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Figure 5-15.  7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 – Utilities 
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5.5.3.2 Environmental Consequences (Utilities – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 3) 

The environmental consequences related to potable water, wastewater, electricity, and 
natural gas for the proposed 7SFG(A) Group 2 Ranges are described Section 5.5.1.2.  The 
following subsections discuss environmental consequences related to the lack of 
existing utilities along the northwestern boundary of the Eglin Range where the 
7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges are proposed. 

Potable Water 

Since the area along the northwestern boundary of the Eglin Range proposed for the 
7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges contains no potable water wells, a potable water system will 
need to be established.   Establishing potable water at the site will require a new CUP and 
a PWS permit and would have the same potential impacts as described in for 7SFG(A) 
Cantonment Alternative 3 (Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3.2, Environmental Consequences). 

Wastewater 

Since there are currently no septic tanks or wastewater infrastructure in the area along 
the northwestern boundary, this conglomerate of ranges would require the 
establishment of wastewater treatment facilities (septic tanks) and infrastructure to be 
able to support the proposed 7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges.  Establishing wastewater 
treatment at the proposed ranges would have the same requirements and potential 
impacts as described for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 (Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3.2). 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Supplying natural gas and electricity to the proposed Group 1 Ranges would have the 
same requirements and potential impacts as those described for the 7SFG(A) 
Cantonment Alternative 3 (Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3.2)   

5.5.4 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4: East and Northeast Side Training  

5.5.4.1 Existing Conditions (Utilities – 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4) 

The area proposed for the Group 1 Ranges is essentially undeveloped (except for range 
roads) and has no existing utilities (Figure 5-16).  No potable water wells, septic tanks, 
or wastewater treatment facilities are located in this area of the Eglin Range.  The 
nearest utilities are electrical distribution lines and natural gas lines.  Two electrical 
distribution lines, supplied by CHELCO, are located within approximately 2 to 3 miles 
of the proposed ranges.  One is located south of Interstate 10 and the other east of the 
proposed ranges.  Two natural gas distribution lines are located north of the proposed 
ranges  within the I-10/Hwy 90 corridor.  One is owned and operated by Okaloosa 
Natural Gas (Shue, 2007), and one is owned and operated by DeFuniak Springs Utility 
Company (Holloway, 2007).  The Group 2 Ranges would be located in the same place as 
described for 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1 (Section 5.5.1.1). 



Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 7SFG(A) Range Training 

October 2008 2005 BRAC Decisions and Related Actions 5-49 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 

 
Figure 5-16.  7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 – Utilities
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5.5.4.2 Environmental Consequences (Utilities – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 4) 

The environmental consequences related to potable water, wastewater, electricity and 
natural gas for the proposed 7SFG(A) Group 2 Ranges are described in Section 5.5.1.2.  
The following subsections discuss environmental consequences related to the lack of 
existing utilities along the northeastern boundary of the Eglin Range where the 7SFG(A) 
Group 1 Ranges are proposed. 

Potable Water 

Since the area proposed for the 7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges contains no potable water 
wells, a potable water system will need to be established.  Establishing potable water at 
the site will require a new CUP and a PWS permit and would have the same potential 
impacts as described for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5 (Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5.2, 
Environmental Consequences). 

Wastewater 

Since there are currently no septic tanks or wastewater infrastructure along the 
northeastern boundary, the Group 1 Ranges would require the establishment of 
wastewater treatment facilities and infrastructure.    Establishing wastewater treatment 
at the proposed ranges would have the same requirements and potential impacts as 
described for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5 (Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5.2).  

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Supplying natural gas and electricity to the proposed Group 1 Ranges would have the 
same requirements and potential impacts as those described for 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 5 (Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5.2).   

5.5.5 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5: East Side Training 

5.5.5.1 Existing Conditions (Utilities – 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5) 

The area proposed for the Group 1 Ranges under this alternative (TA C-53) has limited 
development (e.g., range roads) and limited existing utilities (Figure 5-17).  No potable 
water wells, septic tanks, or wastewater treatment facilities are located on TA C-53.  The 
closest potable water well is located approximately 2 miles to the northwest at TA C-3.  
TA C-53 has an electrical distribution line along its northern boundary, which extends 
into the test area.   
 
Power is available in the fenced compound located adjacent to the clay arenas and 
assault landing strip (U.S. Air Force, 1996c).  Natural gas is not available at TA C-53.   



Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 7SFG(A) Range Training 

October 2008 2005 BRAC Decisions and Related Actions 5-51 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 

 
Figure 5-17.  7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 – Utilities  
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The Group 2 Ranges for this alternative would be located in the same place as for 
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1 (Section 5.5.1.1).  

5.5.5.2 Environmental Consequences (Utilities – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 5) 

The environmental consequences related to potable water, wastewater, electricity, and 
natural gas for the proposed 7SFG(A) Group 2 Ranges are described in Section 5.5.1.2.  
The following subsections discuss environmental consequences related to the lack of 
existing utilities in and around TA C-53 where the 7SFG(A) Group 1 Ranges are 
proposed.  

Potable Water 

No potable water well is located at 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.   Establishing potable water at the site will require a new CUP and 
a PWS permit.  Additionally, since no existing potable water infrastructure is in place at 
TA C-53, this site would require infrastructure to be established in support of the 
proposed ranges.    
 
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 
Group 1 Ranges 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).  At this time, adverse impacts to potable water are not 
anticipated based on the limited amount of potable water to be used in association with 
the ranges and since the area is isolated from any adjacent population densities or 
industrial activities (Sculthorpe, 2007).    

Wastewater 

Since there currently are no septic tanks or wastewater infrastructure at TA C-53, the 
Group 1 Ranges would require the establishment of wastewater treatment facilities 
(septic tanks) and infrastructure.  According to FDEP regulations, domestic wastewater 
systems that treat less than 10,000 gallons of wastewater a day are not required to be 
permitted by the state of Florida.  Most of the septic tanks on the Eglin Range would fall 
into this category, including any new ones established at C-53 for the Group 1 Ranges 
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(FDEP, 2006b).  Since any new septic tanks to be established at TA C-53 would be under 
the permitting threshold based on amount of water to be treated, the proposed Group 1 
Ranges would not cause adverse impacts to wastewater or infrastructure in this area of 
the Eglin Range. 
 
As the amount of wastewater being treated increases in this portion of the Eglin Range, 
the use of multiple septic tanks stops being an efficient or effective method of treating 
wastewater.  Instead, a more viable option may be to establish a small wastewater 
treatment facility that would be more cost-effective to maintain, more efficient at 
treating wastewater, and is a better solution than continually adding new septic tanks.  
The relative proximity of TAs C-52, C-53 and the Navy EOD School makes them good 
candidates for this kind of approach to wastewater treatment (Brown, 2006b). 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

The 7SFG(A)’s overall electrical energy (kWh) requirement for their cantonment area is 
18 percent of the total electricity consumed in FY 2006 on Eglin AFB (see Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.1.2, Environmental Consequences, for more details).  The proposed Group 1 
Ranges would use a fraction of what the 7SFG(A) cantonment would require.  Since 
Gulf Power anticipates being able to serve the increase in power requirements for the 
7SFG(A) cantonment area, they would also be able to accommodate the minor electrical 
requirements of the Group 1 Ranges.  For this reason, this alternative would not cause 
an adverse impact to the electrical supply in Northwest Florida.   

The same applies to natural gas since the 7SFG(A)’s requirement is less than 0.5 of the 
total natural gas consumed in FY 2006 on Eglin AFB (see Section 4.6.1.2 in Chapter 4 for 
more details).  Since Okaloosa Gas anticipates being able to meet the additional natural 
gas demand, the Group 1 Ranges would not cause an adverse impact to the natural gas 
supply in Northwest Florida.   
 
The electrical distribution lines on and in the vicinity of TA C-53 are predominantly 
positioned to support the proposed ranges.  However, the proposed Urban Assault 
Course (SOF 8) located at the northeastern tip of TA C-53 may be positioned along an 
existing distribution line and may have to be adjusted.  With any adjustments required 
for the electrical distribution lines, no adverse impacts would occur to the electrical 
supply and infrastructure as a result of the proposed Group 1 Ranges. 
 
Since none of these test areas have natural gas pipelines, the proposed ranges would not 
interfere with natural gas.  However, the requirement for natural gas to support the 
proposed ranges would require new infrastructure.  Tapping into the existing natural 
gas infrastructure would be feasible at the Navy EOD School at TA D-51, approximately 
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4 miles south of the Group 1 Ranges.  Establishing new natural gas infrastructure would 
not have an adverse impact on natural gas as a result of the proposed Group 1 Ranges. 

5.5.6 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the 7SFG(A) would not be relocated to Eglin AFB and 
would therefore not require the use of the Eglin Range or any of the utilities located on 
the Range.  The existing conditions for utilities on the Eglin Range is discussed in 
Sections 5.5.1 through 5.5.5.  If the 7SFG(A) does not relocate to Eglin AFB, the utilities 
on the range would remain as described in the previous sections. 
 
Several actions unrelated to BRAC are predicted to occur that would impact the current 
existing condition of utilities on Eglin AFB.  However, only the Florida Army National 
Guard’s (FLARNG’s) Company C, 3rd Battalion, 124th Infantry’s request to relocate to 
Eglin would potentially affect utilities on the Eglin Range.  This unit currently trains on 
Eglin but is requesting to be permanently relocated from Panama City.  Since no other 
information is currently available on the number of personnel to be relocated or the 
amount of vehicles and equipment associated with the unit, the potential impacts to 
utilities on the Eglin Range cannot be determined.  It is expected, however, that since 
utilities on the Eglin Range vary widely from location to location, new utilities would be 
required to support the FLARNG.  

5.6 AIR QUALITY  

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. 

5.6.1 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1: East Side and North of Eglin Main 
Training 

5.6.1.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1) 

Regional Air Quality 

This alternative is located in Okaloosa County, which is included in the region of 
influence (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). 
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5.6.1.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 1) 

Munitions 

The 7SFG(A) intends to use a variety of munitions and vehicles on Eglin ranges.  
Munitions include a range of small arms, guns, grenades, simulators, mines, flares, 
rockets, and explosives.  All munitions were assumed to be live, and since the specific 
type of munition was not specified, the munitions exhibiting the highest net explosive 
weight were used for this analysis.  Table 5-9 summarizes the emissions generated from 
the various munitions.  The methodology used to calculate emissions is detailed in 
Appendix D, Air Quality. 
 

Table 5-9.  Estimated Munitions Emissions Associated With 7SFG(A) Training 
Calculated Emissions (tons) 

Expenditure Proposed Qty NEW1 

(pounds/item) 
CO NOX PM2.5 PM10 SOX 

5.45 mm 29,000 --2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

5.56 mm 4,966,000 3.98E-03 3.46 0.16 0.08 0.12 0.00 

7.62 mm 1,248,000 6.30E-03 1.42 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.00 

9 mm 2,100,000 7.89E-04 0.32 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 

12 gauge 34,000 -- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

40 mm 57,000 1.17E-01 0.20 0.04 0.19 0.37 0.00 

60 mm 8,200 4.57E-01 0.12 0.02 0.07 0.13 0.00 

81 mm 6,300 1.04E-01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

84 mm 400 1.37 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.00 

0.50 caliber 300,000 3.38E-02 1.67 0.18 0.03 0.05 0.00 

Mines  2,500 1.5 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.00 

Grenades 8,100 0.41 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.12 0.00 

Explosives 976,000 -- 12.81 3.84 9.15 12.81 0.07 

Flares 2,400 1.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 

Simulators 11,400 0.188 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.26 0.00 

Rockets - propellant 1,250 0.134 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

Rockets – warhead 1,250 0.684 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 

Other (OPFOR) 290,000 -- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total Emissions (tons)  20.24 4.40 9.71 14.21 0.07 
CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 
2.5 microns; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; SOx = sulfur oxides; VOC = 
volatile organic compounds 
1. NEW = Net explosive weight 
2. “—”  is listed for expenditures where data were unavailable 
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Section 5.9, Hazardous Materials, discusses chemical releases to the environment; this 
section discusses emissions released to the environment other than the criteria 
pollutants (carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter with an aerodynamic 
diameter less than 10 microns, sulfur oxides, and volatile organic compounds).  The 
chemicals of concern with air releases are antimony compounds (66 pounds), barium 
compounds (692 pounds), and lead compounds (210.6 pounds).  Antimony and lead 
compounds are on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) hazardous air 
pollutants (HAP) list (USEPA, 2006b).  HAPs are regulated by point sources (e.g., 
reciprocating internal combustion engines).  There are no regulations for the release of 
HAPs from sources such as munitions fire.  It was assumed that the HAP levels of 
emissions from munitions would be insignificant and would have little affect on overall 
air quality for the ROI since the emissions levels are not concentrated enough to harm 
people and communities. 

Mobile Sources 

The 7SFG(A) would require the use of wheeled vehicles, aircraft, and watercraft for 
training operations.  Table 5-10 lists the type of vehicle and emissions expected from 
each type of vehicle.  Methods used to calculate vehicle emissions are detailed in 
Appendix D, Air Quality. 

Table 5-10.  Estimated Vehicle Emissions Associated With 7SFG(A) Training 
Emissions (tons/yr) Vehicle Type 

CO NOX PM2.5 PM10 SOX VOC 

HMMWV (1-1/4 Ton) 0.106 0.078 0.027 0.083 0.009 0.050 

HMMWV (Heavy) 0.063 0.035 0.011 0.042 0.003 0.011 

HMMWV (Expanded) 14.737 8.187 2.532 9.736 0.645 2.519 

1/2 ton Cargo Truck LMTV 0.273 0.201 0.069 0.216 0.023 0.129 

5 Ton Cargo LMTV 0.025 0.018 0.006 0.020 0.002 0.012 

ATV/Motorcycle 0.619 0.006 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.063 
Total Wheeled Vehicle Emissions 15.822 8.525 2.644 10.097 0.681 2.785 

CRRC (Zodiac Boats) 9.356 0.267 0.000 0.000 0.016 3.713 
Total Watercraft Emissions 9.356 0.267 0.000 0.000 0.016 3.713 

Fixed Wing1 80.68 200.88 0.00 83.35 0.00 34.01 

Rotary Wing2 297.60 203.85 0.00 55.36 0.00 228.62 
Total Aircraft Emissions 378.28 404.73 0.00 138.72 0.00 262.63 

CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 
2.5 microns; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; SOx = sulfur oxides; VOC = 
volatile organic compounds 
1.  Assumed C-130 as the fixed wing aircraft type as it suited the needs of the operations 
2.  Assumed UH-60 for the rotary wing  
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Construction 

A minimum area of 157.55 acres would need to be graded and cleared for the proposed 
facilities and shooting ranges.  Emissions associated with these activities are 
summarized in Table 5-11. 
 

Table 5-11.  Estimated Construction and Grading Emissions Associated With 
7SFG(A) Training 

Emissions (tons/yr) Source 
CO NOx PM2.5 PM10 SOx VOC 

Grading Equipment 2.5025 9.4185 0 0.7735 0.9555 1.001 
Grading Operations 0 0 0 276.185 0 0 

Total 2.5025 9.4185 0 276.959 0.9555 1.001 
CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less than 
or equal to 2.5 microns; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; 
SOx = sulfur oxides; VOC = volatile organic compounds 

Summary 

Using an ROI of Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and Walton Counties, the emissions generated 
from vehicle and munitions use were compared to the county emissions to evaluate 
impacts on the regional air quality (Table 5-12).  A temporary and short-term increase in 
emissions is expected from construction activities.  No changes would be necessary to 
the Eglin AFB Title V Permit in conjunction with the range activities.  The criterion of 
250 tons per year would be exceeded for carbon monoxide and PM10 due to aircraft and 
construction emissions, respectively.   

The other aspect of impact analysis is the general conformity analysis, where the ROI 
emissions are 0.3 percent for CO and 1.4 percent for PM10.  This is well below the 
10 percent criteria established for conformity analysis, as described in Chapter 3.  Based 
on the low emissions, there would be no adverse impacts from the proposed range 
activities for the 7SFG(A). 

 
Table 5-12.  Expected Air Quality Emissions Associated With 7SFG(A) Training 

Calculated Emissions (tons) Source 
CO NOx PM2.5 PM10 SOx VOC 

7SFG(A) Munitions 20.24 4.40 9.71 14.21 0.07   
7SFG(A) Vehicles 15.82 8.53 2.64 10.10 0.68 2.78 
7SFG(A) Aircraft 378.28 404.73 0.00 138.72 0.00 262.63 
7SFG(A) Construction 2.50 9.42 0.00 276.96 0.96 1.00 

Total Emissions 416.85 427.07 12.35 439.98 1.71 266.41 
ROI Total Emissions 150,219 22,909 -- 30,829 4,097 23,742 
% ROI Emissions 0.3% 1.9% -- 1.4% 0.0% 1.1% 

CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less than 
or equal to 2.5 microns; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; 
SOx = sulfur oxides; VOC = volatile organic compounds 
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5.6.2 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2: East Side and North-South 
Corridor Training 

5.6.2.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 2) 

The air quality existing conditions would be the same as for 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 
1, since the ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB.   

5.6.2.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 2) 

The air quality impacts would be the same as for 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1, since the 
ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB.  Therefore, regardless of the location, the air quality 
analysis would not change.  No impacts are expected from the 7SFG(A) range activities. 

5.6.3 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3: East and West Side Training 
(Preferred Alternative) 

5.6.3.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3) 

The existing conditions for air quality would be the same as for 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 1, since the ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB. 

5.6.3.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 3) 

The air quality impacts would be the same as those for 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1, 
since the ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB.  Location does not change the results of the 
analysis.  No impacts are expected from 7SFG(A) range activities.   

5.6.4 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4: East and Northeast Side Training 

5.6.4.1 Existing Conditions (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4) 

The existing conditions for air quality would be the same as for 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 1, since the ROI chosen encompasses all of Eglin AFB. 

5.6.4.2 Environmental Consequences (Air Quality – 7SFG(A) Range 
Alternative 4) 

The air quality impacts would be the same as those for 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1, 
since the ROI encompasses all of Eglin AFB.  Location does not change the results of the 
analysis.  No impacts are expected from 7SFG(A) Range activities.   




