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Figure 2-28. Existing Functional Airfields on Eglin AFB
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For Duke Field, this FCLP equipment could be purchased. The SFO is a practice
approach at idle thrust to the runway. The approach may either be a circular approach,
starting at a relatively high altitude above the runway, or a straight-in approach. Both
have fairly steep descents when compared to normal approaches. The approach may
start above a runway and may continue on a relative high and wide downwind leg with
a continuous turn to final approach. It terminates in landing or a low approach (FAA,
2006a). This training requires fire and rescue equipment, which is available at both
airfields.

Table 2-21. Auxiliary Airfields Considered for JSF Training

FAA Elevation | Approximate e
Name Identifier | (foct [ft]) | Size (f6) Owner Runway Criteria

Brewton Municipal 12] 99 5,066 x 150 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
DeFuniak Springs 54] 289 4,100 x 60 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Destin Fort Walton

Beach DTS 23 5,000 x 100 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Eglin Auxiliary Field 6 Z01 120 5,000 x 64 | U.S. Air Force < 8,000 by 150 ft
Ferguson 82] 27 3,200 x 200 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Florala Municipal 0J4 314 3,197 x 75 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Geneva Municipal 33] 101 3,984 x 98 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Harold NOLF NZX 150 | 5,000 x 1400 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Holley NOLF NKL 39 3,600 x 150 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Logan Field 1A4 200 3,256 x 75 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Pace NOLF NVI 180 | 3,000 x 3,000 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Panama City Bay

County International PFN 20 6,308 x 150 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Pensacola Regional PNS 121 7,000 x 150 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Peter Prince Field 2R4 82 3,700 x 75 Public < 8,000 by 150 ft
Santa Rosa NOLF NGS 150 4,500 x 150 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Saufley Field NOLF NUN 85 4,000 x 200 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Spencer NOLF NRQ 151 1,800 x 150 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Whiting Field NAS

North NSE 199 6,000 x 200 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Whiting Field NAS

South NDZ 178 6,000 x 200 U.S. Navy < 8,000 by 150 ft
Bob Sikes CEW 213 8,000 x 150 Public > 8,000 by 150 ft
Choctaw NOLF NF] 102 8,000 x 150 U.S. Navy > 8,000 by 150 ft
Duke Field EGI 191 8,000 x 150 | U.S. Air Force > 8,000 by 150 ft
Hurlburt Field HRT 38 9,600 x 150 | U.S. Air Force > 8,000 by 150 ft
Pensacola NAS NPA 28 8,000 x 200 U.S. Navy > 8,000 by 150 ft

Note: shaded cells represent auxiliary airfields that meet all narrowing criteria.

Source: The original source spatial data for runways came from the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency
(National Geospatial Intelligence Agency, 2007) and the runway dimension attribution came from the FAA based on
information provided on the following website: http:/ /www.airnav.com/airports (AirNav, LLC, 2006).

FAA = Federal Aviation Administration; NAS = Naval Air Station; NOLF = Navy Outlying Field; U.S. = United States
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2.6.2.2 Alternatives Development

The airfields being considered for JSF Flight Training were narrowed to Eglin Main
Base, Choctaw Field, and Duke Field as described previously. Given the large number
of F-35 operations per year (over 200,000), a BRAC study group decided that all three
airfields should be used for any alternative. The proposed alternatives would therefore
differ in the number and types of operations performed at each airfield. The BRAC
study group consisted of Eglin Range, Operations, and Air Traffic Control (ATC) and
JSF Joint Program Office personnel.

The BRAC study group established a limited number of operational criteria for selecting
the alternatives to be evaluated. The criteria included the following;:

e Airfield capacity - Addition of the proposed JSF operations would not displace
existing or planned operations at the airfield.

e Maximize efficiency - Minimize the number of different types of aircraft (e.g.,
jets, turboprops, helicopters, UAVs). The mixing of large numbers of operations
of different types of aircraft will reduce the efficiency due to the different types
of patterns and the aircraft speeds.

o Use existing airfield capabilities to minimize additional expenditures - For
example, several ILSs exist on Eglin Reservation: two at Eglin Main, one at Duke,
one at Hurlburt Field.

e Minimize congestion in airspace that would have required displacing current
turboprop training activities.

To address the airfield and airspace capacity issue, Eglin AFB used a simulation model
called the Naval Aviation Simulation Model, or “NASMOD,” (ATAC Corp., 2007) to
look at a range of JSF training alternatives. The model input included current and
planned operations for each airfield and airspace unit. It simulated airfield and
airspace conditions for the year in which all training operations in the F-35 would be
accomplished at Eglin. Airfield and airspace conditions within NASMOD included
other actions in addition to the F-35 proposal. For example, the model considered that
the F-15s associated with the 33 FW would not be located at Eglin, as discussed in
Section 2.7. The model analyzed several different scenarios for airfield use (U.S. Air
Force, 2006c; U.S. Air Force, 2007a; U.S. Air Force, 2007Db).

2.6.3 Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward for the JSF
Flight Training

After comparing the narrowing criteria to the possible auxiliary airfields, several were
eliminated: Navy Outlying Field (NOLF) Saufley Field, Sherman Field (NAS Pensacola),
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Hurlburt Field, NOLF Holley, NOLF Santa Rosa, Ferguson, Auxiliary (Aux) Field 6,
Peter Prince Field, NAS Whiting Field, Brewton Municipal, Crestview (Bob Sikes
Airport), Florala, Destin/Fort Walton Beach, Geneva Municipal, DeFuniak Springs,
Panama City Bay County International, and Pensacola Regional.

Based on NASMOD modeling results, several alternatives were not carried forward due
to their inability to meet operational requirements. Those eliminated included a
“Choctaw heavy,” “Duke heavy,” and a “Blended Mix” identified during the 2007
scoping meetings. Details regarding these eliminated scenarios are provided in
Appendix K. Each of these alternatives was eliminated due to constraints on the
number of additional airfield operations that could be supported without impacting the
current or existing operations.

During the public scoping meetings in November 2007, the Blended Mix was proposed
as a potential alternative before the NASMOD model results were available. Use of this
model demonstrated that Duke Field could not support the number of operations
proposed in the preliminary description of the alternative. In addition, the number of
ILS approaches to Eglin Main Base was not realistic, based on historic weather
conditions.

2.6.4 Alternatives Carried Forward for the JSF Flight Training

Two proposed alternatives were developed to meet initial JSF flight training
requirements described in the preliminary syllabus (the JSF training curriculum). The
alternatives presented represent the potential range of actions that could be
implemented in whole, in part, or in combination to accomplish the BRAC-directed
beddown of the F-35 at Eglin.

Each of these alternatives analyzes a different aspect of the potential framework that
could be implemented at Eglin AFB. The alternative or combination of alternatives
selected in the forthcoming Record of Decision (ROD) for this EIS would constitute the
JSF flight training scenario that would be implemented at Eglin AFB. It is anticipated
that as the JSF training program evolves and matures at Eglin AFB, elements of the
program may change. Consequently, the JSF will adaptively manage program issues
over time throughout the delivery and basing of the aircraft through approximately
CY 2020.

The proposed flight training would be conducted on average 246 days per year, which
equates to approximately 20.5 training days per month. Training operations would
occur five days per week, with most flights occurring during the day in compliance
with operating procedures that govern flight rules. An estimated 12 percent of the total
proposed flights would occur at night.
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Common Elements Among Alternatives

This section describes the common elements associated with the JSF flight training,
including airspace operations and delivery of ordnance.

Airspace Operations

To perform flight training identified in the syllabus, the JSF would utilize a variety of
SUA on a routine basis. As shown in Figure 1-3 of Chapter 1, the over-water airspace
consists of Warning Areas (e.g., W-151) over the Gulf of Mexico. The over-land airspace
is shown in Figure 1-3 and Figure 1-4 and consists of MOAs and restricted airspace
(“R-number”). Figure 1-4 also shows the corridors (Part 93 airspace) through Eglin AFB
(“NSC” for North-South Corridor and “EWC” for East-West Corridor).

The distribution of the proposed sorties in SUA would be dictated by the use,
scheduling priorities, and training requirements. Eglin AFB performed an analysis of
current and proposed airspace use with the F-35 using NASMOD (U.S. Air Force,
2006¢). Table 2-22 is based on this study and shows the proposed distribution of sorties
at the end state in each type of airspace.

Table 2-22. Estimated Annual Sorties for Each Type of Airspace

Airspace Element End State -
F-35 Other Aircraft
R-2914A 3,278 6,772
R-2914B 3,278 302
R-2915A 3,278 24,439
R-2915B 3,278 1,929
R-2915C 3,278 1,135
R-2919A 3,278 704
R-2919B 3,278 428
Eglin MOA - A 3,278 629
Eglin MOA - C 3,278 264
Tyndall MOA C/D/E/F 546 4,094
W-151A 24,046 3,543
W-151B 24,046 3,265
W-151C 24,046 3,653
W-151D 12,023 3,225
W-151E 12,023 2,528
W-151F 12,023 2,447
VR-1082 295 173
VR-1085 295 73

The airspace in the Eglin AFB area is heavily used by a number of Eglin and regional
units. Restricted areas (R-2914/15/18/19) are primarily used by the 46 TW, 16 SOW,
33FW, and 53 WG for extensive multi-use air-to-surface, surface-to-air, ground
detonations and test and evaluation activities. The JSF flight training would primarily
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use this area for air-to-surface munitions drops and strafing runs. In addition, the JSF
flight training would use this area to simulate attacks on threat emitters and to practice
evasive maneuvers.

Warning Area W-151 is principally used by the 33 FW, 16 SOW, and 46 TW for broad
multi-use air-to-air, air-to-surface, and surface-to-air training activities, aircraft flying
activities, and test and evaluation activities. This would be the primary airspace utilized
by the JSF flight training. This area would be used for air-to-air maneuvering against
Red Air (or “enemy”) attacks as well as air-to-ground activities prior to entering the
restricted airspace for munitions release. This airspace would be used for air refueling
missions, flare expenditures, sensor work, and supersonic flight.

Warning Area W-470 is used mainly by the 325 FW located at Tyndall AFB for training
jet pilots in the F-15 and F-22 aircraft. The 53 WG also uses W-470 for multi-use
air-to-air, air-to-surface, and surface-to-air training activities, aircraft flying activities,
and test and evaluation activities. The Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation
(ACMI) utilized in scoring pilot efficiency is located in this area. The JSF flight training
would use this area as a backup in the event that W-151 is not available. The Tyndall
MOAs are predominantly used by the 325 FW. These MOAs are scheduled by Tyndall
AFB and would be used in the JSF flight training for low-level operations. The low-level
operations would normally culminate with an actual or simulated attack on a target
located in the restricted area.

Ordnance

Table 2-20 identified the ordnance required as part of the JSF flight training syllabus.
To provide flexibility and diversity to the students, the Air Force proposes that the live
and inert ordnance be used on existing targets on the eastern and western sides of the
Eglin Range. For strafing, the JSF flight training would use TA C-62 on the east and
TA B-75 on the west (Figure 1-2). For both inert and live bombs, TAs C-52E on the east
and B-82 on the western side would be used (Figure 1-4). All munitions fired over the
Gulf of Mexico into W-151 would be inert. Use of other test areas would be approved
by Eglin AFB on a case-by-case basis.

Flares would be used according to established Eglin procedures over W-151 and the
Eglin Reservation. Pilots would avoid expending flares over populated areas,
structures, or personnel.

2.6.5 Alternatives for JSF Flight Training

This section discusses the proposed alternatives for JSF flight training at Eglin AFB.
Each of these alternatives provides for a different mix of operations at each of three
airfields: Eglin Main, Duke Field, and Choctaw Field. Each of the alternatives considers
the Eglin Main Base airfield as the Main Operating Base from which aircraft depart for
training activities (departures) and terminate their training activities (terminations)
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consistent with BRAC requirements. This accounts for approximately 60,000 annual
operations at Eglin Main airfield or about 25 percent of the total proposed operations
for the JSF at the Eglin Reservation. The other fields identified in these alternatives are
considered auxiliary airfields.

Ideally, all training events would occur on Eglin Main Base because it would be more
efficient. That is, it would take less time than flying to one of the other two airfields. It
would also result in fuel savings. However, this would not be operationally feasible due
to the number of daily JSF operations (over 700) that would be added to the existing
operations.

Because Duke and Choctaw Fields met the minimum requirements discussed in
Section 2.6.2, the BRAC study group analyzed the distribution of operations between
Eglin Main, Duke, and Choctaw Fields. However, much of their analysis depended on
the training syllabus, which is merely a forecast—it is intended to evolve over time, as
the capabilities and constraints of the JSF develop. Further, the possible permutations
of operations disbursed between the three airfields would present an exceedingly
cumbersome number of alternatives, with environmental impacts varying but little
between them, and thus presenting very little value for comparison purposes.

Thus what emerged instead from the study group is a range of alternatives. The actual
distribution between Eglin Main Base, Duke, and Choctaw Fields may vary somewhat
as time goes on. Consequently, the JSF Program will adaptively manage program
issues over time throughout the delivery and basing of the aircraft and flight training
through approximately CY 2020.

With these considerations in mind, two alternatives represented a reasonable range of
alternatives to carry forward. These alternatives presented environmental impacts that
varied enough to provide both the public and the decision maker with valuable
information on which to make comparisons. Thus, in analyzing these varied
environmental impacts, these alternatives cover the “full spectrum of alternatives,”
required for analysis under 32 CFR 989.8(b). Table 2-23 shows the proposed
alternatives in terms of average annual ATC operations at an airfield in comparison to
the baseline. As noted in Table 2-23, the total numbers are not the same for each
alternative. This is due to the differences in the number of interfacility flights, which
add to the ATC operations. As shown in Table 2-23, JSF Flight Training Alternative 2
would have fewer total operations than Alternative 1 due to the lower number of
interfacility operations. The primary difference in the number or operations is between
the number of F-15s currently operating and the number of F-35s that would be
operating at the end state. The number of other aircraft is identical at Choctaw and
Duke Fields, while the number of other aircraft would be reduced by 2,329 annual
operations at Eglin Main Base for either of the flight training alternatives. The table
shows that the total number of operations would more than double with the F-35
beddown at Eglin AFB, regardless of the alternative.
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Table 2-23. Comparison of Annual ATC Operations Associated With the Baseline Year (2005)
and With the F-35s at the End State

Alternative Aircraft Type - - Airfield Total
Eglin Main Duke Choctaw

F-15 (33rd FW) 29,206 0 0 29,206
Baseline (2005) | Other 76,582 24,643 76,467 177,692
Total 105,788 24,643 76,467 206,898
Alternative 1 F-35 121,286 84,956 33,633 239,875
Other 74,253 24,643 76,467 175,363
Total 195,539 109,599 110,110 415,238
F-35 175,013 35,762 23,997 234,772
Alternative 2 | Other 74,253 24,643 76,467 175,363
Total 249,266 60,405 100,464 410,135

ATC = Air Traffic Control; 33 FW = 33rd Fighter Wing
2.6.5.1 JSF Flight Training Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

For this alternative, the numbers of operations at Duke and Choctaw Field were
maximized as much as operationally feasible based on previous NASMOD modeling.
The remainder of the operations were located at Eglin Main Base.

2.6.5.2 JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

For this alternative, all the F-35A model training events would occur on Eglin Main
Base (Table 2-23). The F-35B models would be split near 50 percent to Eglin Main Base
and Duke Field, with slightly more occurring at Duke Field (58 percent versus
42 percent), due to the unique ability to perform the short take-offs on the 1,000-foot
surface at Duke Field. For the F-35C models, the training operations are approximately
split between Eglin Main and Choctaw (44 percent versus 47 percent, respectively), with
minor operations at Duke Field. Again, the only training events at Choctaw Field
would be the F-35C model training.

2.7 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)) require the alternatives analysis in the EIS to
“include the alternative of no action.” “No action” in this case means the proposed
BRAC actions would not take place, and the resulting environmental effects from taking
no action would be compared to the other action alternatives. The regulations require
the analysis of the No Action alternative even if the Air Force must, by law, implement
the BRAC decision. The No Action analysis provides a benchmark, enabling the Air
Force decision maker to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action
alternatives.
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The description of the “No Action” alternative was developed by evaluating predictable
actions on Eglin AFB property that would occur even if the 2005 BRAC decisions were
not implemented. Eglin’s Air Base Wing Plans and Programs office, the 96 ABW /XPS,
provided a list of actions that they considered as predictable by year 2015 (Purcell,
2006). In addition, the Eglin Base Comprehensive Plan was reviewed for relevant
projects.

In order to facilitate impact comparisons, the activities associated with the No Action
Alternative are categorized in relation to activities that would occur under the BRAC
action; in this respect activities occurring under BRAC can then be specifically
compared to activities under the No Action Alternative. As an example, activities
associated with JSF flight training would occur under the BRAC action, and similar air
operations with other aircraft may occur under the No Action Alternative. However,
other actions such as ground training activities or construction that may occur under
the No Action Alternative would have no bearing on JSF flight training. Similarly, air
operations under the No Action Alternative would have no bearing on ground training
activities and construction associated with the 7SFG(A) under the Proposed Action. As
a result, comparison of the No Action Alternative to the Proposed Action alternatives
can be specifically tailored to relevant actions within each alternative.

The activities associated with the No Action Alternative are categorized as
(1) Personnel, (2) Facilities/Infrastructure, (3) Air Operations, (4) Ground Training, and
(5) Munitions Use (from ground operations and air delivery). The following provides
descriptions of activities under the No Action Alternative within these categories.

2.7.1 Personnel

While these are only actions that have been currently approved by Eglin AFB through
2006, they are representative of the types of actions that are expected to occur over time.
There would likely be other minor personnel (less than or equal to 50) changes that
have not yet been identified. These would be the result of new or expanded programs
to support existing missions and would likely involve the renovation or expansion of
existing facilities on Eglin AFB.

Florida Army National Guard (FLARNG). The FLARNG has requested that Company
C, 3rd Battalion, 124th Infantry, which currently trains at Eglin AFB, be relocated from
Panama City, Florida, to Eglin AFB. Eglin’s proposed site is D-51. Information was
provided by the Air Base Wing Planning Office (96 ABW /XPS) regarding the proposed
FLARNG beddown at Eglin (Talley, 2007). FLARNG submitted a formal beddown
request (December 2002) with the following initial notional requirements:

e 5 officers, 155 enlisted, 0 civilians

o 3 full-time support personnel
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e Approximately 25,000 ft? of facilities (drill hall, offices, weapons vault, etc.)
e Parking for 100 personal vehicles covering approximately 25 acres

e Subsequent to the initial request (January 2004), the FLARNG changed their
request of 25 acres to 3 to 5 acres on the cantonment to build a permanent facility
of approximately 2,400 ft> to house 3 to 5 full-time support personnel. They
requested 2,600 ft? for warehouse storage for their 136-member unit, 5,500 ft? of
paved parking for vehicles, and 328 ft> for an arms vault with secure fencing.
Eglin recommends that building 30 be provided as a temporary facility, with a
later evaluation of a permanent beddown.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Department of the Army requested to
relocate the Gulf Coast Area Office, located in Shalimar, Florida, and co-locate with the
Eglin Resident Office on base in building 50519. The Gulf Coast Area Office manages
the MILCON programs for Eglin AFB, Tyndall AFB, and Hurlburt Field. The Eglin
Resident Office manages the MILCON contracts at Eglin AFB, Duke Field, and Santa
Rosa Island. Co-locating the two offices would enable more timely support to Eglin
projects and would allow economies of scale, thus reducing the cost of doing business.
No information is available on the number of personnel to be relocated onto base.

Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA). To improve the Air Force cost analysis
capability, the Air Force proposed establishing a new satellite office for the AFCAA in
building 11 at the AAC.

33 FW drawdown and President’s 2007 Budget. Major changes at Eglin AFB that are
predictable by 2016 include two major actions (Purcell, 2006):

e Drawdown of the 33 FW

e Drawdown of base personnel due to the President’s 2007 Budget

The drawdown of the 33 FW is expected to begin in government FY 2009 and would be
complete by September 2010. During that time, 1,638 personnel would lose their
positions. The 33 FW drawdown would occur even without the BRAC implementation
because ACC (the 33 FW’s HQ command) is transitioning to the F-22 aircraft, which is
not scheduled to come to Eglin AFB. In addition to the personnel loss, there would be a
loss of F-15 aircraft. This would reduce the annual number of sorties in 2016 by about
10,000, which currently represents about 70 percent of the annual sorties at Eglin AFB.

In addition, the President’s Budget for government FY 2007 (01 October 2006 through
20 September 2007) required a drawdown of DoD personnel. This drawdown would
result in the loss of a total of 569 personnel from Eglin AFB, beginning in October 2006
and continuing to October 2011. This loss would not result in any loss of aircraft.
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Based on the current total personnel assigned to Eglin AFB of 17,451, this loss of
2,207 personnel by 2016 represents a reduction of approximately 12.6 percent.

C-130 Drawdown. A predictable action that would be included in the No Action
Alternative would be the loss of C-130 aircraft belonging to the Air Force Reserve’s
919 SOW located at Duke Field. The 919 SOW trains at Eglin AFB to provide aerial
refueling of helicopters and supports troop infiltrations in support of AFSOC. These
aircraft would leave the Air Force inventory beyond the year 2013. Approximately
1,400 personnel assigned to the 919 SOW would move to Hurlburt Field (Farmer, 2006).
They would fly or be associated with Hurlburt Field active-duty aircraft, and there
would be no additional aircraft added to the inventory at Hurlburt Field.

Air Force Special Operations Command Assets Beddown - Cannon AFB New
Mexico. The Air Force recently signed a ROD associated with the BRAC-related
realignment of the AFSOC mission to Cannon AFB, New Mexico. This action would
involve the movement of 108 AFSOC aircraft to Cannon AFB, along with associated
personnel (approximately 1,000).

2.7.2 Facilities/Infrastructure

Eglin Main Comprehensive Plan. Based on review of the Eglin and Duke Field
Comprehensive Plan, there are 24 planned MILCON projects (including facility
construction and runway projects) planned beyond FY 2006 at Eglin Main Base with a
total of more than approximately 581,000 ft2.

New facilities planned for Eglin Main Base include:

96th Security Forces Squadron Complex. Eglin AFB plans to build a new 40,673 ft?
complex for the 96th Security Forces Squadron to house all of the squadron’s
administrative, confinement, mobility, and control activities in one location. The facility
would be located on Nomad Way. A facility parking lot, sidewalks, a bridge/roadway,
and a stormwater retention pond or swales would be constructed, and buildings 272,
883, and 796 would be demolished.

EOD Complex. Eglin AFB proposed plans to relocate and construct a new EOD
complex on the southwest side of Nomad Way adjacent to the current military dog
training facility. The 17,505-ft> facility would also include utilities, parking, and
landscaping. The existing EOD facility would be demolished. An environmental
assessment (EA) has been conducted, and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
was signed in November 2006.

Precision Measurement Equipment Facility. On Eglin AFB there are plans to build a
new 28,330-ft> Precision Measurement Equipment Laboratory Facility for the
46 Maintenance Squadron Test, Measurement, and Diagnostic Equipment Flight
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(MXS/TMDE) to the east of building 613, off Eighth Street. In addition to the facility,
construction would include a stormwater retention pond or swales.

Recreational Field Improvements. Future plans to develop the area in and surrounding
the existing softball fields located to the north of Foster Road and to the east of Eglin
Boulevard on Eglin AFB have been proposed. These plans include realigning the
existing softball fields in their current location and constructing two athletic fields, eight
tennis courts, two basketball courts, and a parking lot east of the softball fields to create
a base recreational sports compound. A fitness/aquatic center and an exercise pad are
proposed for construction just south of Foster Road to create a base fitness compound.

Motorcycle Training Platform. On Eglin AFB there are plans for the construction of a
concrete slab as a permanent training area for the Motorcycle Safety Training Program.
It would be located on a currently forested area north of building 721 on Foster Road.
The construction of this training area would include a stormwater retention pond or
swales. In the future, a storage shed would be built upon a concrete foundation
adjacent to the motorcycle training area. Construction of this training area will result in
about 60,240 ft2 of land disturbance.

Federal Prison Camp Closure. There are plans to close the Federal Prison Camp located
on Eglin AFB. This action would open up several buildings for Eglin’s use. However, no
specific use for these buildings has been identified.

Community Services and Hospital Expansion. Eglin AFB plans to use the Ben’s Lake
area and a portion of the Wherry housing area for future development of community
services and hospital expansion. These plans are in the early concept phase, and the Air
Force only considers them as “desirables” for these areas.

Bayou Village Mobile Home Park Closure. The Air Force currently plans to close the
Bayou Village Mobile Home Park, which has fewer than 100 families (with that number
steadily declining), in June 2008.

Duke Field Comprehensive Plan. Based on review of the Eglin and Duke Field
Comprehensive Plan, there are nine planned MILCON projects (including facility
construction and runway projects) planned beyond FY 1999 at Duke Field with a total
of more than approximately 3,000,000 ft2.

Hurlburt Field General Plan. The plan identifies more than 50 transportation and
capital improvement projects (U.S. Air Force, 2005k) over the next seven years. These
projects include demolition and new construction of facilities and roadways on
Hurlburt Field. Specific information on each project and the potential impacts
associated with the General Plan can be found in the Hurlburt Field General Plan
Environmental Assessment (U.S. Air Force, 2005k).
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Military Family Housing Privatization Initiative. The Air Force is currently in the
process of privatizing all military family housing for both Eglin AFB and Hurlburt
Field. This process would involve the demolition and construction of more than
2,000 houses. Details regarding exact square footage associated with these activities is
currently unavailable as the project is still in the planning stages. However, it is
expected that all demolition and construction activities would occur on Eglin Main Base
and Hurlburt Field.

6th Ranger Training Battalion Facilities. In May 2005, the Air Force approved the
initiation of activities under the Ranger Training Brigade Recapitalization Master Plan
for the 6th Ranger Training Battalion at Camp James Rudder on Eglin AFB. These
activities included constructing six pre-engineered metal buildings, replacing the
gymnasium, renovating the student and cadre barracks, and building a controlled
environment storage facility (boat house, new building 6070), a consolidated company
operations facility and a consolidated maintenance and storage facility. The plan also
involved the demolition of 16 buildings encompassing 41,150 ft? (U.S. Air Force, 20051).

Veterans Administration Community-Based Outpatient Clinic (CBOC). Eglin AFB
and the Veterans Health Administration are currently building a 16,200-ft> (0.372-acre)
outpatient clinic on a 10-acre parcel of land adjacent to the Eglin Regional Hospital. In
addition to the facility parking lots and sidewalks, the Veterans Health Administration
will build an access road and a stormwater retention pond. The total amount of land to
be cleared for this development is approximately 4.02 acres. The action was analyzed in
an EA that resulted in a signed FONSI on 28 June 2005 (U.S. Air Force, 2005a and
2005b). This action would result in about a 2-percent increase in traffic volumes, which
was considered minor and did not impact the Level of Service (LOS, or the amount of
traffic on roadways) of the intersections. The CBOC would require the employment of
35 full-time equivalent employees during the first year of operation.

Okaloosa Regional Airport (ORA) Rental Car Parking Area. The ORA on Eglin AFB is
proposing construction of a separate rental car parking and maintenance area. The
proposal involves utilizing 36 acres of land adjacent to the ORA, leased from the Air
Force, to construct a new rental car facility. The ORA would develop the proposed
36-acre site to provide parking areas for five rental car agencies totaling 800 parking
spots; two new access points; a truck inspection area; an office, maintenance bay, car
wash, and fueling area; an electrical duct extension from Florida Highway (Hwy) 85;
and expanded stormwater management facilities. Environmental documentation has
not identified any significant impacts to resources associated with the project.

University of Florida Research and Engineering Education Facility (REEF) Expansion.
The University of Florida REEF may expand its facilities on Eglin AFB property to
include a research park and other support facilities. No detailed information is
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currently available on this proposal, as it is currently in the initial concept phase.
However, it is likely that this development would utilize land areas adjacent to the
existing REEF site and would involve construction and land clearing activities.

Joint Strike Fighter Reprogramming Facility (JRF). The Air Force proposes to
renovate and build an addition to building 614 in support of the JRF at Eglin AFB. The
JRF would support the 53rd Wing (53 WG)/53rd Electronic Warfare Group (53 EWG),
who are currently located in building 614 and would not result in an increase in
personnel. The F-35 reprogramming capability would involve the development,
testing, distribution, and updating of mission data for all F-35 aircraft. The proposed
project would include the construction of a 6,700-ft> building addition, a parking lot,
interior renovations, existing pavement demolition, force protection standoff measures,
new chillers, a transformer, a back-up generator, and associated infrastructure. The
proposed project would provide a lab, control room, conference room, and supporting
spaces for the JSF Stimulation System Integration System equipment necessary to test
mission data.

Facilities planned outside Eglin Main Base on the Reservation would include:

Alabama Army National Guard Master Plan, Cobb Training Site. Eglin AFB is
evaluating the establishment of an approximate 12,000-acre Military Ground Training
Area for maneuver and individual/crew/squad training. The majority of this type of
training would be dismounted movements supported by wheeled vehicles. Included in
this acreage is a 300-acre cantonment area. In addition, a separate Small Arms Range
Complex (SARC) would be developed for small arms weapons live-fire training and
qualification on a range that is constructed to meet Army standards. The complex
would include the construction of five small arms weapons qualification ranges: a
combat pistol range, an automated record fire range, a 10/25-meter “zero range,” a
multipurpose machine gun range, and a sniper range. These facilities would be located
west of Hwy 87 near the Cobb Training Site, with the SARC developed on TA B-75, and
would be developed over a period of 10 years. The facilities would total approximately
82,000 ft2.

Construction of a Controlled Environment Storage Facility (Boat House) at Camp
Rudder. The proposed boat house would be a 4,800-ft> construction with 5,060 ft2 of
demolition.

C-74 Office Construction. Eglin has proposed to construct a 2,310-ft> metal facility at
Range C-74. A new septic system would be installed to accommodate the proper
disposal of waste water from the new facility. A new crushed limestone driveway
(estimated 200 feet by 12 feet) would also be constructed from the existing asphalt
roadway to the new facility so the temperature conditioning van could be properly
stored. This project would require 0.75 acre and would result in an increase of
impervious surface.
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Construct new LADAR Test Laboratory and Establish Outdoor Test Range West of
TA C-53 (between TA C-53 and State Route 285). Eglin is constructing a 14,000-ft?
facility for laboratory space, office space, meeting space, and equipment storage space.
Currently no utilities (water, power, etc.) exist at this site. A parking lot and small,
paved access road (roughly 4,320 ft?) from Range Road 200 will be constructed. No
RCW cavity trees need to be cleared in the area, but some inactive tree sites are found
east, north, and west of the proposed construction and range site. Part of this area is
considered a longleaf pine restoration project area. This area does not cross any streams
and is outside the zone for high probability of finding cultural resources. However, the
outdoor LADAR test range does fall within a Recreational Area (Hunting Management
Area # 10). The LADAR range is in proximity to the Rocky Bayou Airport, which is
located south of the test range. No wetlands or other depressional areas occur in the
area.

Construction of Range Road 218 Bypass Road at TA D-51. On the Eglin Range,
construction of a paved, two-lane bypass road, approximately 2.3 miles long, along the
northern boundary fence line of TA D-51 (Navy EOD School) is proposed. The typical
range road width is approximately 20 feet with a cleared shoulder edge of
approximately 24 feet to a forested tree line. The bypass road would likely be
constructed to this general specification. The bypass road would intersect Range
Road 218 on either side of TA D-51. The bypass would be outside the security gates for
TA D-51. The project would involve tree removal and soil disturbances.

Mill Creek Restoration Project. Eglin AFB proposes to redesign portions of Mill Creek
that run through the Falcon Golf Course. The redesign would consist of stream channel
and floodplain restoration, culvert removal and replacement, bridge construction, and
native vegetation re-establishment. The Okaloosa Darter Recovery Plan (USFWS, 1998)
identifies the Mill Creek darter population to be the most imperiled, and considers the
improvement of conditions in Mill Creek as a vital step to the downlisting and delisting
of this species. While approximately 279 feet of suitable darter habitat originally would
be impacted, Eglin would build approximately 2,000 feet of hydrologically connected
stream channel, along with habitat structures and riparian vegetation plantings. To
provide fill for floodplain creation, Eglin would construct ponds.

2.7.3 Air Operations

The difference in the No Action Alternative and the baseline (2005) is due primarily to
the loss of F-15s associated with the 33 FW. Differences in airfield utilization would
occur only at Eglin Main Base. There would be no changes at Choctaw Field or Duke
Field associated with the No Action Alternative. Table 2-24 compares the annual ATC
operations associated with each airfield under the baseline and No Action Alternative.
The overall annual ATC operations would decrease by 31,535 (or 15 percent of the
baseline) with the majority (nearly 93 percent) associated with the move of the 33 FW.
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The remainder of the decrease would be associated with loss or relocation of transient

aircraft.

Table 2-24. Annual ATC Operations Under the Baseline and No Action Alternative

Alternative Aircraft Type Airfield Total
Eglin Main Duke Choctaw

F-15 (33 FW) 29,206 0 0 29,206

Baseline (2005) Other 76,582 24,643 76,467 177,692

Total 105,788 24,643 76,467 206,898

. F-15 (33 FW) 0 0 0 0

No Action Other 74,253 24,643 76467 | 175,363
(End-State)

Total 74,253 24,643 76,467 175,363

ATC = Air Traffic Control; 33 FW = 33rd Fighter Wing

Airspace utilization would follow a similar change, with the loss of the 33 FW and a
small decrease in the transient aircraft as shown in Table 2-25. Relatively small changes
in airspace would occur in the restricted areas or MOAs. Use of the warning areas
would decrease by about 70 percent.

Table 2-25. Estimated Annual Sorties for Each Special Use Airspace Under the Baseline and
No Action Alternative

Aj Baseline (2005) No Action (End-State)
irspace Percent
Element F-%J,g,spfxm Other Aircraft F-égst‘l;\(;m Other Aircraft Change
R-2914A 1,552 6,772 0 6,684 -20
R-2914B 11 302 0 298 -5
R-2915A 770 24,439 0 24,121 -4
R-2915B 66 1,929 0 1,904 -5
R-2915C 66 1,135 0 1,120 -7
R-2918 0 640 0 632 -1
R-2919A 66 704 0 695 -10
R-2919B 66 428 0 422 -14
Eglin MOA - A 0 629 0 621 -1
Eglin MOA - B 0 276 0 272 -1
Eglin MOA - C 0 264 0 261 -1
Eglin MOA -D 0 210 0 207 -1
Eglin MOA - E 0 61 0 60 -1
Eglin MOA -F 0 686 0 677 -1
Tyndall MOA
CZD JE/F 30 4,094 0 4,041 2
W-151A 8,267 3,543 0 3,497 -70
W-151B 7,619 3,265 0 3,223 -70
W-151C 8,523 3,653 0 3,606 -70
W-151D 7,525 3,225 0 3,183 -70
W-151E 5,898 2,528 0 2,495 -70
W-151F 5,710 2,447 0 2,415 -70

33 FW = 33rd Fighter Wing; MOA = Military Operating Area; R-#### = Restricted Area; W-### = Warning Area
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2.7.4 Ground Training

Ground training occurs throughout the Eglin Reservation in the interstitial areas,
riverine and estuarine areas, and on test and training areas. Proposed ground training
projects include:

Alabama Army National Guard (ALARNG) implementation of a portion of their
Master Plan at Cobb Training Site on Eglin AFB. The ALARNG is proposing to
implement some of the improvements described in the ALARNG Master Plan for Cobb
Training Site (U.S. Air Force, 2007c). The Cobb Training Site would be an expansion of
the Henry Cobb Tank Range on Eglin AFB and would include development of a
Military Ground Training Area (MGTA) containing a cantonment area, a small arms
range complex (SARC), and new training facilities on TA B-75. Improvements are
focused on Army National Guard training requirements, but facilities would be
available for other armed services’ training and requirements.

The ALARNG has conducted training at Eglin AFB for more than 20 years pursuant to a
license issued in 1982. The ALARNG constructed and operates the Henry Cobb Tank
Range on a segment of TA B-75, and has an exclusive use license for building 1073 and
approximately 47.3 acres of land. The ALARNG also has a joint use license for
approximately 2,498 acres of land on TA B-75 for a tank range. That real estate
agreement would need to be modified for the development of the Cobb Training Site.

The ALARNG has proposed to establish the following elements at Eglin AFB by 2018:

1) Military Ground Training Area (MGTA) - The ALARNG proposes to use
12,000 acres for maneuver and individual/crew/squad training west of Hwy 87
on the western side of Eglin AFB. The majority of this type of training would be
dismounted movements supported by wheeled vehicles.

2) Small Arms Range Complex (SARC) - The ALARNG is proposing a new range
complex that would centralize all small arms weapons live-fire training and
qualification on a range that is constructed to meet Army standards. The
complex would include the construction of five small arms weapons
qualification ranges: a combat pistol range, an automated record fire range, a
10/25-meter zero range, a multipurpose machine gun range, and a sniper range.
The preferred location for the SARC would be on TA B-75, with an alternative
location on B-5, which is an inactive range that was previously used for small
arms training.

3) Cantonment Area - Approximately 300 acres would be used for an intermediate
staging area, consisting of fixed buildings that would include sufficient
structures to support training site equipment and personnel, and an Army
forward operating base in a combat theater, which would be a more rustic
environment than the intermediate staging area. The cantonment would be
located in the central portion of the MGTA.
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The ALARNG prepared a Draft EA for public comment with a review period from
12 May to 26 June 2005. A Final EA was completed in August 2007, but a FONSI has
not yet been signed (U.S. Air Force, 2007h). None of the potential impacts identified in
the EA were significant. The impacts that will be addressed for potential cumulative
impacts are summarized below:

Land Use and Recreation

e Use of TA B-75 or B-5 for small arms training would create new safety footprints
in areas of Eglin AFB that are currently open to the public. These areas would
have to be closed during range firing. This would require temporary closure of
recreation management units 12 and 14 (TA B-75) or 2 and 16 (B-5) for up to
41 weekends and 40 weekdays per year.

Noise

e Operation of the SARC at TA B-75 and B-5 would expose land areas of up to
1,118 and 1,149 acres, respectively during training to Noise Zone II and III levels
(sound levels above 70 C-weighted decibels).

Biological Resources

e Approximately 126 acres of RCW foraging habitat would be impacted by
construction of the SARC on TA B-75.

e One active RCW cavity tree and 126 acres of RCW foraging habitat would be
impacted by construction of the SARC on B-5.

Infrastructure and Transportation

e Hwy 87 would need to be closed a maximum of 41 weekends per year and
40 other weekdays per year for approximately 15 minutes per event, if tracked
vehicles would be crossing the highway.

e Water wells, waste water systems, and energy infrastructure improvements
would be necessary to construct the cantonment area west of Hwy 87.

Based on review of the Eglin AFB Estuarine and Riverine Areas Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (U.S. Air Force, 2004a), increases in riverine and estuarine
Special Operations, Navy EOD, Testing Support and Live Fire training have been
approved and can be expected over the long term. These increases are on the order of
more than 300 missions (greater than 10,000 people-days) and more than 2,000 boat
landings per year. These increases represent a 100 percent increase in the amount of
training activities that currently occur in these areas over the baseline (2005).
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2.7.5 Munitions Use

Small Arms/Large Caliber - Under the No Action Alternative, approximately
5,500 explosive events would continue to occur in training areas located near or
co-located with the proposed 7SFG(A) training ranges as part of explosives testing and
explosives ordnance disposal activities. Increases beyond these areas’ baseline annual
9,500 rounds of small-arms and large-caliber ammunition are expected over the long
term through changes identified previously under the Ground Training activities above.
The Alabama Army National Guard Implementation of a Portion of the Master Plan for Cobb
Training Site Final Environmental Assessment for Eglin AFB, Florida, states that utilization
of the SARC would involve approximately 80,000 5.56 mm blanks, 54,000 7.62 mm
blanks, 40,000 0.50 caliber blanks, and 500 blast simulator canisters on an annual basis
(U.S. Air Force, 2007c¢).

Based on review of the Eglin AFB Estuarine and Riverine Areas Programmatic
Environmental Assessment (U.S. Air Force, 2004a), two new live fire ranges may be
developed over the long term; munitions use in these areas as well as throughout the
riverine-estuarine areas of Eglin AFB include an increase of about 33,000 rounds of
5.56 mm to 0.50 caliber munitions and 4,000 rounds of 5.56 to 40 mm practice rounds.
These increases also represent a 100 percent increase in the amount of munitions used
for these activities under the baseline (2005).

Air Delivered Weapons - With the realignment of AFSOC to Cannon AFB, it is anticipated
that there would also be a decrease in the amount of air-delivered munitions utilized
during AFSOC training activities. The decrease in the amount of air-delivered
munitions as compared to the baseline (2005) would be directly proportional to the
decrease in mission activities associated with that action. Reductions in munitions use
resulting from disestablishment of the 33 FW would be minimal as the 33 FW has an
air-to-air mission and does not typically use air-to-ground ranges.

2.8 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

This EIS has been prepared to satisfy the NEPA requirements (42 USC 4321 et seq.) and
its implementing regulations.

This analysis of environmental resources considered all applicable federal, state, and
local regulations. Certain areas of federal legislation, such as the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), include direct contact with
agencies. Other state and federal regulations used for guidance are identified in
Chapter 3.

Implementing an alternative would involve coordination with several agencies.
Compliance with the ESA involves consultation with the Department of the Interior
(delegated to the USFWS) in cases where a federal action could affect listed threatened
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or endangered species, species proposed for listing, or candidates for listing. The
USFWS and Eglin AFB coordinate on a monthly basis concerning BRAC actions. The
USFWS has been and is kept informed of the specifics of the BRAC recommendations.
The USFWS responded to the Notice of Intent in a letter detailing its concerns. The letter
was coordinated with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission. Eglin AFB prepared a
Biological Assessment on potential impacts to threatened or endangered species
associated with the BRAC actions.

The preservation of cultural resources associated with this EIS primarily relates to
meeting provisions of the NHPA, as amended, and Section 106 of the act. Consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), federally recognized tribes, and
other parties including public participation, was part of the Section 106 planning
process incorporated with the development of this EIS. Eglin AFB consulted the
Alabama SHPO, the Florida SHPO and four federally recognized tribes: the Miccosukee
Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Poarch Band of Creek
Indians, Alabama, and the Muskogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma. A project-specific
programmatic agreement was developed as part of this EIS’s Section 106 consultation
effort, and an existing separate 2003 programmatic agreement for historic structures is
pertinent to aspects of the EIS. Appendix F, Cultural Resources, fully describes how
NHPA compliance was met for all alternatives.

2.8.1 Permit Requirements

This EIS has been prepared in compliance with NEPA; other federal statutes, such as
the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act; Executive Orders; and applicable state
statutes and regulations. A list of Eglin AFB permits and certifications was compiled
and reviewed during the EIS process. Table 2-26 summarizes these applicable federal,
state, and local permits and the potential for change to the permits due to implementing
the proposed beddown or an alternative.

Table 2-26. Applicable Permits and Potential Permit Changes due to BRAC Decisions

Resource Area Permits Proposed Action
Airspace No Permits Required Not Applicable
Noise No Permits Required Not Applicable
Socioeconomics [No Permits Required Not Applicable
Transportation |No Permits Required Not Applicable

No potable water well is located at Test Area (TA)
C-53. To address the lack of potable water at TA C-
53, either a new potable water well would have to
be established or the existing well at C-3 would
need to be accessed to support the proposed ranges
at and in the vicinity of TA C-53.

New Consumptive Use
Utilities Permit (CUP) and a Potable
Water System (PWS) permit.

Air Quality No Permits Required Not Applicable
Safety No Permits Required Not Applicable
Continued on the next page...
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Table 2-26. Applicable Permits and Potential Permit Changes due to BRAC Decisions,

Cont’d
Resource Area Permits Proposed Action
Solid Waste  |No Permits Required Not Applicable
Hazardous . . .
Materials No Permits Required Not Applicable
ConstrucFlon activities would All construction activities that have the potential to
also require coverage under |. 1i disturb han 1
the Generic Permit for impact stormwater quality or disturb more than
. acre of land must be permitted under NPDES
Stormwater Discharge from . o
. |regulation as administered by the FDEP. The Army
Large and Small Construction . .
o . would incorporate a comprehensive Stormwater,
Activities, where 1 or more ] . .
. Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and an
acres of land are disturbed SWPPP into the final design plan
(FAC Rule 62 621). gn plan.
Stormwater Discharge Permits and any necessary
utility extension permits would require
Stormwater Discharge coordination between the proponent and 96
Permits FAC Rule 62-346. CEG/CEVCE. The Army would obtain all
appropriate permits prior to the commencement of
any ground-disturbing activities.
Stormwater Discharge An Application for Stormwater Permit in Northwest
Permits FAC Rule 62-346, Florida will be submitted by the Air Force prior to
cont’d project initiation according to FAC Rule 62-346.
Actions taking place within the jurisdictional
Coastal Zone Consistency concerns of. the FDEP require a cor.151s’tency
Determination determination with respect to Florida’s Coastal
Phvsical Zone Management Plan and the CZMA. Appendix
ysica I contains the CZMA Determination.
Resources

Wastewater Permit (FAC
Form 62-620.910(2)
Application for a Domestic
Wastewater Facility Permit -
Form 2A)

If a wastewater treatment plant is constructed for
the 7SFG(A) cantonment area, FDEP regulations
require permits for wastewater treatment systems
with a design capacity of more than 10,000 gallons
per day of domestic wastewater and more than
5,000 gallons per day of commercial wastewater (see
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2, Region of Influence and
Existing Conditions, Utilities). Depending on the
presence of oil and grease or other toxic chemicals
in the wastewater system, an industrial permit may
also be required.

FONPA: Per Executive Order
(EO) 11988, Floodplain
Management, and EO 11990,
Protection of Wetlands, the
Army is required to consider
their actions in wetlands or
floodplains

If there are no alternatives that would impact a
wetland or floodplain; therefore there is no
requirement for a Finding of No Practicable
Alternative (FONPA). Additionally, the proponent
and its contractor shall coordinate with 96
CEG/CEVCE for the following;:

e Final stormwater design and permitting.

e Any potential discharges into surface waters from
construction activities.

e Final backflow preventer design, if applicable.

Continued on the next page...
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Table 2-26. Applicable Permits and Potential Permit Changes due to BRAC Decisions,
Cont’d

Resource Area Permits Proposed Action

Any proposed stormwater retention or design
features associated with cantonment areas would
require an “Application for Stormwater Permit in
Northwest Florida” to be submitted by the Air Force
prior to project initiation according to FAC Rule 62-
346 (new permit process promulgated 1 October
2007).

Physical Design and Construction
Resources, cont’d |Permit

No Permits Required.

Endanger ies A
. . d'a gered Spec © ct . Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation with
Biological Section 7 Consultation with .
. the USFWS has occurred regarding the proposed
Resources the USFWS will occur o . Lo
. activities (Appendix H, Biological Resources).
regarding all proposed
activities.

Because all planning and
mitigative activities for
cultural resources have been
Cultural and would be performed by |Excavation or removal of archaeological resources
Resources the Air Force, Archaeological |from Air Force fee title land.
Resources Protection Act
permitting will not be
necessary.

96 CEG/CEVCE = Environmental Engineering Section; BMPs = best management practices; CZMA = Coastal Zone
Management Act; FAC = Florida Administrative Code; FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection;
FONPA = Finding of No Practicable Alternative; NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; SHPO
= State Historic Preservation Officer; SWPPP = Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan;, THPO = Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer; USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Note: EO 13423 is an overarching guideline with respect to each of these resource areas.

2.9 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The potential impacts related to each of the four requirements are presented in
Table 2-27 through Table 2-31. These tables provide a summary of the environmental
consequences, grouped by resource area, associated with each alternative. Table 2-32,
following this narrative, provides an upper-level summary of the level of the impacts of
the alternatives for each activity described in Table 2-27 through
Table 2-31. It also shows the No Action condition for each resource. At the bottom of
the table is the overall summary of impacts for all the activities that constitute the
Proposed Action. The color coding in Table 2-32 reflects the degree of impact without
consideration of any mitigations outside those required by law as a result of
regulatory/permits that would be required as part of an alternative. Permit-related
requirements (i.e., “permit mitigations”) that would be part of the sub-alternative as
required by law (e.g., stormwater permits) were included in the analyses of impacts
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because these “permit mitigations” will be implemented regardless of the outcome of
the analyses.

e Green - may include some beneficial or adverse environmental consequences,
but the overall effect is one that can neither be termed beneficial nor adverse.

e Yellow - potential adverse environmental consequences or burdens on the
resource, or issues with the resource have been identified.

e Red - unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

e Split boxes represent a designation between two categories above. Some of the
impacts would fall into one category, with others in a different category.
Therefore, it is not certain what the overall impact to the resource would be.
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4

7SFG(A) Cantonment

Triangle, West Gate, and North Poquito
areas. The change would also not adverse
reduce the amount of open space remaining
within Eglin Main Base.

acres within Management Unit 9.

Alternative 2E would directly impact public
access/recreation on about 716 acres within
Management Unit 9. Alternative 2E would
also impact a portion of the Florida Scenic
Trail and the campground at Jr. Walton
Pond. This would be an adverse impact if the
trail and campground could not be relocated.

The change in land use under Alternative 2
(all options) would not be adverse since it
would be compatible with the surrounding
land uses. The change would also not
adversely reduce the amount of area open for
public access/recreation within the affected
management units and the remaining land
portion of the Eglin Range.

Range.

Resource 1B - Eglin West Gate 2C - Northeast of Duke Field West of Duke Field North of Eglin Main Alte.rnatlve .5
1C - North Poquito 2D - East of Duke Field DeFuniak Springs
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field
Construction noise would be temporary and | Construction noise would be temporary and localized to the area immediately surrounding the construction site. Sites for Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2C, and 3 are remote
localized to the area immediately from developed areas. Noise impacts would be minor and temporary in nature.
surrounding the construction site. While
Noise noise from construction activities would be
(Section 4.2) audible at nearby workplaces and
residences, overall noise impacts would be
expected to be minor and would be
temporary in nature.
The 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1A, 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 2A-2E | Land Use impacts for Alternative 3 Land Use impacts for Alternative 4 | Land Use impacts for Alternative 5
_ ) P P P
1B, and 1C would have direct land use would not have any direct land use impacts | would be similar to those described for | would be similar to those described | would be similar to those described
impacts in each of the potentially affected on surrounding community land use. Alternative 2. Public access/recreation | for Alternative 2. Public for Alternative 2. Public
areas. The impact would be a change in land ) would be eliminated on approximately | access/recreation would be access/recreation would be
use from open space to industrial, Alterna.twe 2A would permanently remove 500 acres of Management Unit 6N. eliminated on approximately eliminated on approximately
administrative, housing (unaccompanied), approx1matel¥ 473. acres used for PUb_hC 500 acres of Management Unit 10. 500 acres of Management Unit 13.
and outdoor recreation to support the access/recreation in Management Units 9 Alternative 3 would not have any
construction of the new cantonment. and 9A. f)ff—base land use impacts. The cha.nge Alternative 4 would not resu.lt in Pﬁternative Sffwould not resu.lt ir11
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1A and Alternative 2B would eliminate public in land use would n'ot be aildverse since | changes to off—ba.se community land | changes to o -ba§e community land
. . s it would be compatible with the use. The change in land use on base | use. The change in land use on base
1C would not have any impact on access/recreation on about 535 acres within . o o
. . surrounding land uses. The change would not be adverse since it would | would not be adverse since it would
surrounding land use, but 7SFG(A) Management Units 8A and 9A. . . . . . )
; . would also not adversely reduce the be compatible with the surrounding | be compatible with the surrounding
Cantonment Alternative 1B could potentially )
h o the 33 F ) h Abbroximatelv 1.022 acres within amount of area open for public land uses. The change would also land uses. The change would also not
encroach on the 33 FW area along the . 44 Y access/recreation within the affected not adversely reduce the amount of | adversely reduce the amount of area
northern boundary of the West Gate site Management Units 9 and 9A would be . gy . . .
Y ) : removed from public use by Alternative 2C. management unit and the remaining area open for public open for public access/recreation
There would be no land use impacts on any land portion of the Eglin Range. access/recreation within the within the affected management unit
Land Use Eifj;a:z ;\rl‘;i‘ssé Z?Ei";:}%i;?;ir;ig; Zt?lljlllj Alternative 2D would eliminate public affect.ecli management unit and thg and thg remaining land portion of
(Section 4.3) with the existir’1g land uses that surrofnd the access/recreation on approximately 1,251 Fomaining land portion of the Eglin | the Eglin Range.
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4

7SFG(A) Cantonment

Resource 1B - Eglin West Gate 2C - Northeast of Duke Field West of Duke Field North of Eglin Main Alte.rnatlve .5
1C - North Poquito 2D - East of Duke Field DeFuniak Springs
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field
Establishing the 7SFG(A) at Eglin AFB would bring additional people and create jobs in each county in the region of influence (ROI). These effects, in turn, would increase The effects of locating the 7SFG(A)
the demand for products and services in the ROI, including schools and public services. There would be a beneficial increase to the individual counties in terms of cantonment near DeFuniak Springs
additional jobs and incomes. Locating the 7SFG(A) to the region would generate a net total of $8.2 million in annual spending and an increase of 105 jobs. The effect of the would be the same as the other
7SFG(A) personnel combined with the drawdown of the 33 FW and the drawdown from the President’s Budget for 2007 would be a net increase of 1,579 personnel, an alternatives except that it is likely
increase of 0.41 percent as compared to the 2005 population. Of the additional people entering the area as a result of the 7SFG(A) realignment, there would be approximately | that more military personnel would
2,415 children. With an estimated 1,243 students leaving the region because of the 33 FW and President’s 2007 Budget drawdowns, the net addition of students to the ROI choose to live in Walton County, near
would be 713, increasing the student population by 1.15 percent. The corresponding net change in total revenues received by the ROI's school districts would be an increase | the cantonment area. Therefore,
of nearly $1.6 million, an increase of 0.38 percent. The direct effects of the construction spending involved in establishing the 7SFG(A) at Eglin AFB would support Walton County would experience
approximately 1,304 jobs per year over the term of the construction, for a total of 5,217 jobs. additional demand on public
Socioeconomics services, including schools, law
(Section 4.4) Construction activities, as well as the personnel realignment, associated with 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1 and 2 would not disproportionately impact minority or enforcement, and medical services.
low-income communities of concern. Analyses discussed in Sections 4.2, Noise; 4.7, Air Quality; 4.8, Safety; and 4.10, Hazardous Materials, found that no adverse effects Walton County would also receive
related to these environmental issues would occur under any of the alternatives. As a result, no disproportionate or adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations | additional tax revenues from the
in the ROI are anticipated to occur. incoming population. However, due
to the rural nature of Walton County
and the availability of services on
Eglin Main Base, it is likely that the
majority of the military personnel
would still relocate to Okaloosa
County as in the other alternatives.
The analyses identified seven roadways The analysis identified four roadways The analysis identified four roadways | In terms of off-base impacts, The analysis identified three
projected to be adversely impacted in both projected to be adversely impacted in projected to be adversely impacted in | Alternative 4 is very similar to roadways projected to be adversely
Alternatives 1A /1C and Alternative 1B. Alternative 2. Alternative 3. Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C. The impacted in Alternative 5.
One of these, SR 397 from Museum The total number of roadway | analysisidentified eight roadway
Drive/Nomad Way to SR 189/ West Gate, The total number of roadway segments | segments projected to be deficient in | segments that are projected to be The total number of roadway
occurs on base. The main difference in the projected to be deficient in Alternative 2 is | Alternative 3 is 25. adversely impacted. When segments projected to be deficient in
roadway segments projected to be adversely | 25. compared to Alternatives 14, 1B, Alternative 5 is 22.
impacted is that in Alternative 1A/1C, SR and 1C, the resulting number of
189 from SR 188 to SR 393 and SR 393 from roadway sections that are adversely
Transportation | SR 189 to SR 30 are adversely impacted and impacted varies by four.
(Section 4.5) in Alternative 1B, SR 85 from Eglin

Boulevard to 12t Avenue and SR 397 from
Museum Drive to SR 189 adversely
impacted.

The total number of roadway segments
projected to be deficient in Alternative
1A/1C is 23. The total number of roadway
segments projected to be deficient in
Alternative 1B is 24.

The total number of roadway
segments projected to be deficient
in Alternative 4 is 23.
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle
1B - Eglin West Gate
1C - North Poquito

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field
2C - Northeast of Duke Field

2D - East of Duke Field
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
West of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
North of Eglin Main

7SFG(A) Cantonment
Alternative 5
DeFuniak Springs

Utilities
(Section 4.6)

An increase in potable water usage would
occur, but usage would still be within
permitted limits. Industrial use of potable
water may require drawing water from the
sand and gravel aquifer to reduce usage
from the Floridan Aquifer.

The Triangle and West Gate sub-alternatives
would utilize the Plew Heights wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP). The North Poquito
sub-alternative would potentially use the
Garnier WWTP until the new county facility
is completed. Neither the Plew Heights
WWTP nor the Garnier WWTP would have
difficulty accommodating the additional
flow from the 7SFG(A) cantonment areas.

According to Gulf Power and Okaloosa
Natural Gas, the estimated increase in
electrical and natural gas supply to support
the proposed 7SFG(A) cantonment area can
be accommodated without adverse impact
to the electrical or natural gas supply in
Northwest Florida. New electrical and
natural gas infrastructure would be required
for the three sub-alternative sites. However,
the close proximity to Eglin Main Base
provides adequate existing infrastructure
from which to branch off.

The increase in potable water usage would
cause Duke Field water system to exceed
permitted limits. An additional or expanded
water system would need to be established
for the 7SFG(A) cantonment area if any of the
Duke Field sub-alternatives are selected.

Duke Field WWTP annual average would
increase to 86,000 gallons per day. This
would result in 69 percent of the total
permitted capacity being utilized. Since the
additional wastewater would still be within
permitted limits, the 7SFG(A) cantonment
area would not have adverse impacts on the
Duke Field WWTP.

According to Gulf Power and Okaloosa
Natural Gas, the estimated increase in
electrical and natural gas supply to support
the proposed 7SFG(A) cantonment area can
be accommodated without adverse impact to
the electrical or natural gas supply in
Northwest Florida. New electrical and
natural gas infrastructure would be required
for the five sub-alternative sites. However,
the close proximity to Duke Field provides
adequate existing infrastructure from which
to branch off.

Since the area along the northwestern
boundary of the Eglin Range proposed
for the 7SFG(A) cantonment contains
no potable water wells, a potable
water system would need to be
established, which requires a new
consumptive use permit (CUP) and a
PWS permit.

Since there currently is no wastewater
treatment system in the area, the
establishment of an approximately
100,000 gallon per day on-site
wastewater treatment system and
infrastructure would be required. The
amount and type of wastewater
expected to be produced would also
require permitting from the FDEP.

The environmental consequences for
electrical and natural gas supply
would be the same as those described
in Alternative 1. Electrical and natural
gas infrastructure would be required
for the proposed site. An existing
electrical distribution line along Range
Road (RR) 211 provides a point at
which to tap into the electrical supply.
The west Range Substation would also
be utilized. Okaloosa Natural Gas
would tap into the pipeline existing
within the Hwy 85 right-of-way to
supply natural gas. This would require
an easement, new substation, and
early coordination, planning, and
analysis by the Okaloosa Natural Gas
engineers and Eglin AFB.

This alternative would utilize the
Eglin Main Base water system. The
increase in potable water usage
would not cause the permit to be
exceeded.

The Main Base WWTP would be
used for this alternative. With the
additional wastewater, the WWTP
would still remain within permitted
limits.

The environmental consequences
for electrical and natural gas supply
would be the same as those
described in Alternative 1. Since
Eglin Main Base is already piped
and supplied with natural gas and
electricity and this location is in
close proximity to Eglin Main Base,
this proposed location would be
easily accommodated. The exact
location of the cantonment will
influence specifics for supplying
natural gas and electricity, but
overall it would be logistically
feasible.

Since the area along the northeastern
boundary of the Eglin Range
proposed for the 7SFG(A)
cantonment contains no potable
water wells, a potable water system
would need to be established, which
requires a new CUP and a PWS
permit.

Since there currently is no
wastewater treatment system in the
area, the establishment of an
approximately 100,00 gallon per day
on-site wastewater treatment system
and infrastructure would be
required. The option of pumping the
wastewater to an off-site facility is
not considered valid since the
extensive creeks and other
waterways in this portion of the
Eglin Range are difficult to traverse
with pipes. The amount and type of
wastewater expected to be produced
would also require permitting from
the FDEP.

Choctawhatchee Electric
Cooperative, Inc. (CHELCO) would
supply the power to this site and
anticipates being able to
accommodate the increase in the
electrical load. The electrical
distribution lines located within 2
miles of the proposed cantonment
area provide a point at which to tap
into the electrical supply. Okaloosa
Natural Gas anticipates being able to
meet the additional natural gas
demand. However, this alternative
would be the most difficult of all the
alternatives to provide natural gas
infrastructure due to the location of
the proposed site and the distance to
existing natural gas pipelines.
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 2A - Southeast of Duke Field 7SFG(A) Cantonment
Resource 1A - The Triangle 2B - Northwest of Duke Field 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 | 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4 Alternative 5
1B - Eglin West Gate 2C - Northeast of Duke Field West of Duke Field North of Eglin Main DeFuniak Sori
1C - North Poquito 2D - East of Duke Field erumak Springs
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field
The accommodation of the 7SFG(A) would require construction a Special Operations Forces (SOF) Compound composed of 33 facilities totaling approximately 5,106,522 square feet. Carbon monoxide would be
Air Quality above the 250 tons per year (tpy) criteria (341.63 tpy), while only increasing the emissions 0.23 percent for the ROI, based on the United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 2002 NEI. The slight
(Section 4.7) increase in local emissions from construction activities would be temporary, so there are no air quality issues anticipated with the Proposed Action at any of the sites being considered for the 7SFG(A) location. An
increase of 2,240 personnel and 2,741 spouses and children are estimated with the realignment. This would mean a small increase in vehicular emissions from daily commutes and increase in public traffic, which is
not expected to adversely affect the overall air quality.
Explosives Safety - Facilities would be designed and fully licensed for the ordnance they store. Additionally, Eglin AFB would develop and implement appropriate Explosive Safety Quantity Distances (ESQDs) to
mitigate potential hazards associated with the storage of munitions at these locations.
Safety Ground Safety - No unusual ground safety risks would be expected from C&D activities. Current operational processes, procedures, standard safety standards, and BMPs would be followed.
(Section 4.8) No existing ESQDs would be affected by Construction of the cantonment for No existing ESQDs would be affected by the construction of the 7SFG(A) cantonment under Alternative 3, 4 or 5.
the construction of the 7SFG(A) Alternative 2B would require coordination
cantonment under any of the with Eglin AFB and EOD to ensure that
sub-alternatives of Alternative 1. required safety buffers are maintained.
The increase in population at Eglin AFB The waste generated from additional The quantities of municipal solid waste | The waste generated from The quantities of municipal solid
would result in an increase in the generation | personnel would be the same as that for from additional personnel and of C&D | additional personnel will be the waste from additional personnel and
of municipal solid waste. Based on average | Alternative 1. waste from construction activities same as that for Alternative 1. of C&D waste from construction
per-person solid waste generation estimates, would be the same as those presented activities would be the same as those
the additional solid waste generated would | The quantity of debris associated with in Alternative 2. The total mass of debris generated | presented in Alternative 2.
be approximately 4,983 tons, a net increase construction would be slightly less under under this alternative includes
of about 2 percent. Alternative 2 because demolition of 9,931 tons from construction
buildings 1278, 1284, 1289, and gazebo ] activities and 287 tons from
Development of the cantonment area will would not be required. Therefore, based demolition activities required prior
result in generation of wastes associated upon proposed construction activities, a total to construction of munitions
with the construction of new facilities and of 9,931 tons of debris would be generated storage areas (MSAs), for a total of
the demolition or renovation of existing during construction activities. This would 10,218 tons or approximately 2,555
structures. Based upon the planned result in an anticipated annual generation tons per year. The debris generated
construction, renovation and demolition rate of 2,483 tons per year. The overall during 7SFG(A) cantonment
Solid Waste activities that would be required, increase of C&D wastes for disposal would construction would increase the use
(Section 4.9) approximately 2,555 tons of debris waste be similar to that identified in Alternative 1. of Okaloosa County’s landfill by
) would be generated annually during The debris generated would increase the use approximately 3 percent and Santa
construction activities. The debris generated | of Okaloosa County’s landfill by Rosa County’s landfills by
during 7SFG(A) construction would increase | approximately 3 percent and Santa Rosa approximately 2 percent. Therefore,
landfill use in Okaloosa County by County’s landfills by approximately 2 the quantity of C&D debris and
approximately 3 percent, or by percent. Based upon information from local municipal solid waste generated for
approximately 2 percent in Santa Rosa landfill owners/operators, C&D landfills are disposal is not expected to
County. Based upon information from local | not reaching full capacity and have a life adversely impact available landfill
landfill owners/operators, construction and | expectancy ranging from 18 to 30 years. resources.
demolition (C&D) landfills are not reaching | Therefore, the quantity of C&D debris and
full capacity and have a life expectancy municipal solid waste generated for disposal
ranging from 18 to 30 years. Therefore, the is not expected to adversely impact available
quantity of C&D debris and municipal solid | landfill resources.
waste generated for disposal is not expected
to adversely impact available landfill
resources.
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle
1B - Eglin West Gate
1C - North Poquito

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field
2C - Northeast of Duke Field

2D - East of Duke Field
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
West of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
North of Eglin Main

7SFG(A) Cantonment
Alternative 5
DeFuniak Springs

Hazardous
Materials
(Section 4.10)

Hazardous Materials Management - No
adverse impacts related to hazardous
materials are anticipated from
implementation of the 7SFG(A) alternatives.

Hazardous Waste Management -
Renovation/demolition of some of buildings
could result in the production of minor
amounts of lead-based paint (LBP) or
asbestos wastes. Hazardous and
non-hazardous waste would be generated as
a result of maintenance functions associated
with new aircraft on the base. Eglin AFB
would establish new initial accumulation
points (IAPs) at generation locations, and
personnel managing these locations would
be properly trained in waste management.
Management of hazardous wastes would be
performed according to prescribed
procedures already in place. Thus, no
change to permits, hazardous waste
generator status, or management procedures
would be required and no adverse
environmental impacts are anticipated.

ERP Sites - Development on or near any
ERP sites on Eglin AFB would be
coordinated with the Eglin Environmental
Office, the USEPA, the Florida Department
of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and
other relevant stakeholders, as required. No
adverse impacts related to ERP issues are
anticipated from implementation of the
alternatives.

Hazardous Materials Management - Same as Alternative 1

Hazardous Waste Management - Same as Alternative 1

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) Sites - No ERP Sites would be affected by these alternatives. Therefore, no adverse impacts related to ERP issues are

anticipated from implementation of these alternatives.
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 2A - Southeast of Duke Field
. . . . 7SFG(A) Cantonment
Resource 1A - The Triangle 2B - Northwest of Duke Field 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 | 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4 Alternative 5
1B - Eglin West Gate 2C - Northeast of Duke Field West of Duke Field North of Eglin Main DeFuniak Sori
1C - North Poquito 2D - East of Duke Field erumak Springs
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field
Construction would increase impervious Sub-alternatives 2A through 2E would all Erosion risk at this area is low due to Water resources within the Known water sources within this
surface area and stormwater. However, the | resultin the addition of impervious surfaces. | the flat terrain. Water resources Alternative 4 area include two proposed location are Buck Branch,
potential for stormwater and sediment Impervious surfaces would increase the within this area are associated with the | branches of Turkey Creek and which runs along the western border
transport offsite into surface waters is low, quantity of stormwater runoff that would be | headwaters of Turkey Hen Creek, wetlands associated with those two | of the proposed location area, and
given the permeable soil type and relatively | generated from this area. All which is located in the extreme branches. Toms Creek flows just to | Bullhide Creek, which flows within
flat terrain at the site. No adverse impacts to | sub-alternatives have slight slopes and southwest corner of the Alternative 3 | the south of the proposed site. the eastern boundary of the site area.
physical resources are anticipated. permeable soil characteristics which would area. There is a potential for increased | There is a potential for increased There is potential for increased rate
Construction permits may require the limit the transport of stormwater offsite. rate and volume of stormwater runoff | rate and volume of stormwater and volume of stormwater runoff
implementation of stormwater management | Adverse impacts to physical resources are only in this area runoff in these areas. The majority near these creeks. However,
practices. not anticipated. The Army would obtain of the site is characterized by flat modeling indicates that stormwater
Physical construction and stormwater permits and as | No adverse impacts to surface water, terrain with a low potential for transport of sediments would not be
Resources For construction activities, an Erosion, required by FDEP stormwater management | groundwater, floodplain, or wetland erosion. No adverse impacts to adverse due to the permeable soil
(Section 4.11) Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan practices. quality from 7SFG(A) Cantonment surface water or wetland quality characteristics at the site and the
would be required. This would serve to Alternative 3 would be expected. The | from Alternative 4 are expected. As | generally flat terrain. No adverse
further ensure that erosion and the transport Army would obtain permits and, as required by FDEP, the Army would | impacts to surface water or wetland
of sediment off the project site do not occur. required by FDEP, implement site- obtain permits and implement quality from Alternative 5 are
specific management actions. site-specific management actions expected. Asrequired by FDEP, the
and BMPs. Army would obtain permits and
implement site-specific management
actions and BMPs.
Impacts to wildlife would not be adverse | Common to all Alternative 2 sub-alternative | Surveys for gopher tortoises and The headwater portions of two Although not documented at the site,
under any of the sub-alternatives. locations - commensals (e.g., indigo snakes) Okaloosa darter streams occur in eastern indigo snakes, Florida pine
would be conducted prior to the northern portion of the snakes, and Florida black bears may
Potential impacts for the Florida black bear | Although not documented at any Alternative | construction, and these species would | Alternative 4 site and the occur at the Alternative 5 sites due to
are associated with the potential for 2 sites, eastern indigo snakes, Florida pine be relocated to avoid potential impacts | headwaters of two other Okaloosa the presence of appropriate habitat.
increased human-bear interaction and land | snakes, and Florida black bears may occur at | to burrows and direct physical impacts | darter streams begin within 0.25 Surveys for gopher tortoises and
Biological clearing. While clearing would result in the the sites due to the presence of appropriate from vehicles. While clearing would mile of the site. These darter commensals (e.g., indigo snakes)
Resources loss of potential black bear habitat, the bear’s | habitat. Surveys for gopher tortoises and result in the loss of potential black bear | streams would potentially be would be conducted prior to
(Section4.12) | 4ypidance of the area may serve to benefit commensals (e.g., indigo snakes) would be habitat, the bear’s avoidance of the affected by sedimentation and construction, and these species
the bear through decreased bear-traffic conducted prior to construction, and these area may serve to benefit the bear runoff from construction and daily | would be relocated to avoid potential
related incidents. species would be relocated to avoid potential | through decreased bear traffic-related | cantonment activities. Utilization of | impacts to burrows and direct
impacts to burrows and direct physical incidents. erosion control measures such as physical impacts from vehicles.
Each of these areas is fire suppressed due to | impacts from vehicles. While clearing would silt fencing would reduce impacts While clearing would result in the
its location and is not optimal habitat for result in the loss of potential black bear RCW foraging habitat would be during construction, and vegetative | loss of potential black bear habitat,
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4

7SFG(A) Cantonment

However, the potential for sediment
transport is very low, given the permeable
soil characteristics at the site. The Okaloosa
darter is not likely to be adversely affected.
There will likely be a construction permit
requirement to institute erosion control
measures at the site.

Overall impacts to biological resources
would not be adverse for any of the
Alternative 1 sub-alternatives.

considered to be an area for future growth
for RCWs due to poor habitat quality;
therefore, the NRS believes there would be
No Effect to RCWs for the 7SFG(A)
Alternative 2B location.

2C - There is one small HQNC on a
steephead area in the center of the
Alternative 2C site. Due to steep slopes and
wet conditions, it is not a good location for
construction, thus this area would likely be
avoided. Although no direct impacts to
RCWs or RCW foraging habitat would occur,
future growth of RCW habitat may be
affected. The NRS believes impacts would

species, an Endangered Species Act
(ESA) Section 7 consultation has been
conducted with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)

(Appendix H, Biological Resources).

thus reducing the potential for bear-
automobile incidents. Habitat loss
to the bear would be minimal, as
the site represents less than

1 percent of the total area of
undeveloped lands on Eglin AFB,
which provides black bear habitat
throughout the Eglin Range.

Overall impacts to biological
resources would not be adverse.

Resource 1B - Eglin West Gate 2C - Northeast of Duke Field West of Duke Field North of Eglin Main Alte.rnatlve .5
1C - North Poquito 2D - East of Duke Field DeFuniak Springs
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field
gopher tortoises (and subsequently the habitat, the bear’s avoidance of the area may | removed and fire suppression may buffers would reduce impacts from | the bear’s avoidance of the area may
indigo snake and Florida pine snake). serve to benefit the bear through decreased lead to the degradation of the runoff associated with daily serve to benefit the bear through
However, potential impacts to any gopher bear traffic-related incidents. No sensitive surrounding foraging habitat. A direct | cantonment activities. The decreased bear traffic-related
tortoises present may result due to burrow species or habitats are present within the physical impact to a bird would be Okaloosa darter is not likely to be incidents.
collapse during construction activities. A proposed MSA, thus no impacts to biological | considered remote; however, indirect | adversely affected.
survey of the alternative areas to evaluate resources would occur at the MSA. impacts to RCWs could occur from the The two sensitive plant species are
the presence of any gopher tortoise burrows physical presence of personnel or The indigo snake, Florida pine associated with a stream-side area. It
and the subsequent relocation of tortoises 2A - Two HQNC:s are located to the south of | equipment within foraging habitat. snake, and Florida black bear may is likely that construction permits
and/or commensal species identified during | this site, and would likely experience a Indirect impacts could include changes | pass through the project area; would require buffers around
the survey are required just prior to any reduced frequency of prescribed burning due | in nesting behavior, changes in however, the habitat in the area is streams and erosion control
land-disturbing activities. to proximity to structures. The southeast feeding, and long-term alterations to degraded due to fire suppression, measures to lessen potential runoff,
corner of the Alternative 2A location may the habitat. Even though much of the | with a dense understory and sand thus protecting the sensitive plants.
Inactive RCW trees are located at the potentially affect foraging habitat for the habitat proposed to be removed from | pine encroachment. Potential
Alternative 1B and MSA sites, and are active cluster to the southeast (located over cluster 103L is optimal habitat (47 impacts to the indigo snake and Overall impacts to biological
adjacent to the 1C site. The Eglin Natural 400 meters from the area). Alternative 2A acres), the proposed 7SFG cantonment | Florida pine snake would be the resources would not be adverse.
Resources Section (NRS) indicates there is would limit prescribed fire in the area, and area would still leave 255 acres of same as those for Alternative 1. As
extremely low potential for these clusters to | adjacent clusters may see an increase in foraging habitat, which is above the with Alternative 1, Florida black
become active. Alternative 1 activities are hardwood midstory component which may | managed stability standard and the bears have been killed by cars near
not likely to adversely affect the RCW. decrease the habitat quality over time. Eglin | recovery standard. All criteria would | the proposed project site.
Natural Resources biologists do not believe be above the recovery standards set for | Preventing bears from entering the
Biological An Okaloosa darter stream is located near this to be significant; the RCW is not likely to | the Eglin RCW population. area may result in an ancillary
Resources the proposed MSA expansion area. The be adversely affected. Alternative 3 is not likely to adversely | benefit to the bear, in that bears
(Section 4.12), | darter is susceptible to effects from eroding affect the RCW. Due to overall would be less likely to cross
Cont'd sediments from the construction site. 2B - The Alternative 2B area is not potential for impacts to federally listed | Highway (Hwy) 123 and Hwy 85,
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Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle
1B - Eglin West Gate
1C - North Poquito

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field
2C - Northeast of Duke Field

2D - East of Duke Field
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
West of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
North of Eglin Main

7SFG(A) Cantonment
Alternative 5
DeFuniak Springs

Biological
Resources
(Section 4.12),
Cont’d

not be significant and the RCW is not likely
to be adversely affected. Gopher tortoises
are present and would be relocated prior to
construction to avoid impacts to burrows and
direct physical impacts.

2D - A portion of this site overlaps with an
ONA/SBS, which would likely be affected
due to fire suppression. All of the HQNCs at
the Alternative 2D site are associated with
wetland/riparian areas. Impacts would not
be adverse since there are many more acres
of similar high quality wetland/riparian
areas maintained on other areas of Eglin.
Additionally, it is likely that construction
permits would require buffers around
streams/wetlands and erosion control
measures to lessen potential runoff.

Potential salamander habitat and Alternative
2D overlap by 126 acres. The NRS believes
that Alternative 2D is a poor site for
salamanders, and is not likely to adversely
affect the flatwoods salamander.

2E - An ONA/SBS is adjacent to this site on
the east; this site would likely be affected due
to fire suppression. HQNCs are located to
the north, south, and east; these are
associated with wetland/riparian areas.
Impacts would not be adverse since there are
many more acres of similar high quality
wetland/riparian areas maintained on other
areas of Eglin. Additionally, it is likely that
construction permits would require buffers
around streams/wetlands and erosion
control measures to lessen potential runoff.
The Florida bog frog has been documented in
the northeast corner of the site. Bog frogs are
typically associated with boggy areas
adjacent to streams, so this portion of the site
is not a good area for construction and
impacts to the bog frog are unlikely. A small
area to the east of alternative 2E overlaps
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4

7SFG(A) Cantonment

80K1836, exist within the northern portion
of this area. Any construction plans or other
project activities for this area will take into
account these two archaeological sites. Any
potential adverse effects will be considered
under provisions of the project specific
programmatic agreement (Appendix F),
including subsequent appropriate planning
and implementation of mitigation.

2C - Two prehistoric archaeological sites in
the project area are considered ineligible for
the NRHP, and no other significant historic
structures, historic districts, or historic
cemeteries are located within the Alternative
2C area.

2D - Two prehistoric archaeological sites in
the project area are considered ineligible for
the NRHP, and no other significant historic
structures, historic districts, or historic
cemeteries are located within the Alternative
2D area.

2E - One archeological site has been
identified that is considered potentially

Resource 1B - Eglin West Gate 2C - Northeast of Duke Field West of Duke Field North of Eglin Main De?tlltr‘:ir:lj t;viii S
1C - North Poquito 2D - East of Duke Field pring
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field
with potential flatwoods salamander habitat;
however, the area is minimal and impacts
would not be significant; the flatwoods
Biological salamander is not likely to be adversely
Resources affected.
(Section 4.12),
Cont’d Overall impacts to biological resources
would not be adverse for any of the
Alternative 2 sub-alternatives.
1A - No cultural resources would be 2A - No known cultural resources have been | No resources within this location were | No resources within this location No resources within this location
impacted by the selection of Alternative 1A. | identified to date within the Alternative 2A identified as eligible for listing on the | were identified as eligible for listing | were identified as eligible for listing
area. As a result, no additional work is NRHP, and no historic structures, on the NRHP, and no historic on the NRHP, and no historic
1B - The southern tip of Area 2 of the SAC recommended within the Alternative 2A historic districts, or historic cemeteries | structures, historic districts, or structures, historic districts, or
Alert Historic District is located in the area. are located within this alternative area. | historic cemeteries are located historic cemeteries are located within
northeastern portion of this area; no impacts Therefore, the Air Force does not within this alternative area. this alternative area. Therefore, the
are expected. 2B - No known cultural resources have been | anticipate adverse effects to cultural Therefore, the Air Force does not Air Force does not anticipate adverse
identified to date within the Alternative 2B resources under this alternative. anticipate adverse effects to cultural | effects to cultural resources under
1C - No standing historic structures, historic | area. As a result, no additional work is resources under this alternative. this alternative.
Cultural districts, or historic cemeteries are located recommended within the Alternative 2B
Resources within the Alternative 1C area. Two NRHP- | area.
(Section 4.13) eligible archaeological sites, 8OK1835 and
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-27. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
1A - The Triangle
1B - Eglin West Gate
1C - North Poquito

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
2A - Southeast of Duke Field
2B - Northwest of Duke Field
2C - Northeast of Duke Field

2D - East of Duke Field
2E - Eglin North Near Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
West of Duke Field

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
North of Eglin Main

7SFG(A) Cantonment
Alternative 5
DeFuniak Springs

Cultural
Resources
(Section 4.13),
Cont’d

eligible for the NRHP. Under provisions of
the project-specific programmatic agreement,
this site will be further evaluated and, if
determined significant, considered for
potential adverse effects. Three additional
sites are ineligible to the NRHP. No
additional consideration is required for these
sites.
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-28. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range Configuration
7$FG(A) Range Alterr.latlve.l - East 7SF.G (A) Range Alternative 2._ East 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 - East and 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 - East Side 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 - East
Resource Side and North of Eglin Main Base Side and North-South Corridor West Side Trainin and Near DeFuniak Sorines Trainin Side Trainin
Training Training es 8 pring 8 8
7SFG(A) weapons training would 7SFG(A) weapons training would cause | 7SFG(A) weapons training would cause 7SFG(A) weapons training would cause 7SFG(A) weapons training would
cause increases in small-arms and increases in small-arms and increases in small-arms and increases in small-arms and high-explosive | cause increases in small-arms and
high-explosive munitions noise at and | high-explosive munitions noise near high-explosive munitions noise near munitions noise near range locations. high-explosive munitions noise near
near Eglin Range. Off-range areas range locations. Off-range areas would | range locations. Off-range areas would Off-range areas would not be exposed to range locations. Off-range areas
would not be exposed to small arms not be exposed to noise at greater than not be exposed to noise at greater than 65 | noise at greater than 65 dB DNL. 7SFG(A) would not be exposed to noise at
noise at greater than 65 dB DNL. 65 dB DNL. 7SFG(A) high-explosives dB DNL. 7SFG(A) high-explosives high-explosives munitions training noise greater than 65 dB DNL. 7SFG(A)
7SFG(A) high-explosives munitions munitions training noise would impact munitions training noise would impact would impact the same amount of off-range | high-explosives munitions training
training noise would result in 43 acres | the same amount of off-range acreage at | the same amount of off-range acreage at acreage at greater than 62 dB CDNL that noise would result in 201 acres of
of off-range property being affected greater than 62 dB CDNL that was greater than 62 dB CDNL that was was impacted under Alternative 1. Peak off-range property being affected by
by noise at greater than 62 C-weighted | impacted under Alternative 1. impacted under Alternative 1. small-arms noise levels of greater than 87 noise at greater than 62 dB CDNL,
Decibel Day-Night Average Sound Construction noise would be limited to Construction noise would be limited to PKis(met) would affect 39 off-range acres. whereas 0 off-range acres were
Level (CDNL) whereas 0 off-range relatively ur'lc.leveloped areas Wi_th no relatively undeveloped areas with no However, the affected area would be impacted by this noise level under
acres were impacted by this noise known sensitive receptors. Vehicular known sensitive receptors. Vehicular entirely within the highway I-10 corridor baseline conditions. Construction
level under baseline conditions. operations would be similar in nature to | ;herations would be similar in nature to | and no negative effects affects are expected. | noise would be limited to relatively
Small arms peak noise levels of existing range noise sources and would | qjsting range noise sources and would be | Construction noise would be limited to undeveloped areas with no known
. greater than 87 PK(15)met would not | Pe dispersed over very large areas. dispersed over very large areas. relatively undeveloped areas with no known | sensitive receptors. Vehicular
Noise extend beyond range boundaries and | ¥ehicular noise would not occur at a Vehicular noise would not occur at a sensitive receptors. Vehicular operations operations would be similar in
. Y & . . P P P
(Section 5.2) peak noise levels generated by frequepcy and intensity expected to frequency and intensity that would be would be similar in nature to existing range | nature to existing range noise

high-explosives would be much less cause impacts that would be perceived perceived as adverse. noise sources and would be dispersed over | sources and would be dispersed
intense than the peak noise levels as adverse. very large areas. Vehicular noise would not | over very large areas. Vehicular
currently generated by ongoing occur at a frequency and intensity that noise would not occur at a
training. Construction noise would be would be perceived as adverse. frequency and intensity that would
limited to relatively undeveloped be perceived as adverse.
areas with no known sensitive
receptors. Vehicular operations
would be similar in nature to existing
range noise sources and would be
dispersed over very large areas.
Vehicular noise would not occur at a
frequency and intensity expected to
cause impacts that would be
perceived as adverse.
No adverse impact to military land use would occur from the new firing ranges and SDZs because the primary land use would continue to be for military training, testing, and evaluation. Since the proposed
infiltration/ exfiltration areas would only be used periodically and they are all located on Eglin AFB property, water operations associated with training activities would not result in a permanent change in land use.

Land Use Impacts from the Group 2 Maneuver Area, Ranges, and SDZs would be the same across all alternatives since they would be located in the same area. The Group 2 Maneuver Area, Ranges, and SDZs would result in

(Section 5.3) the conditional closure for public access/recreation of approximately 44,020 acres in Management Units 7, 84, 9, 9A, 9B, 11, 13, and 14. Approximately 9,570 acres in Management Units 11 and 13 would be

permanently closed to public access/recreation. Depending on which alternative is selected, the size of the conditionally closed area could change and as much area as possible would be reopened for recreational
use. The change in land use would not be adverse, since it would be compatible with the existing land uses that surround the area. However, the change may be perceived by the public as an adverse reduction in
the total amount of area open for public access and outdoor recreation within the interstitial area of the Eglin Range. The alternatives would not have any direct impact on any surrounding community land use
outside the Eglin Range. As a displaced action, the Navy EOD activities that presently occur on Test Area (TA) C-52W would be relocated to the proposed Special Operations Forces (SOF) 12 location.
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-28. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range Configuration, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1 - East
Side and North of Eglin Main Base
Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2 - East
Side and North-South Corridor
Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 - East and
West Side Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 - East Side
and Near DeFuniak Springs Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 - East
Side Training

Land Use
(Section 5.3),
Cont’'d

Group 1 Ranges and SDZs would
result in the permanent closure of
approximately 430 acres of
Management Unit 6N (1 percent
decrease) and 5,190 acres of
Management Unit 6S (40 percent
decrease).

Group 1 Ranges and SDZs would result
in the permanent closure of
approximately 1,570 acres of
Management Unit 7 (8 percent decrease),
29 acres of Management Unit 8A (6
percent decrease), 314 acres of
Management Unit 9 (3 percent decrease),
and 1,206 acres of Management Unit 9B
(61 percent decrease).

Group 1 Ranges and SDZs would result in
the permanent closure of approximately
8,630 acres of Management Unit 6N (21
percent decrease). The proposed location
of the Group 1 Ranges and SDZs would
require the 6% Ranger Training Battalion
to modify their current maneuver areas to
the west of Camp Rudder. Additionally,
the public may perceive the loss of use of
Duck Pond and the associated
campground as adverse.

Group 1 Ranges and SDZs would result in
the permanent closure of approximately
5,697 acres of Management Unit 13 (8
percent decrease) and 1,885 acres of
Management Unit 13A (99 percent decrease).

The Group 1 Firing Ranges and
SDZs would be located within the
conditionally closed area associated
with all of the alternatives. The
permanently closed area associated
with the Firing Ranges and SDZs
would impact approximately 351
acres in Management Area 11 (6
percent decrease) and 10,755 acres in
Management Area 13 (14 percent
decrease).

Socioeconomics
(Section 5.4)

Socioeconomic effects on the population, employment, schools, and public services are primarily determined by where the incoming personnel will reside. The location of the ranges would not be a significant
factor in military members’ choice of residence. Additional employment would be generated as a result of the construction activities associated with establishing the ranges in each of the locations. However, the
additional construction employment would be temporary, lasting only until construction is completed. Also, the construction workers hired to complete the range construction would most likely be hired from the
local region, minimizing any additional effects on schools and public services. Additional jobs and incomes may also be created from the long-term operations and maintenance involved in sustaining the ranges,
which could have a beneficial effect on the region. Effects on environmental justice and special risks to children would be minimal, as factors such as noise and safety would not disproportionately affect minorities,
impoverished individuals, or children. Construction noise would be intermittent and temporary. Time-averaged small-arms noise levels greater than 65 dB DNL would not occur beyond Eglin Range boundaries as
a result of 7SFG(A) training. High-explosive munitions noise would exceed 62 dB CDNL in off-range locations comprising 43 acres in the vicinity of Big Hammock Point and Sharon Lake, of which 31 acres are
zoned for residential use. Residents of areas affected by increased high-explosive noise levels may experience annoyance and/or activity interruption from the noise.

Utilities
(Section 5.5)

The Eglin Main Base water system
and Main Base wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) would accommodate
the potable water and wastewater
needs of the 7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges.
Infrastructure would be required at
the ranges for both water and
wastewater. Since Eglin Main Base is
already piped and supplied with
natural gas and electricity and this
location is in close proximity to Eglin
Main Base, this proposed location
would be easily accommodated.

Group 1 Ranges would be sited around
TA C-2, which lacks utilities and would
require potable water wells, a
consumptive use permit (CUP), septic
tanks, and new infrastructure to support
all utilities, including electricity and
natural gas.

Establishing a new WWTP on-site may
be preferable to adding septic tanks.

Group 1 Ranges would be sited in the area
along the northwestern portion of
installation boundary. This area contains
no existing utilities. Potable water wells,
CUPs, septic tanks, and infrastructure
would be required to support all utilities.

Group 1 Ranges would be sited in the
northeastern portion of the installation,
which lacks any utilities with the exception
of electrical distribution lines more than

2 miles away. This area would require
potable water wells with a CUP, septic
tanks, and new infrastructure to support all
utilities, including electricity and natural
gas.

As under 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative
5, the establishment of an approximately
100,000 gallon per day on-site wastewater
treatment system and infrastructure would
be required. This would require permitting
from FDEP.

As in Cantonment Alternative 5,
Choctawhatchee Electric Cooperative, Inc.
(CHELCO) would provide electricity and
Okaloosa Natural Gas would supply gas.
Both anticipate the ability to handle the
increased load.

Group 1 Ranges would be located
near TA C-53. Since there are no
potable water wells in the area, a
new potable water system would
have to be established, or the
existing well at TA C-3 would have
to be expanded. Either option
would require a CUP and PWS
permit.

Since there is no wastewater system
in place in the area, new septic tanks
would be required or a new
wastewater treatment system could
be established, as adding smaller
septic tanks becomes inefficient at a
point.

New infrastructure would be
required to support electricity and
natural gas. Neither would require
quantities that would adversely
impact the supply in Norwest
Florida. Electrical lines at TA C-53
could be tapped and natural gas
lines at TA D-51 could be tapped.
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-28. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range Configuration, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1 - East
Side and North of Eglin Main Base
Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2 - East
Side and North-South Corridor
Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 - East and
West Side Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 - East Side
and Near DeFuniak Springs Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 - East
Side Training

Utilities
(Section 5.5),
Cont’'d

Group 2 Ranges would be the same under all alternatives. Of the areas proposed for the Group 2 Ranges, TAs C-52 and C-72 currently have utilities and supporting infrastructure, with the exception of natural gas.
None of the TAs proposed have natural gas. Some of the electrical distribution lines on C-52 and C-53 may require relocation, depending on the final layout of the proposed ranges.

TA C-53 does not have potable water wells or septic tanks and would therefore require both. A new or amended CUP would also be required. Electrical distribution lines are available near and within TA C-53.

Air Quality
(Section 5.6)

Construction activities and use of munitions, wheeled vehicles, aircraft, and watercraft for training operations would result in carbon monoxide and particulate matter with a diameter of less than or equal to 10
microns (PMo) emissions above the criterion of 250 tons per year (tpy), which equates to an increase of 0.3 and 1.4 percent of the Region of Influence (ROI), respectively. However, this would still be well below the
10 percent criteria established for conformity analysis for the ROI. Adverse impacts to regional air quality are not expected.

Safety
(Section 5.7)

Explosives Safety - Since the types of munitions to be used are the same or similar to the types currently used at Eglin AFB, implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range would not be expected to prevent or significantly
limit the ability of range managers to conduct explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) and range maintenance activities. Safety footprints or surface danger zones (SDZs) would be employed for land-based training
where live ordnance is used. In the case of the proposed live-fire ranges, personnel exclusion zones and appropriate safety buffers would be developed and implemented. Standard safety procedures, such as
closing range gates and blocking all passable trails, would be implemented in all cases to ensure limited public access to affected areas during training activities.

Ground Safety - Eglin AFB has implemented specific procedures for minimizing the risk of fire from range operations; therefore, implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range would not result in heightened ground safety
concerns.

Unexploded Ordnance - Most areas on the Eglin Range have the potential for unexploded ordnance (UXO) contamination. Consultation and coordination with 96 CES/CED would be required prior to
commencement of any activity associated with the development on, or use of, these areas to mitigate any potential adverse impacts from UXO.

Solid Waste
(Section 5.8)

The potential impacts of the 7SFG(A) range configuration include the generation of solid waste from additional personnel, as well as debris from construction and land clearing associated with the development of
the various ranges and support facilities necessary to fulfill the training requirements of the 7SFG(A). Since the construction footprint and operation of the various ranges remain constant across each alternative, the
quantity of solid waste requiring disposal would be the same for Alternatives 1 through 5. Construction activities would generate an estimated total of 13,348 tons of debris for each evaluated alternative. In
addition, it is anticipated that 330,392 tons of land clearing debris would be generated during construction, and 136 tons per year of metallic debris from range operations. The debris associated with land clearing
and range operations is not expected to require disposal. This is due to the assumptions that land clearing wastes will be recycled or burned in place and range debris will either be collected (in the case of large
debris or casing) or remain on the range (in the case of projectiles on small caliber ranges). Therefore, an estimated 3,337 tons per year of debris from construction activities would require disposal in a construction
and demolition (C&D) landfill. For the landfills evaluated, the debris generated during 7SFG(A) Range construction would increase use in Okaloosa County by approximately 4 percent, or by approximately 3
percent in Santa Rosa County. This is not expected to cause landfills to reach capacity or be otherwise adversely affected.

Hazardous
Materials
(Section 5.9)

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) Sites
Group 1 Ranges - There are no ERP sites located in the area surrounding any of the proposed Group 1 Range locations. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated based on construction or activities associated with the
7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges.

Group 2 Ranges - To the extent practicable, all ERP sites would be avoided during construction and ground-disturbing activities. Construction would avoid sites DP-09 and S5-25, since LUCs are in place at these
two sites. All other sites in the vicinity are classified as NFA and thus would not be adversely impacted by construction of Group 2 Ranges. Regardless, Environmental Management Restoration (EMR) would be
consulted prior to beginning construction.

Ground Maneuvering - Although ground maneuvering operations would take place throughout the range, only Area of Concern (AOC)-97 is located within the potential designated ground maneuvering area.
This site has been designated “No Further Action” (NFA). Due to the lack of ERP sites in the designated areas and the non-invasive nature of ground maneuvering activities, no impacts are expected.

Munitions Related Wastes - Munition fragments and residues would be generated as a result of training missions. Releases to the environment from munitions utilized in proficiency and qualification training
require reporting to the United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) under the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) program. Eglin
AFB has developed procedures to comply with TRI reporting requirements and would track ordnance use associated with the proposed alternatives. Metallic releases to the environment from training would
increase over current quantities, especially in the case of antimony, copper, and lead. This increase would be primarily associated with the 7SFG(A) Range Alternatives. Compared to baseline levels, the public may
perceive the increase in the quantity of chemicals released as an adverse impact from hazardous materials.
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-28. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range Configuration, Cont’d

Resource

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1 - East
Side and North of Eglin Main Base
Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2 - East
Side and North-South Corridor
Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 - East and
West Side Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 - East Side
and Near DeFuniak Springs Training

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 - East
Side Training

Physical
Resources
(Section 5.10)

Soils - Under Alternatives 1 and 2, land clearing associated with construction of
firing ranges would potentially impact soil. Exposed soil would be susceptible to
erosion from wind, water, and military maneuvering. Modeling (see Water
analysis below) indicates the likelihood of waterborne erosion and transport of
soil is low due to its permeable characteristics. Impacts would not be adverse.
Additionally, this construction action requires the development of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The plan would identify best management
practices (BMPs) to ensure minimal adverse impacts from soil erosion. Over time
Alternatives 1 and 2 7SFG(A) range soils would contain high levels of copper and
lead from small arms projectiles. The lead and copper levels expected in range
soils would pose a potential ecological risk based on exceedance of USEPA

ecological soil benchmarks.

Alternative 1 small arms ranges are located within

0.25 mile from creeks and streams. Thus, there is a risk that Alternative 1 small
arms ranges would leach into groundwater and eventually reach surface waters.
The potential for surface water impacts from Alternative 2 is low, as there are no
surface waters within 0.25 mile of the proposed small arms range sites.

Soils - The public may perceive adverse
soil erosion impacts from Alternative 3.
Soil characteristics at this site are not as
permeable as those at Alternative 1 and 2
and the terrain is more steeply sloped.
Erosion control measures would have
limited effectiveness at the steeply sloped
areas. The amount of lead and copper
expended at small arms ranges would
likely exceed USEPA ecological soil
benchmarks. Range sites SOF 1 and SOF
1a are located within 0.25 mile of a surface
water. The risk of lead and copper
transport is highest for these locations.
Other Alternative 3 small arms ranges
would be located further than 0.25 mile
from surface waters and pose minimal
risk of lead or copper contamination.

Soils - Potential impacts to soils under
Alternative 4 are expected to be the same as
those discussed under Alternatives 1 and 2.
Alternative 4 small arms range expenditures
would result in elevated levels of lead and
copper in range soils. These levels would
likely exceed USEPA criteria for soil. Lead in
soils would potential leach into
groundwater, eventually posing a risk to
surface waters.

Soils - Potential impacts to soils
under Alternative 5 are expected to
be the same as those discussed
under Alternatives 1 and 2. There is
a potential for Alternative 5 to cause
elevated levels of lead and copper in
range soils. These metals would be
available for downward vertical
transport into groundwater. Small
arms ranges SOF 1, SOF 1a and SOF
4 are located within 0.25 mile of a
surface water and therefore pose a
risk of lead contamination.
Remaining small arms ranges for
this alternative have little potential
to affect surface waters.

Water - Stormwater model results indicated a low potential for sediment and soil transport into surface waters from areas disturbed by construction. Potential impacts would result from training operations and/ or
equipment movement off of paved roads. Implementation would include efforts to avoid wetlands, prevent erosion and subsequent sedimentation in streams, and clean up range debris (i.e. shell casings, etc.),
obtaining all applicable permits, and developing a mandatory comprehensive stormwater, erosion, and sedimentation control plan. Consequently, adverse impacts to water resources are not expected.

Biological
Resources
(Section 5.11)

No SOF land clearing or construction
would occur in SBSs, ONAs, or RCW
foraging habitat. Clearing in an
ONA /SBS may occur for the south
drop zone (DZ)/LZ. Clearing may
occur near Okaloosa darter streams,
potentially resulting in increased
sedimentation. Water operations and
air operations would not result in any
major increase in shoreline small boat
landings or air traffic over what
currently occurs as part of normal
Eglin operations. Direct impacts to
sensitive species as the result of
munitions/ pyrotechnics use are
unlikely; however, some increased

Impacts for Alternative 2 are the same as
those described for Alternative 1, with
the exception of the location of the
Group 1 Ranges, two of which would be
located in an ONA/SBS. Land clearing
and wildfires may degrade these
habitats. Otherwise, impacts are the
same, just at different locations in some
instances.

Impacts for Alternative 3 are the same as
those described for Alternative 1, with the
exception of increased impacts to RCWs
due to the location of the Group 1 SOF
ranges and SOF8 near Camp Rudder.
Otherwise, impacts are the same, just at
different locations in some instances.
RCW foraging habitat would be removed
and fire suppression may lead to the
degradation of the surrounding foraging
habitat. A direct impact to a bird is
unlikely; however, indirect impacts to
RCWs could occur from the physical
presence of personnel and firing within
foraging habitat. Indirect impacts could
include changes in nesting behavior,

Because no sensitive species have been
documented in the Alternative 4 area, the
location of the Group 1 SOF in the northwest
portion of Eglin would reduce potential
impacts to all sensitive species compared to
the other alternatives. Impacts for
Alternative 4 with Group 2 Ranges,
interstitial areas, and boat landing areas are
the same as those described for Alternative
1.

The types of potential impacts from
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5
activities would be the same as
those for Alternative 1, but would
occur in the Test Area (TA) C-53
area. Alternative 5 Group 1 Range
activities would increase the
potential for impacts from land
clearing/construction and
munitions/ pyrotechnics use (i.e.,
sedimentation, chemical impacts) to
the Okaloosa darter and potential
flatwoods salamander habitat in the
TA C-53 area. However, in locations
where construction appears to
impact streams, the final surveys
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-28. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the 7SFG(A) Range Configuration, Cont’d

7$FG(A) Range Alterr.latlve.l - East 7SF.G (A) Range Alternative 2._ East 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 - East and 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 - East Side 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 - East
Resource Side and North of Eglin Main Base Side and North-South Corridor West Side Trainin and Near DeFuniak Sorines Trainin Side Trainin
Training Training es 8 pring 8 8
risk of wildfire and chemical impacts changes in feeding, and long-term and design layouts would be
would result. Impacts to sensitive alterations to the habitat. Even with 11.2 implemented so that riparian areas
habitats from dispersed ground acres removed from both clusters, only a would not be impacted. The areas
maneuvering would not be adverse; small fraction (2.9 acres from cluster 102F potentially impacted have a very
however, ground maneuvers may and 1 acre from cluster 101B) are optimal low likelihood of actually
affect sensitive species such as sea habitat. The remaining 581 acres of supporting flatwoods salamander
L turtles, RCWs, flatwoods foraging habitat would be above the populations. Thus, Alternative 5
Biological salamanders, indigo snakes, and managed stability standard and the Group 1 Ranges are not likely to
Res.ources Okaloosa darters from noise, direct recovery standard. Alternative 3 is not adversely affect the Okaloosa darter
(Section ,5'11)’ impacts, and habitat alteration. likely to adversely affect the RCW. Due to or flatwoods salamander, and
Cont'd Jeopardy to the populations of these overall potential for impacts to federally impacts would not be adverse.
species would not occur. Therefore, listed species, an Endangered Species Act
the impacts would not be adverse. (ESA) Section 7 consultation has been
7SFG(A) ranges were sited to conducted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
minimize the potential that projectiles Service (USFWS) (Appendix H, Biological
would be deposited in riparian zones, Resources).
streams, and other sensitive areas.
NRHP eligibility testing of 13 sites or | Impacts for Alternative 2 cultural Impacts for Alternative 3 cultural Impacts for Alternative 4 cultural resources | Impacts for Alternative 5 cultural
avoidance would be required as a resources are the same as those resources are the same as those described | are the same as those described for resources are the same as those
result of this alternative. Historic described for Alternative 1. for Alternative 1. Alternative 1. described for Alternative 1.
Cold War structures (8WL1523)
identified within SOF 10 would
require protection or mitigation in
consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) as per
Eglin’s project-specific programmatic
Cultural agreemgnt r.egarding historic
Resources propertles, if impacts .cannot be
(Section 5.12) avoided (see Appe.ndlx F, C'ultuml
Resources, for details on project
specific programmatic agreement).
Coordination with the SHPO would
be required to comply with Section
106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and
to identify measures that must be
taken to avoid impacting sites of
cultural and archaeological
significance.
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Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-29. Potential Impacts From the Implementation of the JSF IJTS Cantonment

Resource JSF IJTS Alternative 1 - 33rd Fighter Wing (33 FW) Area | JSF IJTS Alternative 2 - East Side of Eglin Runway
. Construction Noise - Implementation of either alternative would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the vicinity of the project area during construction, demolition, and renovation. The areas in which the
Noise . . . . . . . . . . . .
(Section 6.2) prOJeC’Fs are proposed to occur are frequently subjected to high leyels- of aircraft noise. Furthermo.re, construction pro]gcts are common at Eglin AFB. Noise would last only for the duration of the projects and is expected
to be limited to normal working hours (7 AM - 5 PM). Overall, noise impacts are expected to be minor and temporary in nature.
Land Use Under Alternatives 1 and 2, only a few minor changes to current land use may occur from the construction of new facilities and modification of existing facilities. There would be no change to the existing land use for the
(Section 6.3) munitions storage area. The proposed activities would be compatible with the existing land use patterns in the surrounding area and no off-base land use impacts would occur.
The establishment of the JSF IJTS would involve the addition of 2,326 personnel to Eglin AFB, including pilot instructors, maintainer instructors, civil service personnel, government contractors, and students. The total
number of people, including military dependents entering the area as a result of the JSF IJTS would be 4,885. However, the drawdown of the 33 FW and the drawdown from President’s 2007 Budget would result in a
decrease of 7,004 personnel in the ROI. Therefore, the total net change in population in the ROI from actions related to the JSF and the 33 FW would be an increase of only 468 personnel, an increase of approximately 0.12
percent. The net increase in the number of students in the ROI school districts would be 346 students, an increase in the ROI student population of 0.56 percent. The combination of the JSF and the personnel drawdowns
would result in a net decrease in school district revenues of approximately $2.5 million as well as a corresponding decrease in school district expenditures. The JSF IJTS realignment would inject approximately $286
Socioeconomics | million in annual permanent spending into the ROI, as well as generate approximately $212.4 million in income. A total of 3,648 permanent jobs would be created, including the incoming military personnel and civilian
(Section 6.4) personnel, as well as other full-time, part-time, and seasonal employment. By combining the net effect of the 33 FW drawdown and the drawdown from President’s 2007 Budget, the net increase in permanent annual
spending would be $15.9 million and the creation of 226 permanent jobs. It is not expected that the demand for services such as law enforcement, fire protection, and medical services would vary widely from the current
level of service being provided. The direct effects of the construction spending involved in establishing the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB would support approximately 551 jobs per year over the term of the construction, for a
total of 3,859 jobs. Construction activities, as well as the personnel realignment associated with the actions involving the location of the JSF IJTS, would not disproportionately impact minority or low-income communities
of concern. Analysis for JSF IJTS Alternatives 1 and 2, discussed in Sections 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.2.2 (Noise), 6.8.1.2 and 6.8.2.2 (Safety), and 6.10.1.2 and 6.10.2.2 (Hazardous Materials), found that no adverse impacts related to
these environmental issues would occur under any of the alternatives.
The results of the analysis indicate that Alternative 1 is The results of the analysis indicate that Alternative 2 is projected to adversely impact eight roadway segments, including portions of Barrancas Avenue, SR
Transportation projected to adversely impact six roadway segments, 20, SR 30 (US 98), SR 85, SR 123, SR 189, SR 393 (Mary Esther Boulevard), and SR 397. On-base impacts resulting from JSF IJTS Alternative 2 (located east of
(Section 6.5) including portions of SR 85, SR 123, and SR 189. The total the Eglin Runway) would likely require some improvement to Barrancas Avenue, Choctawhatchee Road, and Daytona Road if the JSF IJTS has access from
number of roadway segments projected to be deficient in these facilities as conceptualized. The total number of roadway segments projected to be deficient in Alternative 2 is 18.
Alternative 1is 17.
An increase in potable water usage would occur, but usage | An increase in potable water usage would occur, but usage would still be within permitted limits for the Eglin Main Base Water System. Wastewater flow
would still be within permitted limits for the Housing Area | would increase, but the additional input to the Main Base WWTP would be well within permitted levels. Industrial water usage would increase as well, with
Water System. Although the wastewater flow would the construction of two freshwater rinses and an aircraft wash rack, and Eglin AFB may be required to draw from the Sand and Gravel Aquifer to reduce
increase, the input to the Plew Heights wastewater strain on the Floridan Aquifer.
treatment plant (WWTP) would still be well below
permitted levels. Industrial water usage would increase as | According to Gulf Power and Okaloosa Natural Gas, the estimated increase in electrical and natural gas supply to support the proposed JSF IJTS for
well, with the construction of two freshwater rinses and an | Alternative 2 can be accommodated without adverse impact to the electrical or natural gas supply in Northwest Florida. Analysis and discussion of the
aircraft wash rack. Eglin AFB may be required to draw electrical and natural gas infrastructure is the same for this alternative as that discussed in Alternative 1.
from the Sand and Gravel Aquifer to reduce strain on the
Floridan Aquifer. The two connected actions associated with this alternative would not impact utilities on Eglin Main Base since the overall number of personnel would not
change. Slight changes to utilities infrastructure might have to be made to accommodate the relocations, but it would not be adverse.
According to Gulf Power and Okaloosa Natural Gas, the
. estimated increase in electrical and natural gas supply to
Ut1-11t1es support the proposed JSF IJTS for Alternative 1 can be
(Section 6.6) accommodated without adverse impact to the electrical or
natural gas supply in Northwest Florida. Overall, the
existing electrical and natural gas infrastructure on Eglin
Main Base would support Alternative 1 for the JSF IJTS.
Additional infrastructure may need to be added or existing
infrastructure slightly modified to accommodate certain
aspects of the JSF IJTS.
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Table 2-29. Potential Impacts From the Implementation of the JSF IJTS Cantonment, Cont’d

Resource JSFIJTS Alternative 1 - 33rd Fighter Wing (33 FW) Area | JSEIJTS Alternative 2 - East Side of Eglin Runway
Air Quality ?ndivic‘lual pollutant en.lission.s from construction and personnel a‘ctivities associatéd .with the project would not exceed 10 pe‘rcer‘lt of the total ROI emissions for each correspondir.lg p(?llutant, Flespite a.tempqrary ir‘lcr.ease
(Section 6.7) in particulate matter with a diameter of less than or equal to 10 microns (PMig) emissions above the 250 tons per year (tpy) criteria (418.47 tpy and 1.36 percent of the ROI). The slight increase in local air quality emissions
would be temporary. Small increases in vehicular emissions from daily commutes and increases in public traffic are not expected to adversely impact overall air quality.
Explosives Safety - Facilities for ordnance storage would be constructed at the existing munitions storage area (MSA) and designed and fully licensed for the ordnance they store. Additionally, Eglin AFB would develop
and implement appropriate Explosive Safety Quantity Distances (ESQDs) to mitigate potential hazards associated with the storage of munitions at these locations. No adverse impacts to explosive safety from
Safety implementation of the JTF IJTS are anticipated.
(Section 6.8)
Ground Safety - No unusual ground safety risks would be expected from ground operations or demolition/construction activities as current operational processes and procedures, as well as standard industrial safety
standards would be followed.
The increase in population at Eglin AFB (4,885 persons) The solid waste generated from the population increase under Alternative 2 is the same as discussed under Alternative 1.
would result in an increase in the generation of municipal
solid waste. Based on average per-person solid waste
generation estimates, the additional solid waste generated
would be approximately 4,012 tons, a net increase of about
2 percent in Okaloosa County. This is not considered an
adverse impact to the waste generation rate within the ROI
or to the existing disposal capacity at area landfills.
In addition to municipal solid waste, metallic debris would | Aircraft maintenance activities under Alternative 2 would be the same as discussed under Alternative 1.
be generated from routine aircraft maintenance operations.
It is estimated that approximately 18 tons of metallic The development of the cantonment area under Alternative 2 would require the demolition or renovation of an additional 1,000,000 square feet of existing
debris would be generated from aircraft servicing on an structures. This additional activity substantially increases the quantity of construction and demolition (C&D) waste generated during the construction of
annual basis. This material is anticipated to be recycled cantonment facilities. The estimated quantities of wastes associated with the construction of new facilities and the demolition or renovation of existing
and would not impact available landfill capacity within structures is approximately 106,919 tons per year during construction. For the landfills evaluated, the debris generated during JSF IJTS construction would
the ROL. increase landfill use in Okaloosa County by approximately 135 percent or by approximately 103 percent in Santa Rosa County over the 3-year period. By
utilizing the available landfills for disposal, it is anticipated that the overall impact to any single landfill could result in an annual increase in debris to be
Soli The development of the cantonment area would result in disposed by approximately 30 to 50 percent during the years construction was ongoing. Existing landfills available for use currently have a life expectancy of
olid Waste - . . . . . L . .2 . . . . .
(Section 6.9) the gene.r.afaon of wastes assgc.lated with the. constru§t1c.)n of betx./v.een 18 and 30 years (remal‘nmg capaCIty)‘. Because of this ex1.st1ng capacity, the rise in debris for disposal during the three-year construction phase is not
new facilities and the demolition or renovation of existing | anticipated to have an adverse impact on available landfill capacity over the long term.
structures at a rate of approximately 79,106 tons per year
during construction. For the landfills evaluated, the debris
generated during JSF IJTS construction would increase
landfill use in Okaloosa County by approximately
100 percent or by approximately 76 percent in Santa Rosa
County over the three-year period. By utilizing the
available landfills for disposal, it is anticipated that the
overall impact to any single landfill could result in an
annual increase in debris to be disposed by approximately
20 percent to 30 percent during the years construction was
ongoing. Further, current analysis indicates that landfills
within the area have a life expectancy of 18 to 30 years.
Because of the existing capacity, the rise in debris for
disposal during the three-year construction phase is not
anticipated to have an adverse impact on available landfill
capacity within the ROL
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Table 2-29. Potential Impacts From the Implementation of the JSF IJTS Cantonment, Cont’d
Resource JSFIJTS Alternative 1 - 33rd Fighter Wing (33 FW) Area | JSFIJTS Alternative 2 - East Side of Eglin Runway
Hazardous Materials Management - No adverse impacts related to hazardous materials are anticipated from implementation of the JSF IJTS alternatives.

Hazardous Waste Management - Hazardous and non-hazardous wastes would be generated as a result of maintenance functions associated with new aircraft on the base. Eglin AFB would establish new initial
accumulation points (IAPs) at generation locations, and personnel managing these locations would be properly trained in waste management. Management of hazardous wastes would be performed according to
prescribed procedures already in place. Thus, no change to permits, hazardous waste generator status, or management procedures would be required and no adverse environmental impacts are anticipated.

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) Sites - Development on or near any ERP sites on Eglin AFB resulting from implementation of the JSF IJTS would be coordinated with the Eglin Environmental Office, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and other relevant stakeholders, as required. No adverse impacts related to ERP issues are anticipated from

P;Z::g:;ls s implementation of the alternatives. Specific sites with ongoing remediation activities would be avoided in construction (ST-75/ST-67, SS-274, LF-03, OT-35, ST-54).

(Section 6.10) Asbestos - Asbestos debris may be generated as a result of proposed building renovation/demolition activities. Proper disposal of asbestos wastes would be conducted as directed by the National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 61.40 through 157). Implementation of management requirements including training and certification of contractors and transport and
disposal documentation records would mitigate any adverse impacts resulting from asbestos-containing materials (ACM).

Lead-Based Paint (LBP) - LBP debris may be generated as a result of proposed building renovation/demolition activities. Demolition/renovation of structures known to contain LBP would be conducted in accordance
with applicable regulations. Proper disposal of lead-containing wastes would also be conducted in accordance with state and federal regulations, including the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) and the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). Further, these wastes would be accompanied by a waste manifest and disposed at a state-approved facility. The appropriate management of LBP is not expected to create
adverse impacts.
Although 100 acres and 89 acres of ground disturbance would result from Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 activities, neither would have an adverse impact on soils. Construction, demolition, and renovation would have
little potential to affect soils and create conditions that could result in serious erosion episodes. Most of the area in the JSF IJTS Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites are Urban Land and covered with pavement, cement, or
Physical existing buildings. The soils within the Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 area that are not currently developed have relatively limited erodibility, and the natural terrain is generally flat.
Resources

(Section 6.11 | Additionally, a stormwater management system (i.e., pond, swale) to provide on-site treatment of stormwater would likely be a permit requirement. On-site storage of stormwater would prevent direct discharge of
stormwater runoff to any surface waters, thereby reducing potentially adverse impacts to water quality. Implementation of a Stormwater, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control Plan, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), and construction BMPs, as required by FDEP regulations, would serve to alleviate stormwater sedimentation runoff.

The project areas for Alternatives 1 and 2 are predominately urban/landscaped and located adjacent to the flight line, with little wildlife value or sensitive habitats. Therefore, no adverse impacts would occur to flora,
fauna, sensitive habitats, or sensitive species from either alternative.

Biological The Okaloosa darter stream north of the proposed JSF MSA expansion area (Toms Creek) may be affected by sedimentation and runoff from the construction activities at the MSA. It is approximately 700 feet from the
Resources . ) . R . . . . . .
(Section 6.12) proposed MSA expansion area to Toms Creek, with at least a portion of this being vegetated. To reduce potential runoff issues, erosion control measures such as silt fencing would be used near Toms Creek. Eglin
Natural Resources biologists indicate there is extremely low potential for a cluster of 16 inactive red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) trees located within the area to become active, and a letter from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicates that any future developments impacting RCW inactive trees on Eglin AFB Main Base are not likely to adversely affect the RCW. The JSF IJTS is not likely to adversely affect the RCW or
Okaloosa darter, and overall impacts to biological resources would not be adverse.
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Potential Impacts From the Implementation of the JSF IJTS Cantonment, Cont’d

Resource JSFIJTS Alternative 1 - 33rd Fighter Wing (33 FW) Area JSFIJTS Alternative 2 - East Side of Eglin Runway
No NRHP-eligible archaeological sites are located within No NRHP-eligible archaeological sites are located within the Alternative 2 area. Eglin’s Cultural Resources Branch, in consultation with the SHPO,
the Alternative 1 area. Eglin’s Cultural Resources Branch, | determined that no additional archaeological survey is required for this alternative area.
in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), determined that no additional archaeological Adverse effects to cultural resources may include the planned demolition or renovation of contributing resources within the Eglin Field National Historic
survey is required for this area. District and SAC Alert Historic District. Potential adverse effects to cultural resources would include the planned demolition of two structures within the
Eglin Field Historic District (buildings 238 and 246), and the potential renovation of one other structure within the SAC Alert District (building 1285).
Potential adverse effects to cultural resources would
include the planned demolition of five structures Because these buildings are part of districts evaluated as eligible for nomination to the NRHP, or are already listed, a mitigation of these resources would be
Cultural (buildings 1339, 1343, 1345, 1352, and 1353), and the performed for all affected facilities after consultation with the SHPO, as per Eglin’s existing programmatic agreement regarding Historic and Archeological
Resources potential renovation of seven other structures within the Resources.
(Section 6.13) Strategic Air Command (SAC) Alert Historic District

(buildings 1285, 1315, 1318, 1321, 1326, 1328, and 1344).
The SAC Alert Historic District was previously evaluated
as eligible for the NRHP. After consultation with the SHPO
as per Eglin’s project-specific programmatic agreement
regarding historic properties, if impacts cannot be avoided
(see Appendix F for details on project specific
programmatic agreement), a mitigation of these resources
would need to be performed for all affected facilities.
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Table 2-30. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the JSF Flight Training

Resource JSF Training Alternative 1 JSF Training Alternative 2
There would be an estimated annual increase in operations of approximately 85 percent for all of the alternatives, which would increase the workload of air traffic controllers. Flight safety impacts associated with operational
Aj activity of the aircraft are not anticipated. All alternatives would impact aircraft ground delays at Duke Field, Eglin Main Base, and Choctaw Field to varying degrees. None of these delays would be adverse.
irspace
(Section 7.2)
Eglin/Duke - Eglin AFB and Duke Field are considered as a single noise environment because noise contours | Eglin/Duke - Estimated off-base population exposed to aircraft noise levels of 65 dB DNL or greater would
are continuous between the two installations under certain alternatives. Estimated off-base population increase from 2,113 to 11,156, an increase of 9,043. The estimated population affected by greater than 75 dB
exposed to aircraft noise levels of 65 dB DNL or greater would increase from 2,113 to 6,757 (increase of 4,644). | DNL would increase from 142 to 2,721 (increase of 2,579). Two hospitals would be impacted at greater than
The estimated off-installation population affected by greater than 75 dB DNL would increase from 142 to 65 dB DNL, whereas no hospitals and two schools were impacted at this noise level under baseline conditions.
2,174 (increase of 2,032) Two hospitals would be impacted at greater than 65 dB DNL, whereas no hospitals A potential for hearing damage exists for the most hlghly exposed individuals within Eglin's on-base
and two schools were impacted at this noise level under baseline conditions. A potential for hearing damage population and off-base population.
exists for the most highly exposed individuals within Eglin’s on-base population and off-base population.
Choctaw Field - Estimated off-base population exposed to aircraft noise levels of 65 dB DNL or greater would
Choctaw Field - Estimated off-base population exposed to aircraft noise levels of 65 dB DNL or greater would | jncrease from zero to six. No off-base residents would be affected at greater than 75 dB DNL under baseline or
increase from O. to 114. No off-.base residents would be affe?ted at greater than 75 dB DNL under baseline or proposed conditions. No hospitals would be affected by noise at greater than 65 dB DNL under proposed or
Noise propgsed con.d}tlons. No hospitals would be affected by noise at greater than 65 dB DNL under proposed or baseline conditions.
. baseline conditions.
(Section 7.3)
. . ) SUA - JSF training in SUA and resulting noise impacts would be the same under Alternative 2 as they would
Special Use Airspace (SUA) - Average noise levels under SUA and MTRs proposed to be used by the JSF be under Alternative 1.
would change <45 - 65 dB DNLy, to 41 - 75 dB DNLy,,. Several small towns and many rural residents would
be affected by increased noise as a result of traiing on MTRs and ,SUAS‘ Training on MTRs WO_UId yleld, an Munitions Use - JSF air-to-ground high-explosives munitions training would be the same under Alternative 2
increase from < 45 dB DNLu, to 76 dB DNLm:. Sonic booms experienced beneath W-151 would increase in as the 1d be under Alternative 1. 1 ¢ 1d be the sam. nder Alternative 1
, o . , y would be under Alternative 1. Impacts would be the same as unde ernative 1.
frequency but typical boom overpressure would remain similar to those experienced under baseline
conditions.
Munitions Use - JSF munitions use would increase average noise levels near targets, but would not cause any
increase in off-range areas impacted by noise levels of greater than 62 dB C-weighted Decibel Day-Night
Average Sound Level (CDNL).
JSF flight training would produce noise levels above the current baseline, which could have adverse Approximately 46,345 acres Eglin Main Base and the Eglin interstitial areas would be exposed to noise levels
compatibility impacts for certain land uses at Eglin Main, Duke Field, and affected off-base areas. greater than 65 dB DNL. The affected areas and impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.
Impacts at Duke Field would also be similar to those described for Alternative 1 Noise exposures at Choctaw
Approximately 43,213 acres on Eglin Main Base and the Eglin interstitial areas would be exposed to noise Field would also be similar to those described for Alternative 1 and would not have any adverse impacts on
levels greater than 65 dB DNL. The entire developed area of Duke Field would experience increased noise existing on-base land use compatibility.
exposure of greater than 75 dB DNL, and the unaccompanied housing area at Duke Field would potentially be
exposed to noise levels of 85 dB DNL. Approximately 5,008 acres of off-base land near Eglin Main Base would be exposed to noise levels greater than
65 dB DNL. No off-base land north of Duke Field would be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB DNL.
Lan‘d Use Approximately 3,405 acres of community land near Eglin Main Base would be exposed to noise levels greater
(Section 7.4) than 65 dB DNL. Noise impacts on the surrounding communities would be greatest northeast of Eglin Main Of the total off-base area exposed in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base, approximately 931 acres would be
Base in Valparaiso and Niceville. Other impacted areas include unincorporated areas of Okaloosa County, exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB DNL.
part of Shalimar, the eastern end of Okaloosa Island, a portion of Destin, property located just east of Destin
near the Mid-Bay Bridge, and the area southeast of Crestview around the Shoal River. Using Choctaw Field for JSF flight training would expose a total of approximately 2,296 acres of off-base
] o ) property to noise levels greater than 65 dB DNL. Approximately 592 acres of off-base property would be
Perceived adverse. land use Cor'n.patlblpty impacts from noise exposures E.lbOVG‘ 7\’.3 dB DNL would be greatest exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB DNL. All the affected property is categorized as
for land uses that include sensitive noise receptors (e.g., residences, public buildings, schools, churches, and open/agricultural/low-density land use. No adverse impacts on the existing land use compatibility would
certain recreational uses). Noise exposures above 75 dB DNL could adversely impact most uses in the OCCUT.
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Table 2-30. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the JSF Flight Training, Cont’d

Resource JSF Training Alternative 1 JSF Training Alternative 2
public/quasi-public category and some uses within the commercial category unless noise level reduction
measures are included in the design and construction of buildings. Most uses in the industrial and JSF training in SUA and potential land use compatibility impacts resulting from increased noise would be the
open/agricultural /low density categories are compatible without restrictions. Impacts from noise exposures same under Alternative 2 as they would be under Alternative 1.
above 75 dB DNL would be greatest for land uses that include sensitive noise receptors (e.g., residences,
public buildings, schools, churches, and certain recreational uses). Noise exposures above 75 dB DNL could
adversely impact most uses in the public/quasi-public category and some uses within the commercial
category unless noise level reduction measures are included in the design and construction of buildings. Most
Land Use uses in the industrial and open/agricultural/low density categories are compatible without restrictions.
(Sectlon’ 7.4), Of the total off-base area exposed in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base and Duke Field, approximately 782 acres
Cont’d would be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB DNL.

No adverse land use compatibility impacts would occur off-base in the vicinity of Duke Field and Choctaw
Field because of the type of land use that would be affected.
Average noise levels under Special Use Airspace (SUA) and MTRs proposed to be used by the JSF would
increase over baseline levels. Perceived adverse land use compatibility impacts could occur especially for
affected residential areas.
Demographic analysis of census data indicates that of the areas impacted by noise levels of greater than 65 dB | Training activities under JSF Flight Training Alternative 2 would increase the number of people potentially
DNL in the vicinity of the airfields minority and/or low-income populations do not represent a affected by aircraft noise levels of 65 dB DNL and greater by 428 percent. This increased area would result in
disproportionately high percentage of the affected population as compared to the community of comparison approximately 9,048 additional people within the high noise level area as compared to the existing conditions
established in Section 3.4 There are two MTRs proposed for use in JSF flight training, VR-1082 and VR-1085, | for a total of 11,161 affected persons. Of the affected population, 1,458 persons (13 percent) would be minority,
where JSF training would increase noise levels. The MTRs overfly 10 counties in Florida and Alabama. Of the | and 1,032 persons (9 percent) would be low-income. The minority populations identified under the noise level
10 counties, the population under the MTRs by census tracts in three of the counties have minority and/or contours in the vicinity of the airfields are not disproportionate to the overall communities of comparison as
low income populations that are disproportionate to the respective populations in the county overall. All discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4, Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice). Low-income populations
three counties (Clarke, Monroe, and Wilcox) are located in Alabama. In total, beneath the MTRs, 21,323 under the noise contours are disproportionate to the overall communities and are subject to an adverse impact
persons could potentially be affected by noise levels of between 57 and 76 dB DNL. Of the total population to from the aircraft noise levels. Aircraft noise impacts in areas underlying the special use airspace is the same as
be affected, over 18,000 would be minority and/or low income persons and over 5,000 would be persons those impacts described under JSF Flight Training Alternative 1, as the training operations conducted in those

Socioeconomics | under the age of 18. Aircraft sortie-operations on the MTRs would continue to be relatively infrequent (less airspace segments would be the same in both alternatives. Addie R. Lewis Middle School would be subject to

(Section 7.5) than two per day). However, individual overflights could be alarming to people overflown and would be 70 dB DNL noise levels, while Cherokee and Valparaiso Elementary Schools would be subject to 75 dB DNL

expected to cause significant annoyance to between 6 and 40 percent of the population affected (Section 7.3,
Noise). The area underneath the Eglin MOA is also a fairly rural area. However, homes would be overflown,
potentially alarming people and animals. An estimated 8,776 people could be affected by the increased noise
levels. Approximately 7 percent of the affected population would be minorities, and 16 percent would be low-
income populations. In Santa Rosa County, the area that underlies Eglin MOA A East has a low-income
population that is disproportionate to the low-income population in the county. The noise levels in the MOA
would increase under the proposed JSF flight training from a current noise level of less than 45 dB DNL to
noise levels between 49 and 61 dB DNL. This increase in the level of noise would be expected to cause
significant annoyance to residents, as well as recreational users, such as hunters. Of the population affected
by operations in the Eglin MOA, it is expected that 1 to 7 percent would be highly annoyed (Section 7.3,

noise levels. Oak Hill Elementary School could be affected by noise levels of 80 dB DNL and greater. The
Child Care Network, Inc. daycare and Miss Karen’s Home Daycare would be subject to noise levels of 75 dB
DNL. Under the existing conditions, Valparaiso Elementary School, Oak Hill Elementary School, the Child
Care Network, Inc., and Miss Karen’s Home Daycare previously have been subject to noise levels of 65

dB DNL. The potential for impacts associated with noise levels in the MTRs, Eglin MOA, and restricted
airspace are analyzed in JSF Flight Training Alternative 1.
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Table 2-30. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the JSF Flight Training, Cont’d

Resource

JSF Training Alternative 1 JSF Training Alternative 2

Socioeconomics
(Section 7.5),
Cont'd

Noise). Noise levels in the Tyndall MOA would increase from JSF operations from less than 45 dB DNL to 64
dB DNL. Approximately 46,300 people could be affected by the increased noise levels, of which 18 percent
(8,300) would be minorities and 19 percent (8,700) would be low-income persons. Tyndall MOA C, D, F, and
H overlie portions of Bay, Calhoun, Franklin, and Gulf Counties that have minority and/or low-income
populations that are disproportionate to the respective overall populations for each county. The increase in
the noise levels and the disproportionate effect on minorities and low-income persons would be expected to
cause annoyance to residents such that approximately 11 percent of the affected population would be
annoyed. There is also restricted airspace over the Eglin Reservation and the beachside communities in
Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and Walton Counties as well as portions of Washington and Bay Counties. These areas
are designated as R-2914, R-2915, and R-2919. As many of the larger communities in these counties are
located on the beaches underlying the restricted airspace, the estimated population affected would be nearly
60,750, of which 17 percent would be minority populations and 10 percent would be low-income populations.
Under R-2914A, a portion of Washington County has low-income populations disproportionate to the county
overall, and in Okaloosa and Santa Rosa counties, R-2915A and R2915B overlie areas that have
disproportionate minority and/or low-income populations. Underneath these restricted airspaces, noise
levels are expected to increase from less than 45 dB DNL up to a maximum of 71 dB DNL. Between 1 and 33
percent of the affected population is expected to be highly annoyed, with noise levels in R-2915A expected to
cause the highest level of annoyance. Special risks to children are anticipated in the form of increased
difficulty in learning at several schools impacted by high noise levels. Addie R. Lewis Middle School and
Lula J. Edge Elementary School would be subject to 65 dB DNL noise levels, Cherokee and Valparaiso
Elementary Schools would be subject to 75 dB DNL noise levels, and Oak Hill Elementary School would be
subject to noise levels of 80 dB DNL and greater. First Valparaiso Child Care, Angels Are Us Learning Center,
and Miss Karen’s Home Daycare would be subject to noise levels of 70 dB DNL. The Child Care Network, Inc.
daycare and preschool would be subject to noise levels of 80 dB DNL and above.

Utilities
(Section 7.6)

Potable water, wastewater, and electrical infrastructure are currently in place at each of the proposed auxiliary fields. Eglin Main Base is supplied by two water systems that collectively have enough excess capacity to handle
the additional air traffic controllers and fire and crash protection crews. It is likely that the potable water system at Duke Field would have enough capacity to accommodate the additional JSF mission. However, the current
Duke Field water system would not have the capacity to support both the JSF mission and the 7SFG(A) cantonment. An additional water system would be needed at Duke Field to support the new missions. Wastewater
treatment, electricity, and natural gas infrastructures are already in place at each of the auxiliary fields. Increases in usage from the JSF missions would not be sufficient to exceed acceptable levels, so no impacts are expected
to these utilities. The effects for Alternative 2 would include only those associated with Eglin Main Base and Choctaw, and the effects for Alternative 3 would include only Eglin Main Base and Duke.

Air Quality
(Section 7.7)

Currently, TA C-62 is used for the types of munitions proposed; the rest of the test areas have not been previously used for the type of activity proposed or type of munition. The use of GBU-12 bombs on TA C-52E and B-82,
an increase in particulate matter is expected to occur from the expenditure of bombs. The use of various bombs for air-to-surface training is not expected to cause any adverse effects to regional air quality based on the
established impact criteria.

The use of live 25-mm rounds on TA C-62 and B-75 for strafing runs will increase the air quality emissions minimally in the ROI. Flares would contribute to minor increases in particulate matter emissions in the ROL
Adverse affects to the regional air quality is not expected from the addition of these training activities. Overall the use of munitions would have minimal impact on regional air quality.

Safety
(Section 7.8)

Explosives Safety - Implementation of the JSF Flight Training would not be expected to prevent or significantly limit the ability of range managers to conduct explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) and range maintenance
activities. All ordnance would be handled by trained and qualified personnel in accordance with all explosive safety standards and detailed published technical data. Aircraft-delivered ordnance (e.g., GBUs) would require
generation/implementation of weapon safety footprints to define personnel evacuation areas during training activities. Implementation of the JSF Flight Training would not result in heightened explosive safety concerns.
Ground Safety - Any unique training associated with F-35 crash response would also have to be extended to personnel from local fire departments. Specific procedures are implemented for minimizing the risk of fire from
range operations; therefore, implementation of the JSF Flight Training would not result in heightened ground safety concerns.

Aircraft Mishaps - Current safety policies and procedures at Eglin are designed to ensure that the potential for aircraft mishaps is reduced to the lowest possible level. These safety policies and procedures would continue
under the JSF Flight Training.

Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazards - Under the JSF Flight Training, the number of total annual sorties for all aircraft at the base would increase, thus it is expected that the number of bird strikes per year would similarly
increase. However, the overall risk associated with bird-aircraft strikes is expected to remain low.
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Table 2-30. Potential Impacts from the Implementation of the JSF Flight Training, Cont’d

Resource JSF Training Alternative 1 | JSF Training Alternative 2
It is estimated that GBU and JDAM debris would generate approximately 257 tons of solid waste per year. The expenditure of live 25-mm ammunition would generate a total weight of approximately 61 tons of projectile and
Solid Waste casings on an annual basis during training activities. It is anticipated that the bulk of the debris generated would be in the form of scrap metal which will either be reclaimed or remain on the range. The quantity of waste
(Section 7.9) generated during range training operations would result in an increase of approximately 2 percent. Therefore, based upon projected training needs, it is not anticipated that training activities would result in the generation of
waste quantities sufficient to affect current waste forecasts at Eglin AFB.
Munition-Related Wastes - The JSF Program estimates an approximate annual usage of 635 live and 219 inert ordnance units. It is not anticipated this proposed usage would adversely affect estimated waste-generation
Hazardous quantities, and proposed training activities would not result in thresholds being exceeded for any new chemicals.
Materials
(Section 7.10)
Approximately 219 inert GBU-12 bombs and 635 live GBU-12 bombs would be dropped on TA B-82 and TA C-52E each year by JSF students and instructors. Neither B-82 nor C-52E is frequently used for bombing.
Metals from munitions casings and other components would be periodically retrieved through existing range cleanup procedures. Soil and water impacts from increased JSF training on TA B-82 and C-52E would not be
considered adverse. Targets would not be established in slope or wetland areas.
RPe l;};il::; Soil erosion from current vegetation management practices is the primary environmental concern at TA C-62. The increase in JSF flight training would not result in a change in vegetation management practices. The practice
(Section 7.11) of keeping the area clear of vegetation would remain the same regardless of the number of munitions expended. Thus, the conditions that led to the erosion at TA C-62 would not change as a result of increased JFS flight
training. Debris retrieval would likely increase, but the equipment currently used does not result in more than minor surface soil disturbance.
Since debris retrieval is an established practice, adverse impacts to physical resources are not anticipated from JSF training. Erosion is already occurring as a result of target area maintenance. Current maintenance practices
would not change, and the erosion is not expected to worsen as a result of JSF training.
Air Operations - Ground movements by aircraft would only occur on established air fields; therefore, no Air Operations - Impacts from JSF air operations would be the same as those described for the JSF Flight
impacts from air operations would occur to sensitive habitats. Since aircraft are already a major component of | Training Alternative 1, except noise impacts at Duke Field would be less, and noise impacts at Eglin Main Base
the existing noise environment at Eglin, aircraft noise from the alternatives would not pose a novel or new would be greater. However, the increase does not adversely impact any sensitive species. Impacts to
threat to birds and wildlife that would cause adverse reactions other than temporary flight. Thus noise from | biological resources from JSF air operations would not be adverse.
the air operations would not adversely affect protected species.
Munitions Use - Impacts from JSF munitions use would be the same as those described for the JSF Flight
Munitions Use - Direct impacts to sensitive habitats and species as the result of munitions are unlikely; Training Alternative 1.
Biological however, some increased risk of wildfire would result from munitions use. For JSF training, wildfire
Resources operational plans would be developed with Eglin’s Natural Resources Section to identify high wildfire risk Eglin is conducting an Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation with the United States (U.S.) Fish
(Section 7.12) | conditions and notification procedures that units would follow to engage fire response personnel when and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
needed. Munitions use would follow Eglin’s Wildfire Specific Action Guide Restrictions. Noise impacts to
the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) and bald eagle would be possible; however, RCWs and eagles continue
to thrive near noisy test areas, indicating that habitat quality seems to be more influential in determining
productivity, survival, and population stability than noise. The RCW is not likely to be adversely affected.
Impacts to sensitive habitats and species from munitions use would not be adverse.
Eglin is conducting an Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation with the United States (U.S.) Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Cultural No adverse effects to historic properties would result from normal aircraft operations at Eglin AFB, Duke Field, or Choctaw Field. The project-specific programmatic agreement and consultation timeline (Appendix F,
Resources Cultural Resources) provide additional detail regarding historic properties and flight operations.
(Section 7.13)
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Table 2-31. Potential Impacts from the No Action Alternative

Resource Area No Action Alternative

Airspace Drawdown of the 33rd Fighter Wing (33 FW) and potential loss of the C-130 would be expected to improve the Eglin AFB airspace environment through reduction in scheduling issues, ground delays, and overall use.
(Section 7.2.3) | These reductions in use would serve to open airspace for other uses.

Noise As compared to the other alternatives, positive changes in the noise environmental across the Eglin Reservation would occur under this alternative. The 33 FW would draw down, and all operations associated with the
(Sections 4.2.6, | 33 FW mission would cease; this 70 percent reduction in annual sorties would decrease average noise levels in the vicinity of all areas where 33 FW aircraft operate, including the areas proposed for the 7SFG(A) and JSF
5.2.6, 6.2.3, and | IJTS cantonment areas as well as ranges across Eglin. In addition, under the No Action Alternative, C-130 aircraft belonging to the Air Force Reserve’s 919th Special Operations Wing (919 SOW) would cease operations at

7.3.3) Duke Field, decreasing noise levels in that area.

Land Use There would be no adverse land use compatibility issues for any areas beyond those that currently exist under baseline conditions. There would be positive land use impacts under the No Action Alternative, as the
. potential loss of C-130 aircraft belonging to the Air Force Reserve’s 919 SOW located at Duke Field and the drawdown of the 33 FW would reduce the level of use at Duke Field and Eglin Main Base; greater than 65 dB
(Sections 4.3.6, . . . . . e . . .
5.3.6.6.3.3. and DNL noise exposures on- and off-base would be less than the baseline noise contours and the overall affected area would decrease. The listed actions, if implemented, would occur in areas where the existing land use is

'7. 4‘3)' already compatible with the actions. Under the No Action Alternative, the test areas would continue to support existing and planned test and evaluation activities and military training. Public access and recreation would

also be unchanged from the existing conditions. Noise exposures for Choctaw Field would remain the same as the baseline.

The combined effect of the predictable actions at Eglin AFB would be a loss of 2,172 military personnel. The decrease in personnel would affect the surrounding region through a decrease in population, employment, and

revenues and expenditures for the counties and the school districts. The direct effects of the predictable actions at Eglin AFB without the BRAC actions would be a population loss of 4,561 (1.2 percent) including military
Socioeconomics | personnel, civilians, and dependents. The induced effects on population would be a loss of 2,443 people (0.6 percent). The direct effects of the predictable actions on the number of students in the region then would be a
(Sections 4.4.6, | decrease of 1,243 students (2.0 percent). The direct effects of the outgoing personnel would be a decrease in total spending of over $169 million and the number of jobs lost would be the same as the net number of
5.4.6,6.4.3, and | personnel leaving the region, or 2,172 personnel. The induced effects would be a decrease in total spending of nearly $100.9 million, and the number of jobs lost would be approximately 1,250. While the effects of the

7.5.3) personnel drawdown may not directly result in a decrease of the personnel providing public services, the population loss would decrease the tax base of the counties and decrease the amount of revenues the counties

could collect to fund the provision of these public services Construction activities as well as the personnel realignment under the No Action Alternative would not disproportionately impact minority or low-income
communities of concern.
Transportation | The results analysis show that under the No Action Alternative, 23 roadway segments are projected to operate deficiently including portions of SR 10 (US 90), SR 20, SR 30 (US 98), SR 83 (US 331), SR 85, SR 123, SR 188
(Sections 4.5.6 | (Racetrack Road), SR 189, SR 285, and SR 393 (Mary Esther Boulevard). Of these 23 roadways, 14 are deficient today.
and 6.5.3)

Utilities The Florida Army National Guard’s (FLARNG's) Company C, 3rd Battalion, 124th Infantry’s request to relocate to Eglin would potentially increase utilities on the Eglin Range. However, reduction of personnel at Duke,
(Sections 4.6.6, | Field, Eglin Main Base, and Hurlburt Field would result in an overall reduction in local utility use at all these locations. Amounts of potable water, electricity, and natural gas consumed and wastewater produced would
5.5.6,6.6.3, and | be reduced and would have an overall positive impact on utilities.

7.6.3)

Air Quality Short-term and minor increases in emissions are expected associated with new construction. However, there would be a long-term net decrease in air emissions due to the drawdown of the 33 FW and potential loss of C-
(Sections 4.7.6, | 130s. This would result in an overall long-term positive impact on air quality in the region.
5.6.6,6.7.3, and

7.7.3)

Safety Drawdown of the 33 FW and the 919 SOW would result in the elimination of current MSAs associated with these units, and no construction of new MSAs would be required. As a result, there would be positive impacts to
(Sections 4.8.6, | the safety environment of Eglin AFB associated with the No Action Alternative.

5.7.6, 6.8.3, and

7.8.3)

Solid Waste | The quantity of C&D waste for identified construction activities is negligible. It is anticipated that there will be an overall reduction of municipal solid waste generated at Eglin AFB due to reduction of personnel; this
(Sections 4.9.6, | would have an overall positive impact associated with solid waste.
5.8.6, 6.9.3, and

7.9.3)
Hazardous The overall quantity of hazardous materials used or hazardous waste generated at the installation would be expected to decrease based on any drawdown in 33 FW operations or loss of C-130s.
Materials

(Sections 4.10.6,
5.9.6, 6.10.3, and

7.10.3)

Physical Soil and water resources have the potential to be impacted from construction activities under the No Action Alternative. However, it was determined in project-specific environmental analysis that no impacts to soils,

Resources water resources, or water quality were expected from the proposed activities given the attainment of the required permits and the implementation of BMPs defined in associated SWPPPs.
(Sections 4.11.6,
5.10.6, 6.11.3,
and 7.11.3)
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Table 2-30. Potential Impacts from No Action Alternative, Cont’d

Resource Area

No Action Alternative

Biological
Resources
(Sections 4.12.6,
5.11.6, 6.12.3,
and 7.12.3)

Almost all of the predictable actions that are to occur at Eglin through the year 2015 are to be located either on or near Eglin Main Base, Duke Field, Camp Rudder, Choctaw Field, or at established test areas, where wildlife
habitat quality is poor. These areas are either already developed, are open grasslands/shrublands, or are degraded (i.e., overgrown with sand pine). The only areas with any natural habitats are the ALARNG cantonment
area, portions of Camp Rudder, and the proposed SARC location, which are flatwoods and sandhills. Development of the ALARNG cantonment area and Camp Rudder expansion would result in the loss of small areas of
sandhills, but thousands of acres of similar habitat would still be managed for wildlife. Clearing for the ALARNG SARC would result in a loss of RCW foraging habitat, but many acres of suitable habitat would remain for
the affected cluster. Use of the interstitial areas and waters adjacent to Eglin would increase, but impacts have been analyzed and approved through NEPA, consultations, and other regulatory channels. Drawdown of the
33 FW from Main Base ,the realignment of the 919 SOW located at Duke Field, and the realignment of AFSOC, which utilizes TAs A-77 and A-78, would reduce noise and activity levels in the these areas, reducing
disturbance to wildlife. Overall impacts to biological resources from the No Action Alternative would not be adverse, and may be beneficial in certain aspects.

Cultural
Resources
(Sections 4.13.6,
5.12.6,6.13.3,
and 7.13.3)

Given the scope of projects identified under the No Action Alternative no adverse or beneficial effects to cultural resources would be expected.
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Table 2-32. Summary Alternative Impact Comparison
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Baseline n/a
IA | n/a
1B | n/a
IC | nfa
2A | nfa
7SFG(A) ig n/a
Cantommnent n/a
2D | n/a
2E | n/a
3 | n/a
4 | n/a
5 | n/a
Baseline
1
2
7SFG(A) 3
Ranges
& 1
5
Baseline n/a
JSF 1 |n/a
Cantonment | 2 | n/a
Baseline n/a
JSF Flight 1 n/a
Training 2 n/a
Four Components
No Action
Combined Impacts

7SFG(A) = 7th Special Forces Group (Airborne); IJTS = Initial Joint Training Site; JSF = Joint Strike Fighter
n/a = not analyzed

Green - May include some beneficial or adverse environmental consequences, but the overall effect is one that
can neither be termed beneficial nor adverse.

Yellow - potential adverse environmental consequences or burdens on the resource, or issues with the resource
have been identified.

Red - unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

Split boxes represent a designation between two categories above. Some of the impacts would fall into one
category, with others in a different category. Therefore, it is not certain what the overall impact to the resource
would be.
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As shown in the summary table above, the greatest potential for impacts from the
individual alternatives is related to:

Transportation - under the 7SFG(A) and JSF IJTS cantonment alternatives the
Air Force anticipates significant impacts (consuming 5 percent or more of the
roadway’s capacity) to transportation routes outside of Main Base due to the
increase in traffic on local roadways. Impacts are defined as being significant
and adverse when the roadway is projected to operate deficiently. Any impacts
to existing and projected deficient transportation routes, regardless of
significance, could be perceived by the public to be adverse.

Socioeconomics - under the JSF Flight Training alternatives the Air Force
anticipates disproportionate, adverse impacts to minority and/or low income
populations due to the noise levels generated by flight operations in areas
overflown by the MTRs and other special use airspaces. Under the
implementation of any of the flight training alternatives, noise levels would
increase under several military airspace units and these anticipated noise levels
have the potential to result in annoyance in underlying areas. Also, noise levels
currently experienced by local schools and day care facilities would increase.
Several schools and daycare facilities would potentially be subject to noise levels
of 75 dB DNL or greater as compared to the current noise levels of 65 dB DNL.
This increase in noise levels has the potential to disrupt speech and hinder
learning, resulting in special risks to children. These actions may be perceived
by the public as an adverse impact.

Utilities - under 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 3 and 5 the Air Force
anticipates adverse impacts due to the lack of utility infrastructure at the
proposed locations; as a result, extensive utility infrastructure would need to be
established, including a wastewater treatment facility. This may be perceived by
the Army as a significant cost.

Land Use - under 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 the Air Force anticipates adverse
impacts associated with the closure of Duck Pond and the associated
campground, which are heavily utilized by the public. These closures may be
perceived by the public as adverse impacts. Under the JSF Flight Training
alternatives the Air Force anticipates adverse impacts to land use associated with
noise from the JSF - sensitive noise receptors (e.g., residential areas, public
buildings, schools, churches, and hospitals) underlying departure and approach
lanes for the JSF at Eglin Main, Duke Field, and Choctaw Field would experience
an increase in noise levels that are generally incompatible with those types of
land uses. The increase in noise levels may be perceived by the public as an
adverse impact. Average noise levels under SUA and MTRs proposed to be used
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by the JSF would also increase over baseline levels. Perceived adverse land use
compatibility impacts could occur especially for affected residential areas.

e Noise - under the JSF Flight Training alternatives the Air Force anticipates
adverse impacts associated with increased noise levels from the JSF. Increased
noise levels are associated with departure and approach lanes for the JSF at Eglin
Main, Duke Field, and Choctaw Field as well as under several special use
airspace units; anticipated noise levels have the potential to result annoyance and
health issues in underlying noise-sensitive areas. Of particular concern are
increases in noise levels in noise sensitive areas near Eglin Main and beneath
certain special use airspace units to greater than 75 dB DNL. In areas of noise
greater than 75 dB DNL the potential for hearing damage increases. The degree
of hearing damage risk is related to the amount of time exposed to the
anticipated high noise levels, based on long-term exposure and assuming daily
exposure for five days a week for a period of 20 to 40 years.

e Solid Waste - under the combined components, the generation rates associated
with C&D waste would result in adverse impacts associated with disposal
capacity at individual landfills within the ROIL Although sufficient capacity
appears to exist based upon the life expectancy of landfills within the area, the
increase in debris requiring disposal during the relatively short construction
timeframe(s) (e.g., 3 to 4 years) may be perceived by the public as an adverse
impact in the event a single landfill was utilized for disposal of all wastes
associated with the combined actions.

2.10 MITIGATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

Specified mitigation measures have been identified and will be carried forward in
implementing the selected actions as defined in the ROD. Some impacts have been
mitigated by attempting to avoid them by incorporating impact avoidance measures
into the design of the alternatives carried forward. These impact avoidance measures
are primarily discussed in Chapter 2. Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7 include mitigative type
measures required by regulation or agency guidance for each relevant resource.

For those resource areas where potential impacts are not mitigated by avoidance (i.e.,
through project design), proposed mitigation measures are summarized in this section.

2.10.1 Defining a Mitigation Measure

The mitigation measures discussed in an EIS cover a range of issues generally
addressing mitigation measures applied in the design of reasonable alternatives (i.e.,
mitigation by avoidance) or address mitigations not included in the design, but applied
after the impact analysis. Mitigation measures are considered even for impacts that, by
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themselves, would not be considered “adverse.” The Eglin AFB BRAC 2005 proposal is
considered as a whole to address specific effects on the environment (regardless of the
level of the impacts), and mitigation measures are developed where it is feasible to do
so. Mitigations already in place for water and ground training are described in
Chapter 4 (Section 4.11.1.2, Environmental Consequences for 7SFG(A) Cantonment
Alternative 1 in the Water Resources’ Permits/Plans and Potential Mitigations
subsections).

CEQ regulations (at 40 CFR 1508.20) define mitigation in the following five ways:

1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action.

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action, and its
implementation.

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment.

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action.

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

During the initial development of this project, mitigation and management measures
were included in the design parameters. This meant that avoiding, minimizing, or
reducing potential impacts was a priority guiding the development of alternatives.
These mitigation and management measures, which are incorporated into the overall
design of the alternatives, include BMPs.

A mitigation plan will be developed in accordance with 32 CFR 989.22(d). The
mitigation plan will be developed to address specific mitigations that the proponents of
various actions will be required to implement. The mitigation plan, for example, will
also include a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasures Plan. These plans are in addition to and complement
any permits that may be issued to implement BRAC actions at Eglin AFB.

2.10.2 Resource-Specific Measures Proposed to Reduce the
Potential for Environmental Impacts

Table 2-33 identifies proposed measures to reduce the potential for environmental
impacts. The table presents the measures by resource area and alternative.
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

Airspace

Cantonment Alternative 1
Cantonment Alternative 2
Cantonment Alternative 3
Cantonment Alternative 4
Cantonment Alternative 5
Range Alternative 1
Range Alternative 2
Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

JSF IJTS Alternative 1

JSF IJTS Alternative 2

7SFG(A
7SFG(A
7SFG(A
7SFG(A
7SFG(A
7SFG(A
7SFG(A
7SFG(A

N N N N N N N N

No Mitigations

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

Enhanced scheduling procedures, improved command and control, enhanced airport traffic control
procedures, expanded operational hours would reduce congestion and would reduce delays and
provide other beneficial effects.

A regional airspace study would evaluate all military and civilian requirements, would concentrate
primarily on SUA, and would determine the most efficient way to utilize airspace within 150 nautical
miles of Eglin. Implementation of the results of the study would alleviate congestion.

Noise

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

JSE IJTS Alternative 1

JSF IJTS Alternative 2

No Mitigations
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

Mitigations and management measures that have been adopted and incorporated into the flight
operations include:

o Restricting the number of night flights.

o Use of flight simulators for some training.

« No afterburner takeoffs on Runway 01.

o Termination of afterburner use on takeoff as soon as possible.

+  Minimize operations on Runway 01/19 and maximize operations on Runway 12/30 by modifying

the taxi flow with a new taxiway to Runway 30.

Potential operational mitigations that are not currently applied to Alternatives 1 and 2, but that could
be adopted over time as the JSF training program at Eglin matures, include:

o Review arrival and departure procedures.

« Review flight patterns. As more flight characteristics become known for the F-35, perform a
complete review of airfield flight operations and procedures to identify additional mitigation
measures for the F-35.

« Periodically monitor and evaluate the JSF syllabus with more mature data to ensure that aircraft
numbers and use rates would remain at the timing and frequency currently described in the EIS.

»  Monitor and evaluate use of all low-level routes to decrease airspace noise by modifying lowest
altitudes to be flown and flight airspeed and avoiding noise sensitive areas.

o Use of an aircraft other than the JSF as an adversary or chase aircraft for air-to-air training would
reduce average noise levels and noise impacts near airfields and in special use airspace/military
training routes. The degree to which noise levels would be reduced depends on the adversary or
chase aircraft used.

» Impacts to persons while they are indoors could be mitigated somewhat by addition of noise
attenuation measures to homes and other structures. Eglin AFB could provide generalized
information and limited technical guidance to homeowners or business owners that are interested
in adding such measures to their existing or proposed structure. Noise attenuation measures can
be incorporated during construction or added to existing structures. Special noise attenuation
measures can provide up to 35 dB of noise level reduction.

» Individual land uses could be relocated on a case-by-case basis if they cannot be adequately
attenuated.
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

Socioeconomics

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

JSF IJTS Alternative 1

JSE IJTS Alternative 2

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

No Mitigations

Transportation

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4

)

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5

* Improvements for deficient roadways could include roadway widening or the
construction/improvement of parallel roadways; CMS (congestion management system) and TSM
(transportation system management) projects, which are typically smaller intersection and
operational improvements that would preserve or act as minor capacity improvements; access or
corridor management plans (a corridor management plan could look at access changes along the
corridor); and/or transit improvements.

* Several roadways could need six or more lanes. However, an improvement for six lanes or more
may not be feasible for many reasons, including right-of-way availability, safety concerns, cost,
environmental constraints, etc.

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

No Mitigations

JSF IJTS Alternative 1
JSF IJTS Alternative 2

The demand on several roadways equates to the need for six lanes or more. However, an
improvement for six lanes or more may not be feasible for many reasons, including right-of-way
availability, safety concerns, cost, etc. Other improvements that should be considered include CMS
and TSM projects, a corridor management plan that looks at access along the corridor, and transit
improvements.
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

No Mitigations

Utilities

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5

During Eglin’s CUP renewal process, the Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD)
required the identification of industrial uses of the Floridan Aquifer in the attempt to gradually reduce
industrial uses of potable water (Jordan, 2006). As part of this process, the vehicle wash platform may
be required to draw water from the Sand and Gravel Aquifer rather than the Floridan Aquifer. One
issue related to drawing water from the Sand and Gravel Aquifer is the potentially high level of metals
in the water and the unknown corrosive effect it would have on vehicles.

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5
JSF IJTS Alternative 1

JSF IJTS Alternative 2

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

No Mitigations

Air Quality

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
)
)
)
)

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5
JSE IJTS Alternative 1
JSE IJTS Alternative 2

(
(
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
(
(

Construction activities would employ standard management measures for construction such as
watering of graded areas, covering of soil stockpiles, and contour grading (if necessary), to minimize
temporary generation of dust and particulate matter. This would serve to minimize air emissions
associated with the elements of the Proposed Action.
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

No Mitigations

Safety

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5

As part of the construction of new munitions storage facilities, Explosive Site Plan (ESP) packages
would be submitted in accordance with Air Force Manual 91-201, Explosives Safety Standards.
Implementing procedures to ensure that guards, housekeeping, and personal protective equipment are
in place; establishing programs and procedures for lockout, right-to know, confined space, hearing
conservation, forklift operations, and so on; conducting employee safety orientations and performing
regular safety inspections; and developing a plan of action for the correction of any identified hazards
would minimize potential impacts.

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3

No Mitigations

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5
JSF IJTS Alternative 1 Safety precautions to protect the public in areas surrounding the work sites would include adequate
JSE IJTS Alternative 2 measures to restrict access, minimization of hazards associated with the construction sites/activities,

and proper handling and disposal of hazardous materials. Such mitigation measures would offset the
potential for construction-related impacts to any age group, including children.

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

No Mitigations

Solid Waste

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3

No Mitigations
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5
JSF IJTS Alternative 1

JSE IJTS Alternative 2

JSFE Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

Hazardous Materials

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
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7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 No Mitigations

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

JSF IJTS Alternative 1

JSF IJTS Alternative 2

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1

JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

Physical Resources

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 To minimize the potential for impacts to groundwater, wetlands floodplains, and other surface water
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 resources in interstitial areas, the following management requirements would be employed:

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 e Do not extract over 500 gallons of water per day from the streams for any reason.

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4 e Do not alter natural flow patterns of streams by diverting water, causing siltation, or damming any
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5 portion of the stream or its tributaries.

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1 ® Wheeled vehicles must keep to existing trails/roads, except for missions that have been approved
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2 for off-road vehicle use.

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 e Vehicles and equipment must stay a minimum of 50 meters (164 feet) from the edge of slopes leading
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 down to streams.

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 e For permitted off-road vehicle use: Do not drive vehicles in or across streams except at designated
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

JSF IJTS Alternative 1
JSF IJTS Alternative 2
JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

crossing points.

e All trenches must be filled immediately after use.

o Tree clearing of any species is not permitted.

e Install and maintain entrenched silt fencing and hay bales along the perimeter of the construction
site prior to any ground-disturbing activities and maintain them in effective, operating condition prior
to, during, and throughout the entire construction process to prevent fill material, pollutants and
runoff from entering wetlands or other surface waters.

e Incorporate a monitoring plan, especially after rain events, to observe the effectiveness of silt
fencing, hay bales, and/or other erosion and sedimentation control devices and address modification
as needed. Any failures would be carefully examined and corrected to prevent reoccurrence.

® Sequence construction activities to limit the soil exposure for long periods of time.

® Vegetate cleared/disturbed areas with native vegetation and grasses or mulch when the final grade
is established to reduce/ prevent erosion.

e Where applicable, reduce erosion using rough grade slopes or terrace slopes.

e Identify areas of existing vegetation that the proponent would retain and not disturb by construction
activities.

e Chemicals, cements, solvents, paints, or other potential water pollutants would be stored in locations
where they cannot cause runoff pollution.

e Any repairs, maintenance, and use of construction equipment (i.e., cement mixers) would take place
in designated “staging areas” designed to contain any chemicals, solvents, or toxins from entering
surface waters.

e Stabilize construction site entrance using Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)-approved
stone and geotextile (fiber fabric).

e Incorporate 10-year storm events into the design of facilities.

e Do not utilize septic tanks.

e Equip all work sites with adequate waste disposal receptacles for liquid, solid, and hazardous wastes
to prevent construction and demolition debris from leaving the work site.

e Utilize proper site planning, low-impact design principles, and adequately engineered stormwater
retention ponds (or swales) to manage stormwater (on site) and prevent discharges into nearby surface
waters. The design would take into consideration the landscape of the area and physical features to
determine whether a retention pond or series of swales would be used to contain runoff. In
accordance with FDEP regulations, a Florida-registered Professional Engineer would design the
proposed retention feature.

e Incorporate into the design and construction of paved surface areas a slope sufficient enough to
direct potential runoff away from wetland areas. Design and construct all drainage improvements and
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

related infrastructure in such a manner that the natural hydrologic conditions would not be severely
altered.

e Do not use wetlands and other water bodies as sediment traps.

e Design open channels and outfall ditches to include plans so that they do not overflow their banks.

e Where flow velocities exceed 2 cubic feet per second, provide ditch pavement or other permanent
protection against scouring. Revegetate all ditches not protected with a permanent material to provide
an erosion resistant embankment.

e Treat runoff from parking lots to remove oil and sediment before it enters receiving waters.

e Provide all construction personnel with proper training regarding all management techniques.

Biological Resources

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4

7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

(
(
(
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
(
(
(

JSF IJTS Alternative 1
JSF IJTS Alternative 2

There are existing operating constraints based on current agreements with the USFWS for threatened
and endangered (T&E) species protection. Additionally, all Terms and Conditions resulting from the
current BRAC Section 7 consultation with the USFWS will be implemented.

e Immediately prior to clearing, conduct surveys for gopher tortoises and indigo snakes. If any
animals are found, apply to the FWC for a relocation permit, and relocate these animals to another
area on Eglin according to FWC guidelines.

e Provide project personnel with a description of the eastern indigo snake, including information on
its behaviors, its protection under federal law, and instructions not to injure, harm, or kill this species.
e Direct personnel to cease any activities if a black bear, indigo snake, or gopher tortoise is sighted and
allow the animal sufficient time to move away from the site on its own before resuming any activities.
Immediately contact Eglin’s Natural Resources Section.

® Restrict vehicles within the MSA to established roads and paved areas.

e Maintain at least a 100-foot vegetated buffer along the Okaloosa darter stream at the MSA.

e Utilize erosion control measures such as silt fencing near the Okaloosa darter stream at the MSA.

e To reduce potential seed sources, treat areas with known invasive nonnative species problems.

e To avoid spreading invasive nonnative species, do not drive vehicles in areas with known invasive
nonnative species problems. If a vehicle is driven in such an infested area, clean the vehicle before it is
driven to a noninfested area.

e Use only native plants for landscaping,.
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Table 2-33. Potential Mitigation or Management Measures, Cont’d

Resource Area/Alternative

Mitigations or Management Measures

JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

@ Restrict low-level aircraft flights within 1,000 feet (vertically) of the eagle nest on Eglin Main Base
during the breeding season (1 October to 15 May).

e Develop wildfire operational plans with Eglin’s Natural Resources Section to identify high wildfire
risk conditions and notification procedures that units would follow to engage fire response personnel
when needed.

e Follow Eglin’s Wildfire Specific Action Guide Restrictions (U.S. Air Force, 2006n).

Cultural Resources

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5

The Air Force would incorporate protection or mitigation measures provided through a NHPA Section
106 project-specific programmatic agreement (refer to Appendix F); which generally includes the
following;:

» Use highly visible avoidance measures, such as flags, signage, or removable barriers, around the
recorded limits of cultural sites.

o Map the location of all archaeological sites and historic buildings and describe avoidance measures
for each.

» Coordinate with user groups to communicate the importance of protecting cultural resources and
how to identify and avoid impacting them.

o Data recovery, architectural treatment, or alternative mitigation methods conducted by a qualified
individual and coordinated with the SHPO.

JSF IJTS Alternative 1
JSF IJTS Alternative 2
JSF Flight Training Alternative 1
JSF Flight Training Alternative 2

The Air Force would incorporate protection or mitigation measures provided through a NHPA Section
106 project-specific programmatic agreement (refer to Appendix F); which generally includes the
following;:

« Address anticipated adverse effects of demolition by updating appropriate forms, compiling
electronic photos and blueprints, and communicating with the public.

o Accomplish all demolition using qualified individuals and coordinate directly with the SHPO.

» Avoid and preserve in-place, whenever possible, all archaeological sites that are either determined
to be or potentially NHRP-eligible, or follow the appropriate stipulations and procedures to
resolve adverse effects.

o If, as a result of aircraft noise, Eglin proposes to change the use of buildings that contribute to or
are eligible NHRP structures, determine whether the structure serves its historic purpose and
whether the use is important to its significance. If both criteria are met, consult with SHPO and
possibly enter into a Memorandum of Agreement regarding treatment of adverse effect.
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2.10.3 Unavoidable Impacts

Some of the BRAC 2005 activities are projected to result in disturbance and/or noise
within areas not previously or recently subject to these effects. To the extent possible,
mitigation measures, such as those identified in Section 2.10.2, would be applied to
reduce potential effects to acceptable levels. However, some impacts that cannot be
mitigated would occur. Some of these impacts could be considered adverse or
annoying to individuals potentially affected.

Potential impacts that could occur and cannot be mitigated include the following:

e Receptors (people, animals, and structures) beneath SUA would experience
louder overflights than they have in the past. Overflights would also be more
frequent. This increase in frequency and intensity of noise is expected to lead to
increased annoyance.

e A number of noise-sensitive receptors near Eglin Main and Duke would be
exposed to time-averaged noise levels (DNL) higher than are recommended per
DoD compatible land use guidelines. Mitigation of interior noise at certain DoD
facilities is possible, but it would be expensive and/or impossible to mitigate
certain other facilities. The DoD is only currently authorized to fund on-base
facility noise attenuation. Impacts would include annoyance and activity
interruption.

e Noise from flight training operations in the MTRs, MOAs, and Eglin Main, Duke
Field, and Choctaw Field would have the potential to have a disproportionate
adverse impact on affected minority and low-income populations. These flight
operations would also have the potential to present a special risk to children as
there are several schools and daycares that would be affected by these noise
levels. Outdoor noise from overflights can typically only be mitigated through
operational changes. All land uses have some outdoor component. The
increased noise levels will result in a large increase in the numbers of highly
annoyed persons and an impact on children’s learning.

e The number of high-explosives munitions noise events would increase. Some
off-range areas would experience higher noise levels associated with munitions
use.

e The existing capacity of regional landfills would be reduced due to the solid
waste generated.

e JSF flight training would result in increased airspace congestion resulting in
delays in commercial and military departures and arrivals.

e Hazardous and nonhazardous waste would be generated as a result of
maintenance functions associated with new training units on the base.
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e Munitions fragments and metallic residues would be generated and deposited on
the Range as a result of training missions.

e Interstitial areas (including those on SRI) would receive some impacts from
ground training to biological resources.

e Noise from low-level training overflights and munitions would increase and be
heard by wildlife and sensitive species.

e The ability to conduct prescribed burns would decrease, resulting in habitat
degradation.

e Land clearing would result in a reduction in forested areas.

e Individual species would be affected by land clearing, construction, daily
cantonment operations, ground operations, air operations, water operations,
munitions use, and pyrotechnics use.

e Stormwater runoff and associated erosion would increase due to construction.

e DPublic access to portions of the Eglin Range for outdoor recreation would be
eliminated.

e A number of roadway segments would deteriorate further.
e Air quality emissions would increase temporarily during construction.

e There is potential for an increase in the number of bird-aircraft strikes and
aircraft mishaps resulting from the increase number of annual sorties for all
aircraft at the base.
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