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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

This section contains comments received from federal, state, and local agencies, the 
public, and Native American Tribes during the public comment period for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  In accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), the Air Force considered all the oral and written public and agency 
comments received.  In this Final EIS, The Air Force responded to substantive 
comments, for example, by revising text to improve clarity of discussion, made factual 
corrections, and explained why some comments did not warrant further action.  The Air 
Force will take public and agency comments into consideration in its decision-making 
process. 
 
The Air Force encouraged public comment at each of the public hearings, in newspaper 
ads and press releases.  The following presents the Air Force comment and response 
process. 
 
Public/Agency Comment Identification Guide 
 
The paragraphs below outline the organization of comments, the comment review 
process, and how commenters can find responses to their comments.  
   
Comment Receipt and Review 
 
Comment Receipt:  Comments on the Draft EIS included both written correspondence 
and oral testimony received during the public comment period.  The Air Force assigned 
each comment a Commenter Identification Number.  All comments are included under 
the section titled “Public/Agency Comments.”  The comment letters are printed in 
numerical order and are organized into four sections:   

• Written comments and submitted letters - public written comments begin with 
Commenter Identification Number 0001. 

• Public hearing transcripts and summaries - oral comments begin with 
Commenter Identification Number 2000. 

• Government and agency letters – government and agency written comments 
begin with Commenter Identification Number 3000.  

• Native American Tribes and organizational letters – Tribal and organizational 
written comments begin with Commenter Identification Number 4000.   

 
Comment Review:  In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1503.4, the 
Air Force assessed and considered comments as follows. 
 
Each comment letter and oral statement was carefully considered by the Air Force.  
Substantive comments were identified and bracketed within each comment letter or 
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testimony. Substantive comments are those comments considered to be meaningful 
within the scope of the issues currently considered in the EIS, the purpose and need of 
which is to implement the requirements directed by the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) 2005 Program.  
 
The bracketed comments were reviewed and responses were prepared. A response 
number was assigned to each substantive comment within the transcript of the oral 
statements and comment letters.  Response numbers are printed next to the bracket in 
the right margin of the comments, located in the “Public/Agency Comments” section.  
A guide to the coding of the response numbers is below.  Actual responses to comments 
appear in the section following the bracketed comments. 
 

Response 
Code Resource Area or Comment Topic Response 

Code Resource Area or Comment Topic 

AQ Air Quality NP NEPA Process 

BI 
Biological Resources 
(Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, 
Flora/ Fauna, Invasive Species) 

PN Purpose/Need 

CM Cumulative, etc. SA Safety (Wildfire, Occupational Health 
/Public Safety 

CU Cultural Resources SE Socioeconomics (Housing, Schools, Public 
Services, Economics) 

DO DOPAA SO Physical Resources - Soils 

EJ Socioeconomics  
(Environmental Justice) SW Solid Waste 

GE General Comment TR Transportation 

HM/W Hazardous Materials (Hazardous 
Materials and Waste, ERP Sites) UI Utilities 

LU Land Use (Public Access 
Land Use Compatibility) W/F Physical Resources - Wetlands/Floodplains 

NO Noise WA Physical Resources - Surface & Ground 
Water 

   
Locating Comments 
 
A directory of commenters begins on the next page, presenting the names of all 
commenters alphabetically by last name.  Each commenter can locate his/her name in 
this directory.  As noted on the public displays, sign-in sheets and comment sheets, 
providing names during the public comment process meant that each commenter 
understood that his/her name and comment would be made a part of the public record 
for this EIS. Each comment is assigned a Commenter Identification Number in the fifth 
column.  This is a number that was assigned to each comment form or oral testimony 
and is stamped on the letter or next to oral comments.  All verbal and oral comments 
are organized numerically by Commenter Identification Number in the next section, 
titled “Public/Agency Comments.”  In many cases, certain people submitted multiple 
comments. 
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Locating Responses to Comments 
 
Public and agency involvement is an important part of the NEPA process, and all 
comments are taken into consideration during the decision-making process.  The Air 
Force would like to express appreciation for all comments.  Many of the comments 
express the views of the commenter and, therefore, do not require a specific response.  
Nonetheless, these views are taken into consideration in the decision-making process.  
The fact that a specific response was not developed for a comment does not in any way 
reduce the value of anyone’s participation. 
 
Air Force responses to comments are contained in the section titled “Air Force Response 
to Comments.”  All responses are ordered by Commenter Identification Number.  To 
locate the response, the commenter should first locate the “Commenter Identification 
Number” in the second column.  All responses for each comment letter are listed in the 
“Response Code” column in the order in which they appear in the comment.  However, 
please note there are some instances where similar comments within a comment letter 
were combined for a single response.  Additionally, due to the similarity among many 
comments received from multiple commenters, some responses refer back to a previous 
“Comment #”, which corresponds to the numbers listed in the first column of the 
response table.  Each response is designed to be read along with the bracketed comment 
it addresses.  Due to the length and frequency of some comment responses, a response 
may refer to “Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary 
of BRAC Process for JSF IJTS.” This addendum can be found immediate following the 
“Air Force Response to Comments.”  Assistance with acronyms can be found at the 
front of the EIS.   
 
Alphabetical Directory  
 

Last Name First Name Organization 
Postmark 
Date of 

Comment 

Commenter 
Identification 

# 
Allenback Al Monroe County Airport 

Planner 
22-Apr-08 4003 

Ankeney Larry and 
Marsha 

Private Citizen 8-May-08 0021 

Arnold  Bruce Valparaiso Mayor 15-Apr-08 2002 
Arnold, Jr. John B. City of Valparaiso 9-May-08 3009 
Averett Tim Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 2021 
Bachelor Robert Private Citizen 14-Apr-08 0002 
Bachelor Robert Private Citizen 8-May-08 0024 
Bachelor Robert Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2009 
Bailey Jim Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2014 
Blocker Alvin  Private Citizen 6-May-08 0015 
Briere Paul Procurement Specialist, 

Florida PTAC, University 
of West Florida 

17-Apr-08 4002 
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Last Name First Name Organization 
Postmark 
Date of 

Comment 

Commenter 
Identification 

# 
Brown Elizabeth Ann Alabama Historical 

Commission 
2-May-08 3008 

Caldwell  H.H. Private Citizen 13-May-08 0028 
Campbell  James Chairman, Okaloosa 

County Board of County 
Commissioners 

12-May-08 3006 

Clark  Elizabeth  Private Citizen 7-May-08 0023 
Coggin Dave Private Citizen 10-Apr-08 0017 
Compton  Vernon  Private Citizen 11-May-08 0031 
Conyers Lillie Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 0003 
Creel Randy & Susan Private Citizen 5-May-08 0019 
Cross Bob Private Citizen 11-May-08 0027 
Cross Bob Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2013 
Daniel Tom Private Citizen 1-May-08 0018 
Deckert Bob Private Citizen 11-May-08 0026 
Early Art Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 0007 
Edge Jackie Private Citizen 13-May-08 0030 
Faulkenberry Beckie  Director, Community 

Zoning and Development 
Division, Santa Rosa 
County, Florida 

8-May-08 3010 

Fielding Steve Okaloosa-Walton College 
Library 

16-Apr-08 4001 

Fielding Steve Okaloosa-Walton College 
Library 

13-May-08 4006 

Finn James Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2006 
Fishbaugh Susan Private Citizen 6-May-08 0020 
Garver Edwin Private Citizen 24-Apr-08 0010 
Geyer Paul Private Citizen 8-May-08 0022 
Gutierrez Mary F. West Florida Regional 

Planning Council 
29-Apr-08 3002 

Hamite Harold Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 2019 
Hart Roy  Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 2022 
Harter Kay Private Citizen 6-May-08 0014 
Hogue Gregory Regional Environmental 

Officer, Department of the 
Interior, Office of 
Environmental Policy and 
Compliance 

9-May-08 3005 

Hurbeson Ralph Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2007 
James Ted Private Citizen 21-Apr-08 0009 
Jeheber-
Matthews 

Susan USDA 12-May-08 3011 

Johnson Tammy City of Valparaiso 15-Apr-08 2012 
Johnson, CMC Tammy City Clerk, City of 

Valparaiso 
18-Apr-08 3001 

Kuhn Patricia Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 0012 
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Last Name First Name Organization 
Postmark 
Date of 

Comment 

Commenter 
Identification 

# 
Lozano Jose Private Citizen 16-Apr-08 0004 
Lundberg Wayne  Private Citizen 13-May-08 0029 
Lungstrum Greg Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2010 
Masterson Joseph Private Citizen 16-Apr-08 2016 
Mayo Paul and Wallis Private Citizen 8-May-08 0032 
Miller Diane Private Citizen 10-May-08 0025 
Miller Diane Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2005 
Miller Diane Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2015 
Miller Thomas Valparaiso City 

Commissioner 
15-Apr-08 2001 

Milligan Lauren Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection 

12-May-08 3007 

Model Nancy Santa Rosa County, 
Division of Community 
Planning, Zoning and 
Development 

6-May-08 3004 

Mueller Heinz J. USEPA, Region IV 20-May-08 3012 
Newby Marvon Private Citizen 24-Apr-08 0011 
Newman George Private Citizen 11-Apr-08 0001 
Newman George Private Citizen 2-May-08 0013 
Oakle Ron Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2004 
Oliver Don Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 2023 
Poole Mary Anne Florida Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Commission 
30-Apr-08 3003 

Rix Brian Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 0005 
Rockman Lawton  Private Citizen 15-Apr-08 2011 
Romig Chris JTL 15-Apr-08 2008 
Romig Chris JTL 16-Apr-08 2018 
Roy  Mike President, Crestview 

Chamber of Commerce 
16-Apr-08 2017 

Smith Sandy  Monroeville Chamber of 
Commerce 

17-Apr-08 2024 

Spanovich Steve Private Citizen (AFSOC) 6-May-08 0016 
Stewart-Kent Deborah R. Florida Trail Association 8-May-08 4005 
Strong Hayward  Valparaiso City 

Commissioner 
15-Apr-08 2003 

Sullivan Mark J. JTL Escribano, LLC 2-Apr-08 4007 
Sullivan Mark JTL Capital, LLC 8-May-08 4008 
Thomas Jim Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 0006 
Tirey Tim Private Citizen 17-Apr-08 2020 
Van Erem Roger Private Citizen 18-Apr-08 0008 
Wilkes Diane Okaloosa Gas District 23-Apr-08 4004 
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Public/Agency Comments   
Comments Letters, Forms, and Oral Testimony Received During the Public Comment 

Period (28 March 2008 through 12 May 2008) 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

1 0001 NO-1 Yes, the effects of weather are taken into consideration when modeling aircraft noise, as 
discussed in Appendix E. 

2 0001 NO-2 The commenter is correct that the Draft EIS discusses sound attenuation in homes as 
potential mitigation for existing structures located in noise zones between 65 and 75 dB.  
Normal construction and renovation techniques can provide sound reduction in such 
structures.  A discussion of these methods, including cost estimates, can be found in 
“Guidelines for Sound Insulation of Residences Exposed to Aircraft Operations” prepared 
in 2005 by Wyle Labs for the Navy (available at 
http://www.fican.org/pdf/Wyle_Sound_Insulation.pdf). However, while Congress has 
given FAA the authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at private 
residences and noise-sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or expansion, it 
has not given the military Services any similar general authority. Nonetheless, Congress 
may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund off-base mitigations. Section 7.3.5 
has been expanded to include a discussion of other types of potential mitigations.  

3 0001 SE-1 Based on the commenter's concerns regarding the tourism industry, the following 
language has been inserted into Section 7.5.1.2 (JSF Flight Alternative 1) and referenced in 
7.5.2.2 (JSF Flight Alternative 2): 
 
"The tourism industry contributes over $1 billion per year to the Okaloosa County 
economy and includes a variety of outdoor activities.  Whether part-year residents or 
tourists are annoyed by the noise levels of the F-35 would vary on an individual basis.  It is 
possible that some residents or tourists may choose to avoid areas that experience noise; 
however, the magnitude, diversity, and strength of the tourism industry in Okaloosa 
County is such that it is not expected that the F-35 would have an adverse effect on the 
tourism industry. " 

4 0001 SA-1 The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 
 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) is the best available data to utilize for 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given the 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16.  

5 0001 SA-2 The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 
 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) is the best available data to utilize for 
mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given the 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16. " 
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 
 
All pilots will have gone through high-performance aircraft training and instructor pilots 
will be accompanying the students in a separate aircraft during training missions.  F-35 
flight tracks are similar to those flight tracks already flown at Eglin AFB. 
 
Sect. 1.1, JSF IJTS has been updated with the following text: 
 
"Initially, pilots being trained on the F-35 aircraft will transition from other high-
performance fighters.  As the program matures, the IJTS will train pilots that have recently 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

graduated from high-performance aircraft in undergraduate pilot training." 
 
The JSF program flight training syllabus does not include testing or experimenting with 
training techniques. 

6 0001 SA-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment # 5. 
7 0001 SA-4 JSF personnel would act in accordance with Air Armament Center Instruction 11-201, 

Section 9.12 through 9.15 and the corresponding attachments 36 to 40, which is has been 
summarized in this Final EIS in revised Section 7.8.1.2.  Student pilots and instructors will 
be briefed prior to any mission involving live ordnance including specific hung ordnance 
procedures, to include recovery routes.  Pilots will follow the specific procedures 
applicable to the type of hung ordnance their aircraft is carrying.  Whenever possible, 
pilots with hung ordnance will fly a straight-in approach to Eglin Main Base avoiding 
populated areas.     
 
Please refer to revised Section 7.8.1.2 for more detailed information. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that live ordnance is presently carried on aircraft 
associated with the 33rd Fighter Wing, 53rd Wing, and the 46th Test Wing. 

8 0002 SA-1 The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 
 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) is the best available data to utilize for 
mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given the 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16. " 
 
F-16 data is included in Table 7-35, Class A Mishaps at Eglin or Near AFB (1995 to 2006); 
however, there have been no reported AV-8B mishaps at or near Eglin AFB. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

9 0002 NO-4 Federal guidelines use DNL to measure aircraft noise exposure in communities near 
airfields.  DNL encompasses all aviation-related operations over a 24-hour period, with 
those operations between 2200 and 0700 penalized by 10 dB. 

10 0002 NO-5 Any instantaneous level at any given location and any given time would depend on a large 
combination of variables (power, speed, altitude, etc.).  As such, it is impossible to provide 
a useful measure of instantaneous level unless the conditions are clearly defined.  
 
However, Appendix K has been amended, and an attachment containing each of the four 
noise evaluation letter reports has been added.  Each report contains a detailed acoustical 
analysis for a series of locations, which are listed in Table 6 of each report.  They include a 
break down of the top 20 contributors that impact each specific location.  Table 6 contains 
the SEL for each contributor, which is the best approximation of instantaneous noise on a 
locale. 

11 0004 SE-2 Property values are determined by a combination of neighborhood characteristics (e.g., the 
quality of local schools, local property taxes, access to transportation, and the crime rate) 
and individual housing characteristics (e.g., age of the house, number of rooms, and 
amenities such as garages). There are no definitive federal standards for quantifying the 
impact of aircraft noise on property values. However, HUD, FHA, and VA mortgage 
policies generally prohibit guaranteeing mortgage loans for new homes located within 
noise zones of 75 dB Ldn or greater or within clear zones. These same mortgage policies 
make availability of federally guaranteed mortgage loans discretionary for new homes 
located within noise zones of 65 to 75 dB Ldn. The term “new home” includes new 
construction, existing homes that are less than one year old, and existing homes that have 
been substantially remodeled. HUD, FHA, or VA mortgage policies may also impose 
conditions on mortgage loan guarantees (such as written acknowledgement of noise 
conditions) for existing homes located in the 75 dB Ldn or greater noise zone or within 
clear zones. However, these policies do not necessarily affect property values.   
 
While Congress has given the FAA authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise 
at private residences and noise-sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

expansion, it has not given the military Services any similar general authority.  
Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund off-base 
mitigations. 

12 0004 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. The two F-35 Flight Training Alternatives incorporate the use of Duke 
and Choctaw Fields for flight training, respectively, as much as operationally feasible, as 
stated in EIS Section 2.6.5.1. 

13 0004 SA-5 The Air Force understands the commenter’s concerns to relate to hearing loss of off-
base residents and the loss of value of residential housing due to the BRAC actions. 
Annoyance is the most common effect of aircraft noise on humans. Aircraft noise 
often interferes with activities such as conversation, watching television, using a 
telephone, listening to the radio, and sleeping. This interference often contributes to 
individuals becoming highly annoyed.  

The Air Force Surgeon General has identified that a potential for hearing damage 
exists for the most highly exposed individuals in Eglin’s on/off base population.   
Though preliminary results show a low risk of hearing damage for most people, 
some individuals could be exposed to noise at a level and duration that could result 
in hearing damage due to flight operations.  The preliminary results were based on 
using occupational exposure standards that have not normally been applied to non-
occupational settings.  In addition, the results have not been vetted or peer-reviewed 
among federal agencies. The Air Force intends to explore the health analysis in more 
detail in subsequent studies. 

The DoD, the Air Force, and the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health 
(NIOSH) have established an occupational noise exposure damage risk criteria (or 
“standard”) for hearing loss based upon not exceeding 85 dB of noise as an 8-hour 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

time weighted average, with a 3 dB exchange rate.  (The exchange rate means that as 
noise increases the allowable exposure time decreases, or as noise decreases the 
allowable exposure time increases.)  NIOSH established this standard as a 
recommended exposure level to reduce the risk of workers developing permanent 
hearing loss as a result of occupational noise exposure.  Studies have shown that 
situations where an individual receives a total daily allowance of noise in a 24-hour 
period, 5 days a week after a period of 40 years, that 8% of the exposed population 
will experience a permanent noise induced hearing loss. 

Also, Air Force and OSHA occupational standards prohibit any unprotected worker 
exposure to continuous (i.e. of a duration greater than one second) noise exceeding a 
115 dB sound level.   OSHA established this additional standard to reduce the risk of 
workers developing noise induced hearing loss.  
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

14 0005 TR-1 Potential impacts to transportation as a result of new commuters associated with BRAC 
actions along Hwy 85 around Duke Field have been studied and analyzed and are 
discussed in Section 4.5.2.2, Environmental Consequences (Transportation – 7SFG(A) 
Cantonment Alternative 2) and Section 4.5.3.2, Environmental Consequences 
(Transportation – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3). 

15 0005 TR-2 Currently, there are 5 locations directly east of Duke Field being considered for the 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Area. (Please refer to EIS Section 2.3.3.2, 7SFG(A) Cantonment 
Alternative 2: Location Near Duke Field and Section 4.5.2.2, Environmental Consequences 
(Transportation – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2)).   
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

 
Since it is not possible to predict where incoming personnel will choose to live, current 
population distribution data for Eglin AFB personnel were used to identify an anticipated 
residence location distribution.  Estimated population growth was based on the residence 
location of the personnel currently stationed at Eglin AFB. (Please refer to EIS Section 3.4.3, 
Analysis Methodology – Socioeconomics.)  
 
The data were also used in determining the potential impacts to the local road network. 
(Please refer to EIS Section 3.5.3, Analysis Methodology – Transportation and the 
Appendix B, Transportation.) 

16 0006 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. Hurlburt Field's single runway did not meet the BRAC siting criteria.  

17 0008 LU-1 Areas that are impacted by noise levels between 65 and 75 dB DNL can be used for 
residential activities in structures with built in sound attenuation. However, sound 
attenuation will not reduce noise exposure or impacts for outside activities. 

18 0009 SE-2 Property values are determined by a combination of neighborhood characteristics (e.g., the 
quality of local schools, local property taxes, access to transportation, and the crime rate) 
and individual housing characteristics (e.g., age of the house, number of rooms, and 
amenities such as garages). There are no definitive federal standards for quantifying the 
impact of aircraft noise on property values. However, HUD, FHA, and VA mortgage 
policies generally prohibit guaranteeing mortgage loans for new homes located within 
noise zones of 75 dB Ldn or greater or within clear zones. These same mortgage policies 
make availability of federally guaranteed mortgage loans discretionary for new homes 
located within noise zones of 65 to 75 dB Ldn. The term “new home” includes new 
construction, existing homes that are less than one year old, and existing homes that have 
been substantially remodeled. HUD, FHA, or VA mortgage policies may also impose 
conditions on mortgage loan guarantees (such as written acknowledgement of noise 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

conditions) for existing homes located in the 75 dB Ldn or greater noise zone or within 
clear zones. However, these policies do not necessarily affect property values.   
 
While Congress has given the FAA authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise 
at private residences and noise-sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or 
expansion, it has not given the military Services any similar general authority.  
Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund off-base 
mitigations. 

19 0009 SA-5 Thank you for your comment; please refer to the response to comment #13. 
20 0009 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB.  

Even assuming Eglin had the space to put runway and support activities elsewhere on the 
Reservation, that endeavor would not be in line with the guiding principles of the BRAC 
process. The guiding principles of the process included advancing jointness and Total 
Force capability; eliminating excess capacity, redundancy, and duplication; achieving 
synergies; reducing costs by increasing effectiveness, efficiency, and interoperability; and 
exploiting best business practices.  A detailed discussion of this process and how it 
resulted in the proposed action and alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully 
described at Section 2.5 of this EIS and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), 
Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC Process for JSF IJTS.  

21 0010 SE-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #11. 
22 0011 SE-3 Thank you for you comment; your concerns have been noted and forwarded to the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) who implements construction activities.  USACE 
typically incorporates Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
construction techniques. 

23 0011 AQ-1 There are no current regulatory requirements or guidelines regarding carbon dioxide 
footprint. 

24 0011 GE-3 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has specific design standards for Air Force 
construction projects.  Your comments will be forwarded USACE representatives for 
consideration in building design.  Thank you for your comment. 

25 0013 NO-6 STOVL operations for the F-35B were modeled using the DoD-approved and DoD-directed 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 
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Code Response 

noise analysis computer model NOISEMAP.  Because NOISEMAP is not capable of 
analyzing varying degrees of nozzle directivity (specifically directing the nozzles down 
during vertical assent or descent), the F-35B STOVL operations were approximated by 
using the F-35A noise source data and then adjusting its speed, power, altitude, and time 
to reflect that used during F-35B STOVL operations.  If analyses were to include AV-8B 
STOVL operations, the  Air Force would be required to model those operations in the very 
same manner by using the same computer model (NOISEMAP) and then adjusting the 
speed, power, altitude, and time to reflect that used during AV-8B STOVL operations.   
  
The Air Force believes some of the main reasons STOVL operations tend to be noisier are 
that they are conducted at very high power settings and for a longer duration due to the 
slower speeds.  Using the F-35A noise source data, the Air Force adjusted the speeds, 
powers, and altitudes as described for STOVL operations.  Specifically, a F-35B STOVL 
landing was modeled short of the landing pad at 95% power and 5 knots (resulting in an 
SEL of approximately 138 dB when normalized to 1,000 feet), while a regular F-35A CTOL 
landing was modeled at 50% power and 170 knots (resulting in a SEL of approximately 108 
dB when normalized to 1,000 feet).  The increase in the SEL of 20 dB is solely due to 
STOVL type operations, i.e. at higher power settings and slower speeds.  That is reflected 
in the analysis the Air Force conducted. 
  
Generally speaking, the STOVL portion of a sortie is confined to the area immediately 
adjacent to or on the runway or landing pad and normally represents relatively infrequent 
operations, which would not be expected to dominate the noise environment as compared 
to departure, arrival, or pattern operations.   

26 0013 SE-1 This language has been inserted into Section 7.5.1.2 ( JSF Flight Alternative 1) and 
referenced in 7.5.2.2 (JSF Flight Alternative 2): 
 
"The tourism industry contributes over $1 billion per year to the Okaloosa County 
economy.  Tourism includes a variety of outdoor activities.  Whether part-time residents or 
tourists are annoyed by noise from the F-35 would vary per individual.  Some residents or 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
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Code Response 

tourists may choose to avoid areas that experience noise; however, the magnitude, 
diversity, and strength of the tourism industry in Okaloosa County is such that it is not 
expected that the F-35 would have an adverse effect on the tourism industry. " 
 
Additionally, noise associated with the F-35 would be primarily associated with takeoff 
and landings and, therefore, intermittent, as opposed to continuous over long periods of 
time.  Whether or not an individual becomes annoyed by a particular noise primarily 
depends on emotional and situational variables of the listener as well as the physical 
properties of the noise. 

27 0013 NO-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #2. 
28 0013 SA-2 The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 

 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) are the best available data to utilize for 
mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16."  
 
The JSF program flight training syllabus does not include testing or experimenting with 
training techniques. 

29 0013 SA-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #6. 
30 0013 SA-4 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #7.  
31 0013 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 

detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 
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Code Response 

Additionally, please see response to Comment #3 with respect to tourism/outdoor 
recreation. 

32 0015 LU-3 In accordance with the Sikes Act, public access to military lands is “subject to requirements 
necessary to ensure safety and military security,” and management and conservation of 
military land cannot result in a “net loss in the capability of military installation lands to 
support the military mission of the installation.” 
 
However, in order to mitigate/reduce impacts to the Florida National Scenic Trail (FNST), 
the following will be implemented upon the selection of the alternative sites: 
 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 2E area: The FNST will be relocated to the north 
approximately 5,200 feet to run adjacent to the northern border of the closed area. 
 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 and 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 3 training area: The 
FNST will be relocated to the north approximately 1,550 feet to run along Range Road 211, 
adjacent to the northern border of the closed area. 
 
7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 5 and 7SFG(A) Range Alternative 4 training area:  The 
closed area would move southeast approximately 700 feet to avoid impacts to the FNST. 

33 0015 LU-2 All alternatives are fully considered through the NEPA process; however, in accordance 
with the Sikes Act, public access to military lands is “subject to requirements necessary to 
ensure safety and military security,” and management and conservation of military land 
cannot result in a “net loss in the capability of military installation lands to support the 
military mission of the installation.” 
 
Although Eglin makes every effort to minimize impacts to recreation, mission activities 
sometimes cannot be mitigated. 

34 0016 DO-5 Thank you for your comment. The 7SFG(A) operational requirements, as stated in Section 
2.4, were analyzed as provided by the 7SFG(A). 

35 0016 LU-2 Thank you for your comment. The 7SFG(A) operational requirements, as stated in Sections 
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Comment # Commenter 
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2.3 and 2.4, were analyzed as provided by the 7SFG(A).  Public recreational activities 
including hunting, fishing, hiking, and camping and take place within approximately 
275,056 acres of interstitial area on Eglin AFB.  7SFG(A) Range Alternatives 1 through 5 
would close approximately 19 to 23 percent of the 275,056 acres.  Although the loss of such 
a large area for public access and recreation on Eglin AFB is adverse, especially in the 
eastern portion of the Eglin Range, within Santa Rosa, Okaloosa, and Walton Counties, 
more than 319,800 acres of public land is available for hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, 
hiking, biking, camping, swimming, horseback riding, and paddling (as stated Section 5.3, 
Land Use). 

36 0016 LU-2 The location of the 7SFG(A) Alternative 3 Cantonment area was developed based on the 
7SFG(A) operational requirements as stated in Sections 2.3 and 2.4, which were provided 
by the 7SFG(A).   
 
In accordance with the Sikes Act, public access to military lands is “subject to requirements 
necessary to ensure safety and military security,” and management and conservation of 
military land cannot result in a “net loss in the capability of military installation lands to 
support the military mission of the installation.”  Although Eglin makes every effort to 
minimize impacts to recreation, mission activities sometimes cannot be mitigated. 
 
As stated under the 7SFG(A) requirements (Section 2.3.1), "the mission of the 7SFG(A) 
requires discreet movement (out of public view) from the cantonment to a deployment 
area with an existing C-17 capable airfield."  The 7SFG(A) will have access to Duke Field 
from the 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 3 site. 

37 0017 SE-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #11. 
38 0017 DO-6 Delivery of F-35s at Eglin AFB would begin in 2010 and would be completed in 2016.  

Please refer to Table 2-13 in Section 2.5 of the EIS for more information. 
39 0018 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
40 0018 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #33. 
41 0019 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #32 and #33. 
42 0020 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #32 and #33. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

43 0021 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
44 0021 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #33. 
45 0022 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
46 0022 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #33. 
47 0023 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
48 0024 SE-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #2. 
49 0024 LU-1 Noise levels above 65 dB can be inconsistent with residential use, in structures without 

built in sound attenuation.  Built in sound attenuation measures can reduce noise levels 
inside structures up to 30 dB.  Please refer to Section 7.3, Noise, and 7.4, Land Use, for 
more information. 

50 0025 SE-2 Property values are determined by a combination of neighborhood characteristics (e.g., the 
quality of local schools, local property taxes, access to transportation, and the crime rate) 
and individual housing characteristics (e.g., age of the house, number of rooms, and 
amenities such as garages).  There are no definitive federal standards for quantifying the 
impact of aircraft noise on property values. However, HUD, FHA, and VA mortgage 
policies generally prohibit guaranteeing mortgage loans for new homes located within 
noise zones of 75 dB Ldn or greater or within clear zones.  These same mortgage policies 
make availability of federally guaranteed mortgage loans discretionary for new homes 
located within noise zones of 65 to 75 dB Ldn.  The term “new home” includes new 
construction, existing homes that are less than one year old, and existing homes that have 
been substantially remodeled.  HUD, FHA, or VA mortgage policies may also impose 
conditions on mortgage loan guarantees (such as written acknowledgement of noise 
conditions) for existing homes located in the 75 dB Ldn or greater noise zone or within 
clear zones.  However, these policies do not necessarily affect property values.  
 
While Congress has given the FAA authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise 
at private residences and noise-sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or 
expansion, it has not given the military Services any similar general authority. 
Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund off-base 
mitigations.  
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

51 0027 NP-1 The Air Force has made efforts to keep the public informed through the EIS development 
process. Since the Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in July 2006 and initial scoping 
meetings were held, the Air Force developed new information that had a direct bearing on 
the proposal and its potential noise impacts. The Air Force presented this additional 
information to the public in several forums, including supplemental scoping meetings held 
in Valparaiso and Navarre in November 2007.  Additional noise analyses were conducted 
following these meetings and were presented in the Draft EIS that was released for public 
review and comment. 

52 0027 NO-2 Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

53 0027 BI-1 Please note that Valparaiso does not have any formal designation as a bird sanctuary; 
however, a section to specifically address migratory birds and flight training noise has 
been added to the Section 7.12.1.2 of the BRAC EIS (see below). 
 
“Increased noise levels from the F-35 have the potential to disturb migratory birds, but the 
proposed flight training activities are not expected to result in any significant adverse 
effect upon any migratory bird population.  Any impacts should be minimal based on 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

results from the study "Distribution of Neararctic-Neotropical Migrant and Resident Bird 
Species among Habitats at Eglin and Tyndall Air Force Bases, Florida" (Tucker et al., 1996), 
which states that Eglin is not an important stopover site for neotropical migrants during 
the spring or fall.   
 
Migratory and resident birds have thrived at Eglin in areas with loud noise environments; 
suitable habitat appears to have outweighed any negative influences associated with noise.  
Tucker and others (1996) found that both migratory and resident bird species prefer 
hammock, riparian, flatwoods, and barrier island habitats.  In support of migratory birds 
and other sensitive species, Eglin will continue to maintain its hammock, riparian, 
flatwoods, and barrier island habitats in good condition; this will be the most important 
factor to the continued health of the bird communities in the area.  Thus, JSF flight training 
would not have significant impacts on migratory birds.” 

54 0027 HM/W-
1 

Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase current 
fuel-dumping procedures will be used until such procedures are fully developed for the F-
35.  The EIS has been updated to include discussion of fuel dumping procedures in 
Sections 7.10.1.1 and 7.10.1.2.  
 
Activities associated with the JSF will have air emissions; it is not feasible for the aircraft to 
operate without emissions.  Please refer to Section 7.7 and Appendix D for details 
regarding the level of emissions calculated and the details regarding analysis 
methodology. 

55 0027 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS.  Additionally, all factors are considered in developing a security plan. 
Multiple sites would dilute the available security support. 

56 0028 SA-10 The waterways are not closed to the public. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

Eglin does not own these water training areas, but under 50 United States Code (USC) 
Section 797 the Air Force has the authority to protect its assets, equipment, personnel, etc. 
 
The Air Force does not make formal requests for utilization of the riverine environment.  
Typically, a boat is sent into the area before the operation and associated watercraft clear 
the area.  During this initial sweep, military personnel inform individuals in the area that a 
military mission in the area will be using the waterway. 

57 0028 NO-3 It is anticipated that the noise level would be between 59 and 71 DNLmr.  This information 
is detailed in Table 7-12. 

58 0028 SA-8 Although there are depicted flight paths for arrival and departures, it is sometimes 
necessary for aircraft to fly outside of these paths due to traffic, weather, winds, and other 
factors.  In addition, helicopters may fly outside existing flight paths for training purposes.  
As such, the Air Force cannot assure that future air operations will not deviate from the 
proposed flight paths. 
 
The flight paths depicted in this EIS are specific to the JSF flight training operations 
associated with the proposed action.     
 
Complaints regarding aircraft should be directed to Eglin’s 96 ABW Public Affairs Office at 
(850) 882-5987 or the Command Post (after hours and weekends) at (850) 882-4020.  

59 0028 SA-8 Thank you for your comments.  Please see comment #58. 
60 0028 NO-3 Complaints regarding aircraft should be directed to Eglin’s 96 ABW Public Affairs Office at 

(850) 882-5987 or the Command Post (after hours and weekends) at (850) 882-4020. 
61 0029 NO-6 The assertion that ISO 9613-1 is deficient is not supportable.  It is the current standard for 

air absorption and is a component of modern treatment of nonlinear propagation of high-
performance jet noise.  Nonlinear propagation does occur and is incorporated in the 
Advanced Acoustic Model that is currently being developed but has not been finalized for 
utilization.  Nonlinear propagation does affect the spectral content and quality of jet noise.  
It has, however, been shown to have a rather small effect (a few tenths of a dB) on the A-
weighted levels that are used for quantitative analysis of aircraft noise. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

 
SAE ARP 866A predates the current ISO 9613-1 and in principle models should be updated 
to the newer standard.  In practice, SAE ARP 866A is still a valid published document and 
for aircraft noise applications does not yield results materially different from the ISO 
standard.  It is still used in the current (March 2008) version of the FAA's Integrated Noise 
Model. 
 
Noise source data measurements were made for the F-35A by Air Force Research 
Laboratory and included in the DOD NOISEFILE database.  The conditions for which F-
35A measurements were made were limited to departure and arrival parameters; thus, in 
the absence of measured data for MTR or range flight conditions, estimates were made 
using the best engineering judgment available in conjunction with previously approved 
methodologies.  As described earlier, the effects of nonlinear propagation on military 
aircraft are known.  The frequency shift effects are real but do not substantially affect the 
A-weighted levels used for quantitative analysis.   
 
A new noise impact analysis model, called the Advanced Acoustic Model, is being 
developed by DoD, which is anticipated to take into account the nonlinear aspects of the 
more recent vintage fighters such as the F-22 and F-35; however, this model is not yet 
available.   
 
The Air Force concurs that NOISEMAP technology is the best available.  The air absorption 
method employed is scientifically based and is the dominant common practice for aircraft 
noise modeling. 

62 0029 NO-4 Federal guidelines use DNL to measure aircraft noise exposure in communities near 
airfields.  DNL encompasses all aviation-related operations over a 24-hour period, with 
those operations between 2200 and 0700 penalized by 10 dB. 
 
The following text has been inserted in Sect 7.3.1.2 and referenced in 7.3.2.2: 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

 
"The F-35 engine may also generate significant low frequency engine noise, which may 
adversely affect ground crews working in the immediate vicinity of the aircraft. The 
aircraft has just started production, and developmental and operational testing of the full 
capabilities of the aircraft has not been performed. As discussed in Chapter 2, given the 
confluence of the requisite BRAC deadline, and the immaturity of the JSF aircraft and its 
performance data, the Air Force recognizes that there is incomplete and unavailable 
information, but will continue to work to obtain requisite information and adjust training 
operations, as the JSF program at Eglin matures.  As the program matures and more 
specific aircraft capabilities have been determined, the Air Force anticipates further 
analysis of (for example) the effect on ground crews, support, and administrative 
personnel working in the vicinity of the aircraft and on flight lines." 
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

63 0029 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. 

64 0030 NO-3 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS.  The two F-35 Flight Training Alternatives incorporate the use of Duke 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

and Choctaw Fields for flight training, respectively, as much as operationally feasible, as 
discussed in EIS Section 2.6.5.1. 
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

65 0030 SA-1 The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 
 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) are the best available data to utilize for 
mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16. " 

66 0030 LU-4 Thank you for your comment. The Air Force believes that the noise and safety analyses are 
correct.  

67 0030 SE-2 Property values are determined by a combination of neighborhood characteristics (e.g., the 
quality of local schools, local property taxes, access to transportation, and the crime rate) 
and individual housing characteristics (e.g., age of the house, number of rooms, and 
amenities such as garages).  There are no definitive federal standards for quantifying the 
impact of aircraft noise on property values. However, HUD, FHA, and VA mortgage 
policies generally prohibit guaranteeing mortgage loans for new homes located within 
noise zones of 75 dB Ldn or greater or within clear zones.  These same mortgage policies 
make availability of federally guaranteed mortgage loans discretionary for new homes 
located within noise zones of 65 to 75 dB Ldn.  The term “new home” includes new 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

construction, existing homes that are less than one year old, and existing homes that have 
been substantially remodeled.  HUD, FHA, or VA mortgage policies may also impose 
conditions on mortgage loan guarantees (such as written acknowledgement of noise 
conditions) for existing homes located in the 75 dB Ldn or greater noise zone or within 
clear zones.  However, these policies do not necessarily affect property values. 
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

68 0031 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
69 0032 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see response to comment #32. 
70 0032 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; please see response to comment #33. 
71 2001 SA-5 Thank you for your comment; please refer to the response to comment #13. 
72 2002 SE-4 According to AFI 32-7063, Air Installations Compatible Use Zones Program, noise levels of 65 

dB DNL or greater are compatible with a number of commercial and industrial land uses 
with or without noise attenuation measures.   
 
The Air Force does recognize some types of businesses are not compatible with high-noise 
zones.  Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 
7.3.5 Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

73 2002 SE-5 According to a study conducted by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

(FICUN), noise levels between 65 and 70 dB DNL are compatible with educational services, 
such as schools, provided that measures are taken to provide noise level reduction in the 
buildings of 25 dB (FICUN, 1980).  Noise levels between 70 and 75 dB DNL are also 
compatible with educational services, with noise level reduction of 30 dB.  Noise levels of 
75 dB DNL and above are not considered compatible with educational services.  
 
Normal construction and renovation techniques can provide sound reduction in such 
structures.  A discussion of these methods, including cost estimates, can be found in 
“Guidelines for Sound Insulation of Residences Exposed to Aircraft Operations” prepared 
in 2005 by Wyle Labs for the Navy (available at 
http://www.fican.org/pdf/Wyle_Sound_Insulation.pdf)”. However, while Congress has 
given the FAA the authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at noise-
sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or expansion, it has not given the 
military Services any similar general authority. Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air 
Force specific authorization to fund off-base mitigations.  
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

74 2002 SE-2 Thank you for your comments; your concerns have been noted.  Please see the response to 
comment #2. 

75 2003 SA-2 The EIS has been updated to include the following language in Sect. 1.1: "Initially, pilots 
being trained on the F-35 aircraft will transition from other high-performance fighters.  As 
the program matures, the IJTS will train pilots that have recently graduated from high-
performance aircraft in undergraduate pilot training." 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 
 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) are the best available data to utilize for 
mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16. " 
 
With respect to hung ordnance, JSF personnel would act in accordance with Air Armament 
Center Instruction 11-201, Section 9.12 through 9.15 and the corresponding attachments 36 
to 40, which is has been summarized in this EIS in revised Section 7.8.1.2.  Student pilots 
and instructors will be briefed prior to any mission involving live ordnance including 
specific hung ordnance procedures, to include recovery routes.  Pilots will follow the 
specific procedures applicable to the type of hung ordnance their aircraft is carrying.  
Whenever possible, pilots with hung ordnance will fly a straight-in approach to Eglin Main 
Base avoiding populated areas.     
 
Please refer to revised Section 7.8.1.2 for more detailed information. 

76 2003 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB.  
Even assuming Eglin had the space to put runway and support activities elsewhere on the 
Reservation, that endeavor would not be in line with the guiding principles of the BRAC 
process. The guiding principles of the process included advancing jointness and Total 
Force capability; eliminating excess capacity, redundancy, and duplication; achieving 
synergies; reducing costs by increasing effectiveness, efficiency, and interoperability; and 
exploiting best business practices.  A detailed discussion of this process and how it 
resulted in the proposed action and alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully 
described at Section 2.5 of this EIS and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), 
Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC Process for JSF IJTS.  



 

 

P
u

b
lic In

v
o

lv
e
m

e
n

t  
A

p
p

e
n

d
ix

 A
, V

o
lu

m
e
 III o

f III

A
-2

8
0

 
2

0
0

5
 B

R
A

C
 D

e
cisio

n
s a

n
d

 R
e
la

te
d

 A
ctio

n
s 

O
cto

b
e
r 2

0
0

8
 

F
in

a
l E

n
v
iro

n
m

e
n

ta
l Im

p
a
ct S

ta
te

m
e
n

t 
 

E
g

lin
 A

ir F
o

rce
 B

a
se

, F
lo

rid
a
 

Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

77 2004 NO-3 Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

78 2005 SE-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #50. 
79 2005 DO-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #12.  
80 2006 TR-3 Redesignation of roadway segments from State to Federal jurisdiction is not within the 

scope of the EIS.  Transportation resources analyzed within this EIS include the regional 
roadway network adjacent to the proposed action areas and the local roadway network 
within Eglin Main Base gates. 
 
The key transportation resources generally include State Road (SR) 85 (also known as Hwy 
85), SR 285, U.S. Highway (US) 98/SR 30, SR 20, SR 123, SR 188, SR 393, SR 189, US 331 and 
SR 397, as well as local roadways within Eglin Main Base. 

81 2006 TR-4 Range roads would be used daily by Army vehicles, while use of State roads would occur 
intermittently. 

82 2006 TR-5 Potential mitigation and management measures for transportation have been included in 
Table 2-32 of the EIS, which include: 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

• Improvements for deficient roadways could include roadway widening or the 
construction/improvement of parallel roadways; CMS (congestion management system) 
and TSM (transportation system management) projects, which are typically smaller 
intersection and operational improvements that would preserve or act as minor capacity 
improvements; access or corridor management plans (a corridor management plan could 
look at access changes along the corridor); and/or transit improvements. 
• Several roadways could need six or more lanes.  However, an improvement for six lanes 
or more may not be feasible for many reasons, including right-of-way availability, safety 
concerns, cost, environmental constraints, etc.    
• The demand on several roadways equates to the need for six lanes or more.  However, 
an improvement for six lanes or more may not be feasible for many reasons, including 
right-of-way availability, safety concerns, cost, etc.  Other improvements that should be 
considered include CMS and TSM projects, a corridor management plan that looks at 
access along the corridor, and transit improvements. 

83 2007 SA-6 The only study the Air Force is aware of related to this issue is based on occupational noise 
exposure. 
 
The following paragraph has been added to Appendix E. 
 
“Harris’ comments are based on a report by The Health Council of The Netherlands 
(1996).  That study discusses two epidemiological studies that looked at the hearing 
abilities of children whose mother’s had been exposed to occupational noise during 
pregnancy.  The results were conditionally qualified by the committee concluding '…that 
equivalent sounds levels of 85 dB(A) or higher during an 8-hour working day appear to be 
detrimental to the hearing of the unborn child,” but then they also recommended that 
further research be undertaken to verify that conclusion."   

84 2008 LU-1 The Air Force cannot rigorously evaluate any proposal for which there is no detail. The 
development of the commenter’s particular property is not currently in the mature stages 
such that it could be defined as reasonable foreseeable. Looking at potential future 
hypotheticals is not congruent with identification of reasonably foreseeable future impacts. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

85 2009 NO-4 Federal guidelines use DNL to measure aircraft noise exposure in communities near 
airfields.  DNL encompasses all aviation-related operations over a 24-hour period, with 
those operations between 2200 and 0700 (10 PM and 7 AM) penalized by 10 dB. 

86 2009 NO-5 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #10.  
87 2009 SA-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #4 and #8.  
88 2010 NP-1 Paid advertisements announcing the public hearings were placed in the local sections of 

newspapers two weeks prior to the first public hearings, in compliance with NEPA.   The 
newspapers and dates are listed below.  Eglin AFB Environmental Public Affairs also 
issued press releases and Public Service Announcements (PSAs) to these same newspapers 
and other media outlets serving Eglin AFB in early May 2008. 
 
• Northwest Florida Daily News - Sundays, 30 March and 13 April 2008  
• Crestview News Bulletin - Saturday, 29 March 2008 
• The Monroe Journal - Tuesdays, 1 and 10 April 2008 
• The Bay Beacon - Wednesday, 9 April 2008 
• Mobile Press Register - Sunday, 30 March 2008 
 
Additionally, during the week of 31 March 2008, personnel from Eglin AFB Environmental 
Division distributed 50 copies of an 11 x 17-inch flyer announcing the public hearings.  
Flyers were posted throughout the Niceville, Crestview and Fort Walton Beach areas and 
distributed to local Chamber of Commerce offices.  
 
The Notice of Availability published in the Federal Register marks the beginning of the 45-
day public review period.  Public hearings are held in the middle of the review period in 
order to give the public time to review the document prior to the hearings, while allowing 
ample time after conclusion of the hearings to submit comments. 

89 2011 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #32, #33, and #35.  
90 2011 SA-7 Eglin's Natural Resources Section (also known as "Jackson Guard") will regulate hunting 

pressure through daily or seasonal hunter quotas to ensure safety and promote hunting 
quality and sustainable yield of Eglin game populations. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

91 2012 NP-2 The noise analysis was not complete until a few weeks prior to the release of the Draft EIS.  
This information has been provided through the Draft EIS.  

92 2012 NO-2 Thank you for your comment; your concerns have been noted.  Please refer to the response 
to comment #11.  

93 2013 NO-3 There is currently only one functional F-35 aircraft; this aircraft was utilized to develop the 
noise source data incorporated into the noise modeling. 

94 2013 NO-3 The F-35 is louder than the F-4, but a meaningful comparison of the F-4's noise levels with 
that of the F-35 can only be done when key conditions (distance from ground, same 
airspeed, same power setting, and same location of measurement) are equal for each 
aircraft.  The results of a comparison of noise levels of the F-4 at 100 feet above the ground 
with an F-35 at 1,000 ft above the ground will obviously be different from a comparison of 
both aircraft at 1,000 feet above the ground.   

95 2013 DO-2 Thank you for your comment; your concerns have been noted. 
 
Complaints regarding aircraft should be directed to Eglin’s 96 ABW Public Affairs Office at 
(850) 882-5987 or the Command Post (after hours and weekends) at (850) 882-4020.  

96 2013 BI-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #53. 
97 2013 HM/W-

1 
Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #54. 

98 2013 GE-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. 
 
All factors are considered in developing a security plan.  The realization of limited 
resources stress that consolidating the aircraft allows for the most protection.  Multiple 
sites would dilute the available security support. 

99 2014 GE-1 Thank you for your comment.  The first priority at Eglin AFB is to support the testing and 
training necessary for national security.  Through the Eglin Integrated Natural Resources 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

Management Plan (U.S. Air Force, 2007), consultations with the USFWS and NMFS, and 
various NEPA analyses, Eglin also strives to protect the unique natural resources of the 
Reservation.  Eglin complies with requirements received from the USFWS, NMFS, and 
other natural resource agencies for Eglin projects/missions, and will continue to do so 
with BRAC actions. 
 
Please also refer to the response to comment #33. 

100 2016 DO-3 Yes, the Army will be permanently assigned here for training.  Details regarding housing 
arrangements have not been finalized. 

101 2016 DO-4 There are no planned changes to the airport at this time. 
102 2018 LU-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #84.   
103 2018 DO-1 Building a new runway in the interior of the Eglin Reservation at this time would interfere 

with existing missions. Additionally, such an action would not be in line with the guiding 
principles of the BRAC process. The guiding principles of the process included advancing 
jointness and Total Force capability; eliminating excess capacity, redundancy, and 
duplication; achieving synergies; reducing costs by increasing effectiveness, efficiency, and 
interoperability; and exploiting best business practices.  A detailed discussion of this 
process and how it resulted in the proposed action and alternatives analyzed in detail in 
the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS and Appendix A, Volume III 
(Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC Process for JSF IJTS.  

104 2019 DO-7 The F-35 will use its Active Electronically Scanned Array (AESA) radar to very accurately 
track aircraft and assist in avoiding mid-air collisions. 
 
Information from all radars in an F-35 formation is shared with each other via an 
interflight data link to provide unmatched situational awareness. Finally, F-35s will be 
connected to Command and Control (C2) surveillance radar information with Link-16 
tactical data link. All of this information is seamlessly fused and displayed on the Tactical 
Situation Displays (TSD) in the cockpit as well as in the pilot's Helmet Mounted Display 
(HMD).  
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

The public can expect that a radio, the radar and radar altimeter (for accurate altitude 
indication) will be included as Minimum Essential Subsystem List (MESL) items in the JSF 
flight procedures. 
 
Currently, low level routes are not planned for night operations. 
 
Minimum altitude in the low level routes range from 500-1,500 feet AGL at 500 knots. 
 
Please refer to Section 7.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences (Noise – JSF Flight Training 
Alternative 1). 

105 2019 NO-3 Yes, the Air Force recognizes that there would be an increase in noise. Please refer to Table 
7-12 for more information regarding the potential noise increases in the areas of low level 
routes. 
 
Whether or not an individual becomes annoyed by a particular noise is highly dependent 
on emotional and situational variables of the listener as well as the physical properties of 
the noise. 

106 2020 SA-8 All JSF low level sorties will be flown on published IR and VR low level routes.  The 
published routes are depicted on the applicable FAA VFR Sectional Chart.  All 
communications and altitudes flown will be in accordance with published FAA rules and 
regulations for low level flight.  
 
Please also refer to the response to comment #104. 

107 2021 SA-8 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #104 and #106. 
108 2022 DO-6 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #104 and #106. 
109 2022 SA-8 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #104 and #106. 

 
Complaints regarding aircraft should be directed to Eglin’s 96 ABW Public Affairs Office at 
(850) 882-5987 or the Command Post (after hours and weekends) at (850) 882-4020.   

110 2022 DO-6 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #104 and #106. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

111 2022 DO-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #6 and #12. 
112 2023 DO-6 Low level routes are currently planned to be utilized only twice per day (i.e., two flights 

per day).  Please refer to Section 2.6 for more information. 
113 2023 SA-9 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #104 and #106. 
114 2023 NP-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #88. 
115 2024 DO-8 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comments #104 and #106. 
116 2024 TR-6 No impacts to the road network in Monroe County would occur.  All potential 

transportation impacts would be localized to areas on and immediately surrounding Eglin 
AFB where incoming personnel are projected to live and around the proposed cantonment 
areas locations for both the JSF and 7SFG(A), which are located in Florida. 

117 3002 SO-1 This recommendation is already included in the EIS. (Please refer to Table 2-32.) 
118 3002 WA-1 As applicable for those alternatives involving construction near a wetland or surface water, 

a vegetative buffer of 100 feet is now recommended.     
119 3002 AQ-2 The new standards took effect May 27, 2008; however, states have until March 12, 2009, to 

make recommendations to USEPA as to whether an area should be designated attainment 
(meeting the standard), nonattainment (not meeting the standard) or unclassifiable (not 
enough information to make a decision). USEPA must promulgate its 
attainment/nonattainment designations by March 12, 2010, unless a 1-year extension is 
granted because of insufficient information.  The state has not made its recommendation at 
present. 

120 3002 SW-1 It is Eglin AFB’s standard practice to utilize recycled products to the greatest extent 
possible. 
 
At this time, the full capabilities and availability of Hurlburt’s future Waste-to-Energy 
facility is unknown. 

121 3002 WA-2 This recommendation has been added to Section 4.11.1.2, Environmental Consequences 
(Physical Resources – 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1), Water Resources, Potential 
Mitigations. 

122 3002 WA-3 The Utilities sections throughout the EIS discuss plans to implement and explore water 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

conservation strategies. 
123 3002 BI-3 Analyses determined that impacts from BRAC actions were not of a magnitude to be 

significant to any sensitive species; however, overall, the BRAC action is likely to adversely 
affect the red-cockaded woodpecker and sea turtles.  Impacts to threatened and 
endangered species are unavoidable for the BRAC action, but they are being considered, 
and coordination with the USFWS will determine mitigations to reduce, and in some cases, 
eliminate effects on sensitive species.   

124 3003 BI-2 Reasonable and prudent alternative actions resulting from the USFWS Section 7 
consultation will be implemented as part of the BRAC action.   
 
Alternatives 2D and 2E are included in analyses, but neither one is the preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 3).  If Alternative 2 were to become the preferred alternative, there 
would be impacts to sensitive habitats and listed species (as you have mentioned), 
depending on the sub-alternative chosen.  Section 4.12.2.2 discusses these potential impacts 
and now includes analyses of the road improvements that would accompany Alternative 
2.   
 
As stated in Section 5.11.1.2, troops would maintain a 1,500-foot (457-meter) buffer from 
known flatwoods salamander habitat, which would be identified by the Eglin Natural 
Resources Section.  South of the East Bay River, large troop movements and vehicle traffic 
would be restricted to established roads. 

125 3003 BI-3 Thank you for your comment.  The following text has been added to all pertinent indigo 
snake, gopher tortoise, gopher frog, and pine snake sections, and the potential mitigation 
tables at the end of each section:  “For any gopher tortoise burrows that would require 
relocation, Eglin would obtain a relocation permit from the FWC and follow the Gopher 
Tortoise Permitting Guidelines (FWC, 2008) for gopher tortoises and commensals (i.e., 
indigo snake, gopher frog, pine snake).” 
 
The USFWS Aquatic Ecologist at Eglin indicates that the bluenose shiner is only in the 
Yellow River, not near any of the BRAC proposed sites.  Measures to minimize impacts to 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

the Gulf sturgeon and freshwater mussels in the Yellow River (Table 5-43) would also 
protect the bluenose shiner, primarily practices to minimize erosion.   
 
The risk to surface waters is assumed to be minimal if the lead source is more than 0.25 
mile away (USFWS, 2008).  Carr Springs Branch is over 0.25 mile from the nearest 
Alternative 3 range. 

126 3003 BI-4 Thank you for your comment.  Measures have been taken to reduce biological impacts for 
all BRAC activities, but in some cases impacts will be unavoidable.  Eglin will follow all 
terms and conditions resulting from Section 7 ESA consultation with the USFWS.  Potential 
impacts for all sensitive habitats and species were analyzed and although there would be 
unavoidable impacts in some cases, none were found to be of a magnitude to be 
considered significant.   
 
Text in the EIS has been modified to stress the increased hazard to species due to increased 
traffic volume and speed and the effect of new/improved roads as larger barriers to some 
species.  

127 3003 BI-5 For your comment about gopher tortoise and commensals relocations, please see comment 
#144. 
 
The burrow cams would be used in a “best effort” to make sure gopher tortoises and 
commensals were removed prior to construction.  Because indigo snakes are also found 
outside of burrows, text in the EIS has been modified such that potential impacts to indigo 
snakes are considered in all appropriate habitats, with the primary concern being vehicle 
impacts.  The EIS already contains language that vehicle operators should avoid indigo 
snakes, both during and after construction.   

128 3003 BI-6 Thank you for your comment.  Many factors were considered in selecting locations for the 
cantonment areas and ranges (e.g., safety, streams/wetlands, noise, cultural resources, 
etc.), with sensitive habitats/species included as one of these factors.  Measures have been 
taken to minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and species for all BRAC activities, but 
some impacts such as decreases in prescribed fire will be unavoidable at all of the 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

alternative locations.  Eglin will follow all terms and conditions resulting from Section 7 
ESA consultation with the USFWS and the Natural Resources Section is committed to 
doing its best to maintain these fire-dependent habitats.   

129 3003 BI-7 Concur.  Text for the 7SFG(A) Cantonment Alternative 1 was modified (see below).  Other 
sections of the EIS discussing bear/human interactions have also been adjusted 
accordingly.  New potential mitigations (as detailed in your comments) were added to 
Table 4-53.   
 
“Siting of the cantonment area at the Alternative 1 location would lead to an increase in 
traffic on Hwy 85, thereby increasing the likelihood of bear mortalities from vehicles.  
However, the fencing that would surround the cantonment area (preferably electric 
fencing) should prevent bears from entering the area, thereby reducing the likelihood of 
bears crossing Hwy 85 and Hwy 123 and related bear-automobile incidents.  It is possible 
that bears may be attracted to the area due to smells despite the fact that they cannot access 
the cantonment area.  As a precaution, it would be important for the cantonment facility to 
responsibly handle waste, employing measures such as bear-proof dumpsters, bear-
resistant garbage cans, and proper disposal measures of oil waste from dining facilities.  
Additionally, Eglin could provide informational materials regarding bears and how to 
successfully coexist in bear county to residents in cantonment areas (i.e., removing wildlife 
feeders, securing pet food, cleaning and securing barbeque grills).  Impacts to the Florida 
black bear would not be significant under any of the alternatives.” 

130 3003 WA-4 The EIS has added text recognizing the potential impacts to streams and wetlands from 
road widening.  The Air Force anticipates impacts from construction, as sedimentation will 
no doubt increase and road-stream intersections would be disturbed.  Presently, it is not 
known which crossings would employ a bridge versus a culvert. Issues with the 100-year 
floodplain have not been identified for road widening.   

131 3003 BI-8 The following text has been added for the 7SFG(A) cantonment alternatives:  “For streams 
and wetlands, riparian buffers are important to maintaining the health of aquatic 
communities.  Buffers of 100 feet would provide the following benefits:  1) maintenance of 
stream temperature, 2) contribution of large woody debris habitat, 3) maintenance of 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

diverse stream invertebrates, and 4) removal of excess sediment, nitrogen, contaminant, 
and phosphorus (USFWS, 2001).  To provide quality habitat for reptiles, amphibians, 
interior forest species, and migrating birds, larger buffers are better (300 to 1,000 feet) 
(USFWS, 2001).  Site designs would be modified to avoid aquatic habitats and to provide 
as much riparian buffer as possible; clearing and construction operations would observe all 
buffer requirements and erosion control measures resulting from permits (Section 
4.12.1.2).”   

132 3003 WA-5 The EIS agrees with the reviewer on the issue of lead accumulation and that EPA 
ecological standards could be exceeded.  This is brought forth in the analysis as a concern. 
The citation of USEPA, 1986, is still accurate as lead does readily bind to soil, tending to 
leach under conditions of acidic rainfall.   
 
The EIS agrees with the reviewer that lead migration through soil and into surface waters 
is a concern, but that a minimal separation distance of 0.25 mile would create a sufficient 
buffer to protect surface waters from lead deposited at ranges. 
 
The reviewer’s recommendation to select Alternative 2 based on having no water bodies 
within 0.25 mile is noted. 

133 3003 BI-9 Concur.  Text in Section 5.11.1.2 has been modified as follows: 
   
“7SFG(A) activities on SRI may directly and indirectly affect the Santa Rosa beach mouse.  
The chances of an encounter with troops is very low due to the fact that beach mice tend to 
spend much of their time in burrows that they excavate in the dunes, but encounters are 
possible given the increased foot traffic in beach mouse habitat.  Indirect impacts from 
night maneuvers may include habitat degradation and fragmentation and the alteration of 
foraging patterns due to increased use of existing trails/roads and staging areas for 
ground maneuvers.”   

134 3003 W/F-1 There are no construction activities associated with the JSF Flight Training Alternatives; 
therefore, wetlands would not be impacted. 

135 3004 TR-1 The US 98 corridor fails, based on a daily analysis, in both the no-action and the action 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

alternatives.  Congestion experienced on this corridor in the peak hour is also projected to 
worsen, with the roadway operating at, or over capacity in all of the alternatives.  
Congestion at the Hurlburt Gate will also continue to be an issue and will continue to 
degrade conditions on this corridor unless an improvement to address access to Hurlburt 
is identified and constructed.  The Draft EIS analysis does not specifically include an 
analysis of segments beyond the Hurlburt Field Gate on US 98; however, the analysis 
suggests that this segment will continue to experience increased congestion, similar to the 
analyzed section.  Further the analysis suggests that future development in this area, 
whether BRAC related or not, will cause increased congestion and failing conditions in this 
corridor.   
 
Based on the assumptions for off-base housing locations for the BRAC-related personnel 
being similar to the existing distribution of off-base housing (based on zip code of existing 
base personnel), and based on the locations of the BRAC actions, it is anticipated that most 
of the impacts to north/south roadways will occur on SR 85 and SR 285 as they are 
immediately adjacent to the proposed actions. 

136 3005 WA-6 Of the two aquifers only one, the Floridan, is a source of potable water for Eglin.  The 
other, the Surficial or Sand and Gravel Aquifer would be more apt to receive runoff. The 
Floridan is separated from the Surficial by a clay layer which greatly prevents mixing of 
the two. 
 
Section 5.8 identifies the purpose of discussed monitoring: “These actions include: design 
of berms to limit surface water transport from range locations, an agreement between the 
U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force governing range management and cleanup, and monitoring 
of potentially affected resources (e.g., surface water, groundwater, etc.) to determine 
whether the remaining projectiles were resulting in an impact to such resources.”   
 
This information has been added to Section 4.11.1.2: 
 
"However, infiltration from on-site storage systems can still result in the introduction of 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

contaminants into the Sand and Gravel Aquifer via downward percolation through porous 
soils.  Contaminants include nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus from fertilizers 
and natural sources, pesticides, and petroleum-related compounds from vehicle operations 
and metals, all of which are typical of urban runoff. There would be no potable water 
contamination issues since the Sand and Gravel Aquifer is not used for this purpose at 
Eglin.  Contaminants would not reach the Floridan Aquifer, which is the source of potable 
water on Eglin."  
 
In addition, potable water supplies would not be affected by stormwater runoff or 
range/metal contamination due to the separation of the Floridan Aquifer and Sand and 
Gravel Aquifer by an impermeable clay layer. 

137 3005 SO-2 The text in Section 6.11.1.1 subsection “Soils" has been restated to reflect the writer’s intent 
that the urban area in question is landscaped and/or paved and, because of this already 
disturbed state, erosion would not be an issue. 

138 3006 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; your concerns have been noted.  Please see the response to 
comment #33. 

139 3006 NO-2 Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

140 3007 WA-2 Text has been added to Section 3.11.8 identifying the requirement for an individual 
stormwater permit per Ch. 62-346 and consumptive uses of water and permits per Ch. 40 
A-2, F.A.C. 
 
The information presented in the EIS addresses the reviewers concerns.  There is ample 
information in the existing discussions on effects to water resources, mitigation 
requirements, permitting requirements, and cumulative effects.  To ensure a satisfactory 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

response to future concerns, specific declarative suggestions are more readily addressed 
than broadly defined requests for additional information. 

141 3007 BI-3 Thank you for your comment; Eglin AFB will adhere to the conditions and mitigations 
outlined in the Biological Opinion resulting from Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 
 
FWC will be contacted should any state-listed species be encountered prior to construction.  
Please refer to the specific responses for the other general comments referenced in the 
comment. 

142 3007 SO-3 Recommendations for use of natural vegetation are currently listed in the EIS at Section 
4.11.1.2.  Creation and use of buffers, and pervious surfaces has been added. 

143 3007 W/F-2 The EIS provides much detail regarding the potential for impacts within the context of 
how much is known of the action.  Some specifics with regard to impacts cannot be stated 
beyond the potential for their occurrence, location, and what measures will be 
implemented to reduce the impact. 

144 3007 CM-1 All projected projects that are currently funded and that are not speculative in the Region 
of Influence are analyzed in the Cumulative Impacts section of the EIS.  Please refer to 
Chapter 9 for more information and analyses.  

145 3008 NO-3 Whether or not an individual becomes annoyed by a particular noise is highly dependent 
on emotional and situational variables of the listener as well as the physical properties of 
the noise.   
 
Currently, low level routes are not planned for night or weekend operations. 
 
Please refer to Table 7-12 for potential impacts under each low level route segment.  Figure 
ES-4 and 7-2 have been revised to show surrounding cities. 

146 3008 BI-2 There are no potential impacts to the forest from overflights, and consultation with the U.S. 
Forest Service is not required.  

147 3008 GE-1 The Draft Programmatic Agreement, prepared in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, is included in Appendix F, Cultural Resources. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

148 3009 LU-1 Thank you for your general comment on noise and flight safety.  Please refer to the 
responses for comments #155, 158, 159, 160, and 161.   

149 3009 NP-5 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB.  A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 and 
Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC Process 
for JSF IJTS. 
 
The full build out in 2016 of the IJTS would have adverse noise impacts on the community 
of Valparaiso. In response to those concerns, the Air Force looked at a snapshot of noise 
impacts associated with JSF Flight Training Alternatives 1 and 2 in 2013, the approximate 
midpoint of the IJTS build out. This reveals that the noise impacts are significantly less in 
2013 than at the full build out. The snapshot indicates that noise impacts still would 
significantly affect portions of Valparaiso. Specifically, reducing the aircraft and their 
associated operations to less than half of the full build out would result in 818 persons 
exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB DNL. This information has been added to 
Section 7.3.3 in this EIS.  Indications are that adjusting Runway 19-01 would not remove 
noise from the Valparaiso community.  Noise mitigation measures included in the 
alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will 
be considered through the adaptive management process.  Developments regarding the F-
35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and the delivery schedule or other new information could 
warrant changes to operational procedures, source location, and/or provide additional 
noise mitigation measures. Should the adaptive management process demonstrate that 
changes outside what has been analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA 
analysis would occur. 

150 3009 NO-5 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #10. 
151 3009 SE-4 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #72. 
152 3009 SE-5 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #73. 
153 3009 SE-2 The following text has been inserted into Sect. 7.5.1.2: 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 
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Code Response 

 
"Property values are determined by a combination of neighborhood characteristics (e.g., 
the quality of local schools, local property taxes, access to transportation, and the crime 
rate) and individual housing characteristics (e.g., age of the house, number of rooms, and 
amenities such as garages).  There are no definitive federal standards for quantifying the 
impact of aircraft noise on property values. However, HUD, FHA, and VA mortgage 
policies generally prohibit guaranteeing mortgage loans for new homes located within 
noise zones of 75 dB Ldn or greater or within clear zones.  These same mortgage policies 
make availability of federally guaranteed mortgage loans discretionary for new homes 
located within noise zones of 65 to 75 dB Ldn.  The term “new home” includes new 
construction, existing homes that are less than one year old, and existing homes that have 
been substantially remodeled.  HUD, FHA, or VA mortgage policies may also impose 
conditions on mortgage loan guarantees (such as written acknowledgement of noise 
conditions) for existing homes located in the 75 dB Ldn or greater noise zone or within 
clear zones.  However, these policies do not necessarily affect property values.  
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 
 
Normal construction and renovation techniques can provide sound reduction in such 
structures.  A discussion of these methods, including cost estimates, can be found in 
“Guidelines for Sound Insulation of Residences Exposed to Aircraft Operations” prepared 
in 2005 by Wyle Lab for the Navy (available at http://www.fican.org/pdf/ 
Wyle_Sound_Insulation.pdf). However, while Congress has given FAA authority to spend 
taxpayer money mitigating noise at private residences and noise-sensitive receptors in 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

relation to airport construction or expansion, it has not given the military Services any 
similar general authority. Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air Force specific 
authorization to fund off-base mitigations. Section 7.3.5 has been expanded to include a 
discussion of other types of potential mitigations. 

154 3009 SE-2 The state of Florida recognizes the difficulty in finding affordable workforce housing; the 
Air Force acknowledges that this action has the potential to contribute to that problem. 

155 3009 SA-1 The following language has been inserted in Sect 7.8.1.1, Aircraft Mishaps: 
 
"Since the F-35 is still in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, 
information involving mishaps is not yet available.  Historical data associated with 
previous aircraft models (F-15, F-16, and F/A-18) are the best available data to utilize for 
mishap analysis.  While the Air Force cannot predict future F-35 performance, given 
advances in single engine technology and enhanced safety systems, the F-35 should deliver 
an even better safety record than previous single engine aircraft.  As such, the Air Force 
would not expect the F-35 destroyed aircraft rates to exceed the initial rates of the F-16. " 
 
All pilots will have gone through high-performance aircraft training, and instructor pilots 
will be accompanying the students in a separate aircraft during training missions.  F-35 
flight tracks are similar to those flight tracks already flown at Eglin AFB. 
 
Sect. 1.1, JSF IJTS has been updated to include the following: 
 
"Initially, pilots being trained on the F-35 aircraft will transition from other high-
performance fighters.  As the program matures, the IJTS will train pilots that have recently 
graduated from high-performance aircraft in undergraduate pilot training." 

156 3009 SA-4 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #7. 
157 3009 GE-1 Thank you for your comment; your concerns and proposed changes to the EIS have been 

noted. 
 
Representatives from Eglin AFB have met with members of the public including 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
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Code Response 

Valparaiso on several occasions (scoping meetings, hearings, other meetings) and 
information has been provided through the Joint Land Use Study (JLUS).  However, the 
Air Force looks forward to continuing dialogue with the public. 

158 3009 NO-3 Thank you for your comment, your concerns have been noted. 
 
The following text has been added to Section 7.3.2.2. 
 
“Comparatively, in JSF Flight Training Alternative 1, 2,174 people would be exposed to 
noise at greater than 75 dB DNL or 547 fewer people than exposed in Alternative 2, for a 20 
percent difference, and 4,583 people would be affected by noise between 65 and 75 dB 
DNL or 3,852 fewer people than affected in Alternative 2, for a 47 percent difference.” 
 
The Air Force respectfully acknowledges your concern about comparing the impacts to a 
percentage of annoyed individuals; however, this is the standard used by the USEPA. 
 
In the EIS (ES-15) identifies noise as an unavoidable adverse impact with respect to JSF 
Flight Training. 

159 3009 NO-2 Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

160 3009 SE-6 With respect to your concerns regarding the comprised structural integrity of buildings, 
please refer to Section 7.13.1.2 which states "Previous studies have demonstrated that there 
is little probability of structural damage to buildings resulting from runway operations 
noise.  In fact, several studies of the effects of noise on historic properties located in high 
aircraft noise zones have found that vibration resulting from the activities of tour groups 
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Comment # Commenter 
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and even vacuuming, generated more structural vibration than was being generated by 
aircraft noise (NRC/NAS, 1977; National Aeronautics and Space Administration [NASA], 
1976; NASA, 1978).  Subsonic sound of less than 130 dB is highly unlikely to damage 
structural elements (Sutherland, 1990). Despite this, vibrations from flight operations may 
lead to increased rattling of structural elements adding to annoyance factors for occupants.  
For additional analysis on land use and management practices relating to noise resulting 
from flight operations, refer to Sections 7.3 (Noise) and 7.4 (Land Use)." 
 
With regards to instantaneous dB levels, please refer to the response for comment #11. 

161 3009 EJ-1 According to a study conducted by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 
(FICUN), noise levels between 65 and 70 dB DNL are compatible with educational services, 
such as schools, provided that measures are taken to provide noise level reduction in the 
buildings of 25 dB (FICUN, 1980).  Noise levels between 70 and 75 dB DNL are also 
compatible with educational services, with noise level reduction of 30 dB.  Noise levels of 
75 dB DNL and above are not considered compatible with educational services.  
 
Normal construction and renovation techniques can provide sound reduction in such 
structures.  A discussion of these methods, including cost estimates, can be found in 
“Guidelines for Sound Insulation of Residences Exposed to Aircraft Operations” prepared 
in 2005 by Wyle Labs for the Navy (available at http://www.fican.org/pdf/ 
Wyle_Sound_Insulation.pdf). However, while Congress has given the FAA the authority 
to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at noise-sensitive receptors in relation to 
airport construction or expansion, it has not given the military Services any similar general 
authority. Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund 
off-base mitigations.  
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 
 
The Air Force does not believe a Supplemental EIS is warranted on the grounds that the 
“list of preparers does not include a professional in child development.” 

162 3009 BI-2 Noise has been adequately addressed in the EIS as reviewed by the USFWS and an ESA 
Section 7 consultation with the USFWS has been conducted for potential impacts to T&E 
species.  The USFWS has concurred that BRAC activities are Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect all other sensitive species (gopher tortoises, eastern indigo snakes, burrowing owls, 
salamanders, Florida black bears, the gopher frog, etc.) besides the RCW.  Formal take for 
the RCW has been conducted via the Section 7 consultation in the form of habitat 
degradation and not in the form of noise.  The Section 7 consultation is included in 
Appendix H, Biological Resources.  
 
Suitable habitat appears to outweigh any negative influences associated with noise due to 
construction or military bombing.  Observations have indicated that many animals become 
adapted to human activities and noises (Busnel, 1978).  Scientists who have researched the 
effects of noise on wildlife report that animals may initially react with a startle effect from 
noises, but adapt over time, so that even this behavior is eradicated (Busnel, 1978).  Based 
on the fact that the RCW population continues to grow at Eglin, including areas in close 
proximity to test areas, it appears that they have adapted to all of the noises associated 
with the military mission, including supersonic booms.     
 
Fuel issues have received a "No Effect" determination because the potential for impacting 
T&E species is remote. 

163 3009 EJ-2 Thank you for you comment; your concerns have been noted.  Environmental Justice 
issues are evaluated with a methodology that utilizes the entire county as the Region of 
Influence (ROI) and not specific locales within that ROI. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

164 3010 TR-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #135. 
165 3011 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
166 3011 LU-1 Please refer to the Okaloosa County Geographic Information System (GIS) WebGIS Site 

(http://webgis.co.okaloosa.fl.us/ocwebgisdev/).  This website provides an interactive 
map, including the proposed alternative noise contours and parcel information for the tri-
county area. 

167 3012 GE-1 The Air Force acknowledges that there will be impacts to the environment and have 
outlined those impacts in the Draft EIS.  In addition, potential mitigations for water related 
issues have been outlined in Table 2-32 under the section associated with Physical 
Resources.  
 
Based on the criteria established in Section 3.12, there are no adverse impacts to federal 
and state-listed endangered, threatened, and sensitive species; however, it should be noted 
that through avoidance and minimization measures the Air Force makes every effort to 
reduce the potential for impacts. 
 
7SFG(A) Cantonment alternative sites were established based on Narrowing Criteria that 
are described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. 

168 3012 GE-1 The Air Force acknowledges that there will be impacts to the environment with respect to 
air quality and noise and have outlined those impacts in the Draft EIS.  

169 3012 EJ-2 The Air Force interprets this comment as it relates to the possible noise effects associated 
with military training routes VR1082 and VR1085. 
 
Noise associated with the F-35 would be primarily associated with intermittent (less than 2 
per day) low-altitude overflights as opposed to continuous noise events over long periods 
of time.  Since noise associated with the F-35 is not continuous, activities would be 
minimally impacted since the duration and frequency of noise events play a role in 
determining overall impact.  Whether or not an individual becomes annoyed by a 
particular noise is highly dependent on emotional and situational variables of the listener 
as well as the physical properties of the noise. These Military Training Routes (MTRs) have 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

been in existence for a number of years and are not new to the area.   
170 3012 AQ-5 The following potential mitigations have been added to Table 2-32 under Air Quality 

section:  
 
Construction activities would employ standard management practices for construction 
such as watering of graded areas, covering of soil stockpiles, and contour grading (if 
necessary), to minimize temporary generation of dust and particulate matter. This would 
serve to minimize air emissions associated with the Proposed Action. 

171 3012 DO-11 Alternative sites were established based on Narrowing Criteria that are described in 
Sections 2.2 through 2.6.   

172 3012 GE-1 Thank you for your comment.  All Alternatives are fully considered. 
173 3012 EJ-2 Thank you for you comment; please see the response to comment #169. 
174 3012 TR-7 The Okaloosa County Transit (OCT) WAVE Express (Route 14) connects Fort Walton 

Beach with Crestview via SR 85.  OCT added a new stop on the WAVE Express at the 
Veteran’s Affairs Clinic near Eglin’s west gate on April 28, 2008.  OCT and Eglin AFB also 
operated a trial route to Eglin AFB December 4 – 15, 2006.  The trial route operated from 
the WAVE Express in Crestview with transport to the Air Force Armament Museum, then 
transferred to an Eglin Shuttle at the museum, which continued to Eglin AFB.  Stops on 
Eglin included the Medical Dental Clinic, Personnel Building, and Nomad Hall on the 33rd 
FW side.  However, no permanent routes to or within Eglin have been identified at this 
time.  The Transit Development Plan for OCT completed in 2006 does not identify transit 
projects to/within Eglin Main Base in its 10-year plan.  It is recommended by the 
consultant preparing the transportation master plan that OCT and Eglin AFB continue to 
coordinate on potential future transit improvements, including additional stops and 
potential route improvements.  Decisions currently being considered about future housing 
at Eglin AFB should also include discussions on potential provisions of transit and bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.   OCT currently supports the use of mass transit by military 
personnel by allowing them to ride for free.  All military residents, including active duty, 
retired and dependents ride for free with a military ID card. 

175 3012 TR-8 Please see the response to comment #174.  
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

176 3012 NO-2 According to a study conducted by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 
(FICUN), noise levels between 65 and 70 dB DNL are compatible with educational services, 
such as schools, provided that measures are taken to provide noise level reduction in the 
buildings of 25 dB (FICUN, 1980).  Noise levels between 70 and 75 dB DNL are also 
compatible with educational services, with noise level reduction of 30 dB.  Noise levels of 
75 dB DNL and above are not considered compatible with educational services.  
 
Normal construction and renovation techniques can provide sound reduction in such 
structures.  A discussion of these methods, including cost estimates, can be found in 
“Guidelines for Sound Insulation of Residences Exposed to Aircraft Operations” prepared 
in 2005 by Wyle Labs for the Navy (available at http://www.fican.org/pdf/ 
Wyle_Sound_Insulation.pdf). However, while Congress has given the FAA the authority 
to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at noise-sensitive receptors in relation to 
airport construction or expansion, it has not given the military Services any similar general 
authority. Nonetheless, Congress may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund 
off-base mitigations.  
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

177 3012 NO-3 Thank you for your comment; the Air Force currently utilizes a process to address noise 
complaints.  Complaints regarding aircraft should be directed to Eglin’s 96 ABW Public 
Affairs Office at (850) 882-5987 or the Command Post (after hours and weekends) at 
(850)882-4020.  

178 3012 NO-2 Thank you for your recommendations; the Air Force is currently considering several 
potential mitigations and additional mitigation measures will be considered through the 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

adaptive management process.  With regards to off-base noise impacts, while Congress has 
given the FAA authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at private 
residences and noise-sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or expansion, it 
has not given the military Services any similar general authority. Nonetheless, Congress 
may grant the Air Force specific authorization to fund off-base mitigations.  
 
Since the adaptive management approach is being adopted as part of the implementation 
for the beddown and operations of the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB, any post-ROD mitigation 
plan for its beddown and operations will need to include provisions for  monitoring noise 
post implementation and the success of the mitigations, as well as procedures for making 
necessary adaptations.   
 
Some adaptations may require additional NEPA analysis, such as those that would result 
in a substantial change to the action.  Thus, the Post-ROD mitigation plan will include an 
adaptive management program incorporating (for example) the following kinds of 
adaptive management approaches: 
 
- Noise modeling:  Supplement existing data with new noise data as it is being developed 
in the future.  Use new data to reveal and understand the potential effects of activities or 
practices that are underway, or being considered for implementation in the F-35 IJTS ramp 
up to final operational capability and there after.  Make changes to improve mitigations 
and related actions. 
- Management and oversight: Monitor and evaluate results of earlier predictions Develop 
and implement adaptations to eliminate or reduce effects.  
- New knowledge and information: Through experimentation, knowledge and information 
can be incorporated into management options and recommendations, etc. 
 
The following additional steps will also be part of the mitigation plan: identifying the type 
of monitoring for the action and each mitigation, how the monitoring will be executed, 
who will fund and oversee its implementation, and establishing the process and 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

responsibilities for identifying and making changes to the action or mitigations to 
influence beneficial results or avoid/reduce adverse ones. 

179 3012 AQ-3 Section 3.7.3 states: “Chemical releases to the environment are presented in the Hazardous 
Materials sections in Chapter 4 through 7 of this EIS…”.  The chemicals of concern were 
antimony, barium, and lead compounds.  Hazardous pollutants are regulated by point and 
area sources (such as reciprocating internal combustion engines). It was assumed that the 
Hazardous Air Pollutant levels from munitions would be insignificant and would have 
little effect on overall air quality for the Region of Influence”. 
 
Air quality analysis sections address the impacts of the Proposed Action on atmospheric 
air quality and does not evaluate the impacts to indoor air quality.  
 
The February 2007 rule that is cited establishes requirements for manufacturers to 
implement technologies in an end product to ensure that emissions from those products 
will meet standards established in the rule.  The Air Force does not fall under the 
requirements of this rule specifically but will use end products provided by the 
manufacturers that are impacted by this rule. 
 
Eglin AFB will comply with all appropriate federal and state regulations.  This is a 
requirement of their Title V permit and most states' general duty clause. 

180 3012 AQ-4 Air quality analysis sections address the impacts of the Proposed Action on atmospheric 
air quality and does not evaluate the impacts to indoor air quality.  
 
The Air Force has forwarded your recommendations regarding the LEED’s program to the 
Army Corps of Engineers 

181 3012 AQ-5 Eglin AFB is already switching to ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD).  In fact, emissions 
calculations for both permitting and emissions inventory purposes utilize ULSD as the fuel 
source. 
 
Thank you for your comments regarding the establishment of policies that all construction 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

equipment operated on the installation shall operate on a minimum of B20 fuel. Eglin EIAP 
will submit your recommendation to the 96th CEV/EM Air Quality Manager. 
 
Eglin AFB is already specifying that all new equipment meet Tier 2 specifications and 
when appropriate Tier 3 requirements will be met as well. 
 
With regards to transportation, please see the responses to comments #174 and #175.  
 
As previously mentioned the following potential mitigations will be added to Table 2-32 
under Air Quality section:  
 
Construction activities would employ standard BMPs for construction such as watering of 
graded areas, covering of soil stockpiles, and contour grading (if necessary), to minimize 
temporary generation of dust and particulate matter. This would serve to minimize air 
emissions associated with the Proposed Action.  Each of these BMPs will be used to reduce 
particulate emissions. 

182 3012 W/F-2 Potential mitigations for water related issues have been outlined in Table 2-32 under the 
section associated with Physical Resources.   

183 3012 WA-7 Potential mitigations for water related issues have been outlined in Table 2-32 under the 
section associated with Physical Resources.   

184 3012 UI-1 The Eglin Main Base Industrial Water Use Survey has been completed and the results have 
been incorporated, as appropriate, into the EIS.  Specifically, please refer to the Utilities 
Sections 4.6 and 6.6 for more information. 

185 3012 DO-12 The following additional information has been added to Section 1.4:   
 
"Air Force environmental impact analysis process regulations require the action proponent 
to prepare a mitigation plan and forward it to Headquarters (HQ), U.S. Air Force for 
review within 90 days of the signing of the Record of Decision (ROD).  Among other 
things, the mitigation plan must specifically identify each mitigation measure, how the 
measures will be executed, and who will fund and implement the mitigations.  Requiring 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

the detailed mitigation plan after the signing of the ROD enables the mitigation plan to be 
tailored precisely to the decision that is made.  In the analysis of anticipated impacts in the 
EIS, the Air Force has done its best to accurately predict potential impacts and anticipate 
future conditions using the best available information and tools at the time of analysis. 
However, given the nature of the alternatives analyzed; the dynamics surrounding Eglin 
AFB; and the likelihood that baseline conditions will have unanticipated changes, new 
information may become available, or the effectiveness of mitigation measures may be 
different than expected; adaptive management techniques are well suited to such 
circumstances.  
 
Since the adaptive management approach is being adopted as part of the implementation 
for the beddown and operations of the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB, any post-ROD mitigation 
plan for its beddown and operations will need to include provisions for monitoring noise 
post implementation and the success of the mitigations, as well as procedures for making 
necessary adaptations.   
 
Some adaptations may require additional NEPA analysis, such as those that would result 
in a substantial change to the action.  Thus, the Post-ROD mitigation plan will include an 
adaptive management program incorporating (for example) the following kinds of 
adaptive management approaches: 
 
● Noise modeling: Supplement existing data with new noise data as it is being developed 
in the future.  Use new data to reveal and understand the potential effects of activities or 
practices that are underway or being considered for implementation in the F-35 IJTS ramp 
up to final operational capability and thereafter.  Make changes to improve mitigations 
and related actions. 
● Management and oversight: Monitor and evaluate results of earlier predictions.  Develop 
and implement adaptations to eliminate or reduce effects.  
● New knowledge and information: Through experimentation, knowledge and 
information can be incorporated into management options and recommendations. 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

 
The following additional steps will also be part of the mitigation plan:  
                                                                                                                                                                    
● Identifying the type of monitoring for the action and each mitigation.  
● Delineating how the monitoring will be executed.  
● Identifying who will fund and oversee its implementation. 
● Establishing the process and responsibilities for identifying and making changes to the 
action or mitigations to influence beneficial results or avoid/reduce adverse ones.” 

186 4006 LU-3 Thank you for your comments; your concerns have been noted.  Please see the responses to 
comments #39 and #40. 
 
Please note that the accompanying map submitted with the comment showing the middle 
section of the Florida Trail (Map 3 – “03-EglinNorth_2007.pdf”) shows the trail off-base 
following Hwy 90 to Crestview then down Hwy 85.  However, GIS data obtained from 
Eglin’s Natural Resources Branch and personnel communication verifies that the Florida 
Trail does occur on Eglin in the vicinity of the 7SFG(A) Cantonment and Range Alternative 
3 area as stated in associated comments and potential impacts will be mitigated as stated in 
comment response #39. 

187 4006 LU-3 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #32. 
188 4006 LU-2 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #33. 
189 4007 NO-6 Any information provided to the public prior to release of the Draft EIS was for scoping 

purposes solely.   
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.22, the best available noise source data was used for 
analysis.  Noise source data utilized in performing the noise modeling analysis were 
results of actual testing of the F-35 AA1 model, which occurred in April 2008.  The noise 
modeling data was used to develop alternatives presented during the scoping process as 
well as in the Draft EIS. 
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 

Response 
Code Response 

Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

190 4007 DO-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the response to comment #12. 
191 4007 LU-4 Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 

Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

192 4008 LU-1 Thank you for your comment; please refer to the response for comment #84. 
193 4008 NP-4 Thank you for your comment; please refer to the response for comment #84. 
194 4008 DO-1 Thank you for your comment; please see the responses to comments #195 and #199. 
195 4008 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB.  

Even assuming Eglin had the space to put runway and support activities elsewhere on the 
Reservation, that endeavor would not be in line with the guiding principles of the BRAC 
process. The guiding principles of the process included advancing jointness and Total 
Force capability; eliminating excess capacity, redundancy, and duplication; achieving 
synergies; reducing costs by increasing effectiveness, efficiency, and interoperability; and 
exploiting best business practices.  A detailed discussion of this process and how it 
resulted in the proposed action and alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully 
described at Section 2.5 of this EIS and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), 
Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC Process for JSF IJTS.  
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
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Air Force Response to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment # Commenter 
ID # 
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management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

196 4008 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. 

197 4008 DO-1 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of this EIS 
and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. 

198 4008 DO-9 The basic unit of the Air Force is the squadron. A squadron may be a mission unit or a 
functional unit and may vary in size according to its responsibility.  The composition of a 
squadron is determined by the type of airplane it operates and the nature of its mission.  
This IJTS represents approximately a third of the DoD JSF training complement. This 
equates to three Air Force squadrons each with 24 Primary Assigned Aircraft (PAA), one 
U.S. Marine Corps Fleet Replacement Squadron, with 20 aircraft, and one U.S. Navy Fleet 
Replacement Squadron with 15 aircraft. (The PAA are those that have flying hours and 
personnel associated with them.)  The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand 
up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in 
the proposed action and alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at 
Section 2.5 of the EIS and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, 
Summary of BRAC Process for JSF IJTS. 

199 4008 DO-10 The BRAC 2005 process resulted in the decision to stand up the JSF IJTS at Eglin AFB. A 
detailed discussion of this process and how it resulted in the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is more fully described at Section 2.5 of the EIS 
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and Appendix A, Volume III (Comment Responses), Addendum 1, Summary of BRAC 
Process for JSF IJTS. 
 
Building a new runway in the interior of the Eglin Reservation at this time would interfere 
with existing missions. Additionally, such an action would not be in line with the guiding 
principles of the BRAC process. The guiding principles of the process included advancing 
jointness and Total Force capability; eliminating excess capacity, redundancy, and 
duplication; achieving synergies; reducing costs by increasing effectiveness, efficiency, and 
interoperability; and exploiting best business practices.  

200 4008 GE-1 Thank you for your comment; the Air Force acknowledges the noise increase as stated in 
the EIS. 
 
Noise mitigation measures included in the alternatives are discussed in Section 7.3.5 
Mitigation.  Additional mitigation measures will be considered through the adaptive 
management process.  Developments regarding the F-35 aircraft, the training syllabus, and 
the delivery schedule or other new information could warrant changes to operational 
procedures, source location, and/or provide additional noise mitigation measures. Should 
the adaptive management process demonstrate that changes outside what has been 
analyzed in the EIS are warranted, additional NEPA analysis would occur. 

201 4008 NO-2 Thank you for your comment; please refer to the response for comment #84. 
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The selection of Eglin AFB, and furthermore, Eglin Main as the main operating base for 
the JSF F-35 Program is the result of multiple narrowing processes and criteria.  A 
summary of the following information has been added to Section 2.5 to further explain 
and clarify this selection process. 
 
An Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) memo dated 19 May 2003 directed “that the 
selection process for the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF - Initial Training Site be conducted 
within the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process initiated by the 
Secretary of Defense.” (Aldridge, 2003).  The OSD felt that utilization of the BRAC 
process to establish the JSF beddown, rather than a more typical legacy aircraft 
beddown process, would be more efficient and effective.  The memo stated: 
 

Utilizing the BRAC 2005 process will allow the selection of the Initial Training 
Site to be fully integrated into that process, providing the opportunity to make the 
most efficient and effective use of the capacity and capabilities of the enduring 
base structure that will result from the BRAC 2005 process. 

 
Consequently, as part of the planning process for submitting recommendations to the 
BRAC Commission, the Secretary of Defense established the Education and Training 
Joint Cross-Service Group (E&T JCSG). This Group was chartered to conduct a review 
of Department of Defense (DoD) common, business-oriented education and training 
functions, which included Flight Training (E&T JCSG, 2005) as required by PL 101-50 
Section 2903(c)(5), as amended. The group performed a detailed analysis of existing 
education and training capacity using certified data and developed recommendations 
that best satisfied current and future DoD requirements.  The Overarching Strategy for 
the E&T JCSG’s host base candidate recommendations emphasized several key guiding 
principles to include in the analysis to develop these candidate recommendations.  
Several underlying key strategies were also identified by subgroups in order to assist in 
candidate recommendations: 

 
Training is a force multiplier that supports Total Force capability. The E&T 
JCSG’s fundamental objective was to ensure that the department maintained 
availability of world class training to enhance force readiness. The E&T members 
established general guiding principles which formed their overarching strategy for 
the entire process. These guiding principles included: 

● Advance jointness and Total Force capability 

● Eliminate excess capacity, redundancy, and duplication 

● Achieve synergies 

● Reduce costs by increasing effectiveness, efficiency and interoperability 

● Exploit best business practices 
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Each subgroup developed strategies that supported E&T JCSG overarching 
principles and helped guide E&T JCSG scenario development, deliberation and 
declaration of candidate recommendations (CRs). Subgroup strategies were as 
follows: 

● Flight Training 
○ Move toward fewer, more joint bases  

○ Position DoD to conduct similar UFT across services with 
common aircraft 

○ Enhance jointness while preserving Service-unique training and 
culture 

● Professional Development Education 
○ Transfer appropriate functions to the private sector 

○ Create Joint Centers of Excellence for common functions 

○ Balance Joint with Service competencies across PME Spectrum 
 

● Ranges & Collective Training Capability 
○ Establish cross functional/service regional range complexes 

○ Preserve irreplaceable, one-of-a-kind facilities 

○ Create new range capabilities for emerging joint needs  

● Specialized Skill Training 
○ Create Centers of Excellence for common functions 

○ Rely on private sector for appropriate technical training 

○ Preserve opportunities for continuing Service acculturation 
 

The Flight Training (FT) Subgroup assessed sites for the JSF graduate-level IJTS. The 
E&T JCSG performed initial screening of installations and then used two primary 
analyses to further identify suitable sites for the JSF: (1) capacity analysis and 
(2)  military value analysis.  The JCSG used Military Value as the primary consideration, 
while balancing other selection criteria and the future force structure, to evaluate 
realignment and closure recommendations.  
 
In the capacity analysis, the subgroups focused on each installation’s existing capability 
to perform specific functions.  Each subgroup calculated physical and operational 
capacity for functions using defined attributes and metrics.  In the basing criteria for the 
JSF, the subgroup established criteria for the Main Operating Base runway and for 
auxiliary runways. The Main Operating Base is the location where the aircraft would be 
launched and recovered; where aircraft maintenance would occur; where the school 
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house would be located; where the logistical support would be; and where the ramp for 
nighttime beddown would be.  Auxiliary airfields, on the other hand, do not need to 
meet the same requirements as the Main Operating Base.  For the JSF, the auxiliary field 
would need to minimally have an 8,000-feet-by-150-feet runway, air traffic control, and 
crash and rescue support. Details of the subgroup’s criteria and the analysis are found 
in the E&T JCSG BRAC Report, Volume VI, Appendix A: Capacity Analysis Report to 
the Infrastructure Steering Group, 20 April 2005 (available on the Internet at 
http://www.brac.gov/finalreport.html).  
 

FT Subgroup capacity analysis measured runway, airspace, ramp space and 
groundtraining facilities that support fixed and rotary wing flight training 
operations. It is based on existing/approved curriculum requirements, existing 
infrastructure, and FY 2004 obligated military construction funding. Metrics 
and analysis calculations were based on aircraft currently assigned to a particular 
base. 
 
The two primary resources the E&T JCSG FT Subgroup measured are: 1) 
runway(s) and, 2) airspace capacity. FT Subgroup used the methodology 
described in FAA Advisory Circular 150.5060-5, “Airport Capacity and Delay 
Manual” as their basis to calculate runway capacity for fixed-wing aircraft. This 
methodology defines the number of runway operations users could conduct 
during daylight hours over the course of a year. The approach accounts for 
weather conditions, the number and configuration of runways (main and 
outlying fields), the mix of aircraft, and the percentage of touch-and-go operations 
at home station and auxiliary fields. FT Subgroup calculated airspace 
requirements based on training events in each flying training syllabus to 
determine, as a function of student throughput, the number and size of dedicated 
blocks of airspace required for each type of training event (e.g., contact, formation 
flying, etc.). This approach summed dedicated airspace required to perform all 
flying events and compared this area (sq. nm as “shadow on the ground”) with 
the available Special Use Airspace controlled/scheduled by the installation. Due to 
the fact a single block of airspace may support many types of training events 
during a single day, there is no viable way to calculate a fixed Maximum 
Potential Capacity for airspace. Instead FT determined Maximum Capacity using 
a time component (11- hour window for each of the 244 student training days 
each year) and airspace requirement relationship for syllabus-driven and overhead 
training events. An increase in the number of flight hours (over 11 hours per day) 
or number of days dedicated to flight training (over 244 days per academic year) 
would decrease the number of blocks of airspace, and subsequently the amount of 
airspace required for a specific syllabus objective when measured for a set number 
of students. Given the notion that the combination of training events a given 
block of airspace could accommodate is infinite, the group was unable to 
distinguish an upper limiting factor to determine Maximum Potential Capacity. 
Prudent scheduling may well result in more training without a commensurate 
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increase in special use airspace. That said, it is important to note the amount of 
airspace and its location relative to the main operating base are important 
considerations because safety demands most flying events take place during 
daylight hours. This combination of factors may limit the ability to “grow” UFT 
units at a location where there is abundant excess parking apron and runway 
capacity but limited airspace. 

 
The subgroup noted the importance of considering the amount of airspace and its 
location relative to the Main Operating Base in the analysis.  One of the airspace criteria 
included a desired distance of less than 120 nautical miles (NM) from the Main 
Operating Base.  Other airspace criteria considered the distance to air refuel tracks from 
the Main Operating Base and the number of low level routes (with a minimum of two 
required).   
 
Secondary resources measured included ramp area (space for 140 aircraft) and ground 
training facilities.  Ground training facilities criteria consisted of the number of 
simulators and classroom facilities and their design capacity for maximum student 
population. 

 
Two secondary resources FT Subgroup measured are; 1) Ramp (Apron) Area and, 
2) Ground Training Facilities. FT Subgroup defined Ramp Capacity in square 
yards of usable ramp space. Capacity calculations compared total area available 
with area required to accommodate the “footprint” (parked and taxi operations) 
for aircraft assigned to an installation. FT Subgroup divided Ground Training 
Facilities into two categories: 1) Classrooms and 2) Simulators. Capacity 
calculations were based on the number of facilities and their design capacity 
(maximum student population). This approach summed the requirements over all 
events for the planned student throughput requirement and compared this 
requirement with available resources. 

 
For the capacity analysis, the Flight Training subgroup evaluated 965 airfields in the 
continental United States to determine those best suited to perform the JSF training 
mission.  Using Service-endorsed JSF basing criteria to screen and identify airfields, the 
subgroup identified installations that met basic infrastructure criteria and warranted 
further analysis (E&T JCSG, 2005).  Most of the airfields (934) were eliminated from 
consideration as the Main Operating Base based on one or more of the following (E&T 
JCSG, 2005): 
 

“The FT Subgroup used Service-endorsed criteria derived from a base selection 
matrix developed by the Joint Program Office to guide the search for the location 
to nominate as the best place to host JSF Initial Joint Training unit(s). FT 
evaluated 3,318 airfields named in the DoD Airfield Suitability, and 
Requirements Report (965 of which lay within the Continental US). FT 
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eliminated 3,287 airfields from consideration based on one or more of the 
following: 
 

1) Airfield does not lay within the Continental United States 
2) Airfield designated Civilian, Air National Guard, or Air Reserve use 
3) Airfield elevation is higher than 3,000 feet mean sea level 
4) Airfield main runway is less than 8,000 feet 
5) No second runway or second runway is less than 8,000 feet 
6) Airfield is greater than 550 nautical miles from the coastline 
7) Traditional weather is less than 3,000/3 more than 200 days a year”  
[if the ceiling is less than 3,000 feet and visibility is less than 
3 statute miles for more than 200 days a year] 

 
The remaining 31 airfields meet basic infrastructure criteria to host the JSF 
training mission but, based on military judgment, the present mission at the 
following 20 bases make nomination to host the initial JSF Schoolhouse in the 
near term imprudent or infeasible. 
 
Altus AFB    Strategic Airlift (C-17) Training Base 
Andrews AFB   Proximity to DC as DV Airlift Mission 
Brunswick NAS   Poor weather conditions 
Cherry Point MCAS   Operational AV-8B, C-130, and EA-6B Base 
China Lake NAWS   Test & Evaluation Center 
Dover AFB    Strategic Airlift Hub 
Lemoore NAS    Operational Fixed-/Rotary-wing Base 
Luke AFB    Fighter (F-16) Training Center 
McConnell AFB   Operational KC-135 Tanker Base 
Miramar MCAS   Operational Fixed-/Rotary-wing Base 
Nellis AFB    Operational Fighter/Exercise Base 
Oceana NAS    Operational (F/A-18/F-14) Base 
Patuxent River NAS   Test & Evaluation Center 
Randolph AFB   Pilot Instructor Training Base 
Scott AFB    Headquarters TRANSCOM/AMC 
Sheppard AFB   Euro-NATO Joint Jet Pilot Training (Treaty Limited) 
Tinker AFB    Major Depot, Operational AWACS/TACAMO Base 
Travis AFB    Strategic Airlift Hub 
Whidbey Island NAS   Operational Fixed-/Rotary-wing Base 
Yuma MCAS    Joint Civil-use Airfield” 

 
This screening left 11 airfields, including Eglin AFB, which were subject to more 
detailed analysis.  The Services requested that four additional candidates be added back 
to the list for a total of 15 candidate airfields for detailed analysis. 
 

The first 11 installations listed below, represent the remaining candidates for the 
Joint Strike Fighter Initial Training Site and formed the universe for more 
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detailed analysis. In addition, the Services requested that MCAS Cherry Point, 
MCAS Yuma, Sheppard AFB and Randolph AFB be included for a total of 15 as 
possible candidates.  
 
MCAS Beaufort  NAS Meridian  Vance AFB   MCAS Yuma 
Moody AFB   Eglin AFB   NAS Pensacola  Sheppard AFB  
Shaw AFB   Laughlin AFB  Tyndall AFB   MCAS Cherry Point  
NAS Kingsville  Columbus AFB  Randolph AFB 

 
The FT Subgroup’s Military Value Analysis focused on comparing DoD installations’ 
suitability to host flight training subfunctions including the JSF Graduate-level Initial 
Joint Training Site.  The DoD’s 12 current primary flight training installations and all 
bases that could reasonably accept the JSF training missions were targeted. Survey 
questions were developed in order to encapsulate specific information on each 
installation as it related to six comprehensive global attributes. The six attributes 
included: Airfield Capacity, Weather, Environment, Quality of Life, Managed Training 
Areas, and Ground Training Facilities.  Each installation was then assigned a final 
ranking from most-to-least desirable.  FT then provided a final summary of the Results 
of Analysis: 
 

The FT Subgroup was able to compile a useful measure of merit regarding 
Military Value of training installations. Since there are no installations that host 
JSF training, the Flight Training subgroup evaluated 965 airfields within 
CONUS against criteria developed by the Joint Strike Fighter Program Office for 
the Initial Training Site. Of the 31 bases that met the initial criteria, 20 were 
eliminated using military judgment. The Services subsequently requested 4 of the 
eliminated bases (based on military judgment) be reconsidered and included in the 
list of 11 remaining bases. Eglin AFB received the highest military value score for 
the list of 15 bases “best” suited for hosting the Initial Joint Training Site for the 
JSF. 

 
The final recommendation from the JCSG and what became official on November 9, 
2005, was to realign a number of bases by relocating a sufficient number of instructor 
pilots, operations support personnel, maintenance support personnel, front-line and 
instructor-qualified maintenance technicians, and logistics support personnel to stand 
up the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy portions of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) 
Initial Joint Training Site at Eglin AFB. 
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