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Figure ES-12. JSF Alternative 1 Noise Contour Close-up
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Figure ES-13. JSF Alternative 2 Noise Contour Close-up
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Executive Summary

7SFG(A) Cantonment.
Implementing any of the
7SFG(A) cantonment

alternatives would result in
a land wuse change from
open space to industrial,

administrative, housing
(unaccompanied), and
outdoor recreation.

. Rural areas in Florida and Alabama
Alternative 2E would |l nder the MTRs and MOAs often
impact a portion of the |[have mobile homes which are

Florida Scenic Trail and the || especially affected by  low-level

Parts of the Florida Trail overflight.

traverse Eglin and are open campground at Jr. Walton
for public use on scheduled| Pond. To mitigate the
days, typically  weekends. [ impact to the Florida Trail, the impacted section would be
Only Cantonment Alternative . .
2E and Range Alternative 3 moved from the center of the Alternative 2E site to run along
have the potential to impact || the northern border of the Alternative 2E site. There would
trail access. be no land use impacts to any off-base areas. There would
be a loss of public access and outdoor recreation associated
with 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5. The acreage would vary from
approximately 500 acres for Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3, 4, and 5
. . Public access to the

to 716 acres for Alternative 2E, 1,022 for Alternative 2C, and ) .

) Florida Trail was a
1,281 for Alternative 2D. public concern. Please

note caption under

. . Florida Trail picture on
7SFG(A) Range Training. Construction of the Group 1 | s page and related

Ranges and associated SDZs would result in the permanent || discussions on this page.
closure of 5,620 acres for Alternative 1; 3,119 acres for
Alternative 2; 8,630 acres for Alternative 3; 7,582 acres for Alternative 4; and
11,106 acres for Alternative 5. Currently these areas are used for recreation when
permitted by military missions. The proposed location of the Group 1 Ranges and

SDZs for Alternative 3 would require the 6t Ranger
Training Battalion to modify their current maneuver
areas to the west of Camp Rudder. Duck Pond, the
associated campground, and a portion of the Florida
Scenic Trail would be impacted by the Alternative 3
closed area. This would reduce recreational use of
the area and could be seen as an adverse effect by
recreational users. However, to mitigate the impact
to the Florida Trail, a new section of trail would be
constructed north of the closed area associated with , )

. use on Eglin AFB which would be
the Alternative 3 Group 1 Ranges along Range Road impacted by closures for required
211. training.

Hunting is one permitted recreational
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Impacts from the implementation of the Group 2 ranges would be the same for all
alternatives since they would be located in the same area. Approximately 9,570 acres,
constituting the physical Group 2 ranges, would be permanently closed to public
access/recreation. An additional approximately 44,020 acres associated with the Group
2 ranges (SDZs and maneuver areas) would be conditionally closed for public
access/recreation. When not being used for military test or training missions, certain
portions of Eglin AFB have been made available for permitted recreation activities.
Conditional closure would occur for the first full year of training. Following training
experiences and evaluation, the 7SFG(A) and Eglin AFB would determine the extent of
future land use restrictions. The process is similar to what occurs under baseline
conditions where land available to permitted public access varies each year. The impact
would be that substantially more land would be under review and potentially not
accessible for public recreation.

The primary use of the Range is for military test and training and there are other public
outdoor recreation areas available in the region. Recreational users of Eglin lands could
see the reduced availability as an adverse impact. The training alternatives would not
have any direct impact on any surrounding community land use outside the Eglin
Reservation.

JSF Cantonment. Construction of new facilities and || oue concern that arose
modification of existing facilities in the cantonment area || during scoping questioned
would be consistent with the overall Base Master Plan. || whether Eglin residences
There would be no change to the existing land use for the would be accessible to the
. . public. Please see access
munitions storage area. JSF cantonment construction and || oypianation on this page.
use activities would be compatible with the existing land use
patterns in the surrounding area, and no off-base land use direct impacts would occur.
JSF cantonment and housing accessibility would be determined by the final land use
plan and housing location. Under any alternative, Eglin residences would be accessible
by individuals with base passes.

Scopi JSF Flight Training. JSF flight training would produce noise
coping commenters . . )
wanted to know what levels above the current baseline, which would result in land
land uses were considered | use incompatibility for certain land uses at Eglin Main, Duke
compatible under different || Field, and affected off-base areas. Approximately 43,213
noise levels. Please see . f o :
: acres under JSF Flight Training Alternative 1 or 46,345 acres
Sections 5.3 and 7.4. . . . . . .
under Alternative 2 on and in the immediate vicinity of Eglin
Main Base, and Eglin AFB’s interstitial areas would be
exposed to noise levels greater than 65 dB DNL. Residential use is generally
incompatible with noise levels above 65 dB DNL, as noted in Section 4.2 of this
Executive Summary.
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Under JSF Flight Training Alternatives 1 and 2, the entire developed area of Duke Field
would experience increased noise exposure of greater than 85 dB DNL, including the
unaccompanied housing area.

Approximately 3,405 and 5,008 acres of off-base community land near Eglin Main Base
would be exposed to noise levels greater than 65 dB DNL with implementation of JSF
Flight Training Alternative 1 or 2, respectively. Noise impacts on the surrounding
communities would be greatest northeast of Eglin Main Base in Valparaiso and
Niceville. Other impacted areas include unincorporated areas of Okaloosa County, part
of the city 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
over the Shoal River (see Figure ES-12 and Figure ES-13).

For JSF Flight Training Alternative 1, 4,755 acres and for Alternative 2, 2,296 acres off-
base in the vicinity of Choctaw Field would be under the 65 dB DNL or greater noise
contour. This land is primarily open/agriculture/low density land use category and
the current use would be compatible with potential noise

Public C‘l’imme"tmh levels. However, under Alternative 1, there are 19 acres of
expressed concern that residential land around the 65 dB DNL noise contour. Noise
noise could affect future

levels of 65 dB DNL or greater would generally not be
compatible with residential use. New homes within 65 dB
DNL noise contours can be designed and constructed to
reduce interior noise levels to the desired 45 dB DNL levels.
A seller disclosure that the home is located in a high noise area is frequently required.

building permits. Please
see explanation on this

page.

4.4 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Socioeconomic resources are defined as the basic attributes associated with human
activities. = Of particular interest are population; economic factors including
employment and income; and public services including schools, law enforcement, and
emergency services. Environmental Justice addresses children, minority, and low-
income populations. The ROI for the socioeconomic and environmental justice
resources for all BRAC-related actions is defined as Okaloosa County, Santa Rosa
County, and Walton County.

Commenters at scoping

. . ; requested that all BRAC
Aggregated Socioeconomic Effects. The BRAC actions | ,ctivities at Eglin be
would have schedule overlaps in execution and spending || aggregated to make it

effects. The personnel associated with the 7SFG(A) as well as
the JSF IJTS would arrive in the ROI through the same time
period from 2008 to 2016. In addition, actions associated
with the No Action Alternative such as the drawdown of the
33 FW would also overlap with the BRAC actions.
Table ES-20 presents the estimated total jobs attributable to

easier for local citizens
to see and understand
impacts. Chapter 8 of
this EIS aggregates
impacts from the BRAC
actions.
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BRAC-related actions during this period. The direct base jobs support an induced
number of jobs. Military construction (MILCON) directly supports jobs and
expenditures create indirect and induced jobs within the ROI. The table demonstrates
that total jobs will vary from FY08 through FY12 and then stabilize in the 32 to
33 thousand range. An aggregated analysis has been prepared for the relevant actions.

Table ES-20. Projected Eglin AFB Supported Jobs in the Region

FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Officers 1,563 1,538 1,499 2,039 2,066 2,095 2,115 2,138 2,152
Enlisted 6,368 5,585 4,997 7,992 8,303 8,586 8,846 9,113 9,276
Civilian/Other 9,147 9,203 9,509 9,592 9,563 9,585 9,586 9,661 9,661
Total 17,078 | 16,326 | 16,005 | 19,623 | 19,932 | 20,266 | 20,547 | 20,912 | 21,089
Induced 9,859 9,425 9240 | 11,328 | 11,507 | 11,700 | 11,862 | 12,072 | 12,175
Milcon/Related! 1,626 6,632 3,796 2,964 832 0 0 0 0
Total Jobs 28,563 | 32,383 | 29,041 | 33,915 | 32271 | 31,966 | 32,409 | 32,984 | 33,264

Note: 1. Includes Direct, Indirect, and Induced.

Socioeconomic effects are primarily driven by changes in population which in turn
drive changes in other socioeconomic indicators such as employment and housing. As
discussed in the Final EIS (EIS Section 4.4), the 7SFG(A) adds an estimated total of 8,583
people to the region, including the direct increase from the incoming personnel and the
indirect and induced increase from people relocating to the region for secondary
employment. The JSF would have a similar increase on regional population with an
estimated increase of 7,472 (EIS Section 6.4). The No Action Alternative includes the
drawdown of the 33 FW and decreases people in the region by 7,004 persons. There
would be a net increase of 9,051 directly related persons to the three-county region
(Table ES-21).

Table ES-21. Population Growth by County, 2000-2030

Average Average

Location Census Estimated | Projected Annual Annual

2000 2005 2030 Change Change

2000-2005 2005-2030
Okaloosa County 170,498 192,665 264,260 2.5% 1.3%
Santa Rosa County 117,743 141,481 226,057 3.7% 1.9%
Walton County 40,601 54,320 98,242 6.0% 2.4%
Total ROI 328,842 388,466 588,559 3.4% 1.7%
Florida 15,982,824 | 17,872,296 | 25,898,476 2.3% 1.5%

Source: Office of Economic and Demographic Research, The Florida Legislature, 2005

Each of the BRAC actions would overlap in execution and spending effects.

Construction would occur over a period of years and the personnel associated with the
7SFG(A) and the JSF IJTS would arrive in the ROL

October 2008
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) During public scoping,

Net employment would increase as a result of the aggregated | concerns were
BRAC action. The 7SFG(A) would create a total of 3,527 jobs | expressed about
including the employment of the incoming personnel and ?econd“W%Tozgth
secondary jobs that would be created from the additional [ " acts to fand se

. . : and commercial and
spending of the incoming personnel. The JSF personnel would | nousing demand.
increase employment by 3,648 jobs. The actions associated with || Please see Section 7.5.

the No Action Alternative would decrease the number of jobs in
the region by 3,423. Net employment in the region would be expected to increase by
3,753 jobs, an increase of 2.0 percent.

Assuming one job per household, the number of housing units demanded would
increase by 3,753 housing units. This would represent 2.0 percent as a result of the
incoming personnel.

After cantonment and training locations are selected, individual
Air Force, Army, Marine, and Navy military and civilian
personnel will make decisions regarding residential locations.
The overall and per year ROI population changes could have
some stabilizing effect on the regional economy. The total 2.0
percent increase in housing demand over approximately eight
years would not be greater than normal growth experienced in
the ROL Table ES-21 presents the projected ROI population
growth prepared in 2005. Local areas which have been growing and have space to
grow, such as Crestview, could experience a greater population increase than built-up
areas.

One scoping
commenter was
concerned with
equivalent analyses
of local communities.
Please see Sections
4.3,4.4, 7.4, and 7.5.

Other areas could experience growth or stabilize housing values with the demand from
in-migrating personnel. During the Draft EIS public commenting period, questions

were raised about the potential for property value impacts from noise.

Potential

impacts within the 65 or greater dB DNL contour could include disclosure of noise

contours during sale and increased annoyance of residents. :

Property value impact would be difficult to predict because fe uZl;sCt(;fIn;Tmtm
property value is dependent on multiple variables including usZessment of the
demand for housing and location. Such factors as national || impacts of each
interest rates, housing sales in other areas, schools, and |f alternative on
hurricanes affect housing values in the ROL If an exactly equal | Property values.

. . . . Please see comment on
property in an equal neighborhood with equal schools outside a || .. page and Section
55 dB DNL noise contour were compared with an exactly equal | 75 for further
property inside a greater than 65 dB DNL contour, noise | information.
contours could be a factor in property appraisal valuation.
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The aggregate BRAC actions would increase the number of
students in the three school districts in the ROI. An estimated
1,957 students could enter the region’s school districts from the
7SFG(A) actions and 1,589 students could enter as a result of the

Executive Summary

During scoping,

commentors requested
information about the
number of students to

Student increases are estimated for the
region although the actual increase to a
specific school district would depend on
individual choices. Communities such as
Crestview would be expected to see

manage the impact to
schools of an increased

JSF. An estimated 1,243
students would be expected

) local population.
to leave the region’s school | Please see comments
districts from the change in || on this page.

personnel related to the No
Action alternative. = The net estimated student
increase from BRAC would be 2,302 and increase the
student population by 3.7 percent (Table ES-22). As
with housing noted above and the demand for public
services noted below, the school districts directly
affected would depend upon residential choices of
individual = assigned  personnel.  Historically,
92 percent of the personnel have located in Okaloosa
County with 6 percent in Santa Rosa County and

growth if the 7SFG(A) cantonment were
located at Alternatives 2 or 3.

2 percent in Walton County.

The net revenues collected by the three school districts would also increase. School
revenues would be projected to increase by over $12 million, an increase of 2.9 percent.

Demand on public services including law enforcement, fire
protection, and medical services would increase. An estimated
additional 68 law enforcement officers, 24 firefighters, and 466
medical professionals would be needed throughout the region
to maintain the current level of public services in relation to the
increased population.  The alternative selected and the
residential choices of individuals would determine the local
impact to services. The city of Crestview has been growing
without the BRAC action and could be expected to continue
growing under any BRAC alternative.

Scoping comments
asked whether the
Crestview Police
Department is
equipped to serve and
protect a larger
community. Please see
comments on this

page.
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Table ES-22. Aggregated Socioeconomic Effects of BRAC

7SFG(A) JSF IJTS No Actif)n Aggregated Effects
Effects Effects Al]t;;;natlve Total
ects
Totals Totals Totals Totals Percent
Change
Population
Existing Conditions, 2005 388,466 388,466 388,466 388,466
Direct 6,067 4,885 -4,561 6,391 1.6%
Induced 2,516 2,587 -2,443 2,660 0.7%
Total 8,583 7,472 -7,004 9,051 2.3%
Employment
Existing Conditions, 2004(b) 189,469 189,469 189,469 189,469
Direct 2,200 2,326 -2,172 2,354 1.2%
Induced 1,287 1,322 -1,251 1,359 0.7%
Total 3,527 3,648 -3,423 3,753 2.0%
Housing
Existing Conditions, 20001 156,795 156,795 156,795 156,795
Direct 2,200 2,326 -2,172 2,354 1.5%
Induced 1,287 1,322 -1,251 1,359 0.9%
Total 3,527 3,648 -3,423 3,753 2.4%
Students
Existing Conditions, 2005 61,955 61,955 61,955 61,955
Direct 1,521 879 -821 1,580 2.5%
Induced 435 710 -422 723 1.2%
Total 1,957 1,589 -1,243 2,302 3.7%
School Revenue
Existing Conditions, 2005€) | $413,847,831| $413,847,831|  $413,847,831| $413,847,831
Direct $10,144,790 $5,862,554 -$8,689,533 $,317,811 1.8%
Induced $4,602,302 $4,732,454 -$4,468,349 $4,866,408 1.2%
Total $14,747,092|  $10,595,008 -$13,157,882|  $12,184,219 2.9%
Law Enforcement
Existing Conditions, 2005 670 670 670 670
Total 37 31 N/A 68 10.1%
Fire Protection
Existing Conditions, 2006 657 657 657 657
Total 13 11 N/A 24 3.7%
Medical
Existing Conditions, 2006® 11,446 11,446 11,446 11,446
Total 249 217 N/A 466 4.1%

a. Office of Economic and Demographic Research, The Florida Legislature, 2005
b. U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2006
c. U.S. Census Bureau, 2000a, 2000b, 2000c
d. Florida Department of Education, 2005a
e. Florida Department of Education, 2005b
f. Florida Department of Law Enforcement, 2005

g. Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Fire Administration, 2006

h. Orcutt, 2006
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The BRAC actions would result in additional construction
spending to build or renovate suitable facilities for the 7SFG(A)
and the JSF IJTS. This would occur over a three to five year
construction period. Table ES-23 presents the regional direct,
indirect, and induced economic effects of construction
expenditures. The current regional construction industry had

Executive Summary

Scoping questions
asked whether
construction or
operations could result
in deterioration to
housing. Please see
EIS Section 7.3

15,400 jobs in 2004. The direct construction jobs would peak at
an estimated 4,325 in FY 09. This would represent 28 percent of regional construction
workers. Depending on the demand for construction workers at the time, this
percentage could either relieve a depressed construction industry or induce temporary
construction resources to locate in the ROI for specific projects. Construction activities
would be concentrated on-base and would not affect off-base properties. Operations
would create noise impacts.

Table ES-23. Estimated Impact of Military Construction

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Total Spending (Output) $762,099,968 $194,143,002 | $259,956,694 | $1,216,199,677
Incomes Generated $346,824,576 $82,779,526 $83,123,107 $512,727,198
Jobs Supported 10,338 2,290 3,223 15,850

Source: Haas Center for Business Research and Economic Development, 2006

Environmental Justice. Minority and low-income populations would not be adversely
impacted by the construction or operations of the 7SFG(A) or the associated ranges.
There would be no expected environmental justice impacts from the noise levels of
62 CDNL or above 65 dB DNL associated with the 7SFG(A) ranges.

Given the time period for the relocation, the number of personnel entering the area, and
the large capacity of the ROI for growth, the JSF IJTS would not be expected to
disproportionately affect children, minority, or low-income properties.

JSF Flight Training Alternatives 1 and 2 would not produce a f;:r’; Tfn‘zl;;gzzout
disproportionate impact to minority or low-income populations [ s, city of Valparaiso
in the vicinity of Eglin Main Base. Table ES-24 presents the || and schools near
percentage of minority and low income populations within the | potential training
county that would be overflown in each alternative as compared ;Z‘Z‘;.S(')nlzl;‘f;:;e7ls515
to the Community of Concern, which is the respective county. : —

Minority and low-income populations in Fort Walton Beach, and minority /low-income
populations in Valparaiso and Niceville would be subject to noise impacts, but the
impact would not be disproportionate as compared to the Community of Concern.
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Table ES-24. Overflown Population and Populations of Concern by County, 2000

Overflown % County
0
. Florida |Overflown Ove-:rflo.wn /o County Low Overflown| CoC %
Airspace . Minority |Overflown| CoC %
County |Population . . .. Income Low Low
Population| Minority | Minority Population| Income |Income
Alternative 1 Airfield
Outside
Eglin Santa Rosa 114 7 6.14 10.89 14 12.28 9.83
(Choctaw)
Outside
Eglin
(Duke/Main Okaloosa 6,757 1,374 20.33 19.03 679 10.05 8.84
Base)
Alternative 2 Airfield
Outside
Eglin  |Santa Rosa 6 - 0.00 10.89 1 16.67 9.83
(Choctaw)
Outside
Eglin
(Duke/Main Okaloosa | 11,155 1,458 13.07 19.03 1,031 9.24 8.84
Base)

In the vicinity of Eglin Main Base, five schools and four childcare centers in Okaloosa
County, including in Valparaiso and Destin, would be subject to noise levels in excess
of 65 dB DNL associated with JSF Flight Training Alternative 1. Under JSF Flight
Training Alternative 2, eight schools and five childcare centers in Okaloosa County,
including in Valparaiso and Destin, would be subject to noise levels in excess of 65 dB
DNL. Under either alternative, special risks to children from aircraft noise would be
anticipated. No school or childcare centers are known to occur under the noise
contours associated with Duke Field or Choctaw Field under any of the alternatives.
MTRs VR-1082 and VR-1085, proposed for use in JSF flight training, overfly 10 counties
in Florida and Alabama. Parts of three counties in Alabama (Clarke, Monroe, and
Wilcox) have an estimated 21,323 persons who could potentially be affected by a change
in noise levels from an ambient of less than 45 dB DNL to between 57 to 76 dB DNL.
The Tyndall MOAs overfly portions of Bay, Calhoun, Franklyn, and Gulf counties and
R-2965 overflies portions of Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, and Washington counties. Aircraft
sortie-operations on the MTRs would be an average of 2 per weekday. Individual
overflights could be alarming to people overflown and would be expected to cause high
annoyance to between 6 and 40 percent of the population affected. Comparable
changes would occur to noise under the Tyndall MOAs and to private lands under
Restricted Area R-2915. Table ES-25 presents the percentage range of minority and low-
income persons in the counties and under the training airspaces. In all cases, the
increased noise could be expected to increase annoyance. In most counties, the training
airspace overlies higher concentrations of minority or low-income populations than in

ES-52 2005 BRAC Decisions and Related Actions October 2008
Final Environmental Impact Statement Executive Summary

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida



Executive Summary

the counties as a whole. Flight training could result in a disproportionate impact upon
minority and low-income populations in specific counties under the training airspace.

Table ES-25. Percentage Range of Minority and Low-Income Persons
Under Training Airspace

Disproportionate Percent Minority Percent Low Income

Airspace I?:;:?;:;Zﬁ County Overflown County Overflown
VR-1082 1,901 43 t0 73 82 to 98 21 to 40 35 to 43
VR-1085 4,026 43 to 44 69 to 81 21 to 40 25 to 38
Tyndall MOAs! 5,997 17 to 22 6 to 39 13 to 20 18 to 31
R-29152 33,628 11 to 19 5 to 26 10 to 20 7 to 33

1. Eglin MOA A overflies some private lands.
2. R-2914 overflies an additional three persons.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Flight training operations from the JSF are anticipated to present special risks to
children as there are several schools and daycares that underlie the SUA. The JSF flight

training would increase the noise levels currently
experienced by these schools and daycares and would
have the potential to interrupt speech and disrupt the
learning process in classrooms.

4.5 TRANSPORTATION

Transportation resources analyzed within this EIS
include the regional roadway network and the
roadways within Eglin AFB.  Collectively, these
resources compose the ROI for transportation.
Regional transportation networks are currently

Regional transportation networks
are inadequate for the existing
population and will incur further
declines with the BRAC actions.

inadequate for the population.

7SFG(A) Cantonment. Implementing 7SFG(A) Cantonment
Alternatives 1 or 4 would result in 16 to 17 roadway segments
comprising portions of State Routes (SRs) 189, 188, 393, 30, 85,
and 397 operating at Level of Service (LOS) D or worse.
Currently about 50 percent of these

One public issue was
how the beddown will
affect traffic flow.
Please see comments on
this page.

Public commenters segments are deficient or operating
requested the installation worse than the adopted LOS standard.
of traffic flow and

For 7SFG(A)

reduction measures, such
as additional stoplights
and/or changes to highway
access points. Please see
EIS Sections 4.5 and 6.5.

Cantonment Alternative 2, three roadway segments are
projected to be deficient with respect to the adopted LOS
standard including portions of SR 85. All of these deficient
segments operate in a failing condition today. For 7SFG(A)
Cantonment Alternative 5, five segments are deficient with
respect to the adopted LOS standard, including portions of
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US 90, US 331, and SR 285. Project traffic is projected to impact the SR 285 segments.
Portions of US 90 and US 331 are deficient today. Alternative 2 or 3 would involve
signal controls at the Duke Field road. Regional traffic flow is an existing problem and
will need to be resolved with regional solutions. The Air Force will work with regional

agencies to support identification of solutions.

7SFG(A) Range Training. Range training would occur on the
Eglin Reservation using the existing roadway network. Off-base
military highway vehicle travel would be infrequent and would
not be expected to add to existing highway congestion. There are
no transportation impacts associated with any of the 7SFG(A)
range alternatives.

JSF Cantonment. The JSF cantonment Alternative 1 would
potentially impact 17 roadways. Figure ES-14 presents the
existing regional transportation network and identifies the
highway segments expected to decline in level of service with the
implementation of the BRAC action. The public may perceive a
significant adverse impact with six of the 17 impacted roadways,
including SR 85 between SR 123 and the Air Combat Command
(ACC) Gate at Nomad Way; SR 85 between the ACC Gate at

One public comment
dealt with potential
highway congestion
from military training
vehicles. Please see
comment on this page.

Several public
commenters requested
information on
highway infrastructure
redesign and funding
to handle traffic
increases and
congestion. Please see
EIS Section 4.5 and 6.5.

Nomad Way and SR 189 (Lewis Turner Boulevard); SR 85

between SR 189/SR 397 (Eglin Boulevard) and 12t Avenue; SR 123 between SR 85 and
the SR 85/SR 20 intersection; SR 189 between General Bond Boulevard and Mooney
Road; SR 189 between Mooney Road and SR 188 (Racetrack Road). If the JSF
cantonment Alternative 2 were implemented, 18 roadway segments would be deficient
with respect to the adopted LOS standard, including portions of Barrancas Avenue, SR
20, SR 30 (US 98), SR 85, SR 123, SR 189, SR 393 (Mary Esther Boulevard), and SR 397.
Eight of 24 affected roadways may be perceived by the public to be significantly and
adversely impacted. On-base impacts resulting from JSF cantonment Alternative 2
(located east of the Eglin Runway) would likely require some improvement to
Barrancas Avenue, Choctawhatchee Road, and Daytona.
JSF Flight Training. There are no transportation associated with
implementation of any of the flight training alternatives.

impacts
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4.6 UTILITIES

The utilities described and analyzed for potential impact include potable water,
wastewater, electricity, and natural gas. The description of each utility and the impact
analysis focus on the existing infrastructure (e.g., wells, water systems, wastewater
treatment plants), current utility use, and any pre-defined capacity or limitations as set
forth in permits or regulations.

Commenters at

7SFG(A) Cantonment. An increase in potable water usage Z‘;ZZ;Z?; ‘1”;‘;533;1:2
would occur, but usage would still be within permitted limits || . .. 1nd sewer

for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 1 and 4. For 7SFG(A) | system can handle the
Cantonment Alternative 2, the increase would result in an | increased needs of a

exceedance of the permit limits at Duke Field. An additional or | !a7gerpopulation.
. Please see Sections 4.6
expanded water system would need to be established for the || ;..

7SFG(A) cantonment area at Duke Field. Industrial use of
potable water may require drawing water from the Sand and
Gravel Aquifer to reduce usage from the Floridan Aquifer. Since the areas along the
boundaries of the Eglin Range proposed for 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 2 and 5
contain no potable water wells, a potable water system would need to be established for
either of these alternatives which requires a new consumptive use permit (CUP) and a
potable water system (PWS) permit. There would be no changes required to the
existing permits for Cantonment Alternatives 1, 2, or 4. No wastewater treatment
system is associated with either Alternative 3 or 5, and an approximately 100,000-
gallon-per-day on-site wastewater treatment system and infrastructure would be
required, or under Alternative 3 only, wastewater would need to be directed to Bob
Sikes Reclamation Facility in Crestview. The amount and type of wastewater expected
to be produced would also require permitting from the FDEP. Electric power and
natural gas would require additional infrastructure.

7SFG(A) Range Training. Group 2 Range, TAs C-52 and C-72 currently have utilities
and supporting infrastructure, with the exception of natural gas. Some electrical
distribution lines may require relocation depending on the final layout of the proposed
ranges. TA C-53 would require potable water wells and septic tanks under a new or
amended CUP. Electrical distribution lines are available near and within TA C-53.
Group 1 Ranges under Alternatives 2 and 5 would be sited around TA C-2 and TA C-
53, respectively, which lack utilities and would require potable water wells, a CUP,
septic tanks, and new infrastructure to support all utilities, including electricity and
natural gas. Range Alternatives 3 and 4 would be sited in areas with no existing
utilities. Potable water wells, CUP, septic tanks, and infrastructure would be required.
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Figure ES-14. Regional Transportation Impacts
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to Main Highway Segments
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JSF Cantonment. Both alternatives would be within permitted | Scoping commenters
limits with the increase in potable water usage and wastewater || questioned whether an
generation. Industrial water usage would increase and Eglin || frastructure plan
AFB may be required to draw from the Sand and Gravel Aquifer Z‘;ZZZ f}fa’:eEdEd fo

to reduce strain on the Floridan Aquifer. Adequate electrical and || (pustewater,

natural gas supply exists in Northwest Florida to service
Alternatives 1 or 2. Infrastructure additions and/or

electricity, and natural
gas needs will be

modifications would be required to accommodate JSF IJTS adequately met.
e Please see EIS Sections
facilities. 4.6 and 6.6.

JSF Flight Training. DPotable water, wastewater, and electrical infrastructure are
currently in place at each of the proposed outlying fields. The Eglin Main Base is
supplied by two water systems which collectively have enough excess capacity to
handle the additional air traffic controllers and fire and crash protection crews. The
potable water system at Duke Field is projected to have enough capacity to
accommodate the additional JSF mission. 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 both new missions.
Wastewater treatment, electricity, and natural gas infrastructures are already in place at
each of the outlying fields. Increases in usage from the JSF missions would not exceed
capacity, so no impacts are expected to these utilities.

4.7 AIR QUALITY

Air quality is determined by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into the
atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological
conditions. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) operates air
quality monitors in various counties throughout the state (FDEP, 2004). Although there
are no ambient monitors in Okaloosa County, there are monitors in neighboring Santa
Rosa and Bay counties. All of these counties are classified as attainment areas (USEPA,
2007).

7SFG(A) Cantonment. The individual pollutant emissions from the project would not
exceed the 250 tons per year 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 160 tons per year and 0.11 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 (PMio) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx), which is approximately 0.14 and 0.16 percent of the ROI'’s total
emissions, respectively, based on the USEPA’s 2002 National Emissions Inventory
(NEI). This construction effect on local air quality would be temporary. Increases in
vehicular emissions from traffic are not expected to adversely impact overall air quality.

ES-58 2005 BRAC Decisions and Related Actions
Final Environmental Impact Statement Executive Summary

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida

October 2008



Executive Summary

7SFG(A) Range Training. Construction activities and use of munitions, wheeled
vehicles, aircraft, and watercraft for training operations would result in CO and PMio
emissions above the criterion of 250 tons per year (tpy). This equates to an increase of
0.3 and 1.4 percent of the ROI respectively. This would be below the 10-percent criterion
established for conformity analysis for the ROL. Adverse impacts to regional air quality
are not expected.

JSF Cantonment. Individual pollutant emissions from construction and personnel
activities associated with either JSF cantonment alternative would not exceed 10 percent
of the total ROI emissions for each corresponding pollutant despite a temporary
increase in PMio emissions above the 250 tpy criterion (418.47 tpy and 1.38 percent of
the ROI). The increase in local air emissions would be temporary. Increases in
vehicular emissions from traffic are not expected to adversely impact overall air quality.

JSF Flight Training. There would be an increase in emissions :

. . . oy One comment during
from aircraft operations and particulate matter from munitions public scoping
training. Munitions use would not result in any adverse effects || expressed concern with
to regional air quality. The use of live 25-mm rounds on TA C- || possible pollution over

62 for strafing runs would minimally increase the air emissions || the city of Valparaiso.
. . . . Please see EIS Section
in Walton County. Adverse effects to the regional air quality are |

not expected from the addition of these training activities.
Aircraft emissions would increase. The highest pollutant
percentage is for NOx, at 6.75 percent of the ROI's annual emissions. This increase is
below the 10 percent criterion; thus, no air quality issues are anticipated with the
addition of the F-35 aircraft to Eglin AFB.

The four BRAC decisions, when combined, are not projected to produce combined
emissions which could impact regional air quality or affect the current air quality
attainment status in the ROI counties.

4.8 SAFETY

The safety analyses address explosive safety, ground safety, and flight safety issues.
Explosive safety relates to the management and use of ordnance or munitions
associated with training activities including the application of explosive safety quantity
distances (ESQDs). Ground safety considers issues associated with operations and
maintenance activities that support range operations, including fire response. Flight
safety considerations include aircraft mishaps and bird-aircraft strike hazards.

7SFG(A) Cantonment. No existing ESQDs would be affected by the construction of the
cantonment area under any of the alternatives, except 2B. 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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7SFG(A) Range Training. Safety footprints or SDZs
would be employed for land-based training where live
ordnance is used. For 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 exclude unauthorized
public access to affected areas during training
activities. =~ Air Force and Army grounq safety place o reduce the risk of fire and has
procedures would preclude ground safety impacts. || ,,utual aid agreements with local
Most areas on the Eglin Range have the potential for | communities to  support rapid
UXO contamination. Consultation and coordination || response and fire suppression.

with 96 CES/CEB 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.

Eglin AFB has multiple policies in

Ground safety includes fire control. Eglin Range clears areas where munitions could
contribute to fires, has altitude limitations on defensive flare use to insure flare burn-
out, and has mutual aid agreements with local communities to support rapid
suppression of any fires.

JSF Cantonment. Eglin AFB would develop and implement appropriate ESQDs to
mitigate potential hazards associated with the storage of munitions for -either
alternative. No adverse impacts to explosive safety from implementation of the JSF IJTS
are anticipated. 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.

JSF Flight Training. Based on historical data on mishaps at all installations, and under
all conditions of flight, the military services calculate Class A mishap rates per 100,000
flying hours for each type of aircraft in the inventory. Class A mishaps result in loss of
life, permanent total disability, a total cost in excess of $1 million, or the destruction of
an aircraft. Table ES-26 presents Class A mishap rates for aircraft, including the existing
F-15 and the three aircraft the F-35 is designed to replace or supplement: the A-10, F-16,
and F-18.

Table ES-26. Class A Mishap Rates for Aircraft

Aircraft Rates per 100,000 Flying Hours
A-10 2.35
F-15 2.07
F-16 3.88
F-18 3.34
AV-8B 4.24

Source: AFSC, 2004; AFSC, 2006
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The F-35 is a new, single-engined aircraft and has not
flown 100,000 hours to permit calculation of a Class A
mishap rate. The F-35A and C could have an eventual
Class A mishap rate comparable to the F-16. The
possible mishap rate for the F-35B could be comparable
to the AV-8B. While the Air Force cannot predict
future F-35 performance, given advances in single
engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-
The F-35 is a new, single-engined || 35 ghould deliver an even better safety record than
aircraft which does not yet have a . . . . .

caleuiated  Class A~ accident || PTEVious single engine aircraft. As such, the Air Force
potential rate. The F-35 is likely to || Would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to

have an accident potential rate || exceed the initial rates of the F-16.
comparable to the F-16 which it

replaces. Implementation of any of the alternatives would not be

expected to prevent or limit the ability of range
managers to conduct EOD and range maintenance activities. Aircraft-delivered
ordnance (e.g., GBUs) would require identification of weapon safety footprints to define
personnel evacuation areas during training activities. Any unique training associated
with F-35 crash response would also have to be extended to personnel from local fire
departments. Specific procedures would be implemented for
minimizing the risk of fire from range operations. Current safety | Public comments on
policies and procedures at Eglin are designed to ensure that the safety asked about

; . . . . increased potential for
potential for aircraft mishaps is reduced to the lowest possible || ;cident and safety
level. These safety policies and procedures would continue | risks associated with
under any of the alternatives. For any of the alternatives, the || F-35 training. Please
number of total annual sorties for all aircraft at the base would | Seecomments on this
increase. The number of bird strikes per year would similarly ’7’.‘;‘?6 and EIS Section
increase from the 150 strikes in the past 11 years attributable to
fighter aircraft. The overall risk associated with bird-aircraft strikes is expected to
remain low.

There is the potential for a commanded release of aircraft-delivered ordnance to be
ineffective, resulting in “hung” ordnance. In such an event, JSF personnel would act in
accordance with appropriate Air Force instruction and pilots will follow the specific
procedures applicable to the type of hung ordnance their aircraft is carrying. Whenever
possible, pilots with hung ordnance will fly a straight-in approach avoiding populated
areas to Eglin Main Base.

Because the aircraft’s bombing system is a man-made, electromechanical system, it is
impossible to state categorically that an accidental release of ordnance could never
occur; however, safety risk analyses show that the risk of accidental releases that could
have serious consequences is so small that it can be essentially discounted (Air Combat
Command, 1999).
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The AICUZ Program is used to promote compatible land development in areas subject
to aircraft noise and accident potential. The AICUZ compatible use zones include the
Clear Zone (CZ), Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I, and APZ II. The CZ, APZ ], and
APZ 1I are the zones classified by the military that are located immediately off the end
of the runways. These zones delineate the areas with the highest accident potential
based on historical accident data.

The CZ is an area 3,000 feet wide by 3,000 feet long and is located at the immediate end
of the runway. APZ 1 is a 3,000 foot wide by 5,000 foot long area located just beyond
the CZ and has land use compatibility guidelines that allow a variety of industrial,
manufacturing, transportation, communication, utilities, wholesale trade, open space,
and agricultural uses. Uses that concentrate people in small areas are not compatible.
Developed properties in Valparaiso and Niceville are currently within APZ I.

APZ 1I is less critical than APZ I, but still poses potential for accidents. APZ II is
3,000 feet wide and extends 7,000 feet beyond APZ I. Compatible land uses include low
density single family residential, and low intensity business and commercial uses. High
density places of assembly (e.g., theaters, schools, churches, and restaurants) are not
considered compatible. The western half of Niceville is currently within APZ II.

There currently exist incompatible land uses in APZ I and APZ II. The safety risk from
aircraft Class A mishap somewhat increases with the additional aircraft, although the
APZs do not change with the proposed F-35 training.

4.9 SOLID WASTE

Solid waste includes wastes commonly referred to as municipal solid wastes (such as
garbage and refuse) and construction and demolition (C&D) debris, which consists of
discarded materials generally not soluble in water (steel, glass, brick, concrete, asphalt,
and so on).

7SFG(A) Cantonment. Solid waste generated by
incoming personnel and their families would be
approximately 4,983 tpy, a net increase of about 2
percent. During construction activities, annual debris
waste would vary from 2483 tons (7SFG(A)
Cantonment Alternatives 2, 3, and 5) to 2,555 tons
(Alternatives 1 and 4). The debris generated during
7SFG(A) construction would increase landfill use in
Okaloosa County by approximately 3 percent or by
approximately 2 percent in Santa Rosa County.

Land clearing for construction of the
cantonment area and firing ranges
would include  harvesting and
recycling of wood products.

7SFG(A) Range Training. Based upon construction
activities, a total of 13,348 tons of debris would be generated during construction
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activities for each of the alternatives. The debris would increase use in Okaloosa
County by approximately 4 percent or by approximately 3 percent in Santa Rosa
County. Approximately 330,392 tons of land clearing debris would be generated during
construction and 195 tons/year of metallic debris from range operations. The debris
associated with land clearing and range operations is not expected to require disposal.

JSF Cantonment. The increase in population (4,885 persons) | A solid waste

from either alternative would result in an increase in the annual || comment during
generation of municipal solid waste of approximately 4,012 tons. || scoping asked about
This is an increase of approximately 2 percent to Okaloosa | ¢fficient removal of
County landfills. Both on-base and off-base solid waste removal ;ﬂ;‘::z:;gizrbage
would continue to be through contracted services. | communities. Please
Approximately 18 tons of metallic debris would be generated || seecomment on this
from aircraft servicing on an annual basis from either || pageandEIS Sections
alternative. This material is anticipated to be recycled and [ 66 69.

would not impact available landfill capacity within the ROI.
Construction, demolition, or renovation debris would increase annual landfill use in
Okaloosa County and Santa Rosa County by approximately 20 percent to 30 percent
during the three- to five-year construction period. Current analysis indicates that
landfills have a life expectancy of 18 to 30 years. The debris for disposal during the
three- to five-year construction phase would be expected to shorten landfill life
expectancy by an estimated one year.

JSF Flight Training. It is estimated that GBU 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 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 would either remain on the range or be
reclaimed.

Aggregated BRAC Effects. Total waste generation from the proposed BRAC beddown
and training would be an approximate 11 percent annual increase in Okaloosa County
solid waste generation and approximate 5 percent annual increase in Santa Rosa
County solid waste generation. The Proposed Action or any action alternative
combination would shorten landfill life expectancy in Okaloosa and Santa Rosa
counties by approximately three years from a range of life expectancy of 18 to 30 years
to a life expectancy range of 15 to 27 years. The length of time to obtain land and
permits for construction and operation of landfills would suggest such activity needs to
be initiated by landfill agencies.

4.10 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Examples of hazardous materials include petroleum products/fuels, and paint-related
products. Hazardous materials includes potential chemical releases to the environment
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resulting from proposed ordnance used in training operations. Hazardous wastes are
defined as any solid, liquid, or contained gaseous or semisolid waste, or any
combination of wastes that pose a substantive present or potential hazard to human
health or the environment.

Management of hazardous wastes would be performed

according to prescribed procedures already in place at Eglin || During scoping, two

AFB. Renovation/demolition of some of the buildings could || commenters expressed

. . . concern with

result in the production of small amounts of lead-based paint || ,

(LBP) or asbestos wastes. Hazardous and non-hazardous waste | ;uaterials/waste

would be generated as a result of maintenance functions | generation at project

associated with new aircraft on the base. Eglin AFB would | sites near the city of

establish new initial accumulation points (IAPs) at generation || V#lparaiso. Please see
. . . EIS Sections 6.10 and

locations, and personnel managing these locations would be | 54,

properly trained in waste management. No change to permits,

hazardous waste generator status, or management procedures would be required.

7SFG(A) Cantonment. The 7SFG(A) cantonment alternative locations are within the
existing Eglin cantonment area or within Eglin AFB at locations removed or separated
by buffer areas from off-base communities, including the city of Valparaiso. No
environmental restoration program (ERP) sites would be impacted by 7SFG(A)
Cantonment Alternatives 2-5. For 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1, the development
on or near any ERP sites on Eglin AFB would be coordinated with the Eglin
Environmental Office, the USEPA, the FDEP, and other relevant stakeholders, as
required.

7SFG(A) Range Training. There are no ERP sites located in the area surrounding any of
the proposed Group 1 Range locations. Construction would avoid sites DP-09 and SS-
25, since land use controls are in place at these two sites. All other sites in the vicinity
are classified as “no further action (NFA)” and thus would not be adversely impacted
by construction of Group 2 Ranges. Although ground maneuvering operations may
occur throughout the range, only AOC-97, designated as NFA, is located within the
designated ground maneuvering area. Due to non-invasive nature of ground
maneuvering activities, there would be no expected impacts to ERP sites. Hazardous
waste would be generated as a result of munitions use during training. Munitions-
related debris, including lead and residual trace metals, would be deposited at live
firing ranges and would not be collected for recycling. Annual deposition of lead and
copper would be an estimated 93,000 and 294, 000 pounds, respectively These would
represent nearly twice the copper and over five times the lead currently deposited on
Eglin ranges. Petroleum, oil, or lubricants (POLs) could occur during training locations
and result in clean-up requirements. Eglin has established procedures for handling
POL spills and all participants would be required to adhere to these procedures. EOD
clean-up would be performed in accordance with Eglin procedures.
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JSF Cantonment. Hazardous and non-hazardous wastes would be generated as a
result of demolition, construction, and maintenance functions associated with new
aircraft. Asbestos and LBP debris may be generated as a result of proposed building
renovation/demolition activities. Proper disposal of asbestos and LBP wastes would be
conducted in accordance with state and federal regulations. Eglin AFB would extend
established procedures with new IAPs at generation locations, and properly trained
personnel managing these locations. Management of hazardous wastes would be
performed according to prescribed procedures already in place. No change to permits,
hazardous waste generator status, or management procedures would be required for
the JSF cantonment. Development on or near any ERP sites on Eglin AFB would be
coordinated with the Eglin Environmental Office, the USEPA, the FDEP, and other
relevant stakeholders, as required. Specific ERP sites with ongoing remediation
activities would be avoided during construction (ST-75/ST-67, SS-274, LE-03, OT-35, ST-
54). Implementation of management requirements including training and certification
of contractors and transport and disposal documentation records would mitigate any
adverse impacts. Wastes would be accompanied by a waste manifest and disposed at a
state-approved facility.

JSF Flight Training. Training ordnance and targets would generate lead, munitions-
related chemicals, flare debris, and target solid waste. EOD cleanup would generate
additional hazardous materials which would be disposed of using established Eglin
procedures. Training activities would not result in hazardous waste thresholds being
exceeded for any chemicals.

Fuel release events may occur within JSF Flight Training || public conmmenters
airspace during air-to-air refueling or in-flight emergencies || expressed concernwith
(IFE) in which fuel stores are jettisoned from the aircraft. | potentialfuelreleases
However, this is not normal Air Force practice and is not done || 0¢"Populated areas.

. . . . j Please see EIS Section
in the base airspace environment. In emergency situations, || -4

procedures require that fuel dumping be coordinated with
ATC and be conducted, to the extent possible, over water or unpopulated land areas at
an altitude at least 5,000 feet above the highest obstacle (AACI 11-201, 28 July 2006).
Please see EIS Section 7.10 for more discussion on fuel release events.

4.11 PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Physical resources include topography, geology, soils, and water. Surface waters and
wetlands have the potential to be impacted by land clearing and construction and
demolition activities. Surface waters include bays, bayous, lakes, rivers, streams,
ponds, and springs. Wetlands are areas of transition between terrestrial and aquatic
systems where the water table is usually at or near the surfaces.

Of special concern are two aquifers located under Eglin AFB, the Sand and Gravel
Aquifer and the Floridan Aquifer. Eglin AFB uses only a small amount of water from
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the Sand and Gravel Aquifer, but the Floridan Aquifer is used extensively for drinking
water. The Floridan Aquifer is located below the Sand and Gravel Aquifer and extends
beneath peninsular Florida.

7SFG(A) Cantonment. Construction of any alternative
would increase impervious surface area and stormwater
runoff. Site design would reduce the potential for
stormwater and sediment transport offsite into surface
waters through grading to concentrate run-off into the
permeable soil types and relatively flat terrain at the site.
Construction permits are expected to involve the
implementation of stormwater management practices.
An Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan Eglin AFB has extensive water
would be required for construction. This would serve to |[ bodies. Erosion control measures
further ensure that erosion and the transport of | would be instituted to reduce, to
sediment off the project site do not occur. The Army, fZiOext;fe bp 'Z;Zi;;mls ;un'.oﬁ(

.. . : ys during
through the Base Civil Engineer, would obtain || coustruction or training.
construction and stormwater permits as required by
FDEP to implement stormwater management practices.
These permits would require the implementation of site-specific management actions
and best management practices (BMPs), such as planting vegetation, and employing silt
fences, and hay bales. No adverse impacts to surface waters or wetlands quality are
expected from the implementation of any alternatives.

7SFG(A) Range Training. Land clearing activities associated | scoping commenters
with construction of firing ranges would potentially impact soil | expressed interest in
in areas associated with 7SFG(A) Range Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and | potential impacts to

5. Exposed soil would be susceptible to erosion from wind, Su’f““w“tertl p
o1e . . resources, wetianas,
water and military maneuvering.  Stormwater modeling | - floodplains.

indicates the likelihood of water-borne erosion and transport of || pjegse see EIS Sections
soil is low due to soil permeable characteristics. Construction || 4.11,5.10, 6.11, and
would require the development of a Storm Water Pollution | 711

Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The plan would identify BMPs to
ensure minimal adverse impacts from soil erosion. Soils at 7SFG(A) Range Alternative
3 are not as permeable as soils at Alternative 1 and 2 and Alternative 3 terrain is more
steeply sloped. Erosion control measures would have limited effectiveness at the
steeply sloped areas. Potential impacts to water resources would result from training
operations and/or equipment movement off of paved roads. Public or agency
reviewers could see potential soil erosion at this site to have the potential to adversely
affect downstream water resources. Implementation of any of the alternatives would
include plans to avoid, to the extent practicable, wetlands, prevent erosion and
subsequent sedimentation in streams, obtain all applicable permits, and develop a
mandatory comprehensive stormwater, erosion, and sedimentation control plan.
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Over time Alternatives 1 through 5 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. The potential exists for lead to
migrate into surface waters from erosion of soil that contains this particulate metal
(Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry [ATSDR], 2005) though downward
migration through permeable soils is more likely. Lead leached into groundwater may
eventually reach surface waters. The risk to surface waters is assumed to be minimal if
the lead source is more than 0.25 mile away (USFWS, 2008).

Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5 contain one or more small arms ranges within 0.25 mile from
creeks and streams. Thus, there is a risk that lead from these small arms ranges would
leach into groundwater and eventually reach surface waters. Soil-stabilizing vegetation
around proposed training areas may limit the transport of munition components via
erosion into surrounding surface waters. The potential for surface water impacts from
Alternative 2 is low as there are no surface waters within the 0.25 mile distance of the
potential Group 1 range sites. Copper and zinc are not expected to reach levels of
concern in surface waters for any of the 7SFG(A) range training alternatives. Transport
of corroded cartridge brass (composed of 70 percent copper and 30 percent zinc) is not
anticipated to impact surface water quality (U.S. Air Force, 2004g). Potential impacts to
water quality could be reduced by implementation of range sustainability practices and
procedures, including use of bullet containment methods and lead-based projectiles
management, proactive monitoring for potential migration of metals, runoff control
through the use of vegetative ground cover, mulches and compost, surface covers, and
engineered runoff controls and recovery of brass casings expended during training.

JSF Cantonment. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 construction would disturb 100 acres
or 89 acres of ground. Construction, demolition, and renovation would have little
potential to affect soils or create conditions that could result in serious erosion episodes.
Most of the areas associated with JSF cantonment Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 sites
are Urban Land and covered with pavement, cement, or existing buildings. The natural
terrain not currently developed has relatively limited potential for erodibility.

A st9rmwater management system (i.e., pond, swale) to provide [ p i comments
on-site treatment of stormwater would be expected to have a || included concerns on
permit requirement during design. On-site storage of | waterquality and
stormwater would prevent direct discharge of stormwater || potentialwater
runoff to any surface waters and reduce any potential for | 7 ollution to the

X R X Destin, Florida area.
adverse impacts to water quality. Implementation of a || pjusesee EIS Sections
Stormwater, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control Plan, a SWPPP, || 411 and6.11.
and construction BMPs, as required by FDEP regulations, would
serve to alleviate stormwater sedimentation runoff. These steps would reduce the potential

for pollution to water resources, including surface waters adjoining the Destin area.
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JSF Flight Training. The increase in munitions expended would have no adverse effects
on environmental factors within TA B-75 or TA C-62. Soil erosion from current
vegetation management practices would continue and would not change with
additional ordnance. Soil and water impacts from increased JSF training on TA B-82
and C-52E would not be considered adverse.

4.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Biological resources include the native and introduced terrestrial
and aquatic plants and animals found on and around Eglin AFB. |[ Public commenters

The habitats of Eglin AFB are home to an unusually diverse || wanted to be sure the
biological community including several sensitive species and | beddown wouldbe in
habitats. The Eglin AFB INRMP provides approved th?;z ZZZE with the
management practices for the Eglin natural environment. The | u3nagement plan in
Eglin INRMP would guide management of biological resources. | Eglin AFB’s INRMP;
The biological effects of each individual BRAC action are not || this will be the case.

likely to adversely affect biological resources, but the aggregate

effects of all four actions are likely to adversely affect some biological resources.

7SFG(A) Cantonment. Construction would remove some habitat for native and non-
native species. No sensitive species or habitats are
present within either of the proposed munitions
storage areas; thus, no impacts to sensitive biological
resources would occur at the munitions storage areas.
Surveys would be performed on cantonment
Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5, as site design is developed
from conceptual design to
actual building and facilities | Public comments
layout. Surveys would identify included requests to

] . protect and maintain
locations of gopher tortoises ||y, giversity of species
and commensals (e.g., indigo || found inand around
snakes) and these species | proposed alternative
would be relocated to avoid | @reas- Pleasesee

. . . Sections 4.12, 5.11,

potential direct physical 6.12, and 7.12,
impacts from vehicles.

Eglin represents a protected habitat
for many native species.  The || For 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3, red-cockaded

increased  human presence and |l woodpecker (RCW) foraging habitat would be
activity could affect, but would not be || rornoyed and fire suppression may lead to the
expected to adversely affect, sensitive d dati f th di ‘ . habitat
species within Eglin. egradation of the surrounding foraging habitat.

Direct physical impact to a bird would be considered

remote; however, indirect impacts to RCWs could
occur from the physical presence of personnel or equipment within foraging habitat.
Indirect impacts could include changes in nesting behavior, changes in feeding, and
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long-term alterations to the habitat. Forty-seven acres of the RCW habitat to be
removed is classified as optimal habitat. This would leave 255 acres of foraging habitat
which is above the managed stability standard and the recovery standard. All criteria
would be above the recovery standards set for the Eglin RCW population. 7SFG(A)
Cantonment Alternative 3 is not likely to adversely affect the RCW. Due to overall
potential for impacts to federally listed species, an ESA Section 7 consultation has been
conducted with the USFWS.

7SFG(A) Range Training. There would be no expected impacts to sensitive species
associated with 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 as none has been documented in the area.
For 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 1, range land clearing
and construction would not occur in significant
botanical sites (SBSs), outstanding natural areas
(ONAs), or RCW foraging habitat. Clearing in an
ONA/SBS may occur for the south DZ/landing zone
(LZ). Clearing may occur near Okaloosa darter
streams,  potentially  resulting in  increased
sedimentation. Water Operations and Air Operations
would result in some increase in shoreline small boat || ;5rca) training is oriented toward
landings and air traffic. Both water and air operations stealthy maneuvering and foot patrols.
currently occur as part of normal Eglin operations and || These generally low impact activities
the increase is not expected to have an adverse impact || cou!d affect some sensitive species.
upon water resources.

Direct impacts to sensitive species as the result of munitions/pyrotechnics use are
unlikely; although some increased risk of wildfire and chemical impacts would result.
Impacts to sensitive habitats from dispersed ground maneuvering would not be
expected although the dispersed nature of ground maneuvers could affect, but are not
expected to adversely affect, sensitive species such as sea turtles, RCWs, flatwoods
salamanders, indigo snakes, and Okaloosa darters from noise, direct impacts, and
habitat alteration.  Biological impacts for 7SFG(A) Range

Public comment Alternative 2 are comparable to those described for Alternative
included concerns 1 with the addition of two Group 1 Ranges located in an
about avoiding ONA/SBS. Land clearing and wildfires may degrade these
wetlands and avoiding )

threatened and habitats.

endangered species

such as Choctaw bean, || Impacts for 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 are comparable to
tapered pigtee, those described for Alternative 1 with the addition of increased
;{;ﬂﬁg;iands}wu and impacts to RCWs due to the location of the Group 1 Ranges near
salamanders. Please Camp Rudder. RCW foraging habitat (12.2 acres) would be
see Section 5.11. removed. Of this, 4.9 acres are considered optimal habitat. The

remaining 582 acres of foraging habitat would be above the
managed stability standard and the recovery standard. 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 is
not likely to adversely affect the RCW. Due to overall potential for impacts to federally
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listed species, an ESA Section 7 consultation has been conducted with the USFWS.
7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 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. The areas
potentially impacted have a very low likelihood of actually supporting flatwoods
salamander populations. Riparian areas would be avoided during the design phase.
The implementation of 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 5 is not likely to adversely affect the
Okaloosa darter or flatwoods salamander.

JSF Cantonment. The project areas for JSF
cantonment Alternative 1 and 2 are predominately
urban/landscaped and located adjacent to the
flight line with wildlife consistent with urban
environments and no sensitive habitats. No direct
adverse impacts would occur to flora, fauna,
sensitive habitats, or sensitive species from either
alternative.
Indirect impacts could occur to the Okaloosa
The F-15, pictured here, has been darter stream north of the proposed JSF MSA
operating in Eglin airspace for decades. || €xpansion area (Toms Creek) as a result of
JSF flight training is with a similar || sedimentation and runoff from the construction
sized and performing aircraft and is not || activities at the MSA. Erosion control measures
ijf;:;iis to adversely impact biological g1 -h s silt fencing near Toms Creek would reduce
: potential runoff issues.
Eglin Natural Resources biologists indicate there is no chance || public commenters
for a cluster of 16 inactive RCW trees located within the area to || requested that species
become active, and a letter from the USFWS indicates that any || @nd species’ habitat
future developments impacting RCW inactive trees on Eglin uf;@g;izzzzop osed
Main Base are not likely to adversely affect the RCW. The JSF Zlagntained and
IJTS is not likely to adversely affect the RCW or Okaloosa || continue as viable
darter. wildlife areas.

JSF Flight Training. Ground movements by aircraft would only occur on established
air fields for all three alternatives. No impacts other than increased noise would be
expected to occur from air operations to sensitive habitats. Since aircraft are already a
major component of the existing noise environment at Eglin, aircraft noise from the
alternatives would not pose a novel or new threat to birds or wildlife. The training
altitudes and air-to-water transition would not produce overpressure from sonic booms
which could harm marine life.

Noise is not expected to cause adverse species reactions, other than temporary flight.
Species on Eglin AFB have been habituated to range activity. Direct impacts to sensitive
habitats and species from munitions are unlikely; however, some increased risk of
wildfire would result from munitions use for all three alternatives. Munitions use,
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including flare use, would follow Eglin’s Wildfire Specific Action Guide Restrictions.
Noise impacts to the 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, sensitive habitats, and species are not likely to be adversely affected
from munitions use.

4.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES

As defined under 32 CFR 800 (1)(1), “Historic Property means any prehistoric or historic
district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.
This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related and located within
such properties. The term includes properties of traditional religious and cultural
importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet NRHP
criteria.” The EIS appendix, Cultural Resources, provides details on how National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 compliance has been implemented
regarding this Proposed Action. Particularly, a project-specific programmatic
agreement (PA) was developed under provisions of NHPA Section 106 and in
coordination with a number of outside parties. This PA is provided in Appendix F, and
it accounts for known and potential effects upon cultural : :
resources. Another PA, dated to 2003 and pre-existing from During scoping,

. ) commentors wanted
other cultural resources management needs, is applicable to the |[ ., sccurate and
Proposed Action. It also is provided in Appendix F. comprehensive
analysis of cultural
7SFG(A) Cantonment. For 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives r‘;i"‘g:;; ZZ?ZZZZZ
1A, 3, 4, and 5, no resources were identified as eligible for listing f’l eZ se Seep S eZ: tions '
on the NRHP and no historic structures, historic districts, or || 413,512, 613, and
historic cemeteries are located within these areas. No adverse | 7.13.
effects to cultural resources are associated with implementing
one of these alternatives.

Alternative 1B includes the southern tip of a portion
of the Strategic Air Command (SAC) Alert Historic
District, although no impacts are expected. No
standing historic structures, historic districts, or
historic cemeteries are located within Alternative 1C.
Two archaeological sites (80K1835 and 80K1836)
within Alternative 1C are considered eligible for | Communities around Eglin AFB take
listing on the NRHP. Site planning for this area | steps to preserve and protect historic
recognizes the existence of these two eligible sites and zz;‘;zgzzzss'e T?cet fr ‘Z; ;l/evr”elt‘;’s” f::co}}
building improvement plans will account for these | commﬁnizties restored historic
resources. If adverse effects to these resources are | pyigings.

unavoidable, consultation with the State Historic
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Preservation Officer (SHPO) and development of specific mitigation measures or
protection of these resources will occur.

Some archeological sites or archaeological occurrences have been identified in 7SFG(A)
Cantonment Alternatives 2A and 2B, but none of these resources were evaluated as
eligible for the NRHP. In 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2C, one archeological site
has been identified that is considered potentially eligible for the NRHP, and this site
will be avoided/protected until a formal determination of eligibility to the NRHP is
made. The remaining archaeological sites are considered ineligible for the NRHP, and
no other significant historic structures, historic districts, or historic cemeteries are
located within this Alternative 2C area. No known cultural resources have been
identified to date within 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternatives 2D or 2E. Additional
archaeological surveys will be completed for another 68 and 4.7 acres, respectively,
within 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2D and 2E.

7SFG(A) Range Training. NRHP eligibility testing of 11 sites or avoidance of these
sites, will be necessary for implementing any project alternatives. Historic Cold War
structures (8WL1523) identified within one of the ranges (SOF 10) will be protected, or

cooni ’ have adverse effects mitigated, under provisions of the existing
copng commenters 2003 PA. Within the Group 1 Range areas of 7SFG(A) Range
wanted to be sure that ; . ) ) . J e
existing historic Alternative 3, site 80K2635 will require protection or mitigative
resources were treatment, unless it can be avoided. All these activities will
adequately protected. involve coordination with others under procedures of the

Commenters at

project-specific PA.

Consulting parties to identify potential impacts included
communications with Florida SHPO and four Native American

jf%_f:fc Zi‘iﬁ;oz;?s tribes. The Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Seminole
disturbance of Native Tribe of Florida, the Poarch Band of Creek Indians, Alabama,
American remainsper || and the Muskogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma were invited by
the Native American Eglin AFB to participate early in the scoping process of this EIS.
Graves Protectionand || These are the federally recognized tribes that Eglin AFB consults
Repatriation Act. . . .
for actions such as planning for BRAC. There are no Native
Please see comments ] . o
on this page and EIS American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
Section 5.12. materials, impacts, or issues identified for any project
alternatives. Should NAGPRA-related materials become

revealed inadvertently in the course of implementing any alternatives, appropriate
consultation will be conducted with tribes.

JSF Cantonment. Eglin’s Cultural Resources Branch, in consultation with the SHPO,
determined that no additional archaeological survey is required for either Alternative 1
or 2 areas. Potential adverse effects to historic resources due to JSF cantonment
Alternative 1 include the planned demolition of five structures (buildings 1339, 1343,
1345, 1352, and 1353), and the potential renovation of seven other structures within the
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SAC Alert Historic District (buildings 1285, 1315,
1318, 1321, 1326, 1328, and 1344), which is eligible
for the NRHP. Potential adverse effects to cultural
resources associated with JSF cantonment
Alternative 2 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
Construction or renovation of buildings | /Alert District (building 1285). Mitigation for any
on Eglin Main Base would be required || structures impacted adversely under either
under either JSF IJTS alternative. alternative would be planned and implemented in
consultation with the SHPO, per the 2003 PA.

JSF Flight Training. There will be no impacts to identified . .

. . . One public scoping
cultural resources resulting from normal aircraft operations at | copumenter expressed
Eglin AFB, Duke Field, or Choctaw Field under any of the || concern about noise
alternatives. There will be substantial noise effects within the || impacttothe
areas of 65 dB DNL or greater, as discussed under Noise and Valparaiso historic

. registry and historic
Land Use above. The noise contours of 65 dB DNL or greater -

) ; ) - ¢ downtown district.
are not normally compatible with residential use. The noise and || piegse see EIS Sections
overpressure is not of the magnitude which could directly effect || 7.4 and7.13.
structures. The noise levels are expected to result in annoyance
to residents within the Valparaiso community, including any residing in historic
registry buildings. Such historic buildings are usually not capable of being renovated to
substantially reduce interior noise without changing the structure appearance. An
example would be replacing older windows or doors with more sound attenuating
windows and doors. Flight training in the MOA and MTR airspaces could increase
noise levels from ambient conditions to noise levels not considered compatible with
residential occupancy. Impacts are not expected to be at noise levels which could
directly affect historic structures under the airspace.

5. COMBINED EGLIN BRAC DECISIONS

This section addresses the combined BRAC decisions. The four decisions which need to
be made as part of the BRAC action at Eglin AFB are:

Where to locate a 7SFG(A) cantonment area on Eglin AFB

Where to accommodate 7SFG(A) mission training requirements

Where to locate the JSF IJTS cantonment area on Eglin AFB

Where to accommodate JSF flight training requirements within Eglin AFB-
scheduled or used airspace

NS

In addition to these BRAC decisions, there are a series of actions on Eglin which will
occur under the No Action Alternative. The most noticeable of these will be the
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departure of the 33 FW and associated personnel and aircraft, the privatization of
military family housing, and a number of regional transportation projects. This section
overlays the BRAC decisions on the future, or No Action, conditions. Each of the BRAC
decisions has differing environmental consequences, as described in the EIS and
summarized in this Executive Summary. This section presents an overall summary of
the environmental consequences and considers the regional environmental effects of the
combined Eglin BRAC decisions. Figure ES-15 is a color chart which depicts the results
of the analysis contained in the EIS. The colors represent the following;:

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.

¢ 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.

Environmental consequences for each of the four decisions are
summarized in this section. In each case, the baseline
conditions are presented first, followed by the estimated
environmental effects for the specific BRAC action. At the
conclusion of the table, the four Eglin BRAC decisions are
combined and compared with the overall projected No Action
conditions.

Each color on the chart is derived from analysis presented in
the EIS. The summary below identifies the baseline conditions
for each BRAC decision and briefly explains the reason for the

Comments on cumulative
projects during scoping
asked about other
military activities. The
aggregated effects of
BRAC decisions and
other Eglin military
activities are discussed in
this Executive Summary
section. Cumulative
projects are discussed in
EIS Section 2.9 and
Chapter 9.

color on the chart. The color coding reflects mitigations

required by regulatory/permits (e.g., stormwater permits).
These “permit mitigations” would be implemented with any selected alternative.

Table ES-27 summarizes the environmental consequences from locating, constructing,
and operating the 7SFG(A) cantonment. Table ES-28 summarizes the environmental
consequences of the 7SFG(A) Mission Training Requirements. Table ES-29 summarizes
the environmental consequences of the JSF IJTS cantonment construction and operation.
Table ES-30 summarizes the environmental consequences of the JSF Flight Training.
Table ES-31 summarizes the baseline conditions for No Action. Table ES-32
summarizes the overall environmental consequences from the combined BRAC
decisions at Eglin AFB.

The combined Eglin BRAC decisions are expected to contribute to or result in
unavoidable adverse impacts for the environmental resources of airspace, hazardous
wastes, solid waste, transportation, land use, and noise.
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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.

Figure ES-15. Combined BRAC Decisions to Beddown and Train the 7SFG(A)

and JSF at Eglin AFB
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Table ES-27. Location of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment

Baseline Conditions: Baseline conditions for most resources are considered green for the
alternative 7SFG(A) cantonment locations. Some Eglin AFB utilities are dated and need
upgrading, so a green/yellow designation was applied to utilities. Existing transportation in the
region contains many segments which currently do not meet traffic flow needs, so existing
conditions are red.

Airspace is not directly related to the 7SFG(A) cantonment and was designated n/a.

The cantonment area would not generate substantial noise except temporarily during
construction, so it is green for all alternatives.

Under land use, Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C are within the main base area and would result in
less of a change to land use than the remaining alternatives. Alternative 1 is designated as
green/yellow. The other cantonment alternatives exclude public recreation, and Alternative 2E
affects a portion of the Florida Trail. Alternatives 2 through 5 are designated as yellow.

Under socioeconomics and environmental justice, population increases associated with the
7SFG(A) beddown would increase requirements for schools and other community services. This
would have some effect upon the communities and would require increases in personnel for
community services. This resulted in a yellow designation.

Under any 7SFG(A) cantonment alternative, transportation would continue to be adversely
impacted with the added population, so transportation is red.

Under utilities, Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 1C would be able to use utilities near the existing Air
Force cantonment area. These utilities are in need of upgrading, and so a green/yellow
designation is given. Alternatives 2 and 4 are located in an area where utility upgrades and
extensions would be required, so they are designated yellow. Alternatives 3 and 5 would require
extensive utility development both on-site and off-site. These are designated as red.

Under any alternative, air quality, which is in attainment, is projected to continue to be in
attainment, so it is green.

Safety for all alternatives is identified as green except Alternatives 2. Alternative 2B would
require EOD coordination for required safety buffers. Alternative 2 is designated yellow.

All alternatives would generate solid waste during demolition, renovation, and construction and
during operation. Solid waste is designated as yellow.

All alternatives would generate hazardous materials during demolition, renovation, and
construction and are designated yellow.

Under physical resources, a majority of the locations increase impervious surface area and
potentially affect stormwater runoff into nearby water bodies. These locations are designated as
yellow. Alternative 3 is in an area of lower erosion risk and is given the green/yellow
designation.

Biological resources and sensitive species currently located in the areas of cantonment
construction and development would be affected by cantonment construction and operations, so
each of these alternatives is designated yellow.

Cultural resources, including historic buildings as well as other potential sites, have been
surveyed for each of the potential cantonment areas. In general, sensitive locations have been
identified for Alternatives 1 and 2. Alternatives 3 through 5 have no sensitive locations
identified, but sensitive locations could be uncovered during construction. A green/yellow
designation is given to all alternatives.
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Table ES-28. 7SFG(A) Range Training Requirements

e Baseline conditions include existing heavily used (yellow) airspace and hazardous materials in
target areas (yellow). All other resources are designated as green within the areas potentially
affected by 7SFG(A) training.

e Eglin AFB airspace is currently heavily used. The limited increase in airborne activities,
including the use of UAVs, would keep airspace in the yellow category.

e The 7SFG(A) training would increase the use of munitions and result in increased noise from
training. Although much of this noise would be on-base, some off-base noise increases would be
experienced. Training noise is designated as yellow.

e The primary Eglin AFB land use is for military training, testing, and evaluation. Range
alternatives require substantial changes in permitted recreational use of the range. Land use is
designated yellow except range Alternative 3. Range Alternative 3 is designated yellow/red
because of additional potential effects on recreation associated with Duck Pond.

e The 7SFG(A) training is expected to stay on the range and not have socioeconomic or
environmental justice impacts except where they interact with land use.

e Transportation associated with the 7SFG(A) training is expected to be primarily on the range and
is not applicable with respect to regional transportation.

e The amount of utilities needed for training ranges is not expected to be substantial. Utilities are
designated green for all alternatives.

e Air quality is in attainment and is not expected to be impacted by range construction or training.
Air quality is green.

e 7SFG(A) training is expected to affect safety through increased munitions use, increase EOD, and
limitations on public access. Safety is designated yellow for all alternatives.

e Some solid waste would be generated for construction of training ranges, although much of the
solid waste would be in the form of trees or debris which can be recycled or burned rather than
deposited in a landfill. Solid waste is categorized as green.

e Eglin AFB is already a producer of substantial amounts of hazardous materials, including lead
and munitions waste. This would continue and increase under the 7SFG(A) training. Hazardous
materials and hazardous waste is designated as yellow for all alternatives.

e Physical resources would be affected by training activities including increased foot and off-road
vehicular activities. Steps to reduce soil erosion and stormwater pollution prevention would be
required. All alternatives have the potential for ecological effects based on soil concentrations of
metals from munitions use. All alternatives except Alternative 2 have the potential for lead
migration into surface waters. Physical resources are designated yellow at all alternative range
locations.

e 7SFG(A) training would disturb areas to a greater extent than currently disturbed. This has the
potential to affect biological resources, and project activities may affect but are not likely to
adversely affect sensitive species. Biological resources are designated yellow for all alternatives.

e 7SFG(A) training would disturb areas to a greater extent than currently disturbed. This has the
potential to affect cultural resources at all alternative locations. Cultural resources are designated
yellow.
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Table ES-29. JSF IJTS Cantonment Area on Eglin AFB

The environmental baseline for ISF cantonment reflects the locations near the flight line.
Transportation resources (red) are currently inadequate for traffic conditions and existing
utilities are in need of upgrading (yellow). Other resources are designated green.

The JSF cantonment alternatives are located within Eglin AFB and do not affect airspace. The
flight training alternatives affect airspace and are discussed in Table ES-30.

Noise from cantonment construction and personnel activities would be comparable to the
baseline conditions. Flight line noise, discussed in Table ES-30 under JSF flight training
requirements, dominates the cantonment alternative locations.

Land use would be compatible with the base plan. Cantonment alternatives are within the
existing areas currently with high levels of noise. High noise conditions result in land use being
yellow.

The JSF IJTS cantonment is not expected to substantively change socioeconomics or
environmental justice with the drawdown of the F-15 personnel. Additional construction would
be expected to stimulate regional economic activity. The socioeconomic and environmental
justice category is green.

Transportation includes a large number of road segments which do not meet designed service
levels. The addition of personnel associated with the JSF cantonment, even with F-15 personnel
leaving, would contribute to increased traffic and would continue the unavoidable adverse
impact. Transportation is designated red. Regional transportation is a continuing problem and
will require a regional solution.

Current utilities are in need of maintenance and qualify as yellow. Construction of either
alternative would improve on-base utilities with additional infrastructure. Base utilities would
be within permitted levels and would continue to be designated as yellow.

Under air quality, there would be some increase in emissions during cantonment construction
and operations, but long-term air quality emissions are not expected to change the region’s air
quality attainment status.

Safety includes additional munitions handling and explosive safety quantity distance
designations. Safety is designated as yellow.

The JSF cantonment would require substantial building demolition and renovation. This and
additional population would increase the amount of solid waste. Alternative 2 generates more
solid waste during construction. Solid waste is designated as yellow for either alternative.

The JSF cantonment would require substantial building demolition and renovation. This would
increase the amount of hazardous wastes, particularly lead-based paint and asbestos.
Development near any ERP site would be coordinated with monitoring agencies. Hazardous
materials and waste are designated as yellow.

New hard surfaces would not be expected to affect physical resources because much of the area is
currently developed and/or soils have limited erodibility. Both alternatives are green.

Biological resources associated with the flight line are habituated to an urban setting and are not
expected to be impacted by cantonment development. Tom’s Creek is approximately 700 feet
from Alternative 2 and the Okaloosa darter may be, but is not likely to be, adversely affected by
surface runoff. Both alternatives are designated green.

Some of the buildings undergoing renovation or demolition include buildings associated with
SAC alert area. This is expected to have an effect on historic resources. Mitigation of these
resources could occur, so historic resources within the cultural category are designated as
green/yellow for either alternative.
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Table ES-30. JSF Flight Training

e Baseline conditions include existing and growing airspace congestion, hazardous waste being
deposited on ranges, noise contours, and safety zones extending off-base creating incompatible
land uses. These resources are all yellow. There is no noticeable surface transportation
associated with JSF flight training. The other resources are green.

e Regional airspace is currently congested, and the addition of the F-35 flight operations would add
to that congestion. A yellow/red designation was given to airspace to identify the growing
complexity of the requirements by civil and military aviation along the Florida panhandle.

¢ Noise levels from F-35 training would represent an unavoidable adverse impact to residents and
sensitive receptors under the expanded noise contours. This includes off-base residents under
restricted airspace, SUA, and MTRs. Noise is red.

¢ Land uses currently under the runway approaches are under high levels of noise. The increased
noise levels associated with the F-35 are expected to affect recommended land uses in adjacent
communities. Unavoidable adverse noise impacts would affect land uses near Choctaw Field,
Duke Field, and especially in the vicinity of the Eglin Main Base. Land use is yellow/red for
either alternative.

e Socioeconomics and environmental justice issues associated with JSF flight training over adjacent
communities, on MTRs, and within SUA would impact populations, schools, and other noise-
sensitive receptors. Socioeconomics and environmental justice were designated as yellow for
either flight training alternative.

e Ground transportation is not considered to be an issue with JSF flight training. The extent of
travel to support ranges would not be noticed in the overall transportation network.

o Utilities would not require extensive development to support JSF flight training. Potable water,
wastewater, and electrical infrastructure are currently available at target locations and at outlying
fields. Utilities are designated as green.

e Air quality attainment is expected to continue with the JSF flight training. Aircraft emissions and
particulate matter from munitions are not expected to create pollution levels which would exceed
air quality standards. Air quality is designated green.

e Safety zones extend outward from the base and encompass substantial portions of adjacent
civilian communities. These create incompatible land uses. The increased number of F-35 flights
and the change in the type of aircraft would continue to have safety designated as yellow.
Explosive ordnance disposal would be accomplished by EOD trained personnel.

e Solid wastes would include clearing for some target areas. The overall effect of training is
expected to increase solid waste disposal. A green/yellow designation was given for both
alternatives.

e Under hazardous materials, current target areas have lead and other hazardous wastes and the
JSF flight training would contribute hazardous waste to those target areas. Hazardous wastes are
not expected to exceed threshold levels for any new chemicals. Hazardous materials and
hazardous wastes are designated as yellow.

e Physical resources would likewise change in that additional munitions use and related training
could result in long-term effects on soils within the target areas. Physical resources are
designated as yellow.

e Biological resources in areas of JSF flight training are generally habituated to the level of military
training expected to continue with the JSF. Eglin AFB has conducted Endangered Species Section
7 Consultation.

e  Cultural resources are expected to change from the baseline condition with ongoing
consultations. Cultural resources are designated as yellow for either alternative.

October 2008 2005 BRAC Decisions and Related Actions ES-79
Final Environmental Impact Statement Executive Summary
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida




Executive Summary

Table ES-31. No Action Conditions for BRAC Decisions

Airspace constraints would continue with civilian and military demands creating a need to
regionally address airspace requirements. No Action airspace is designated yellow.

Noise would be less than the baseline. Less off-base acreage would be affected by high noise
levels as a result of fewer air operations with the F-15s leaving. There would still be noise from
continued operations which would affect off-base residences. Noise is designated yellow.

Land use incompatibilities with safety zones and noise would continue although noise would be
reduced with the loss of C-130 and F-15 aircraft. Land use is projected to be green under No
Action.

Socioeconomics would be affected in a variety of ways. Employment and regional income
generated by the base would decline. Noise conditions would improve in nearby communities.
The net effect is estimated to be green.

Traffic conditions in the region would not be expected to substantially change with No Action.
Road segments would continue to be at levels of service lower than designed. Baseline
transportation would be designated red and continue to require regional solutions.

Existing utilities would continue to degrade under No Action and are designated yellow.
Air quality would continue to be in attainment under No Action. Air quality is green.

Safety would continue to be an issue because the safety zones would continue to extend into
residential and other incompatible land uses. Safety would continue to be yellow.

Solid waste would not have the increased effects from demolition or renovation associated with
the Eglin BRAC. Reduced base personnel would reduce solid waste generation. Under No
Action, solid waste would be green.

Hazardous wastes would continue to be generated as part of Eglin Range activities. Hazardous
wastes would be yellow.

Future construction and transportation projects on Eglin AFB would result in a green/yellow
category for physical resources.

Future construction and transportation projects on Eglin AFB would result in a green/ yellow
category for biological resources.

Future construction projects and transportation on Eglin AFB would result in a green/yellow
category for cultural resources.

ES-80

2005 BRAC Decisions and Related Actions October 2008
Final Environmental Impact Statement Executive Summary
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida




Executive Summary

Table ES-32. Combined Eglin AFB BRAC Decisions

The four BRAC decisions would result in increased airspace congestion over Eglin AFB and within the region.
Airspace would require regional solutions to address the projected growth in air traffic associated with civil and
military activities. Airspace would be yellow/red.

Noise would be an adverse unavoidable impact to on- and off-base residences as a result of both the number and
types of aircraft training at Eglin AFB. Noise is red.

Land use in the vicinity of the base would have additional areas subject to high noise levels, and the acreage of
land use designated as incompatible uses would increase. Reduced recreational opportunities on Eglin AFB from
range closure requirements would be expected to contribute to the adverse effects upon land use. Land use is
given a yellow/red designation.

Socioeconomics and environmental justice consequences of combined BRAC decision would positively support
regional economic activity and contribute to the stabilization of housing prices. Socioeconomics and
environmental justice would be affected by increased operations, increased noise, and low-level training in SUA
and MTRs. The aggregated effect upon the socioeconomic resources was estimated to be yellow.

Transportation is an ongoing problem in the ROI, and the introduction of 7SFG(A) and JSF IJTS personnel, even
combined with the F-15 personnel leaving, would not improve highway conditions. More road segments would
decline in levels of service. This is considered an adverse unavoidable impact, and transportation is designated
red.

Utilities are generally capable of meeting or expanding to meet the needs of the cantonment areas for both the
7SFG(A) and the JSF IJTS. Utilities are designated as yellow.

Air quality is in attainment and is expected to remain in attainment. Short-term increases in emissions from
construction and munitions would not be expected to degrade air quality. Aircraft operations would contribute to
emissions, but most operations would be at levels above the mixing height. Air quality is projected to stay in
attainment and continue green.

Eglin AFB safety consequences would continue as a result of an increased number of operations, the projected
Class A mishap rates, and the large number of incompatible land uses within the established safety zone. Safety is
designated yellow.

For solid waste, each of the BRAC decisions independently would generate a few percentage points increase for
the demand for solid waste transportation and disposal. The combined BRAC effect has the potential to reduce
the regional landlfill capacity by an estimated 3 to 4 years. Given the length of time it takes to design and permit
new landfills, regional action to expand landfill capacity is expected to be needed. Solid waste is identified as
yellow/red.

F-35 training would increase the quantity of hazardous materials. Building demolition and renovation would
generate additional hazardous waste. Training activities, especially associated with the 7SFG(A), would increase
the quantity of copper, lead, and other chemicals released to the environment. The combined effect of BRAC
decisions is expected to result in a yellow /red designation for hazardous materials.

Physical resources, including water consumption and water runoff, have the potential to be greater than existing
conditions due to increased surface area. Water consumption from increased personnel is not expected to increase
beyond the Eglin AFB water allocation. The increase in munitions use has the potential for ecological effects and
leaching of metals to surface waters. Physical resources are designated yellow.

The combined effect on biological resources includes cantonments and training. Each BRAC action
independently may affect but is not likely to adversely affect sensitive species. Combined, the four BRAC
decisions may affect and are likely to adversely affect sensitive biological species. A yellow category is designated
for biological resources pending the result of ongoing consultations.

Cultural resources are also categorized as yellow primarily due to demolition and/or renovation effects upon
on-base historic buildings and areas subject to training activities.
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46 TW
7SFG
A
ACC
AFB
AGE
AGL
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BMP
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CFR
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Demo
Det
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DoD
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DZ
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ERP
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FDEP
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ft2

FTD

GBU

GPS

HLZ
HMMWYV

HQ
IAP
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ACRONYMS
33rd Fighter Wing ITC
46th Test Wing JSF
7th Special Forces Group km?
Airborne LBP
Air Combat Command LOS
Air Force Base LOX
Aerospace Ground Equipment LZ
Above Ground Level MBBL
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone mij?
Alternate Mission Equipment MILCON
Aircraft Maintenance Unit mm
Accident Potential Zone MTR
All-Terrain Vehicle Mx Fac
Backup Aircraft Inventory MXS
Best Management Practice NCO
Base Realignment and Closure NEI
Construction and Demolition NEPA
Commander NFA
C-weighted Decibel Day-Night Average NHPA
Sound Level
Council on Environmental Quality NOy
Code of Federal Regulations NRHP
Carbon Monoxide ONA
Continuation Training/Cost of Business Ops
Conventional Take-Off and Landing 0ss
Consumptive Use Permit PA
Carrier Variant PAA
calendar year PMio
Clear Zone
Decibels POL
A-Weighted Decibels POV
C-Weighted Decibels PWS
Defense Base Closure and Realignment RCW
Commission Ren
Demolish ROI
Detachment SAC
Day-Night Average Sound Level SBS
Department of Defense SDZ
Department of Defense Instruction SHPO
Drop Zone SOF
Environmental Impact Statement Sqd
Environmental Restoration Program SR
Explosive Safety Quantity Distance STOVL
Florida Department of Environmental SUA
Protection SWPPP
Federal Interagency Committee on TAMS
Urban Noise TA
Square Feet tpy
Field Training Detachment ™
Guided Bomb Unit us.
Global Positioning System UAV
Helicopter Landing Zone USEPA
High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled USFWS
Vehicle UTE
Headquarters UXO

Initial Accumulation Point
Initial Joint Training Site
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Integrated Training Center

Joint Strike Fighter

Square Kilometer

Lead-Based Paint

Level of Service

Liquid Oxygen

Landing Zone

Thousand Barrels

Square Miles

Military Construction

Millimeter

Military Training Route
Maintenance Facility

Maintenance Squadron
Non-Commissioned Officer
National Emissions Inventory
National Environmental Policy Act
No Further Action

National Historic Preservation Act of
1966

Nitrogen Oxides

National Register of Historic Places
Outstanding Natural Area
Operations

Operational Support Squadron
Programmatic Agreement

Primary Assigned Aircraft
Particulate Matter with a Diameter of
Less Than or Equal to 10 Microns
Petroleum, Oil, or Lubricant
Privately Owned Vehicle

Potable Water System
Red-cockaded Woodpecker
Renovate

Region of Influence

Strategic Air Command

Significant Botanical Site

Surface Danger Zone

State Historic Preservation Officer
Special Operations Forces

Squadron

State Route

Short Take-Off and Vertical Landing
Special Use Airspace

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
Tactical Aircraft Maintenance Specialist
Test Area

Tons Per Year

Taxiway

United States

Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Utilization

Unexploded Ordnance
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Proposed Implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
2005 Decisions and Related Actions at Eglin AFB, FL

Our goal is to give you a reader-friendly document that provides an in-depth, accurate analysis of potential environmental
consequences. The organization of this Final Environmental Impact Statement, or Final EIS, is shown below:

Executive Summary

Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for Action

1.1  Introduction

1.2 Background

1.3 Purpose and Need for Action

1.4  Environmental Impact Analysis Process

Chapter 2 Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives
21  Proposed Action

2.2 Alternative Location Narrowing Process

2.3  Operational Requirements for the 7SFG(A) Cantonment Area
24  Operational Requirements for 7SFG(A) Range Training
2.5  Operational Requirements for JSF IJTS Cantonment
2.6  Operational Requirements for JSF Flight Training

2.7 No Action Alternative

2.8  Regulatory Compliance

2.9  Environmental Comparison of Alternatives

2.10 Mitigation and Management Measures

Chapter 3 Definition of Affected Resources

3.1  Airspace

3.2  Noise

3.3 Land Use

3.4  Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
3.5  Transportation

3.6  Utilities

3.7  Air Quality

3.8  Safety

3.9  Solid Waste

3.10 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste
3.11 Physical Resources

3.12 Biological Resources

3.13 Cultural Resources

Chapter 4 7SFG(A) Cantonment - Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences

4.1  Introduction

4.2 Noise

4.3 Land Use
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4.5  Transportation
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4.7  Air Quality
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4.12 Biological Resources
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Chapter 5 7SFG(A) Range Training - Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences
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Chapter 6 JSFIJTS Cantonment - Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences

6.1  Introduction
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7.6  Utilities

7.7  Air Quality
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F-35 Variants

There are three variants of the new F-35, which will be training at Eglin Air Force
Base (AFB) in accord with the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 law.

The F-35A is the Air Force’s conventional take-
off and landing (CTOL) fighter, which will
replace the F-16 and other aircraft and is
expected to be used by many United States
allies.

The F-35B is the short take-off and vertical landing
(STOVL), which will be used by the Marine Corps
and the British Royal Navy.

The F-35C is the Navy’s first carrier fighter
designed with low observability and supersonic
capabilities.

Public comments on this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are requested pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC 4321, et seq. All written comments
received will be made available to the public. The provision of private address
information with your comment is voluntary. However, this information is used to
compile the mailing list for EIS distribution and failure to provide such information will
result in your name not being included on the list. Private address information will not
be released for any other purpose unless required by law.
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