Executive Summary

ES.1 Type of Report

This Find Environmenta Impact Statement (FEIS) evduates the potentid environmenta
consequences of the Department of the Navy’s (the Navy’ s) proposed action to provide
facilities and functions to sypport the homebasing and operation of the new F/A-18 E/F (Super
Hornet) aircraft. These aircraft are planned for assgnment to the Atlantic Fleet to replace the
F-14 (Tomcat) and earlier model F/A-18 C/D (Hornet) aircraft. This document presents the
environmental consequences associated with the aircraft operations, personne transition, and
new congtruction or renovation of structures to accommodate the introduction of the Super
Hornet aircraft.

This FEIS was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Nationd
Environmenta Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969; the Council on Environmenta Quality regulaions
implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] 1500-1508); and Navy
procedures for implementing NEPA (32 C.F.R. 775). The Navy islead agency for the
proposed action, with the Federal Aviation Adminigtration (FAA) and the Department of the

Air Force (Air Force) serving as cooperating agencies.

ES.2 Description of the Proposed Action
The proposed action isto provide facilities and functions to support the homebasing and

operation of 10 Super Hornet fleet squadrons (120 aircraft) and one Fleet Replacement Squad-
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ron (FRS) (24 aircraft) on the East Coast of the United States. These aircraft would replace
the Tomcat and earlier-mode Hornet aircraft. The introduction of the Super Hornet into the
Atlantic Fleet would meet the need of Naval Aviation for upgraded aircraft with increased range
and endurance, the ability to carry heavier payloads, features that enhance survivability, and the
flexibility to incorporate future systems and technologies to meet emerging thrests. In imple-
menting the proposed action, the Navy must ensure that adequate hangar, training, maintenance,
and personnel support facilities are available to meet production and ddivery schedules.

In addition, with the aging inventory of remaining Hornet squadrons, the Navy will im-
plement areduction in the number of aircraft in each of the Atlantic Fleet Hornet squadrons over
the period between 2000 and 2010. By 2010, the number of aircraft in each Hornet squadron
will be reduced from 12 to 10, and the Hornet FRS will be reduced from 38 to 21. With the
trangtion of some of the Hornet squadrons to Super Hornet squadrons, atotal of eight Hornet
fleet squadrons will operatein the Atlantic Fleet by 2010. The net result of the Super Hornet
sguadron trangtion and the reduction in Hornet aircraft will be a decrease in the number of
fighter arcraft assigned to the Atlantic Hleet. A totd of 215 Tomcat and Hornet aircraft will be
replaced by 144 Super Hornet aircraft.

ES.3 Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Homebasing Alternatives

The Navy developed eight homebasing dternatives for detailed andyssin the Environ-
menta Impact Statement (E1S). From among these eight dternatives, two are identified as pre-
ferred dterndivesin thisFEIS: Alternative 4A (ALT 4A) with anew Outlying Landing FHed
(OLF), and Alternative 6 (ALT 6) with anew OLF.

ALT 4A would homebase six Super Hornet fleet squadrons and the FRS at NAS
Oceanaand four fleet squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point, and develop a new OLF between the
two stes. ALT 6 would homebase eight Super Hornet fleet squadrons and the FRS at NAS
Oceana and two fleet squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point, and develop anew OLF between the

two dites.
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Both dternatives homebase a mgority of fleet squadrons at NAS Oceana, thereby op-
timizing Super Hornet readiness and efficiency of operations through economies of scaein sup-
port, training, and personne requirements. The dua- Sting dternatives distribute the beneficid
as well asthe negative impacts of the proposed action between two locations. The Navy care-
fully weighed dl of these congderations in determining preferred aternatives for homebasing the
Super Hornet squadrons.

Preferred OLF Site
Congtruction and operation of an additional OLF isbeing consdered if dl or amgority

of the Super Hornet squadrons are homebased at NAS Oceana to provide operationd flexibil-
ity and to mitigate noise (ALT 1, 4B, and 6). An OLF isrequired under ALT 2, 4A, 5A, or 5B
where four or more of the Super Hornet squadrons are homebased at MCAS Cherry Point.
An OLF isrequired if the Super Hornets are sngle-sited at MCAS Beaufort (AL T 3), and &-
ther an OLF or pardle runway isrequired if the Super Hornets are dual-sited with another air
dation (ALT 4B or 5B).

The Navy's preferred OLF location, under homebasing dternativesinvolving NAS
Oceana and/or MCAS Cherry Point, is Site C, in Washington County, North Carolina This
steislocated between NAS Oceanaand MCAS Cherry Point and could be used by aircraft
from both homebasing locations.

The proposed OLF will dlow the Navy to mobilize carrier-based forces more quickly,
safely, and efficiently in response to emerging world Stuations. The projected annua operations
modeled by NASMOD and used in this EI'S represent the annua average operations based on
past carrier deployment schedules.  However, the rapidly changing Strategic environment
emerging from the globa war on terrorism and the campaignsin Afghanistan and Irag requires
Navd forcesthat can ddliver persstent, credible combat power through both rotationd de-
ployments and surge readiness. Sgnificant operationa difficulties are encountered at NALF
Fentress when more than one carrier air wing and an FRS require Fidld Carrier Landing Prac-
tice (FCLP) training. In recent years, such convergences of schedules have created Situations
where NALF Fentress could not accommodate dl FCLP requirements. Extensive and costly

measures were required to ensure al aircrew were properly trained. Conducting FCLP training

02:001509_LDO1_01_90-B1115 ES-3
ExecSum_FEIS.doc-7/18/03



at other locations sgnificantly disrupts norma operations at those facilities, presents an addi-
tiona hardship on personnd (and their families) about to deploy for an extended period of time,
and places severe gtrain on logistical support lines. Additiondly, encroachment and other re-
gtrictions on operations at these exigting facilities degrade FCLP training.

In May 2003, the Navy developed a new inter-deployment readiness profile, the "Heet
Response Concept" (FRC), that will improve the Navy’ s speed of response to world events.
The FRC is currently being developed into a Heet Response Plan (FRP). When implemented,
the FRP will modify current ship and squadron operating cycles by adjusting maintenance inter-
vas aong with training and manpower processes to increase unit availability for surge opera
tions--that i, building the long-term ingtitutiond capability to support a rapid, massive build-up
in deployed Naval forces.

The FRP will regpportion existing assets and funding to prepare Nava forcesin amore
efficient manner while dlowing greeter flexibility for surge operations.  As currently envisoned,
FRP will be implemented with no increase in force structure and with little or no additiond op-
erationd funding. Therefore, it is anticipated that there will be minima change to the total num-
ber of flight operations a the homebase and supporting OLFs.

If the Navy is ordered to surge multiple aircraft carriers and their associated carrier air
wings, there will be a concentrated period of higher operationd tempo, including FCLP and
other flight operations, as squadrons prepare to deploy, followed immediately by a correspond-
ing decrease in such operations once those forces deploy. During these surge periods, existing
facilities do not have the capacity to meet the Atlantic Fleet’s FCLP requirements efficiently.

The intengity, duration, and timing of surge operations are impossible to predict, thereby
making them unsuitable for incdluson in an EIS. However, in the wake of operations Enduring
Freedom and Iragi Freedom, the Navy isingitutionalizing surge readiness as a part of the
emerging nationd defense strategy. Therefore, the impacts of these surges must be considered
when deciding whether an OLF should be constructed for F/A-18 Super Hornet homebasing
dternatives thet involve NALF Fentress.

In addition to “surge” scheduling conflicts, weether, fidld repairs, and locdly imposed
mitigation further limit and degrade optima FCLP training at NALF Fentress. Because of loca
encroachment, the pattern dtitude at NALF Fentress is 800 feet as opposed to 600 feet as
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flown at the aircraft carrier. For the same reason, the abeam position for FCLP conducted on
Runway 23 at NALF Fentressis approximately 2.1 nautical miles (NM) as opposed to 1.3 to
1.5NM asflown at the carrier. Resdentid lighting from the increasing population around
NALF Fentress further degrades night FCLP training. Residentia growth trends around NALF
Fentress will make these problems worse. Between 1990 and 2000, the population density
within a5-mile radius of NALF Fentress increased 44% (20,402 to 29,442; see Figure G-2in
Appendix G). The proposed OLF will dlow for FCLP training in an environment free from
such limitations, dlowing the Navy to “train aswefight.” With respect to the preferred aterna-
tives, this OLF will aso provide important noise mitigation &t MCAS Cherry Point and NAS
Oceana by absorbing surge FCLP requirements and dlowing FCLP operationsto end eaxlier in
the evening a dl locations and in dl circumstances.

Easly accessible from both NAS Oceanaand MCAS Cherry Point, an OLF con
dructed a Site C will give the Navy critica operationd flexibility and enhanced responsiveness
to meet emergent threats to the nationa security. While this EIS addresses Super Hornet op-
erational requirements and their impacts, the Navy recognizes that future aircraft (manned and
unmanned) will require Smilar remote training Stes. Encroachment evident on the three home-
basing sites consdered in this document, as well as around NALF Fentress, requires the Navy
to look to less densaly populated areas for its training needs. Because of its low population
density, compatible land uses, and central |ocation between MCAS Cherry Point and NAS
Oceana, an OLF located at Site C provides the greatest potentid as avauable training asset for

current and future years.

ES.4 Homebasing Alternatives Development

The operationd criteriafor homebasing Super Hornet squadrons assigned to the Atlan
tic Fleet were developed by the Commander, Naval Air Force, U.S. Atlantic Flest, in January
2000 (U.S. Department of the Navy 2000a) and are shown in Table ES-1. In developing a-
ternative sites for implementing this action, the Navy consdered: (1) the type and tempo of an+
nua arcraft operations that would occur at the home air station and military training aress; (2)

the need to relocate or trangtion aircrews and maintenance personnd and families, and (3) the
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need to undertake new construction or renovation of structures to support the Super Hornet
arcraft.

Certain operationd criteriawere used to identify those air stations on the East Coast
that would be suitable for Super Hornet operations. The remaining operationd criteria were
designed to develop and evauate homebasing dternatives from among the identified suitable air
gations. Consequently, the operational criteria can be grouped into three generd categories:

# Requirementsfor the homebase location and layout;
# Operationa readiness requirements of the Super Hornet squadrons; and

# Operationd support facilities required of the homebase.

These criteria were endorsed by the Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet (U.S.
Department of the Navy 2000b) and approved by the Chief of Nava Operations (U.S. De-
partment of the Navy 2000c).

Using the operationd criteriashown in Table ES-1, the Navy conducted aninitid and a
secondary sSite screening process to identify a homebase that could support the Super Hornet
squadrons. The Navy initidly identified 77 air facilities dong the East Coadt that had the poten+
tid to accommodate the Super Hornet aircraft. The potential to accommodate the Super Hor-
net principaly meant the presence of an exiding arfield a the Ste. Application of the opera
tiond criteria requiring unrestricted tempo of operations and compatibility with the Super Hornet
operations to these 77 potential receiving Stes resulted in the diminaion of former military ar
facilities, some of which accommodate both civilian and Air National Guard operations. Of the
other U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) ingdlations that remained for further evaluation,
Navy and Marine Corps facilities were determined to be the most compatible with and/or
adaptable to the introduction of the Super Hornet squadrons on the East Coast. Facilities oper-
ated by the Army were diminated from further consideration because they generdly have mini-
mal supporting arfield infrastructure and facilities. Conversgon of Army facilities, smilar to con-
gruction of anew air sation, would be cost prohibitive given the number of exigting, viable
homebasing sites. Severd Air Force inddlations wereinitidly congdered potential homebase
dternatives because tactica arcraft operations conducted by the Air Force are smilar, in some
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respects, to those conducted by the Navy. However, after further evaluation, the Air Force
determined that existing Air Force indalations on the East Coast were not available to accom-
modate the Super Hornet operationd criteria (U.S. Department of the Air Force 2001a).

Table ES-1 Criteria for Selecting a Receiving Air Station for Homebasing Super
Hornet Squadrons

Category \ Criteria Definition of Each Criterion

Requirements for the | # Distance to carrier operating area | # Less than 500 nautical miles (NM)
Homebase L ocation

and Layout # Fied devation # No more than 1,000 feet above mean sea
level (MSL)
# Training airspace and ranges # Maximum distance to training ranges of 120
NM

# Minimum training range Size of 50 by 80 NM
of special-use airspace (SUA)

# Air-to-air range requirements - training be-
tween 5,000 and 50,000 ft MSL

# Air-to-ground range requirements - minimum
altitude of greater than 18,000 ft MSL

# Allow smulated and/or actual weapons re-
leases

# Multiple runways # Primary runway - minimum length of
9,000 ft

# Secondary runway - minimum length of
6,500 ft

# Prefer runway parale to the primary run-
way
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Table ES-1 Criteria for Selecting a Receiving Air Station for Homebasing Super
Hornet Squadrons

Operational Readiness | # Unrestricted tempo of operations | # Absence of routine shut down of normal op-

Requirements of the erations
Super Hornet Squad- # Minimize disruptions by civilian air traffic
rons # Absence of concurrent training command

operations and predominant
helicopter/land-based/propeller-
driven/transport aircraft use

# 24-hour operations # Accommaodate 24-hour operations without
restricting normal traffic flow

# Unrestricted Field Carrier Lang- | # Capability to conduct 24-hour operations

ing Practice (FCLP) on Station without restricting normal traffic
or a an Outlying Landing Fied # Capability to conduct FCLP operations with
(OLF) aleft-hand pattern at the facility or OLF

# Compatibility with airfield opera- | # Similar aircraft performance and flight pat-
tions terns

# Absence of trainer aircraft operations

# Absence of large-scale commercia or civil-
ian aircraft operations

Operationa Support # Aircraft operationa support fa- # Runways (primary, secondary, parallel/

Facilities cilities OLF)

Precision approach capability

Combat aircraft loading area

Separate hangar modules

Hot pit and truck refueling capability

T = W

Tk

# Training facilities Strike Fighter Weapons Training School
Aircraft smulators
# Nava Air Maintenance Training Detach-

ment

B~

# Aircraft maintenance facilities # Organizational; intermediate-level (three or
more squadrons); depot-level

# Supply fecilities # Warehouse, storage

# Personnd support facilities # Medical/dentad, recreational, etc.
# Bachelor and family housing # On- and off-gtation

# Utilities # Water, wastewater, etc.
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Fifty-seven facilities were diminated from further consderation after the primary screen
ing. The remaining 20 Navy and Marine Corps ingtd lations were then subjected to a secondary
screening process involving the application of location and layout criteria. The remaining potent
tid homebase Stes were then evauated againgt the operationa readiness criteria. Potentia
homebasing stes that faled to meet the unrestricted tempo of operations and operationa com-
patibility criteriawere diminated from further consideration in this EI'S because the homebase
needs to provide the conditions necessary to safely conduct training for the aircraft type and
misson. Asaresult, only NAS Oceana was found to meet al of the location, layout, and op-
erationa readiness criteria. Two of the air gations, MCAS Cherry Point and MCAS Beaufort,
met three of the four criteria. These stations could not accommodete the unrestricted Field Car-
rier Landing Practice (FCLP) operations at the homebase; however, an OLF could be furnished
or achieved at a reasonable cost to make these stations adequate as potentia homebasing alter-
natives. Thus, the following three air stations were selected for further andysis as homebasing
gte dternativesin thisEIS:

# NAS Oceang, VirginiaBeach, Virginig;
# MCAS Cherry Point, Havelock, North Caroling; and

# MCAS Beaufort, Beaufort, South Caralina

Initidly, the Navy believed that NAS Meridian had potential as a Super Hornet home-
basing site even though the secondary screening process reveaed concerns about operationd
tempo impacts from the existing training misson and access to training ranges and airspace.
NAS Meridianisthe Navy's premier initid jet training ingtdlation. Itslocation and cagpabilities
provide theided training ground for Navy and Marine Corps strike aviators before they move
ontofleet arcraft. Therefore, theloss of NAS Meridian as atraining station would have a
negative impact on Nava Aviation. That fact, combined with the operational constraints associ-
ated with the gation’ s exidting training misson and the limitations of the surrounding airgpace
and training ranges for Super Hornet operations, resulted in the determination that NAS Merid-
ian not be further considered as a homebase for the Super Hornet squadrons.
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The Navy conddered eight Siting dternatives and a“no-action” dterndive. Intidly, the
preference was to single site dl Super Hornet squadrons for operationd, training, manning,
maintenance, and logidtica reasons. Single-Siting takes maximum advantage of vauable and
scarce resources (e.g., aircraft, parts, equipment, and manpower) and synergy (i.e., theinterre-
lationship of various functions associated with training, mantenance, and logistics) between flegt
sguadrons and the FRS. Dud-siting would require some duplication of resources, however,
advantages addressing noise and air emisson impacts would be redlized. Dud-gting dterna-
tives were developed based on the Navy’ s preference to homebase squadrons assigned to the
same carrier arwing together and also to co-locate the FRS at the same homebase as the pre-
dominant number of fleet squadrons. Multiple-siting dternatives (e.g., homebasing aircraft at
more than two locations) are consdered unacceptable due to high costs in infrastructure, sup-
port equipment, and personnel aswell as negative impacts to operationa synergy. Three Sngle-
gting dterretives and five dud-gting dternatives were devel oped, as follows:

# Alternative (ALT) 1: All 10 fleet squadrons and the FRS would be Stationed at
NAS Oceana.

# ALT 2 All 10 fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at MCAS Cherry
Point.

# ALT 3. All 10 fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at MCAS Bealr
fort. In order to accommodate all Super Hornet squadrons at MCAS Beaufort, ex-
isting Marine Corps assets would be transferred to MCAS Cherry Point. The ma-
jority of appropriated fund employees at MCAS Beaufort would remain after the
Marine Corps rel ocated.

# ALT 4A: Six fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at NAS Oceana,
and the remaining four fleet squadrons would be stationed at MCAS Cherry Point.

# ALT 4B: Six fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at NAS Oceana,
and the remaining four fleet squadrons would be stationed at MCAS Beaufort.

# ALT 5A: Six fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at MCAS Cherry
Point, and the remaining four fleet squadrons would be stationed at NAS Oceana.

# ALT 5B: Six fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at MCAS Cherry
Point, and the remaining four fleet squadrons would be stationed at MCAS Beaur
fort.
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# ALT 6. Eight fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at NAS Oceana,
and the remaining two fleet squadrons would be stationed at MCAS Cherry Point.

Under each of the siting aternatives, the Tomcat squadrons and some of the Hornet
squadrons would trangtion from NAS Oceana. In addition, the two Navy Hornet squadrons,
currently based at MCAS Beaufort, would be relocated with the remaining Hornet squadrons at
NAS Oceana if any of the Super Hornet squadrons are ationed at MCAS Beaufort (ALT 3,
4B, or 5B).

ES.5 Assessment of Required Homebasing Facility
Components

Specific operationd support facility criteria unique to homebasing the Super Hornet
squadrons were aso developed (U.S. Department of the Navy 2000a). As shown in Table
ES-1, thefacility components necessary to accommodate the Super Hornet aircraft for each
gting dternative would include facilities for aircraft operations, training, maintenance, supply,
and personnel support; bacheor and family housing; and utilities.

The support facilities available at each dternative receiving Ste were assessed in terms
of existing use, condition, and capacity to determine whether new construction or renovation
was needed. The adequacy, deficiency, or excesses of each facility were assessed using the
guiddines contained in Facility Planning Criteria for Navy and Marine Corps Shore Instal-
lations, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) P-80. The new condruction
and retrofitting that would be required at each aterndtive recalving air sation is summarized as

follows

# NASOceana: To homebasedl the fleet squadrons and the FRS a NAS Oceana
(ALT 1), the Navy would need to ingdl a Hight Line Electrica Distribution System
(FLEDS) on a portion of the existing aircraft parking gopron, retrofit three of the ex-
igting hangars, and reconfigure the interior of Building 240 to accommodate
NAMTRA Super Hornet trainers. Hangars 200, 404, and 500 would be available
for the Super Hornet squadrons. These facility modifications would be required un
der dl of the gting dternetives at NAS Oceana, dthough the extent of the FLEDS is
dependent on the number of aircraft homebased at NAS Oceana. |n addition, only
two hangars (e.g., Hangars 200 and 404) would be retrofitted under ALT 5A.
Congtruction and operation of an additiond OLF is being consdered to provide
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operationd flexibility and to mitigate the noiseimpactsunder ALT 1, 4B, and 6. An
additiona OLF provides operationd flexihility through increased availability of
FCLP training periods, particularly important during surge operations, when two or
more carrier air wing or FRSs must smultaneoudy prepare for carrier operations,
or when one site becomes unusable due to maintenance or wesather.

# MCASCherry Point: Whether dl or amgority of the Super Hornet squadrons
are homebased at MCAS Cherry Point (i.e., ALT 2, 5A, or 5B), both an OLF and
apadlel runway arerequired. The pardld ruway would be used for the increase
in departures and arrivas, while al FCL P operations would be conducted a a new
OLF. Under ALT 4A, only an OLF would be required, as the existing runways
would accommodate the projected increase in departures and arrivals for the four
Super Hornet squadrons.  The congtruction of the pardle runway would require the
demolition and/or replacement of some existing structures and facilities. Moreover,
continued support of the Marine Corps AV-8, EA-6B, and KC-130 operationa
squadrons in their exigting facilities would necessitate a large congtruction effort to
support ether the Super Hornet squadrons under ALT 2, 4A, 5A, or 5B or the
Marine Corps Hornets under ALT 3, including training facilities, AIMD, and han
gars. Mogt of the new construction under ALT 2, 3, 4A, 5A, or 5B is proposed in
the North Quadrant Area of MCAS Cherry Point. New congtruction under ALT 6
would not be as extengve as that required for the other Sting dternatives. Also,
additiona military family housing would be required under ALT 2, 5A, or 5B.

# MCASBeaufort: A pardld runway and OLF are required if the Super Hornet
squadrons are single-sited (ALT 3) at MCAS Beaufort, and either an OLF or a
pardlel runway isrequired if the Super Hornet squadrons are dud-sited with an
other air station (ALT 4B or 5B). Asat MCAS Cherry Point, the congtruction of
the pardld runway would require the demalition and/or replacement of some exist-
ing structures and facilities. Additiond facility components required at MCAS
Beaufort under ALT 3, 4B, and 5B include training facilities, an AIMD, hangars,
family housing, and a DoD school. The family housing and DoD school are pro-
posed in the Laurel Bay Family Housing Area, with other construction projects
planned primarily within the core area of the air sation and dong the flight line.

ES.6 OLF Site Alternatives Development
The need to construct and operate an OLF to support Super Hornet FCL P operations

was akey conclusion of the assessment of facility components at MCAS Cherry Point and
MCAS Beaufort. An OLF would be required to support the FCL P operations of the Super
Hornet squadrons if four or more squadrons are stationed at MCAS Cherry Point; both a par-
alld runway and an OLF would be required to support al the Super Hornet squadrons at
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MCAS Beaufort, and either an OLF or aparald runway would be required if four squadrons
are stationed there.

If dl or amgority of the Super Hornet squadrons are Sationed at NAS Oceana, cornt
struction and operation of an additional OLF is being considered to provide for operationd
flexibility and to mitigate the noise impacts under ALT 1, 4B, and 6. An additiond OLF pro-
vides operationd flexibility through increased availability of FCLP training periods, particularly
important during surge operations, when two or more carrier air wings or FRS must smultane-
oudy prepare for carrier operations, or when one site becomes unusable due to maintenance or
wesather. As demongrated by operations Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and, more recently,
Iragi Freedom in Irag, Navy carrier forces must be capable of deploying up to seven carrier
battle groups smultaneoudy. Significant operationd difficulties are encountered at NALF Ferr
tress when more than one carrier air wing and an FRS require FCLP training. In recent years,
such convergences of schedules have resulted in undertaking costlly measuresto ensure aircrew
were properly trained because NALF Fentress, with its restrictions, could not accommodate all
FCLP requirements.

Recent United States responses to emerging world Situations demondirate a concer+
trated, short-term increase in military air traffic, not only Navy arcraft. Asan example, in addi-
tion to mobilization of Six aircraft carriers in response to Operation Iragi Freedom, five Ame
phibious Readiness Groups (ARGS) also deployed. Preparations for deployment of these
ARGs resulted in increased aircraft sorties and congestion around Marine Corps air stations.
Air Mohility Command logigtic air missions dso increased sgnificantly & Navy and Marine
Corpsair facilities during surge preparation. In the wake of operations Enduring Freedom and
Iragi Freedom, the Navy is inditutiondizing surge readiness as a part of the emerging nationa
defense Strategy.

A second OLF aso increases the number of available FCLP periods earlier in the eve-
ning, thus reducing the number of late-night operations at both OLFs as well as the homebases.
In addition, dthough NALF Fentressis and will continue to be used for FCLP by aircraft from
NAS Oceanaand NS Norfolk Chambers Fidd, training there isless than optimal because of
restrictions such as pattern dtitude and lighting and the increase in residentia growth around the
arfidd. A new OLF located a any of the proposed OLF sites would provide atraining envi-

02:001509_LDOL_01_90-B1115 ES-13
ExecSum_FEIS.doc-7/18/03



ronment with low population density and serve as a vauable training asset for current and future
years.

Consequently, the Navy conducted a siting study to identify an OLF Ste on the East
Coast within a reasonable distance determined to optimize FCL P operations for homebased
Super Hornet aircraft. The Sting study was completed in five phases that included devel opment
of Ste-screening criteria, preliminary Ste screening, dternatives development, Site reconnais-
sancel argpace evauation, and find Ste evauation.

Intheinitid phase, the Navy developed arange of operationd and environmentd Ste-
screening criteria that were applied during subsequent phases of the siting sudy. In the prelimi-
nary site-screening phase, the Navy used the following Site-screening criteria

| Seek gtesin areas of low population dengty;

i Avoid controlled airspace (i.e., Class C or D airspace);

i Avoid military-controlled or other specid use airspace;

i Avoid obgtacles (e.g., tal towers);

i Avoid extensve wetland complexes or areas of open water; and

i Avoid public interest areas (e.g., nationd forests, parks, recrestion areas, wildlife
refuges, or wilderness arees).

The prdiminary Ste-screening criteria were used to identify general candidate areasin
which a gite could beidertified. In order to identify arange of reasonable siting dterndives, the
Navy applied the following secondary screening criteria, which were eventudly used to evauate
and compare the potentia OLF stesin the final phase of the OLF siting Studly.

i Minimizeresdentid land use

i Maximize agricultural and forested land use;

i Minimize arspace condraints,

i Minimize wetland areas within the approximatdly 2,000-acre core area; and
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1 Minimize impacts to archaeologica resources within the gpproximately 2,000-acre
core area.

All the intermediate phases of the OLF sting study were used to collect dataand iden
tify the mogt suitable location for an OLF Ste to support the find Site evauation.

More than 20 candidate areas were identified for further analyss following the preimi-
nary Ste screening. The dternatives development phase of the siting study focused on identify-
ing potentid sites suitable for the OLF within the broader candidate areas. Following consulta-
tionswith loca and regiona planning agencies and areview of topographic, land use/land cover,
and LANDSAT satellite imagery maps, 15 candidate Sites were identified for further andyss.
The tota number of Stesidentified as potentia aternatives for congtruction and operation of an
OLF were reduced to seven following the site reconnai ssance and airspace eva uation phase of

the study:

# Perquimans County, North Carolina (Site A);

# Bertie County, North Carolina (Site B);

# Washington County, North Carolina (Site C);

# Hyde County, North Carolina (Site D);

# Craven County, North Carolina (Site E);

# Carteret County, North Carolina (Site F); and

# Burke County, Georgia (Site G).

Upon further analysis, OLF Site F was determined to have operationa congtraints that
could not be overcome. This location would pose an unacceptable safety risk for both FCLP
and training range operations. For this reason, Site F was removed from further consideration,
and Site G in Burke County was relabeled Site F.

The OLF would include an 8,000-foot runway digned with the prevailing wind direction

and andllary fadilities within an approximately 2,000-acre core area.
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The OLF ste dso includes approximately 30,000 acres around the core area, which the
Navy would consider for fee-smple land acquisition in order to promote compatible develop-
ment and land use near the OLF. Fee-smple acquisition would alow the Navy to own land
that would be influenced by arcraft operations and ensure that development that isincompetible
with aircraft operations, such as resdentia use, does not occur in the vicinity of the proposed
OLF ste. Please see Section ES.8.5 or Section 12 of the EIS for a discussion of the Navy’s
land acquigition dtrategy.

Residences within the 60 DNL noise contour would be acquired and occupants relo-
cated. For propertiesidentified for acquigition, the Navy would offer property owners a pur-
chase price based on the appraised fair market value of the property at the time the purchase
offer is made.

Fort Pickett was eiminated from consderation as a possble OLF stein theinitid
screening because it was greater than 50 miles from any of the proposed homebasing locations.
Additionaly, the exigting airfield location at Fort Pickett failed to meet the population density
criteria of fewer than 50 people per square mile. The remaining areas of the ingtallation/complex
were determined to be unsuitable for anew OLF asthey failed to meet the existing airgpace
restrictions criteria due to the presence of the restricted airspace over Fort Pickett. That re-
gricted airgpace is needed to support the Army National Guard' s use of the ingtallation as a
live-fire training range.

In response to comments received on the DEIS, the Navy conducted additiond analyss
which indicates that even if live-fire operations could be coordinated with FCLP operations or
moved to another location (i.e., remova of the restricted airgpace concerns), Endangered Spe-
cies Act, wetlands, range cleanup issues, and the distance to homebases make Fort Pickett un-
desirable asan OLF.

The Navy consdered OLF locations in excess of 50 miles from homebase only when
economies of scae could be achieved by an OLF that would support two homebase locations.
Although conducting FCLP more than 90 miles from homebase is possible, the distance of over
95 miles from NAS Oceana to Fort Pickett and 140 miles from MCAS Cherry Point to Fort
Pickett makes its location far less than optimum for conducting FCLP training. Therefore, Fort
Pickett is not consdered as an dternative OLF Ste.
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ES.7 Public Involvement and Areas of Controversy
The Navy conducted two scoping periods for the proposed action. Scoping was con

ducted following the Navy’ s Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for homebasing Super
Hornet aircraft in June 2000 (65 FR 39373). The Navy conducted additiona scoping between
January and February 2002, after potentia aternative stes for an OLF had been identified.
The Navy held eight public scoping meetings, which were attended by more than 2,300 per-
sons. Nearly 5,000 agencies, organizations, and concerned citizens provided scoping com-
ments on the Navy’ s proposed action.

The Draft Environmentd Impact Statement (DEIS) was released to the public in August
2002, and the Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register on August 2, 2002
(67 FR 50428). The Navy held fourteen open information session/public hearings on the DEIS.
Approximately 2,500 agencies, organizations, and concerned citizens provided comments on
the Navy’ s proposed action and the DEIS.

Areasof concern and controversy include the following:

Proposed Action

Commentors suggested that the Navy consider the environmenta impact of not imple-
menting the proposed action, such as the potential for base closure if a homebasing dternaiveis
not selected for siting the Super Hornet squadrons.

Alternatives

Commentors expressed support or opposition for dternative homebasing sites and ex-
pressed concern for the security threat associated with single-gting dternatives. Some sug-
gested additiond aternatives with different combinations of squadrons. Commentors ques-
tioned the OLF siting sudy and the Siting criteria used to identify aternative OLF Stes. Many
commentors in the vicinity of the proposed OLF Stes suggested that the Navy consider corn+
dructing a pardld runway & MCAS Cherry Point instead of congtructing an OLF or usng Ma-
rine Corps Auxiliary Landing Fiedd (MCALF) Bogue, an off-shore training platform or aircraft
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carier, or underutilized Navd facilities to support the training requiremerts of the Super Hornet
sguadrons.

Operations

Commentors expressed the need for the Navy to evauate the impact of the proposed
action on agricultural aeria applicators and other airspace usersin the vicinity of the proposed
OLF gtes; the impact on resources located below the flight path from the homebase air Sation
to the proposed OLF gites; and clarification of the tempo of operations at the proposed OLF
stes. In addition, the U.S. Department of Interior (USDOI) and the State of North Carolina
requested additional analyses of the potential impact of projected OLF operations on aeria sur-
veys conducted over federal and state protected lands.

Aircraft Safety
Commentors expressed concern for the safety of the Super Hornet aircraft and other

arcraft operating in the vicinity of the aternative homebasing and OLF stes and requested an
andysis of the likdihood of an aircraft mishap. Commentors also expressed the need for further
andyds of the Bird/Anima Strike Hazard (BASH) in the vicinity of the dternative OLF Sites.

Noise Impacts

Commentors are concerned about the impact of noise on the qudity of life, human
hedlth, deep, children and their ability to learn, and domestic and wild animas. Commentors
requested the Navy provide information on the sound experience to an individua as aresult of
Super Hornet flight operations.

Land Use
Commentors requested the Navy to conduct additiona anayses on the potentia oss of
vaue to homes and businesses as a result of aircraft operations. Landownersin the vicinity of

the OLF sites are concerned about the Navy’ s land acquisition strategy.
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Air Quality

Commentors expressed concern about the projected increase in aircraft emissions at
each of the homebasing and OLF ste dternatives. Commentorsin the vicinity of NAS Oceana
and Nava Auxiliary Landing Field (NALF) Fentress are concerned that the Navy’ s proposed
action will affect the ozone attainment status of the Hampton Roads Air Quality Control Region
(AQCR). Although the Hampton Roads AQCR isin attainment for carbon monoxide (CO),
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) requested that the Navy conduct
additiona analyses of projected CO emissions under the Siting dternatives at NAS Oceana

Wwildlife

Commentors requested further andlysis of the impact of operations at the dternative
OLF gtes on wildlife (primarily migratory birds and waterfowl) in the vicinity of wildlife refuges
and other conservation lands in northeastern North Carolina. The USDOI and the State of
North Carolina requested an assessment of impacts to wildlife populations on state and federa
protected lands resulting from implementation of a BASH plan designed to discourage migratory
birds and waterfowl in the vicinity of the OLF sites.

Socioeconomics

Commentors requested the Navy to conduct additiona anayses on lost economic de-
velopment opportunities as a result of the Super Hornet operations. In addition, commentors
expressed concern that locations for the proposed OLF sites are economically depressed al-
ready and that the proposed OLF would further reduce locd tax revenues for these locdlities.

Environmental Justice

Severd commentors requested that the Navy conduct further sudies to determine
whether there is a disproportionate project impact on minority and/or low income populations
and children.
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ES.8 Changes from the DEIS to the FEIS
The following provides a summary of substantive modifications and revised and/or sup-

plementa analyses conducted in the FEIS,

ES.8.1  Strike Fighter Aircraft Assigned to Atlantic Fleet
Based on Congressiond authorization, al E and F Super Hornet squadrons assigned to

the Atlantic Heet will each congst of 12 aircraft. While the Size of the E squadrons remains the
same as stated in the DEIS, the size of each F squadron has been reduced from 14 to 12 air-
craft. The Super Hornet FRS squadron will consst of 24 aircraft, eight fewer arcraft than
dated in the DEIS.

In addition, the Size of the existing Hornet squadrons will be reduced by 2010. Each
F/A-18 C squadron will consist of 10 aircraft, two arcraft fewer than stated in the DEIS. The
Hornet FRS squadron will consst of 21 aircraft in 2010, seventeen fewer than stated in the
DEIS.

Accordingly, the aircraft loading has been reduced under each of the homebasing alter-
natives. A total of 215 Tomcat and Hornet aircraft will be replaced with 144 Super Hornet air-
craft.

Based on these revisions and revisions to the SuperHornet FRS syllabus discussed be-
low, the projected airfield and airspace operations were recaculated for the FEIS using the Na-
va Aviation Smulation Model (NASMOD). Asdiscussed in the FEIS, the Navy projects
fewer aircraft operations at the homebases, OLF dtes, and training areas under dl of the Siting
alternatives than those projected in the DEIS. The Navy reevaluated the noise contours, APZSs,
and arcraft emissions based on the revised number of arcraft and aircraft flight operationsin the
Hornet and Super Hornet squadronsin 2010.

ES.8.2  Aircraft Operations

Based on experience from preceding Super Hornet trangitions, the training syllabus for
the FRS was revised in June 2002, eliminating some of the syllabus events for the Super Hornet
FRS squadrons and reducing flight operations. In addition, the Navy revised its estimates for
the number of replacement pilots who will be trained annualy. Based on these revisons and the
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number of aircraft, as discussed above, the projected airfield and airgpace operations were re-
cadculated for the FEISusing NASMOD. Asdiscussed in the FEIS, the Navy projects fewer
arcraft operations at the homebases, OLF sites, and training areas under al of the siting dterna-
tives than those projected in the DEIS. The Navy reevaluated the projected noise contours,
APZs, and aircraft emissions based on the revised number of operations as well asthe reduction
in the number of arcraft in the Hornet and Super Hornet squadrons.

ES.8.3 New Construction for the Homebasing Alternatives

NAS Oceana

The adminidrative facility isno longer required under any of the gting dternetives at
NAS Oceana. The Navy reduced the flight line dectrica distribution system (FLEDS) require-
ment based on areduction in the projected aircraft loading. The interior of Building 240 will be
reconfigured to accommodate Naval Air Maintenance Training (NAMTRA) Super Hornet

trainers.

MCAS Cherry Point
The DEIS evduates the construction and operation associated with a parallel ruway

for dternatives that would homebase four or more Super Hornet squadrons at MCAS Cherry
Point (ALT 2, 4A, 5A, or 5B). Under ALT 2, 5A, or 5B, increased operations would require
both aparale runway (for departures/arrivals) and anew OLF (for FCLP). The andyses
based on these assumptions remain vdid. Initidly, the Navy assumed that either anew OLF or
apardld runway could accommodate the FCLP operations under ALT 4A, and the DEIS
evauated the environmental consegquences associated with construction and operation of a par-
dld runway under ALT 4A. Continuing analyss of FCLP requirements & MCAS Cherry Point
resulted in adetermination that construction of apardld runway will not satisfy FCLP require-
mentsfor ALT 4A.

Because of potential impacts on existing sation infrastructure and other operationd limi-
tations, the only viable location for the pardle runway isin the northeast quadrant, east of exist-
ing Runway 5L (Figure 2-7). Prevalling winds at MCAS Cherry Point are from the southwest
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during the months of March to August and from the northeast during the months of September
to February. Such conditions dictate FCL P operations on Runway 5 for gpproximately six
months of the year.

Because FCL P operations require a 600-foot |eft-hand pattern, FCLP operations on a
new or existing Runway 5 present savera unacceptable operationa congtraints and safety risks.
Five towers from 151 to 212 feet tall are located directly under the base leg (I€ft turn to find
approach). The 145-foot air traffic control tower isonly 500 feet to the left of the exigting
Runway 5L threshold. FCLP pattern APZs and clear zones would encompass the station hos-
pita, child development center, chapel, PX, headquarters, and Nava Aviation Depot (NADEP)
rework facility. Additiondly, because of the unique runway configuration & MCAS Cherry
Point, other aircraft operations would be adversdly impacted because access to and from the
non-FCL P runway and the ramp areas would require aircraft to crossthe FCLP runway. S-
multaneous operations by non-FCLP arcraft would be saverdly limited due to the proximity of
the FCLP runway. Findly, any left-handed FCLP pattern established for Runway 5 would
produce expanded noise contours and new APZs over the local community.

Because Runway 5 (in ether its current configuration or with the proposed pardld run
way) cannot accommodate FCL P operations when the prevailing wind is from the northeest,
congruction of aparald runway to support FCLP training requirementsis no longer considered
aviable aternative to an OLF under ALT 4A and is therefore removed from further considera-
tion. Thischange from the DEIS necessitates that an OLF be built to accommodate FCLP
training requirements for ALT 4A.

An arcraft acoustical enclosure (e.g., hush house) is required under al of the sting d-
ternativesat MCAS Cherry Point except ALT 6. Therefore, congtruction of a hush house has
been added to ALT 3 at MCAS Cherry Point; the cost of supporting facilities increases
accordingly. The FLEDS requirement has been reduced under al of the siting dternatives
based on areduction in the projected aircraft loading.

MCAS Beaufort
The FLEDS requirement has been reduced under al of the Sting dternatives based on a

reduction in the projected aircraft loading.
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ES.8.4 New Alternative at MCAS Cherry Point

Under ALT 6, the mgority of the fleet squadrons (eight squadrons) and the FRS would
be stationed at NAS Oceana, and the remaining two fleet squadrons would be stationed at
MCAS Cherry Paoint. Inthe DEIS, the Navy evauated the projected aircraft operations and
noise contours for the two Super Hornet squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point, assuming thet the
FCLP operations could be accommodated on the existing ruways at MCAS Cherry Point.
However, if an OLF is constructed to support the mgjority of the Super Hornet squadrons a
NAS Oceana, any of the OLF site dternatives would be located close enough to MCAS
Cherry Point that the two squadrons homebased & MCAS Cherry Point could aso use the new
OLF. Therefore, in the FEIS, the Navy has evauated two alternatives for the two squadrons at
MCAS Cherry Point: ALT 6 without an OLF (i.e,, usng the existing runways) and ALT 6 with
an OLF.

ES.8.5 Acquisition Strategy for the Proposed OLF
The Navy has refined the acquisition strategy for the proposed OLF. Inthe DEIS, the

acquidtion strategy included purchase of land for the approximately 2,000-acre core area, and
purchase of surrounding properties and/or acquisition of restrictive easements from surrounding
property owners within gpproximately 50,000 acres, in order to restrict land uses that would be
incompetible with aircraft operations. The acquisition Strategy being considered in the FEISis
fee-ample land acquisition of approximately 30,000 acres, including the 2,000-acre core area
and all lands within the projected greater than 60 decibel day-night average sound level (DNL)
NOISe Zones.

Fee-ample acquisition within the 30,000-acre area would provide the Navy more
control to ensure that development that is incompatible with aircraft operations, such as resden
tid use, does not occur in the vicnity of the proposed OLF.

The Navy has dso refined the projected costs for land acquisition to construct the OLF,
which includes relocation of residences within the greater than 60 DNL noise zones.
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ES.8.6  Corrections to Existing Flight Track Utilization, Accident Potential
Zones (APZs), and Noise Contours at NAS Oceana

The Navy refined the existing flight tracks and utilization datato better reflect actua op-
eration as NAS Oceana, which resulted in revised APZs and noise contours for the air station.
Hight tracks 5SRD4 and 5RDS were deleted. The digtribution of operations on flight tracks
5RD1 and 5RD2 were corrected. Approximately 95% of the operations are conducted on
flight track 5RD1, and 5% are conducted on 5RD2. The distribution of operations on flight
tracks 5L T1 and 5RT1 was aso corrected. Approximately 83% of the operations are con
ducted on flight track 5L T1, and 17% are conducted on 5RT1. These changes are reflected in
Section 3 of the FEIS. These corrections were also included in the impact analys's of homebas-
ing dternatives in Section 4 of the FEIS,

ES.8.7  Air Quality Analysis

In the DEIS, the projected change in annua aircraft emissions of VOCs between 2000
and 2010 under AL T 1 exceeded the de minimis threshold under the Clean Air Act Generd
Conformity Rule, whether or not an OLF was constructed to support the FCL P operations of
the Super Hornet squadrons. During the intervening years of the aircraft trandtion (2006, 2007,
and 2008) for ALT 6, the projected change in annud arcraft emissions of VOCs aso exceeded
the de minimis applicability threshold under the Clean Air Act Generd Conformity Rule. Be-
cause the Navy exceeded the de minimis threshold under these dternatives, the Navy prepared
aClean Air Act Conformity Determination (Appendix E in the DEIS) to demongtrate the need
for the proposed action to conform with the Virginia State Implementation Plan for maintenance
of the ozone standard in the Hampton Roads AQCR.

However, based on revised ca culations, the net change in aircraft emissonsis below de
minimis under al of the gting dternatives. Therefore, a Clean Air Act Conformity Determina-
tion isno longer required. Asdiscussed in Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2, the reduction in aircraft
loading and projected aircraft operations at NAS Oceana resulted in areduction in aircraft
emissons. In addition, the Navy refined the trangtion plan for introduction of the Super Hornet
squadrons to replace the Tomcat and Hornet squadrons. In the DEIS, the transition was pre-
sented on an annud basis. Therefore, when caculating aircraft emissons, the Navy had to as-
sumethat al Tomcat, Hornet, and Super Hornet squadrons operated throughout the year and
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that the trangtion occurred at the end of the year. Following the release of the DEIS, the Navy
refined the trangtion plan on amonthly basis. Thisdlowed the Navy to caculate proportions of
the projected annua Hornet, Tomcat, and Super Hornet aircraft emissions for the number of
months when arcraft operations for the respective types of aircraft were actudly occurring. The
Navy has retained Appendix E in the FEIS. Appendix E contains the revisons to the data that
had supported the origind draft conformity determination, which now support the de minimis
cdculation. Therefore, Appendix E has been renamed Air Quality Analysis for NAS Oceana.

Due to concerns expressed by the Virginia Department of Environmenta Quadlity for the
estimated levels of CO in the Hampton Roads AQCR under the proposed action, the Navy
modeled the potentid effects of CO emissions on ambient CO concentrations around NAS
Oceana and has included the results of the anaysisin the FEIS.

ES.8.8 OLF Flight Tracks and Noise Analysis

The Navy has established primary flight tracks for each of the proposed OLF sites and
has remodeled the projected noise contours based on these flight tracks and each homebasing
dternative. In addition, the EIS has been amended to include site- pecific noise andyses for
locations near the proposed OLF site dternatives. These locations were identified by the Navy
in cooperation with local government officias from each county where an OLF Ste dternative
has been proposed. The site-specific noise analys s includes the DNL for each of these loca-
tions and the five aircraft events and corresponding Sound Exposure Levels (SELs) that conr
tribute the mogt to the DNL at that location. The DNL at each of these locationsisincluded in
Section 12 of the FEIS. The five aircraft events that would contribute the most to the DNL at
that location are shown in Appendix F of the Noise Study for the Introduction of F/A-18 E/F
Aircraft to the East Coast of the United Sates (Wyle Laboratories, Inc., 2003).

ES.8.9 Supporting Data on SEL

Appendix C inthe DEIS, Supporting Dataon SEL, isnot included in the FEIS. How-
ever, it isavalable for review in Appendix F of the Noise Sudy for the Introduction of F/A-
18 E/F Aircraft to the East Coast of the United States (Wyle Laboratories, Inc., 2003).
Due to the increased size of Appendix C with the incdlusion of the site-specific noise analyses for
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each of the OLF dtes, the Navy determined that thisinformation should be incorporated by ref-
erence. The noise study has been distributed to local libraries near the air stations, military train-
ing areas, and OLF site dternatives, and can be viewed and printed from the publicly accessible

Web site, hitp://mwww.efarcraft.ene.com. Therefore, the data are reasonably available for in-

spection by interested persons.

ES.8.10 Change to One Preferred OLF Site

The OLF dtein Craven County isno longer considered one of the Navy's preferred
OLF dtes, dthoughiit is till consdered one of the OLF ste dterndivesin the FEIS. Following
the release of the DEIS, the Navy conducted a site tour of the Craven County Ste with repre-
sentatives from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to darify potentia wetlandsinm+
pacts a the Ste. Identification of wetlands was difficult because of the drought conditions oc-
curring in Craven County a thetime. At the time of the visit, Craven County had experienced
below average rainfall (more than 15 inches below normal) over the past four years. The Navy
and USACE were in agreement that hydrologic conditions at the Site were not “normad” condi-
tions.

None of the potentia areas for the OLF runway that were examined during the Site visit
exhibited saturation within 12 inches of the soil surface. It could not be determined whether the
lack of saturation was due to modification of the hydrology of the Site by sivicultura activities or
because of the drought. However, because of the presence of secondary hydrologic indicators
a the gte, the USACE would currently classfy much of the approximately 2,000-acre Craven
County OLF core areaas wetland. The Navy would have to furnish definitive information that
hydrology has been dtered by slviculturd activities to overcome this preliminary classification.

Hydrology is very difficult to prove or disprove, especidly during a period of drought.
For the Navy to establish that wetland hydrology does not exist at the Craven County OLF sSite,
the USACE would require well monitoring data under “normal” conditions over atwo- to three-
year period. Further, USEPA guiddines provide that no discharge of dredged or fill materid
shdl be permitted if thereis a practicable aternative to the proposed discharge that would have
lessimpact on the aguatic ecosystem. A practicable aternative under Section 404(b)(1) of the
Clean Water Act isonetheat isavailable and is cgpable of being implemented after taking into
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consderation cogt, existing technology, and logisticsin light of overall project purposes. The
Washington County site would be a practicable dternative for an OLF that would have less im-
pact on the aguatic ecosystem.

Should either of the preferred homebasing dternatives (ALT 4A or ALT 6) be selected,
the schedule for the deployment of Super Hornet aircraft to the Atlantic Fleet would conflict
with the time needed to undertake two to three years of well monitoring to determine the wet-
land hydrology at the Craven County OLF site. In addition, while the distance from the Craven
County steto NAS Oceanais not beyond the range of the Super Hornet, it is not the opera
tiondly optima distance for NAS Oceana-based Super Hornet FCLP. Further, according to
census data, the number of residences located within the 60 DNL noise contours for the Craven
County steisthe highest of any of the potential OLF stes in North Carolinaand nearly five
times that of the other preferred OLF ste, Washington County. Taking into consderation dl of
these factors, some known before and some devel oped after publication of the DEIS, the Navy
no longer considers the Craven County OLF as a preferred OLF Ste, dthough it remains a vi-

able OLF site dternative.

ES.8.11 Surge Requirements

The rapidly changing drategic environment emerging from the globa war on terrorism
and the campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq requires Naval forces that can ddliver persistent,
credible combat power through both rotational deployments and surge readiness.

In May 2003, the Navy devel oped a hew inter-deployment readiness profile, the "Heet
Response Concept” (FRC), that will improve the Navy’ s speed of response to world events.
The FRC is currently being developed into a Fleet Response Plan (FRP). When implemented,
the FRP will modify current ship and squadron operating cycles by adjusting maintenance inter-
vas aong with training and manpower processes to increase unit availability for surge opera
tions—that is, building the long-term ingtitutional capability to support arapid, massive build-up
in deployed Naval forces.

The FRP will regpportion existing assets and funding to prepare Naval forcesin amore
efficient manner while dlowing greater flexibility for surge operations. As curently envisioned,

FRP will be implemented with no increase in force structure and with little or no additiona op-
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erationd funding. Therefore, it is anticipated that there will be minimal change to the total num-
ber of flight operations at the homebase and supporting OLFs.

If the Navy is ordered to surge multiple aircraft carriers and their associated carrier air
wings, there will be a concentrated period of higher operationa tempo, including FCLP and
other flight operations, as squadrons prepare to deploy, followed immediately by a correspond-
ing decrease in such operations once those forces deploy. During these surge periods, existing
facilities do not have the capacity to meet the Atlantic Fleet’s FCLP requirements efficiently.

The intengity, duration, and timing of surge operations areimpossible to predict, thereby
making them unsuitable for incluson in an EIS. However, in the wake of operations Enduring
Freedom and Iragi Freedom, the Navy is inditutionalizing surge readiness as a part of the
emerging national defense dtrategy.

ES.8.12 Factual Corrections and Supplemental Analyses
Primarily based on the comments received on the DEIS, a number of factua correc-

tions, data modifications, and supplementa analyses have been included in the FEIS, including:
i Claified Life Cycle Cost Andysis (Section 2);
i Expanded discussion of OLF Siting Study (Section 2);
I Revised estimated cost of an OLF based on reduced impact area; (Section 2);

I Updated analyses on the potentia of the proposed action to disproportionately im+
pact minority and low-income populations (Sections 4.5, 6.5, 8.5, and 12.5);

i Modified socioeconomic analyses based on revised personnel and payroll data
(Sections 4.5, 6.5, 8.5, and 12.5);

I Revised andysis of impacts on loca tax revenues from congtruction and operation
of an OLF (Section 12.5);

1 Expanded discusson on studies of the potentia for aircraft noise to impact chil-
dren’slearning abilities (Appendix B);

I Modified application of the U.S. Air Force Bird Avoidance Model (BAM) that was
used to evauate the average bird-aircraft strike risk at the proposed OLF Sites, ex-
panded discussion of BASH and management plans to reduce the BASH potentia
in the vicinity of each of the proposed OLF Stes, and incorporation of a Ste-
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specific BASH andysis of the preferred dternative Site C based on aradar survey
(see Section 12.9);

I Expanded cumulative impact analysis to include the Navy's Training Resources
Strategy, potential Navy/Marine Corps integration, and proposed introduction of
the EA-18G, a proposed replacement for the Navy’ s electronic jamming aircraft,
the EA-6B Prowler; and

i Modified analysis of projected noise exposure at proposed OLF sites to address
specific impacts by county.

ES.9 Summary of Potentially Significant Environmental
Impacts of the Homebasing Alternatives

ALT1
All 10 fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at NAS Oceana. This dterna-

tive has been evauated both with and without a proposed new OLF to support the FCLP op-
erations of the Super Hornet squadrons.

The primary impacts associated with sngle-siting dl of the Super Hornet aircraft at
NAS Oceanaunder ALT 1 would be related to an increase in off-gation noise exposure.

Under ALT 1, gpproximately 108,367 people would be within the grester than 65
DNL noise zones for the OceanalFentress complex compared to 87,529 people under the
modeled 2000 noise zones—a 24% increase over existing conditions. The DNL and noise
equivalent sound level (L) for schools within the greater than 65 DNL noise zone would in-
crease between 1 and 5 decibels (dB) over existing conditions, depending on location. If an
OLF is constructed to support the FCLP operations of the Super Hornet squadrons, the num-
ber of people located within the greater than 65 DNL noise zone would be 102,294—a 17%
increase over existing conditions. The DNL and L at schools around the OceanalFentress
complex would generdly be the same as the DNLL or L, at these schools without an OLF, with
some experiencing a decrease between 1 and 6 dB, depending on the school’ s location.

Other resource areas were evauated; however, no significant impacts were identified.
The military training aress, indluding BT-9, BT-11, and the Dare County Range, would not be
ggnificantly impacted under ALT 1.
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ALT 2

All 10 fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed &t MCAS Cherry Point. This
dterndtive has been evaluated with a proposed new OLF to support the FCL P operations of
the Super Hornet squadrons and a proposed new parale runway to support increased arrivals
and departures. The primary impacts associated with single-siting dl of the Super Hornet air-
craft at MCAS Cherry Point would be related to an increase in off-gation noise exposure, ex-
pangon of the off-gation APZs, increased air emissions, and construction of support facilities.
The projected increase in military and civilian personnel stationed or employed a MCAS
Cherry Point would aso result in positive economic impacts.

Under ALT 2, the primary impacts associated with the reduction of Tomcat and Hornet
squadrons from NAS Oceana would be related to a decrease in the off- station noise exposure
and loss of military and civilian personnd stationed or employed at NAS Oceana.

Under ALT 2, gpproximately 11,434 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL
noise zones around MCAS Cherry Point compared to 8,713 people under the modeled 2000
noise zones—a 31% incresse over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schools within the
greater than 65 DNL noise zones would increase between 2 and 7 dB over existing conditions,
depending on location. With the trangtioning of the Tomcat and Hornet squadrons from NAS
Oceana, approximately 64,042 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones
around the OceanalFentress complex compared to 87,529 people under the modeled 2000
noise zones—a 27% decrease below existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schoolswithin
the greater than 65 DNL noise zone would generaly decrease between 1 and 4 dB, depending
on location, below existing conditions.

Projected arfield operations & MCAS Cherry Point would result in an increase in the
off-station areawithin APZs. ALT 2 would result in 5,630 acres of land within the APZs com-
pared to the current 3,179 acres—a 77% increase over existing conditions. With the trangtion-
ing of the Tomcat and Hornet squadrons from NAS Oceana, approximately 2,271 acres would
be within the APZs around NAS Oceana compared to the curent 5,546 acres—a 59% de-
crease below existing conditions. Projected airfield operations at NALF Fentress would not
affect the off-station areawithin APZs under ALT 2.
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Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft a8 MCAS Cherry Point would result
inanincreesein dl criteriaar pollutants—V OCs, CO, NO, SO, and PM,. Mobile emis-
sons are not covered under the Stat€' sair emission permitting program. However, net aircraft-
related emission changes for VOCs and CO would be considered potentidly sgnificant under
PSD dationary ar pollution source regulations if these emissons were produced by stationary
sources. Trangtioning of the Tomcat and Hornet squadrons from NAS Oceana would result in
adecreaein emissons of dl criteriaair pollutants.

Congtruction of support facilitiesat MCAS Cherry Point would result in the loss of on-
dtation wetlands. An estimated 42 to 45 acres of wetland would be impacted, mainly as aresult
of congtruction of the new pardld runway. Additiona impacts associated with the pardld run-
way would include the filling of gpproximately 7.2 acres within the 100-year floodplain and re-
moval of forested vegetation along Hancock Creek and eight of its tributaries.

Under ALT 2, an estimated 5,531 military and civilian personnd would relocate to
MCAS Cherry Point, which would increase the payroll expenditures at the station by approxi-
mately $191.2 million dollars. Increased spending due to new congtruction, increased payroll,
and other gtation expenditures would have a positive economic impact on the communities
around MCAS Cherry Point. An estimated 7,202 military and civilian personnd currently sta-
tioned or employed at NAS Oceanawould likely relocate from communities around NAS
Oceana with the trangitioning of the Tomcat and Hornet squadrons, resulting in aloss of $240.4
million in payroll expenditures.

Other resource areas were eva uated; however, no sgnificant impacts were identified.
The military training aress, including BT-9, BT-11, and the Dare County Range, would not be
sgnificantly impacted under ALT 2.

ALT 3
All 10 fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at MCAS Beaufort. This dter-

native has been evauated with a proposed new OLF to support the FCL P operations of the
Super Hornet squadrons, and a proposed new paralld runway to support increased arrivals and
departures and some FCLP operations at MCAS Beaufort.
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In order to accommodate all of the Super Hornet squadrons at MCAS Beaufort, dl
exiging Marine Corps military personnd and assets would be relocated to MCAS Cherry
Point. This aternative has been evauated with a proposed new paralel runway at MCAS
Cherry Point to support the flight operations of the Marine Corps Hornet squadrons relocating
from MCAS Beaufort. The primary impacts associated with single-sting dl of the Super Hor-
net aircraft at MCAS Beaufort and transferring existing Marine Corps Hornet squadrons to
MCAS Cherry Point would be related to an increase in off-station noise exposure, expangon of
the off-station APZs, increased air emissions, and construction of support facilities at both
MCAS Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point. The projected increase in military and civilian per-
sonne gtationed or employed at MCAS Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point would also result in
positive economic impacts.

Under ALT 3, the primary impacts associated with the reduction of Tomcat and Hornet
squadrons from NAS Oceana would be related to a decrease in the off-station noise exposure
and loss of military and civilian personnel stationed or employed at NAS Oceana. Theseim-
pacts are Smilar to those discussed under ALT 2, and are not presented here.

Under ALT 3, approximately 6,073 people would be within the gresater than 65 DNL
noise zones around MCAS Beaufort compared to 4,934 people under the modeled 2000 noise
zones—a 23% increase over exigting conditions. No schools would be located within the
greater than 65 DNL noise zones. With the relocation of the Marine Corps Hornet squadrons
to MCAS Cherry Point under ALT 3, approximately 9,479 people would be within the greater
than 65 DNL noise zones around MCAS Cherry Point compared to 8,713 people under mod-
eled 2000 noise zones—a 9% increase over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schools
within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones would increase between 1 and 3 dB over existing
conditions, depending on location.

Projected airfield operations at MCAS Beaufort would result in an increase in the off-
dation areawithin APZs. ALT 3 would result in 4,632 acres of land within the APZs com-
pared to the current 2,840 acres—an increase of 63% over existing conditions. Projected air-
field operations at MCAS Cherry Point would result in an increase in the off-gation area within
APZs. ALT 3 would result in 3,553 acres of land within the APZs compared to the current

3,179 acres—a 12% increase over exigting conditions.
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Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft a8 MCAS Beaufort would result in an
increase in dl criteriaair pollutants—V OCs, CO, NOy, SO,, and PM1,. Mobile emissions are
not covered under the stat€’ s air emisson permitting program. However, net aircreft-rel ated
emisson changes for CO would be considered potentialy significant under PSD dationary air
pollution source regulaions if these emissons were produced by stationary sources.

Relocation of the Marine Corps Hornet squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point would result
inanincreasein dl criteriaar pollutants at MCAS Cherry Point. Mobile source emissons are
not covered under the stat€’ s air emisson permitting program. However, net aircraft-rel ated
emission changes of CO would be consdered potentidly significant under PSD Sationary air
pollution source regulations if these emissions were produced by stationary sources.

Congtruction of support facilitiesat MCAS Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point would
result in the loss of on-gtation wetlands. Approximately 81.8 acres of wetland would be im+
pacted at MCAS Beaufort, mainly as aresult of congtruction of the new parald runway. The
pardld runway would dso result in thefilling of goproximately 15.3 acres within the 100-year
floodplain. An estimated 42 to 45 acres of wetland would be impacted at MCAS Cherry
Point, mainly as aresult of congtruction of the new pardld ruway. Additiona impacts associ-
ated with the pardle runway a MCAS Cherry Point would indude the filling of gpproximately
7.2 acres within the 100-year floodplain and remova of forested vegetation along Hancock
Creek and eight of itstributaries.

Under ALT 3, 1,054 additiond military and civilian personnd would be stationed or
employed at MCAS Beaufort after the trangtion of the Super Hornet squadronsto MCAS
Beaufort and the relocation of the Marine Corps Hornetsto MCAS Cherry Point. An addi-
tiona 3,978 military and civilian personne would be ationed or employed at MCAS Cherry
Point compared to the current personnd loading. Payroll expenditures at MCAS Beaufort
would increase by gpproximately $39.0 million daollars; payroll expendituresat MCAS Cherry
Point would increase by approximately $132.2 million dollars. Increased spending due to new
congtruction, increased payroll, and other station expenditures would have a positive economic

impact on the communities around MCAS Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point.
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Other resource areas were eva uated; however, no sgnificant impacts were identified.
The military training areas, induding the Townsend Bombing Range, would not be sgnificantly
impacted under ALT 3.

ALT 4A/4B
Six fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at NAS Oceana, and the remaning

four fleet squadrons would be stationed at either MCAS Cherry Point (ALT 4A) or MCAS
Beaufort (ALT 4B). ALT 4B differsfrom ALT 4A at NAS Oceana because under ALT 4B,
the two Navy Hornet squadrons currently stationed at MCAS Beaufort would be transferred to
NAS Oceana. However, under ALT 4A, these two Navy Hornet squadrons would remain at
MCAS Beaufort. These alternatives have been evauated both with and without a proposed
new OLF to support the FCL P operations of the Super Hornet squadrons stationed at NAS
Oceana. Under ALT 4A, the four Super Hornet fleet squadrons stationed at MCAS Cherry
Point would aso use the proposed new OLF due to the proximity of these two air stations.
However, under ALT 4B, the four Super Hornet fleet squadrons would require either apardld
runway or a proposed new OLF in the vicinity of MCAS Beaufort to support the operations of
the four squadrons.

The primary impacts associated with sting the mgority of the Super Hornet fleet squad-
rons (six squadrons) and the FRS at NAS Oceana and the remaining four fleet squadrons at
MCAS Cherry Point (ALT 4A) or MCAS Beaufort (ALT 4B) would be related to an increase
in off-tation noise exposure for the OceanalFentress complex under either ALT 4A or 4B; an
increase in off-gation noise exposure and increased air emissions, a MCAS Cherry Point under
ALT 4A; and an increase in off- station noise exposure with congruction of aparald runway or
OLF, and expandon of the off-gtation APZs and congiruction of support facilities with con-
gruction of a pardld runway at MCAS Beaufort under ALT 4B.

Under ALT 4A, approximately 99,114 people would be within the greater than 65
DNL noise zones around the Oceanal/Fentress complex compared to 87,529 people under the
modeled 2000 noise zones—a 13% increase over existing conditions. Under ALT 4B, ap-
proximately 102,270 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones around the
Oceana/Fentress complex compared to 87,529 people under the modeled 2000 noise zones—
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al17% incresse over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schools within the greater than
65 DNL noise zones around NAS Oceana would increase between 0 and 4 dB over existing
conditions, depending on location, under either ALT 4A or 4B.

If an OLF is congtructed to support the FCLP operations of the Super Hornet squad-
rons stationed at NAS Oceana under ALT 4A, the number of people located within the grester
than 65 DNL noise zones for the Oceana/Fentress complex would be 94,842 compared to
87,529 people under the modeled 2000 noise zones—an 8% increase over existing conditions.
If an OLF is constructed to support the FCLP operations of the Super Hornet squadrons sta
tioned at NAS Oceana under ALT 4B, the number of people located within the greater than 65
DNL noise zones for the OceanalFentress complex would be 97,923 compared to 87,529
people under the modeled 2000 noise zones—a 12% increase over exigting conditions. If an
OLF iscongructed under ALT 4A or 4B, the DNL and L, for schools within the grester than
65 DNL noise zones around NAS Oceana would generally decrease between 1 and 5 dB, de-
pending on location, or stay the same compared to ALT 4A or 4B without an OLF.

Under ALT 4A, approximately 9,504 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL
noise zones around MCAS Cherry Point compared to 8,713 people under the modeled 2000
noise zones—a 9% increase over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for the schools within
the greater than 65 DNL noise zones would increase between 0 and 3 dB over exigting condi-
tions, depending on location.

Under ALT 4B, gpproximately 4,785 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL
noise zones around MCAS Beaufort if apardld runway is congtructed to support the FCLP
operations of the four fleet squadrons, compared to 4,934 people under the modeled 2000
zones—a 3% decrease below existing conditions. If an OLF is congtructed instead of aparald
runway to support the FCLP operations of the four fleet squadrons, approximeately 4,791 peo-
ple would be within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones compared to 4,934 under the mod-
eled 2000 zones—a 3% decrease below exigting conditions. Although fewer people are within
the greater than 65 DNL noise zones with congtruction of an OLF or congtruction of a parallel
runway under ALT 5B, more people are within the greater than 75 DNL noise zone. No
schools would be located within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones around MCAS Beaufort
if either apardld runway or an OLF is constructed to support the four fleet squadrons.
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Projected airfield operations as NAS Oceana would result in a decrease in the off-
dation areawithin APZs under either ALT 4A or 4B, whether or not an OLF is constructed to
support the FCLP operations of the Super Hornet squadrons. Projected airfield operations at
NALF Fentress would not affect the off-station areawithin APZs under either ALT 4A or 4B,
whether or not an OLF is constructed to support the FCLP operations of the Super Hornet
squadrons. AL T 4A would result in 3,966 acres of land within the APZs for NAS Oceana
compared to the current 5,546—a decrease of 28% below exidting conditions. ALT 4B would
result in 4,835 acres of land within the APZs for NAS Oceana compared to the current
5,546—a decrease of 13% below existing conditions.

The land areawithin the APZs for MCAS Cherry Point is not projected to change u+
der ALT 4A compared to the existing APZs.

Projected airfield operations at MCAS Beaufort under ALT 4B would result in an in
creasein the off-gation areawithin APZs if apardld runway is constructed, and a decreasein
the off- station area within APZs if an OLF is congtructed. If a paralel runway is constructed to
support the four fleet squadrons, ALT 4B would result in 3,537 acres of land within the APZs
at MCAS Beaufort compared to the current 2,840 acres—a 25% increase over existing condi-
tions. If an OLF is congtructed to support the four fleet squadrons, ALT 4B would result in
1,788 acres of land within the APZs at MCAS Beaufort compared to the current 2,840
acres—a 37% decrease below existing conditions.

Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft at MCAS Cherry Point under ALT
4A would result in anincrease in dl criteriaar pollutants—V OCs, CO, NOy, SO,, and PM .
Mobile emissions are not covered under the stat€’ s air emission permitting program. However,
net arcraft-related emisson changes for CO would be considered potentidly significant under
PSD gationary air pollution source regulationsif these emissions were produced by stationary
SOUrCes.

Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft &t MCAS Beaufort under ALT 4B
would result in an increese in dl criteriaar pollutants—V OCs, CO, NOy, SO,, and PM o
whether an OLF or apardld runway is constructed to support the FCLP operations of the four
fleet squadrons. Mobile emissions are not covered under the stat€’ s air emisson permitting

program. However, net aircraft-related emission changes for dl criteria pollutants would be
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below the threshold considered potentidly sgnificant under PSD dtationary ar pollution source
regulations if these emissions were produced by stationary sources.

Congruction of apardld runway at MCAS Beaufort under ALT 4B would result ina
loss of approximately 81.8 acres of wetland. The parald runway would adso result in thefilling
of gpproximately 15.3 acres within the 100-year floodplain. If an OLF is constructed to sup-
port the four fleet squadrons under ALT 4B, impacts to wetlands at MCAS Beaufort would not
be significant. Lessthan 5 acres of wetlands would be impacted a&¢ MCAS Cherry Point under
ALT 4A, and no impacts to wetlands would occur a NAS Oceana under either ALT 4A or
4B.

Other resource areas were evauated; however, no significant impacts were identified.
The military training aress, including BT-9, BT-11, and the Dare County Range under ALT 4A,
and the Townsend Bombing Range under ALT 4B, would not be significantly impacted.

ALT 5A or 5B
Six fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at MCAS Cherry Point, and the

remaning four fleet squadrons would be stationed at either NAS Oceana (ALT 5A) or MCAS
Beaufort (ALT 5B). Thisdternative has been evauated with a proposed new OLF to support
the FCL P operations of the Super Hornet squadrons stationed at MCAS Cherry Point and a
proposed new parald runway to support increased arrivals and departures there. Under ALT
5A, the four Super Hornet fleet squadrons stationed at NAS Oceana could aso use the pro-
posed new OLF due to the proximity of these two air Sations, however, the EI'S has eva uated
ALT 5A at NAS Oceana assuming that the four fleet squadrons stationed there would use
NALF Fentress. Under ALT 5B, the four Super Hornet fleet squadrons stationed at MCAS
Beaufort would require either apardld runway or aproposed new OLF in the vicinity of
MCAS Beaufort to support the operations of the four squadrons.

The primary impacts associated with Sting the mgority of the Super Hornet flegt squad-
rons (six squadrons) and the FRS at MCAS Cherry Point and the remaining four fleet squad-
ronsa NAS Oceana (ALT 5A) or MCAS Beaufort (ALT 5B) would be related to an increase
in off-gtation noise exposure, increased air emissons, expanson of the off-gtation APZs, and
condruction of support facilitiesat MCAS Cherry Point under either 5A or 5B; and an increase
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in off-station noise exposure with congtruction of apardld runway or OLF, and, expansion of
the off- station APZs and congtruction of support facilities with congtruction of apardle runway
at MCAS Beaufort under ALT 5B. In addition, under ALT 5A and 5B, the projected increase
in military and civilian personnd dationed or employed at MCAS Cherry Point would result in
positive economic impacts. No sgnificant environmental impacts are expected at NAS Oceana
under ALT 5A.

Under ALT 5A or 5B, approximately 10,951 people would be within the greater than
65 DNL noise zones around MCAS Cherry Point compared to 8,713 people under the mod-
eled 2000 noise zones—a 26% increase over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schools
within the greater than 65 DNL noise zone would increase between 1 and 6 dB over existing
conditions, depending on location, under either ALT 5A or 5B. With the transitioning of the
Tomcat and Hornet squadrons at NAS Oceana and the Siting of four fleet squadrons under
ALT 5A, exigting noise levels would decrease. Under ALT 5A, gpproximately 75,880 people
would be within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones around the Oceana/Fentress complex
compared to 87,529 people under the modeled 2000 noise zones—a 13% decrease below
existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schools within the greater than 65 DNL noise zone
would generdly decrease between 1 and 3 dB, depending on location, or stay the same, com-
pared to exigting conditions.

Under ALT 5B, gpproximately 4,785 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL
noise zones around MCAS Beaufort if a parallel runway is constructed to support the FCLP
operations of the four fleet squadrons, compared to 4,934 people under the modeled 2000
noise zones—a 3% decrease below exigting conditions. |f an OLF is constructed instead of a
parald runway to support the FCLP operations of the four fleet squadrons, approximately
4,791 people would be within the grester than 65 DNL noise zones compared to 4,934 under
the modeled 2000 noise zones—a 3% decrease bel ow existing conditions.  Although fewer
people are within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones with congtruction of an OLF or con
gruction of aparalel runway under ALT 5B, more people are within the greater than 75 DNL
noise zone. No schools would be located within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones around
MCAS Beaufort if either aparalel runway or an OLF is constructed to support the four fleet
sguadrons.
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Projected airfield operations a MCAS Cherry Point would result in an increase in the
off-station areawithin APZs. ALT 5A or 5B would result in 5,100 acres of land within the
APZs compared to the current 3,179 acres—a 60% increase over existing conditions.

Projected airfield operations associated with siting four fleet squadrons at NAS Oceana
under ALT 5A would result in adecrease in the off-gtation areawithin APZs. ALT 5A would
result in 3,430 acres of land within the APZs compared to 5,546 acres—a 38% decrease be-
low exigting conditions.

Projected airfield operations at MCAS Beaufort under ALT 5B would result in an in-
crease in the off-gtation areawithin APZs if apardld runway is constructed and a decreasein
the off- station area within APZs if an OLF is congtructed. If apardld runway is constructed to
support the four fleet squadrons, ALT 5B would result in 3,537 acres of land within the APZs
at MCAS Beaufort compared to the current 2,840 acres—a 25% increase over existing condi-
tions. If an OLF is constructed to support the four fleet squadrons, ALT 5B would result in
1,788 acres of land within the APZs at MCAS Beaufort compared to the current 2,840
acres—a 37% decrease below existing conditions.

Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft at MCAS Cherry Point under ALT
5A or 5B would result in an increase in dl criteriaar pollutants—V OCs, CO, NO, SO,, and
PM . Mobile emissons are not covered under the state’ s air-emisson permitting program.
However, net aircraft-related emisson changes for VOCs and CO would be considered poten
tidly sgnificant under PSD dationary ar pollution source regulationsif these emissons were
produced by stationary sources under either ALT 5A or 5B.

Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft at MCAS Beaufort under ALT 5B
would result in an increese in dl criteriaar pollutants—V OCs, CO, NOy, SO,, and PM ;o—
whether an OLF or aparald runway is constructed to support the FCL P operations of the four
fleet squadrons. Mobile emissions are not covered under the stat€' s air-emisson permitting
program. However, net aircraft-related emission changesfor dl criteria pollutants would be
below the threshold considered potentialy significant under PSD Sationary air pollution source
regulations if these emissons were produced by stationary sources.

Congtruction of support fecilitiesat MCAS Cherry Point under ALT 5A or 5B would
result in the loss of on-station wetlands. An estimated 42 to 45 acres of wetland would be im-
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pacted mainly as the result of construction of the new pardle runway. Additiond impacts asso-
ciated with the pardld runway & MCAS Cherry Point would indlude thefilling of approximately
7.2 acres within the 100-year floodplain and remova of forested vegetation along Hancock
Creek and eight of itstributaries.

Congruction of a pardld runway a MCAS Beaufort under ALT 5B would result in a
loss of approximatdy 81.8 acres of wetland. The paradld runway would dso result in thefilling
of gpproximately 15.3 acres within the 100-year floodplain.

Under ALT 5A or 5B, an estimated 4,188 military and civilian personnel would relocate
to MCAS Cherry Point, which would increase the payroll expenditures at the station by ap-
proximately $143.9 million dollars. Increased spending due to new construction, increased
payroll, and other station expenditures would have a positive economic impact on the communi-
tiesaround MCAS Cherry Point.

Other resource areas were eva uated; however, no sgnificant impacts were identified.
The military training aress, induding BT-9, BT-11, and the Dare County Range under ALT 5A,
and the Townsend Bombing Range under AL T 5B, would not be significantly impacted.

ALT6

Eight fleet squadrons and the FRS would be stationed at NAS Oceana, and the remain-
ing two fleet squadrons would be stationed at MCAS Cherry Point. This dternetive has been
evaluated both with and without a proposed new OLF to support the FCLP operations of the
Super Hornet squadrons stationed at NAS Oceana. The two Super Hornet fleet squadrons
gtationed at MCAS Cherry Point could also use the proposed new OLF due to the proximity of
these two air gations, however, the EIS has eva uated both use of the new OLF by the two
fleet squadrons and use of exiding arfied facilitiesa MCAS Cherry Point for these two fleet
squadrons.  The primary impacts associated with siting the mgjority of the Super Hornet fleet
squadrons (eight squadrons) and the FRS at NAS Oceana and the remaining two fleet squad-
rons at MCAS Cherry Point would be related to an increase in off-station noise exposure and
increased ar emissons a NAS Oceana

Under ALT 6, approximately 104,288 people would be within the greeter than 65
DNL noise zones around the Oceana/Fentress complex compared to 87,529 people under the
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modeled 2000 noise zones—a 19% increase over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for
schools within the greater than 65 DNL noise zone would increase between 0 and 4 dB, de-
pending on location, over existing conditions. If an OLF is congtructed to support the FCLP
operations of the Super Hornet squadrons at NAS Oceana, the number of people located
within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones around the Oceana/Fentress complex would be
97,560, compared to 87,529 under the modeled 2000 noise zones—an 11% increase over
exiding conditions. Construction of an OLF would generally decrease the DNL and Leg &t
schools around NAS Oceana between 1 and 6 dB, depending on location, or maintain them at
the same leves, compared to AL T 6 without an OLF.

Under ALT 6, approximately 8,941 people would be within the greater than 65 DNL
noise zones around MCAS Cherry Point if exigting airfield facilities are used by the two fleet
sguadrons, compared to 8,713 under the modeled 2000 noise zones—a 3% increase over ex-
igting conditions. The DNL and L, for schools within the greater than 65 DNL noise zone
would increase between 0 and 2 dB over existing conditions. Approximately 8,915 people
would be within the greater than 65 DNL noise zones around MCAS Cherry Point if the two
fleet squadronstrain at the new OLF, compared to 8,713 under the modeled 2000 noise
zones—a 2% increase over existing conditions. The DNL and L, for schools within the greeater
than 65 DNL noise zone would generally increase between 0 and 2 dB over existing conditions.

Projected operations of the Super Hornet aircraft a8 MCAS Cherry Point under ALT 6
would result in an increese in dl criteriaair pollutants—V OCs, CO, NOy, SO,, and PM 4.
Mobile emissons are not covered under the stat€' s air emisson permitting program. However,
net aircraft-related emisson changes for dl criteria pollutants would be below the threshold con
sdered potentidly significant under PSD dtationary air pollution source regulationsif these emis-
sions were produced by stationary sources.

Other resource areas were eva uated; however, no significant impacts were identified.
The military training aress, induding BT-9, BT-11, and the Dare County Range, would not be
sgnificantly impacted under ALT 6.
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ES.10 Summary of Potentially Significant Environmental
Impacts of OLF Site Alternatives

The impacts that would occur as aresult of congtruction of an OLF at each of the pro-
posed sites include the following:

# Airgpace. The proposed OLF would be used primarily for FCLP operations of
the Super Hornet squadrons. Class D airspace would be established in conjunction
with an air traffic control tower a the OLF ste. Military airspace managers have
been actively involved throughout the conceptua development of the proposed
OLF in reviewing and evaduating the potentid for airgpace conflicts with recognized
FAA-controlled airgpaces. Following the identification of specific dternative OLF
gtes, the Navy requested that FAA act as a cooperating agency in this NEPA
process and began working with FAA to develop information needed for FAA re-
view of argpaceissues. The FAA isacooperating agency onthe EIS. In addition,
the FAA will conduct afina aeronautica review of the sdected OLF ste.

# Noise/APZs. Current noise levels at each of the proposed OLF sites are very low
(between 40 and 50 DNL) and correspond to atypical rura environment. Cor-
gruction of an OLF would result in a significant increase in noise exposure in these
rurd environments. The projected 60 DNL noise contours at the OLF stes en+
compass approximately 25,000 acres. Table ES-2 depicts the number of people at
each of the proposed OLF sites who would experience noise exposure at levels of
60 DNL or greater.

The acreage that would be contained within the projected APZs for each of the
proposed OLF sitesis estimated at 5,100 acres. Table ES-3 depicts the number of
people at each of the proposed OLF sites who would fal within the projected
APZsfor each dte.

# Land Use. Anestimated 25%, or 500 acres, of the proposed approximately
2,000-acre core areawould require converson of existing land uses to military-
related uses, including runways, taxiways, parking gorons, ancillary facilities, and
clear zones. Additiondly, land uses surrounding the proposed OLF site would be
exposed to higher noise levels and the potentia for aircraft mishaps associated with
operations at the OLF.
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Table ES-2 Estimated Population within Modeled Noise Zones for Proposed

OLF Sites?
Noise Zone” (DNL)
60-65 65-70 70-75 Population by | Population by
OLF Site County dB dB dB
, Perquimans 204 159 95 140 598
A
Site Pasquotank 8 0 0 0 8 606
SiteB Bertie 203 156 91 211 661 661
SteC Washington 60 23 15 26 124 141
Beaufort 15 0 2 0 17
Site D° Hyde 74 48 9 0 131 131
SteE Craven 289 151 78 163 681 687
Beaufort 4 2 0 0 6
. Burke 0 46 75 181 392
SiteF Allendae 1 0 0 0 1 39

Source: Wyle Laboratories, Inc., 2003.

&  Thetable provides the projected population within the noise zones for Sites A, B, C, D, and E under ALT 1, and for Site
Funder ALT 3, because these alternatives would result in the largest area within the noise zones at the respective sites.
Population estimates are based on an assumption of equal population distribution throughout the noise zones. In actual-
ity, the popul ation within these contours would be expected to be considerably lower.

Because Hyde County is a single census tract, with no differentiation in population trends within the county, these num-
bers are not representative of the actual populations within the noise contours. Based on field surveys, these estimates
arelikely significantly higher than actually occur.

This population total does not include the 712-bed Craven Correctional Institute, which islocated southeast of the site
between the 60 to 65 and 65 to 70 dB DNL noise contour on State Route 1637 in Vanceboro, North Carolina

Table ES-3 Estimated Population® within Modeled APZs for Alternative

OLF Sites
APZ Total Total
Clear Population  Population
OLF Site County Zone APZ 1 APZ 2 by County by Site

SteA Perquimans 2 10 81 93 93
SiteB Bertie 5 30 118 153 153
SteC Washington 1 1 17 19 19
SiteD Hyde 0 0 0 0 0
SteE Craven 0 16 124 140 140
SiteF Burke 3 2 77 102 102

Population estimates are based on an assumption of equal population distribution throughout APZs. In actuality,
the population within these APZs would be expected to be considerably lower.

# Terrestrial Resources. Vegeative and wildlife habitat disturbance would occur
a eech OLF ste asareault of congruction of the airfidd and ancillary facilities and
from development of clear zones. However, because each of the OLF sites occurs
in areas of intensve agricultural and/or sivicutura land uses, no sgnificart impacts
to natura terrestrid communities would occur. Wildlife may be temporarily dis-
turbed during condtruction and impacted by the increase in noise levels around the
OLF during operation. Additionaly, because the proposed OLF sites are located
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in relatively nonturbanized areas within the Atlantic Flyway, the stes would have
elevated BASH risk levels during the fal and winter months. However, with the ex-
ception of Ste D, the BASH risk levels a each of the OLF stes would be smilar to
those currently being effectively managed at other East Coadt military ingdlations.

# Socioeconomics. Congruction of an OLF could potentialy impact tax revenue for
locd jurisdictions. A tax revenue loss would be associated with the amount of land
acquired in fee ample for the OLF. The Navy would consder agricutura out-
leases. These parcels could continue in productive use because agriculturd land
uses are consdered compatible with aircraft operations a the OLF.

Within the states of North Carolina and Georgia, dl non-federa property istaxable
unless made exempt by state law. Individua counties can grant tax exemptions, ex-
clusons, or deferments on rea and persond property. The logt tax revenues pre-
sented in the EI S reflect a possible worst-case scenario and do not take into ac-
count the tax deferment exemptions of individua counties. Depending on the county
selected for the OLF, the contour being examined, and the size of the land area be-
ing evaduated, property tax losses could range from $140,197 (less than 1%) to
$231,908 (approximately 5%).

The Navy would work with the locd jurisdiction to minimize the impacts of the po-
tential loss of property tax revenuesto the greetest extent possible. The Navy
would explore strategies for contracting with the locd jurisdiction for the provison
of necessary services such as utility support and/or maintenance. The Navy

would aso consider development of mutudly beneficid partnerships with the af-
fected counties to enhance the provision of mutualy required utility services. Asss-
tance would be sought from the Department of Defense' s Office of Economic Ad-
justment (OEA). OEA manages the Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) Program that is
designed to encourage cooperative land use planning between military inddlations
and the surrounding communities so that future community growth and development
are compdible with the training and operationd missons of the military ingdlations
or test and training ranges. The JLUS program aso seeks ways to reduce the op-
erdtiond impacts of military activities on the adjacent communities. Agriculture out-
leases and timber sales are two additiond programs that could assigt the locd juris-
diction. Where the primary land use of the approximately 30,000 acre OLF is agri-
culturd, the Navy would most likely look to outlease Sgnificant portions of that land
S0 that farming can continue. The taxes generated from profits on those farming ac-
tivities would continue to provide tax revenue to the loca jurisdiction.

Fndly, the Department of Education administers an indirect aid program, the Im-
pact Aid for Federal Property program, that provides funds for loca educationa
agencies in communities that are impaired because large tracts of land (over 10% of
the assessed value in the loca education agency) are taken out of the loca tax base
by the federa government.
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Congtruction of an OLF would aso result in Ste-specific impacts. For certain counties,
impacts to airgpace, soils (prime farmlands), terrestria resources (vegetation and wildlife), water
resources (wetlands), and cultural resources may occur. These Site-specific impacts include the

following:

Site A (Perquimans County, NC)

OLF Ste A may affect airgpace in the vicinity of the Elizabeth City Coast Guard Air
Sation/Regiond Airport in Elizabeth City, North Caroling, as Visud Hight Rule (VFR) flights
occurring in the area may be impacted.

Agency coordination indicated that there were no federally listed threatened or endan
gered species documented as occurring within the area of Site A. Suitable habitat for federdly
listed species was not observed during field reconnaissance efforts. If Ste A would be se-
lected, it is expected that there would be no effect on threatened or endangered species.

Site B (Bertie County, NC)

OLF Site B would require the relocation of asmall private arfied.

Approximately 65%, or 1,300 acres, of the proposed approximately 2,000-acre core
area of OLF Site B is mapped as having prime farmland soils. Based on the evauation of the
dte usng the Ste assessment criteria from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Farmland Con-
servation Impact Rating Form, remova of these soils for congtruction of an OLF would repre-
sent asignificant loss of prime farmland to Bertie County. This impact, however, may not be
permanent as the Navy could out-lease unused agricultura acreage surrounding the OLF prop-
erty.

The red- cockaded woodpecker and bald eagle were identified as potentialy occurring
in the vicinity of the OLF Site B. It is expected that OLF Site B would have no effect on the
red-cockaded woodpecker because of the lack of suitable habitat on and around Site B and the
Species ability to adapt to loca disturbances (i.e., noise). The absence of suitable habitat and
the distance from Site B to suitable habitat suggest that the OLF at Site B would have no effect
onthe bald eagle. Indirect effects, however, may arise within the noise zones from increased
noise levels. Theseimpacts would be temporary, as the bald eagle would be expected to ac-
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climate to the jet arcraft noise. Therefore, it is expected that the OLF at Site B would not likely
adversdly affect the bad eagle.

Site C (Washington County, NC)

OLF Site C may affect argpace in the vicinity of the Plymouth Municipd Airport in
Plymouth, North Carolina, as VFR flights occurring in the areamay be impacted. Additiondly,
OLF Site C would require the relocation of a private airfied.

Approximately 85%, or 1,700 acres of the proposed Site C 2,000-acre core areais
mapped as prime farmland soils. Based on the evauation of the Ste using the Ste assessment
criteriafrom the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Farmland Conservation Impact Rating Form,
remova of these soils for construction of an OLF would represent a Significant loss of prime
farmland in Washington County. Thisimpact, however, may not be permanent as the Navy
could out-lease unused agricultura acreage surrounding the OLF property.

Significant concentrations of migratory waterfowl occur within 5 miles of Site C inthe
vicinity of the Pungo Unit of Pocosin Lakes Nationd Wildlife Refuge (NWR). Theresultsof a
bird radar survey completed at the Site indicate that periods of time exist during which asgnifi-
cant number of potentialy hazardous bird species move through the airgpace that would be used
by arcraft operating at Site C. However, the overal amount of time when bird concentrations
would cause an elevated bird/aircraft Srikerisk is minima in comparison to low-risk periods.
In addition, the radar survey indicated that daily pesksin bird movements and hourly trendsin
bird concentrations were easly detectable. Based on these factors, the use of bird detection
radar would grestly reduce the risk posed by birds at Site C.

A rdatively small portion of the low-leve flight tracks a Ste C, where flight dtitudes
would range from 2,000 to 2,500 feet AGL, would be located above or adjacent to significant
snow goose and tundra swan loafing and foraging areas located outside of the NWR boundary.
Although flight dtitudes dong this portion of the flight tracks indicate that the BASH risk would
not be considered severe, overflights down to 2,000 feet AGL may cause snow geese to flush
more frequently from their loafing and feeding Stes. The Navy would work with the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and State resource agencies to evauate site- pecific
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mitigation measures to reduce potentia impacts to snow goose populations prior to congtruction
of an OLF at thisSite.

Agency coordination indicated that the bald eagle is known to occur in the generd vicin-
ity of Site C. Site C does not contain nesting, roosting, or perching habitat for the bald eagle;
therefore, the presence of bad eagles at Site C would be limited to incidental occurrences by
individuas traveling over the Site during migration or those that travel greater than average dis-
tances from nest Sitesto forage. Based on the absence of suitable nesting, roosting, or perching
habitat, and studies suggesting that noise has aminima effect on bald eagles, sdecting SteCis
not likely to adversdy affect the bald eagle. The USFWS has concurred with this determina-
tion Site Cislocated in an areaimportant to the growth and recovery of the wild red wolf
population. Wild red wolves could potentialy occur in Pocosin Lakes NWR, approximately 5
miles east of the Ste. Based on alack of reproductive and shelter habitat, wild red wolves
would be considered only transient a Site C, if present. As previoudy discussed, no low-leve
flight tracks would be located above Pocosin Lakes NWR, and noise leves in the refuge would
increase by an inggnificant amount due to aircraft operations at Site C. Therefore, placement of
an OLF at Site C isnot likely to adversdy affect the red wolves occurring in Pocosin Lakes
NWR. The USFWS has concurred with this determination.

Site D (Hyde County, NC)
The proximity of Site D to the Dare County Range presents significant safety and

operationd issues to establishing an OLF in the proposed location. Additiondly, OLF Site D
would potentidly affect operationsin the vicinity of the Hyde County Airport.

Habitat conditionsin the vicinity of Site D indicate thet the Ste would have ahigh BASH
potential. Adherence to BASH avoidance measures that may be required to ensure safe train
ing conditions could potentidly limit the operationd flexibility of an OLF a Site D.

Portions of the low-leve flight tracks at Site D would be located above the Alligator
River NWR and Mattamuskeet NWR. The low-leve flights and associated noise exposure
would likely result in some level of displacement of resdent wildlife populations within Alligator
River NWR. Within Mattamuskeet NWR, migratory waterfowl may be impacted by the over-
flights through increased occurrences of flushing from loafing and feeding aress.
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The red-cockaded woodpecker, bald eagle, and American dligator were idertified as
potentialy occurring in the vicinity of OLF Site D. It is expected that the siting of the OLF at
Site D would not likely adversdly affect the red-cockaded woodpecker because of the lack of
habitat and the species ability to adapt to locd disturbances (i.e., noise). The potentia occur-
rence of the bad eagle in the vicinity of Site D ismogt likely related to the proximity of the Site
to the NWRs north and south of the site. While the bald eagle could be transient to the ap-
proximately 2,000-acre proposed core area, no suitable habitat is present at the proposed core
area; however, USFWS has stated that an OLF at Site D may adversaly impact the bald eagle,
If the Navy decided to construct an OLF at Site D, consultation with USFWS will occur, and
the preparation of a biologica assessment could be required to fulfill Section 7(a)(2) of the B+
dangered Species Act. It is expected that there would be no effect to the American dligator.
Conaultation with the USFWS would be required prior to construction of an OLF at thisSite,

Site D isaso located in an area that has been designated as important for the growth
and recovery of thewild red wolf population. Site D islocated within one of five counties cor+
taining wild populations of the red wolf. Based on information provided by USFWS, severa
radio-collared wolves may be located within or near the proposed OLF site. USFWS has indi-
cated that the Sting of an OLF a Ste D islikely to adversdy affect the current red wolf popula-
tion through the potentia destruction of habitat. In recognition of the fact that the red wolf may
occur within Site D and on NWR lands, there is some potentiad that the red wolf may be ad-
versdly affected by development of Site D. The Navy would consult with USFWSto develop
any necessary mitigation plansif Site D were selected.

An estimated 238 acres of wetlands lie within the approximately 2,000-acre proposed
core area & Site D, some of which may befilled for congtruction of arfidd facilities. However,
the Navy will coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to obtain the neces-
sary permits and approvas for any unavoidable impacts to wetlands resulting from the construc-
tion of the OLF. Design efforts would incorporate impact avoidance and minimization measures

to the maximum extent practicable.
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Site E (Craven County, NC)

Operation of an OLF a Site E would potentialy impact airgpace use in the vicinity of
the Craven County Regiond Airport in New Bern, North Carolina.

Agency coordinaion indicated that the federdly listed bald eagle, red-cockaded
woodpecker, and West Indian manatee potentidly occur in the vicinity of Site E. Dueto the
lack of habitat and the distance to suitable habitat, it is expected that the OLF a Site E would
have no effect on the bald eagle. Sdlecting Site E would not likely adversdly affect the red-
cockaded woodpecker because of the absence of habitat at Site E and the species’ ability to
adapt to local disturbances (i.e., noise). Based on the lack of impacts to the Pamlico River and
Blounts Creek, either from congtruction activity or from an increase in noise levels, the OLF at
Site C would have no effect on the West Indian Manatee. The USFWS has concurred with
these determinations.

Wetlands impacts would occur a Site E based on the extent of hydric soils and mapped
Nationd Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands present on Site. The entire approximately 2,000
acre core areais maintained as pine plantation. Due to clear-cutting activities, vegetation is
sparse or adtogether absent on much of the Site E property. Additiondly, drainage operations
on Site E have dtered naturd flow patterns to facilitate timbering activities. The Navy would
coordinate with the USACE to obtain the necessary permits and approvals for any unavoidable
impacts to wetlands resulting from the construction of the OLF; design efforts would incorpo-

rate impact avoidance and minimization measures to the maximum extent practicable.

Site F (Burke County, GA)

Operation of an OLF a Site F would potentidly impact airgpace use in the vicinity of
the Burke County Airport in Waynesboro, Georgia.

Agency coordination indicated that Sx federaly listed species occur within Burke
County, including the red- cockaded woodpecker, bald eagle, wood stork, eastern indigo
snake, flatwoods salamander, and shortnose sturgeon. It is expected that the OLF at Site F
would not likely adversdy affect the red-cockaded woodpecker because of the lack of suitable
habitat and the species ability to adapt to loca disturbances (i.e., noise). Smilarly, dueto the
lack of habitat and the distance to suitable habitat, coupled with the temporary nature of impacts
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associated with noisg, it is expected that the bald eagle and wood stork are not likely to be ad-
versdly affected by the OLF a Site F.

During the summer months, the eastern indigo snake foragesin creek bottoms, upland
foregts, and agricultura fidds. The flatwoods sdlamander is found in flatwoods dominated by
longleaf or dash pine. Based on the avallability of suitable habitat in the vicinity of Ste F, the
proposed congtruction of an OLF in this location may adversdly affect the eastern indigo snake
and flatwoods sdlamander. A site survey would be necessary to fulfill Section 7 (a) (2) of the
Endangered Species Act, and consultation with the USFWS would be required prior to cor-
gruction of an OLF &t thissite. An OLF at Site F would have no effect on the shortnose stur-
geon, because of the distance of Site F from potentidly suitable habitat.

There are an estimated 174 acres of wetlands within the approximately 2,000-acre
proposed core area, some of which would have the potentia for being filled for construction of
arfidd fadlities. The Navy would coordinate with USACE to obtain the necessary permits and
approvas for wetlands impacted through construction of the OLF and design the facility to
minimize impacts to on-Ste wetlands to the maximum extent practicable.

Eight archaeologica sites have been identified at Site F, and the entire surface of the Site
is consdered to have a high potentid for containing currently unknown archaeologica stes.
Additiond consultation with the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GADNR) would be
required prior to congtruction of an OLF at thisSte.
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