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Figure 4-17.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5 – Utilities in the Vicinity of 

DeFuniak Springs 
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4.6.5.2 Environmental Consequences (Utilities – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 5) 

The following sections discuss environmental consequences related to the lack of 
existing utilities in the area along the northeastern boundary of the Eglin Range where 
the 7SFG(A) cantonment is proposed. 
 
Under this alternative, the MSA located at Duke Field would be utilized.  The proposed 
changes to the MSA at Duke Field would not result in an increase or decrease in 
personnel or modification to existing structures.  For this reason, the amount of utilities 
would not change.  However, new infrastructure would be established as needed to 
support the new storage modules, igloos, and explosives operating location. 

Potable Water 

A description of the methods used to estimate potable water for the 7SFG(A) can be 
found in Chapter 3 (Section 3.6.3, Analysis Methodology, Potable Water).  To 
summarize, the 7SFG(A) is estimated to potentially use approximately 413,500 gallons 
of water per day, or 151 million gallons per year.  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.  Establishing potable 
water at the site would require a new CUP and a PWS permit (Sculthorpe, 2007).  Based 
on the amount of water estimated, one to two potable water wells would be required.  
Due to possible malfunction or lightning strike causing a pump to fail, two wells are 
recommended for system redundancy.  Additionally, infrastructure to support the 
potable water system would also have to be established.   
 
Determining whether the establishment of a new CUP and PWS would cause adverse 
impacts on potable water for this alternative cannot be specifically determined at this 
time.  The impact criteria described in Chapter 3 is based on the comparison of current 
capacities as specified in an existing CUP.  The area proposed in this alternative for the 
7SFG(A) cantonment does not currently have an existing CUP with permitted levels.  
Since a new CUP and PWS permit would be required, the determination of impact on 
potable water would be made during the permitting process, when the specifics of the 
water system and permit requirements are known (e.g., number, size, and depth of 
wells; size of the lines; pump capacity) (Sculthorpe, 2007).  At this time, it is not 
expected that adverse impacts to potable water would result from the 7SFG(A) 
cantonment area. 

Wastewater 

A description of the methods used to estimate wastewater for the 7SFG(A) can be found 
in Chapter 3 (Section 3.6.3, Analysis Methodology, Wastewater) and in the utilities 
section under 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 (Section 4.6.1.2).  To summarize, the 
7SFG(A) is estimated to produce a total of 67,605 gallons of wastewater per day.  Since 
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there currently is no wastewater treatment system in the area, the cantonment area 
would require the establishment of an on-site wastewater treatment system and 
infrastructure to be able to support the 7SFG(A).  The option of pumping the 
wastewater to an off-site facility is not feasible since the extensive creeks and other 
waterways in this portion of the Eglin Range are difficult to traverse with pipes (Brown, 
2007).   
 
Based on the amount of wastewater estimated to be produced, an on-site wastewater 
treatment system with a minimum capacity of approximately 100,000 gallons per day 
would be required (Brown, 2007).  The amount and type of wastewater expected to be 
produced by the 7SFG(A) cantonment would also require permitting from the FDEP.  
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).  Depending on the presence of oil and grease or 
other toxic chemicals in the wastewater system, an industrial permit may also be 
required.  
 
Whether the establishment of a new wastewater treatment system would cause adverse 
impacts to wastewater cannot be determined at this time.  The impact criteria described 
in Chapter 3 are based on the comparison of permitted capacities of existing wastewater 
treatment facilities.  The area proposed in this alternative for the 7SFG(A) cantonment 
does not currently have an existing, permitted wastewater treatment system.  Since a 
new wastewater treatment system would be required, the determination of impact 
would be made during the planning and permitting process, when the specifics of the 
wastewater treatment system and permit requirements are known (e.g., size of the 
facility, permit type, exact location of the facility).  At this time, it is not expected that 
adverse impacts would occur to wastewater as a result of establishing a new 
wastewater treatment facility for the proposed 7SFG(A) cantonment area. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

The amount of electricity and natural gas estimated to be required by the proposed 
7SFG(A) cantonment area was previously described in Section 4.6.1.2 (7SFG(A) 
Cantonment Alternative 1).  To summarize, the 7SFG(A)’s electrical requirement is 
18 percent of the total electricity consumed on Eglin AFB in FY 2006 and less than 
0.5 percent of the total natural gas consumed in FY 2006.  CHELCO would supply the 
power to this proposed cantonment site and anticipates being able to accommodate the 
increase in the electrical load (Avery, 2007; Shaw, 2007).  CHELCO currently provides 
power to other areas within the eastern portion of the Eglin Range.  The electrical lines 
to supply the cantonment would be located either within the existing electrical line 
easement to the north of the cantonment area or along centerline of RR 210.  From there 
the lines would turn south and be located within the easement for a newly constructed 
range road that would be established to access the cantonment area.  A substation 
would be created at the northeastern edge of the reservation boundary within a curve of 
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RR 210.  Since CHELCO anticipates being able to serve the increase in power 
requirements, this alternative would not cause an adverse impact to the electrical 
supply in Northwest Florida.   
 
Okaloosa Natural Gas would potentially be the natural gas supplier for this proposed 
cantonment site and anticipates being able to meet the additional natural gas demand 
(Shue, 2007).  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.  Okaloosa Natural Gas has a 
pipeline in the Hwy 90 corridor to the north of the proposed cantonment, which would 
be tapped into to supply the cantonment area.  The natural gas lines would be located 
within the existing easement for electrical lines or along the centerline of RR 210.  From 
there the lines would turn south and be located within the easement for a newly 
constructed range road that would be established to access the cantonment area.  A new 
substation would be required for this site.  This alternative would require extensive 
analysis by Okaloosa Natural Gas engineers, along with a survey, to determine if a new 
substation would be reasonable.  The feasibility of providing natural gas to this site is 
difficult to predict (Shue, 2007).  However, since Okaloosa Natural Gas can easily 
accommodate the increase in demand for natural gas at this site, this alternative would 
not adversely impact the natural gas supply in Northwest Florida.  

4.6.6 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the 7SFG(A) would not be relocated to Eglin AFB and 
therefore would not require the use of existing utilities on Eglin Main Base or Duke 
Field or the establishment of new utilities on the Eglin Range.  The existing conditions 
discussed in Sections 4.6.1 through 4.6.5 describe the current state of utilities.  However, 
several actions unrelated to BRAC are predicted that would impact the current baseline 
status of utilities on Eglin Main Base (see Section 2.7, No Action Alternative).  Some of 
the actions represent minor fluctuations in personnel.  Generally, the minor changes in 
levels of use are easily absorbed by the existing utility systems, because none of the 
utilities are currently nearing their maximum permitted levels or capabilities.  These 
types of fluctuations do not impact utilities on Eglin Main Base. 
 
Three of these actions predicted to occur would result in major changes to numbers of 
personnel on Eglin Main Base and Duke Field.  The drawdown of the 33 FW and the 
reduction in overall numbers of Department of Defense (DoD) personnel as specified in 
the President’s FY 2007 Budget would result in 2,207 fewer people on Eglin Main Base 
by 2018.  At Duke Field, the relocation of the Air Force Reserve’s 919 SOW to Hurlburt 
Field would reduce the total number of personnel by 1,400 by 2013.  This would reduce 
utility use at Duke Field.  However, since the 919 SOW is a reserve squadron, its 
1,400 personnel do not contribute to the daily use of utilities since they are generally 
only on Duke Field during weekend training and active duty training periods.  
However, reducing the number of reservist personnel would decrease utilities usage 
during those times that the reservists would have been present at Duke Field. 
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The reduction of 2,207 personnel on Eglin Main Base would reduce the amounts of 
potable water consumed and wastewater produced by roughly 29,000 gallons per day 
based on American Water Works Association (AWWA) estimates (AWWA, 2006) (see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3, Analysis Methodology, for more details).  The reduction in 
water consumption and wastewater production would have an overall positive impact 
on utilities.  Fewer people on Main Base would also reduce the overall consumption of 
electricity and natural gas.  For these reasons, the reduction of personnel on Eglin Main 
Base or Duke Field would not adversely impact utilities.   

4.7 AIR QUALITY  

4.7.1 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1: Eglin Main Base 

Identifying the affected area for an air quality assessment requires knowledge of 
sources of air emissions, pollutant types, emission rates and release parameters, 
proximity to other emissions sources, and local conditions.  Refer to Appendix D, Air 
Quality, for a review of air quality and associated methodologies used for emissions 
calculations. 

4.7.1.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 1) 

This alternative location is in Okaloosa County, which is included in the ROI used for 
analysis of air quality.  The baseline emission levels for Okaloosa County are discussed 
in Chapter 3 (Section 3.7.2, Region of Influence and Existing Conditions).   

4.7.1.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 1) 

The air quality analysis evaluates increased emissions from the construction of 
33 buildings and vehicle traffic due to an increase in personnel.  The analysis of 
construction emissions expected from the addition of the 7SFG(A) is applicable to 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1 through 5 since the types and size of the facilities 
are expected to be similar.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1 through 4 are located in 
Okaloosa County, and 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5 is located in Walton County, 
all of which are part of the ROI (Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and Walton Counties) for this 
analysis.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1 and 4 would utilize the existing 46 TW 
MSA.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would use the Duke Field MSA.  
Construction emissions expected for the 7SFG(A) cantonment component of the 
Proposed Action are summarized in Table 4-27.  Construction would occur over a 
period of time, from CY 2008 through CY 2011.  The addition of 2,240 active duty 
personnel and 2,741 civilians were included in the analysis to account for increased 
commutes, which would increase emissions from privately owned vehicles. These 
emissions are described as mobile sources in Table 4-28.  
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Table 4-27.  Construction Emissions Expected From 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Emissions (tons/year) Source Type 

CO NOx PM10 SO2 VOCs 
Grading Equipment 2.415 9.087 0.746 0.922 0.966 
Grading Operations 0.000 0.000 197.427 0.000 0.000 
Acres Paved 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.015 
Mobile Equipment 17.068 40.700 3.282 5.033 3.720 
Non-Residential 
Architectural Coatings  

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.451 

Residential 
Architectural Coatings 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0492 

Stationary Equipment 115.754 2.998 0.088 0.153 4.333 
Workers Trips 4.262 0.244 0.036 0.000 0.260 

Maximum 
Annual 

Emissions 
 CY 2008-2010 

Total 139.498 53.029 201.579 6.108 11.236 
CY = calendar year; CO = carbon monoxide; NOx= nitrogen oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of less 
than or equal to 10 microns; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOCs = volatile organic compounds 
 

Table 4-28.  Ratio of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment Construction Emissions 
to the ROI Emissions 

Emissions (tons/year) Emission Activities 
CO NOx  PM10 SO2 VOC 

Construction Emissions 139.50 53.03 201.58 6.11 10.74 
Point Source 3.49 4.28 0.31 0.03 0.22 
Mobile Source 183.60 20.32 0.38 0.27 12.87 

Total 326.59 77.62 202.26 6.40 23.83 
ROI Emissions 150,218 22,908 30,828 4,096 23,741 

Percentage of ROI Emissions 0.22% 0.34% 0.66% 0.16% 0.10% 
CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of less 
than or equal to 10 microns; ROI = region of influence; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; VOCs = volatile 
organic compounds  

 
As indicated in Table 4-28, the individual pollutant emissions from the project would 
exceed the 250 tons per year impact criteria for carbon monoxide only, and pollutant 
emissions would not exceed 10 percent of the total ROI emissions for each 
corresponding pollutant.  Carbon monoxide (CO) would be the highest pollutant 
emission at 326 tons per year and 0.22 percent of the ROI emissions at the peak of the 
construction activity.  The highest pollutant percentage is for particulate matter with a 
diameter of less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which is 
approximately 0.66 and 0.34 percent of the ROI’s total emissions, respectively, based on 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) 2002 National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). This increase in local air emissions would be temporary.  In calculating 
emissions, certain assumptions were made regarding variables associated with 
construction activities.  Specific details regarding the assumptions and calculations 
associated with the emissions estimates are presented in Appendix D, Air Quality.  
There will be minor, temporary (CY 2008 through CY 2011) emissions, but these would 
not be adverse.    
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4.7.2 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2: Near Duke Field 

4.7.2.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2) 

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 is located in Okaloosa County which is part of the 
ROI.  Analysis of air quality emissions are compared to baseline emissions within the 
ROI as summarized in Chapter 3 (Section 3.7.2, Region of Influence and Existing 
Conditions).   

4.7.2.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2) 

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 would require the same number of buildings and 
square footages as addressed in 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1.  An additional 
3.5 acres would be cleared for the construction of additional MSA facilities.  Table 4-29 
summarizes land clearing and construction emissions for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2.   
 

Table 4-29.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 Air Quality Emissions 
Compared to the ROI 

Emissions (tons/year) Emission Activities 
CO NOx PM10 SO2 VOCs 

Construction Emissions 154.29 50.66 132.15 5.97 10.90 
Point Source 3.74 4.58 0.33 0.03 0.23 
Mobile Source 183.60 20.32 0.38 0.27 12.87 

Total 341.63 75.56 132.85 6.26 24.01 
ROI Emissions 150,219 22,909 30,829 4,097 23,742 
Percentage of ROI Emissions 0.23% 0.33% 0.43% 0.15% 0.10% 

CO = Carbon Monoxide; NOx= Nitrogen Oxides; PM10 = Particulate Matter with a diameter of less than or 
equal to 10 microns; SO2 = Sulfur Dioxide; VOCs = Volatile Organic Compounds; ROI = Region of Influence 

 
Emissions are expected to be higher for this alternative due to the increased amount of 
land clearing or grading activities that are required for the MSA.  CO would be emitted 
at 341.63 tons per year, exceeding the 250 tons per year criteria.  This is a 0.23 percent 
increase in CO emissions in the ROI.  Emissions of PM10 and NOx, would have the 
highest percentage increase of the criteria pollutants in the ROI (0.43 and 0.33 percent, 
respectively).  Emissions from this alternative would cause a temporary increase in air 
emissions during construction activities.  Emissions would remain below the 10-percent 
criterion.  Thus, minor, temporary emissions are expected during CY 2008 – CY 2011, 
but they would not be adverse for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2.   
 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2E would require a change in the location of a section 
of the Florida Trail.  The trail would be cut and cleared by volunteers using chainsaws 
and other hand tools.  This would have minimal effect on regional air quality.  Thus, no 
adverse impacts to air quality are expected from the change in trail location for 
Alternative 2E.   
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4.7.3 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3: West of Duke Field 
(Preferred Alternative) 

4.7.3.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 3) 

The 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 is located in Okaloosa County, which is part of 
the affected ROI used in this analysis.  Baseline emissions are discussed in Chapter 3 
(Section 3.7.2, Region of Influence and Existing Conditions).   

4.7.3.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 3) 

The construction footprint for the 7SFG(A) is assumed to be the same for each of the 
alternatives.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 was used as the footprint that would 
be implemented since it provides the most conservative construction scenario.  Impacts 
from the construction of the MSA at Duke Field for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 
would be the same as for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2.  Thus, minor and 
temporary emissions are expected but would not be adverse for the 7SFG(A) 
Cantonment Alternative 3.   

4.7.4 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4: North of Eglin Main 

4.7.4.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 4) 

The affected ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB. The existing conditions are discussed in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.7.2, Region of Influence and Existing Conditions).     

4.7.4.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 4) 

The construction footprint for the 7SFG(A) is assumed to be the same for each of the 
alternatives.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 was used as the footprint that would 
be implemented since it provides the most conservative construction scenario.  
Alternative 4 would use the 46 TW MSA as discussed in Alternative 1.   Minor and 
temporary emissions are expected but would not be adverse for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 4.     

4.7.5 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5: DeFuniak Springs 

4.7.5.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 5) 

The affected ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB. The existing conditions are discussed in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.7.2, Region of Influence and Existing Conditions).    
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4.7.5.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 5) 

The construction footprint for the 7SFG(A) is assumed to be the same for each of the 
alternatives.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 was used as the footprint that would 
be implemented since it provides the most conservative construction scenario.  This 
alternative would require the construction of the MSA near Duke Field as discussed in 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2.  Minor and temporary emissions are expected but 
would not be adverse for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5. 

4.7.6 No Action Alternative 

Eglin Reservation projects are addressed as cantonment area projects and range 
projects.  The cantonment area projects consist of construction or demolition activities, 
which are expected to temporarily increase regional air quality.  The emissions 
generated by these projects cumulatively are expected to be minimal compared to 
Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and Walton Counties.   
 
VA CBOC and the Joint Reprogramming Facility (JRF) would be located within the air 
quality ROI (Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and/or Walton Counties).  Baseline emissions for 
the ROI are discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.7.2, Region of Influence and Existing 
Conditions).  Range projects consist of the implementation of some of the 
improvements outlined in the ALARNG Master Plan for Cobb Training Site.  This 
would entail an expansion of the Henry Cobb Tank Range on Eglin AFB and 
development of a military ground training area on Test Area (TA) B-75.  
Implementation activities would include dismounted movements supported by 
wheeled vehicles, centralized small-arms weapons live-fire training at a small arms 
range complex, and the use of approximately 300 acres as an intermediate staging area 
including buildings, site equipment, and personnel in an Army forward operating base 
rustic environment.  These activities are expected to have a minimal effect on the air 
quality environment.  Other range projects include the Camp Rudder boat house, 
TA C-74 office construction, laser radar (LADAR) west of TA C-53, RR 218 bypass road 
at TA D-51, and the Mill Creek restoration project.  These projects consist primarily of 
construction of buildings and/or roadways, and would cause temporary increases in 
pollutant emissions in the air.   
 
Estimations of air emissions were completed for those projects for which sufficient 
information was available to quantify emissions; estimated air emissions from the No 
Action Alternative projects are summarized in Table 4-30.     
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Table 4-30.  No Action Alternative Estimated Air Emissions 
Emissions (tons/year) Project 

CO NOx PM10 SO2 VOC 
Cantonment 

Relocate AF EOD Admin Complex 10 3 1 0 1 
96th Security Forces Sqd 84 26 9 3 9 
PMEL Facility 25 9 14 1 2 
Ranger Training Brigade 22 7 7 2 2 
Okaloosa Regional Airport 15 13 247 1 2 
MFH 80 27 74 3 16 
Veterans Administration Community-Based 
Outpatient Clinic1 91 6 9 0 8 

Joint Reprogramming Facility2 3 1 0 0 0 
Decrease in Personnel -14 -2 0 0 -1 

Range 
ALARNG 1,731 1,104 599 112 200 
Camp Rudder 22 7 7 2 2 

No Action  
Total Emissions 2,068 1,201 967 125 241 
ROI Emissions 150,219  22,909  30,829  4,097  23,742  
Percent ROI Emissions 1% 5% 3% 3% 1% 

1.  Source: U.S. Air Force, 2005a 
2.  Source: U.S. Air Force, 2007e 
CO = Carbon Monoxide; NOx= Nitrogen Oxides; PM10 = Particulate Matter with a diameter of less than or 
equal to 10 microns; ROI = Region of Influence; SO2 = Sulfur Dioxide; VOC = Volatile Organic Compound 
 
Air emissions were estimated by the Air Force for the construction of the VA and JRF 
facilities (U.S. Air Force, 2005a and 2007e).  The emissions were extremely low (less than 
0.06 percent of ROI emissions) and temporary (lasting only for the year-long 
construction).  Short-term and minor increases in emissions are expected but are not 
considered adverse for the No Action Alternative. 

4.8 SAFETY 

4.8.1 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1: Eglin Main Base 

4.8.1.1 Existing Conditions (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1) 

Explosives Safety 

Explosive safety quantity distance (ESQD) areas are established under Air Force 
Manual 91-201, Explosives Safety Standards. The ESQDs are separation distances between 
explosive storage areas such as storage igloos, handling areas such as weapon loading 
areas, and other areas such as “hot” cargo pads.  ESQDs are based on the maximum 
storage capacity of each facility to prevent explosive propagation from one storage 
facility to another.  Additionally, ESQDs are established to provide a safety zone 
between the explosive storage areas and the surrounding areas.   
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The largest ESQD area on Eglin Main Base is located on the north side of the runways 
away from the developed area.  This area surrounds the facilities of the MSA.  A second 
ESQD zone surrounds the flightline operations of the 33 FW.  This zone is defined as 
800 feet from the arm/disarm pads, hot refueling and aircraft parking apron, and 
700 feet from the former alert apron.  ESQD zones also surround the hot gun line in the 
main complex and the munitions loading area at Range 22 (U.S. Air Force, 2001a).   

Ground Safety 

Day-to-day operations, maintenance, and construction activities conducted at Eglin 
AFB are performed in accordance with applicable Air Force safety regulations, 
published Air Force Technical Orders, and standards prescribed by Air Force 
Occupational Safety and Health (AFOSH) requirements. Specific safety requirements 
and responses to events that may occur on the range are detailed in published range 
operating procedures.   

4.8.1.2 Environmental Consequences (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 1) 

Explosives Safety 

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 would not be impacted by existing ESQD zones at 
Eglin AFB; however, it would include construction and/or renovation of facilities at 
Eglin AFB where munitions may be stored (Table 4-31).   
 

Table 4-31.  7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 – Proposed 
Munitions Storage/Maintenance Facilities 

Facility Acres 
Ammunition Storage Magazine 0.23 
Ammunition Surveillance/Inspection 0.14 
Segregated Ammunition Storage 0.14 

 
The proposed 7SFG(A) munitions storage and munitions operating facility would be 
located in the northwest portion of Eglin Main Base, at the existing MSA.  The MSA is 
currently divided in two sections, one for the tenant unit 33 FW and the other for the 
current host wing, the 46 TW.  The 7SFG(A) would construct additional munitions 
storage facilities within the fence of the existing MSA for the 46 TW. 
 
The selected locations for the 7SFG(A) munitions storage and operating facility at the 
MSA would meet mission and ESQD requirements—no inhabited buildings or public 
roadways would be located within the ESQD.  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.  These ESPs 
would illustrate the relationships and requirements between surrounding exposures 
and the facilities being sited. The implementation of 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 
and the construction of the new MSA facilities would not have any adverse impacts. 
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Ground Safety 

Ground operations and maintenance activities on Eglin AFB would continue to be 
conducted using the same processes and procedures as under current operations.  All 
actions would be accomplished by technically qualified personnel and would be 
conducted in accordance with applicable Air Force safety requirements, approved 
technical data, and AFOSH standards. 
 
To support 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1, several facilities would be constructed, 
while other facilities would be altered or have additional space developed.  No unique 
construction practices or materials are required to construct these facilities. During 
construction, standard industrial safety standards and Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) would be followed.  These would include: 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.  No unusual ground safety risks are expected from 
these activities. 

4.8.2 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2: Near Duke Field 

4.8.2.1 Existing Conditions (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2) 

Explosives Safety 

Duke Field has two ESQD zones; the northernmost and largest surrounds the MSA.  
The second ESQD zone at Duke surrounds a hot cargo area on Taxiway D (U.S. Air 
Force, 2001a).   

Ground Safety 

The existing conditions for ground safety under this alternative would be the same as 
those previously described in Section 4.8.1.1 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1. 

4.8.2.2 Environmental Consequences (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2) 

Explosives Safety 

The southern portion of the cantonment for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2B, 
(northwest of Duke Field), is located within the ESQD zone of the existing munitions 
storage facilities.  The other 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2 sub-alternatives would 
not require any changes to the existing ESQD zones at Duke Field.  Construction of the 
cantonment for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2B would require coordination with 
Eglin AFB and EOD to ensure that required safety buffers are maintained. 
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The alternative would also include construction and/or renovation of facilities at Duke 
Field where munitions may be stored (see Table 4-31).   
 
The proposed 7SFG(A) munitions storage and munitions operating facility would be 
located in the northwest portion of Duke Field, at the existing MSA.  Additionally, there 
is a requirement to construct two new aircraft Hot Cargo Pad (HCP) on the southeast 
portion of the runway and upgrade the taxiway to be C-17/C-5 capable.  The MSA and 
the HCP would meet mission and ESQD requirements—no inhabited buildings or 
public roadways would be located within these ESQDs.   
 
As part of the construction of new munitions storage facilities, ESP packages would be 
submitted in accordance with Air Force Manual 91-201, Explosives Safety Standards.  
These ESPs would illustrate the relationships and requirements between surrounding 
exposures and the facilities being sited.  Although the cantonment would overlap the 
munitions storage facility ESQD, because the ESPs would coordinate facility siting with 
exposures, no adverse impacts to explosive safety from implementation of 7SFG(A) 
Cantonment Alternative 2 are anticipated. 

Ground Safety 

The environmental consequences for ground safety under this alternative would be the 
same as those previously described in Section 4.8.1.2 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 1. 

4.8.3 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3: West of Duke Field 
(Preferred Alternative) 

4.8.3.1 Existing Conditions (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3) 

Explosives Safety 

7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 would not be impacted by existing ESQD zones, 
and there are no other unique explosive safety issues associated with this alternative. 

Ground Safety 

The existing conditions for ground safety under this alternative would be the same as 
those previously described in Section 4.8.2.1 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2.  

4.8.3.2 Environmental Consequences (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 3) 

There are no environmental consequences for explosive or ground safety that would be 
different from those already discussed in Section 4.8.2.2 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2. 
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4.8.4 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4: North of Eglin Main 

4.8.4.1 Existing Conditions (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 4) 

The existing conditions for explosive and ground safety under this alternative would be 
the same as those previously described in Section 4.8.1.1 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 1.  

4.8.4.2 Environmental Consequences (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 4) 

There are no environmental consequences for explosive or ground safety that would be 
different from those already discussed in Section 4.8.1.2 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 1. 

4.8.5 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5: DeFuniak Springs 

4.8.5.1 Existing Conditions (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5) 

The existing conditions for explosive and ground safety under this alternative would be 
the same as those previously described in Section 4.8.2.1 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2. 

4.8.5.2 Environmental Consequences (Safety – 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 5) 

There are no environmental consequences for explosive or ground safety that would be 
different from those already discussed in Section 4.8.2.2 for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2. 

4.8.6 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, Eglin AFB would continue to employ procedures and 
requirements associated with explosive and ground safety in order to meet a variety of 
diverse mission requirements.  Continued use of these practices would not have an 
adverse impact.  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.  Consequently, there are no adverse impacts associated with 
implementation of the No Action Alternative. 

4.9 SOLID WASTE 

4.9.1 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1: Eglin Main Base 

As discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.3.3.1), 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 consists 
of three sub-alternatives that establish the 7SFG(A) cantonment area on the Eglin Main 




