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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR PROVIDING T-6 JPATS SOLO CAPABILITY AT 

NAVY OUTLYING LANDING FIELDS 
NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD, FLORIDA 

 
 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to expand two existing Navy outlying landing fields 

(NOLFs) in the South Military Operating Area for Naval Air Station Whiting Field (NASWF) with 

extended runway lengths and clear zones sufficient to support training with the T-6 aircraft 

which is replacing the current T-34 aircraft at NASWF.  The Proposed Action is needed to 

efficiently transition NASWF fixed wing flight training to the Joint Primary Aircraft Training 

System (JPATS) T-6 aircraft, which requires longer runways for safe operations. 

 

The Proposed Action would be to acquire approximately 203 acres of private land around Navy 

outlying landing fields (NOLFs) Barin and Summerdale, and modify the runways at both NOLFs 

to accommodate T-6 operations.   Both runways at Barin NOLF would be extended to 5,000 feet 

to accommodate T-6 solo operations, and Runways 10-28 and 4-22 at Summerdale NOLF 

would be extended to 4,000 feet for dual T-6 operations.  At the ends of the modified runways at 

both NOLFs, 1,000-foot long Type I Clear Zones and 2,000-foot long Type III Clear Zones would 

be acquired by the Navy and maintained.  Type I Clear Zones would be cleared of trees and 

shrubs, as well as structures, and graded to allow run-out of aircraft past the end of the runway.   

No trees above the calculated approach/departure surface or structures would be allowed in 

Type III Clear Zones.  Civilian structures located within the runway extensions and clear zones 

would be removed, and two roads would be removed and relocated outside of the 1,000-foot 

Type I Clear Zones at both fields.  Existing runway lighting at Barin NOLF would be expanded to 

include the additional runway lengths.   

 

Nine alternative actions were evaluated to meet the purpose and need for the project, all 

involving the extension of existing runways or construction of new runways at NOLFs Barin, 

Summerdale, Silverhill, Wolf and Choctaw.  Some alternatives were fully evaluated in the EA, 

despite the fact that certain impacts would invalidate their use to meet the purpose and need for 

the project, in order to document all resources and impacts for those NOLFs.  The Proposed 

Action was chosen based on the best combination of operational requirements, environmental 

impacts and human socioeconomic impacts of all of the alternatives evaluated. 
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Based upon the results of this Environmental Assessment, the Proposed Action would not have 

a significant adverse effect on the environment. 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

Naval Air Station Whiting Field (NASWF) supports primary flight training for Naval aviators using 

the single engine turboprop T-34, utilizing a number of Navy outlying landing fields (NOLFs) for 

mission training requirements (Figure 1-1).  The T-6, also a single engine turboprop aircraft, has 

been selected as the new Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) aircraft for the 

combined joint military forces in the United States (US).  The T-6 will gradually replace the T-34 

between 2009 and 2015.  Unlike the T-34, the propellers of the T-6 cannot be reversed to slow 

the aircraft after landing, and the brakes/tires are not conducive for landings on shorter fields 

suitable for the T-34.   The T-6 requires a minimum safe runway length of 4,000 feet for dual 

operations and 5,000 feet for solo operations (Chief of Naval Air Training [CNATRA] Instruction 

3710.17A; CNATRA 3700 Ser N38/0577, 10 August 07).   

 

By contrast, the T-34 requires only a 3,000-foot long runway for operations.  The T-6 is also 

more restricted than the T-34 in operations involving cross-winds, with lower thresholds for 

cross-wind components that could jeopardize pilot safety.  The T-6 does have pilot ejection 

seats for emergency exit from the aircraft, which the T-34 lacks.  A comparison summary of 

specifications for the two aircraft can be found in Table 1-1. 

 

In addition to the safe runway length, a 1,000-foot long obstruction-free run-out safety zone 

(Type I Clear Zone) is required at the ends of the runway, with another 2,000 feet of clear zone 

(Type III Clear Zone) beyond the run-out safety zone. The Type III Clear Zone cannot have 

trees taller than the calculated approach/departure surface or buildings.  The runway 

specifications and clear zones are mandated by the Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) for Airport 

and Heliport Planning and Design developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

the Air Force Civil Engineer Support Agency (AFCESA 2006) and the Naval Facilities 

Engineering Command (NAVFAC) (UFC-3-260-01, modified 19 May 2006).  The Type III Clear 

Zone is mandated for safety, since this area is a relatively high accident potential zone (APZ), if 

an accident should occur.  Type II Clear Zones are only required for Class B runways used by 

jet aircraft, and are not required for the Class A runways used by the NASWF turboprop aircraft. 
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Figure 1-2.  Barin NOLF Proposed Action 
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Figure 1-3.  Summerdale NOLF Proposed Action 
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Figure 1-4.  Doc McDuffie Road Relocation 
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Clear Zone for Runway 10-28 (see Figure 1-3).  Road relocation right-of-way (ROW) would 

require the purchase of approximately 1.2 acres of private property at Barin NOLF. 

 
1.4.1 Additional Actions Related to the Proposed Action and Alternatives 
During the transition of training at NASWF from the T-34 to the T-6 aircraft, there would be a 

need to utilize all available assets for T-34 training operations due to construction at some 

NOLFs and the requirement by TW-5 to avoid mixing T-34 and T-6 training traffic at the same 

NOLF.  This could mean increased additional landings and approaches to NOLFs Wolf, 

Silverhill, Holley and Choctaw. 

 
1.5 REGULATORY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SCOPE 
 

Table 1-2 lists the laws, regulations, executive orders, directives, and memoranda that provide 

guidance for the preparation of this EA. 

 
Table 1-2.  Relevant Laws and Regulations Providing Guidance                                           

in the Development of this EA 

Action Requiring 
Permit, Approval, or 

Review 
Agency 

Permit, License, 
Compliance, or 
Review/Status 

Relevant Laws and 
Regulations 

FEDERAL 
Sound/Noise 

Construction and 
operations 

United States 
Environmental 
Protection Agency 
(USEPA) 

Compliance with surface carrier 
noise emissions 

Noise Control Act of 1972  
(42 United States Code (USC) 
4901 et seq.), as amended by 
Quiet Communities of 1978  (PL 
95-609) 

Air 

Construction and 
operations USEPA 

Compliance with National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards  
(NAAQS) and emission limits 
and/or reduction measures 

Clean Air Act and amendments 
of 1990 (42 USC 7401(q)) 
40 CFR 50, 52, 93.153(b) 

Water 

Construction sites with 
greater than 1 acre of 
land disturbed 

USEPA 

Section 402(b) National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges for 
Construction Activities-Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) 

Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 
USC 1342) 
40 CFR 122 
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Action Requiring 
Permit, Approval, or 

Review 
Agency 

Permit, License, 
Compliance, or 
Review/Status 

Relevant Laws and 
Regulations 

 
Construction in or 
modification of 
floodplains 

Water Resources 
Council, Federal 
Emergency 
Management Agency 
(FEMA), and CEQ 

Compliance 

Executive Order (EO) 11988 
(Floodplain Management), as 
amended by EO 12608   
(Elimination of unnecessary 
Executive orders and technical 
amendments to others) 

 
Construction in or 
modification of wetlands 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 
and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 
(USFWS)  

Compliance 
EO 11990 (Protection of 
Wetlands), as amended by EO 
12608 

Potential discharge into 
waters of the state 
(including wetlands and 
washes) 

USACE (and 
Alabama Department 
of Environmental 
Management 
(ADEM)) 

Section 401 Certification Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 
USC 1341 et seq.) 40 CFR 121 

Discharge of dredge or 
fill material to a 
watercourse 

USACE Section 404 Permit 
(Individual or nationwide) 

Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 
USC 1344) 
40 CFR 230 

Consistency with the 
Alabama Coastal 
Management Program  

Administered by 
ADEM Compliance 

Coastal Zone Management Act 
of 1972  
(16 USC 1456(c)) Section 307 

Natural resources 
management related to 
wetland management 
and nonpoint source 
pollution 

U.S. Navy Compliance OPNAVINST 5090.1C, par 22-
4.3(a) 

Soils 

Current operation 
involving hazardous 
waste and/or 
remediation of 
contamination site  

USEPA 
Proper management, and in 
some cases, permit for 
remediation 

Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976  (42 USC 
6901(k)), as amended by 
Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984  
(PL 98-616; 98 Statute 3221) 

Release or threatened 
release of a hazardous 
substance 

USEPA 
Development of emergency 
response plans, notification, and 
cleanup  

Comprehensive, Environmental 
Response, Compensation, 
Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC 
9601), as amended by 
Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-To-Know-Act 
of 1986  
(42 USC 11001 et seq.) 

 
Prime and unique 
farmlands 

Natural Resource 
Conservation Service 
(NRCS) 

NRCS determination via Form 
AD-1006, compliance exempted 

Farmland Protection Policy Act 
of 1981  
(7 USC 4201 et seq.) 7 CFR 
657-658 

Soil conservation of 
Federal lands NRCS Compliance Soil Conservation Act  

(16 USC 590(a) et seq.) 

Soil management U.S. Navy Compliance OPNAVINST 5090.1C, par 22-
4.3(d) 

Table 1-2, continued 
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Figure 2-1.  Saufley NOLF Location Map 



Draft NASWF EA 2-4 August 2010 

Saufley NOLF meets minimum criteria 2, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10 (partially) in Table 2-1; but would not 

meet the remaining criteria and could not be modified to meet those criteria.  Therefore, Saufley 

NOLF will not be considered as a viable alternative NOLF for this EA, and will not be evaluated 

further. 

 

2.1.2 Wolf NOLF 
Wolf NOLF is located on 421 acres in southern Baldwin County, Alabama, north of Orange 

Beach, approximately 40 miles from NASWF (Figure 2-2).  It is surrounded by lightly developed 

civilian structures and agricultural development, and lacks sufficient runway length for either 

dual or solo T-6 operations.  Agricultural cultivation occurs on clear areas at Wolf NOLF under a 

lease arrangement with local farmers.  Navigation from NASWF to Wolf NOLF would require a 

deviation around the Pensacola Regional Airport TRSA, which would add time to training flights 

and introduce additional safety concerns.  Wolf NOLF is also located directly adjacent to the 

NAS Pensacola TRSA, and is adjacent to the visual and instrument course rules for NAS 

Pensacola, which would limit high altitude operations east of the field.  The instrument approach 

pattern for Jack Edwards Airport in Gulf Shores, Alabama includes airspace over Wolf NOLF.  

Wolf NOLF is currently used for approaches and maneuvering operations with T-34 aircraft. 

 

Wolf NOLF contained active gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) burrows in the past, and is 

suitable for gopher tortoise habitation, which may result in environmental restrictions on 

expansion.  Expansion of Wolf NOLF would also impact the largest amount of wetlands of all 

NOLFs considered for the runway expansion project. 

 

A new beach access highway (an extension of County Highway 95) is planned for construction 

west of Wolf NOLF by Baldwin County, and a new bridge over Wolf Bay is planned to facilitate 

development of the area north of the bay, which includes the Wolf NOLF area (City of Orange 

Beach 2007).  Most of the surrounding land is held by commercial real estate developers in 

anticipation of the new highway and bridge.  The area around Wolf NOLF is projected to be in 

high demand for expansion of residential and commercial development in the near future, which 

would increase the safety risk for civilians due to training operations, and would be in conflict 

with the expanded AICUZ for the field. 

 

Wolf NOLF meets criteria 2, 4, 6, 7, and 8 in Table 2-1.  Criterion 1 could be met with runway 

and clear zone expansion, including additional property acquisition; however, criteria 3, 5, 9 and 
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Figure 2-2.  Wolf NOLF Alternative 5 Action 
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10 would involve limitations because of altitude restrictions due to interference with NAS 

Pensacola flight operations, and would restrict use of the field for T-6 training such that Wolf 

NOLF would not be suitable for daily NASWF training needs.  In addition, aircraft safety liability 

adjacent to the Pensacola Regional Airport and NAS Pensacola TRSAs, as well as conflicts with 

approach patterns for Jack Edwards Airport, may be greater than acceptable limits.  Criterion 11 

is a potential conflict that may or may not be realized pending future economic conditions.  

Therefore, Wolf NOLF is considered as a marginally viable alternative NOLF for this EA.  

Nonetheless, it will be fully evaluated as part of the EA, in order to document the resources and 

impacts associated with the field. 

 

2.1.3 Holley NOLF 
Holley NOLF (Figure 2-3) is located on 698 acres in Navarre, Florida, approximately 21 miles 

south of NASWF, and is surrounded by heavily developed urban residential areas.  Runway 

lengths are insufficient for T-6 operations, and extensions of the runways are extremely limited 

due to development encroachment and potentially extensive impacts on the surrounding 

community.  The field is also home to the largest gopher tortoise population, as well as several 

Federal listed species, of any of the NOLFs being considered in this EA.  Holley NOLF is 

currently used by NASWF for T-34 approach and maneuvering activities. 

 

Holley NOLF meets only criteria 2, 4, 5 and 8 in Table 2-1.  Because of the high socioeconomic 

and environmental impacts involved with expansion of runways and clear zones at the field, 

Holley NOLF will not be considered as a viable alternative NOLF for this EA, and will not be 

evaluated further. 

 

2.1.4 Barin NOLF 
Barin NOLF (see Figure 1-2) is located on 781 acres in Baldwin County, Alabama, 

approximately 43 miles southwest of NASWF.  Runway lengths at Barin NOLF are sufficient for 

dual T-6 operations, but lack sufficient clear zones.  Areas around Barin NOLF are moderately 

developed with residential neighborhoods, and the Foley Beach Expressway is located near the 

west end of Runway 9-27.  Doc McDuffie Road is located partially within the required Type I 

Clear Zone at the west end of Runway 9-27.  Barin NOLF has existing runway lighting and a 

crash safety facility.  Barin Field was previously much larger, and the west portion of the original 

facility was transferred to Baldwin County and the City of Foley for public use. 



Draft NASWF EA 2-7 August 2010 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-3.  Holley NOLF Location Map 
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Much of the additional land needed for runway and clear zone extensions at Barin NOLF is 

owned by the Navy.  Barin NOLF meets all of the criteria in Table 2-1, and is considered a 

viable alternative to meet the training mission at NASWF for solo T-6 operations if the runways 

and clear zones are extended.  Barin NOLF is currently used for T-34 operations. 

 

2.1.5 Silverhill NOLF 
Silverhill NOLF (Figure 2-4) is located on 396 acres in Baldwin County, Alabama, approximately 

48 miles west of NASWF.  Runway lengths are insufficient for T-6 operations.  The NOLF is 

surrounded by light to moderate developed rural residential and agricultural areas, and clear 

areas of the field are cultivated under an agricultural lease.  County Road 54 is located along 

the northern boundary of the field within the potential Type III Clear Zone at the north end of 

Runway 16-34; Raines Road is located within the potential Type I Clear Zone at the east end of 

Runway 9-27; and South River Road is located within the potential Type III Clear Zone at the 

east end of Runway 9-27.   

 

Silverhill NOLF meets all criteria in Table 2-1 except criterion 1, and extension of the runways 

and clear zones could be accomplished to meet criterion 1.  Therefore, Silverhill NOLF is 

considered to be a viable alternative to meet T-6 dual training requirements at NASWF.  

Silverhill NOLF is currently used for T-34 operations. 

 

2.1.6 Summerdale NOLF 
Summerdale NOLF (see Figure 1-3) is located on 572 acres in Baldwin County, Alabama, 

approximately 40 miles southwest of NASWF.  The runway lengths are insufficient for T-6 

operations.  The field is surrounded by light to moderate developed rural residential and 

agricultural areas, and clear areas of the field are cultivated under an agricultural lease.  County 

Road 38 is located along the north side of the field within the proposed Type III Clear Zone for 

Runway 4-22 and the potential Type III Clear Zone for Runway 16-34, and County Road 36 is 

located along the south side of the field, within the potential Type I Clear Zone for Runway 16-

34.  Lassiter Farm Road is located along the east side of the field within the proposed Type I 

Clear Zones for Runways 10-28 and 4-22 and the potential Type I Clear Zone for a new 

Runway 9-27. 
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Figure 2-4.  Silverhill NOLF Alternative 2 Action 
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Summerdale NOLF is currently used for approach and maneuvering operations involving T-34 

aircraft, and meets all criteria in Table 2-1 except criterion 1, and extension of the runways and 

clear zones or new runway construction could be accomplished to meet criterion 1.  Therefore, 

Summerdale NOLF is considered to be a viable alternative to meet T-6 dual training 

requirements at NASWF. 

 

2.1.7 Choctaw NOLF 
Choctaw NOLF (Figure 2-5) is located on Eglin AFB property, approximately 14 miles south of 

NASWF.  The length of the primary runway at Choctaw NOLF is 8,000 feet, sufficient for both 

dual and solo T-6 operations with no modifications or extensions.  There is sufficient 

undeveloped area around the field for construction of a cross-wind runway, if needed; however, 

a cross-wind runway would introduce traffic conflicts with other traffic patterns, and therefore, 

would not be feasible.  Choctaw NOLF is projected for use by the Air Force for other training 

operations, including high performance jet aircraft operations.  The Navy would also use 

Choctaw NOLF for high performance jet training in the future.  Conflicts between Navy T-6 

operations and Navy and Air Force jet aircraft training would result in restricted use of this field 

as a primary NOLF for NASWF.  Flights to Choctaw NOLF from NASWF would also require 

navigation through controlled airspace for the Pensacola Regional Airport TRSA, with limited 

high altitude operating space above the field due to proximity to the Pensacola Regional Airport 

TRSA.  Restricted airspace in Area 2915 east of the field would also limit operations. 

 

Choctaw NOLF meets all criteria in Table 2-1, with the exception of criteria 3, 9 and 10, and 

future scheduling of mixed Navy and Air Force use of the field could be accomplished to 

partially meet criterion 10.  Criterion 9 could be met by construction of a new cross-wind runway; 

however, approach patterns would be limited by conflicts with other adjacent airspace 

restrictions.  Criterion 3 could not be met due to projected high volume of jet aircraft and high 

altitude operating restrictions.  Choctaw NOLF is, therefore, considered to be a viable 

alternative to partially or temporarily meet T-6 solo and dual training requirements at NASWF; 

however, it cannot be considered as a primary T-6 training field.  It will be evaluated in the EA to 

document the resources and impacts associated with the field. 
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Figure 2-5.  Choctaw NOLF 
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2.2 ALTERNATIVES 
 

2.2.1 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would modify the runways at Barin and Summerdale NOLFs to 

accommodate T-6 operations.   Both runways at Barin NOLF would be extended to a length of 

5,000 feet with 1,000-foot long Type I Clear Zones for T-6 solo operations.  Existing runway 

lighting at Barin NOLF would be expanded to include the longer runways.  Runway 10-28 and 

Runway 4-22 at Summerdale NOLF would be extended to a length of 4,000 feet with 1,000-foot 

long Type I Clear Zones to accommodate T-6 dual operations.  Runway 16-34 at Summerdale 

NOLF would be abandoned.  A 2,000-foot long Type III Clear Zone would be acquired and 

maintained at the ends of the modified runways at both NOLFs, and no trees taller than the 

calculated approach/departure surface and no structures would be allowed in those clear zones.  

Structures, including residences, currently located within the runway extensions and clear zones 

would be removed.  Crash crews would be deployed at each field when aircraft are scheduled to 

touch down on the runways. 

 

Lassiter Farm Road along the east side of Summerdale NOLF would be removed within the 

Type I Clear Zone for Runway 10-28 at the south end of the road.  Doc McDuffie Road, located 

west of Barin NOLF, would be relocated outside of the Type I Clear Zone for Runway 9-27, and 

an additional 1.2 acres of private property would be purchased for the road ROW (see 

Figure 1-4).  Approximately 40 acres of private land around NOLF Barin (see Figure 1-2) and 

approximately 163 acres of private land around NOLF Summerdale (see Figure 1-3) would be 

acquired for runway extensions and clear zones.  The total additional acreage acquired at both 

NOLFs would be approximately 203 acres. 

 

This Proposed Action was also described in Section 1.4.  This alternative was selected because 

it most closely matched the purpose and need for the project, best satisfies mission 

requirements, meets the most evaluation factors, and results in the least impacts on 

environmental resources and local residents and communities. 

 

2.2.1.1 Additional Actions Related to the Proposed Action and Alternatives 
During the transition of training at NASWF from the T-34 to the T-6 aircraft, there will be a need 

to utilize all assets for T-34 training operations due to construction at some NOLFs and the 

requirement by TW-5 to avoid mixing T-34 and T-6 training traffic at the same NOLF.  This could 
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mean increased additional landings and approaches at NOLFs Wolf, Summerdale, Silverhill and 

Holley.  The exact number and locations for the additional training operations is not known at 

this time, and would vary depending on the level of construction restrictions on other NOLFs 

and weather conditions, as well as the level and intensity of flights needed to meet training 

obligations. 

 

2.2.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
Under this alternative, Barin NOLF would be modified to meet T-6 solo operating requirements, 

and Silverhill NOLF would be modified to meet T-6 dual operating requirements.  Barin NOLF 

runways would be extended as described by the Proposed Action.  Silverhill NOLF would be 

expanded to include two 4,000-foot long runways (Runway 16-34 and Runway 9-27) with Type I 

and Type III Clear Zones at both ends of the two runways (see Figure 2-4).  This would involve 

acquisition of approximately 222 acres of additional private property at both fields, removal of 

Raines Road, relocation of Doc McDuffie Road, and removal of structures, including residences, 

within the clear zones. 

   
2.2.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
Under Alternative 3, Barin NOLF would be retained as a dual T-6 operations field, and no 

runway extensions would be needed.  Clear zones would still be required at the ends of the 

runways; but overall impacts would be less than for the Proposed Action, in which the Barin 

NOLF runways would be extended to a length of 5,000 feet.  No additional private property 

would be acquired at Barin NOLF.  Choctaw NOLF (see Figure 2-5) would be modified to 

accommodate solo T-6 operations, but lack of a cross-wind runway would limit operations.    

This alternative would require close coordination with the Air Force and other Navy training 

wings to avoid conflicting training missions between T-6 and advanced jet aircraft, and could 

result in failure to meet training flight requirements.  Use of Choctaw NOLF as a primary 

NASWF training field for T-6 aircraft would be restricted by conflicting aircraft types and 

airspace altitude conflicts, including the adjacent restricted airspace in Area 2915 to the east. 

 

2.2.4 Alternative 4:  Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
Under Alternative 4, Summerdale NOLF would be modified for T-6 solo operations, and 

Silverhill NOLF would be modified for T-6 dual operations.  This would involve the extension of 

two runways (Runway 10-28 and Runway 16-34) at Summerdale NOLF to a length of 5,000 feet 

with Type I and III Clear Zones at the ends of both runways, including removal of existing 
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structures and residences, and relocation of County Road 36 as indicated in the Proposed 

Action, Lassiter Farm Road and County Road 38 (Figure 2-6).  Silverhill NOLF would be 

extended as described in Alternative 2 with two 4,000-foot long runways with Type I and Type III 

Clear Zones.  Approximately 415 acres of private property would be purchased for extension of 

runways and clear zones at both fields.  Impacts related to removal of structures and relocation 

of roads would be greater than for the Proposed Action. 

 

2.2.5 Alternative 5:  Barin NOLF and Wolf NOLF 
Under this alternative, Barin NOLF would be extended for solo T-6 operations as described in 

the Proposed Action.  Two runways at Wolf NOLF would be extended to a length of 4,000 feet 

for dual operations (Runway 18-36 and Runway 3-22) with Type I and Type III Clear Zones at 

the ends of both runways (see Figure 2-2).  Approximately 205 acres of private property would 

be purchased for extension of runways and clear zones at both fields.  Impacts related to 

wetlands would be greater than for the Proposed Action, and airspace restrictions for training 

operations would be greater than for the Proposed Action.  Use of Wolf NOLF as a primary 

NASWF training field for T-6 aircraft would be restricted by conflicting jet aircraft operations at 

NAS Pensacola, conflicts with approach patterns at Jack Edwards Airport, and altitude 

restrictions for operations within and adjacent to  the NAS Pensacola TRSA. 

 

2.2.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF, Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
Alternative 6 would involve the modification of Barin NOLF for T-6 solo operations as described 

in the Proposed Action, but only Runway 10-28 would be extended at Summerdale NOLF for T-

6 dual operations (see Figure 1-3).  Runway 16-34 at Silverhill NOLF would be extended to a 

length of 4,000 feet for dual T-6 operations (see Figure 2-4).  Type I and Type III Clear Zones 

would be placed at the ends of the extended runways at both dual fields.  This would require the 

acquisition of approximately 219 acres of private property beyond the current field boundaries at 

all fields being modified, but County Road 36 would not be relocated at Summerdale NOLF.  

Existing structures and residences within runway extensions and clear zones would be removed 

at Barin, Silverhill and Summerdale NOLFs.  This alternative could potentially require the 

deployment of three crash crews when training operations are conducted, and training efficiency 

and flexibility would be impacted by lack of cross-wind runways at a single field for dual 

operations. 
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Figure 2-6.  Summerdale NOLF Alternative 4 
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2.2.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Two Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF 
This alternative would extend the existing Runways 16-34 and 10-28 at Summerdale NOLF to a 

length of 4,000 feet for dual T-6 operations (Figure 2-7).  Both runways at Barin NOLF would be 

extended to a length of 5,000 feet as in the Proposed Action.  Type I and Type III Clear Zones 

would be placed at the ends of the modified runways at all fields.  This would require acquisition 

of approximately 232 acres of private property beyond the current field boundaries at all fields.  

Existing structures and residences within runway extensions and clear zones at Summerdale 

and Barin NOLFs would be removed.  County Road 36 and Lassiter Farm Road would be 

relocated at Summerdale NOLF.   

 

2.2.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF, Runway 16-34 and a New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale 
NOLF 

This alternative would modify the runways at Barin and Summerdale NOLFs to accommodate 

T-6 operations.  Both runways at Barin NOLF would be extended to a length of 5,000 feet with 

1,000-foot long Type I Clear Zones for T-6 solo operations as described for the Proposed 

Action.  Runway 16-34 at Summerdale NOLF would be extended to a length of 4,000 feet with 

1,000-foot long Type I Clear Zones to accommodate T-6 dual operations.  A new 4,000-foot 

long Runway 9-27 with Type I Clear Zones would be constructed at Summerdale NOLF to 

provide a cross-wind capability at the field (Figure 2-8).  Unused runways at Summerdale NOLF 

would be abandoned.  A 2,000-foot long Type III Clear Zone would be acquired and maintained 

at the ends of the modified runways at both NOLFs, and no trees taller than the calculated 

approach/departure surface would be allowed in those clear zones.  Structures, including 

residences, currently located within the runway extensions and clear zones would be removed.   

 

County Road 36, south of Summerdale NOLF, would be relocated outside of the 1,000-foot long 

Type I Clear Zone for Runway 16-34 (Figure 2-9), and Lassiter Farm Road, east of Summerdale 

NOLF, would be relocated outside of the Type I Clear Zone for the new Runway 9-27.  

Approximately 14 acres of private property would be acquired for the relocation of County Road 

36 and the necessary road right-of-way (ROW).  Doc McDuffie Road, located west of Barin 

NOLF, would be relocated as described for the Proposed Action (see Figure 1-4). 

 

Approximately 40 acres of private land around NOLF Barin (see Figure 1-2) and approximately 

184 acres of private land around NOLF Summerdale (see Figure 2-8) would be acquired for 
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Figure 2-7.  Summerdale NOLF Alternative 7 
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Figure 2-8.  Summerdale NOLF Alternative 8
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Figure 2-9. County Road 36 Relocation 100ft ROW  
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runway extensions and clear zones.  The total additional acreage acquired at both NOLFs 

would be approximately 238 acres. 

 

2.2.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF, New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF and Existing 
Runway 16-24 at Silverhill NOLF 

This alternative would construct a new 4,000-foot long runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF for 

dual T-6 operations as described for Alternative 8 (see Figure 2-8).  The remaining runways at 

Summerdale NOLF would be abandoned.  The existing Runway 16-34 at Silverhill NOLF would 

be extended to a length of 4,000 feet for dual T-6 operations, as described for Alternative 6 (see 

Figure 2-4).  Both runways at Barin NOLF would be extended to 5,000 feet as in the Proposed 

Action.  Type I and Type III clear zones would be placed at the ends of the modified runways at 

all fields.  This would require acquisition of approximately 225 acres of private property beyond 

the current field boundaries at all fields.  Existing structures, including residences, within runway 

extensions and clear zones at Barin, Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs would be removed.  

Lassiter Farm Road would be relocated at Summerdale NOLF.  This alternative would require 

the deployment of three crash crews when training operations are conducted, and training 

efficiency and flexibility would be limited by lack of cross-wind runways at a single field for dual 

operations. 

 

2.2.10 No Action Alternative 
The CEQ’s regulations and OPNAVINST 5090.1C require that a No Action Alternative be 

evaluated.  Under the No Action Alternative, none of the existing NOLFs would be modified to 

meet operational requirements for the T-6, and T-34 training operations would continue at 

NASWF and the NOLFs.  However, since the transition of training at NASWF from the T-34 to 

the T-6 is already mandated and underway, the No Action Alternative would result in a severe 

restriction of the training mission at NASWF, and is not a viable alternative. The No Action 

Alternative will serve as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and other 

viable alternatives can be evaluated. 

 

2.3 OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED, BUT ELIMINATED FROM FUTURE 
CONSIDERATION 

 

2.3.1 Construction of a New NOLF for T-6 Operations 
The cost of land acquisition and construction of a new NOLF sufficient for T-6 operations would 

be prohibitive, considering the comparative costs for modification of existing NOLFs to meet 
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mission needs.  The time required for acquisition of property and construction of a new NOLF 

would extend beyond the time required for securing new NOLFs to meet training requirements 

for the T-6 aircraft deployment.  Suitable land within the South MOA for construction of a new 

NOLF would face the same or greater impacts being evaluated for the existing NOLFs.  Impacts 

on private property owners and structures would also be much greater than for the Proposed 

Action, since the area needed for a new NOLF would be approximately 600 acres. 

 
2.3.2 Modification of T-6 Aircraft for Existing NOLF Conditions 
Modification of the T-6 aircraft for Navy use on existing NOLFs with 3,000-foot runways by 

adding a reversible propeller system and an improved braking system would require redesign 

and recertification of the aircraft, and would require greater time for implementation than is 

available to meet the training mission requirements.  It would also be contrary to the primary 

purpose of JPATS to provide a single training platform that is uniform across all of the U.S. 

Armed Forces. 

 

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 

In order to evaluate the relative impacts for each NOLF being evaluated in this EA, and to guide 

NASWF in their decision on the Proposed Action, Table 2-2 presents potential impacts for 

expansion of NOLFs to meet T-6 training requirements, with potential impacts associated with 

the implementation of each of the alternatives being considered.  Detailed analysis of impacts 

associated with each of the alternatives considered can be found in Section 4 of this EA. 
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3.11.5 Choctaw NOLF Airspace Environment 
Choctaw NOLF is located on Eglin AFB land adjacent to the NASWF TRSA and the Pensacola 

Regional Airport TRSA with airspace altitude restrictions between 1,400 feet and 4,200 feet 

above the ground surface.  Choctaw NOLF is used by military jet traffic from NAS Pensacola.  A 

direct flight path is available from NASWF without impacting the TRSA for any other major 

airport in the region.  Choctaw NOLF currently provides an overflow for TW-5 operations, and is 

heavily utilized during Instructor Pilot Under Instruction training flights.  The creation of 

Pensacola Regional Airport Area Navigation (RNAV) Runway 26 approach and lengthening of 

Runway 26 has caused tremendous congestion in Area 3 around Choctaw NOLF in the last 5 

years.  NOLF Choctaw is located approximately 2 miles west of Restricted Airspace (R-2915), 

limiting traffic pattern maneuvers. 

 

3.12 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES 
 

NASWF operates under a Facility Response Plan, a Hazardous Waste Management Plan 

(HWMP), and a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP).  NASWF also 

carries out reporting responsibilities under the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-

Know Act (42 USC §§ 11001-11050) of 1986. 

 

The purpose of the Facility Response Plan is to provide a contingency plan that establishes 

policy, responsibilities, and procedures for the control and cleanup of oil and hazardous 

substance spills within the NASWF jurisdiction. The plan is applicable to the land and water 

within NASWF property boundaries and under the command authority of the Commanding 

Officer.  The plan applies to oil and hazardous substance spills into air, water, or land, 

originating from any NASWF department, tenant activity, or other organization or private 

contractor working on NASWF property. 

 

The HWMP for NASWF assigns responsibility and offers guidance on industrial waste 

management procedures to ensure conformance with Federal, state, or U.S. Navy regulations 

and policies.  The HWMP is intended for use by all personnel at NASWF that are involved in the 

generation and management of waste.  All NASWF departments, tenant commands, and 

contract administrators assign responsibility for compliance coordination of the HWMP to a 

Point Source Coordinator and an Assistant, who receive guidance in use of the plan from the 

NASWF Environmental Officer.   
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The SPCCP provides compliance with Federal and state regulations controlling the prevention 

and cleanup of spills during transfer of oils and fuel from storage facilities to vehicles and aircraft 

(Navy 2006).  No hazardous substances or fuel are stored or used at any of the NASWF NOLFs 

as a result of routine operations, with the exception of diesel fuel stored at Choctaw NOLF for 

operation of the emergency generator.    A Pollution Prevention (P2) Plan is also in place at 

NASWF to comply with the requirements of the Pollution Prevention Act (PPA) of 1998, 

Executive Order 12856 and OPNAVINST 5090.1C to reduce the generation of hazardous waste 

at the base. 

 

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is also in place at NASWF, but it does not 

apply to the NOLFs, and storm water issues at the NOLFs are handled on an as-needed basis.   

 

An Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) assessment was completed for Barin NOLF and 

several adjacent parcels of private property in anticipation of property acquisition for expansion 

of the field to the east of Runway 27.  The EBS resulted in a limited Phase II EBS due to 

discovery of drums on several of the parcels (Navy 2004a).  A Finding of Suitability to Acquire 

was issued as a result of the EBS (Navy 2004b), and the parcels investigated were purchased 

by the Navy and included within the current property boundaries for Barin NOLF. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

This section analyzes the potential impacts, beneficial and adverse, that may result from the 

implementation of the action alternatives.  The potential impacts are described for each 

alternative by resource category.  The discussions of impacts by resource are provided in the 

same sequential order as Chapter 3.   

 

Impacts on the human and natural environment can be characterized as beneficial or adverse, 

and can be direct or indirect based upon the result of the action.  Direct impacts are those 

effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR § 

1508.8[a]).  Indirect impacts are those effects that are caused by the action and are later in time 

or further removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR § 1508.8[b]).  The 

effects can be temporary or permanent.  For purposes of this EA, temporary effects are defined 

as those that would last for the duration of the construction period; short-term impacts would last 

for up to 3 years.  Permanent impacts indicate an irretrievable loss or alteration, and are also 

defined as long-term impacts, which are those impacts that would continue to affect resources 

for up to 10 years or more after construction. 

 

Impacts can vary in magnitude from a slight change to a total change in the environment.  The 

impact analysis presented in this EA is based upon existing regulatory standards, scientific and 

environmental knowledge, and best professional opinions.  The impacts on each resource are 

described as significant, moderate, minor (minimal), insignificant, or no impact.  Significant 

impacts are those effects that would result in substantial changes to the environment (as 

defined by 40 CFR § 1508.27).  Moderate impacts are effects that would not significantly 

improve or degrade current conditions.  Minor impacts are effects that would slightly improve or 

degrade current conditions.  All impacts described are adverse unless otherwise noted. 

Additionally, a quantitative impact analysis was used to describe potential impacts when data 

were available for the given resource (e.g., vegetation, civilian structures). 

 

The analysis of impacts for the Proposed Action and alternatives assumes a complete build-out 

and renovation of all runways and clear zones necessary to support the JPATS training 

program.   The analysis also takes into consideration any necessary road realignments and 

structure removal to accomplish this mission. 
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4.1 LAND USE 
 

4.1.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, a total of approximately 202 acres of private property would be 

acquired through purchase of land or development rights around Barin NOLF and Summerdale 

NOLF, and would be converted from developed land use (i.e., residential or farm-related 

structures and agricultural production) to military use.  The purchased area would be restricted 

from use involving structures or agricultural development involving trees with heights above the 

calculated runway approach and departure altitudes.  No conflicts with existing county zoning 

designations would occur, and the change in land use for the acquired properties would not 

significantly affect adjacent land use in the area due to the extensive current similar land use 

adjacent to the NOLF.   

 

The relocation of Doc McDuffie Road at Barin NOLF would require the additional acquisition of 

approximately 1.2 acres of private land, which would be converted from vacant private use to 

public road ROW. 

 

The AICUZ footprint developed for the Proposed Action and all alternatives was developed 

based on the overlay and expansion, as necessary, of the clear zones and APZs for each 

NOLF.  The footprints reflect APZs only, and do not reflect any noise contours for aircraft noise 

impacts.  The proposed APZ footprint for Barin NOLF would be expanded as shown in 

Figure 4-1 due to the extension of runways to a length of 5,000 feet.  The APZ footprint for 

Summerdale would be as shown in Figure 4-2.  Following removal of residences and structures 

from the Type I and Type III Clear Zones, there would remain 163 residences and other 

structures within the Summerdale APZ footprint, particularly the APZ I and APZ II, that would 

exceed the density recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations (OPNAVINST 

11010.36C, Navy 2008c).  Within the Barin APZ footprint, particularly the APZ I and APZ II, 

there would be 139 residences and other structures that would exceed the density 

recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations.    There would be no sites of 

special concern (churches, schools, daycare facilities or nursing homes) located within any 

proposed APZ or the AICUZ at Summerdale NOLF, and one church located within a proposed 

APZ II for Barin NOLF; however, the church is currently located within the existing APZ footprint, 

so no significant impacts are anticipated.  Most of the residences within the proposed APZ 

footprint were previously included  
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Figure 4-1.  Barin NOLF Proposed Action AICUZ 
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Figure 4-5.  Alternative 5 Wolf NOLF AICUZ 
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APZII.  There would be no sites of special concern located within the proposed APZ footprint at 

Wolf NOLF, so no significant impacts are anticipated.  The residences within the proposed Wolf 

APZ footprint were previously included in the APZ for T-34 operations at the fields, and the 

number would be reduced by eight.   

 

The number of structures and residences within the proposed APZ footprint for Wolf NOLF 

would be within the recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations. 

 

4.1.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF and Single Runways at Summerdale and Silverhill 
NOLFs 

Under Alternative 6, a total of approximately 219 acres of private property would be acquired 

through purchase of land or development rights, and would be converted to military use.  The 

purchased area would be restricted from use involving structures or agricultural development 

involving trees with heights above the calculated runway approach and departure altitudes.  No 

conflicts with existing county zoning designations would occur, and the change in land use for 

the acquired properties would not significantly affect adjacent land use in the area due to the 

current extent of land use adjacent to the NOLFs. 

 

The APZ footprint for Barin NOLF would be the same as the Proposed Action (see Figure 4-1).  

The expanded APZ footprint for Runway 10-28 at Summerdale NOLF would be as shown in 

Figure 4-2.  The APZ footprint for Runway 16-34 at Silverhill NOLF would be as shown in Figure 

4-3.  Following removal of residences and structures from the Type I and Type III Clear Zones, 

there would remain 32 residences and other structures within the Summerdale APZ footprint, 

particularly the APZ I and APZ II, that would exceed the density recommendations as written in 

the UFC and Navy regulations.  Within the Silverhill APZ footprint, particularly the APZ I and 

APZ II, there would be 48 residences and other structures that would exceed the density 

recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations.  The number of residences within 

the APZ footprint at Summerdale NOLF would be reduced by 104, and at Silverhill by 64.  There 

would be no sites of special concern located within the proposed APZ footprint at Summerdale 

NOLF or Silverhill NOLF, so no significant impacts are anticipated.  Most of the residences 

within the proposed APZ footprint were previously included in the APZ for T-34 operations at the 

fields. 
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4.1.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (16-34 and 
10-28) 

Under Alternative 7, a total of approximately 232 acres of private property would be acquired 

through purchase of land or development rights around Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF, 

and would be converted from developed land use (i.e., residential or farm-related structures and 

agricultural production) to military use.  The purchased area would be restricted from use 

involving structures or agricultural development involving trees with heights above the 

calculated runway approach and departure altitudes.  No conflicts with existing county zoning 

designations would occur, and the change in land use for the acquired properties would not 

significantly affect adjacent land use in the area due to the current extent of land use adjacent to 

the NOLFs.  Approximately 14 acres of private land would be acquired for relocation of County 

Road 36, and would be converted from agricultural production and residential use to public road 

ROW.  Total acreage acquired for both NOLFs would be 232 acres. 

 

The APZ footprint for Barin NOLF would be the same as the Proposed Action (see Figure 4-1) 

and the impacts would be the same.  The proposed APZ footprint for Runways 10-28 and 16-34 

at Summerdale NLF would be as shown in Figure 4-6.  Following removal of residences and 

structures from the Type I and Type III Clear Zones, there would remain 42 residences and 

other structures within the Summerdale APZ footprint, particularly the APZ I and APZ II, that 

would exceed the density recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations.  There 

would be no sites of special concern located within the proposed APZ footprint at Summerdale 

NOLF, so no significant impacts are anticipated.  Most of the residences within the proposed 

APZ footprint were previously included in the APZ for T-34 operations at the fields, and the 

number would be reduced by 108. 

 

4.1.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF (Runway 16-34 and New 
Runway 9-27) 

Under Alternative 8, a total of approximately 238 acres of private property would be acquired 

through purchase of land or development rights around Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF, 

and would be converted from developed land use (i.e., residential or farm-related structures and 

agricultural production) to military use.  The purchased area would be restricted from use 

involving structures or agricultural development involving trees with heights above the 

calculated runway approach and departure altitudes.  No conflicts with existing county zoning 

designations would occur, and the change in land use for the acquired properties would not 
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Figure 4-6.  Alternative 7 Summerdale NOLF AICUZ 
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significantly affect adjacent land use in the area due to the current extent of land use adjacent to 

the NOLFs.   

 

Relocation of County Road 36 would require the acquisition of approximately 14 acres of private 

land for the relocated road and ROW.  The acquired land would be converted from agricultural 

production and private residence use to public road ROW.  The relocation of Doc McDuffie 

Road would require the acquisition of approximately 1.2 acres of private land, which would be 

converted from vacant private use to public road ROW.  Road ROW acreage is included in the 

238-acre total. 

 

The proposed APZ footprint for Barin NOLF would be expanded as shown in Figure 4-1 due to 

the extension of runways to 5,000 feet, and the impacts would be the same.  The APZ footprint 

for Summerdale would be as shown in Figure 4-7.  Following removal of residences and 

structures from the Type I and Type III Clear Zones, there would remain 51 residences and 

other structures within the Summerdale APZ footprint, particularly the APZ I and APZ II, that 

would exceed the density recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations.  There 

would be no sites of special concern located within any proposed APZ footprint at Summerdale 

NOLF.  Most of the residences within the proposed APZ footprint were previously included in 

the APZ for T-34 operations at the fields.  At Summerdale NOLF, the number would be reduced 

by 99. 

 
4.1.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF, New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF and Existing 

Runway 16-24 at Silverhill NOLF 
Under Alternative 9, a total of approximately 225 acres of private property would be acquired 

through purchase of land or development rights, and would be converted to military use.  The 

purchased area would be restricted from use involving structures or agricultural development 

involving trees with heights above the calculated runway approach and departure altitudes.  No 

conflicts with existing county zoning designations would occur, and the change in land use for 

the acquired properties would not significantly affect adjacent land use in the area due to the 

current extent of land use adjacent to the NOLFs. 

 

The APZ footprint for Barin NOLF would be the same as the Proposed Action (see Figure 4-1).  

The APZ footprint for Runway 16-34 at Silverhill NOLF would be as shown in Figure 4-3.  The 

APZ footprint for the new 9-27 Runway at Summerdale would be as shown in Figure 4-7.   
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Figure 4-7.  Summerdale NOLF Alternative 8 AICUZ 
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Following removal of residences and structures from the Type I and Type III Clear Zones, there 

would remain 42 residences and other structures within the Summerdale APZ footprint, 

particularly the APZ I and APZ II, that would exceed the density recommendations as written in 

the UFC and Navy regulations.  Residences within the Silverhill APZ footprint would be the 

same as for Alternative 6.  There would be no sites of special concern located within the 

proposed APZ footprint at Silverhill NOLF or Summerdale NOLF, so no significant impacts are 

anticipated.  Most of the residences within the proposed APZ footprint were previously included 

in the APZ for T-34 operations at the fields. 

 

4.1.10 No Action Alternative 
There would be no change of land use for any of the NOLFs used by NASWF with the 

implementation of the No Action Alternative.  The density of residences within the AICUZ 

footprint at Barin, Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs currently exceeds the density 

recommendations as written in the UFC and Navy regulations. 

 

4.2 AGRICULTURE AND SILVICULTURE 
 

Agriculture, in the form of row crop production and grazing or hay fields, is the prevalent activity 

on open land on and around the NOLFs being evaluated in this EA.  Silviculture, in the form of 

pine tree production, is also a common activity around the NOLFs.  Extension or construction of 

runways and Type I Clear Zones would remove some existing agriculture and silviculture areas 

from production.  Current agricultural leases at Summerdale NOLF may continue or be modified 

as a result of the Proposed Action, but the extent of any lease changes cannot be determined at 

this time.  A significant impact on agriculture or silviculture would occur if an action would 

remove from cultivation a significant portion of a crop unique to the area or a crop not easily 

cultivated elsewhere. 

 

4.2.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, 80 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at 

Summerdale NOLF and 68 acres of private agriculture production around Barin NOLF would be 

removed from production.  Approximately 17 acres of silviculture acreage within the Barin NOLF 

property boundary would be removed from production.  The acreage removed from production 

would not be significant, when compared to the thousands of acres of other agricultural and 
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silviculture acreage in the area, and no particularly unique or valuable crops that cannot be 

produced readily at other nearby locations are produced on the impacted land.  

 

4.2.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
Under Alternative 2, 70 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at Silverhill 

NOLF and 68 acres of private agricultural land at Barin NOLF would be removed from 

production.  Approximately 8 acres of silviculture land within the Silverhill NOLF and 17 acres of 

silviculture land within Barin NOLF would be removed from production.  The acreage removed 

from production would have similar effects as indicated for the Proposed Action. 

 
4.2.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
Under Alternative 3, no land currently used for private agriculture production or for silviculture 

would be impacted.   

 

4.2.4 Alternative 4:  Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
Under Alternative 4, impacts on land currently used for private agriculture production at Silverhill 

NOLF would be the same as for Alternative 2.  Approximately 68 acres of land currently used for 

private agriculture production at and around Summerdale NOLF would be removed from 

production. The acreage removed from agricultural production would have similar effects as 

described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Approximately 15 acres of pine plantation and other silviculture land would be removed from 

production around Silverhill and Summerdale NOLFs.  Given the vast amount of other 

silviculture land in the area, removal of the impacted land from production would not significantly 

alter silviculture activities or timber production in the region. 

 

4.2.5 Alternative 5:  Barin NOLF and Wolf NOLF 
Under Alternative 5, 109 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at Wolf 

and Barin NOLFs would be removed from production.  The acreage removed from agricultural 

production would have similar effects as described for the Proposed Action. 

 

Approximately 55 acres of pine plantation and other forested land would be removed from 

production around Wolf and Barin NOLFs.  Silviculture impacts at Barin NOLF would be the 
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same as for the Proposed Action, and impacts at Wolf NOLF would be insignificant, given the 

thousands of acres of silviculture around the field.   

 

4.2.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF and Single Runways at Summerdale and Silverhill 
NOLFs 

Under Alternative 6, 151 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at Barin, 

Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs would be removed from production.  The acreage removed 

from agricultural production would not be significant, when compared to the vast amount of 

other agricultural acreage in the area, and no particularly unique or valuable crops are produced 

on the impacted land. 

 

Approximately 25 acres of pine plantation and other forested land would be removed from 

production around Barin, Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs, but there is abundant similar land 

around the field.  Silviculture impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action, so no 

significant silviculture impacts would occur.   

 

4.2.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (10-28 and 
16-34) 

Under Alternative 7, 138 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at Barin 

and Summerdale NOLFs would be removed from production.  The acreage removed from 

agricultural production would not be significant, and would have similar effects as described for 

the Proposed Action.  Silviculture impacts at Barin NOLF would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action. 

 

4.2.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF (Runway 16-34 and New 
Runway 9-27) 

Under Alternative 8, 107 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at Barin 

and Summerdale NOLFs would be removed from production.  Approximately 24 acres of 

silviculture acreage at Barin and Summerdale NOLFs would be removed from production.  The 

acreage removed from production would not be significant, when compared to the vast amount 

of other agricultural and silviculture acreage in the area, and no particularly unique or valuable 

crops that cannot be produced readily at other nearby locations are produced on the impacted 

land.  
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4.2.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF, New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF and Existing 
Runway 16-24 at Silverhill NOLF 

Under Alternative 9, 163 acres of land currently used for private agriculture production at Barin, 

Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs would be removed from production.  Agricultural production 

impacts would be similar to Alternative 6, and would not be significant. 

 

Approximately 25 acres of private pine plantation and other forested land would be removed 

from production around the affected NOLFs.  Silviculture impacts would be the similar to the 

Proposed Action.  Therefore, implementation of Alternative 9 would not significantly alter 

silviculture activities in the region. 

 

4.2.10 No Action Alternative 
There would be no impacts on agriculture or silviculture for any of the NOLFs used by NASWF 

with the implementation of the No Action Alternative. 

 

4.3 SOILS 
 

4.3.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Implementation of the Proposed Action, which requires ground disturbance for the construction 

of the extended runways at Barin and Summerdale NOLFs, would permanently impact 

approximately 203 acres of soils through construction of runway extensions and clearing of 

Type I Clear Zones.  An additional 1.2 acres would be disturbed during the relocation of Doc 

McDuffie Road. 

 

Ground disturbance associated with new construction would result in exposed soils and, 

consequently, an increased potential for erosion to occur in the vicinity and immediate 

surroundings. Compliance with the General Storm Water National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit required for construction, the development of a SWPPP, 

and implementation of standard construction best management practices (BMPs) would reduce 

the potential for erosion from construction activities.  Environmental design measures described 

in Section 6 would be implemented to further reduce impacts on soils from project construction.  

Due to the measures proposed to limit the potential for soil erosion to occur, impacts on soils 

would be both temporary and insignificant.   
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4.3.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
Implementation of Alternative 2, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Barin and Silverhill NOLFs, would permanently impact approximately 222 

acres of soils through construction of runway extensions and clearing of Type I Clear Zones.  

Impacts on soils would be similar to the Proposed Action. 

 

4.3.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
Implementation of Alternative 3, would require no ground disturbance for the construction of 

extended runways at Barin and Choctaw NOLFs, and, thus, would not impact any soil 

resources. 

 

4.3.4 Alternative 4:  Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
Implementation of Alternative 4, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Silverhill and Summerdale NOLFs, would permanently impact 

approximately 391 acres of soils through construction of runway extensions and clearing of 

Type I Clear Zones.  An additional 27 acres of soils would be disturbed for the relocation of 

County Road 36 and County Road 38.  Impacts on soils would similar to the Proposed Action. 

 

4.3.5 Alternative 5:  Barin NOLF and Wolf NOLF 
Implementation of Alternative 5, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Barin and Wolf NOLFs, would permanently impact approximately 205 

acres of soils through construction of runway extensions and clearing of Type I Clear Zones.  

Impacts on soils would be similar to the Proposed Action. 

 

4.3.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF and Single Runways at Summerdale and Silverhill 
NOLFs 

Implementation of Alternative 6, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Barin, Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs, would permanently impact 

approximately 219 acres of soils through construction of runway extensions and clearing of 

Type I Clear Zones.   Impacts on soils would be the similar to the Proposed Action. 

 

4.3.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (10-28 and 
16-34) 

Implementation of Alternative 7, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Barin and Summerdale NOLFs, would permanently impact approximately 
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217 acres of soils through construction of runway extensions and clearing of Type I Clear 

Zones.  An additional 14 acres would be disturbed during the relocation of County Road 36; and 

an additional 1.2 acres would be disturbed during the relocation of Doc McDuffie Road.  Impacts 

on soils would similar to the Proposed Action. 

 

4.3.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF (Runway 16-34 and New 
Runway 9-27) 

Implementation of Alternative 8, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Barin, a new runway at Summerdale NOLF and extension of one runway 

at Summerdale NOLF, would permanently impact approximately 223 acres of soils through 

construction of runways and extensions and clearing of Type I Clear Zones.  An additional 14 

acres would be disturbed during the relocation of County Road 36; and an additional 1.2 acres 

would be disturbed during the relocation of Doc McDuffie Road.  Impacts on soils would be 

similar to the Proposed Action. 

 
4.3.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (10-28 and 

16-34) 
Implementation of Alternative 9, which requires ground disturbance for the construction of the 

extended runways at Barin, a new runway at Summerdale NOLF and extension of one runway 

at Silverhill NOLF, would permanently impact approximately 225 acres of soils through 

construction of runways and extensions and clearing of Type I Clear Zones.   Impacts on soils 

would similar to the Proposed Action. 

 

4.3.10 No Action Alternative 
No construction would occur under the No Action Alternative.  Therefore, there would be no 

additional direct impacts on soils at any of the NASWF NOLFs.   

 

4.4 WATER RESOURCES 
 

4.4.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
4.4.1.1 Surface Water 
The Proposed Action would result in minimal impacts on surface water, since no natural surface 

water bodies, such as streams or lakes, are located within the area of fill or ground disturbance 

at NOLFs Barin and Summerdale, and BMPs would be used to prevent soil erosion that would 

impact nearby surface waters.  A small pond (0.2 acre) would be impacted by Type 1 Clear 
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Zone fill at the east end of Runway 9-27 at Barin NOLF, but mitigation for filling the pond would 

be at a 1:1 ratio of mitigation to impacts.  A 0.69-acre field drain at Summerdale NOLF classified 

as a WUS conveyance at the south end of Runway 4-22 would be impacted by Type 1 Clear 

Zone fill.  The drain would be culverted under the clear zone fill so that the conveyance 

connection between wetland areas on the field would remain intact.  No mitigation would be 

required for placing culverts in this field drain. 

 

4.4.1.2 Wetlands 
Construction of the Type I Clear Zone at the east end of Runway 9-27 at Barin NOLF would 

impact approximately 0.135 acre of jurisdictional wetlands.  No wetlands would be impacted at 

Summerdale NOLF.   Mitigation for the impacted wetlands at Barin would be accomplished 

through the CWA Section 404/401 permit process with the USACE and ADEM; thus, with no net 

loss of wetlands, the Proposed Action would have an insignificant impact on wetlands.   

 

4.4.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
4.4.2.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 2 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.4.2.2 Wetlands 
Impacts on wetlands at Barin NOLF would be the same as for the Proposed Action.  

Construction of the Type I Clear Zone at the east end of Runway 9-27 at Silverhill NOLF would 

require filling of 1.08 acres of wetlands.  This impact would be appropriately mitigated through 

the CWA Section 404/401 permit process with the USACE and ADEM by the purchase of 

credits at an approved wetland mitigation bank.  Thus, with no net loss of wetlands, Alternative 

2 would not have a significant impact on wetlands.   

 

4.4.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
4.4.3.1 Surface Water 
No impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 3 would occur, since 

there would be no new runway construction at Barin or Choctaw NOLFs. 
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4.4.3.2 Wetlands 
There would be no impacts on wetlands at Choctaw NOLF, and impacts would be the same as 

the Proposed Action at Barin NOLF. 

 

4.4.4 Alternative 4:  Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
4.4.4.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 4 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.4.4.2 Wetlands 
Impacts on wetlands at Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF would be the same as for 

Alternative 2 and the Proposed Action.   

 

4.4.5 Alternative 5:  Barin NOLF and Wolf NOLF 
4.4.5.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 5 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.4.5.2 Wetlands 
Wetland impacts at Barin NOLF would be the same as the Proposed Action.  Construction of 

Type I Clear Zones at Wolf NOLF would require the filling of 15.98 acres of wetlands.  This 

impact would be appropriately mitigated through the CWA Section 404/401 permit process with 

the USACE and ADEM by the purchase of credits at an approved wetland mitigation bank. 

Thus, with no net loss of wetlands, Alternative 5 would not have a significant impact on 

wetlands.    

 

4.4.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF and Single Runways at Summerdale and Silverhill 
NOLFs 

4.4.6.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 6 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 
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4.4.6.2 Wetlands 
Impacts on wetlands at Barin NOLF would be the same as for the Proposed Action.  No wetland 

impacts would occur at Silverhill NOLF or Summerdale NOLF. 

 

4.4.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (10-28 and 
16-34) 

4.4.7.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 7 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.4.7.2 Wetlands 
Impacts on wetlands at Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF would be the same as for the 

Proposed Action.   

 

4.4.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF (Runway 16-34 and New 
Runway 9-27) 

4.4.8.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 8 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 
4.4.8.2 Wetlands 
Wetland impacts at Barin would be the same as the Proposed Action.  There would be no 

impacts on wetlands at Summerdale NOLF.   

 

4.4.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF, New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF and Existing 
Runway 16-24 at Silverhill NOLF 

4.4.9.1 Surface Water 
The impacts on surface water quality from the implementation of Alternative 9 would be the 

same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.4.9.2 Wetlands 
Impacts on wetlands at Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF would be the same as for 

Alternative 8.  No wetlands would be impacted at Silverhill NOLF.   
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4.4.10 No Action Alternative 
4.4.10.1 Surface Water 
Under the No Action Alternative, future development of NOLFs associated with the JPATS 

program at NASWF would not occur, and there would no impacts on surface water at NOLFs in 

the South MOA.   

 

4.4.10.2 Wetlands 
No wetland impacts would occur, since there would be no ground-disturbing activities. 

 
4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

4.5.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
4.5.1.1 Vegetation 
Under the Proposed Action, approximately 165 acres of vegetation would be removed for 

construction of runways and clearing of Type I Clear Zones.  The vegetation to be removed 

would consist of pastureland or hayfields, maintained agricultural crop fields, and pine forests 

dominated by loblolly pines and mixed deciduous species.  None of these plant community 

types are rare or are a significant part of larger vegetation communities.  Additionally, the 

clearance of airspace in Type III Clear Zones would result in removal of some taller pine trees.  

If any timber is harvested for the project, the Natural Resources Department would conduct a 

timber estimate and the contractor would pay the Navy Forestry Account fair market value for 

the timber.  The timber would then become property of the contractor for his disposal.  

Therefore, impacts due to vegetation removal would be considered insignificant. 

 

4.5.1.2 Wildlife 
Some wildlife would be impacted from the removal of vegetation associated with the 

construction of extended runways and the clearing of Type I clear zones.  The wildlife species 

most likely to be impacted are small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians that would not be 

capable of fleeing during construction activities, such as the initial clearing and grubbing of 

vegetated areas.  Because the wildlife habitat to be removed by the Proposed Action is 

fragmented and disturbed, relatively immature, and locally and regionally common; and with the 

implementation of environmental design measures such as the avoidance of any nesting 

migratory birds during construction activities (see Section 6.0), the impacts on wildlife and their 

habitat would be insignificant.  Furthermore, the operation of additional aircraft at the NOLFs 
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would have no impact on wildlife because current air operations have fully habituated wildlife in 

the project area to noise and aircraft movement.  A previous bird-aircraft strike hazard (BASH) 

study did not find any significant risk for any of the NOLFs evaluated in this EA (Florida Natural 

Areas Inventory [FNAI] 2007c).  

 

4.5.1.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
No Federal listed species would be affected by the Proposed Action.  Foraging and nesting 

habitat for the gopher tortoise (Federal candidate species, state protected species) and 

marginal habitat for the eastern indigo snake (Federal threatened species) are present on Barin 

and Summerdale NOLFs, as well as on adjacent properties, and ground-disturbing activities 

associated with the extension of runways and the clearing of vegetation in the Type I Clear 

Zones would cause the loss of gopher tortoise and eastern indigo snake habitat.  No eastern 

indigo snakes have been sighted in Baldwin County since 1990, and the presence of the 

species in the project area is very unlikely (USFWS 2007).   

 

Although no active gopher tortoise burrows were observed during biological surveys of the 

NOLFs, additional surveys for gopher tortoises would be conducted immediately prior to any 

construction activities, and any gopher tortoises or eastern indigo snakes found on site would be 

avoided or relocated.  If active gopher tortoise burrows are identified in the pre-construction 

surveys, consultation would be conducted with USFWS and ADCNR.  Therefore, the direct 

impacts on Federal or state listed species from the implementation of the Proposed Action 

would be insignificant.  There would be no indirect impacts on any listed species as a result of 

the long-term operational activities (e.g., additional flights) associated with the JPATS training 

program, because all listed species located in the vicinity of the NOLFs are habituated to air 

operations. 

 

4.5.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
The implementation of Alternative 2 would have similar impacts on biological resources as 

described for the Proposed Action.  No active gopher tortoise burrows were observed during the 

biological surveys at Silverhill NOLF, but armadillo or small rodent burrows were observed on 

the field.  The same precautions would be taken to protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo 

snakes and their habitat as described above for the Proposed Action, so impacts on listed 

species would be insignificant. 
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4.5.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
The implementation of Alternative 3 would have no impacts on biological resources, as there 

would be no additional runway or clear zone construction at Barin NOLF or Choctaw NOLF.  

The same precautions would be taken to protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo snakes and 

their habitat as described above for the Proposed Action. 

 

4.5.4 Alternative 4:  Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
The implementation of Alternative 4 would have similar impacts on biological resources for 

Summerdale and Silverhill NOLFs as described for the Proposed Action and Alternative 2.  The 

same precautions would be taken to protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo snakes and their 

habitat as described above for the Proposed Action, so impacts on listed species would be 

insignificant. 

 
4.5.5 Alternative 5:  Barin NOLF and Wolf NOLF 
The implementation of Alternative 5 would have similar impacts on biological resources as 

described for the Proposed Action.  No gopher tortoise burrows were observed during the 

biological surveys at Wolf NOLF, but armadillo or small rodent burrows were observed on the 

field.  The same precautions would be taken to protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo 

snakes and their habitat as described above for the Proposed Action, so impacts on listed 

species would be insignificant. 

 

4.5.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF and Single Runways at Summerdale and Silverhill 
NOLFs 

The implementation of Alternative 6 would have similar impacts on biological resources as 

described for the Proposed Action and Alternative 2.  The same precautions would be taken to 

protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo snakes and their habitat as described above for the 

Proposed Action, so impacts on listed species would be insignificant. 

 

4.5.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (10-28 and 
16-34) 

The implementation of Alternative 7 would have similar impacts on biological resources as 

described for the Proposed Action.  The same precautions would be taken to protect gopher 

tortoise and eastern indigo snakes and their habitat as described above for the Proposed 

Action, so impacts on listed species would be insignificant. 
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4.5.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF (Runway 16-34 and New 
Runway 9-27) 

The implementation of Alternative 8 would have similar impacts on biological resources as 

described for the Proposed Action and Alternative 7.  The same precautions would be taken to 

protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo snakes and their habitat as described above for the 

Proposed Action, so impacts on listed species would be insignificant. 

 

4.5.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF, New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF and Existing 
Runway 16-24 at Silverhill NOLF 

The implementation of Alternative 9 would have similar impacts on biological resources as 

described for the Proposed Action and Alternative 2. The same precautions would be taken to 

protect gopher tortoise and eastern indigo snakes and their habitat as described above for the 

Proposed Action, so impacts on listed species would be insignificant. 

 

4.5.10 No Action Alternative 
There would be no impacts on biological resources because the No Action Alternative precludes 

the extension or modification of any NOLFs in the South MOA associated with the JPATS 

training program. 

 
4.6 AIR QUALITY 
 

Although all areas in Baldwin County, Alabama and Santa Rosa County, Florida are in 

attainment, the General Conformity Rule’s impact analysis was utilized to provide a consistent 

approach to evaluating the impact of construction and aircraft emissions.  The Air Conformity 

Application Model, used by the U.S. Air Force for conformity evaluations, was utilized to provide 

a level of consistency with respect to emissions factors and calculations.  The air quality 

analysis focuses on the affects of the addition of aircraft, construction projects, and increased 

personnel.   

 

4.6.1 Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
4.6.1.1 Air Emissions from Construction Activities 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of construction 

equipment (combustible emissions) and the disturbance of soils (fugitive dust) during 

construction of the new runway extensions and clearing approach areas at NOLFs Barin and 
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Summerdale.  The following paragraphs describe the air calculation methodologies utilized to 

estimate air emissions produced by the Proposed Action. 

 

Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using the emission factor of 0.19 ton per acre per 

month (Midwest Research Institute [MRI] 1996), which is a more current standard than the 1985 

PM-10 emission factor of 1.2 tons per acre-month presented in AP-42 Section 13 Miscellaneous 

Sources 13.2.3.3 (USEPA 2001).    

 

USEPA’s NONROAD Model (USEPA 2005a) was used, as recommended by USEPA’s 

Procedures Document for National Emission Inventory, Criteria Air Pollutants, 1985-1999 

(USEPA 2001), to calculate emissions from construction equipment.  Combustible emission 

calculations were made for standard construction equipment, such as front-end loaders, 

backhoes, bulldozers, and cement trucks.  Assumptions were made regarding the total number 

of days each piece of equipment will be used, and the number of hours per day each type of 

equipment will be used.   

 

Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustible emissions in the airshed 

during their commute to and from the project area.  Emissions from delivery trucks contribute to 

the overall air emission budget.  Emissions from delivery trucks, construction worker commuters 

traveling to the job site were calculated using the USEPA MOBILE6.2 Model (USEPA 2005b, 

2005c and 2005d).   

 

The total air quality emissions were calculated for the construction activities to compare to the 

General Conformity Rule.  Summaries of the total emissions for the Proposed Action are 

presented in Table 4-1.  Details of the analyses are presented in Appendix C.  

 

Several sources of air pollutants contribute to the over-all air impacts of the construction project. 

The air results in Table 4-1 included emissions from:  

 

1. Combustible engines of construction equipment 
2. Construction workers commute to and from work 
3. Supply trucks delivering materials to construction site 
4. Fugitive dust from job site ground disturbances 
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Table 4-1.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year) from the Proposed Action 
Construction versus the de minimis Threshold Levels 

Pollutant Total (tons/year) De minimis Thresholds 
(tons/yr)  

CO 30.63 100 
VOCs  7.24 100 
NOx 77.57 100 
PM-10 58.62 100 
PM-2.5 10.79 100 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 9.01 100 

Source: 40 CFR 51.853 and GSRC model projections.  
1. Note that Baldwin County is in attainment for all NAAQS. 

 

As shown in Table 4-1, the proposed construction activities do not exceed Federal de minimis 

thresholds; and thus, do not require a Conformity Determination.  As there are no violations of 

air quality standards, there would be no significant impacts on air quality from the 

implementation of the Proposed Action. 

 

Civilian structures located in the runway extensions and Type I Clear Zones would have to be 

removed. If the structures scheduled to be removed are older than 40 years, the structures 

would be inspected for asbestos-containing material (ACM).  If ACM is found in any of the 

structures, an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan would be implemented to mitigate the exposure 

and migration of the asbestos.  

 

During the construction of the proposed project, proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles 

and other construction equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within the 

design standards of all construction equipment.  Dust suppression methods should be 

implemented to minimize fugitive dust.  In particular, wetting solutions would be applied to 

construction area to minimize the emissions of fugitive dust.  By using these environmental 

design measures, air emissions from the Proposed Action would be temporary and should not 

significantly impair air quality in the region.  

 

4.6.1.2 Air Emissions from Ongoing Airfield Operations 
Barin NOLF 

Air pollutant emissions from aircraft operations for Barin NOLF were obtained from an EA 

prepared by the Navy in 2000 for the implementation of JPATS (Navy 2000).  Table 4-2 

presents air emissions reported in the 2000 JPATS EA.  
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Table 4-2.  Annual Air Emissions Produced by the Addition of T-6 JPATS Operations at 
Barin NOLF 

Pollutant 
Existing 

Conditions -1998 
(tons/year) 

Estimated Emissions 
2009 

(tons/year) 

Net Change from 
1998 

(tons/year) 
Hydrocarbons (HC) 1.5 2.3 +0.8 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 2.9 2.8 -0.1 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 6.6 11.6 +5.0 
Source: Navy 2000 

 

Summerdale NOLF 

Air pollutant emissions from aircraft operations for Summerdale NOLF were obtained from the 

2000 JPATS EA (Navy 2000).  The 2000 JPATS EA report did not estimate emissions 

specifically for Summerdale NOLF; however, estimates were made for similar solo operations at 

Evergreen NOLF.  Estimates provided for Evergreen NOLF serve as a proxy for Summerdale 

NOLF and are shown in Table 4-3.   

 
Ongoing air emissions from the Proposed Action are expected to increase slightly due to the 

implementation of T-6 JPATS solo capability.  The new T-6 JPATS airfield operations are 

estimated to increase air emissions of HC by 1.5 tons per year and 9.3 tons per year for CO; 

however, NOx emissions are expected to decrease by 0.3 ton per year.  Overall, there would be 

no significant net increase in air emissions from the Proposed Action.  The Conformity Rule is 

not applicable because Baldwin County is in attainment for all NAAQS.  No significant impacts 

on air quality in the region would result from ongoing operation of the Proposed Action. 

 

Table 4-3.  Estimated Annual Air Emissions Produced by the Addition of the T-6 JPATS 
Operations at Summerdale NOLF 

Pollutant 
Existing 

Conditions -1998 
(tons/year) 

Estimated 
Emissions - 2009 

(tons/year) 

Net Change from 
1998 

(tons/year) 

Hydrocarbons (HC) 1.2 1.9 +0.7 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 2.8 2.6 -0.2 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 6.0 10.3 +4.3 

Source: Navy 2000 
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4.6.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 2 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 2.  

 

4.6.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 3 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change. 

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 3.  

 

4.6.4 Alternative 4:  Silverhill NOLF and Summerdale NOLF 
Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 4 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 4. 

 

4.6.5 Alternative 5:  Barin NOLF and Wolf NOLF 
Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 5 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 5. 

 

4.6.6 Alternative 6:  Barin NOLF and Single Runways at Summerdale and Silverhill 
NOLFs 

Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 6 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 6. 

 

4.6.7 Alternative 7:  Barin NOLF and Existing Runways at Summerdale NOLF (10-28 and 
16-34) 

Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 7 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 7. 
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4.6.8 Alternative 8:  Barin NOLF and Summerdale NOLF (Runway 16-34 and New 
Runway 9-27) 

Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 8 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 8. 

 

4.6.9 Alternative 9:  Barin NOLF, New Runway 9-27 at Summerdale NOLF and Existing 
Runway 16-24 at Silverhill NOLF 

Emissions were not modeled separately for Alternative 9 because the assumptions and 

considerations used to model emissions resulting from the Proposed Action would not change.  

Significant impacts on air quality are not anticipated from Alternative 9. 

 

4.6.10 No Action Alternative 
Based on the threshold criterion established if the Proposed Action did not occur, there would 

be no adverse impacts on regional air quality.   

 
4.7 NOISE 
 

4.7.1 Construction Noise 
The installation of the new runway extensions and clear zones would require the use of 

common construction equipment.  As a general rule of thumb, noise generated by a stationary 

noise source, or “point source,” will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces and 9 

dBA over soft surfaces for each doubling of the distance.  For example, if a noise source 

produces a noise level of 85 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet over a hard surface, then 

the noise level would be 79 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 73 dBA at a 

distance of 200 feet, and so on. To estimate the attenuation of the noise over a given distance 

the following relationship is utilized: 

 

Equation 1: dBA2 = dBA1 – 20 log (d2/d1) 

Where: 

dBA2 = dBA at distance 2 from source (predicted) 
dBA1 = dBA at distance 1 from source (measured) 
d2 = Distance to location 2 from the source 
d1 = Distance to location 1 from the source 

Source: California Department of Transportation 1998 
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Table 4-4 describes noise emission levels for construction equipment which range from 76 dBA 

to 82 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 2007).  

 

Table 4-4.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and Modeled 
Attenuation at Various Distances1 

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1000 feet 
Backhoe 78 72 66 58 52 
Crane 81 75 69 61 55 
Dump truck 76 70 64 56 50 
Excavator 81 75 69 61 55 
Front end loader 79 73 67 59 53 
Concrete mixer truck 79 73 67 59 53 
Pneumatic tools 81 75 69 61 55 
Bull dozer 82 76 70 62 56 
Generator 81 75 69 61 55 
Source: FHWA 2007 and GSRC 

1. The dBA at 50 feet is a measured noise emission (FHWA 2007). The 100 to 1,000 foot results are        
GSRC modeled estimates. 

 

Assuming the worst case scenario of 82 dBA, the noise model projected that noise levels of 82 

dBA from a point source (i.e., bull dozer) would have to travel 370 feet before the noise would 

be attenuated to an acceptable level of 65 dBA.  To achieve an attenuation of 82 dBA to a 

normally unacceptable level of 75 dBA, the distance from the noise source to the receptor is 110 

feet. 

 

Finally, it should also be noted that the areas considered as part of the Proposed Action are 

already exposed to elevated day-night average noise levels (between 55 and 65 dBA DNL) 

resulting from aviation operations.  While the noise from construction activities may be noticed 

while it is occurring, its overall duration would be relatively brief and would not be expected to 

significantly alter the acoustic environment of the region.  All civilian noise receptors around the 

NOLFs being evaluated in the EA would be located greater than 500 feet from construction 

areas; therefore, there would be no significant noise impacts associated with the construction of 

the runways and clear zones at NASWF NOLFs. 

 

4.7.2 Aircraft Noise 
Aircraft operations noise for the T-6 aircraft was modeled for each NOLF using flight profiles 

designed to maximize the flight capabilities of the T-6 aircraft (Navy 2010).  This involved 
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changes to the takeoff and landing speeds, power settings, climb and descent rates, pattern 

altitudes, and transition points previously used by the T-34.  The proposed operations were 

modeled using NMAP7 and the new T-6 measured NOISEFILE data (Wyle 2007), modified to 

reflect actual parameters measured in the field by TW-5 personnel (Navy 2010).   

 

Takeoff engine power requirements for the T-6 are much lower than those required for the T-34, 

which results in much lower engine noise emissions near the runway.  The more powerful T-6 

engine also allows the T-6 to climb on takeoff much steeper than the T-34, which puts the 

aircraft at pattern altitude shortly after takeoff and reduces ground-level noise impacts at the end 

of the runway.  The number of T-6 aircraft operations at the NOLFs is also reduced from current 

operations, based on TW-5 training requirements, which results in a substantial reduction in the 

time-averaged noise levels at the NOLFs.  All of these operations changes resulted in the 

reduced noise impacts presented in the following alternatives analyses.  

 

4.7.2.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Barin NOLF 

Under Alternative 1, two runways would be extended to a length of 5,000 feet, and the area 

outside of the new Barin NOLF property line would not be affected by noise emissions greater 

than 60 DNL as shown in Figure 4-8.  No noise receptors (residential homes) are located inside 

the proposed 60 dBA DNL noise contour. 

 

Summerdale NOLF  

There would be an increase in affected area within the 60 dBA DNL noise contours at 

Summerdale NOLF, but no areas outside of the new Summerdale NOLF property line would be 

impacted, as shown in Figure 4-9.  No noise receptors (residential homes) are located inside the 

existing 60 dBA DNL noise contour.  

 

Conclusion 

No noise receptors are located inside the 60 dBA DNL noise contour under the Proposed 

Action.  Noise greater than 65 dBA DNL and less than 75 dBA DNL is considered loud enough 

to cause annoyance to residents, but not at levels that can cause harm to human hearing.  The 

Navy does not anticipate using the NOLFs for any nighttime operations; therefore, sleep 

interruptions would not occur.  Due to the extension of runways and reduced noise from T-6 
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Figure 4-8.  Barin NOLF Proposed Action T-6 Noise Contours 
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Figure 4-9.  Summerdale NOLF Proposed Action T-6 Noise Contours 
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aircraft, there is minimal potential to cause annoyance to residents surrounding Barin and 

Summerdale NOLFs; therefore, noise impacts would be insignificant. 
 

4.7.2.2 Alternative 2:  Barin NOLF and Silverhill NOLF 
Barin NOLF 

Noise emissions would be same as those described in the Proposed Action for Barin NOLF.  

 

Silverhill NOLF 

Silverhill NOLF would require the extension of two runways and a 10 percent increase in 

operations.  The modeled operations at Silverhill NOLF showed that the 60 dBA DNL noise 

contours would not extend beyond the new NOLF boundaries (Figure 4-10).  The number of 

noise receptors (residential homes) inside the 60 dBA DNL noise contour is zero; therefore, 

noise impacts would be insignificant.  

 

4.7.2.3 Alternative 3:  Barin NOLF and Choctaw NOLF 
Barin NOLF 

Under Alternative 3, the aircraft runways would not be extended, but the number of aircraft 

flights would increase.  The results shown in Figure 4-11 were compared to baseline data which 

resulted in changes in the size and shape of the overall Barin NOLF noise contours.   

 

No areas outside of the Barin NOLF property boundary would be affected by noise emissions 

greater than 60 DNL as shown in Figure 4-11.  The number of noise receptors (residential 

homes) inside the existing 60 dBA DNL noise contour is zero; therefore, noise impacts would be 

insignificant for implementation of Alternative 3 at Barin NOLF. 

 

Choctaw NOLF 

There would be no significant changes in the runway configuration or traffic patterns at Choctaw 

NOLF; but the existing noise contours at Choctaw NOLF are all within the current property 

boundaries of Eglin AFB, so no civilian receptors would be affected.  
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Figure 4-10.  Alternative 2 Silverhill NOLF T-6 Noise Environment 


