How does our rural life specifically impact the military's ability to conduct their missions and how are
the rural communities and population “encroaching” on the military facilities ? Please detail the specific
“encroachments” feared by DoD. If none are listed then no JLUS is needed.

When will those impacted in the Southern Sacramento Mountains be allowed equal representation in
these private property rights discussions (JLUS)?

Thank you for seeing that our Southern Sacramento Mountains Communities have answers to these
questions. | hope that we do in fact see a “balanced” plan in which we have had equal representation in its
formulation, and our rights are honored and protected.

Sincerely,

Walt Coffman
Kathleen Henderson



The Weed Community and Surrounding Areas of the Southern Sacramento Mountains
Mission Statement
To preserve, protect, enhance and defend the health, safety, economic well being, and cultures of
the Southern Sacramento Mountains.
Driving Principles

1. The natural, and historical conditions and uses of the southern Sacramento Mountains are the
economic base and foundation for our way of life.

2. Ranching, small business, lodging, camps, recreation, hunting, astronomical observation,
entrepreneurship and current and future renewable energy production exemplify our
economic base.

3. The survival of this base is dependent upon the maintenance of a quiet, rural grassland and
forest environment.1

4. Private landowners’ have the right to use their private lands freely within the law without
unwarranted government intrusion.

5. Support of the United States military with the understanding that our guaranteed freedoms,
health, safety, economy and way of life are not restricted nor negatively impacted.

! Quiet in the mountains is far different than urban quiet. Quiet means “silence”, the ability to
hear the sounds of nature without the intrusion of man-made noise. This is the foundation for our
way of life and economic success



Ms. Liz Drake

Urban Planner
AECOM

(404) 965-9672
liz.drake@aecom.com

Sept 23, 2013
Initial questions presented at the 9-23-13 meeting.
Dear Ms. Drake,

Below are a few of our initial questions. We expect to send additional questions to you, in
writing, after the meeting. We ask that all questions to be answered in writing and mailed to me
at the address listed below.

1- What is the objective of this JLUS study?
2- What kind of restrictions can/will the DoD place upon our properties?

3- Our understanding is that in order to participate in your survey online access is required. Our
area includes a high percentage of elderly and/or low income that does not have a computer or
internet access. How will you account for this and assure their voice is heard? Not including
these citizens in the study raises questions about the validity of the study.

4- How was the data collected on the Southern Sacramento mountain communities/surrounding
areas and subsequently analyzed?

5- Without the involvement of anyone from those communities/area in the collection of that data
how can you consider the data legitimate and how does it meet the requirements of the study as
set forth by the DoD?

6- Why was this study initiated? By this we mean, what “permissions” is the DoD seeking given
the results of the study (what do they want to take from/do to us without our permission?

7-Given the huge impact past DoD activities have on our communities/area, how can you insure
our rights and concerns will be protected by you and the DoD?

8-If we disagree with the findings what resources are available to us to affect change before
anything is implemented?

9- The recommendations of the JLUS must insure future flexibility so as the missions/
technology and projected uses change, there is guaranteed reassessment and public input before

any proposed changes occur. How is your study addressing this issue and assuring its enactment?

10- We have not yet seen your on line survey but understand that it will be used to help



determine what permissions will be granted the military in Otero County. In order for any
survey of this nature to be valid, fair and balanced, it must include both cause and effect. In
other words, if we are asked to vote on allowing A to occur, it must also state what the effects of
A will be and on whom. Does your survey account for both the cause and effect of the
decisions? If not, why not? Does your survey allow for a cause vote with the effects of that
vote to be suffered by those who do not want that permission granted?

11- Is night or day joint training planned, now or in the future, in the So Sac mts? This is
typically combat simulations, soldiers traveling over forest at night, can include helicopters,
aircraft and simulated combat (pyrotechnics), possibly vehicles. This has become common on
USFS land (Cibola National Forest) and could involve many countries.

12- Are any limits on wind energy farms (turbines) possible? If so, why?

13-Are any new laws planned to protect the rights of private property owners from
encroachment? If not, why not?

14- Are any limits on radio spectrum use possible? Are any compatibility/allocation/use issues
related to radio frequency interference, radio spectrum possible?

15-Are any new noise increases possible (average/peak/type etc) in the So Sac Mts?
16- Are there any UAV “no fly” areas to protect private property and privacy? If not why not?

17- Are there any limits on solar, tall structures or power transmission lines possibly needed for
wind energy?

18- Since there is no representation of rural areas and rural property owners on any JLUS
committee, how will the JLUS meet the 1994 Presidential Order - “Environmental Justice™-
regarding future military activity in defining and addressing any/all adverse human health,
safety, environmental and economic impacts especially on rural, low income, elderly populations
in Weed, it’s surrounding communities and the Southern Sacramento Mountains?

19 - What regulations, policies and laws will be made to?
a) Reduce encroachment on our propetties, health, safety and economy?

b) Hold Holloman and other military users accountable for adhering to those laws,
regulations and policies?

20-It has been our experience that studies done by the military/DoD/Federal Govt selectively
include/exclude data and use questionable modeling and data analysis that result in outcomes
clearly predetermined to be favorable for the military at the expense of private property owners
and local residents. How will this process be any different, especially given we have been
excluded in this process to date and surveys are to be conducted on line further excluding
residents in our area who do not have wireless or computer access ?



21- Otero County public meeting, June 12, 2013, recognized supersonic noise over the
Sacramento Mountains as a compatibility factor to address. Past military studies regarding noise
have been inadequate at best if not completely dishonest. (Averages do not represent what
actually occurs) How will this study be any different in addressing this issue?

22- Low flying aircraft over our homes and property present a devastating risk to our health,
safety, quality of life and economic wellbeing. How will this study account for this risk and
recognize our rights to be free from this encroachment?

23- Who conducted the radio frequency spectrum interference investigation/ survey and how was
it performed? Where are the study results?

24- Was the FCC or any other spectrum authorities involved in the local RF data collection and
analysis? If so who and what is the contact information of the individuals involved? Generic
information is not acceptable.

25- How does our mountain life/personal lives specifically impact the military’s ability to
conduct their missions and how are the rural communities and population “encroaching” on the
military facilities?

26- Exactly what polices, zoning restrictions and/or legislation is being targeted for revision as a
result of this study?

27- What are the resources available, at no cost, to the individual and group property owners to
rebut and legally force reassessment of the survey results?

28-Exactly how do rural communities stand to benefit from actions taken as a result of this
survey and how is this, in a “balanced way”, equitable to the rural communities and residents
compared to that of the military and “urban” communities?

We thank you in advance for your written response to these initial questions.

Respectful

John Bell :

Weed Community Association President
PO Box 482
Weed, New Mexico 88354

cc: Safe Skies Coalition

Attachment: Weed Community Association Mission Statement



Weed New Mexico Community Association &
Safe Skies Coalition
PO Box 482
Weed, NM 88354

Date: October 24, 2013
RE: Southern New Mexico/El Paso, Texas Joint Land Use Study - JLUS

Dear Ms Drake,
We are writing to request direct rural representation on all committees related to the JLUS.

As you know, to date all committee members are from urban areas, government entities or
elected officials. There is no appropriate rural representation on any of the JLUS committees.

We find this disturbing and unacceptable but not unusual. The rural areas are generally the areas
that suffer the consequences of decisions made by the DoD through loss of freedoms, drastic
effects on our health and safety as well as our economic well being. The best way to continue
this pattern of assuring harm is done to those of us living and working in rural areas impacted by
decisions made by the DoD is to eliminate us from adequate and direct representation.

Appropriate rural representation should have occurred at the onset of the JLUS process. It
clearly did not. The lack of appropriate rural representation demonstrates, once again, the
intention of the DoD to take rural citizen’s rights and freedoms and to continue to cause us harm.

If the contention is that the County Commissioners represent rural residents on the JLUS
committees, then the Commissioners should have also been representing all others areas of the
counties including cities and urban areas, resulting in no need for anyone else on the committees.
Since this was and is not the case, those other areas ( urban, government, city etc.) are given
special privilege for their special interests at the expense of the rural populations.

The demographics speak volumes.

Population Sq miles
Otero County 66,041 (rural-53%) 6,613 (more than 99% rural)
Alamogordo 31,500 (urban-47%) 21  (less than 1 % of the land area)

Your contention that one person can represent the interests of people living in 99% of the land
area of Otero County and understand their needs, interests and wishes for this study in the time
frame allowed is simply not reasonable or fair for us or for the Commissioner who is
representing us for this study.

Your study information states that the DoD/AF bases and activities are continually being
encroached upon by civilian activities and “sprawl”. We find this narrow and simplistic view



very disturbing and self serving for the DoD since it is not us, in the rural areas, that are
encroaching on the military but rather the military that are encroaching on rural communities,
without our consent, doing harm to our health, safety, economic well being and way of life. This
is simply a sanctioned form of government taking from its citizens without their permission.

We expect that the rural areas of the counties included in the JLUS have appropriate direct
representation on each of the JLUS committees. This representation for each county is to include

1- A rancher elected by the local cattleman’s association
2- A small business owner appointed by the local community association
3- A local rural property owner appointed by the local community association

4- An “at large” rural representative who has special interest in this process appointed by the
local community association.

Failure to include appropriate direct rural representation (as outlined above) on each J LUS
Committee and opening all information and decisions made to date by those committees without
direct rural representation for review and change based upon new input, will be interpreted by
our communities as JLUS, and those associated with JLUS, granting special privilege to special
interests. These special interests support encroachment by the military into rural areas and
discount and marginalize the health, safety and economic interests of those of us living and
working in rural areas.

We reqyest a written response within ten (10) days of your receipt of this letter.

Weed Community Association President
and for the
Safe Skies Coalition

cc: Commissioner Flores
Commissioner Rarden
Commissioner Harrel
County Manager Hiltner



RE: Validity of the Southern New Mexico-El Paso, Texas Joint Land Use Study.
Date: November 25, 2013

From: E. Kazor
PO Box 436
Weed, NM 88354

Ms. Drake,

My husband and I own property in the Weed/ Mayhill New Mexico area. We have chosen to
spend our retirement in the Southern Sacramento Mountains. We spent years researching and
traveling hundreds of miles before deciding to purchase property in the Weed/Mayhill area. The
Weed/ Mayhill area offers what we are looking for; a place of solitude and quiet, a rural setting,
and a spirit of community. Since 1999 we have worked hard and invested our retirement funds
and sweat equity to improve our property and make it “home”.

I have very serious concerns regarding the JLUS, what has taken place to date and what will be
generated as a result of the study .

On October 23, 2013 at the Public Meeting in Weed you presented a Power Point show
explaining the JLUS process. A question and answer session followed that presentation. A
number of your responses to the questions have caused serious concerns about the current JLUS
process.

1. Recognition by AECOM of Invalidity of Survey

A statistically invalid survey will be used to make very important decisions regarding the health,
safety and economics of our communities.

At the Public Meeting you encouraged area residents to complete an “on-line” survey. At the
same time you acknowledged the survey is statistically invalid !!! Did everyone in the “study
area” receive the same information....that the survey is invalid ? If not, does this not then skew
the results of the survey even more ? How many people at the October 23" meeting will not fill
out the survey because we were told it is invalid? How many people, who have not been told the
survey is invalid, will complete the survey? Probably more. Will this not also skew the results ?

In reading other JLUS, the surveys play a key role in JLUS recommendations.



2. Survey is not “Area Specific” but generalized

During the Public Meeting it was clarified that the survey is not “area specific” but generalized.
Given that policy development and zoning regulations may be based on the results of JLUS and
the survey, explain how results of a generalized survey address the specific economic
requirements of a particular area . By applying generalized findings ( findings from both urban
and rural survey responders) to specific situations (e.g. potential zoning rules for rural areas)
questions the validity of the JLUS.

3. The survey is “on-line”

Numerous people from rural areas will be excluded from taking the survey. Urban residents and
those with access to computers will represent most of the survey respondents. Based upon survey
results, data and recommendations will be skewed in favor of more populated urban areas.

Many elderly and rural residents do not have access to computers or wireless communication.
Some may not know how to submit a survey “on-line”. Many of these people are located directly
under military training routes (MTR’S) or flight zones. Doesn’t “on-line” methodology
matginalize rural and elderly citizens living under military training routes who will be directly
impacted by future plans of the military?

4. Failure to recognize the Relationship between the Environment and Economy

When asked if there would be any demographic or economic assessment of our rural
communities or consideration of Environmental Justice your response was “We will certainly
look at the environment and natural resources issues. But we don’t tie them to a particular
demographic or economic status or the characteristics of communities.” This statement and
position is very short cited. Only half of the picture is painted by only addressing the
environment and not assessing the impact that environment has on rural as well as urban
economies.

The environment generates the economy of a community and the economy of a community
creates the environment. When working with communities, the environment and economies go
hand in hand. By not considering the interdependence of the environment and economy and, at
the very least, establish an economic baseline (through proper assessment) of urban AND
RURAL communities that will be impacted by the JLUS , suggests an invalid study.

5. No Rural Landowners on JLUS Committees

Shouldn’t those that will be directly impacted by the recommendations and decisions of the
JLUS be “at the table” ? While it the urban areas have their own representatives, there appears
to be no one who owns property or a ranch in the Weed/ Mayhill/ Pinon/ Sacramento area “at
the table”. Our communities are located directly under the fly zones of Holloman AFB. The
health, safety, environment and economy of Weed/ Mayhill/Pinon/Sacramento NM will be



directly impacted by JLUS and the subsequent decisions based on JLUS. Yet we do not have a
voice in those decisions. Why ? This lack of proper representation lends credence to the creation
of an invalid JLUS.

6. Recognition of Rural Economic Development

Moving in to the 21* century, rural landowners and ranchers are faced with many new and
unique challenges. Drought, dependence on unreliable grid systems, economic opportunities to
gain footing in renewable resources sector and so forth require a new economic paradigm.

Rural natural resource development will play a very significant role in providing a source of
consistent revenue for the State of New Mexico and the creation of state wide employment
opportunities. The job opportunities would more reliable and permanent then the current
situation in which area employment is unstable and is at the mercy of the DoD, it’s ever
changing missions and the Federal Government’s inconsistent budgeting for military spending.
“Dependence on the military leaves the County’s economy subject to the vagaries of the US
Government’s plans (Otero County, JLUS Partner Briefing; Maps and Reports; SNELPTX-
JLUS; 2013).

The State of New Mexico recognizes the huge economic potential of rural natural resource
development . For example the New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources
Department (EMNRD) estimates that

“The New Mexico Wind Energy Center will bring more than $40 million dollars into
rural De Baca and Quay counties over 25 years. This includes $450,000 per year in
payments in lieu of taxes to be made to the county governments and school districts;
about $ 450,00 per year in payments in lease payments to landowners; and an estimated
$500,000 in salaries for the permanent jobs to be created.”

and

“ New Mexico has the potential to produce many times its own electrical consumption,
which puts it in a position to EXPORT ( my emphasis) wind electric power.”

(Ref: www.emnrd.state.nm.us/ECMD/RenewableEnergy/wind.html )

The above cited reference states the EMNDR’Wind Power Project

« ..has provided studies and report of the potential economic benefits of wind power to
five counties: Eddy, OTERO, Quay, Lea, and Coffer.

Will this data be considered in the JLUS ?
Similar data concerning State wide economic benefits of solar power is available through the

EMNRD
In studying the composition of the JLUS Committees, it appears that the Committees are



composed of urban, governmental officials and urban planners. Rural Development or the
NMEMNRD is not represented. Not only is this a short sighted situation it is not a balanced one.
This situation is contrary to JLUS stated goal of a “balanced” study.

7. President Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 Environmental Justice

During the Public Meeting there was a question of JLUS defining and addressing any/all
disproportionally high and adverse human and health and environmental effects (including
economic) on the low income, and elderly population of Weed. Sacramento, Pinon and Mayhill.
In other words, Environmental Justice. Your response was “ We will certainly look at the
environment and natural resource issues. But we don’t tie them to a particular demographic or
economic status or characteristics of a community.” “Disparate impacts” are an environmental
concern. It is recognized by current researchers and ecologists that humans are part of the
environment. Humans ( in this case the military) impact the environment and humans ( in this
case the rural elderly and low income residents) are impacted by the environment. To separate
humans from the environment is baffling given current environmental and ecological
philosophies.

Future Concerns

Looking “downstream” I have concerns as the JLUS develops.
1. Only positive impacts of military will be presented.

It has been the experience of the residents of Weed, Mayhill, Pinon, and Sacramento N.M. that
studies involving the DoD result in findings that are favorable to the military.

The F-22 EIS stated “Findings of No Significant Impact” (FONSI). However, the F-22 and the
flight zones created as a result of the F-22 have significant negative impacts on our
communities. The FONSI was and remains a false conclusion.

In the F-35A Training EIS the citizens of Weed, Sacramento, Mayhill and Pinon expressed
serious concerns regarding the health safety and economic impact the F-35 would have on our
communities if Holloman was chosen as the basing site for the F-35. That EIS minimized our
concerns by not properly addressing our questions or assessing our communities. Our concerns
were labeled as an “annoyance” in the Final F35 EIS. The positive impacts to Alamogordo were
emphasized. The negative impacts to our communities were minimized or not addressed.

Will the JLUS be comprehensive and balanced by evaluating both the positive and negative
impacts the military will have on not only urban areas but RURAL areas as well ?

2. Future Environmental Impact Statements
How will the results of the JLUS affect future Environmental Impact Statements ? Will the

results and recommendations of JLUS be used as a method to by-pass or abbreviate any future
NEPA /EIS processes ? Will a statement be found in JLUS stating that the JLUS document is not



to be used as a “short cut” to the NEPA process ?
3. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Noise Control Act of 1972

Congress declared through the NEPA that it is the responsibility of the Federal Government to
“.improve and coordinate Federal plans, functions programs and resources to the end that the
Nation ( among other directives) attain the widest range of beneficial uses to the environment
without degradation, risk to health and safety, or other undesirable and unintended
consequences.” ( attached : NEPA Policy Act )

The Noise control Act of 1972 declared that it is a policy of the United States to promote an
environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes their health and safety.

While it is recognized that the JLUS makes only recommendations, not policies, will the JLUS
recommend the military adhere to NEPA Policies and the Noise Control Act when designing,
implementing and evaluating plans, programs etc that impact urban and rural areas ?

I expect this letter to be entered into the Southern New Mexico-El Paso Texas Land Use Study
as public comment.

I look forward to your written response to each of the concerns and questions I have expressed in
this letter.

Thank you.
Sigerl /7L/ )
_/// o ) f/gﬁj\
'Ellen Kazor -
PO Box 436

Weed, New Mexico 88354

cc: US Senator Martin Heinrich, US Senator Tom Udall, US Rep. Steve Pearce, NM Senator
Ron Griggs, NM Rep William Gray; Commissioner Tommie Herrell; Commissioner Susan
Flores; Commissioner Ronny Rardin; Otero County Manager Pamela Heltner



Weed Community Association
PO Box 482
Weed, New Mexico 88354

Re: Southern New Mexico-El Paso, Texas Joint Land Use Study (JLUS)

November 28, 2013

Ms Drake,

As per your request of 9/23/13 the Weed Community Association and the Safe Skies Coalition
are sending you the data showing that the DoD, Air Force and agencies contracted by the
military have, for the most part, refused to recognize and properly address the concerns of our
communities.

We believe that our health, safety and economic well being are compromised as the DoD seeks
to maximize their use of lands and air space that surrounds us..

Options exist that would meet the needs of the Air Force and preserve the health, safety and
economy for our communities. However, the Air Force has refused our requests to have a
meaningful dialog with our communities.

Since you stated you and your company are a neutral party, we are sending you material with the
hope that the JLUS study will result in recommendations that protect the health, safety and
economic well being of residents of the Southern Sacramento Mountains.

Organization of attachments

Section I:

Mission Statement of the Weed Community and Surrounding Areas of the Southern Sacramento
Mountains
Section II : History

The history documents continued and expanding encroachment of the military upon private
property owners in the eastern Sacramento Mountains.

Section I1I : On the Ground
The data titled “On the Ground” illustrates the damage done to the residents of the Sacramento

Mountains by the USAF and German AF. The military has demonstrated an unwillingness to
address issues of residents’ health, safety, and economic well being.



Section IV : Economics and Population

This section reflects data gathered in 2011 by a community member. Since requests for a valid
and reliable socio/economic study of the Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento and Pinon area has not
been done by any official entity, these are the most accurate figures we have.

Section V: Literature and Data

This section cites some of the research and the literature citations that were presented to the
military through 2012 F-35 EIS NEPA process. This information was discounted by the DoD
EIS the contractors and military. We believe this data is still very pertinent to the current JLUS.
Refer to the Final F-35 Environmental Impact Statement to substantiate these claims, especially
the section “Responses to Letters”. New data is presented as it relates to the current JLUS
process. More data is available but to present more in this document would be overwhelming.

I and the members of the Safe Skies Coalition expect this document to be entered into the

Southern New Mexico- El Paso, Texas Joint Land Use Study and become a permanent part of
the record.

Sincegely.

Bell, President
Weed Community Association

and for
Safe Skies Coalition

Cc: Commissioner Ronny Rardin, Commissioner Susan Flores, Commissioner Tommie Herrell
U.S Senator Tom Udall, U.S. Senator Martin Heinrich, U.S Congressman Steve Pearce
N.M. Representative William Gray, N.M. Senator Ron Griggs, Otero County Manager
Pamela Heltner



The Weed Community and Surrounding Areas of the Southern Sacramento Mountains
Mission Statement

To preserve, protect, enhance and defend the health, safety, economic well being,
and cultures of the Southern Sacramento Mountains.

Driving Principles

1. The natural, and historical conditions and uses of the southern Sacramento Mountains are the
economic base and foundation for our way of life.

2. Ranching, small business, lodging, camps, recreation, hunting, astronomical observation,
entrepreneurship and current and future renewable energy production exemplify our
economic base.

3. The survival of this base is dependent upon the maintenance of a quiet, rural grassland and
forest environment.'

4. Private landowners’ have the right to use their private lands freely within the law without
unwarranted government intrusion.

5. Support of the United States military with the understanding that our guaranteed freedoms,
health, safety, economy and way of life are not restricted nor negatively impacted.

! Quiet in the mountains is far different than urban quiet. Quiet means “silence”,
the ability to hear the sounds of nature without the intrusion of man-made noise.
This is the foundation for our way of life and economic success



History of Holloman with Weed, Sacramento, Mayhill and Pinon Communities

The following is a brief account of the history rural residents and ranchers of the South
Sacramento Mountains and ranchers, once located in now the White Sands Missile Range, have
with the DoD and Holloman Air Force Base. Given the time frame of the JLUS, it is difficult to
capture more facts. Additional facts are scattered throughout numerous archived documents.

This history documents the encroachment of the military upon area private property owners and
ranchers.

1940's- During WWII the Army/military ran off many ranchers who lived in the area that
became the White Sands Missile Range. Many of the ranchers said they were told by the military
officials that this was a temporary situation and that the military would return these private
properties back to the ranchers after the war. Acting in good faith, some of these ranchers left
their furniture, dishes, and personal items in their homes thinking they would be gone for only a
short period of time. That was over 70 years ago and the ranchers have never been allowed to
return to their properties.

One of these homes was the McDonald Ranch house. This home has not been restored by the
Army, the Department of Energy or the National Park Service but has not been returned to the
McDonald family ( ref: Tina Prow, White Sands Ranchers Take Aim With Figures For Their
Losses, Feb 1984: McDonald Ranch. Wikipedia.)

Late 1950's and early 1960's - The military forced ranchers off their private lands to create
McGregor Missile Range. One of these ranchers, John Prather, owned several thousand acres of
private land on what is now the McGregor Missile Range. Mr. Prather refused to sell or leave his
ranch so the military decided to run him off. Mr. Prather called the newspapers and television
stations and invited them to witness the military carry out their threats. The military backed
down several times. Friends and neighbors took Mr. Prather food and supplies so he could stay
on his ranch and defend his property rights. The military was unable to remove him until he
became sick and then died. John Prather is a folk hero among many people.(ref: NM Farm and
Ranch Museum/Porter, Irving and multiple other sources).The Prather family still maintains a
strong and respected presence in the Sacramento Mountains.

Currently - Many of the ranching families in the Weed and Pinon area are descendants of these
ranch families. These families feel strongly that the Army/military have taken advantage of
them, their families, friends and neighbors over the past 60-70 years. Sixty to seventy years later
some ranch families have still not been reimbursed for private property taken from their families
by the military. As a result of this history, there is a lot of distrust and even animosity between
the ranching families and the military.

Ranchers feel they have not been properly represented in the past. They insist that ranchers and
other business people that live in the Southern Sacramento Mountain area be appointed to serve
on the JLUS committees.

1991- DoD based the German AF at Holloman and allows them to fly at 500 feet traveling at
520 mph over the Sacramento Mountains. Ranchers filed suit in Federal Court. The ranchers



lost.

1997- German AF doubles the number of planes and sorties impacting the communities and
ranches in the Sacramento Mountains with a proportional increase in very low and fast jets
flying over our homes and properties.

December 2, 1998 - “Germans reject U.S. jurisdiction over training flights” ODESSA, Texas
(AP)- The German Air Force says the United States has no court jurisdiction to restrict it’s
Luftwaffe pilots from low-level training missions in West Texas.

The Luftwaffe responded last week to a lawsuit filed by a coalition of ranchers in U.S. District
Court. The plaintiffs claim the low-level flights endanger people and livestock.

Near-collisions have been reported with civilian aircraft as well as spooked horses throwing
cowboys and people being bowled over by powerful downdrafts the planes create at low
altitudes.

Defendants in the lawsuit include both the Luftwatfe and the U.S. Air Force, which is training
German pilots at Holloman Air Force Base in Alamogordo, N.M.

No date has been set for the lawsuit to be tried.

Plaintiff Kaare Remme told the Odessa American that the Luftwaffe’s claim to diplomatic
immunity is “just crazy”.

«“What are we supposed to do ? Let a foreign power operate here illegally? Do we have to call
Border Patrol ?”asked Remme.

Remme said the German Air Force claim to immunity runs counter to the Holloman “bed-down”
agreement it signed in which it agreed to abide by the laws and regulations of the U.S. Air Force
before beginning operations in the United States in 1991.

2007- DoD/ USAF established a new, low altitude supersonic corridor over Weed/Pinon. Only
the very legal minimum was done to inform rural residents. A request to extend the F-22 Draft
EIS review period so that residents could be informed of DoD/AF actions was denied. Finding of
“No Significant Impact” ( which is untrue) by the DoD/Air Force allowed supersonic flight at
low altitude over rural residents.

2008- Holloman AFB intentionally creates sonic booms over communities even though such
activity is forbidden by USAF regulations. “The 49™ Fighter Wing has developed a plan using T-
38 aircraft to conduct supersonic flights to familiarize the local communities to sonic boom noise
caused by supersonic flights” Lt. Col Linda Haseloff, Holloman AFB Public Affairs 3/8/2008.

2009-2012- F-22's based at Holloman result in increased numbers of supersonic flights and sonic
flights over our communities. Sonic booms increase in numbers and intensity to include focused



sonic booms. Area residents experience the detrimental effects of intense and numerous sonic
and focused sonic booms.

2010 - Local residents resist F-35 basing at Holloman. A basing of F-35's at Holloman would
have resulted in hundreds of F-35 flying supersonic speeds at low altitudes above our homes and
properties. The F-35 is extremely noisy.

The F-35 Final EIS states that F-35's flying over our homes and properties at supersonic speeds
and at altitudes of 300 feet be only an “annoyance” to spite facts to the contrary.

No assessment was done of the Weed/Sacramento/Mayhill/Pinon areas concerning impacts of
the F-35 prior to the conclusion of “annoyance”.

That EIS stands today and is the reference document for future basings of the F-35 at Holloman.

2011- Drones are placed at Holloman. No considerations of impacts to rural residents and only
the legal minimum was done to inform rural residents. Our communities were not informed of
any EIS

2013- A Joint Land Use Survey is started (the DoD is a major financier and instigator). This is a
method to abbreviate the EIS process and enable DoD encroachment activities in rural Otero
County.

The Weed Community Association and The Safe Skies Coalition request representation on JLUS
committees of private property owners and ranchers that live in the Weed, Sacramento Mayhill
and Pinon areas.



On The Ground

Listed below are some of the detrimental and life threatening effects the citizens of Weed,
Sacramento, Pinon and Mayhill have endured due the Air Force, it’s activities and it’s continued
encroachment into our rural lives. The list is far from complete but serves to demonstrate the fact
that our health, safety and economic well being are continually jeopardized by military activities
over our communities on a daily basis.

These facts will not be found in any of the DoD’s data. The DoD/AF chooses to ignore these
facts.

German Air Force (GAF)

The GAF has (and continues) to fly very low and very fast over rural people while they work or
use public lands. The planes often fly at 500 feet above the ground and 550 mph. This startles
people and livestock. There are documented cases of the GAF “buzzing” homes at less than 200
feet above a home. This is illegal. The GAF has a poor safety record with plane crashes in our
area (as well as Germany).Since the 1990's the GAF has terrorized local ranchers, homeowners
livestock and visitors to our area.

As a result of sonic booms

A husband (an experienced heavy equipment operator) and wife were moving large boulders. A
sudden sonic boom caused the operator to almost loose control of the equipment swinging the
boulder dangerously close to the wife, who was helping. The wife was almost hit by the boulder.
Had she been hit she would have died. The wife was so frightened and stressed by the experience
that she was bed bound and unable to participate in social activities for some time after that.

An owner of a horse reported her horse charged into a barbed wired fence when frightened by a
sonic boom. The horse sustained numerous injuries. Expensive vet bills expenses were incurred
by the owner,

A farrier was almost kicked and trampled by a horse when the horse was startled by a sudden
sonic boom. The farrier was able to jump free without injury.

A house ridden by a very experienced rider suddenly reared up when hit by a sonic boom. The
rider was almost sent falling off backwards. Had the rider been inexperienced, serious injury
would have occurred This rider often guides inexperienced young campers on horseback rides
throughout the mountains. Fortunately, the rider was alone at the time. An inexperienced rider
would have suffered very serious injuries.

A horse owner watched as his three horses charged into a barbed wired fence when they were
startled by a sonic boom.

One rancher reports an unusually high number of cows aborting. The rancher suspects the



increased rates are due to the increased frequency and intensity of sonic booms over his ranch.
Studies cited in the F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement (Appendix B- pg
32) supports this experience. Result: Loss of income.

A wife of a US military veteran (Viet Nam) reports her husband is so fearful that he “goes for his
guns” when he is exposed to sonic booms.

A spiritual and health spa owner provided services to military personnel. Some of the service
personnel experienced PTSD and came to the spa seeking emotional and spiritual healing.

Sudden sonic booms impeded the healing process.

The owner of a retreat center reported clients would not return because of sonic booms. As a
consequence of the sonic booms, income has been lost..

Community elders experience true fear when exposed to sonic booms.
Numerous reports of the cracking of sheet rock in a number of homes.

September 29. 2009
From a resident of Weed, New Mexico as reported to Holloman AFB PR

“Today my business was subjected to eleven (11) sonic booms between 2:15 PM and 3:00 PM
(Yes, 45 minutes and 11 BOOMS!). Wow !!! Please , just picture yourself at work in a quiet
setting, concentrating, then suddenly a building shaking boom hits you. Again, and again, and
again. Every three minutes for 54 minutes. How would that affect you ? How could you conduct
business?”

February 16, 2010
Same resident as above. As reported to Holloman AFB, PR

Location- Rural Sacramento Mountains.

Time: 6:55 PM (“shake the house” 2 BOOMS together
6:56 PM (mild Boom)
6:56+ PM (“shake the house” BOOM)
6:58 PM (mild BOOM)

March 5. 2010

Seven, terrorizing, earth shattering sonic booms within ten minutes:
Here are just a few results of this episode.

Pictures falling off of walls
Livestock stampeding

Pets cowering under furniture
Citizens fearful for their lives



One citizen was so frightened while the walls of the building she was in shook, that she was
crying out “When will they stop ? Why are they doing this to us?”

One citizen almost lost control of her vehicle after the fifth the sonic boom.

Citizens were fearful and felt terrorized !!!

When these and other facts were presented to the Holloman Base Commander at a public
meeting (as a result of legislators’ direction), his response was “Submit a claim”.

Many residents of our community reported symptoms associated with PTSD after this
experience. Fear of not knowing when the next round of sonic booms would occur and fear of
how destructive the booms would be pervaded the community for days. For some residents, this
fear endured for weeks.

At first Holloman denied any knowledge of this incident. Later we were told that there was a
chance a for a space craft landing at Holloman and that last minute changes to flight scheduled
had to be made. The pilots in charge of the flights that day chose to fly over our communities
and chose maneuvers that resulted in the terrorizing sonic booms.

When pressed about these incidents, Holloman’s PR stated “The mission comes first.”

Focused Sonic Booms

Focused booms defined: Very intense sonic booms caused by sudden maneuvers or directional
changes of aircraft flying at supersonic speed. The quick maneuvers cause excessive pressures
and noise that far exceed a “normal”, “thunder-like” sonic boom. People, animals, and properties
under the focused booms experience detrimental effects of increased over pressures and extreme
increase (five to ten times!) in the severity in sonic boom noise.

A property owner experienced concussion-like forces when exposed to a focused boom while
working in a ditch. He was unable to function for some time after the exposure.

At the same time the wife of the above property owner was in their home and experienced what
felt like an implosion on their new home. Windows flexed and she felt that their home was going
to fall in around her. She experienced momentary compressive forces.

Another property owner experienced a similar flexing windows in his home.

A resident was using a table saw when he was exposed to a focused sonic boom. The startled
response experienced by resident resulted in a piece of wood being caught in the table saw at an
improper angle. The wood was launched into the wall behind the owner. At the same time the
spouse, experiencing the same focused sonic boom forces, thought that a hot water heater blew
up in their shop. The husband thought the boom was caused by a water heater blowing up in the
house. No injuries were sustained but nerves were unraveled and lasted for some time after the
focused sonic boom



Economics and Population as of 2011
There are over 600 residents in Weed, Sacramento, and Pinon and many more in Mayhill.

There are three recreational camps within a ten mile radius of Sacramento. 10,486 campers and
counselors were served. Sixty percent of this number were under the age of 18 and 400 of the
campers were disabled. The camps also serve as a respite for active military personnel. One
camp alone will serve close to 50,000 meals in 2013.

Sonic booms and focused sonic booms are detrimental to the health and safety of the campers.

Emergency call systems used by the local and regional EMS Services depend on radio
frequencies.

There are 21 businesses in Weed, 14 in Sacramento and 10 in Pinon. Many of these businesses
require the use of wireless communication in order to survive.

Four of these establishments are astronomy . The astronomy businesses require wireless
communication in order to conduct national and international research, to provide distance
education to students nationwide and to access the skies. Sensitive and expensive instruments
and equipment are being used by the astronomers. The instruments and equipment are
susceptible to damage from sonic boom and electromagnetic interference. Thus research and
education are compromised at a very expensive price.

There were a number of Bed and Breakfast, retreat centers and spas. One had to close due to the
noise and stress clients endured due to sonic booms.

In the late 1980's (pre -F-35 and pre Drone technology) the U.S. Navy, in it’s EIS re: Supersonic
Operating Area at Fallon AFB Nevada recognized that some residents living under MOA’s may
be so severely affected by sonic booms that they would be required to relocate. (895 F.2d 1416
Bargen vs. DoN, FAA, EPA).



Data from Literature

Below is just a very small sample of the data that supports our concerns regarding the health,
safety, and economic welfare of the communities of Weed, Sacramento, Mayhill and Pinon.

More data is available upon request

The Environment

Carefully read the National Environmental Policy Act Sec. 101[42 USC 4331]. A copy is
attached. While we are aware that the JLUS Committee cannot require actions, we would like a
recommendation to include the DoD/AF “adhering to NEPA law for rural as well as urban
citizens.”

Sonic Booms

1. In November 2005, the Israeli Air Force began using sonic booms over the Gaza Strip as a
military tactic to “instill fear into terrorists”. A joint petition submitted by Israeli and
Palestinian medics on Nov 2™ “demanded an end to the tactic that was said to be
«_terrorizing the civilian population of Gaza...” The petition further added “The
psychological damage caused by sonic booms amounted to ‘collective punishment’ noting that
the Isracli Air Force no longer flew over residential areas at speeds exceeding the speed of
sound due to the stress it caused.” www.americanintifada.com/2003

2. As of March 22, 2009: Israel warplanes carried out sonic booms in the skies of Gaza Strip
Sunday afternoon, causing wide-spread panic witnesses said.(AFP, date: 11-13-05)

3. On March 5, 2010 our mountain communities experienced seven earth shattering, house
shaking sonic booms within ten minutes. Refer to “On the Ground” for details

4. October 20, 2013- Two current studies: The first shows “...a statistically significant
association between exposure to aircraft noise and risk of hospitalization for older people
living near airports”. The second study “ ...found US seniors on Medicare who were exposed
to the most airplane noise were also most likely to have been hospitalized for heart disease.
(British Medical Journal 2013:347:f5561 Residential exposure to aircraft noise and hospital
admissions for cardiovascular diseases: multi-airport retrospective study).

“These studies provide preliminary evidence that aircraft noise exposure is not just a cause of
annoyance, sleep disturbance, and reduced quality of life but may also increase morbidity and
mortality from cardiovascular disease.” (Stephan Stansfeld, Professor of Psychiatry ,Wolfson
Institute of Preventive Medicine)

The populations of Weed, Mayhill, Sacramento and Pinon are largely elderly and on Medicare.
Thus, there is a public health issue with super sonic noise over our communities. The DoD/AF
does not recognize the health impact of sonic booms but considers sonic booms as an annoyance.



Radio Astronomy

There are serious concerns regarding the effects of future military programs and their the use of
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) and electromagnetic interference (EMI) as these activities
relate to radio astronomy.

Weed, Mayhill and Sacramento are homes to a number of astronomy bases, some of which plan
to employ radio astronomy. Telecommunications, medicine, and industry have benefitted and
advanced from the contributions and innovations of radio astronomy.

The National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) and the Federal
Communications Commission(FCC) recognize that the public interest can be served by
providing for radio astronomy service.

Coordinated long range spectrum compatibility analysis and planning should be a consideration
of the JLUS study.

Refer to C-Band and Ku- Band UAV Line -of- Sight Data Link EMC Analysis For Tweo
Operational Scenarios. Prepared by Bonter, Steve, Dunty, Diana, and Mangrum, Amy for
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, October 2004. PDF document (JSC-04-
054.pdf). This document discusses in detail the DoD Strategic Spectrum Plan from
February2008.




APPENDIX B — INITIAL COMPATIBILITY PRIORITIZATION EXERCISE RESULTS
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- Impacts are spread
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Initial Compatibility Factors

Below is a list of initial compatibility factors identified in the study area. Place a dot next to a factor that you have experienced or that you
think is a high priority to address. You can place more than one dot next to the same issue. Where have you experienced impacts? What
other issues should be addressed in the JLUS?

Aviation Noise (related to Low-Level

Military Training Routes) . .
Aviation Noise (related to Supersonic
Operations) . ..

Range Noise

Energy/Renewable Energy Development ......... . .' . . .

Towers (related to obstruction of

aviation routes) . . . . . . . .

Road Closures (due to military exercises)

Trespass (onto or off of military land)

Access to Co-Use Areas .

|
Use of Call-Up Areas .. s .
Airspace Management .

Use and Protection of Cultural/Natural/
Recreation Resources

GPS Jamming and Frequency Spectrum
Interference

Quality of Life/Accommodating Military-
Related Growth

Coordination/Communication between
Military/Communities/Agencies

Water. Y &
Light Pollution & 8

Mining (related to affect on military
testing)

Wildfires (related to military exercises) ..

INITIAL COMPATIBILITY FACTORS AND COMMENTS
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What Does
Compatibility
Mean?

+ Primary purpose

of the JLUS is

to minimize or

when possible

prevent land use
compatibility
challenges

Land use

compatibility

challenges occur
when:

« Certain types of
development
limit the ability
of the military
to perform its
mission or cause
changes in
operations that
reduce mission
effectiveness; or

« Communities
experience higher
than normal
levels of impacts
from military
activities, such
as noise or safety
risks, which can
then affect land
uses

« Impacts are spread

across the six-county

study area and do
not always occur
close to installations

Initial Compatibility Factors

Below is a list of initial compatibility factors identified in the study area. Place a dot next to a factor that you have experienced or that you
think is a high priority to address. You can place more than one dot next to the same issue. Where have you experienced impacts? What
other issues should be addressed in the JLUS?

Aviation Noise (related to Low-Level
Military Training Routes)

Aviation Noise (related to Supersonic
Operations)

Range Noise
Energy/Renewable Energy Development . & . &® o
Towers (related to obstruction of .

aviation routes)

Road Closures (due to military exercises) . .
Trespass (onto or off of military land) .

Access to Co-Use Areas .
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GPS Jamming and Frequency Spectrum '
Interference . .

Quality of Life/Accommodating Military- | ... ..

Related Growth

Coordination/Communication between |
Military/Communities/Agencies .. . .

Water .... .....

Light Pollution

Use of Call-Up Areas

Airspace Management

Mining (related to affect on military
testing)

Wildfires (related to military exercises) . .
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of the JLUS is

to minimize or

when possible

prevent land use
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Land use

compatibility

challenges occur
when:

+ Certain types of
development
limit the ability
of the military
to perform its
mission or cause
changes in
operations that
reduce mission
effectiveness; or
Communities
experience higher
than normal
levels of impacts
from military
activities, such
as noise or safety
risks, which can
then affect land
uses

+ Impacts are spread
across the six-county
study area and do
not always occur
close to installations

Initial Compatibility Factors

Below is a list of initial compatibility factors identified in the study area. Place a dot nex
think is a high priority to address. You can place more than one dot next to the same is

other issues should be addressed in the JLUS?

Aviation Noise (related to Low-Level
Military Training Routes)

Aviation Noise (related to Supersonic
Operations)

Range Noise

Energy/Renewable Energy Development

Towers (related to obstruction of
aviation routes)

Road Closures (due to military exercises)

Trespass (onto or off of military land)

Access to Co-Use Areas

Use of Call-Up Areas

Airspace Management
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