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do not already have Adobe Acrobat® Reader, you can download it at no cost at 
www.adobe.com. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) examines the potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the implementation of the Military Housing Privatization 
Initiative (MHPI) for Eglin Air Force Base (AFB), Florida, and Hurlburt Field, Florida.  It 
identifies any required environmental permits relevant to the implementation of the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives (to include the No Action Alternative), as well as any 
applicable discretionary and non-discretionary mitigations that would avoid, minimize, 
rectify, reduce, or compensate for potential impacts.  The Air Force prepared this EIS in 
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
(42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.).  The regulations for implementing the 
procedural provisions of NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500–
1508) outline the responsibilities of federal agencies and provide specific procedures for 
preparing EISs to comply with NEPA.  The 32 CFR 989, Environmental Impact Analysis 
Process (EIAP), defines the steps and milestones in the EIAP. 

The Air Force intends to privatize its housing at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field  
(Figure ES-1) under a statutory program to allow it to meet its military housing 
requirement.  This is referred to as the Military Housing Privatization Initiative, or 
MPHI.  This initiative is accomplished by using the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year (FY) 1996 (Public Law 104-106, 110 St, 186 Section 2801) as amended, 
which includes a series of authorities that allow the Department of Defense (DoD) to 
work with the private sector to build and renovate military housing (these authorities 
were made permanent in FY 2005).  The DoD’s goal is to obtain private capital to 
leverage government dollars or land contributions,  make efficient use of limited 
resources, and use a variety of private-sector approaches to build and renovate military 
housing faster and at a lower cost to American taxpayers.  Additional information about 
housing privatization can be found at: http://www.acq.osd.mil/housing/legislation.htm. 

At completion of the project, a developer would own and operate 1,477 housing units 
on behalf of Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field.  The term “housing unit” is defined as a 
dwelling that accommodates one family. A four-plex would be considered four housing 
units. All construction and demolition activities would occur on Eglin AFB and 
Hurlburt Field (Air Force-owned) property.  The Air Force would lease the real 
property underlying the units proposed for demolition to the developer.  For areas not 
designated for rebuilding, this lease would last only until demolition is complete, at 
which time the developer’s lease would end.  For areas designated for rebuilding, the 
real property parcel would be leased to the developer for a period of 50 years from the 
date of the transaction.  Military family housing (MFH) privatization (10 USC 2871–
2885, as amended) is a process wherein the Air Force would receive proposals from 
interested developers outlining their qualifications and proposals for meeting the 
development requirements through detailed design and construction, property 
management, and financial management. 
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Figure ES-1.  Location of Eglin AFB, Hurlburt Field, and Camp Rudder Housing Areas 
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After evaluating all offerors’ proposals, the Government will determine the most 
advantageous proposal and identify the Highest Ranked Offeror (HRO).  The 
Government will then enter into exclusive negotiations with the HRO to address all of 
the requirements established in the solicitation documents.  At the end of the process, 
the Air Force will make a source selection decision and, after DoD and Congressional 
approval of the selection, the lease agreement between the Air Force and the successful 
developer will be signed. 

In addition to providing the required improvements to the housing inventory and 
neighborhoods, the developer would provide the necessary infrastructure (e.g., roads, 
utility connections) to support the privatized housing units.  The developer would 
prepare details of specific infrastructure requirements and site plan details for any new 
privatized housing areas as part of the solicitation process.  Even though those details 
are currently unknown, the analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts from the project 
can proceed because the Air Force knows the general locations and construction and 
demolition activities associated with the proposal.  The exact location of each unit 
within the proposed areas would not significantly alter the outcome of the analysis as 
long as the developer adheres to all permit/regulatory requirements and Air Force-
selected mitigations required by the Air Force.   

The Air Force will evaluate the selected proposal to determine whether it is within the 
scope of the analysis presented in this EIS.  Should there be potential for impacts from a 
selected proposal outside the scope of analysis within this EIS, a supplemental analysis 
may be required. 

EIS Process to Date 

This document constitutes the fourth iteration of the EIS.  The first iteration of the Draft 
EIS was published and released to the public in April 2005; the Air Force’s Preferred 
Alternative involved the demolition of the Camp Pinchot Historic District.  The Air 
Force revised the Draft EIS in response to public and agency comments from the initial 
public hearing process, changing the Preferred Alternative to allow for adaptive reuse 
of the Camp Pinchot Historic District, and then released that document to the public as 
the Revised Draft EIS in April 2006.  The Air Force received public and agency 
comments on that iteration.  Before the 2006 EIS was finalized, several circumstances 
arose that caused the Air Force to halt the finalization of the EIS and reevaluate the 
Proposed Action. 

Base realignment and closure (BRAC) decisions resulted in the planned beddown of the 
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) (i.e., the F-35 aircraft), the U.S. Army 7th Special Forces Group 
(Airborne), and a net of approximately 4,000 additional military, civilian, and contractor 
personnel (not including family members) at Eglin AFB.  Many of the additional 
personnel will be students.  As a result, the Air Force needed to conduct a new housing 
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requirements analysis in light of the changes in personnel.  Additionally, rising costs 
due to recent hurricanes during that period made the utilization of parcels outside the 
Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field main base areas (e.g., Camp Pinchot and Poquito Bayou 
Expansion areas) financially unreasonable.  Consequently, the Air Force revised the 
scope of the MHPI at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field to consider these factors. The third 
iteration of the Draft EIS analyzed the potential consequences from the Proposed Action 
explained above and in Section 2.1 of that iteration of the EIS.   There were no housing 
alternatives outside the main base areas of Eglin AFB or Hurlburt Field. This was due to 
a shortfall in project financials associated with hurricane-related increases in 
construction/insurance costs, as well as reassessment of siting new housing or 
demolishing historic units at Camp Pinchot due to environmental and historic 
requirements and public opposition.  The total number of housing units was adjusted to 
reflect the new housing requirements analysis that included changes in personnel 
associated with the BRAC actions and changes in the local housing market.  The Air 
Force determined that the potential existed for new JSF alternatives introduced during 
the JSF NEPA process to negatively affect the MHPI Preferred Alternative.  
Consequently, the Air Force was forced to reevaluate its MHPI concept to identify other 
housing areas that meet Air Force MHPI housing objectives while those JSF alternatives 
were examined.  In addition, the previous hurricane-related increases in 
construction/insurance costs started to decline, and previously precluded locations 
could once again be considered. 

This fourth iteration of the EIS describes the changes in the alternative development 
process, reconsideration of the impacts of current construction costs on alternative 
feasibility, new alternatives resulting from this process, and the potential impacts to the 
subsequent affected environment from the MHPI.  Table ES-1 provides a summary of 
the changes in alternatives that are analyzed in this fourth iteration of the MHPI EIS 
versus the previous three iterations.  All alternatives in this iteration include 484 units 
on Hurlburt Field; up to 35 units at Camp Rudder (except Subalternative 2a); with 
958 to 993 units at locations dependent on alternative selection: Alternative 1 – White 
Point Area (416 acres); Alternative 2 – Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso Area (1,071 acres, 
including development buffers/setbacks); Subalternative 2a – Eglin Main Base (the Air 
Force’s Preferred Alternative) (673 acres, including development buffers/setbacks); 
Alternative 3 – North Fort Walton Beach Area (457 acres, including development 
buffers/setbacks); and Alternative 4 – Mix Alternative (a mix of parcels from any of the 
previous alternatives).  The entire existing housing project area is shown in Figure ES-1.  
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Table ES-1.  Summary of EIS Changes from 2005 to 2010 

Eglin AFB / Hurlburt Field 
Locations Considered 

EIS Iteration 
1st (2005) & 2nd (2006) 3rd (2008) 4th (2010) 

Alternatives 

Alt 1: 
Poquito 
Bayou 

Expansion 

Alt 2: 
Eglin 
Main 
Base 

Alt 3: 
Camp 

Pinchot 
Expansion 
/ Poquito 

Bayou 
Expansion 

Alt 4:  
Alt 3 w/ 
Camp 

Pinchot 
Return 
to Air 
Force 

Alt 5: 
Camp 

Pinchot 
/ Eglin 
Main 
Base 

Alt 6:  
Alt 5 w/ 
Camp 

Pinchot 
Return 
to Air 
Force 

Alt 1: 
Parcel 

D1 

Alt 2: 
Parcel D1 

and 
Parcel 
B2/B3 

Alt 1: 
White 
Point 
Area 

Alt 2 & 2a:  
Eglin Main  Base / 
Valparaiso (2a is 

Preferred) 

Alt 3: North Fort 
Walton Beach Area Alt 4: Mix 

Associated Activity per Location 
Live Oak Terrace Demolition (D) D 

Alt 4 is a 
mix of any 
of Alts 1–3 

Pine Shadows D / NC 
Soundside Manor Demolition / Renovation / New Construction (D/R/NC) 

Camp Rudder D D/NC D/NC (Alt 2) 
D (Alt 2a) D/NC 

Ben’s Lake D 
Georgia Avenue Return to Air Force (RAF) 
Hidden Oaks No Activity (NA = units conveyed as is or area not utilized as part of Alternative) D 
Wherry D D/NC 

D 

D/NC D/NC 

D D 
D 

D Capehart D D/NC D/NC D/NC 
Old Plew  D D D/NC New Plew D D/NC D/NC D/NC 
New Plew Expansion Area NA NC NA NC NC NA NC NA 
Camp Pinchot RAF D/NC RAF D/NC RAF RAF RAF 
Poquito Bayou D D/NC D D 
Camp Pinchot Expansion NA NC Not part of 

Proposed Action 
or Alternatives 

NA NC Poquito Bayou Expansion NC NA NC NA 

Valparaiso Parcels 

Not part of Proposed Action or Alternatives 

Not part of 
Proposed Action 
or Alternatives 

NA NC (Alt 2) 
NA (Alt 2a) NA 

Wherry/Capehart Areas 
(Parcels B1, B2, B3) NA NC NA NC (Alt 2) 

NA (Alt 2a) NA 

Hurlburt FAMCAMP Area NC NC 
White Point Not part of 

Proposed Action 
or Alternatives 

NC NA 

Fairground Parcels  NA NC 

Alternative Disposition per EIS Iteration 
1st Draft EIS (2005)     Pref.  Not previously 

proposed 
Not 

previously 
proposed 

Valparaiso parcels 
not previously 

proposed 

Fairgrounds Parcels 
not previously 

proposed 

Not 
previously 
proposed 

2nd Draft EIS (2006)      Pref. 
3rd Draft EIS (2008) No longer viable alternatives   
4th EIS (2010) Areas reevaluated given new screening criteria – reflected in 2010 EIS  

RAF = Return to Air Force; D = demolition; FAMCAMP = family camping; NA = no activity; NC = new construction; R = renovation; Pref. = Preferred 
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Need for the Proposed Action 

Need for Privatization 

A Quality of Life Task Force report concluded that the continuing decline in the quality 
of existing on-base military housing, an increase in the out-of-pocket expenses for 
service members living in private housing, and increased demands on service members 
and their families (such as more deployments and family separations) could result in 
potential adverse impacts to military readiness. The uncertainty of the continued 
availability of traditional funding (including Military Construction [MILCON] and 
Operations and Maintenance sources) and increasing doubts as to the economic 
feasibility of this traditional funding forced the Air Force to meet this need by changing 
its policy.  Congress authorized privatization through the National Defense 
Authorization Act of 1996, which enabled the DoD to rely on private sector housing 
developers to renovate or demolish existing housing units, build new ones, provide the 
infrastructure needed to support such developments, and operate, maintain, and 
manage the housing development on Air-Force owned or project-funded property for 
up to 50 years.  

Need for Housing Units 

The Air Force uses the Housing Requirements and Market Analysis (HRMA) to 
determine the number of families that the local community can accommodate.  Where 
the HRMA reveals the local economy cannot accommodate all the military families 
assigned to the installation, that installation must then make up the deficit.  
Determining the specific number of housing units needed at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt 
Field involved estimating the number of appropriate adequate and affordable private 
sector housing units available to military families within 20 miles, or a 60-minute 
commute (whichever is greater).  In 2009, Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field conducted 
HRMA studies in order to identify housing units available to military members in the 
private community.  The Air Force factored shortfalls in available private sector 
housing into the total MFH requirement for Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field to determine 
the number of units needed to support its military families.  Cumulatively, the Air 
Force determined that the Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field FY 2014 housing requirement 
is 1,477 units.  This total does not include the 300 Section 801 leased housing units at 
Commando Village, located just east of Hurlburt Field on Martin Luther King 
Boulevard in Fort Walton Beach, Florida.  Since the Air Force does not own the 
300 Commando Village homes, they are not included in the Proposed Action or 
alternatives evaluated in this EIS.  The lease for the Commando Village homes expires 
in June 2012, at which time the homes would be considered local market rental units. 

Need for Land Area to Support Housing 

Unique aspects of the military mission mandate features in military housing 
neighborhoods that may not be of equally great importance to civilian housing 
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residents.  For instance, due to the nature of the military mission, whether for exercises 
or real-world incidents, a high percentage of the military workforce must be able to 
arrive at their duty stations with little notice, while for most civilians it is an expediency 
to be located near their places of employment.    

The Air Force Family Housing Guide balances these concerns with the concerns shared by 
non-military residents, such as noise and traffic avoidance, convenience, aesthetics, and 
price.  Accordingly, it requires the installation to consider all these concerns when 
arriving at a decision on the housing density and location, and primary among these (as 
it would be for a civilian landowner) is the ability of the available land to satisfy these 
concerns.  Initially, during the first two iterations of the EIS, the Air Force evaluated the 
entire Eglin AFB Reservation for housing locations based on a set of housing objectives.  
These objectives were essential for the MHPI in that the objectives had to be met in 
order for a particular site to be carried forward for consideration as a potential 
development location.  However, changes in scope under the third (previous) iteration 
of the EIS required the Air Force to locate housing units within the main base 
boundaries for financial reasons.  As a result, many of the initial objectives, while still 
met, were no longer applicable to identifying potential housing areas on Hurlburt Field 
and Eglin AFB main bases and were not deciding factors in identifying potential 
locations.  As an example, since the scope of the project had changed at that time to 
development within the main base boundaries, such objectives as a “60-minute 
commute time” were no longer applicable to housing area identification.  However, the 
new scope for the 2010 EIS (the fourth iteration) requires the Air Force to reevaluate the 
entire Eglin Reservation because potential JSF alternatives may conflict with certain 
MHPI objectives.  As a result, the Air Force has modified slightly the initial objectives 
and applied them to the entire reservation to identify potential development areas.  The 
following narrative provides a summary of the evaluation process of potential 
development locations used in this EIS iteration.   

Development of MHPI Objectives 

The preliminary process to find development locations first sought to determine what 
general areas throughout the three counties (Okaloosa, Walton, and Santa Rosa) 
surrounding Eglin AFB might meet the Air Force’s MHPI objectives, which are based 
on MHPI housing requirements and project and mission constraints.  These objectives 
were applied to the entire Eglin Reservation and coordinated through the Eglin AFB 
Mission Enhancement Committee, the Eglin AFB Range Configuration Control 
Committee, and the Eglin Range Development Executive Steering Committee. 
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MHPI Objectives Utilized for Site Selection in 2010 

● All potential housing locations must be within a 60-minute commute time of 
each base’s respective headquarters building.  

● All potential housing locations must be on Air Force property. 
● All potential housing locations must be free of Air Force mission conflicts. 
● No construction activities could occur within wetlands or floodplains. 
● All potential housing locations must be within a seven-minute response time to 

emergency services. 
● All potential housing locations must be free of unexploded ordnance (UXO) and 

historic range use. 
● All potential housing locations must be clear of installation/environmental 

restoration program (ERP) sites.  

Through evaluation of the Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field land area utilizing these 
objectives, the Air Force identified the following areas as meeting MHPI objectives 
(Figure ES-2): 

● White Point Area – This area comprises seven parcels: Parcel 1 (49 acres); 
Parcel 2 (86 acres); Parcel 3 (49 acres); Parcel 4 (56 acres); Parcel 5 (82 acres), 
Parcel 6 (25 acres), and Parcel 7 (70 acres).  The area is located at White Point 
along the coastline of Choctawhatchee Bay south of Niceville, Florida, adjacent to 
State Road (SR-) 20. 

● Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso Area – This area consists of 11 parcels.  Parcel 1 is 
approximately 673 acres and is located in the southwest corner of Eglin Main 
Base adjacent to the New Plew housing area.  While the entire 673 acres would be 
leased to the developer, only approximately 661 acres would be utilized for 
construction; a 40-foot buffer (about 12 acres) would be placed between the 
housing area and the southern and western Eglin Main Base boundary to allow 
for a vegetated buffer between the privatized housing and neighboring public 
property.  Parcel 2 (29 acres); Parcel 3 (8 acres); Parcel 4 (16 acres); Parcel 5 
(2 acres); Parcel 6 (4 acres); Parcel 7 (7 acres); and Parcel 8 (21 acres) are located 
along the northeast border of Eglin Main Base, near the East Gate and adjacent to 
Valparaiso.  Parcel 9 (212 acres, existing Capehart housing area), Parcel 10 
(94 acres, existing Wherry housing area), and Parcel 11 (6 acres, currently 
undeveloped) are located east of Parcel 1 on Eglin Main Base. 
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Figure ES-2.  Proposed Housing Areas at Eglin AFB 
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● North Fort Walton Beach Area – This area consists of five parcels: Parcel 1 
(formerly the “Camp Pinchot Expansion area,” 249 acres); Parcel 2 (74 acres); 
Parcel 3 (51 acres); and Parcels 4 and 5 (formerly part of the “Poquito Bayou 
Expansion area,” 72 and 11 acres, respectively).  The Camp Pinchot Historic 
District is not included in this area.  Parcel 1 is located adjacent to the Camp 
Pinchot Historic District and is bordered on the west by SR-189.  For Parcel 1, 
approximately 199 acres of the total 249 acres would be utilized for construction, 
while 49 acres would be maintained as a buffer area between the shoreline and 
the housing development on the eastern side (laying within storm surge 
category 1–4), with an additional vegetative buffer of approximately 100 feet 
between the housing development and the Camp Pinchot Historic District and 
associated entryway, as well as the southern and western boundaries.  Parcels 2 
and 3 are located along the southern Eglin Reservation boundary in north Fort 
Walton Beach just north of SR-189, approximately 1 mile west of Parcel 1.  
Parcels 4 and 5 are located just north of the existing Poquito Bayou housing area. 

Proposed Action 

The following activities comprise the Proposed Action and would occur across all 
alternatives (except the No Action Alternative); therefore, this document refers to them 
as “commonalities.”  The requirements of the Housing Privatization Request for 
Qualifications (RFQ), the 2009 HRMA, and future land use and planning needs 
determine these commonalities.  Due to the flexibility provided the developer in 
creating development proposals that meet Air Force needs, the following project scope 
is the optimal development scenario.  Specific details regarding development will not 
be available until the Air Force selects a development proposal.  As a result, the actual 
project scope may result in different numbers of units constructed or demolished, or 
development locations, depending on financial viability and projected Air Force needs; 
the selected proposal would be evaluated by the Air Force to determine if the proposal 
fits within the scope of that analyzed in this EIS and if supplemental analysis is 
required.  For planning purposes to address the potential optimal development scenario 
for the MHPI project at Hurlburt Field and Eglin AFB, it is assumed that all units (with 
the exception of the historic structures described previously) would be demolished.  
Figure ES-1 shows the location of existing housing at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field, 
Figure ES-2 shows the locations of proposed housing areas at Eglin AFB, and Figure ES-3 
shows the locations of proposed housing areas at Hurlburt Field. 
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Figure ES-3.  Proposed Housing Areas at Hurlburt Field 
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Commonalities 

The Air Force would initially lease all acreage underlying existing housing as well as 
areas currently undeveloped or utilized for other purposes (i.e., the Family Camping 
[FAMCAMP] area at Hurlburt Field, housing offices).  All alternatives for implementing 
the Proposed Action include construction of 484 units on Hurlburt Field and up to 
35 units at Camp Rudder (except Subalternative 2a).  The location utilized for 
development of the remaining 958 to 993 housing units at Eglin AFB would be 
associated with whichever alternative is selected.  Figure ES-4 and Figure ES-5 show the 
commonality activities under the Proposed Action. 

● The Air Force would lease all existing housing areas to the developer and convey 
up to 1,413 MFH units (854 at Eglin Main Base, 4 at Camp Pinchot, 150 at Poquito 
Bayou, 25 at Camp Rudder, and 380 at Hurlburt Field) and housing offices to the 
developer (these numbers may be fewer at the time of project initiation due to 
potential hurricane or other unforeseeable natural events). The Air Force then 
proposes demolition of up to 1,404 housing units (1,413 minus the 9 historic 
units): 25 at Camp Rudder; 849 at Eglin Main Base; 150 at Poquito Bayou; and 
380 at Hurlburt Field.  The developer would construct up to 1,477 new units.  
The number of housing units to be demolished and constructed is the same 
among the alternatives.  Only the potential location of new housing construction 
would vary.  Areas supporting the end-state family housing units would be 
leased to the developer for a period of 50 years.  

● Leasehold interest in parcels not utilized for housing would terminate upon the 
demolition and removal of all required units and the Air Force’s satisfaction with 
the developer’s performance.   

● Once replacement units are constructed, the developer will return to the Air 
Force the historic buildings at Georgia Avenue and Camp Pinchot, at which time 
the developer’s leasehold interest in the parcels would terminate.  Subsequently, 
Eglin AFB will determine the future of the historic buildings.  Should the Air 
Force propose any action that may result in an adverse effect, Eglin AFB will 
consult with the consulting parties through the National Historic Preservation 
Act Section 106 and Section 110 process to resolve the adverse effect and either 
amend the MHPI Programmatic Agreement (PA) or develop a separate 
agreement document. 
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Figure ES-4.  Proposed Action/Commonalities at Eglin AFB 
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Figure ES-5.  Proposed Action/Commonalities at Hurlburt Field 
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As the exact size and placement of each unit within the alternative areas would be 
determined through the design review process, the actual construction of new units and 
infrastructure could take place anywhere within the areas (with the exception of small 
wetlands and floodplains found in some of the parcels), depending on alternative 
selection.  It is possible that the developer would seek to develop each parcel to the 
optimal extent possible, and since the density and location of units to be constructed is 
unknown at this time, it is reasonable to assume that development of each parcel to the 
optimal extent possible would serve to represent the greatest potential impact to these 
areas.  Table ES-2 provides the estimated square footage of construction and demolition 
(C&D) based on required housing demographics under the Proposed Action. 

Table ES-2.  Estimated Total Gross Square Footage of Housing Construction 
and Demolition for the Proposed Action 

# 
of 

Bdrms 
Pay Grade* 

Demolition Construction 

# of 
Units 

Total Gross 
Sq Footage # of Units Max Gross 

Sq Footage 
Total 
Max 

Gross 
Sq Ft. 

Add. 
Surface Total HF CR* Eglin Per 

Unit 
Add. 

Surface 

2 
JNCO E1-E6 

384 

1,275 3,829,132 

0 

1,275 4,871,395 

SNCO E7-E8 
CGO O1-O3 

3 

JNCO E1-E6 

671 

242 0 535 1,760 
SNCO E7-E8 34 8 56 2,050 
CGO O1-O3 32 11 61 

Prestige/ 
FGO 

E-9/ 
O4-O5 23 1 24 2,300 

4 

JNCO E1-E6 

349 

71 0 158 2,220 
SNCO E7-E8 33 6 58 

2,500 
CGO O1-O3 8 5 15 

Prestige/ 
FGO 

E-9/ 
O4-O5 25 4 30 2,700 

SGO O6 12 0 18 2,920 
GO O7-O10 4 0 3 4,060 

Total  1,404  484 35 958  
Source: Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field Housing Offices, 2010   
* Under Subalternative 2a, these units would be constructed on Eglin Main Base. 
HF = Hurlburt Field; CR = Camp Rudder; JNCO = Junior Noncommissioned Officer; SNCO = Senior 
Noncommissioned Officer; CGO = Company Grade Officer; FGO = Field Grade Officer; SGO = Senior Grade Officer; 
GO = General Officer 
Note: These numbers are for planning purposes only and are subject to change depending on developer proposals. 

The Air Force will not convey existing utility mains as part of this proposed action and 
will provide utilities to the current housing units until they are all demolished, 
whereupon the Air Force will abandon the old lines in-place. Points of demarcation are 
where the lateral service line connects to the main when there is no meter or shut-off 
valve, otherwise it is the line side of the meter, disconnect, or junction box. In areas of 
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new development, the developer will be responsible for obtaining utilities from off-base 
for newly constructed units. Once construction is complete, the developer can either 
turn systems over to the local utility or to the Air Force, and all new electrical, natural 
gas, water and sewer utility systems installed by the developer will be constructed in 
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations for ownership and operation by the 
local utility provider or the Government where applicable. 

The actual distribution of units that would occur is unknown, as the exact size and 
placement of each unit within the alternative areas would be determined when the Air 
Force selects a developer’s project concept and concludes exclusive negotiations with 
such developer.  As a result, the actual construction of new units and infrastructure 
could take place anywhere within the proposed parcels (with the exception of small 
wetlands and floodplains found in some of the parcels), depending on alternative 
selection.  However, based on the MHPI RFQ requirements, it is reasonable to assume 
that the actual distribution of units within the proposed parcels would likely be 
somewhere between 4 and 6 units per acre.  It is possible that developer proposals 
would seek to develop each parcel to the optimal extent possible (6 units per acre), and 
since the density and location of units to be constructed is unknown at this time, it is 
reasonable to assume that development of each parcel to the optimal extent possible 
(unless otherwise noted) would serve to represent the greatest potential impact to these 
areas.  In order to understand the greatest potential for impact posed by the 
development of the housing areas, analysis assumes the following is inherent to the 
Proposed Action and is thus the same across alternatives: 

● Hurlburt Field: 

○ At Hurlburt Field, 484 units would be built on Hurlburt Field and 64 units 
would be constructed on Eglin AFB at a location to be determined by 
alternative selection. 

○ The following additional nonresidential facilities would be conveyed to the 
developer “as is” at Hurlburt Field: two recreational courts, seven 
playgrounds, 10 bus shelters, two boat docks and the seawall at Soundside 
Manor, the Housing Maintenance Facility and office, and the laundry/latrine 
building at the FAMCAMP location. 

○ The existing FAMCAMP would be relocated to the southwest of existing 
Commando Village along Martin Luther King Boulevard (SR-189)  
(Figure ES-5). The proposed FAMCAMP area is approximately 13 acres; 
conceptual site development calls for 50 recreational vehicle spaces, a new 
bath house, asphalt roadway, stormwater retention, and an access point along 
SR-189. 
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● Camp Rudder: 

○ At Camp Rudder, all 25 existing housing units could be demolished and 
35 new housing units may be constructed within the existing housing area. 
Under Subalternative 2a, these units would be constructed on Eglin Main 
Base. 

● Eglin AFB: 

○ The Air Force would convey five housing units and a separated garage at 
Georgia Avenue and four housing units (includes General Officers’ Quarters 
[GOQ] guest house) at Camp Pinchot to the developer.  Other aspects at 
Camp Pinchot to be conveyed include: tennis court, three garages, a storage 
building, a kitchen, guest house, car port, sea wall, boat house and dock, 
water pump house and storage tank, portable generator, and security gate.  
The conveyance documents would include a deed restriction requiring that 
the developer’s interest terminate when suitable replacement housing units 
are constructed.  The Air Force would then adaptively reuse the nine units 
and associated structures.  

○ The following additional nonresidential facilities would be conveyed to the 
developer “as is” at Eglin AFB: 16 playgrounds, the Housing Maintenance 
Facility and office, two housing supply and storage facilities, recreational 
vehicle storage area, grounds facility, and basketball court on Loblolly Drive. 

The site development design at both installations would integrate the new housing 
community, to the extent practicable, with the surrounding community.  The site 
development design would create a network of neighborhoods within the community 
by creating a full range of compatible private and shared recreation and 
community-desired facilities.  The development design would also provide efficient and 
separate vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns.  The design would identify 
constraints such as easements, drainage, and offensive environments (i.e., blight, bright 
lights, and loud noises) to ensure activities within and surrounding the site are 
compatible.  The site design would provide for common green spaces with native 
landscaping; recreational areas; appropriate buffer area/screening; street lighting; 
pedestrian and vehicular circulation; and sidewalks on both sides of the street.  These 
site designs would be consistent with good land use planning, practices, and economics, 
and would incorporate green space, landscaping, underground utilities, and recreation 
areas.  Offerors may achieve the Proposed Action end-state through a combination of 
demolition and construction that is different from the combination described above.  
For the purposes of analysis, the optimal development scenario for each parcel has been 
assessed to identify potential issues that could arise from a combination of several 
different possible development proposals. 



Executive Summary  

Page - 18 - Military Housing Privatization Initiative (MHPI)  May 2011 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 Eglin AFB/Hurlburt Field, Florida 

Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward 

Throughout the alternative development process, several potential alternative locations 
were identified and considered, but the continued evaluation of these areas with respect 
to the MHPI objectives resulted in the elimination of these locations due to their 
inability to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action.  

The Air Force considered utilization of the former Bayou Village Mobile Home Park on 
Eglin AFB Main Base.  However, the majority of the site is within the 100-year 
floodplain and does not meet the avoidance of wetlands/floodplains objective. 

The Air Force considered construction of new homes on Hurlburt Field north of 
U.S. Highway 98 (US-98) at Live Oak Terrace but did not carry this option forward due 
to Hurlburt Field’s overcrowded mission and the need to support future expansion of 
existing and future missions (U.S. Air Force, 2005a).   

The Air Force considered two parcels in the Crestview Park/Duke Field area.  The area 
is approximately 1 mile northwest of Duke Field, with the parcels split west and east of 
SR-85, respectively, and just south of the Yellow River along the northern border of the 
Eglin Reservation.  This area was initially identified as a potential development location 
during the alternative development process and was listed during the public scoping 
process as a potential alternative.  However, closer scrutiny by weapons release and 
range safety offices indicated that the proposed parcels would be in the last safety 
buffer for emergency self destruct of a run-away munition before it left Eglin.  Safety of 
potential residents was the primary concern, especially in the event a member of the 
general public became a resident.  As a result, the Air Force determined that this 
location does not meet the established objectives for housing and is not being carried 
forward as a viable alternative. 

Four parcels in the Eglin Northeast area were also considered but eliminated by the Air 
Force.  The area is located approximately 1 mile southeast of Mossy Head, Florida, 
inside the northeastern Eglin Reservation border.  This area was initially identified as a 
potential development location during the alternative development process and was 
listed during the public scoping process as a potential alternative.  However, after 
further review, it was determined that development of housing at this location would 
conflict with low level routes and the missile corridor, having an adverse impact on test 
and training missions on the Eglin range.  As a result, the Air Force determined that this 
location does not meet the established objectives for housing and is not being carried 
forward as a viable alternative. 

Alternatives Carried Forward 

Each alternative begins by first incorporating the commonalities as described under the 
Proposed Action, then identifying the maximum number of potential units the 
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developer could construct within a new or existing housing area such that each area 
would be developed to the optimal density possible.  Due to the varying densities and 
sizes of potential development locations, as well as the diverse number of parcels 
associated with each area, the alternatives represent the largest potential development 
for each area.  The selected proposal will be evaluated to determine whether it is within 
the scope of analysis presented in this EIS.  Should there be potential for impacts from a 
selected proposal outside the scope of analysis within this EIS, a supplemental analysis 
may be required. 

No Action Alternative 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.14(d)) 
require the alternatives analysis in the EIS to “include the alternative of no action.”  “No 
action” in this case means that the Air Force would not implement the MHPI at Eglin 
AFB or Hurlburt Field.  Instead, the Air Force would continue to manage/maintain and 
replace/upgrade MFH in accordance with existing Air Force policy and resources, 
which historically have been inadequate to maintain housing at acceptable levels.  As 
requirements are identified, they would be evaluated through the NEPA process for 
potential environmental impacts.  The No Action analysis provides a benchmark, 
enabling the Air Force decision maker to compare the magnitude of environmental 
effects of the action alternatives.  Under the No Action Alternative, presently ongoing 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions must be identified and addressed on housing 
areas as they exist today and would likely exist under the No Action Alternative, 
because that scenario represents impacts to existing housing without the influence of 
MHPI.  Conversely, the projects identified here would be addressed under cumulative 
impacts with respect to the combination of the proposed MHPI project and ongoing and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions:  

● 2005 BRAC Decisions at Eglin AFB   

● Road improvements to SR-85, SR-123, US-331, US-98, and Range Road 211 

● Florida Army National Guard Relocation from Panama City, Florida, to Eglin 
AFB   

● U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Relocation from Shalimar, Florida, to Eglin AFB 

● Establishment of Air Force Cost Analysis Agency Satellite Office   

● Eglin AFB Development Plan. Based on review of the Eglin Facility Requirements 
Database, there are more than 50 planned MILCON projects planned beyond FY 
2010 at Eglin AFB (Main Base and Duke Field), with a total of more than 
approximately 2,000,000 square feet. 

● Construct Perimeter Fence.  There are plans to install a new perimeter fence so that 
the hospital and facilities west of Ben’s Lake will be outside the fence.  The fence 
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will start on Pinchot Road just south of the Visitors Center behind the knee wall 
and run south ending on the shore of Ben’s Lake just south of Memorial Trail.  
Pinchot Road and Boatner Road will be outside the fence.  The two new Child 
Development Centers will be inside the fence at a minimum distance of 148 feet. 

● Hurlburt Field General Plan.  The plan identifies more than 50 transportation and 
capital improvement projects over the next seven years.   

● Development of Emerald Coast Resort on Okaloosa Island, Eglin Test Site 
A-5 

● Development of a Biomass Renewable Energy Facility at Eglin AFB 

● Destin/Fort Walton Beach Airport Construction Projects  

● DeFuniak Springs Airport Projects  

Alternative 1: White Point Area 

Under this alternative (Figure ES-6), the Air Force would conduct the following 
activities: 

● Implementation of all commonalities to include the following: 

○ Initial conveyance of up to 1,413 housing units at Hurlburt Field, Camp 
Rudder, and Eglin AFB 

○ Return of the Camp Pinchot Historic District and the Georgia Avenue historic 
buildings to the Air Force once replacement units have been constructed 

○ Demolition of up to 1,404 housing units: 25 at Camp Rudder; 150 at Poquito 
Bayou; 849 at Eglin Main Base; and 380 at Hurlburt Field 

○ Conveyance of various nonresidential facilities at both Hurlburt Field and 
Eglin AFB 

○ Construction of 484 new units at Hurlburt Field and up to 35 new units at 
Camp Rudder 

○ Construction of an 8,000-square-foot community center/clubhouse at both 
Eglin and Hurlburt 

○ Construction of up to 958 housing units (894 units for Eglin AFB, 64 units for 
Hurlburt Field) on Eglin AFB utilizing a combination of several parcels 
within the White Point Area 
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Figure ES-6.  Alternative 1 – White Point Area 
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Figure ES-7.  Alternative 2 – Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso Area 
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Alternative 2: Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso  

This alternative would involve the same commonalities as described under 
Alternative 1, except that construction of up to 958 housing units on Eglin AFB would 
utilize one or a combination of several of the Eglin Main Base and Valparaiso parcels 
(Figure ES-7). While for Parcel 1 a total of 673 acres may actually be leased, 
approximately 661 acres are available for development at this parcel.  For Parcels 2–11, 
approximately 399 acres may be leased. 

Subalternative 2a: Eglin Main Base (Preferred Alternative) 

This alternative would involve the same commonalities as described under 
Alternative 1, except that construction of up to 993 housing units on Eglin AFB (the 
35 units at Camp Rudder are included in this number) would utilize only 
Alternative 2’s Parcel 1 (Figure ES-8).  As stated previously, a total of 673 acres may 
actually be leased for Parcel 1, but approximately 661 acres are actually available for 
development at that parcel. 

Alternative 3: North Fort Walton Beach Area 

This alternative would involve the same commonalities as described under 
Alternative 1, except that construction of up to 958 housing units on Eglin AFB would 
utilize a combination of several parcels within the North Fort Walton Beach Area 
(Figure ES-9).  While the total amount to be leased would be approximately 457 acres, 
approximately 49 acres of the total area would be used as buffer space at Parcel 1.  As a 
result, only about 408 acres would actually be available for development.  

Alternative 4: Mix Alternative 

This alternative would involve construction of up to 958 housing units on Eglin AFB 
through utilization of a combination of parcels within any of the areas identified in 
Alternatives 1–3. 

Alternatives Summary 

Table ES-3 (on page - 26 -) provides a summary of project activities. 
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Figure ES-8.  Subalternative 2a (Preferred Alternative) – Eglin Main/Valparaiso Area Parcel 1 
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Figure ES-9.  Alternative 3 – North Fort Walton Beach Area
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Table ES-3.  Description of Proposed Project Activities  

Parcel 
Current 

Number of 
Units 

Year Built 

Commonalities 
Max # Units Potentially 

Constructed* Action for Current 
Units 

# Units 
Demolished 
(minimum) 

# Units 
Renovated Name Acres 

Common Alternative 
Specific 

Eglin AFB 
Wherry 
Capehart  306 479 1951–1958 Demolition 479 

0 

0 

Georgia Avenue  3 5 1943 Return to Air 
Force 0 

Hidden Oaks 
651 

126 2001 Demolition 126 
Old Plew 58 1966–1968 Demolition 58 
New Plew 186 1968 Demolition 186 
Poquito Bayou 91 150 1976 Demolition 150 

Camp Pinchot 15 4 1912–1940 Return to Air 
Force  0 

Camp Rudder 10 25 1975 Demolition 25 35** 0 
Total 1,076 1,033 N/A 1,024 35 0 
White Point Area 416 

0 N/A  
958/993*** 

(894/929 for Eglin) 
(64 for Hurlburt) 

EMB/ValP Area 1,072 
NFWB Area 457 
Hurlburt Field 
Live Oak Terrace 35 110 1957 & 1976 

Demolition 
110 

0 

0 
Pine Shadows 85 196 1957 196 

484 0 Soundside Manor 31 74 1957 & 1997 74 
FAMCAMP 20 0 N/A N/A N/A 
Total 171 380 N/A 380 0 484 0 

Overall Totals N/A 1,413  1,404 0 519 958 
Total End State (current units (1,413) – return to Air Force (9) – demolition (1,404) + new construction (1,477)) 1,477 Units 

Source: Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field Housing Offices, 2010 
*Numbers represent the optimal development scenario at each location based on desired features in the privatization RFQ and are for planning purposes only; 
actual numbers of units and distribution may vary depending on proposals offered by developers. Existing FAMCAMP would be relocated near Commando 
Village on Hurlburt Field as part of the Proposed Action. Additionally, the construction of a new FAMCAMP is a separate, but connected action. 
** These units are common to all alternatives except Subalternative 2a; ***993 units under Subalternative 2a to account for 35 not constructed at Camp Rudder. 
EMB/ValP = Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso; NFWB = North Fort Walton Beach 
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Decision to be Made 

The Air Force will base its decision to construct the new housing on the resource area 
analysis presented in this EIS.  A decision to proceed with the implementation of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives would result in the conveyance, renovation, and/or 
demolition of existing housing, the construction of new replacement housing by a 
developer, return of the historic housing units to the Air Force for purposes other than 
housing (e.g., offices, conference facilities), the lease of Air Force-owned land and 
movement of the FAMCAMP area. 

Summary of Potential Impacts by Resource Area 

The information provided in this chapter essentially summarizes the potential impacts 
associated with Alternatives 1 through 4 and the No Action Alternative and provides 
the reader with information necessary to compare Alternative impacts by resource area.  
Impact analysis throughout the document considers the implementation of standard 
practices/procedures associated with regulatory requirements (e.g., stormwater 
construction permits), and other non-discretionary mitigations as part of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives, because these would be required to be implemented by permit or 
regulatory requirements.  Discretionary mitigations are identified after analysis to 
identify mitigations that can be implemented to minimize or offset any potential 
impacts identified despite implementation of regulatory requirements and other non-
discretionary mitigations.  The actual discretionary mitigations that would be 
implemented by the Air Force and the privatization developer are alternative-
dependent and will not be known until the Air Force selects an alternative.  The Air 
Force will identify in the Record of Decision (ROD) any regulatory requirements and 
discretionary or non-discretionary mitigations to be implemented.  The MHPI RFQ 
requires that the developer incorporate all mitigations from the MHPI EIS (whether 
discretionary or non-discretionary), associated ROD, and Mitigation Plan into an 
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) detailing how the developer will implement 
and monitor compliance with mitigation requirements. The Air Force will review and 
approve the EMP prior to any development activities to ensure consistency between the 
EMP and NEPA requirements.  During the EMP review, the Air Force will determine 
whether additional NEPA analysis is required.   While the developer is responsible for 
acquiring all permits and implementing the associated mitigations, as well as any Air 
Force-imposed discretionary mitigations, the Air Force is responsible for ensuring that 
all required permits are acquired and any mitigations are implemented effectively.  

Transportation 

A number of traffic segments within and surrounding the base are currently operating 
at less-than-desirable levels of service (LOS).   Future roadway improvements can be 
expected to mitigate some, but not all, of these deficiencies. Roadway traffic is projected 
to increase under the baseline scenario and will further reduce future LOS.  
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Commonalities   

● Demolition of existing housing on Eglin Main Base – This action could result in 
some improvement to existing on-base roadway LOS.   Based on the analysis, the 
Air Force has not identified a potential for significant impacts. 

● Demolition of existing housing on Poquito Bayou Housing Area – This action 
could result in some improvement to adjoining roadways.  Based on the analysis, 
the Air Force has not identified any potential for significant impacts. 

● Camp Pinchot Housing Area – This action’s potential use of housing units for 
other uses might or might not result in an increase in traffic on adjoining 
roadways.  Based on the analysis, the Air Force has not identified any potential 
for significant impacts. 

● Camp Rudder Housing Area – Except with Subalternative 2a, this action’s 
potential demolition of 25 housing units and the construction of 35 new housing 
units would result in a net increase of 10 housing units.  This would result in an 
increase in traffic on adjoining roadways.  Based on the analysis, the Air Force 
does not expect this impact to be significant.  

● Soundside Manor – This action’s potential demolition of 74 housing units and 
the construction of new housing units would result in an increase in traffic on 
adjoining roadways.  This traffic would also utilize the Hurlburt Field Main Gate 
to access the installation, which is operating near capacity.  Based on the analysis, 
however, the Air Force does not expect these impacts to be significant. 

● Existing FAMCAMP redevelopment – The demolition of the existing 
FAMCAMP recreational vehicle park and the construction of new units on the 
FAMCAMP location will increase traffic on roadways between this location and 
the Hurlburt Main Gate.  Based on the analysis, the Air Force does not expect 
these impacts to be significant, and the impacts can be mitigated. 

● New FAMCAMP Development – The construction of a 50-unit recreational 
vehicle campground would result in a small increase in traffic on the adjoining 
street.   Based on the analysis, the Air Force does not expect the addition of a new 
entrance and this small increase in traffic to be significant. 

Alternative 1: White Point Area   

Increased traffic from this alternative will impact some sections of SR-20 and SR-85 that 
are anticipated to have an LOS of F in 2017 and 2022.   It is not desirable to increase 
traffic on roadway segments already operating at LOS F.  This alternative would have 
the least impact on transportation if Parcels 6 and 7 are developed.  Parcel 1 would have 
the most negative impacts on transportation.  There would be some slight advantage to 
developing the most westward of Parcels 2, 3, 4, and 5 first.     
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Alternative 2: Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso   

The development of these parcels would not be expected to have significant impacts to 
existing base roads, base access gates, or the public roadways.  There would be some 
impacts from the development of Alternative 2’s Parcel 8 because this parcel would be 
anticipated to add additional traffic onto existing collector roads and some additional 
traffic to the Eglin Main Base East access control point (ACP).  In light of the Construct 
Perimeter Fence project, Parcels 1 and 11 would use the West main ACP to access the 
Main Base, thus increasing the traffic there as well. All other parcels would not be 
expected to have significant impacts to existing base roadways.  Parcel 1 would be able 
to reuse existing roadways and roadway entrances onto Eglin Boulevard. 

Subalternative 2a: Eglin Main Base (Preferred Alternative)   

In light of the Construct Perimeter Fence project, Parcels 1 and 11 would use the West 
main ACP to access the Main Base, resulting in increased traffic at this ACP.  However, 
the development of this parcel would not be expected to have significant impacts to 
existing base roads, base access gates, or the public roadways around Eglin Main Base 
or routes to Camp Rudder.   

Alternative 3: Fort Walton Beach   

The development of Alternative 3’s Parcels 1, 2, or 3 would add additional traffic to 
SR-189, which has an LOS of F from the parcels to General Bond Boulevard.  SR-189 
from General Bond Boulevard to SR-85 becomes LOS F under the maximum 
development of these parcels by 2022.  It is not desirable to increase traffic on roadway 
segments already operating at LOS F.  The development of Alternative 3’s Parcels 4 and 
5 would not have significant impacts on transportation. 

Alternative 4:  Mix Alternative   

The selection of portions of any of the previously discussed alternatives will have 
impacts similar to the impacts discussed above on a parcel by parcel basis.   

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

As standard practice/procedure under the Proposed Action and alternatives, all 
transportation infrastructure would be designed and developed in accordance with 
federal U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) and Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) requirements, which will help to minimize traffic safety issues.   
(These requirements ensure proper design of roadways and intersections, use of 
approved materials for construction, etc.)  Okaloosa County and FDOT would need to 
review and approve any proposed new signals external to the development area.  Such 
approval is possible, but not certain (Showers, 2004).  This could include new signals for 
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some exits at the White Point parcels onto SR-20, and perhaps some of the Fort Walton 
Beach parcels onto SR-189.  The developer would be required per Okaloosa County and 
FDOT requirements to conduct specific engineering design and traffic studies for 
related road systems and proposed highway interchanges to gain approval from the 
FDOT and Okaloosa County for transportation plans. 

Discretionary mitigations that would serve to minimize traffic impedance and safety 
impacts at specific parcels involve utilization of turn lanes, acceleration lanes, and 
signage.  Discretionary mitigations to minimize traffic build-up at the Eglin AFB gates 
include establishing additional lanes or gates and using tandem processing in the peak 
morning hour and staggered start times for shifts at the base.  Traffic congestion within 
existing Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field housing area roadway systems could be reduced 
and safety would be enhanced through provision of adequate parking on roadways, 
pedestrian walkways, and roadways designed to terminate at a collector road in less 
than 0.5 mile if possible and to convey the traffic from the local road system to the 
arterial road system. The collector road would also provide access to adjoining 
properties and possibly for the movement of through traffic. Constructing any 
replacement housing off-base would increase traffic to the base ACPs.  The access gates 
at Hurlburt Field and Eglin AFB may be inadequate by the 2017 to 2022 time period 
under the No Action Alternative.  Alternatives 1 and 3 would increase traffic at the 
Eglin base gates.  To minimize the incremental impacts and to reduce travel delays due 
to gate capacity issues, it may be necessary as discretionary mitigations for the access 
gate capacity to be improved to better support the expected increases in traffic. The 
number of lanes for base entrance gates should be evaluated and increased if necessary. 

Socioeconomics 

Impacts to socioeconomic resources would be common across all alternatives (with the 
exception of the No Action Alternative).  Eglin AFB has demolished over 60 percent of 
their housing inventory over recent years.  Based on the Housing Requirements and 
Market Analysis, the Air Force estimates that more than 80 percent of the housing for 
Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field families will be provided by the local community with 
the remainder on the installations.  The Proposed Action would only increase the 
number of housing units by 64 units over existing levels.  Thus, the Air Force does not 
anticipate that the Proposed Action would directly compete with the local housing 
market. Impacts to employment would be beneficial since the project would induce the 
creation of jobs that would help sustain low unemployment levels in the local and 
regional economy.  It is most probable that the pool of locally available workers would 
fill the demand for labor associated with the implementation of the project, thus 
negating the potential in-migration of workers (and their family members) from outside 
the region.  In the absence of an influx of new residents, negligible change would be 
expected in regional population or the demand for additional housing as a result of the 
project.  Although a redistribution of persons within the region could result in potential 
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impacts to the local school district in terms of facility capacity, staffing levels, and 
revenue sources, these potential impacts would be relatively minor.  Alternative 1 has 
the largest potential for adverse impacts to schools when compared to the other 
alternatives.   The Air Force has not identified any impacts associated with 
environmental justice under any of the alternatives.   

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations  

As standard practice/procedure, the developer would be required to provide adequate 
measures to restrict access to construction and demolition sites and consider all aspects 
of child safety during work and nonwork hours.  There are some non-discretionary 
mitigations that could be implemented under the Proposed Action to minimize or offset 
potential impacts associated with safety of children.  Such mitigations include 
providing safety along shorelines to minimize potential for drowning accidents by 
erecting signs at the waterfront to warn residents of the potential drowning hazard and 
emphasizing the need to supervise children up to the age of 14 and for children to use a 
personal flotation device.  Emergency equipment may also be located close to the 
waterfront area.   

Utilities 

Potential impacts associated with utility infrastructure are related to the potential for 
disruption of utility service and the potential for utility use at site-specific locations to 
exceed the design or permit capacity of the respective utility system.  The Air Force has 
not identified any adverse impacts to utility infrastructure design or permit capacity 
associated with demolition and construction of any of the units. Although electricity, 
water, and wastewater on both Hurlburt Field and Eglin AFB may be privatized in the 
future, the Air Force expects no impacts to infrastructure, service, or capacity based on 
the analysis.  

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

As standard practice/procedure, the developer would coordinate with local utility 
providers for water, sewer, electrical, and natural gas utility hook-ups, and would 
coordinate with all utility providers prior to ground disturbance activities to identify 
buried utility lines.  In addition, all new construction or major renovation must meet the 
requirements of Executive Order (EO) 13514, Guiding Principles for Federal Leadership in 
High Performance and Sustainable Buildings, as well as the RFQ’s requirement to earn the 
Energy Star label and its desired feature of eligibility for the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) Silver Certificate, or higher. These requirements would 
help to minimize utility usage through the development of energy-efficient facilities 
and use of energy-saving appliances and fixtures. 
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Air Quality 

The Air Force has identified no significant adverse impacts to regional air quality from 
construction, demolition, or operational activities associated with implementation of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

As standard practice/procedure, all new construction or major renovation must meet 
the requirements of EO 13514, Guiding Principles for Federal Leadership in High 
Performance and Sustainable Buildings, as well as the RFQ’s requirement to earn the 
Energy Star label and its desired feature of eligibility for the LEED Silver Certificate, or 
higher.  This means operational emissions from the housing will be minimized because 
developers are required to use mechanical equipment or fixtures incorporated for 
heating, cooling, ventilating, lighting, and domestic hot water usage that will meet 
efficiency ratings to achieve the Energy Star label.  As discretionary mitigations to 
decrease particulate matter emissions during site preparation activities (i.e., grading), 
the use of water on soil piles and exposed surfaces from grading activities would 
minimize particulate releases.  For hauling soil, particulate matter emissions may be 
decreased by using at least 2 feet of freeboard and/or a secured cover and driving on 
watered unpaved roads or on paved roads to the greatest extent possible. 

Safety 

No specific aspects of the Proposed Action or alternatives would create any unique 
impacts to safety from housing construction activities, housing operations, or the 
presence of UXO in MFH areas. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

As standard practice/procedure, all actions would be accomplished by technically 
qualified personnel and would be conducted in accordance with applicable Air Force 
safety requirements, approved technical data, and Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration and Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire Protection, 
and Health standards, thus minimizing potential job-site safety impacts.  The developer 
would restrict access during work hours, site preparation, and nonwork hours and 
would minimize slip/trip/fall hazards through standard Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) work-site requirements associated with construction 
and demolition activities.  One non-discretionary mitigation would require the 
developer to evaluate chlordane concentrations in areas with chlordane-impacted soils 
prior to disturbing these soils. The developer would then be required to implement 
measures to prevent fugitive dusts of airborne soil particles in high-concentration areas 
in order to minimize the potential for inhalation by workers. 
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Hazardous Materials and Waste 

Adverse impacts associated with hazardous materials/waste from demolition of any of 
the units may result from asbestos and lead-based paint (LBP) exposure and disposal.  
However, these impacts would be mitigated provided that developers follow 
established regulations and guidance for handling and disposal. 

Overall, various potentially beneficial impacts would result from implementation of the 
Proposed Action at any of the alternative sites. These benefits are primarily associated 
with the elimination of potential exposure of MFH residents to asbestos fibers from 
asbestos-containing building material (ACBM) and lead in LBP, both of which have 
been determined to be present in older housing units. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

The primary issue associated with hazardous materials and wastes are potential 
releases of hazardous materials during construction activities.  These activities would 
utilize standard construction methods, limiting the use of hazardous materials to the 
maximum extent possible.  Compliance with Air Force best construction practices, 
including adherence to the Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure Plans, would be required and would reduce potential spills and 
improper handling of hazardous materials and waste.   

Air Force best construction practices are prescribed in AFI 32-1023, Design and 
Construction Standards and Execution of Facility Construction Projects, and AFI 32-6002, 
Family Housing Planning, Programming, Design, and Construction (U.S. Air Force, 1994; 
U.S. Air Force, 2008c).  These AFIs require that Air Force personnel monitor contractor 
compliance with all applicable environmental and safety requirements.  They also 
mandate compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental 
regulations, including any environmental permit requirements.  Additionally, AFI 
32-6002 requires that for projects to maintain, repair, improve, replace, or construct 
MFH, appropriate environmental compliance plans be developed and implemented.   

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) requires the contractor to 
notify applicable state and local agencies before demolition or renovation of buildings 
that contain certain threshold amounts of asbestos.  The developer must provide 
written notification to the FDEP at least 10 working days before beginning the 
demolition or any asbestos removal project.  Consequently, asbestos surveys must be 
performed on buildings (that have not already undergone survey) prior to 
renovation/demolition. 

The developer would implement the following requirements as part of project activities 
to minimize improper storage and handling of hazardous materials and waste: 
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● The developer would be required to submit all construction project 
programming documents, designs, and contracts to both 96th Civil Engineer 
Group, Environmental Compliance Branch and 1st Special Operations Civil 
Engineering Squadron Asset Management Flight for review.   

● The developer would be required to conduct LBP surveys for the alteration or 
demolition of an existing housing structure (unless conducted previously).   

● The developer would be required to stipulate appropriate abatement and 
disposal requirements for LBP in project designs.   

● The developer would be required to utilize a certified contractor when removing 
ACBMs.  Project personnel would be required to adhere to established 
procedures set forth for the safe handling and transport of these materials as 
outlined in Eglin’s Hazardous Materials Management Plan.   

● Planned construction activities would avoid all ERP sites, such as water towers 
in MFH areas. Regardless, should any unusual odor, soil, or groundwater 
coloring be encountered during development activities in any areas, construction 
would cease and the Eglin AFB Environmental Management Restoration branch 
would be contacted immediately.   

Noise 

Under all alternatives, the relatively low time-averaged noise levels associated with 
demolition and construction activities indicate that neither activity would be 
excessively intrusive; noise associated with these activities would be short-term and 
would conclude upon completion of C&D actions. The Air Force has not identified any 
significant adverse noise impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed 
Action under any of the alternatives.   

The F-35 aircraft noise would dominate the noise environment.  Residents located in 
areas under noise contours greater than 65 dB may experience varying degrees of 
annoyance and potential negative health effects depending on the amount of time the 
residents spend outdoors and noise abatement measures retrofitted on current housing. 
Noticeable structural vibration may result from low-level F-35 overflights. Physical 
effects of vibration are generally experienced at peak noise levels of greater than 130 dB. 
Vibration may add to the annoyance generated by noise-related activity interruption. In 
general, existing or new housing units in areas falling under elevated noise levels 
would likely need to be retrofitted with noise-dampening materials to minimize noise 
impacts to residents. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

Discretionary mitigations that would reduce construction noise levels and minimize the 
temporary effects of construction noise to on- and off-base communities include 
phasing demolition and construction in a manner to reduce total noise generation and 
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conducting demolition and construction activities during normal work days and 
working hours.  The use of a construction noise management buffer (up to 500 feet 
where practicable) between construction activities and established housing areas would 
further decrease any potential effects of noise on receptors. 

As non-discretionary mitigations, measures to achieve a noise level reduction of 25 dB 
in areas between 65–69 dB Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) must be 
incorporated into the design and construction of portions of buildings where the public 
is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 
Measures to achieve a noise level reduction of 30 dB in areas of 70–74 dB DNL must be 
incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings.  Areas at 
75 dB DNL and above are not normally compatible with residential uses, and use of 
these areas for such purposes should be restricted (Okaloosa County, 2009). Such 
mitigations would be required to reduce the noise levels within residential areas on the 
installation to acceptable levels. 

Solid Waste 

C&D wastes associated with Military Housing Privatization Initiative (MHPI) and other 
planned/foreseeable actions will result in an increased demand on solid waste disposal 
resources within the area.  Although the estimated C&D wastes generated are expected 
to increase waste disposal rates within the counties, sufficient landfill capacity appears 
to exist within the respective counties to accommodate the wastes.  Many landfills also 
have the capacity for significant expansion, which could further minimize any real or 
perceived impact to available solid waste disposal resources.  As a result, the Air 
Force’s analysis has not identified any potential for significant impacts. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

Standard Air Force solid waste and recycling programs would apply to the MHPI 
residents to minimize municipal solid waste generation.  Discretionary mitigations that 
would reduce C&D debris waste include recycling and/or reuse of demolition and 
waste construction materials as practicable, as well as distribution of C&D wastes to 
multiple landfills to minimize impacts (e.g., over use) to any one particular landfill. 

Land Use 

In general, activities associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives occurring on 
Eglin Main Base and/or Hurlburt Field are consistent with installation future land use 
plans.   

All new structures would adhere to local building codes.  All alternative locations 
would involve development on Eglin lands that are adjacent to established Okaloosa 
County communities (i.e., outside Eglin Main Base).  Although Eglin AFB is not 
required to comply with the Okaloosa County Comprehensive Plan, Policy 10.1 of that Plan 



Executive Summary  

Page - 36 - Military Housing Privatization Initiative (MHPI)  May 2011 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 Eglin AFB/Hurlburt Field, Florida 

designates a maximum gross density of 5 units per acre south of Eglin AFB for the 
Low-Density Residential classification (DCA, 2010).  At densities fewer than 6 units per 
acre the project would be consistent with surrounding land uses.  However, development 
at 6 units per acre would exceed maximum recommendations for Low-Density 
Residential designations under the Okaloosa County Comprehensive Plan. 

Alternative 2: Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso  

Under the scenario for JSF Alternative 1I, a small portion of Parcel 1 would be located 
within the southern accident potential zone (APZ) II for the new runway. Within the 
APZ II, there is a suggested maximum density of 1 to 2 dwelling units per acre, possibly 
increased under a Planned Unit Development where maximum lot coverage is less than 
20 percent (U.S. Air Force, 1999).  According to the Eglin Air Force Base Joint Land Use 
Study (JLUS) (Okaloosa County, 2009), Parcels 2–8 are located in a Military Influence 
Planning Area II, which requires sound attenuation for residential uses for areas exposed 
to 65–75 dB DNL.  Areas experiencing noise above 75 dB DNL would not be suitable for 
residential uses (Okaloosa County, 2009).  The use of Parcels 9 and 10 could also require 
that new housing units incorporate sound attenuation measures due to potential noise 
exposures above 65 dB DNL from JSF air operations. 

Subalternative 2a: Eglin Main Base (Preferred Alternative)  

The use of Parcel 1 could require that new housing units incorporate sound attenuation 
measures due to potential noise exposures above 65 dB DNL from JSF air operations. 
Development of new housing units on Parcel 1 is expected to be compatible with the 
existing off-base residential areas, and no adverse impacts are expected. There would be 
no land use issues associated with not utilizing Camp Rudder for housing. 

Alternative 3: North Fort Walton Beach Area   

West of Parcel 3 are mixed use and industrial land uses, while to the south is medium-
density residential.  To the north of both Parcels 2 and 3 are the newly constructed 
Arbennie Pritchett Water Reclamation Facility and existing Garniers effluent spray 
field, which could potentially present compatibility issues with any new housing 
(Okaloosa County, 2009). 

A development setback would be established for any new housing construction on 
Parcel 1 to minimize any potential compatibility issues with the adjacent off-base 
low-density residential areas.  Development of new housing units on Parcels 4 and 5 is 
expected to be compatible with the adjacent off-base residential, commercial, and 
recreational areas, and no adverse impacts are expected. 
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Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

According to Eglin AFB’s Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) study (U.S. Air 
Force, 2006b) residential housing is “discouraged in DNL 65–69 dB” and “strongly 
discouraged in DNL 70–74 dB”; and measures to achieve a noise level reduction (NLR) of 
25 and 30 dB, respectively, inside residential housing in such areas must be incorporated 
into the design and construction.  Under the AICUZ program, Air Force policy requires 
new on-base development to follow the same compatibility criteria that are 
recommended to surrounding communities, to the maximum extent practical.  It should 
be noted that these NLR criteria for indoor sound attenuation have no effect on outdoor 
noise and, therefore, measures that reduce outdoor noise should be used whenever 
practical.  Outdoor noise mitigation measures such as site planning and design and the 
use of berms, barriers, and/or vegetation are practical and useful for ground-level noise, 
such as jet engine run-ups, motor vehicles, and motorized equipment, but will not reduce 
overhead noise. Thus, avoiding areas within 65 dB DNL, or greater, for new residential 
housing is the preferred course of action whenever practical.  

In addition, areas at 75 dB DNL and above are not normally compatible with residential 
uses, and use of these areas for such purposes should be restricted. The outdoor-to-
indoor sound attenuation for housing in areas within 65–74 dB DNL and avoidance of 
areas within 75 dB DNL and above would be considered nondiscretionary mitigations to 
minimize noise levels inside and outside housing units in residential areas. Other non-
discretionary mitigations would include compliance with lighting standards to reduce 
glare (which can be problematic for pilots at night), such as standards adopted by the 
surrounding community pursuant to the Eglin AFB JLUS 2009 involving the use of “full-
cutoff fixtures” for exterior lighting to prevent illumination above the horizontal plane.  
The Eglin Energy Office preference for reducing glare is induction lighting or light-
emitting diode (LED) or plasma lighting that achieves a high color index with high 
lumens per watt, and/or use of 35-watt or less low-pressure sodium or amber LED 
lamps.  These mitigations would apply at both Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field. 

Implementation of the following discretionary mitigations would lessen perceived 
aesthetic impacts and result in the minimization of potential adverse impacts to the 
surrounding communities.  Additionally, according to the Okaloosa County Comprehensive 
Plan for 2020 (DCA, 2010), land use compatibility issues can be minimized through: 

● Variable buffers, combining land and landscaping to achieve adequate 
separation of uses, appropriate open space, reduction of potential noise, light, 
glare, and/or pollution, and screening of physical features of a proposed 
development;  

● Variable setbacks, based upon degree of difference in proposed density, 
intensity, scale, mass, or height;  



Executive Summary  

Page - 38 - Military Housing Privatization Initiative (MHPI)  May 2011 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 Eglin AFB/Hurlburt Field, Florida 

● Placement and effective screening or shielding of site features such as lights, 
signs, dumpsters, loading areas, parking areas, outdoor storage, or other features 
with potential negative impacts;  

● Effective transitions of on-site densities, intensities, scale, mass, or height; and  

● Other innovative site design features that effectively achieve compatibility and 
effectively mitigate potential negative impacts. 

In addition, local neighborhoods may have their own restrictive housing covenants.  As 
an example, according to local residents, when neighborhoods in the Poquito Bayou 
area were first established, they adopted restrictive covenants calling for “no boat 
ramps” or boat houses on the water and maintenance of the water’s edge to maintain a 
“natural” look as much as possible.  These covenants have long since expired, but 
residents say they still adhere to them (Nabors, 2004).  As a discretionary mitigation, the 
Air Force would ensure that, when possible, the chosen developer would utilize “smart 
growth” concepts, such as maintenance of natural areas and use of compact building 
designs, in the design and construction of the housing developments. This would 
reduce perceived aesthetic impacts and compatibility issues with surrounding 
residential areas. 

Cultural Resources 

The Air Force negotiated and signed a PA among Eglin Air Force Base, Hurlburt Field, 
the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the National Trust for Historic Preservation, the Florida Trust for 
Historic Preservation, National Forests in Florida, and five federally recognized tribal 
governments for management, maintenance, and repair guidelines for the care of 
historic improvements, as well as guidelines for the protection of the archaeological 
sites. The developer will be required to execute, as a Concurring Party, the PA with the 
Government, the Florida SHPO and other required parties to the PA. Archaeological 
monitoring by a qualified third-party firm will be required for all ground-disturbing 
activities on or near archaeological sites.    

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

Any action with the potential to adversely affect historic properties that may result from 
the Proposed Action or alternatives would be resolved pursuant to the project-specific 
PA signed in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act 
(NHPA).  Under the NHPA, management actions would be reflected as mitigations and 
would be required as a result of consultation.  Implementation and adherence to the PA 
requirements is considered non-discretionary. 
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Section V of the PA describes specific procedures for resolution of adverse effects to 
project-related resources (U.S. Air Force, 2011).  Section V of the PA is presented below: 

V. Resolution of Adverse Effects 

A. The Air Force shall meet its responsibilities under 36 CFR 800.6 by 
ensuring that once the Record of Decision is issued and a preferred 
alternative is selected the Preferred Offeror (PO), at its expense, 
resolves the adverse effects of the undertaking to historic properties at 
each installation in accordance with the following stipulations. 

B.  Eglin AFB 

1.  Project Commonalities 

a.  Camp Pinchot Historic District 

(i) The PO shall conduct routine maintenance of buildings 1551, 1552, 
1553, 1555, 1556, 1557, 1558, 1559, 1561 and 1562 in accordance with 
Stipulation V[A].  Any activity that is not routine maintenance will be 
an adverse effect. PO will ensure that any adverse effects to these 
buildings will be treated prior to the proposed activity. The PO, in 
consultation with Eglin AFB, shall follow the treatment 
recommendations of the Camp Pinchot Historic Preservation Plan in 
accordance with the procedures in Stipulation VLB. 

(ii) Building 1564, potentially National Register eligible for its association 
with the military use of Camp Pinchot, is not included in the Camp 
Pinchot Historic Preservation Plan. The PO will consult with Eglin 
AFB prior to conducting routine maintenance and repair of building 
1564. Any activities that Eglin AFB determines will have an adverse 
effect to building 1564 will require treatment in accordance with the 
procedures in Stipulation VLB. 

(iii) The PO will maintain the existing trees in accordance with the general 
treatment recommendations for landscaping in the Camp Pinchot 
Preservation Plan.  Planting new trees or removing existing trees 
anywhere on the property will be an adverse effect subject to prior 
consultation with Eglin AFB. 

(iv) Once the property and buildings at Camp Pinchot are returned by the 
PO to the Air Force, the Air Force will determine the future of the 
buildings in accordance with Stipulation V.D. 

b.  Georgia Avenue (Eglin Field Historic District) 

(i) The PO shall conduct routine maintenance of buildings 25, 26, 27, 28, 
and 29 in accordance with Stipulation VLA.2. Any activity that is not 
routine maintenance will be an adverse effect. The PO will ensure that 
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any adverse effects to these buildings will be treated prior to the 
proposed activity. The PO, in consultation with Eglin AFB, shall 
follow the treatment recommendations of the Georgia Avenue 
Housing Historic Preservation Plan in accordance with the 
procedures in Stipulation VLB. 

(ii) Once the property and buildings at Georgia Avenue are returned by 
the PO to the Air Force, the Air Force will determine the future of the 
buildings in accordance with Stipulation V.D. 

c.  Archaeological Site 80K871 at Camp Pinchot  

With the temporary conveyance of Camp Pinchot, archaeological site 
80K871 will become the management responsibility of the PO until 
returned to the Air Force. The PO shall consult with Eglin AFB prior 
to the initiation of any ground disturbing activities within the site’s 
limits as follows. 

(i) Any ground disturbing activity, including but not limited to planting 
or removal of trees and other vegetation, affecting intact portions of 
the site will require archaeological testing and or data recovery 
following an approved plan developed in accordance with Stipulation 
VLD. 

(ii) Any ground disturbing activity affecting previously disturbed 
portions of the site, including but not limited to the in-place removal 
and replacement of utilities or planting or removing trees or other 
vegetation, which is strictly limited to previously disturbed soil, shall 
be monitored by a professional archaeologist in accordance with 
Stipulation VLC. Discovery of intact archaeological deposits during 
archaeological monitoring will be treated as an unanticipated 
discovery under Stipulation VIII. 

d.  Archaeological Sites 80KI07 and 80K952 at Poquito Bayou. The PO 
shall, whenever possible, avoid all ground disturbances within the 
recorded limits of archaeological sites 80KI07 and 80K952. This 
includes crossing over and parking on the sites with work vehicles. To 
ensure avoidance, the PO shall leave in place all building slabs, 
sidewalks and other hardscape features, as well as all utilities that are 
located within the sites’ limits. The PO shall also ensure that all 
demolition activities are monitored by a professional archaeologist in 
accordance with Stipulation VLC. If and when it is not possible to 
avoid ground disturbance within the limits of the sites, and adverse 
effects will occur, the PO shall conduct archaeological testing and or 
data recovery following the procedures in Stipulation VLD. 

2.  Project Alternative I (White Point) 



 Executive Summary 

May 2011 Military Housing Privatization Initiative (MHPI)  Page - 41 - 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 Eglin AFB/Hurlburt Field, Florida 

a.  If the Air Force selects Alternative I, the PO shall avoid affecting site 
80KI006 by following the procedures for archaeological monitoring in 
Stipulation VI.C for all demolition and construction activities within 
50 meters of the site. 

b.  If the Air Force selects Alternative I, the PO shall conduct 
archaeological testing and data recovery at site 80K2627 following the 
procedures in Stipulation VI.D prior to demolition and construction 
activities. 

3.  Project Alternative 3 (North Fort Walton Beach) 

If the Air Force selects Alternative 3, the PO shall avoid affecting the 
Camp Pinchot Historic District by defining a development setback at 
least 100 feet wide along the District’s property boundary. All new 
construction shall be prohibited within the development setback. 

4.  Project Alternative 4 (Mix) 

Selection of this project alternative may result in adverse effects to one 
or more of the historic properties described above and will be 
resolved as described in Alternatives 1 and 3. 

C.  Hurlburt Field 

The PO shall avoid affecting archaeological sites 80KI33 and 80K061 
by following the procedures for archaeological monitoring in 
Stipulation VI.C for all demolition and construction activities within a 
50-meter buffer area around each site. 

D.  Return of Historic Properties 

Once replacement MFH units are constructed, the PO will return to 
the Air Force, in equal or better condition than received, the buildings 
and structures at Georgia Avenue and Camp Pinchot as stated in 
Stipulation II.A.I.b. At that time, Eglin AFB will determine the future 
of these properties. Should the Air Force propose any action that may 
result in adverse effects to the Eglin Field or Camp Pinchot Historic 
Districts, including but not limited to adaptive reuse, Eglin AFB will 
consult with the consulting parties to resolve the adverse effects and 
either amend the PA in accordance with Stipulation XIII or develop a 
separate agreement document.  

Water 

Potential impacts associated with water resources are related to the potential for 
increased rate and volume of stormwater runoff, increased amounts of sediment and 
pollutant runoff during construction and demolition, turbidity and leaching from dock 
construction, and polluted stormwater runoff from everyday operations within the 
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housing areas post-construction.  Each of these has the potential to adversely affect 
aquatic systems mainly through the degradation of water quality.  The developer 
would adhere to all applicable regulatory requirements, which would serve to either 
offset or minimize potential impacts to water quality from demolition, construction, and 
housing operations.  The permitting process would identify specific non-discretionary 
mitigations.  Maintenance of a shoreline green space at Alternative 3’s Parcel 1 would 
serve to reduce the amount of runoff associated with construction at this site.  
Demolition of some units at Live Oak Terrace would occur in a floodplain, and there are 
some drainage ditches in the Pine Shadows location identified as jurisdictional 
wetlands by the FDEP that may require culverts in order to provide parcel access.  A 
Finding of No Practicable Alternative is required for these activities, and an FDEP 
Environmental Resource Permit is required for actions within the drainage ditches. 
However, no other actions would occur either in a floodplain or wetland area.  Impacts 
to water quality associated with construction and demolition of housing units would be 
temporary, and the Air Force does not anticipate any significant, long-term impact. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

As standard practice/procedure, to reduce the rate and volume of stormwater runoff, 
stormwater management controls and development of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be a part of the site designs to minimize pollutants.  
The developer must ensure that these controls are in place prior to any construction 
activity.  The SWPPP would include (1) site evaluation of how and where pollutants 
may be mobilized by stormwater, (2) a site plan for managing stormwater runoff, 
(3) identification of appropriate erosion and sediment controls and stormwater 
mitigations, (4) a maintenance and inspection schedule, (5) the record-keeping process, 
and (6) identification of stormwater exit areas.  When preparing the SWPPP, developers 
would follow the guidance provided in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) publication, Stormwater Management for Construction Activities: Developing 
Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices (USEPA, 1992).  Potential actions 
that the developer may be required to implement through the SWPPP process as a 
component of site design to minimize potential stormwater, erosion, and pollution 
impacts and facilitate environmental compliance would be: 

● Limit slope for runoff from housing units near water bodies to no greater than 
approximately 15 percent to allow for natural percolation versus sheet flow.  

● Use porous asphalt allowing water to infiltrate into the subsurface areas versus 
significant increase to new/existing storm drainage systems.  

● Provide appropriate retention, drainage and discharge of flows from larger 
storms where it is needed (e.g., a minimum storage capacity for rain precipitation 
from a 24-hour, 25-year storm, or 5 or more inches).  

● Use vegetation buffer strips to slow stormwater runoff and trap particulate 
pollutants. 
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● Minimize the overall development footprint to reduce stormwater runoff.   

● Areas that are slated for demolition with no reconstruction should be returned to 
a natural vegetated landscape to decrease stormwater runoff and benefit 
surrounding water resources.  

● Consider multiple stormwater treatment management ponds with rate 
attenuation to reduce potential erosion and downstream flooding.   

● Conduct appropriate surveys for rare or imperiled plant and wildlife species 
prior to completing the development proposal.   

Also as standard practice/procedure, developers must abide by all requirements 
included in the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits.  Appendix G, 
Water Resources, provides these mitigations, goals, schedules, and names.  As part of the 
non-discretionary mitigations detailed in their MS4 permits, Eglin AFB and Hurlburt 
Field have committed to the following with respect to construction: (1) developing 
contractual language requiring mitigation usage at construction sites, (2) reviewing 
construction site plans for potential stormwater quality impacts through the 
comprehensive environmental impact analysis review program, (3) formalizing a 
method of tracking construction projects and control measures, and (4) performing 
periodic inspections of construction sites to ensure that mitigations are in place and 
operational. 

A discretionary mitigation to further minimize any potential impacts to water resources 
associated with specific parcels would be to restrict development activity within 
100 feet of all water bodies.  This would serve to reduce the potential for stormwater 
and erosion flow to nearby surface water bodies and enhance SWPPP and MS4 
mitigations. 

Soils 

All soils at the Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field within the proposed housing areas are 
considered to have severe limitations for wind erosion but not, in general, for water 
erosion.  All soils within the region of influence (ROI) are rated as moderately to 
severely corrosive to steel, while approximately one-quarter of the soils are corrosive to 
concrete—the primary building material that would be in contact with the soil. The 
design and selection of building materials, such as coated steel, should take these 
limitations into account to ensure that the facilities would not adversely affect soils and 
would minimize maintenance needs. Under the Proposed Action and alternatives, 
direct adverse impacts on soils can be expected from surface disturbance and 
construction due to the alteration of the soil profile and loss of soil productivity.  
However, these impacts would not be considered significant, and off-site impacts can 
be minimized through implementing mitigation measures in compliance with laws and 
regulations.  Use of appropriate wind-erosion control best management practices 
(BMPs), such as application of water or chemical dust palliatives, as necessary, prevents 
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or alleviates dust nuisance.  In addition, soil stabilization practices such as the 
preservation of existing vegetation, hydraulic mulch, hydroseeding, soil binders, or 
erosion control mats may be necessary.  

As a result, while soils would be changed by earthmoving activities, the effects would 
be localized and would not result in indirect impacts to water resources or air quality 
because BMPs, erosion and sediment controls, and stormwater management measures 
would be implemented, in compliance with the requirements of the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit.  Therefore, the 
Air Force expects minimal impacts to soils from the proposed activities, given the 
attainment of the required permits and the implementation of BMPs defined in the 
SWPPP. 

Regulatory Requirements/Mitigations 

The Air Force will comply with the stormwater requirements of Florida Administrative 
Code, Chapter 62-346, Environmental Resource Permitting in Northwest Florida.  
Additionally, as standard practice/procedure, construction activities associated with 
the Proposed Action and alternatives would require a General Permit for Construction 
Activities according to the rules established under the Florida NPDES.  Compliance 
with the permit is intended to improve or maintain water quality by minimizing 
pollutants in stormwater runoff that is discharged into the drainage system.  The permit 
guidelines include issuance of a Notice of Intent, development and implementation of a 
site-specific SWPPP that includes erosion and sediment control measures, and 
implementation and maintenance of BMPs to minimize off-site erosion and sediment 
yield during and after construction.  These permit-related BMPs would be considered 
non-discretionary mitigations.  Specific BMPs/mitigations would be alternative-
dependent and would be developed during the permit process; as a result, it is unknown 
at this time what specific requirements would be implemented.  However, typical 
BMPs/mitigations associated with the SWPPP include annual monitoring and assessment 
of potential stormwater pollution sources, well maintained silt fences, detention basins, 
daily site inspections, and other mitigations that may be used to limit or eliminate soil 
movement, stabilize runoff, and control sedimentation.  Following construction, disturbed 
areas not covered with impervious surfaces like roofs and paved areas would be 
reestablished with appropriate vegetation or other ground cover and managed to 
minimize erosion.  Appropriate excavation practices would reduce the chance for sides to 
cave during excavation of trenches for such structures as footers and utility lines. 

Biological Resources 

The primary potential impacts to biological resources that might occur under the No 
Action Alternative would be associated with noise, stormwater runoff, excess 
sedimentation, and habitat loss.  Almost all of the predictable actions that are to occur at 
Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field through 2015 would be located either on main base sites, 
at established test areas, or in degraded habitats where wildlife habitat quality is poor.  
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Impacts would continue from daily activities at existing MFH areas, and occasional 
renovations or replacement of old MFH units in accordance with existing Air Force 
policy and resources.  Given that almost all of the areas that would be affected under 
the No Action Alternative are either unsuitable for or in very poor condition to support 
wildlife or sensitive species, impacts to biological resources from the No Action 
Alternative would not be significant. 

Consultation was conducted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to comply 
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (U.S. Air Force, 2010a).  Eglin received 
concurrence supporting the No Effect determination (USFWS, 2010a).  Requirements 
from this consultation are included as part of the Discretionary and Non-discretionary 
Mitigations section.   

Demolition, land clearing, and construction may have a localized effect on native 
wildlife species such as squirrels, raccoons, and rabbits.  The potential exists for impacts 
to wildlife from noise and direct encounters (e.g., crushing) with vehicles and 
equipment.  However, almost all of the proposed areas are already developed, with 
little wildlife value.  Additionally, due to fire suppression, invasive species, and 
proximity to developed areas, any undeveloped habitats at the sites where new 
construction would occur have become degraded and are poor quality wildlife habitat.  
The proposed areas represent less than 0.1 percent of the total land area that Eglin AFB 
and Hurlburt Field maintain; thousands of forested acres would continue to be 
managed for wildlife value.  Also, existing wildlife are already exposed and habituated 
to visual and noise disturbances from nearby developed areas, roads, and aircraft 
activity.  Given the abundance of better quality wildlife habitat on other portions of 
Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field, and the current loud noise environment, impacts to 
wildlife would not be significant.  After review of the Proposed Action and analysis 
presented in this EIS, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 
agrees that while some negative impacts may occur due to construction related to the 
Proposed Action, the mitigation requirements identified in this EIS should have a 
positive effect on listed species and their habitats (FWC, 2011). 

Invasive nonnative species tend to be more common in urban areas due to constant 
disturbances and the introduction of invasive species by humans.  Because the majority 
of the MFH area would be covered by buildings, pavement, or landscaped areas, there 
would not be many areas with the proper environment for the establishment of invasive 
nonnative plants.  However, the developer would remove any invasive nonnative plant 
species identified during the project at any location in coordination with Eglin AFB’s 
Natural Resources Section, Wildlife (96 CEG/CEVSNW).  The developer would be 
required to coordinate with 96 CEG/CEVSNW to ensure the utilization of native 
vegetation for landscaping.  Management actions are available to reduce the potential 
for invasive nonnative species infestations.  Impacts from invasive nonnative plant 
species to biological resources would not be significant. 
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Discretionary and Non-discretionary Mitigations 

The developer (through lease agreement) would implement all permitting requirements 
and discretionary and non-discretionary mitigations developed through coordination 
with regulatory agencies, such as utilization of stormwater management techniques 
(refer to Section 3.11, Water Resources, for a more detailed discussion of mitigations). All 
landscaping and plantings of vegetation would conform to the Presidential 
Memorandum dated April 26, 1994, Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Practices 
on Federal Landscaped Grounds, and EO 13112, Invasive Species, both of which require the 
planting of regional natives in landscaping; selection of natives must be coordinated 
with Eglin Natural Resources.  Additionally, all requirements resulting from 
consultation with the USFWS (USFWS, 2010) (summarized below) would be 
implemented across all alternatives as non-discretionary mitigations:   

● Maintain at least a 50-foot vegetated buffer around all wetlands and water bodies 
on Eglin Main Base, with a suggested minimum of 100 feet to minimize 
stormwater and erosion impacts to wetlands and water bodies. 

● Do not clear any new areas along the sound shoreline or around wetlands at the 
Hurlburt Field parcels to minimize stormwater and erosion impacts to wetlands 
and water bodies. 

● Avoid construction in jurisdictional wetlands. 

● Control suspended sediments and increases in turbidity through management 
practices such as sediment curtains to minimize stormwater and erosion impacts 
to wetlands and water bodies.  

● Implement the highest standards possible for stormwater management. 

● Limit the number of access points to the water to maintain the vegetated buffer 
such that it would filter most runoff from the MFH, thus minimizing stormwater 
and erosion impacts to wetlands and water bodies.   

● Temporarily close and rehabilitate any access point that begins to become an 
erosion problem to minimize sedimentation issues in nearby waters.   

● Designate swimming areas to minimize disturbance to shoreline vegetation and 
resulting turbidity in the water column. 

● Provide educational materials (i.e., signs, brochures) to residents on the 
importance of protecting water quality and shoreline vegetation to reduce 
human disturbance of sensitive shoreline vegetation.   

● One month prior to land clearing, demolition, or construction activities, conduct 
rare or imperiled plant and wildlife species surveys, and relocate any animals in 
accordance with FWC guidelines to eliminate direct physical impacts to these 
species. 
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● Provide project personnel with a description of the eastern indigo snake, its 
habitat, and protection under federal law. Instruct personnel not to injure, harm, 
or kill this species. 

● Direct project personnel and residents to cease any activities if an eastern indigo 
snake or gopher tortoise were sighted, and to allow the animal sufficient time to 
move away from the site on its own before resuming such activities. 

● Direct project personnel and residents to report any sightings of eastern indigo 
snakes or gopher tortoises to the Eglin Natural Resources Section. 

● Direct personnel to contact Natural Resources staff if a gopher tortoise burrow is 
discovered during demolition, land clearing, or construction.  All activities 
should be avoided within 25 feet of the burrow until Natural Resources 
personnel have had a chance to examine the burrow and relocate the animal and 
any commensal species if necessary.  

● To minimize the effect of urban glow on sea turtles and hatchlings on Santa Rosa 
Island, exterior lighting (outside building lights including houses, recreational 
facilities and all street lights) at Soundside Manor and new housing at the old 
FAMCAMP site must be sea turtle friendly lighting. In addition, at Pine 
Shadows, full cut-off low-pressure sodium street lighting only is needed. 

Additional discretionary mitigations would serve to reduce or remove impacts to 
biological resources from MFH activities. 

● Maintain natural areas within MFH locations to minimize the reduction of 
foraging habitat for native species. 

● Require the developer to remove any invasive nonnative species within the MFH 
areas to avoid competition with native species. 

● Minimize clearing of maritime hammock habitat, which would provide habitat 
for native species, particularly migratory birds. 

● Instruct equipment operators to stay out of wet areas and off of steep slopes to 
minimize erosion impacts and ground disturbance. 

● Educate workers and residents on the need to contain their household wastes in 
a manner so as to not attract bears, to avoid human-bear interactions.  

● Educate vehicle/equipment operators and residents on the need to stop the 
vehicle or equipment if a bear is sighted and to allow the bear to move away 
from the site before resuming activities to reduce bear injuries/mortalities. 
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● Direct personnel and residents to report any sightings of black bears to the Eglin 
Natural Resources Section so that staff can address any nuisance issues and enter 
sightings into the bear database.  

● Avoid construction of any new roads or conduct utility work in rights of way 
that would impact federally listed species. 

● Require off-site equipment to be cleaned for invasive nonnative species prior to 
first-time use on Eglin to minimize potential transport of nonnative species onto 
the installation. 

● Coordinate with Eglin Natural Resources to monitor the MFH areas during 
demolition, construction, and post-construction to catch any nonnative species 
infestations early so that they can be treated. 

● Instruct maintenance workers and residents not to disturb soils or vegetation 
within the stream buffer, to prevent erosion and excess sedimentation. 

● Address erosion issues near water bodies immediately with erosion control 
measures and rehabilitation.  

In addition to the mitigations/management actions identified above that would apply 
to all alternatives, the following would be associated with a particular alternative: 

Alternative 1 Site: 

● Minimize tree-clearing within the White Point Outstanding Natural Area to 
preserve as much of the natural habitat as possible within this unique area and 
avoid adverse impacts to the area. 

● Conduct prescribed burns at least every two to three years at the White Point 
Outstanding Natural Area to maintain the natural character and function of this 
rare habitat. 

Alternative 2 Sites: 

● Leave a minimum 100-foot vegetated buffer for Okaloosa darter streams to treat 
stormwater runoff, and protect the instream and riparian habitat. 

● Install a fence between the Valparaiso housing areas and Tom’s Creek (Okaloosa 
darter stream); fencing should not be installed on the stream slope.  Fencing 
would serve to prevent erosion and excess sedimentation that would result from 
foot trails to the stream.   

● Provide educational materials (i.e., signs, brochures) to residents on the 
importance of protecting the darter stream and streamside buffer area.   
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Alternative Comparison 

The following Table ES-4 provides a graphical summary of the impacts by resource area 
associated with all proposed alternatives for the Proposed Action, as well as the No 
Action Alternative.  Impacts are generally summarized using a color code as follows: 

● Blue – Beneficial impact (Note: no significant beneficial impacts have been 
identified for any resource area.) 

● Green – No beneficial or adverse impact 

● Yellow – Potential for adverse impact, but not significant; management actions or 
mitigations are required to minimize impacts 

● Red – Potential for significant adverse impacts 

This is a summary of detailed tables provided at the end of each respective resource 
discussion in Chapter 4 of the EIS; specific details regarding significance determinations 
associated with color ratings for each resource area are provided in each respective 
Chapter 4 resource discussion.  In some sections several subissues are discussed.  For 
purposes of this summary, the greatest potential for impact is summarized.  If there is 
the potential for adverse impact under one subissue then the entire rating for that 
resource area would be yellow, even if all the other subissues had no impacts.  As an 
example, subissues under Biological Resources consist of such categories as threatened 
and endangered species, sensitive habitats, flora and fauna, etc.  While there may be no 
adverse impacts associated with flora and fauna for a particular parcel, there may be 
adverse impacts associated with endangered species.  As a result, Biological Resources 
would be rated as yellow in the summary table.  Specific, detailed ratings per parcel for 
each subissue can be found in the respective EIS Chapter 4 resource area discussion. 

The No Action Alternative impact rating includes impacts to existing housing areas for 
resource area ROIs associated with all the actions identified under the No Action 
Alternative, while the Alternatives 1–3 impact ratings include only impacts from MHPI 
activities on the proposed alternative locations.  The potential impacts associated with 
Alternative 4 (Mix Alternative) can generally be derived from comparing the impact 
ratings associated with the individual parcels under each alternative.   
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Table ES-4.  Summary of Impacts by Resource Area 

Alternative / Parcel 
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Commonalities 
Eglin Housing Areas              
Hurlburt Field              
Camp Rudder              
Camp Pinchot              
Poquito Bayou              
Alternative 1 – White Point Area 

1              
2              
3              
4              
5              
6              
7              

Alternative 2 – Eglin Main Base/Valparaiso 
1              
2              
3              
4              
5              
6              
7              
8              
9              

10              
11              

Subalternative 2a – Eglin Main Base (Preferred Alternative) 
1              

Alternative 3 – North Fort Walton Beach Area 
1              
2              
3              
4              
5              

No Action              
Blue = Beneficial impact; Green = No beneficial or adverse impact; Yellow = Potential for adverse impact, but not 
significant; Red = Potential for significant adverse impacts 
Note: The impacts associated with the No Action Alternative include potential impacts associated with implementation 
of projects identified under the No Action Alternative as they relate to the ROI for that particular resource. 

Impact analysis throughout the document considers the implementation of standard 
practices/procedures associated with regulatory requirements (e.g., stormwater 
construction permits), and other non-discretionary mitigations as part of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives, because these would be required to be implemented by permit or 
regulatory requirements.  Discretionary mitigations are identified after the presentation 
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of the analysis to identify mitigations that can be implemented to minimize or offset any 
potential impacts identified despite implementation of regulatory requirements and 
other non-discretionary mitigations.  The effect of these discretionary mitigations is 
then described in terms of how each mitigation would affect the outcome of impact 
analysis.   
 
Therefore, the color coding in Table ES-4 reflects the degree of impact without 
consideration of discretionary mitigations so that a true assessment of the impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives can be made.  The actual 
discretionary mitigations that would be implemented by the Air Force and the 
privatization developer are alternative-dependent and will not be known until the Air 
Force selects an alternative.  All mitigations identified in this document, whether 
discretionary or non-discretionary, that would be implemented as a result of the Air 
Force choosing an alternative for implementation will be identified in the ROD and 
subsequent mitigation plan.  While the developer is responsible for acquiring all 
permits and implementing the associated mitigations, as well as any Air Force-imposed 
discretionary mitigations, the Air Force is responsible for ensuring that all required 
permits are acquired and any mitigations are implemented effectively. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

According to CEQ regulations, cumulative effects analysis in an EIS should consider the 
potential environmental impacts resulting from “the incremental impacts of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless 
of what agency or person undertakes such other actions” (40  CFR 1508.7).   

Cumulative effects may occur when there is a relationship between a proposed action 
or alternative and other actions expected to occur in a similar location or during a 
similar time period.  This relationship may or may not be obvious.  The effects may then 
be incremental (increasing) in nature and result in cumulative impacts.  Actions 
overlapping with or in proximity to the proposed action or alternatives can reasonably 
be expected to have more potential for cumulative effects on “shared resources” than 
actions that may be geographically separated.  Similarly, actions that coincide 
temporally will tend to offer a higher potential for cumulative effects. 

In this EIS, the Air Force has made an effort to identify actions on or near the action 
areas associated with each alternative that are under consideration and in the planning 
stage at this time.  These actions are included in the cumulative analysis sections to the 
extent that details regarding such actions exist and the actions have a potential to 
interact with the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Although the level of detail 
available for those future actions varies, this approach provides the decision maker with 
the most current information to evaluate the consequences of the alternatives.  The EIS 
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addresses cumulative impacts in order to assess the incremental contribution of the 
alternatives to impacts on affected resources from all factors.   

Analysis is conducted by first identifying past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions as related to the ROI for the particular resource.  Cumulative impacts are then 
identified if the combination of proposed MHPI actions and past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions interact with the resource to the degree that incremental 
or additive effects occur. 

Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are the same as those identified for the 
No Action Alternative as described in Section 2.3.1 in the EIS. 

Transportation 

Programmed and planned improvements in the Okaloosa Walton County area may 
affect the study area.  The 2030 Transportation Master Plan identifies several projects 
that will positively impact roadways in the study area.  From a cumulative perspective, 
impacts would be relatively minor from the standpoint that the MHPI would not 
appreciably affect the transportation impacts resulting from other reasonably 
foreseeable future activities.  The planned 2030 roadway projects may partially address 
some of the needed improvements identified in these analyses.  However, these projects 
may not be funded until after the Proposed Action is complete.  The bypass projects 
may also have an impact on the needed improvements; however, they are still 
conceptual in nature, and exact impacts are unknown.  Any of these projects would 
help in addressing the roadway needs identified in these analyses and would have a 
positive impact on the roadway network in general.  The results of the analyses indicate 
that there are many roadways operating deficiently in the study area today, and the 
number of deficient roadway segments would increase by 2017 when area growth is 
taken into consideration. 

Socioeconomics 

The implementation of the MHPI at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field would have minimal 
incremental socioeconomic impacts to the ROI when combined with the present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions.  Based on the analysis, the Air Force has not identified 
any potential for the implementation of the MHPI to result in cumulative socioeconomic 
impacts. 

Utilities 

Of the actions described as potentially creating cumulative impacts, several pertain to 
utilities on Eglin Main Base.  None of the regional development projects would create 
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cumulative impacts to the utilities that would be utilized under the MHPI.  Since the 
overall use of electricity and natural gas is projected to be less than current capacity, it is 
not expected that the relevant reasonably foreseeable actions would have a cumulative 
impact when combined with other actions.  Likewise, the Proposed Action would result 
in only a slight increase in water use and wastewater generation and should not have a 
cumulative impact when combined with the BRAC-related actions and other building 
demolition/construction projects anticipated to occur on Eglin AFB.   

Air Quality 

Implementation of the projects listed under the No Action Alternative and the MHPI 
would result in a net increase in emissions.  Also, the construction activities occurring 
around the base would cause a temporary net increase in greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions from construction vehicles and worker commutes.  Overall these projects are 
expected to cause temporary increases in regional air emissions but would not cause 
significant adverse impacts to regional air quality or GHG emissions from a cumulative 
perspective. 

Safety 

Based on the analysis, the Air Force does not anticipate cumulative impacts to safety 
from implementing the Proposed Action or alternatives and the activities identified 
under the No Action Alternative as past, present, or reasonably foreseeable. 

Hazardous Materials 

Based on the analysis, the Air Force does not anticipate cumulative impacts to 
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes from implementing the Proposed Action or 
alternatives and activities identified under the No Action Alternative as past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable. 

Noise 

Cumulative impacts would occur wherever noise impacts from proposed MHPI actions 
would overlap with noise impacts resulting from other reasonably foreseeable actions 
planned to occur at Eglin AFB.  The projects that would have the greatest cumulative 
noise impacts are the BRAC-related actions at Eglin AFB, including the JSF aircraft 
flight training operations.  At this time it is unknown which F-35 beddown and training 
alternative would be selected.  However, based on analysis in the Eglin BRAC 
Supplemental EIS for F-35 Beddown at Eglin AFB (the “F-35 SEIS”), only parcels associated 
with MHPI Alternative 2, Subalternative 2a, and Alternative 3 – Parcel 4 would 
potentially be impacted by F-35 noise depending on the F-35 SEIS alternative selection.  
Under any of the JSF flight training action alternatives, time-averaged aircraft noise 
levels at several known noise-sensitive locations would increase to a level that may be 
considered by the public to be significant.  Alternative 2 Parcels 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 
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11 would be located in areas exposed to sound levels ranging from 65 to 75 dB DNL for 
the 59 aircraft scenario where Eglin Main Base is the primary airfield used by the JSF.  
The developer would be required to construct any units in the affected areas with 
proper noise abatement (e.g., additional insulation, double-paned windows).  New 
facilities proposed to be constructed on Eglin AFB may be exposed to high noise levels 
due to aircraft overflight and munitions use, depending on where the facilities are sited.  
Where practicable, new on-base structures should be located outside of areas exposed 
to 65 dB DNL or higher noise impacts.  Where that is not practical, the new structures 
must incorporate noise attenuation measures in accordance with the Air Force noise 
guidelines published in U.S. Air Force Family Housing Guide for Planning, Programming, 
Design, and Construction (August 2004) and Air Force Handbook (AFH) 32-7084, AICUZ 
Program Managers Guide.  

Solid Waste 

Additional planned and foreseeable projects at Eglin AFB will contribute to overall 
C&D generation within the ROI when combined with the MHPI.  The exact quantity of 
debris generated from these additional projects is difficult to accurately determine due 
to uncertainties with regard to the specific amount of construction or demolition that 
would occur and when such activities may be conducted.  These factors impact actual 
C&D debris to be generated on a given project and how much debris is generated on an 
annual basis.  Although the generation rate will be raised during the construction phase 
of the project (assumed to be approximately five years), the overall impact to landfill 
resources within the area is approximately 1.6 years of existing capacity from all 
planned or foreseeable projects within the ROI.  The exact impact to a given landfill 
within the ROI is difficult to ascertain as the increase assumes that waste generation 
and disposal rates will remain the same within the respective counties, which is 
unlikely as these rates are impacted by generation activities associated with 
construction within the communities and natural events such as hurricanes, which 
result in increased construction and demolition.  In addition, it is considered unlikely 
that all projects included within the evaluation will overlap for the entire five-year 
period of the MHPI, and the estimated increase does not take into account any recycling 
of construction materials such as concrete or asphalt, which could be reutilized. 

Land Use 

Land use changes associated with the majority of the activities identified under the No 
Action Alternative would incrementally contribute to the changing character of the area.  
Although potential land use compatibility impacts have been identified for various MHPI 
parcel alternatives, the Air Force does not anticipate that the Proposed Action, when 
considered with other reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have any cumulative 
land use impacts on Eglin AFB, including Hurlburt Field, or the surrounding community 
beyond those that have been identified previously for the MHPI alone.   
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Cultural Resources 

The loss of integrity of cultural resources can have a cumulative impact if that loss or 
impact is compounded by other events with the same end result.  The demolition of 
historic structures or removal of archaeological artifacts may incrementally impact the 
historical landscape of Eglin AFB.  Any potential adverse effects to NRHP-eligible or 
listed cultural resources that may result from the MHPI Proposed Action or alternatives 
will be presented and mitigated via the project-specific PA (U.S. Air Force, 2011).  Based 
on the analysis, the Air Force does not anticipate any reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
effects to cultural resources from the Proposed Action or alternatives. 

Water 

Direct and indirect impacts to water resources can have a cumulative impact when 
viewed on a regional scale if that loss or impact is compounded by other events with 
the same end result.  Although negative impacts would occur to some water resources, 
the proposed activities, coupled with other foreseeable future activities, would not pose 
a significant impact to water resources given uniform application of non-discretionary 
stormwater management measures. Cumulatively, impacts to water resources would 
not be significant.  If all projects include implementation of site-specific management 
non-discretionary mitigations, it is unlikely that adverse cumulative impacts to water 
resources would occur. 

Soils 

Past development (e.g., housing developments) in the areas surrounding the alternative 
locations have likely contributed to erosion and soil loss in the vicinity due to 
inadequate stormwater management.  However, the extent to which this has occurred is 
difficult to determine.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would involve the 
utilization of nondiscretionary erosion control and stormwater management mitigations 
to minimize the potential to adversely impact adjacent wetland areas and water quality.  
Implementation of the Proposed Action would not likely contribute in any appreciable 
manner to erosion that has occurred in the past.  Generally, impacts can be avoided or 
minimized if proper construction techniques, erosion control measures, and structural 
engineering designs are incorporated into project development.  If all projects include 
implementation of site-specific non-discretionary mitigations associated with permit 
requirements, it is unlikely that adverse cumulative impacts to soil resources would occur. 

Biological Resources 

Localized loss of habitat, degradation of habitat, noise impacts, or direct physical 
impacts to species can have a cumulative impact when viewed on a regional scale if that 
loss or impact is compounded by other events with the same end result. Analysis of 
potential impacts from the Proposed Action and alternatives has identified minimal 
potential for direct physical impacts or noise impacts to sensitive species, provided that 
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Eglin and Hurlburt user groups implement discretionary and non-discretionary 
mitigations.  Although negative impacts would occur to some biological resources, 
overall, upcoming MHPI actions, in concert with other regional and upcoming future 
activities, would not threaten the continued existence of any biological resources; thus, 
impacts would not be significant. Implementation of discretionary and non-
discretionary mitigations and an increase in Eglin and Hurlburt prescribed fire support 
would further reduce the potential for negative impacts to biological resources. 

Relationship between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity 

The assessment of effects on long-term productivity is related to whether the project is 
consistent with long-term regional and local planning objectives.  Across all alternatives 
there would be a short-term increase in employment, income, and net fiscal benefits and 
revenues to the surrounding community during the construction period.  Additionally, 
there would be a short-term increase in the amount of local building supplies needed to 
execute the project.  Nevertheless, this increase would not necessarily result in a 
significant short-term or long-term decrease in the availability of these resources for 
other users.  Local short-term impacts to resources from all alternatives would be 
consistent with the regional, state, and local long-term planning objectives 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

NEPA requires that environmental analysis identify any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources involved in the implementation of the Proposed Action or 
alternatives.  Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use 
of nonrenewable resources and the effects that the use of these resources have on future 
generations.  Irreversible effects primarily result from the use or destruction of a specific 
resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time 
frame.  Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value of an affected 
resource that cannot be restored as a result of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened 
or endangered species or the disturbance of a cultural site). 

Implementing the Proposed Action through any of the alternatives would require a 
commitment of natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources.  In all of these categories, 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would occur, with these 
commitments similar in nature across all alternatives. Land required for new 
construction would be irreversibly committed during the functional life of the facilities; 
in some cases land uses would change from undeveloped to developed.   

Considerable amounts of fossil fuels and construction materials such as steel, cement, 
aggregate, and bituminous material would be expended under the action alternatives.  
However, these physical resources should generally be in sufficient supply during the 
proposed project that their commitment would not have an adverse effect on the 
resources’ local, regional, or national continued or future availability.  
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Some biological resources would be irreversibly and irretrievably lost with construction 
of the proposed project, and some areas of wildlife habitat would be lost.  However, 
based on the amount of open areas at the installation compared to the amount of 
acreage that would be used for housing, the loss would be minimal.  Significant or 
sensitive habitat areas would be avoided to the extent practicable, and impacts to 
sensitive species would be mitigated as discussed in the EIS. 

In terms of human resources, labor would be used in preparation, fabrication, and 
construction related to the project.  Labor is generally not considered to be a resource in 
short supply, and commitment to the project would not have an adverse effect on the 
continued availability of these resources.  Project construction would require a 
substantial expenditure of funds. It is anticipated that businesses, employees, and 
residents of the local area would benefit from improved economics resulting from 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Temporary unavoidable adverse impacts associated with construction and demolition 
would occur under all alternatives.   

Construction and demolition activities would temporarily increase noise, dust 
pollution, personnel, and traffic density.  Noise levels and air emissions would increase 
around the action areas.  Water quality and soil erosion impacts may also occur.  In 
addition, loss of relatively undisturbed areas at Hurlburt Field and Eglin AFB would 
occur due to land-clearing activities. 

Management actions and permitting requirements would mitigate all of the 
abovementioned impacts.  Normal construction and demolition management would 
mitigate noise or dust impacts.  Air quality impacts would be minor due to the vast ROI 
of this resource; any additional air emissions would be distributed over such a wide 
area as to be negligible.  The developer would handle and dispose of all hazardous 
materials in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and Air Force management 
action requirements.  Stormwater management designs and erosion control measures 
would minimize the potential for erosion and water quality impacts.  The maintenance 
of natural areas as parks and recreational areas, as well as maintaining a minimal unit 
density in these areas, may somewhat offset the loss of natural areas. 
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PRIVACY ADVISORY 
Your comments on this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are welcome.  
Letters or other written or oral comments provided will be maintained as part of an 
administrative record of this document.  As required by law, comments on the Draft EIS 
were addressed in the Final EIS and made available to the public.  Any personal 
information provided is used only to identify your desire to make a statement during 
the public comment portion of any public meetings or hearings or to fulfill requests for 
copies of the Final EIS or associated documents.  Private addresses were compiled to 
develop a mailing list for those requesting copies of the Final EIS.  However, only the 
names of the individuals making comments and their specific comments are disclosed.  
Personal home addresses and phone numbers are not published in the Final EIS. 

 
 
 
 

HOW TO COMMENT 
 
 

Your comments are welcome throughout the Environmental Impact Analysis Process. 
 

E-mail or mail comments to: 
 

Mr. Mike Spaits  
Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office  
101 West D Avenue, Suite 110 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542-5499 
E-mail: mike.spaits@eglin.af.mil  

 
 




