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CITY OF VALPARAISO — COMMENT ON EIS SCOPING — BRAC

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed federal action (BRAC — Eglin) appéarzesent new

Safety impacts on the community,

Special Risks to Children in Valparaiso,

Disproportionate impacts to minority/low orae populations in Valparaiso,

- Cumulative impacts — past/present/future dogetwo generations,

- Cultural impacts involving existing resources, speto historical properties in
Valparaiso

- Noise/Safety and Land Use considerations which ecomse the very survival of a
small town — Valparaiso,

- Impacts and a scope of development which would abtyntrigger State of Florida
requirements involving ‘Development of Regional kop documentation,

- Requirements for substantive funding for new locahstructure; region wide.

Resolving the challenges of the proposal facesfaéllorthwest Florida. Valparaiso
however lies alone under the exhaust pipe of tbpgeal’s economic engine. In support
of the regional engine the city only requests tiseldsure of and any mitigation and
management practices proposed by the Air Forcesolve local impacts. We support
the regional economic ‘engine’ as we have sinceafaliso built the first airfield at Eglin
in 1934.

From a local perspective, the Air Force also badrsavy challenge and obligation.

In this case the Air Force represents the UnitedieStin perceptively conflicting roles,
i.e. that of:

a. proposer of the federal action

b. the decision maker regarding the action, includireg'NO ACTION’
alternative,

C. the sole party responsible for defining alternatjve

d. outlining for the public any proposed mitigatiom,long term
management commitments,

e. controller of the public documentation procesdliifse

f. the agency who controls what, when, where and hashnm so far as the
budget and funding, subject to Congressional datssi

g. and, has publicly announced in local Town Hall nmegt that the public’s

involvement in the decision making process is ‘htmimplement a
decision already made, vs. ‘ifie action proposal should be implemented.

The Air Force decisions and process sculptureigndhse is not limited to that of a
federal funding agency or federal permitting agentiiey are all of the above and an
owner/operator. The standard of compliance wighNlational Environmental Protection
Act and all implementing regulation appears peigept high.
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1. Socioeconomics

Valparaiso is adjacent to and withime Eglin Air Force main base industrial
complex. The main base industrial complex is algbin the 1921 chartered
(State of Florida) city limits of Valparaiso.

This is unique also in that Valparaiso with itspdession era’ funds and those of
both Okaloosa County and the Florida’'s State Roaplaltment built the initial
airfield in 1934.

In this case socioeconomic impacts in Valparaismoabe spread across a region
— they must be addressed in the context of a JagaHiction (Valparaiso).

Impacts of BRAC at Eglin in Valparaiso are hmatmmon’ to the region, due
primarily to proximity and unique jurisdictionahiits (which also involve deed
cessions granted by Florida in the 1940'’s).

Valparaiso is a ‘built-out’ community and cannoasenably anticipate new jobs
or any change in employment/unemployment levelserd is no ‘job growth’ in
Valparaiso — the community is relatively static.

Also, the statement drafter should be sensitivgetzgraphy when quantifying
socio economic as well as other impacts involviagndgraphics. Due to the
reach inside Eglin’s East Gate within the Valpavaigy limits, the military
population residing in housing (inclusive of dormsll be listed (in some data
bases) on the north east side as ‘residents’ gidrailso; as opposed to those
living on Eglin’s southwest side (who are listed@sunty’ residents). It is
estimated that 500 (in the northeast portion ofntiaén base) are Valparaiso
‘residents’.



2. Special Risks to Children

Reference is made to Executive Order (EO) 1304&¢ePRtion of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Ri9Rffice of the President of the
United States, White House, 1997.

According to the Air Force, “...children are more siéine to some environmental
effects than the adult population...Activities ocaugrnear areas that tend to
have a higher concentration of children than tipécl residential area, such as
schools and child care facilities may furtlfera.) intensify potential impacts to
children.”

Valparaiso has two schools operated by the OkalGosmty School District —
Valparaiso Elementary (1957) and Lewis Middle Sdl{@870). There are
additional churches and day care centers.

The Air Force has further advised the local comnyuf#006):

“Finally, children are at greater risk to hearlogs than adults. The
proportion for a disproportionate impact to dhéin would result from
construction noises as children’s hearing isersansitive to harm than
adults. (National Institute for Occupational &gfand Health, 1999).”

Although ‘construction’ noise is of limited duratip‘aircraft noise’ over these
schools is permaneand is expected to increase substantially withctiveent
proposal.

Safety

In 2006 the Air Force advised Valparaiso thatugation Services” are not a
compatible land use within Accident Potential Zsnand “should be prohibited”.

Approximately 1/3 of the Valparaiso Elementaryn&al property; not the school
building itself but the playgrounds and a litdague field lie in these ‘Accident
Potential Zones'. It is difficult to actuallyalw this line based on maps available
from the Air Force but our city engineer hasdrie



Noise

Valparaiso Elementary School lies within the eat(2006) 65-70 noise zone.
The Air Force advises that noise insulation gumeed and specific study is
necessary to achieve compatibility regardingatiéding. No indication is
provided regarding the outside playground.

Aircraft operations is expected to increase s20609-2015 time frame per the
Air Force (2007) by two to three fold. The Air [Eerfuture aircraft noise impacts
(F-35) have not yet been released (exception f@71Q7 noted below).

The noise impacts on Valparaiso Elementary Scamoturrently being examined
by a consultant (Tetra-Tech) retained by the Gdsd County Commission in a
Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) funded by the Ofi€&conomic Assistance/
Department of Defense and Florida’s Office of @@&vernor; as managed by the
Okaloosa County Department of Growth Management.

Since the announced Air Force future noise isypbavailable, Growth
Management (Okaloosa County) has suggested that th® initiative add %2

mile geographically to the currentise lines in anticipation of the arrival at Eglin
of the new F-35 aircraft and ‘Fighter Town — USA'.

Valparaiso asked the city engineer to produdeldJS ONE HALF MILE MAP'.

This map places Valparaiso Elementary School ahaliway between the 75 and
80 noise contour lines. The Air Force (2006) adwgised Valparaiso that in this
area schools... are not compatible and should be prohibitedtie future of this
school (Valparaiso Elementary) is in doubt.

Note The Air Force map (11/07/07 — Blended mix altéineg appears to place
the school in the 65-69.

If this is the case, it would appear that conmeratl noise insulation standards for
buildings (-20) cannot achieve ‘compatibility’rfthe Valparaiso Elementary
School.

Further, the half mile map indicates the 70 nbrs&now will traverse Lewis
Middle School — “specific evaluation is warraritédir Force — 2006).

Note The Air Force map (11/07/07 — Blended Mix alt¢ive) appears to place
the school in the 70-74.

In summary, Valparaiso suggests that the ElSesddispecifically regarding
Valparaiso:

0 special risks to children in Valparaiso

o the continued viability of our two local schools



Other (General):

1. 43% of the enrollment at Lewis Middle School arditany
dependents residing on Eglin Air Force Base. imgarison,
18% of total enrollment in Okaloosa County Schawks military
dependents (2007).

2. The sound insulation characteristics of both sch@ohot known.
What is known is that neither school qualifies {&taf Florida) as
a ‘hurricane shelter’ (like most do not in Okalo@aunty). And,
that “...specific evaluation is warranted.”

Other
1. Florida Statutes 333.03 indicates in part that:
“...neither residential construction nor any edumadi facility ...shall be

permitted within the area contiguous to the airpefined by an outer
noise contour that is considered incompatible...”.

2. Further, 333.03 prohibits

“...the construction of an educational facility opablic or private school
at either end of a runway of a publicly owned, lpubse airport within an
area which extends 5 miles in a direct line altrggcenterline of the
runway, and which has a width measuring one-Hati@runway.”

The total campus of the Valparaiso Elementary Skchppears to lie well
within this_prohibitedootprint. Only if the study proposal demonstsdeat
a noise study evaluation indicates the buildingpisipatible does this school
building pass.

3. F.S.333.01 (2) defines an airport — which appeeisisive of military
installations. Further, obstructions standardsadapted elsewhere in
F.S. 333 sensitive to military installations.

4. Itis acknowledged that military aviation instaidats are not specifically
indicated with respect to F.S. 333.

However, these installations are spedlfigaotected by the statutes under
F.S. 333.03 by reference to Federal AviatiogiRations (FAR).

It appears that Valparaiso Elementary Schaihf@ished in 1957) pursuant
to the intent of Florida’s legislature is incpatible with both the current and
proposed future use of aircraft operationsginEAir Force Base.



5. Civil aviation air traffic also traverses over thefety corridor defined by the
military installation at Eglin in its approachesRanway 19.

This occurs over Valparaiso Elementary School playgds — if not the
actual school building.

6. With regard to civil and U.S. military air traffibe Florida Statutes
appear clear — the existing elementary school is@mpatible land use.

Overall, since the aircraft operational use o¥aparaiso Elementary is utilized
49% (Runway 19) of the time and noise reéigg Lewis Middle School is
expected to increase, the impacts agdgeoposed mitigation (regarding these
schools) should be documented for putikclosure purposes.

Summary

The future operation of two existing schools ia @ity of Valparaiso do not
appear compatible with the proposal. The EIS khaddress by special
evaluation the impacts on these two schools ingtusf special risks to
children and propose appropriate mitigation.

Note:

It is acknowledged that you have to draw the linthe sand somewhere.

The Edge Elementary School (1946) lies only 5 dutside the Air Force
‘preferred’ 65 noise impact line in Niceville.

Likely eligible for the National Historic Regigtrthe school due to its cultural
resource contribution of long standing in the awmity (in addition to
education) should be specifically examined fopacts.

Further, the Destin Middle School may be newlgased to the 65 Ldn noise-
it is difficult to tell based on the scale of th#/07/07 Town Hall meeting maps.



3. Environmental Justice

Reference is made to Executive Order (EO) 12898eife Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations arml Income Populations,
Office of the President, United States of Amerl#nite House, 11 February
1994. Further reference is made to 32 CFR 989 Enwironmental Impact
Analysis Processand the Presidential Transmittal Memorandum egfeing
federal statutes and regulations to be used iruoctipn with Executive Order
12898.

With the limited exception of West Niceville thevadse impacts of the Runway
19 CZ/APZ | — Il and aircraft noise as potential@e impacts are limited to a
single municipality — Valparaiso.

No other local developed area impacted by depdatinging aircraft has
comparable residential areas, including the maselitself. Due to these highly
concentrated and substantially adverse impactssheyld be isolated (for the
purposes of impact identification). For exampleaaalysis that would develop a
‘community of comparison’ throughout many thousaafisquare miles of
dedicated ‘airspace’ for environmental justice isare purposes would be
unreasonable.

The aircraft fly over Valparaiso at low altitudela summary, the establishment
of a ‘community of comparison’ in the case of Eghimn Force Base’s anticipated
impacts is challenging.

People living in Valparaiso are exposed to higleselevels and approach zone
characteristics than people living under ‘airspambss the multi-county region.

Full disclosure of disproportionate impacts on mitycand low income
populations in this case will also pose the follogvchallenges:

A. According to the Air Force “...(noise) is generallgieater concern for
populations living off basée.a.), since military personnel and dependents
living on Air Force bases with operating airfieldeuld expect exposure
to higher noise levels.”

However, locally the Air Force has announced thaill not build even
its own housing units in any area that will excéeel60 noise level. And
these are residents who “...would expect exposuhggteer noise levels.”

B. Eglin’s main base demographics will indicate a kigproportion of
minority/low income populations when compared tafdksa County.
However, this housing is being moved.

C. Part of Eglin’s housing demographics include thgy 6f Valparaiso.



. The limited geographic area of Niceville’s westesid/hile impacted does
not justify lumping the two total communities (Vahaiso and Niceville)
together to address full disclosure regarding emvirental justice.

. The large undeveloped portions of Valparaiso (eugside the gate)
owned by the Air Force geographically tend to comde the overall
populations in a smaller area impacted by noise.

. Low income housing concentrations lie in the apphazones in ‘multi-
family’ developments vs. ‘garden’ type developments

. Eglin’s housing EIS (March, 2006) utilized Okalod3aunty as a
Community of Comparison with 19.03% minority an848% low income
(2000 census).

Valparaiso’s demographics according to the Econddeieelopment
Council of Okaloosa County (2005) indicate dispmipnately higher
numbers. Admittedly, the demographic sources vary.

However, if the Air Force in the preparation ofstlilS is to remain
consistent with their prior identification of a Camnity of Comparison,
i.e. Okaloosa County — it is likely that it willedtify Valparaiso as
disproportionately impacted from an environmeniatice stand point.
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4. Water Resources

Valparaiso is concerned with the protection of Teen’s Creek watershed area.

The creek drains generally from northwest to scagheTraversing the watershed
are Highway 123 (near the head waters), Highwayt&@&commercial/industrial
gate access road (to Eglin), the approach to Ruri®wand its associated
approach lighting system, and two high tension pdines.

The watershed lands of Tom'’s Creek are substantalhed by Eglin Air Force
Base. The outlet of the creek and one other ntitmrtary flow into the waters
of the State of Florida in Valparaiso. (Tom’s Bay.ou

The lands adjoining Tom’s Bayou in Valparaiso amgted to single family
homes on the north side; and on the south siddargely undeveloped (5 homes
on ¥ mile of waterfront) due to Air Force ownershighe waterfront.

Tom’s Bayou enjoys access to the Gulf of Mexicoudbive nautical miles away
through Choctawhatchee Bay (Class Il waters ofiéigr

Valparaiso is concerned with impacts of the prop(saecifically the increased
use (new aircraft operations) of Runway 19) thay e@npromise the quality and
use of Tom’s Bayou — which is highly recreationahwaccess provided by a
nearby park system.

Over the years of Air Force development the westachof the bayou has
become clogged with runoff sediment. Shellfismpfel as late as the 1960’s
have gone away; and likely the federally endangenedl darter.

Runoff from Runway 19 and test sites southwestarh’® Bayou continue to
impact these waters.

The proposal statement should document the impa&itscularly cumulatively
with respect to increased use of Runway 19 antetftesites, on the waters of
Tom’s Bayou. And, the Air Force should definitiyelisclose its plans for the
future use of their lands owned on the bayou’stsside in Valparaiso. A future
study is not the answer.

The concerns above are mirrored for the Turkey ICvestershed which flows
through APZ Il (Runway 19) northwest to southeagt Boggy Bayou.

The difference regarding this watershed (Turkeyeyés that it involves a
generally open highly flowing fresh water tributanth public parks at each end
and a raised platform nature trail with substargigdlic recreation between
College Boulevard and Boggy Bayou. It would apgedie between the future
70 and 75 noise contour lines.
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The EIS should disclose any possible impacts osetheatersheds and propose
appropriate mitigation.

Other

Florida’s Northwest Florida Water Management Dgthias for the past
generation encouraged multiple water user commasiti Northwest Florida to
consider the alternative use of surface water ssws. the Florida Aquifer as
sources for community water use. To date none peagen economically viable.

However, both Turkey Creek and Tom’s Creek have Ispecifically considered
as local community alternative water sources -hfieater from the surface vs.
the aquifer.

As such, the proposals possible long term impacthese water shed resources
is important and should be documented.

Note:

Valparaiso has also expressed concerns under itedex9 Hazardous Waste
Materials, with respect to ground facilities.

These concerns should also be incorporated hemr tmdter quality’. The water
runoff, especially cumulatively over the years sititze development of the
airfield from existing and new pavements when carabiwith likely increased
use may impact water quality in the concerned Tdbmeek watershed.

Using an isolated example of very small magnitudb vespect to the proposal —
does the ‘north gate’ access road to the munitwea have retention ponds to
‘clean’ water run-off into the Tom’s Creek waterdie

Other

The Air Force’s announced (11/07/07) and prefen@de alternative (blended
mix) appears to indicate substantial new noisetdwver flights of the Shoal
River and its drainage basin east of Highway 8% Geastview (off Air Force
lands). In nearby Walton County the Shoal Rivdisiged by the State of Florida
as an “outstanding” water source — the highestiplesand relatively rare
designation (state-wide). Due to this proximitg IS should examine
specifically any new impacts posed by the DukedHiatility (or others) with
respect to Florida’s Shoal River.

12



5.

Air Quality

Valparaiso is a Class Il area pursuant to the Pteve of Significant
Deterioration Program (PSD) relating to the goalthe Clean Air Act; as is most
of Florida.

Florida’'s Department of Environmental Protectiomsiders Eglin Air Force a
major emissions source with respect to the PSDramg

Valparaiso is within the approach to Eglin Air FelBase Runway 19 — the
runway utilized at Eglin for aircraft operations’4®f the time.

Valparaiso is concerned with the air quality in #tea underlying these aircraft
approaches and departures in the city. The mebilece emissions of these
approach and departing aircraft are heavily comaged in Valparaiso; as well as
emissions from aircraft ground equipment.

And, to adequately address cumulative air quatityacts the proposal should be
examined on a base line using 1977 annual airopagftations (approximately
36,000). In some cases the State of Florida hHableshed more stringent
standards with respect to pollutants and this shbalconsidered when
identifying impacts on Valparaiso.

The low altitude (200 feet) and volume of approagfdeparting military aircraft
over Valparaiso does not allow for conventionatipatate dispersion over a
wide area and should be a factor in the study.

Air quality impacts in this small area from airdraperations will not be short
term with respect to the proposed action, and eesgsale which should not be
spread region wide.

Valparaiso is also concerned with air quality emoiss that will be concentrated
due to increased automobile traffic passing throdalparaiso to Eglin’s East
Gate. This is one of two main commuter gates sgrthe main base industrial
complex.

Air quality impacts appear in this case to be lzeal in Valparaiso and should
not be spread largely — for example over all of l@&sa County or the region.
Emissions associated with aircraft operations shbelspecifically examined
with respect to the City of Valparaiso as well las tegion.

Although the air quality in Okaloosa County mayaognattainment status, we are
not so sure that the immediate environs of EglinFirce Base share this status;
and particularly since the Florida Department o¥iEonmental Protection
considers Eglin to be a major emissions source.

13



Valparaiso suggests that a conformity determinagtady as part of the EIS
examining Valparaiso itself pursuant to the CleanA&t be conducted as part of
the disclosure of impacts regarding the propo$ais should not be set aside for
a future study.

14



6. Biological Resources

Red-cockaded woodpeckers (RCW) may utilize the pihardwoods in
Valparaiso including lands owned (in Valparaiso)dglin as habitat. These
lands are extensive — hundreds of acres undepgreach to Runway 19 and
Valparaiso lands near Eglin’s East Gate.

These woodpeckers require older, in this case lesigpines to construct their
nests. Long leaf pines exist throughout Valparaismd in many cases are
marked by early 20century turpentine harvest scars indicating pesteap20
year old tree. This is a ‘marked’ potential hatiikeat remains throughout
Valparaiso even as a ‘yard’ tree. Valparaiso satgyeot that the ‘yard’ tree
represents habitat. Rather only that in the sicgmit undeveloped Eglin lands
which also enjoyed the turpentine generation intditlaat the habitat likely exists.

Eglin has made a recognizable effort to presensavbodpecker, marking for
example possible woodpecker trees near public rivaitie county with a white
painted band.

The proposals impact on the red-cockaded woodpecRéalparaiso should be
documented. Colonies may exist in the approack rofRunway 19 between
Valparaiso and the threshold of the runway as agtn Eglin lands east of
Runway 19 extending to John Sims Parkway. All¢hHesds have the
characteristics of the RCW habitat.

The EIS should document any impacts on biologiesburces on lands proximate
to the main base. The woodpecker is used only @ample. The osprey is also
a resident of the area — a ‘*hunting pair’ is roeiyrobserved over the western
reaches of Tom’s Bayou.

The EIS should address specific impacts on bioldgEsources such as these that
maybe present under the approach to Runway 19dihe increased use of the
runway posed by the training (JSF) proposal.

In addition, similar impacts should be addressgdnmding new impacts,
particularly aircraft training, at Duke Field antid@ctaw Field.
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7. Cultural Resources

Valparaiso has a local Historic Registry and adfistDistrict in old downtown
Valparaiso.

The historic district was established in 1990 dredlocal registry recognizing
buildings/site/structures/homes and other resourzesighout the city in 2000.

There are 29 sites/structures/buildings or resauisted currently in the
Valparaiso Historic Registry — most have recognifpates mounted on the
building/structure.

The anticipated impact of the proposal on thesecires may be noise from
aircraft.

Although noise may not impact structural integritit may impact the residents.
Many of these buildings are preserved as singlaélydromes.

For example, it may be difficult physically if neconomically prohibitive to
preserve these historic listings as habitable horitég -20 noise insulation
standard (Air Force, 2006) for sound insulation maybe a reasonable
expectation.

Valparaiso would specifically recommend that the PForce encourage Florida’s
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and otta@egorically concerned
parties to independently consult with the City @fiparaiso regarding its local
concerns in formulating their general responsééoproposal.

In summary, we like our history and Eglin — Valpacebuilt the first Eglin
runways with its Great Depression era public fuinds934 — and leased the field
that year to the military for $1/year.

Any EIS document should disclose specific impactshese historical resources
within the City of Valparaiso.

For example, Valparaiso is concerned that auditopacts (noise from aircraft
operations) will alter the setting, character & (9. residential) of the historical
resources to the extent that they may be rendacedripatible from a land use
standpoint with their current use (residential) anith surrounding properties.

And, Valparaiso is unaware as to whether or notdariliese (29) properties or
the district itself may be eligible for nominatitmthe National Registry of
Historic Properties (NRHP) with respect to histalisignificance. Recordation
and data recovery in this case does not appeaotide adequate information.
Simply, noise disturbances could result in theviersible and irretrievable loss of
these resources in their natural state (generallging).
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Valparaiso believes that these local propertiesiishioe protected from adverse
impacts; and preserved for possible NRHP nomination

The Air Force EIS document should include an appatg survey of these
resources and document impacts and proposed notigag may be required by
the National Historic Preservation Act, Air Foragidglines, and the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act.

Schools
A. The Valparaiso Elementary School campus (canstd in 1957) is eligible
for listing on Valparaiso’s Historic Registry arttetFlorida Historic Registry.

Valparaiso Elementary is a currently operating e@etary school — one of the
oldest in Okaloosa County. It has never been ateddack/forth forth with
utilization by other school grades, being utilizadely by elementary grade
students for the last fifty years.

It also represents an architectural example ofl [&@=ld War’ construction before
the days of air conditioning.

Built under the path of Eglin’s 1950’s B-52 bombablsent any knowledge of
concern or modern school siting demands, the sah@pected to sustain new
substantial impacts.

New national standards developed many years fatigWialparaiso Elementary’s
construction place the school in “ACCIDENT POTENTIZONES”,
specifically APZ-I.

It also appears that this school building campusasing now from the noise 65-
70 to the noise 70-75 noise category zone if thhdFArce ‘preferred’ alternative
(mixed blend) is implemented.

Thus it appears per the Air Force to indicate timase insulation achieving -30
dB is warranted vs. -25 dB and that “...special eatdin is warranted...:; and
that, this cultural resource (school) “...should lpehibited (in the Accident
Potential Zone).”

Valparaiso believes that the EIS should evaluagesithool as a cultural resource
in addition to land use/noise compatibility (asetbelsewhere).

B. The original Valparaiso School constructed in1B80’slies on
Glendale Avenue across from Glen Ard3dek.

The school building is preserved and was renovattdpublic and volunteer
funds and service organization labor in 2004.eitvss today as a multi-
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community senior center, used daily. Owned byGhg of Valparaiso as a
donation from a pioneer family, the senior cenéeives public support from
numerous agencies including the City of Nicevilhel ®kaloosa County.

The building is listed on the Valparaiso Historiedistry and with the State of
Florida (survey 2000). It is likely eligible foisting on the National Register.

The ‘preferred’ Air Force noise alternative will reothis facility newlyinto the
65-70 noise zone.

This senior center/school/cultural resource hasoise insulation. Pursuant to
Air Force noise standards it will in the near fietlne incompatible for its current
use; in addition to the impact on the sustenanc¢keobuilding as a cultural
resource.

The Air Force should propose specific mitigatiorthe EIS.
Churches

There are currently two churches in the Valparaistoric District:
- Trinity Presbyterian Cbiarand,
- Korean Full Gospel Hopeu@:h, listed on Valparaiso Historic
Registry. This chureHikely eligible for listing on the National
Register — built as a community church i 1920’s by
Valparaiso’s pioneer developer.

Trinity Presbyterian recently expanded and degy&dats expansion pursuant to
historic district standards.

Both churches are proposed by the Air Force twiti@n the_ new65-69 aircraft
noise zone.

The EIS should specifically examine these strustwigh respect to noise
insulation standards of -25/30 as recommended éyAthForce and with respect
to the proposals impacts regarding their historéservation.

Other
1. Valparaiso has a late 1@entury cemetery that is listed on its local
historic registry. The cemetery comprises apprataty 10 acres which

lies in noise zones. The original cemetery plo$ waly about one acre.
This small one acre part is likely eligible for ioaal registry listing.

2. The (29) listed properties on Valparaiso’s Hist®Riggistry are limited in
listings and documentation by the constraints ireddsy geography and
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financial resources available to the city in 20004tudy (financed by the
State of Florida).

There are likely numerous others not yet identifiddch may be
impacted by the proposed action.

Archeological resources within the city should digoexamined for
possible impacts; particularly with respect to Boet Walton
(Mississippian) culture.

The EIS for the proposed action should includeaa pith respect to
mitigation of adverse impacts on historic resouinégalparaiso; and
prepared in detail.

Both the City of Valparaiso and the State Histé&ieservation Office
should be consulted in preparation of the mitigaptan. The
consultation should also involve individual res@ipzoperty owners.

Mitigation should be physical and funding identfielt should not be
limited to future studies or management practices.
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8. Land Use Planning

[RESERVED]
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9. Hazards

Due to Valparaiso’s proximity to the Eglin Air Fer8ase industrial complex
supporting the proposal, the city is concerned Wwihardous materials and
hazardous waste management.

Valparaiso is also concerned with the existenaaafacilities at Eglin Air Force
Base which may be impacting the Tom’s Bayou watmishAlthough the
proposal itself may not have a direct impact, ttereuld be a definitive
cumulative impact.

The statement could be enhanced if it includednansary of any Air Force
program to identify, quantify and mitigate hazarsletaste sites on the main base
and within one mile of Valparaiso. If further siterestigations are necessary and
not funded these should be specifically identified.

Valparaiso is also concerned with the cumulatimpact of hazardous waste. The
Air Force should document hazardous waste situatigrfar back (at least
through the Vietnam War) as study work is availablalparaiso is particularly
concerned with the presence of Agent Orange arel atlanitions sites that may
remain ‘uncleaned’ within one mile of the city litsii or lack funding for adequate
study.

The Tom’s Creek watershed may be especially vubierarhis watershed
underlies the approach to Runway 19 and is impdrydtie proposal’'s heavy use
of the runway for new training purposes.

In addition to the over flight by aircraft approawiy Runway 19, the following
supportingground facilities lie on relatively high levelsoghping off into the
Tom’s Creek watershed:

a. Test Site A-19,

b. Test Site A-26,

C. Eglin’s munitions storage area,

d. The runway 19 pavement,

e. The runway 19 approach lighting system traversioms
Creek itself,

f. The North Gate access road which now accepts all
commercial delivery traffic into Eglin traversiniget creek,

g. Associated taxiways and perimeter roads assocveted

all the above.

It is not known if any of the above facilities epjprotection from hazardous
waste possible run-off or disposal or even conoeali pavement run-off to
ensure water quality. For example, are there aatgmretention ponds associated
with these sites?
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All of the ground facilities noted above with thessible exception of sites A-19
and A-26 (we do not know what happens there) asemoe degree associated
with either the JSF cantonment or its trainingwaisti Perhaps these sites are

involved cumulatively with the proposal. In anyedhe EIS should address
same.
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10.Garbage

The impacts of solid waste (permanent) and construdebris (temporary)
should be documented in the draft EIS.

Research will likely document that all of Northw&$tbrida’s garbage is disposed
of by transport to sanitary landfills existing ndéarianna, Florida and Andalusia,
Alabama. The capacity of these landfills (and thieavailable) to absorb
increased solid waste should be quantified andmeoted. Any increase in
waste products which may reduce the economic fitbese landfills and thus
increase the costs on local government to dispbsaste should be quantified.

The capacity of local transfer stations (curreithyted to two in Fort Walton
Beach) should be examined. Costs at transfepstatypically drive local
economic impacts. The alternative of establistamgifills for construction debris
or sanitary waste on Eglin lands should be pathisfalternative examination.

Conventional vendor responses to inquiry regartindfills will indicate that
capacityis available. What is not so readily availablevfgeether or not this
available capacity will absorb increases at exgstiisposal monetary rates.

Rate increases will impact all of Northwest Floridehe proposal should examine
and document projected rate increases — indepenflgahdor estimates.

The cumulative impact of solid waste disposal aprstruction debris should be
documented with respect to other current Air Fgnagosals such as that
involving military housing.

For example, the JSF cantonment area proposal aleokres two alternatives
ranging from 1.6 million square feet of demolitimrovation to 2.8 million
square feet of demolition/renovation — all takingge over a very few years
(2009-2011).

Construction and demolition debris estimated byAld-orce over a 10 year
periodfor the multi-family housing (MFH) project discked in 2006 encompased
3.5 — 3.6 million square feet of housing (imatluding streets and infrastructure)
was estimated to generate about 144,00 tons ofroatisn/demolition debris
(non hazardous waste).

Adding driveways and roadways added another 9,80@ver ten years.

Using roughly the same numbers, say 150,000 tar3.%omillion square feet for
housing;

then, the proposal for the JSF alone will geneatitbe preferred alternative
location:
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- 4 million square feet construction, about 7,00t
- 1.6 million square feet demolition/renovatimout 70,000 tons

total — about 80,000 tors total debris concentrated over less than fivary.

Admittedly, this crude analysis is apples anthges.

Construction, demolition and renovating of hemdustrial facilities involving
the proposal should consume substantially greaiemes, i.e. as compared to
housing at the USEPA standard of 4.83 poundsfsduat (construction) and
77.6 pounds/square foot (demolition).

Substantially impacting the above crude estinsatlee Air Force’s announced
time frame — “...executing the BRAC 2005 prograampleting by September
5, 2011

This has the impact of possibly placing on theal construction/demolition
debris market as much as 80,000 tons or monetaxeyearsor 40,000 tons/year

The Multi Family Housing (MFH) proposal by thér &orce (2006) cited a ten
year low of 8,951 tons (year 2) to 33,299 toigh (year 5).

The EIS proposal should carefully examine thetglof local landfill in
Okaloosa County to absorb this possibly conegedirinflux of volume
without increasing disposal rates (monetary)hengeneral public.

Alternatively and preferably the Air Force (senit owns 724 square land miles)
contiguous to the project should consider esthinlg its own landfill to

receive construction/demolition debris as pathe proposal. Unlike the

MFH project, management practices and best neanagt practices cannot
conventionally be set aside to a contractor.

As the Air Force has previously noted, they ‘tartharvest) fill dirt (for the
Proposal) on landfill property to expand thedfdh..”.

Valparaiso also remains concerned with respettid route that possibly 40,000
tons of disposal per year material will moveire year over local streets
highways, and to where?

All the above is crude, what are the real numbedsimpacts? The EIS should
document this impact.
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11. Safety

The introduction of (107) new based F-35 aircratEglin for pilot training with
world wide aviation customers will change the nmosstharacter of the base from
munitions testing and proficiency maintenance taidaaining (pilots and
maintenance). Announcements indicate aircraftaimers will increase three to
five fold.

Note

The Air Force’s 11/07/07 announcement indicate lactinfg information — a two
fold increase of the F-35 vs. F-15; yet, Col. Reas the F-35 will fly 3-4 times
as often as the F-15 and about 400,000 operatiomsadly. The EIS should be
specific.

Current (2005) annual aircraft operations at Egpproximate 66,000 vs. 35,000
(1977); source: 2006 AICUZ. The increase meansnaannual total of 200,000
to 300,000; and for pilots in a new aircraft. Htedy should disclose the ‘mishap
rate’ for ‘training (basic) operations’ vs. conviemial proficiency operations as it
likely results in more mishaps.

The disclosure should document the Air Force dediniof aircraft mishaps, i.e.
classes A, B, C, and High Accident Potential witme focus on Class A
tragedies because of their possibility of impactimg public or private property.

It is acknowledged that there is no historical inaip rate’ for the F-35. However,
the Air Force should be able to assign a reasomat#eprojection using a similar
aircraft in an initial training situation.

It would appear also that this reasonable rateeptigin cannot rely on historical
mishap rates at Eglin, i.e. it's a new training siog.

It is also acknowledged that it is impossible tedict locations with respect to
aircraft accidents. However, at Eglin 49% of aftoperations (Runway 19 —
2006 AICUZ) currently occur
- over the population center of Valparaiso at Vevy altitudes
- overflying clear zones and accident preventiomesanvolving
residential housing, churches, schools, andspaith seasonal
concentrations of people.

Using the conservative annual figure of 200,000raft operations this means
that approximately 100,000 training operations wadlerse these areas of
Valparaiso.

Further, using Air Force studies and mishap rassgyaed to the F-15 (one

mishap per 41,000 flying hours, assuming 1.5 hparsoperation) it would
appear that:
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-100,000 annual operations x 1.5 hours/operati@b3;000 flying hours
for every mishap
- 150,000 flying hours = 3.66 mishaps annually
41,000 flying hours per mishap
- 3.66 mishaps annually would then happen vafipect to aircraft
traversing Valparaiso

The Air Force advised Valparaiso in 2006 thatn@4.968 -1972 data)
- 39% of aircraft accidents occur in the Clean&,
- 7.9% of aircraft accidents occur in APZ — 1,
- 4,9% of aircraft accidents occur in APZ — 2 or

a total of about 52% of all accidents.

0.52 X 3.66 = 1.9 aircraft accidents involvinglMaraiso each year

The city has been indeed fortunate — the lastafircrash on a Valparaiso home
occurred in the clear zone in 2003 (but, annuataipms at Eglin were then only about
66,000).

Alternative Analysis

Using alternative data,
= Air Force 2006 (AICUZ)
(838) accidents — 1968 — 1995
- 27.4% of accidents occur in Clear Zone
- 10.1% of accidents occur in APZ-1
- 5.6% of accidents occur in APZ-2
- Runway 19 used 49% at Eglin.
= Air Force 2007 (Town Hall meeting)
- (125) sorties per training day (F-35)
(246) training days per year (F-35)
- assume (1.5) flying hours/sortie
- assume same rate, i.e. 1 accident/41,90@yfhours

then, 125 sorties/day x 246 days/year x 1.5 lisoirtse

= 46,125 annual training hours/year for F-35;

then, 46,125 = (1.12Bjshaps/year
41,000 hours/mishap at Eglin for F-35;

further, if R/W 19 is used 49% of the time

then, 1.125 x .49 = .55 mishaps/year
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but, if — the clear zone (Runway 19) is 27.4% afidents, and

- the APZ-1 is 10.1% of accidents
- the APZ-2 is 5.6% of accidents or 27.4 + 10.1
+ 5.6 = 43.1% cumulative.

Then, .55 mishaps/year x .431 = .237 mishaps/ye@iviing Valparaiso for the new F-
35 operations.

Or, 100 = (1) F-35 mishap in Valparaiso
23.7 every 4.2 years

However, this represents the cumulative of the CIeme + APZ-1 + APZ-2.
If, by whatever means such as for example,
- displacement of the Runway 19 threshold,
- acquisition of clear zone properties,
then, the cumulative of APZ-1 + APZ-2 would be 18.5.6 = 15.7%
then, .55 mishaps x .157 = .864

or, 100 = (1) F-35 mishap in Valparaiso
8.64 every 11.6 years

Summary

The substantial range of this crude analysis fra)nd (12) years indicates a need for
professional examination and serious considerationitigation measures vs.
‘management practices’ regarding the use of Rurii@at Eglin with respect to ‘safety’
involving lands in the off- base community.

Underlying even the 12 year scenario remain chu;atiey care, numerous homes and
one elementary school.

The accident rate should be documented by a profeds The above numbers are
solely illustrative.

Further, they should be quantified against somatifigble standard that can be easily
understood by the public. For example, how ofteesda home burn under any
circumstance?

Finally, Valparaiso has a long established andessgfal Volunteer Fire Department.
Their response time in the local community is abbatinutes — about the best possible.
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However, this municipal fire department is neitbquipped, financed or trained to
respond to the likely level of risk associated vattcraft mishaps presented possibly
with the proposal action.

Eglin’s ability to respond to aircraft mishaps watash/fire/rescue units in Runway 19’s
Clear Zone, APZ-1 and APZ-2 with respect to adesjeguipment, fire fighters and
within standard response times by route shoulds®atsed in the EIS; along with
appropriate mitigation such as new fire stationd famancial support of off-base
volunteer units if warranted.

The environmental impact statement should quaasfglosely as possible this impact
and propose adequate mitigation (particularly watspect to the possible challenges
imposed on the Valparaiso Volunteer Fire Departienhis impact identification
should be sensitive to cumulative impacts since/J@nnual aircraft operations).
Other

1. Community Housing in Valparaiso

One local developer (2007) of what amounts to runits of new affordable
housing in Valparaiso has communicated informallgity officials noting
difficulty with respect to closing Veteran’s Admatiation (VA) financially
backed units based on whether or not the unit was iaccident zone. The VA
finally determined his units were not in this zone.

However, as not elsewhere approximately 1/3 of &i@j$o_isn this zone for
Runway 19 at Eglin. Homes in this zone apparesdiynot expect VA backing
for mortgages.

And, this VA consideration example did not appeagxamine the ‘noise’ impact,
rather only ‘safety’.

This is symptomatic of the proposal’'s impact onpéahiso (if not mitigated)
regarding Runway 19.

The EIS should document specific impacts on finagaf any residential or other
structures in Valparaiso due to noise impacts afetyszones.

2. The Air Force (2006) has advised Valparaiso that:
“While the potential for aircraft accidents in APand Il does not warrant

land acquisition by the Air Force, land usenplag and controls are
strongly encouraged in these areas for theeption of the publi¢e.a.).”

The simple response is how does Valparaiso prdaiatt use controls on
development that preceded the disclosure@, why does this not necessarily
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warrant land acquisition by the Air Force if th@ewproposal for BRAC provides
even further impacts.

We know the Clear Zone — APZ may not change uriteséir Force modifies
the use of Runway 19. However, many more airevdftoe flying through at
very low altitudes per the proposal — increasiigty risks.

. The Air Force (2006) has advised Valparaiso that:

“Accident potential ...within the CZ (clear zorig)so high that
the necessary land use restrictions wouldipitoleasonable
economic use of land ...(and that),

It is Air Force policy to request that Congresithorize and
appropriate funds to purchase the real prgpeterests in
this area...”.

Approximately 10-20 Valparaiso homes in Valpawas Andrew Drive lie in this
Clear Zone. An aircraft crashed on two home&d03. These homes have been
there since the 1960’s.

This Clear Zone to Valparaiso is ‘new’.
In promulgating its 1977 AICUZ study the Air Fercarved out a ‘clear zone’
around these Andrew Drive homes. In 2006 theFance AICUZ carved them

back in.

The Air Force acknowledged in 2006 public heathma perhaps they should not
have done this (the carve out in 1977).

Anyhow — where are we today?

Valparaiso is unaware of any Air Force initiatio implement
policy regarding:

“...acquiring real estate interests in the Cotigh purchase
or easement when feasible”, requesting Casgiee provide funds
for same — whether by authorization or appeadijon.

Valparaiso suggests that the EIS for the propsisalild document that this

impact (land/property acquisition in the Clean£pis covered by ‘appropriated’
funds supporting BRAC; and not be subject toreitauthorizations’.
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12.Noise

Noise in other locations

A comparison of the 1977 vs. 2006 noise impactaanst further indicates that
the largest noise increase has occurred over Ghbatahee Bay in the direction
of Destin

Further, in addition to Valparaiso (and Eglin owrsgdas)

- 2006 aircraft departure flight trackswocover:
- Shalimar
- Destin
- Okaloosa Island,

- 2006 aircraft closed pattern fligtetaks mostly occur over:
- Destin,

- 2006 aircraft arrival flight tracksostly occur over:
- Destin.

Although these flight profiles are at higher lsyeoise and other future impacts
over Destin should be isolated and carefully eérachas part of the proposal.

Destin has in recent years experienced citizanitety to aircraft operations at a
small general aviation airport; and overall pedhhas the highest density
development of any municipality in Okaloosa Cgunt

A 2 to 3 fold increase in air traffic in the ar@aa result of the proposal could
impact significantly current residents in Desfigrida; particularly with respect
to arrival and closed pattern flight tracks.

However less than conventional standards, i.en65e impacts at the 55 level
on Destin should be provided as part of the psapdue to:

-past sensitivity

-very high density development.

Valparaiso does not presume to communicate corswéth respect to Destin
or any other community — we only know what the Parce itself has advised
in the media and other documents.

For example, the noise impacts (65) of the F-@b reach (per the Air Force
November, 2007) into the bay front areas of OkadBsunty and perhaps Destin
west of the mid bay bridge such as Kelly Plantabarpar with what happens
now in most of Valparaiso. It appears these impg&d.dn) begin at the south
foot of the mid-bay bridge and extend west to Jd&Begu — possibly involving
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also Destin Middle School. This is for the Air Eerannounced preferred
(blended noise) alternative to spread the noiserar¢not the decision yet).

The same impacts (Duke Field and Choctaw Figigkar to go off the Air Force
reservation into areas east of Crestview nortihh@fShoal River, I-10 and U. S.
90 (approximately 2-4 miles east of Highway 8% anpact Santa Rosa County
bay front areas on East Bay.

Note:

Although Destin’s Harbor escapes substagtradhw noise impacts under the
Eglin preferred (blended noise) alternatotber alternatives remain under
consideration by the Air Force.

The ‘escape’ appears fueled by allegedly mgpyper the maps) noise to
Choctaw Field and the East Bay bay front afe¢danta Rosa County — and
to Crestview.

Three of the four alternatives (Choctaw Heavy, ®uk

Heavy, Eglin Heavy) currently under considieraby the Air Force

place substantially new and heavy noise tweDestin Harbor and beach
front areas including Okaloosa Island.

However, in summary it appears with crude exanonahat the Air Force’s
preferred noise alternative moves its new noisayadwom the community’s
highly developed and unaffordable housing area® amdeveloped and
perhaps future ‘affordable housing’ areas.

And, all the while the Eglin main base housinggagals remain unsubstantially
impacted — even with the ‘Eglin Heavy’ alternative

Hospital Noise Impacts

According to the proposed noise presentation atdive hall meeting as
‘preferred’ by the Air Force (blended mix) on 11/07 the Niceville-
Valparaiso Hospital campus moves into the 65-78abne.

The Air Force has advised that hospitals and ngrisomes are compatible in this
area (65-70) ihoise levels reductions are achieved by constmdat reduce
noise levels by 25-30.

The Air Force should as part of the EIS examineNtweville-Valparaiso hospital

with respect to noise insulation and compatibiiith respect to the proposal for
new noise and propose/fund any necessary mitigasgrart of the proposal.
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Church Noise Impacts

The ‘blended mix’ preferred Air Force noise altena (11/07/07) appears to
impact churches in the nearby community as foll¢s list is not all inclusive):

1.

New Hope Baptist Church

108 Aurora Street, Valparaiso, Florida

old Air Force noise zon@005 base line): 70-74;

new noise zone preferred by Air For@®-74;

impact noise impact approximately doubles due to eastwazvement
of noise ling

other lies in Accident Potential Zone | for Runway 19;
constructed1958

First Assembly of God

571 Highway 190, Valparaiso, Florida

old Air Force noise zong€2005 base line) 70-74;

new noise zone preferred by Air For@®-79 (partially); the building
itself appears in the 70-74 with the campus noweoed by the 75-79;
impact noise impact approximately doubles due to eastwayvement of
noise line; future building construction in the wa¥a part of the campus
toward Lincoln Avenue should be prohibited accogdio the Air Force;
other church lies in Accident Potential Zone | for Rway 19;
constructed:

Soverign Grace Church of Valparaiso
Valparaiso Parkway, Valparaiso, Florida
[RESERVED]

First Baptist Church of Valparaiso

444 Valparaiso Parkway, Valparaiso, Florida

old Air Force noise zon@005 base line): 65-69;

new noise zone preferred by Air Foré®-69;

impact noise impact approximately double due to eastwawdement of
noise line;

other church does ndte in Accident Potential Zone for Runway 19;
constructed

Korean Full Gospel Hope Church

160 Chicago Avenue, Valparaiso, Florida

old Air Force noise zone (2005 baseline)ne

new noise zone preferred by Air Foré®-69

impact noise impacts approximately double due to eastwasvement of
noise line; any newonstruction should include noise reduction measur
involving substantial costs;
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other church does ndie in Accident Potential Zone for Runway 19;
church does lie in Valparaiso Historic District ardisted on the
Valparaiso Historic Registry; likely eligible forational Registry.
constructed1920’s

6. Trinity Presbyterian Church
44 Southview Avenue, Valparaiso, Florida
old Air Force noise zone (2005 base linene
new noise zone preferred by Air Foré®-69
impacts noise impacts approximately double due to eastwarvement
of noise line; any newonstruction should include noise reduction
measures involving substantial costs;
other church does ndie in Accident Potential Zone for Runway 19;
church does lie in Valparaiso Historic District;
constructed

7. River of Life Family Church
100 Hart, Niceville, Florida
old Air Force noise zone (2005 base line)ne
new noise zone preferred by Air Foré®-69
impacts noise impacts approximately double due to eastwavement
of noise line; any newonstruction should involve noise reduction
measures involving substantial costs;
the parking lot to the east is outside the noise; lihe building itself and
the underdeveloped property to the west is newpaicted;
the building itself is a former industritdcility; existing insulation is not
known.
Constructed

The EIS should examine these churches for colmptiwith respect to safety
and noise and document only impacts.

It also appears that the bay front areas of Waiton Beach, Cinco Bayou and
Shalimar (Garnier’'s Bayou) are also newly impdae Valparaiso is today.

Admittedly, the maps available are hard to refagvould help if the Air Force
could provide better maps in the EIS.

The EIS should examine modifications to airspss®and management, airfield
layout, ground operations and aircraft maintenawtity on the Eglin main
base to mitigate noise impacts on the communitye fdllowing are mitigation
measures that should be examined (all are na&ssadly consistent and are
presented as varying alternatives).
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Airspace use/management

1.

Adopt specific noise mitigation restrictive criteregarding rate of speed,
rate of climb, and turning radius for take offsRanway 01 (to the north
east).

Adopt arrival restrictions for military aircraft dRunway 19.

Modify departure, arrival and closed pattern fligfaicks.

Route all F-35 take offs and landings over militawned lands or state
waters when not demanded by wind conditions.

Restrict ‘after-burner’ use over the Valparaiso awmity.

Airfield layout

1.

2.

Close runway 01/19.
Close the east parallel taxiway of Runway 19/01.

Displace the landing threshold of Runway 19.

Note

The Air Force (Col. Ross) disclosed at the Townl Hedeting on
November 7, 2007 that the Air Force needs 2 — 8{600long runways
for the F-35.

Runway 12/32 exceeds 12,000 feet and Runway 1%/Hdeds 10,000
feet.

Valparaiso necessarily remains concerned with pipecach to the 10,000
foot Runway 19.

If only 8,000 feet of any runway is needed for BRA appears
reasonable that the landing threshold of Runwagadl@d be displaced by
2,000 feet; especially since 49% of the operatartair on Runway 19
and it is the sole runway impacting any off-basecwnity.

This is_nota new suggestion. Following the disclosure of20@6
AICUZ Valparaiso’s mayor made a suggestion to tireFarce that the
landing threshold of Runway 19 be ‘temporarily’meced by 1,000 feet
pending study in order to remove Valparaiso homa® fthe ‘clear zone’.

The Air Force rejected the proposal citing finahcanstraints.
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Today we remain faced with the same issue, excipttihe BRAC
proposal there appears to be available $400 miftoa BRAC F-35
campus on Eglin. Within the context of cost vaddé the displacement
of the Runway 19 threshold should be examineder&ls.

Eliminate aircraft parking on the east side oftilbethern ¥2 of Runway
01/19.

Close the old northeast/southwest runway for tayief@erations and
aircraft parking.

Construct a new parallel taxiway west of Runway 19.

Aircraft maintenance and maintenance training

1.

Conduct engine run-up requirements in hush houses.

Note

At the November 7, 2007 Town Hall meeting in Nidlevone commenter
(Ms. Stefanik, Shalimar) “...asked about noise frawugd testing of F-
35 engines. Air Force Col. Ross replied that t#185ks designed not to
require run-ups at full power because the newairtxas so many built in
test capabilities. Tentatively, there are no pkansuild a ‘hush house’, as
was done for current fighter aircraft like the Fsl$e said. Minimizing
run-up noise, often done at night, is also an Aircé concern, he said,
because students attending the training centerddmihoused nearby
(e.a.)”.

What remains unclear is whether or not this meagme tests for
operationalmaintenance of the F-35 or engine testing for teagnce
training. For example, on November 7, 2007 the Bagcon published a
photo of the “most powerful engine ever put in ditamy fighter jet, Pratt
and Whitney’'s F-135 engine...”. The photo obvious#ypicts an engine
on a test stand — not an aircraft.

Valparaiso residents are also housed nearby -ylil@l as close as the
proposed Air Force campus but perhaps closer ttmodmmenter;
perhaps begging the question as to how much moiskei speed, where
will these engines be pointed, and will maintenanamingbe actually
limited to idle speed levels on aircraft — evemaytime?

Valparaiso residents currently experience noiseaghfrom engine run-
ups.
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It is unclear also as to whether or not the naiggaict profiles (and
alternatives) or November 7, 2007 included noisenfaircraft
maintenance and/or training.

Valparaiso believes that non-flight noise shouldpecifically quantified
separately in the EIS as the training proposallires”...teaching 200
support personnel each year at the F-35 trainintg’ ufhis should be
separate from flying noise to enable identificatddriboth mitigation and
management practices to minimize impacts on thenoonity.

Point engine run-ups/maintenance to the northveegy from the
Valparaiso community.

Limit ground run-up/maintenance to day time hours.

Engine Test Noise (specific)

Engine test noise should be identified/quantifiedasately in the
proposed EIS and then added cumulatively to ovam#le impacts on the
community.

Valparaiso has experienced this noise, often unidgattime conditions
for many years. Indeed, the 2006 AICUZ reportcatis (p.3-4) that

“...17 percent of aircraft maintenance run up operstiat Eglin occur
during nighttime (10:00pm to 7:00am).”

However, standard methodology for measuring nooss chot appear to
place a ‘penalty’ of 10 db per event on this typadiivity. Nor, is there
any separate measurement provided for this typgenoi

What we do know is that Col. Ross said at the Ndxam7, 2007 Town
Hall meeting was that his air persons needed #heap — and that since
they were close to the flight line the run up woatdy be at ‘idle’ speed.

What we do not know is:

a. the cumulative yet separate impact of this typs@overall at
Eglin;

b. at which direction the engines will be pointedheitold
existing engines at Eglin or those of the new F-35;

c. whether or not Eglin will continue to use existiggine run
up areas, test stands and at what hours;

d. the locations from which any of this type noisegorates.

It is important that this type noise be docutedrand measured separately
in the EIS.
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The community’s perception has been that AicEananagement actions
in following years after implementation remaemnsitive to air traffic
management (flight tracks, noise abatementybyt through the crack
with respect to engine run up.

Only if this impact is documented separatelyhwéspect to impacts,
directions, maintenance vs. training activitg @amulatively regarding
existing similar (not aircraft operations) cae tommunity expect
reasonable mitigation to result in follow-up tooous management
action to mitigate this noise.

For example, in March 2006 at a public hearielgl by the Air Force
on the 2006 AICUZ a Valparaiso citizen asketthd@ noise impacts
included ‘maintenance’, particularly at nigfithe Air Force response
was ‘yes’ and the citizen then asked from wlzem@ was the data
available?

The Air Force response referred the citizerm&o'Freedom of Information
Act’ as their response.

Cumulative ground engine noise as Eglin shoelddcumented
separately in the EIS — it has a perceptiveij himpact on the
community. Frankly, it is currently perceivdtht Eglin locates
and points this noise at Valparaiso — away fitsnown on-base
housing.

Ground Operations

1. Eliminate taxiway powered take offs on Runway 19.
2. Reserved

Population Impacted by Noise

The population affected by noise is per the AirdeofAICUZ, p. 4-5)
estimated by using:
a. 2000 census data, and
b. assuming the population is equally distributed imiti
census tract area.

What is unclear is whether or not this conventibynaasonable
methodology will actually capture and disclose tlienbers of noise
impacted people living in Valparaiso.

For example, what is the census tract footprintatparaiso? And, what
is the population?
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As indicated in other comments Valparaiso’s lanchdgraphic from a
‘city limits’ standpoint covers, in addition to thewn itself:
a. 137 acres donated to the Air Force in 1935 for the
beginnings of the airfield; and,
b. 1432 acres donated to the Air Force about 193 dayte
Eglin industrial complex; and,
C. 166 acres conveyed to the Air Force in a 1950 teamtk.

These 1700+ acres represent a substantial poritigalparaiso; and
include to some degree dormitory and other ‘on-tasesing. Are they
in the census tract? We don’t know.

The EIS should disclose in greater detail thar2®@6 AICUZ the
methodology used in determining the number of iiedtallation’
population impacted by the proposal — particulamgce the off
installation impacts appear to involve a disprojpoidtely minority and
low income population.

This disclosure should also reach back to the ¥aZIUZ as a baseline
(as well as the 2006 baseline). Table 4.2 (20GBUA) indicates a
reduction in the number of noise impacted acrewéden 1977 (14,372
acres) and 2006 (13,092 acres). What remains clodes] is where these
reductions occurred, e.g.

a. on-base vs. off base
b. over water
C. over Eglin’s reservation, in summary where?

Figure 4.4 (2006 AICUZ) appears to indicate thatgheatest increase in
noise area between 1977 and 2006 was over ChodidveeaBay to the
southeast. This area is impacted by landings amiy 30 or take offs
from Runway 12. However, this combined use of thisvay is 40%,
where as Runway 01/19 is used for 60% of the armuaiaft operations
(p-3-4 2006 AICUZ).

And, between 1977 and 2006 annual aircraft operatid Eglin almost
doubled from 36,000 (1977 AICUZ) to 66,000 (200&€RAIZ). Itis
difficult to understand how the number of annuatraift operations
between 1977 and 2006 doubled while the land anpacted became
less.

It is important that the public understand the clative impacts since
1977, today’s 2005-2006 shapshot and the impadtsegbroposal,
especially since there has been little populati@wth in Valparaiso
between 1977 and now.

38



Further, spreading the population over the cernsus does not appear to
account for zoning restraints. Lands zoned assind with little
residential development concentrate people in dhedsare set aside for
housing. The EIS should identify and quantify ngpiines in Valparaiso
when disclosing concentrations of people impacteddise (as spread
over a census tract). And, this should not beyageldor disclosure in
other studies.

Aircraft Operations-Noise

Background

Florida’s Department of Transportation lists ab@@) airports state-wide
as providing ‘commercial’ passenger service intut-of Florida, a
cornerstone in Florida’s economy.

Listing them in descending ‘annual aviation openadi which is a
primary indicator of noise impact on the surrouigdbommunities, they
are:

FLORIDA COMMERCIAL SERVICE AIRPORTS

AIRPORT — THE TOP TEN ANNUAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
1. Orlando International 391,000
2. Miami International 384,000
3. Orlando-Sanford 320,000
4. Fort Lauderdale International 310,000
5. Tampa International 262,000
6. Daytona Beach International 258,000
7. Melbourne International 219,000
8. St. Pete-Clearwater International 205,000
9. Palm Beach International 199,000
10. Sarasota-Bradenton International 163,000

AIRPORT — THE NEXT TEN ANNUAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
11. Gainesville Regional 130
12. Saint Augustine 126,000

EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE 126,000
13. Pensacola Regional 1,000
14. Tallahassee 100,000
15. Key West International 94,000
16. Panama City 88,000
17. SW Florida Internatib(f@. Myers) 88,000
18. Naples 87,000
19. Florida Keys — Marathon 53,000
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The above numbers are based on Master Record BaafaKorm 5010) for the
12 months ending March, 2006.

ssue
The Eglin noise study (2006) acknowledges only @&#nnual aircraft
operations based on 2005 data.

The study also acknowledges that the military dw@dRAA count aircraft
differently, i.e.

- the FAA uses an ‘average anndaly’ whereas
- the military uses an ‘average busgy'.

Valparaiso does not understand the different metlogy, but remains desirous
of understanding them from the civilian side.

For example, if the Air Force says it has 66,000uzh operations today on their
methodology that’s o.k. It appears to equate tgd@bannual operations at a
civil airport in Florida; or about 2x, that's oksal. Valparaiso is just trying to
figure out where we fit into the big picture statele.

Eglin communicated in November, 2007 Town Hall nregt by handout that
the BRAC proposal would bring an additional

- 125 sorties/day for 246 days/year

- a sortie is (2) operations (2006 AICUZ);

S0 (125) x (246) x (2) = 61,500 additional anraiedraft operations at Eglin.

Using the 2x methodology above, then this equates tincrease in aircraft
operations (military to civilian equivalent) of

61,500 x 2 =123,000 new annual aircraft opereti
or a doubling of noise — which matches roughly Russ’s assessment at the
town hall meeting (11/07).

If the above extrapolations make sense in compatsé-lorida’s civilian
tourist destination airport’s the annual aircragfemations at EGLIN become
equivalent to

- 126,000 (old)
- 123,000 (new)
249,000 annual aircraft operations TOTAL.

In other words, from a Florida state-wide perspeckglin moves in a very few
years from the equivalent of Pensacola/St. AugastrDaytona Beach/Tampa
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International with respect to annual aircraft ofieres or, from number 13 to
number 7 with all the associated impacts on thencanity.

And, 49% of all aircraft operations occur over \@igiso (Eglin AICUZ, 2006).
The increase will not be via small general aviaaooraft or today’s quieter
commercial airliners but rather via the ‘noisiestmft’ ever built by the
military.

Problem

The above analysis is crude. The EIS should disckome expert analysis
equating this new impact at Eglin to civil standard

State wide our legislators understand aviation tgtheir districts when they
relate to Florida’s civil airports. The publiciing under these impacts in
Florida and local governments work as possiblesolve land use
compatibility issues.

Executive departments under Florida’s governovetio set reasonable
standards regarding land use planning.

Valparaiso was one of a number of Florida commesisiurveyed by Florida’s
House of Representatives in September, 2007 wsihect to military impacts
on the community. Our response at the time comoated a perception that
Eglin was about to become to the equivalent of Mi@ntando International
Airports.

The Town Hall meeting (11/07/07) has moved the gqgion down to
Daytona/Tampa International level. This is whatwik be communicating to
Florida’s upcoming 2008 Legislature inclusive of stuff which is laying the
groundwork for the 2008 session now.

Bottom line
The EIS should disclose to the public some readeresjuivalent of the impacts

of the proposal understandable in civil aviatiomig/data such as may be
equated to other aviation facilities in Florida.
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13. Public Participation

Reference is made for record purposes to the regusarequirements of the
Council on Environmental Quality and 32 Code of ératlRegulations 989.

Valparaiso and the western edge of Niceville lidenthe approach to Eglin’s
Runway 19; with significant lands in the Clear Ztkeeident Potential Zones |
and Il. Runway 19 is the busiest runway on Egldf.the four approaches to two
runways Runway 19 has been characterized as u8édot@ir operations.

The public participation with respect to these ‘fmogpacted communities’ could
be enhanced with public hearings/town hall meetinghese community areas.

Valparaiso believes that public participation canemhanced if hearings/town
hall meetings can be taped/recorded and made bleablg the Air Force for
public viewing on local public access TV chann&alparaiso owns one, Cox
Communications is the other; both have public azclannels).

It would help also if

I. press releases and other informational outreadhglthre
process are routinely shared with the City of Vedpso,

ii. if the Air Force would establish and maintain aatfeach
book’ at our public library,

lii. the Air Force could participate in outreach to plsblic at
regular city commission meetings — the overall sobhas
been a continuous agenda item at these meetingsefdast
eighteen months, and frankly — the presence oifaramed
‘representative’ is helpful — even if, not ‘expditie presence
of a uniformed ‘stake holder’ makes a difference,

iv. a court reporter should be retained by the Air Edcctake a
transcript at all public hearings; and a complegeycof the
transcripts should be made available to the pudipart of the
administrative record of the drdfS,

V. responses to comments/input received in the scqpoeess
should be listed and responded to in_the deéft (hard copy,
not a disk).

Maps

However well intended in the past, maps utilizedh®y Air Force in disclosing
environmental impacts do nallow the public to identify readily their home,
place of business or other private property wigpeet to impacts.

Simply, past disclosures have not been to a readaalle and have inhibited
public input/comment.
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For example, Eglin’s 2006 AICUZ (noise) study wablshed on a 1 inch=
5,000 feet (almost one mile) scale; and some atitioise lines go off-the-maps.

This scale does not work for highly impacted comities such as Valparaiso and
possibly Destin and Okaloosa Island.

In 2007 Valparaiso tasked the City Engineer witbroelucing these Air Force
maps at approximately 1 inch = 400 feet. The pcodias crude and the best we
could get.

But, this scale allows a property owner to see wlieey live, work or play with
respect to impacts. It also (when overlaid onadgtotographs) helps tell people
where they are.

Public participation could be substantially enhahaed contribute to the EIS
process if they can easily figure out where theyragarding impacts. This task
should not be delegated to the crude process iaede.

The EIS should provide in readable hard copy impaaps at no less than
1"=400". This would be especially helpful with pet to ‘noise’ impact and
‘safety’ maps.

Note:

The City of Valparaiso provided comment at the Nibe Town Hall meeting
(12/07/07) to the Air Force regarding the ‘scaleweilable maps’. As a follow-
up Valparaiso requested maps showing noise of éicépublic affairs officers

at Eglin depicting noise as presented at the mgeflinese were furnished but not
at the larger scale.
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14.Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resagrand; Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts and Considerations that offsegtimpacts

The Committee for a Sustainable Emerald Coast (CSE{alton/Okaloosa/Santa
Rosa/Escambia) published in October, 2007 a dcadt ig its proposed report to
Florida’s Governor:

“Establish quality livable communities with a sertd place within
successful urban areas and small towns in ther&8lchCoast region
where citizens can live, work, and play”.

In defining sustainability, the CSEC quotes a Céenproverb:

“One generation plants a tree, the next has tadesh

Valparaiso planted the economic tree of Eglin Airde Base in 1934; and today
the entire region of Northwest Florida enjoys ghsde.

And, trees grow; no one in 1934 could have envisidtat this seedling would
shade what it does today — or will in its projectear future.

As the shade of the tree grows so do the trunkraoid of the healthy tree. The
tree gradually cracks and pushes aside transitamah foundations.

Valparaiso remains in the path of Tree — Egline Tiunk and roots have cracked
the city’s foundations as a small town “...wherezgtis can live, work and play”.

Whether or not Valparaiso can sustain itself amble community with Tree —
Eglin’s announced near term growth is questionable.

Valparaiso only asks — ‘Tell us what's coming; wisaitreversible, irretrievable,

unavoidable, adverse and document proposed oifigetnsiderations — all
specific to our city’.
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15. Cumulative Impacts

Reference is made to Council of Environmental Quaégulations, 40 CFR
1508, et-al.

The BRAC EIS should address the military’s futplans for its significant lands
in Valparaiso — if not for housing, then what theR&rticular emphasis is placed
on the Eglin lands in three Valparaiso plats — BJdEglin Heights and Plat 6.

The recent 2004 housing proposal by Eglin (setiisige housing) is utilized as
only one example (of the future).

Since the early days following the National Envim@ntal Protection Act of 1969
Eglin’s air operations have substantially increaséahost doubling between 1977
(36,000) and 2006 (66,000). The Air Force has anoed that operations
pursuant to the proposed action are expecteddie tigain by 2015.

Cumulative proposed actions at Eglin since 197ludea host of many smaller
actions environmentally documented as ‘categoggalusions’ or ‘findings of no
significant impact’. For example, Eglin announ@te@@007 another draft ‘finding
of no significant impact’ for the Navy Explosive ddmance Disposal School
Master Development Plan. The announcement ofitidénfy cites “...an approval
of the increase in the overall size of the U.S. yArmi.

Valparaiso suggests that the cited examples, i.e.

a. Doubling (35,000 to 66,000) of Air Force aircrafiraal
operations between 1977 and 2006 (past);

b. using a singular example, another proposal forayNahool
increase due to the Arnmgjze increases (current);
C. combined with anticipated triple Air Force aircrafierational

increases (future);

is indicative that past, present and future ingpabould all be carefully and
cumulatively examined as part of the current pegb. Multi-services (Air Force,
Army, Navy) have all expanded over the yearsghinE

The myriad of all environmental decision makiegarding proposed and
implemented actions since the early 1970’s hadywed environmental impacts
to the point that it is overwhelmingly ‘obviousind all should be disclosed in a
single document. All are now interacting.

Projects which may have appeared of minor scoplea past have essentially laid

the foundation for the current proposal — FighAtewn USA. And, it is
continuing.
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The past and future actions now cumulatively ciol@ with the current
(present) proposal and all should be publiclgldised in detail in this one
statement.

Cumulative impacts are expected with respechtarenmental impacts regarding
this proposal. They are defined by 40 CFR 15@8.7...the incremental impacts
of the action when added to other pasesentind reasonably foreseeable
future(e.a.) actions regardless of what agency or gitbeson undertakes such
other actions...”.

The Air Force also noted in 2006 that “...BRAC wilive significant impacts in
The region ...(and that) the Air Forcewdbaddress the cumulative nature of
BRAC actions in regard to other actionthe region, includingthe Military
Family Housing Demolition, Constructjdg®enovation and Leasing Program), in
BRAC NEPA documentation”.

In context of BRAC, Valparaiso does not perceghehousing proposal, however
challenging to quantify as “...minor...” (Air Forca)jthin the scope of BRAC.
And, Valparaiso has and continues to supporAth€&orce preferred alternative
with respect to housing (not in Valparaiso). Wld like the housing to be in
Valparaiso, but Eglin has rejected this optitmany case, the cumulative impact
of the non-BRAC housing proposal should be inocafed in the BRAC EIS.

This only represents the previously announced=Ance commitment to include
it in the BRAC EIS.

Note

On November 1, 2007 the Air Force announcedcatnamunity conference that it
planned to:
-tear down (1866) homes at Eglin
-build (1340) new homes
-publish a request for proposals (new homef)aoember, 2007
to close in October, 2008 for privatizatidmalitary housing
-representing 76% of needed military housing

However, it is our understanding based on AicEaommunications that the
‘draft’ EIS for BRAC will not be available to thaublic until May, 2008; and
that a Record of Decision (11/01/07) will notdailable to the public until
November, 2008.

The scheduling conflicts are recognizably redolwa
From a cumulative impact standpoint the Air Fazoenmitted in its revised draft
EIS regarding housing (March, 2006) to assesshhiising proposal as part of the

EIS for BRAC. It should be so assessed and deated (cumulatively) to the
community; and prior to federal funding commitrteeregarding housing.
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From a context standpoint this (military housinggwsal) mirrors the small
Valparaiso community. We have about (1700) homEglin is (most recent
announcement) tearing down (1866) and buildiacki{1340).

From a cumulative standpoint the housing actioneais equivalent to our total
small town — which lies both adjacent, proximate within the main base.

The BRAC EIS should incorporate this housing psab (today it does not). Per
the town hall meeting of 11/07/07 it is spedfig excluded. The RFP for
housing should be suspended at this time gpeas ‘pre-decisional’

for environmental decision making purposes &s‘dumulative’ to BRAC.
Alternatively, perhaps the BRAC EIS process cdddaccelerated.

Number of aircraft operations

On November 7, 2007 Col. Ross at the Nicevilleiiidlall meeting advised:

- the baseline of the EIS will be 2005 and,
- the F-35 will fly 3 to 4 times the F-15eayptions.

The 2006 Air Force AICUZ shows for 2005 (113xtataily operations for the
F-15 at Eglin.

The 2005 (113) total for the F-15 uses 260 dagsiywhile the F-35 is set
(11/07/07) at 246 daysl/year.

Extrapolating crudely,
Eglin will get 246 days x 4 (4x the F-15) x 1(E315 daily ops) or

111,192 new annual F-35 operations

The current (2005) aircraft operations at Egliabout 66,000.

111,000 (new) + 66,000 (old) = 176,000
annual aircraft operationguture)

But what is the future?
Eglin has announced locally that théd3{ighter Wing is going away soon.
However, the EIS will as announced only cover‘#iuglition’ of the F-35. It

is unclear if the EIS will cumulativelgover the announced subtraction of the
F-15, 3% Wing. If so, it should be covered.
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Is Eglin to subtract:
(113) F-15 operations x 260 days = 29,380
annual operations or not?

In the subtraction case the near term annual &imgparations at
Eglin would be about 176,000 -29,000 = 147,000

Col. Ross at the Town Hall hearing (11/07/07p aisted that each noise
alternative (four) presented had about 400,00@alnaircraft operations. This
roughly equates to September, 2005 media repbtrts landing or take-off every
90 seconds...”.

The range of annual aircraft operations for BRA(stus the:

- 1977 base line is about 36,000 (annual)
- 2005 base line is about 66,000 (annual)

- expect BRAC to add11,000 (annual)
- but, it ‘might’ all add up to 400,000 (arat)

- and perhaps you could subtract 29,000 (annual)
but, that’s not part of the study.

The EIS should present real numbers — and basadccomulativampact above the
36,000 annual aircraft operations in 1977 (gagtsent, future).

Question

Why does Valparaiso care what the numbers are?

Answer

1. Because, 49% of the aircraft operations at Eglouotoday over Valparaiso; in
both the clear zone and the accident potentialzoh&unway 19 (Air Force
2006).

Alternatively, according to the Air [eer(2006) operations/runway use on other
runways is:

a. Runway 01 —10%

b. Runway 02 - 28%

c. Runway 30 - 12%
The approaches to these other runways are allumgerdeveloped Air Force
_lander Choctawhatchee Bay.

2. Because, Valparaiso residents, business and pyopenters should be fully
informed of the total cumulative impacts.
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16. Other

1.

Mitigation actions proposed by the Air Force widspect to new impacts
on the community should not be limited to thoseunegl for ‘permit’
actions.

Note: Itis acknowledged that the Air Force in ffast has defined:

a. mitigation actionsas those specifically tied to
regulatory or permitting actions and routinely sets
them aside as not known until the project design is
complete;

b. management actionas those associated to offset
potential impacts associated with the projectfitsel
to be identified later,

C. best management practic@sth uncertain
minimization of impacts and with no sustained
accountability conventionally identified in the EIS

In the case of the instant proposal the Air Ealcould be held to a higher
standard.

The Air Force here is substantially ‘immune’ lwiespect to ‘permitting’.
They have announced that the ‘NO ACTION’ proposaiat to be
considered by the decision maker; which has thecedif suborning even
‘federal’ and ‘state’ permitting agencies to ‘homot ‘if’ with respect to
comments.

This can only lead to a substantive ‘chillinffeet on anyone who
proposes reasonable mitigation — whatever maldagency, federal-
state-local.

It also has the perceptive impact of ‘chilling’ piginvolvement in the
decision making process. ‘How’ vs. ‘if compromss@ublic
involvement’ on meaningful input.

In this case the Air Force drives the total proasthe proposing agency,
permitting agency and the implementation agenaspansible for all
financing, and is ultimately the user.

The standard of disclosure in the EIS shoulidh@se circumstances raise
the level of the bar for ‘mitigation’ above trafta standard for mitigation
(permitting) and disclose above that of whatasventionally required for
‘permits’.

In this case, the decision maker is battiecision maker and the
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owner/operator of the proposed action; and is gdélyammune from any
state or local permit process. Any proposed ntibgawhich cites state or
local ‘permit’ standards should also specify folloyy study commitments
to evaluate compliance with these standards — attdfunding from
proposal funds (not funds to be identified later).

It is misleading today to the public to commit tdure works to ‘monitor’
compliance only, to find later that ‘funds are awtilable’ for these
purposes.

A combination of ‘owner/operator’ and ‘decision neakshould demand
the highest standard of compliance with the Nati&@mironmental
Protection Act. In this case the United Stateddfifgroposes the action,
will make the decisions alone inclusive of any gation; and totally
controls the budget process which stops/startdeates/slows down
impacts, etc. This is not a federal ‘permitting“fmnding’ decision to be
implemented by others. Perceptively, this propdsahands a higher
standard.

Further, mitigation actions should be specificaléfined by
responsibility, jurisdiction, and funding availahyl

For example, if the Air Force suggests that mitggabr management
actions to reduce aircraft noise in Valparaiso shaclude:
d. land acquisition
e. sound insulation of residents, business, public
buildings, churches
f. zoning changes
or any other measures to ensure land use cdmipwatihen the EIS should
also include:
a. who (federal vs. non-federal) pays for it; and,
b. when.
This should not be deferred to future study wdhk financial impact
should be disclosed as part of the EIS.

. Any ‘baseline’ study document should be equallyt@d and made
available to the public in hard copy along side‘tlraft’ EIS for public
comment.

A hard copy of all appendix documents should betpd and made
available for the public at local government looca$ as well as public
libraries — resorting to a disk attachment to tredtcElS on a proposal of
this magnitude compromises public involvement.

In addition, all referenced documents and footnehemsild be provided at
a central location in hard copy for review by thiblic. The public should
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be able to read and copy (at cost) all documerttsowi having to resort to
electronic communications.

. The Air Force should include in the EIS documespiblicy regarding the
use of its lands (current and future) for publicgoses regarding ‘fair
market’ value considerations.

There are reportedly (media) over 160 ‘legacy |lsasgion wide
involving Eglin lands at ‘less’ than conventionallwe. In 2007 Eglin
announced that it will be the Defense Departmamtsonal fore runner of
the program.

Conversion to ‘fair market value’ of the ‘legacgdses and the future
policy will seriously impact local government’s tiaitive to both support
the proposal and sustain current quality of liféhe community;
particularly with respect to public infrastructure.

The ‘legacy’ leases involve park lands, waste waieatment, cultural
activities and rights-of-way — to mention a fewhelnear term future
involves substantial planning for the total regeosustainability —
beaches, major traffic arterials, etc.

The scope of the proposal’s impact will necessanNyplve substantial
local investment. The Air Force policy regardimgahcial considerations
for the public use of its lands should be definethie EIS document if the
proposal is intended to sustain the quality ofiliféhe region.

The Air Force policy regarding this land use shdagdcaptured in the
EIS. To continue to say that this ‘will be annoedcis insufficient — it
is clearly both a cumulative and future impactwstantial magnitude
regarding the proposal.

. Eglin’s current missions and tenants include amathgrs the following
(and others):

- 33%Fighter Wing

- 46" and 5% wings-conventional weapons testing
- McKinley Climatic Laboratory

- Navy Explosive Ordinance Disposal School

- Security Forces Regional Training

- 20" Space Surveillance Squadron

- Amphibious Ready Group/Maine Unit

- Expeditionary Training

- 919 Special Operations Wing — Air Force Ressr

The future mission (proposal) appears to add:
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- 7" Army Special Forces
- F-35/Fighter Town, USA

From a cumulative impact standpoint if any nuasiactivities are to be
subtracted and move elsewhere, the EIS showdndent same and
present the overall impact within the contexthaf proposal.
Valparaiso supports the subsistence of all ouetivities/missions and
the full use scenario involving the proposalditons.

. Any changes to the ‘entrance’ gates at Eglin shbeldovered in the
EIS and not deferred to further study work.

For example, if the 33Fighter Wing gate on Highway 85 is to be closed
then it could possibly substantially increase tcadt the Eglin East Gate
(Highway 397 thru Valparaiso) or the West Gateffifrdrom Highway 85
from Shalimar/Fort Walton Beach). This is not asajn’ aspect of the
proposal due to its substantial off-base impactwaffic.

The impacts should be documented in the EIS.

. The specific impacts of the BRAC EIS decision mgkpnocess may
likely be less important than the decision itself.

Valparaiso remains disturbed by Air Force annouregsiregarding the
decision making process overall, the Air Forcedating decisions have
already been made.

The November, 2007 Air Force handout for Town Hadletings
welcoming public involvement advises:

“The NEPA process allows the Air Force to makeinfed
decisions based on Air Force and community néeds

“This booklet will describe the three actions pyeed by the
BRAC 2005 Commission. It will also describe gibte
alternatives for each action.”

The three BRAC Actions and Alternatives listedhe handout are:
2. Build the JSF JTC and its cantonment,
3. Build the 7SFG(A) cantonment, and
4. Provide training areas for both JSF and 7 SFG (A)
personnel.

The community at a Town Hall meeting in NicexilNovember 7, 2007
was advised by Mr. Roland (Air Force) that:
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- the Deputy Secretary of the Air Force for &listtions
(Ms. Kathleen Ferguson) is the decisi@ker;

- that the Air Force is required to consittee ‘NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE;

- however, that this (no action) altermativill be a baseline
only since Congress has already pabseldw, (in other
words) the EIS will only address “hoadt “if” .

If the Air Force is indeed involved in a “how” intf” mode and has
discarded the ‘NO ACTION’ alternative for Depgcretary Ferguson,
then the credibility of the process itself bagn compromised.

Maybe something is different about BRAC andBRAC commission’s

authority with respect to the National Enviromtag Protection Act of
1969. If that is so, ok. It just makes it more challergyio perceive that
the public has real involvement if announcemesksfar solely
comments on “how” and not “if".

. Project area

Generally, the project area remains undefinedeqtiblic.

The proposal’s actions as presented in Novembé@7 @éfine solely two
cantonment areas and a joint training area.

The cantonment areas for the Joint Strike Figl#8F] Integrated
Training Center (ITC) and thé"Bpecial Forces Group (Airborne)
[7SFG(A)] are specifically defined in degree anm@datives involving:

- locations

- acreage

- square feet of construction/demolition/rertoa

What remains substantially undefined is thedtblement of the proposal,
le.

“Provide training areas for both JSF and 735@ersonnel.”

Unlike the cantonment area proposal inclusivalternatives with defined
limits, the training areas are presented ugasj acreage.

Although range training alternatives are owattiior the Special Forces,

there is no similar outline for the Joint S¢rikighter with the associated
noise and other impacts on the community.
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The Air Force did present noise impacts atNbgember, 2007 Town
Hall meeting outlining four alternatives. Howee, the wide screen
presentation was to a scale that discouragesbrable public comment.

Only when the scale reaches about 1” = 400daetanyone locate their
home/business/private property and provide inforimadit. It is estimated
that the presentation scale on a large overhegeagboo was about 1” =
20,000 feet — at which level its difficult to loeagven a city.

Valparaiso asked for large scale maps at thenTidall meeting and later -
to date the request remains pending.

The extent of training over lands vs. water shdaddspecifically
quantified. It is acknowledged that training olaerd as opposed to water,
that water is probably safer and that fuel usagayilimits training areas.
However, training over land also significantly inggacommunities such
as Valparaiso. For example, touch/go aircraft afi@ns on Runway 19
significantly impact the community.

It is recognized that touch/go operations impattvValparaiso may be
mitigated by moving them somewhat to outlyirgjds this should be
qguantified. However, will ‘instrument’ trainirfgr the F-35 be conducted
on Runway 19? Touch/go training with respect &iritiment operations
should be quantified with respect to Runway 1%wg. mitigating
scenario.
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