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Fll\'OING OF 1\0 SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

E:\!VIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
CONSTRUCTION O F HAl\'GAR ADDITION TO BUILDli\G 820 

Tll\'KER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA 

AGENCY: 72nd Air Base \Ving (ABW), T inker Air Force Base {AFB), Oklahoma. 

BACKGROUND: The 72ru1 ABW has prepared an Env ironmental Assessment (EA) to address 
the co nstmction of a Type ll aircraft mai ntenance hangar add ition to Building 820 at Tinker 
AF B. This EA has been accompl ished pursuant to the ational Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A), the Counci l on Enviro nmenta l Quality (CEQ) regula tions implement ing the EPA, 
Department of Defem;t: {DoD) Directive 6050 .1 , Environmental Effects in the Uni ted States of 
Do D Actions, Air Force Instruc tion (AFI) 32-706 1, The E nvironmenta l impact Analysis Process, 
and 32 Code of Federal Regulat ion. (C FR) Part 989 Env ironmentallmpact Analysis Process. 

PROPOSED ACTJON : The Proposed Action includes the construc tion of a Type 11 aircraft 
ma intenance bay hangar, and associated aircraft access and parking aprons. T he proposed single 
bay hangar will be construc ted as an addition to and located at the west end of existing hangars at 
Building 820. T he high bay hangar ·will be designed for fuel cell maintenance operations and 
also provide maintenance, crew and equipment, and o ther support space in support of the 60 
aircraft maintenance pe rsonne l of the T i\Ci\MO E-6B aircraft squadron. 

Fire lane access fo r emergency vehicles will be provided and the ex is ting security fencing west 
o f Building 820 will be relocated as needed to support the project. Implementatio n of the 
Proposed Action will require construc tion of an emergency vehicle access route around the west 
side of the hangar addi tion. T he Proposed Action will a lso include the relocation of functions 
conta ined within Bui lding 8 15 (S hed/Frequency Control) and Building 8 16 (Avionics) which are 
located within the foo tprint of the Proposed 1\ction. T hese structures along with pavement 
located west o f Hangar 820 wi ll be demolished prior to implementation of the Proposed Action. 
The project will incorporate the re located functions and personnel into the maintenance hangar 
addition. Temporary trai ler faci li ty space for both will be provided while the hangar is under 
co nstmction . The project may also requ ire the relocation of ex isting M ilstar/Satellite 
Commun icati ons equipment and an aboveground fuel tank located on the west side of Building 
820. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR PROPOSED ACTION: 

Noise: l o significant adverse noi c impacts will result fro m implementin g the Proposed Action, 
though some negli gible to minor short-tenn localized adverse impacts from demoli tion and 
construction acti vities w ill be expected. o ise levels from demolition and construction activities 
wi ll however be insignificant compared to daily a irfie ld operations. In add itio n, and the effects of 
construction noise will be reduced by employing BMPs such as limiti ng construction activities to 
nonnal worki ng hour and employing noise-controlled construction eq uipmem during da ily 
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actJVJl!es. 1cgligiblc adverse lo ng-term noise effects resulting tl·om the Proposed Action will 
not s igni ficantl y impac t sensi tive receptors on. or adjacent to Tinke r Af-8. 

Land Use: No s ignificant adverse effects on land usc will be expected as a result of the 
impl ementation of the Proposed Action. ln addition. the Proposed Action wi ll be compatible 
wi th existing Janel uses a nd in accordance wi th land use plans for the installation and surrounding 
areas . 

A ir Qualitv: There w ill be a short-term increase in air emissions a::.socia tcd w ith demo litio n, 
construction and paving activities. Sh01t -tenn air quality impacts w ill be contro lled and 
minimi zed to the extent practicable through implementation of BMPs such as construction 
sequenc ing, routine watering of the construction s ite to contro l dust, use of dust suppressants, 
and min imiz ing the amount o f time that ground is disturbed. New sources of air emissions as a 
result of operations o f the Proposed Action are expected to incl ude the installation of one 
boiler/heat conve1ter unit , the use of an onsite d iesel-powered fire pump, a nd fugitive emissions 
associated with fuel-cell maintenance activities. Long-tem1 emissions at Tinker AFB wi ll 
however likely rema in relatively unchanged due to the integration of many separate maintenance 
functions into the s ingle bay fac il ity from activities currently perfonned in other areas of 
Building 820. In additio n, the Proposed Action wi ll occur in an area that is currently classified 
as .. attainment" fo r Nationa l Ambient A ir Quality Standards. will therefore no t be subject to a 
confonnity an alysis, a nd wi ll not expose the public o r operational personnel to hazardous levels 
of a ir emissions. 

• 

Water Resources: There w ill be a slight inc rease in impervious cover at the proposed TACAMO • 
hangar facility associated w ith demo lition and cons truction acti vit ies resulting in increased 
runoff volumes. There will be a sh011-te nn potential fo r adverse impacts to surface water quality 
during the initial demolition a nd co nstruction activities . Po tentia l impacts wi ll be minimized and 
controlled through implementation of a Stom1 Water Pollution Preventio n Plan (SWP3) a long 
with the incorporation of BMPs for sediment contro l during constructio n. There will be no 
impacts to the quality o r quantity of groundwater, wetlands or floodplains at Tinker AFB or the 
surrounding area. 

Earth Resources: The maJonty o f soils in the VICJntty of the Proposed Action have been 
previously distu rbed and the project is located in an improved area whi ch includes ex isting 
facilities and paved parking apron and storage a reas. There wi ll be short-tenn. minor soil 
dis turbance as a result o f the proposed demolition and construction ac tivities. These activ ities 
will be miti gated through implementation of proper BMPs during construction. 

It is also possible that contam inated so ils not previously identified could be encountered during 
constmction . If contact is made with such contaminated so ils, care wi ll be taken to ensure that 
human health is pro tected from the po tentially contaminated so il tlu·ough the implementation of 
appropriate BMPs. 

Hazardous Materials and Wastes: There could be negligible to minor adverse impacts for the 
long-term management of hazardous materials and hazardous waste streams w ithin the 
TACAMO hangar faci lity; however, the management and control of a ll hazardous materials will 
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adhere to existing TACAMO llnLartlous Vlinimi7.ation Center, Tinke r AFB, and state and federa l 
po lic ies, procedures a nd rcgulnt io ns . 

The Proposed Actio n will be construc ted within one-half mile of known Environmental 
Restoration Program sites or Areas o f Concern, but it is unlike ly that demolition or construction 
activities w ill encounter contam inated soil o r groundwater. 

Occupational Sa fetv and Health: There could be short-term, minor adverse e ffec ts to safety due 
to tcmporaty demolition and construction activities. Construction contractors will be required to 
esta blish and maintain safety programs that will provide protection to their workers and limit the 
exposure of base personnel to construction hazards. Proper sa fety precautions w ill be put in 
place in the c::vent contaminated groundwater o r o ther contaminated materials are encountered 
during construction activities. 

Consolidating aircra ft ma intena nce operations from other maintenance hangar bays and flight 
line areas to a dedicated fuel cell ma intc::nance hangar wi ll be expected to result in long-tem1 
positi ve impacts to health and safety. 

Sustainability: In accordance \.v ith Executive Order 13 123, Sustainahle Building Design and 
o ther Executive Orders and laws, the Proposed Action incorporates sustainable fea tures into the 
design, construction. and operation o f the proposed hangar facility; therefore, positive impacts to 
long-tem1 sustainability objectives w ill result. The Proposed Action will be designed and 
constructed to receive a minimum LEED Gold-level rating certified by the U.S . Green Building 
Council. 

Infrastructure, U tilities and Energy Systems: During constructio n, there w ill be a minor, short
term increase in potable water consumption due to dus t suppression, minor increases in solid 
waste associated with demolition and construc tion activities. Short-te rm adverse impacts to 
transportation and parking near T ACAMO will also result as construction vehicles accessing the 
s ite usc the same access routes as personnel working at the site causing minor delays, especially 
along Mercury Road_ 

There w ill be neglig ible long-term increases to do mestic and industrial wastewater generation 
and solid waste generation as a result of the Pro posed Action . There w ill be minor, long-term 
adverse impacts to parking as some vehicle parking spaces will be removed from the T ACAMO 
parking lo t. There w ill be no impacts to insta lla tion electrical power systems or natural gas 
distribution systems as a result o f implementation of the Proposed Action. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR NO-ACTION ALTERJ'IATIVE: The conditions and 
characteristics antic ipated under the No-Ac tion Alternative for each resource area w ill continue 
at levels equal to those occurring under the ex isting condition. No significant environmental 
impacts w ill be expected lo r the To-Action Alternative. However, reduced hangar availabili ty at 
TACAMO facilities will continue to fo rce some maintenance activities to be performed in 
outdoor flight line areas in sub-standard conditions. Therefore, increased safety hazards 
resulting from maintenance personnel being exposed to outdoor elements w ill continue to ex ist . 
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S \11\IARY OF CCMULATI\'E I IPACTS: The cumulat i\c impact of Implementing this 
acuon along with other pa~t. present, and future projects in the Reg1on of Influence were 
assessed in the attached E/\ and no ~ignificant cumulative impacts \\Cre 1dcnufied . 

'UMMARY OF PUBLIC COMME 'T ': ~o publi c comments wen: received during the 
public comment period. 

DECl ION: 13ased upon my review or the EA auached and incorporated by reference, ::1nd 
contingent upon implementation of specific mitigation measure to be implemented by the nnd 

ABW, I conclude that none o f the alternatives, nor the Proposed Action wi ll have a significant 
direct, indirect, or cumulati ve impact upon the environment. Accord ingly. the requirements of 
the ationa l En ironmental Policy Act. regu l ation~ promulgated b) the Prec;ident's Counci l on 
Environmental Quality. and 32 C'FR Part 989 are fulfilled and an Environmental Impact 
Statement is not required at this time. 

STEVE J. BLEYMAIER, 
Colonel, USAF 

ommander 
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COVER SHEET 

Responsible Agency: 72nd Air Base Wing, Tinker Air Force Base (AFB), Oklahoma 

Proposed Action: The United States A ir Fort.:c (USA F) proposes to con truct a Type 11 aircraft 
ma intenance hangar addition to Building 820 at Tinker AFB. The single high bay hangar would 
provide maintenance crew and equipment and o ther support space fo r 60 personnel and be 
designed for fuel cell maintenance operatio ns. The Proposed Action also includes construction 
of associated a ircraft access and parking aprons, and the dt.: molition of the existing concrete 
parking apron located west of Building 8::?.0, a 500-squan; foot (S F) Sheci!Frequency Contro l 
fat.: ility (Building 8 15) and a 300 SF Avionics facility (Building 8 16 ). The functions of the 
frequency contro l and avionics facilities would be incorporated into the maintenance hangar 
addition. Temporary trailt:r facility space for these functions would be provided during the 
hangar addition construction. 

Point of Contact : Cynthia Garrett, 72 A BW/CEA . 770 1 Arnold Street. Tinker AFB, OK 
73 145-9100 

Report Designation: Env iro nmenta l Assessment (EA) 

Abstract: To support mission requirements of the U.S. avy" s Strategic Communications Wing 
1 (SCW-1 ), the USA F and SCW- 1 propose to provick the necessary a ircraft maintenance 
faci lities to support aircraft and fuel cell maintenance operations, maintenance c rew and 
equipment space, administrative space, and avionics and maintenance. This Environmental 
Assessment (EA) analyzes and documents environmental effects associated with the U.S. Air 
Force·s Proposed Actions at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. 

The fo llowing resources were identified fo r study in this EA: oise, Installation Compatible Use 
Zone/ Land Use, Air Quality, Earth Resources, Water Resources, Hazardous Materials and 
Hazardous Wastes, Occupational Health and Safety, Infrastructure, Utilities and Energy Systems, 
and Sustainability Objectives and Targets . 

None of the predicted effects of tl1e Proposed Action would result in significa nt impacts to the 
quality o f the human or affected environment at Tinker AFB and surrounding areas. Moreover, 
mitigation would not be necessary to offset impacts. Therefore, preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement is not required and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FO Sl) will be 
published in accordance with lht: National Enviro JUnental Policy Act. 
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PRI\'A Y ADVISORY OTI E :.._=. __ _ 

Letters or other\\ ntten comments provided may ht: published in the Final I::.A . As rcqutrcd by 
law. commcms \\ill be addressed in the Final EA and made available to the publtc. Any personal 
in formation provided wtl l be kept confidential. Private addresses will be complied to de\t:lop a 
mailing ltst for those requesting copies of the Final EA. However, only the names of the 
indtvtdua ls making comments and thei r specific comments will be disclosed. Per. onnl home 
addresses and phone numbers will not be publ ished in the Final EA. 

~----------------------------------~ 
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CHAPTER 1 

Con~trrruion of Hangar Addition 811ilding, 820 
Tinker tl ir Force Base. Oklalroma 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This chapter begins with an overview o f Tinker AF8. describing its history and current mission. 
Also inc luded in this chapter is a statement of the purpose o f and need for action, a description of 
the location or the proposed action, identification or the decision to be made. a description of the 
scope o f the environmenta l review, identilication of applicable regulatory requirements, and an 
introduction to the organization of the document. 

1.1 INSTALLATION LOCATION, HISTORY, AND CURRENT MISSION 

Tinker Air Force Base {Tinker AF8) is the headquarters for the United States Air Force (USAF} 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC). The OC-ALC is the largest of three air logistics 
centers within the Air Force Material Command and is the leader in providing depot maintenance 
for the USAF's most sophisticated "'eapons systems. Tinker AFB is also the home to the United 
States (US) avy's Strategic Communications Wing I (STRATCOMMWTNG ONE or SCW- 1). 

Tinker AFB is located in Oklahoma County. approx imately 10 miles southeast of downtown 
Oklahorm1 City. Oklahoma, in the south-central U.S. Approximate ly 732 buildings with 18.5 
million square feet of floor space are located within Tinker AFB's estimated 5,400 acres. ln 
add ition to employing approx imately 27,000 military and civilian personnel, the base also 
provides temporary lodging; a campground: an off-base elementary school; three childcare 
centers; a c linic; and a commissary, exchange. mall and shoppette. 

Tinker AF8 was orig inally established in 1941 as T inker Field, a 960-acre maintenance and 
supply depot. The base expanded fo llowing World War II, undertaking aircraft assembly and 
continuing to support aircraft and weapons for the ensuing decades. 

ln 1963, the Navy was tasked with a unique part of naval aviation. The nation needed a reliable 
strategic communications system between the President and other national command authorit ies 
with nuclear ball istic missile submmines. This system had to survive any hostile military action. 
The avy created such a system, modifying a Marine Corps KC-130 Hercules transport ai rcraft 
with a Very Low Frequency (VLF) radio transmitter capable of communicating with submerged 
missile submarines. T he experiment was a success and TACAMO. with its "Take Charge and 
Move Out" mission. was born. 

A fleet of 16 E-6A aircraft began replacing 24 EC-130/C-1 30 a ircraft in 1989 with the last 
aircraft accepted by the Navy in 1994. Due to the age of the USAF's EC-135 fleet , the E-6B was 
conceived as a replacement (or the EC-135. The E-68 modi ~led an E-6A by adding batllestaff 
positions and other specialized equipment. The E-68 is a dual-mission a ircraft capable of 
fulfill ing either the E-6A m ission or the airborne strategic command post mission and is 
equipped with an ALCS. The ALCS is capable of launc hing U.S. land based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. The first E-68 aircraft was accepted in December 1997 and the E-68 assumed 
its dual operational mission in October 1998. The E-6 tleet was completely modified to the E-6B 
configuration in 2003 . 

rebruary 20 t 2 
1-1 



£111'1ronnl£'11/nl . 1.1 1(!.1' 1'1111!111 

Pwpose o[wul \cNl/iJf ArliOII 

Con.llntcrion of /lr111gar Addilion H11ildin,f', 8.!0 

Tinker t lir Force BaH', OA/alwma 

In years pasl. T J\CJ\MO provided communications capability only to submarines with ball istic 
missiles. Cun·ently, TACJ\MO provides comma nd and control capability for all three strategic 
platforms inc luding submarines, bombers and land-based missi les sites. On October 1, 1998, the 
U.S. Navy's fl eet o f C:-6Bs replaced the EC-135 in performing rhe ··Looking Glass .. mission 
flown for over 29 years by the USAF. Two Navy E-6 squadrons were added to Tinker AFB in 
the late 1990s. The E-6 squadrons ma intain a flying/communications link between the White 
House and ballistic missile submarines around the world. Ti nker AFB provided [ront line 
support to the forces engaged in Operation Desert Shield and Desen Stonn in the early 1990s, 
and fo r the more recent Operation Enduring Freedom, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and the Global 
War on Terrorism. 

SCW-1 is a Navy Air Wing fully integrated on T inker AFB, carrying out a Navy mission in joint 
operations. SCW- 1 is also Task Force 124 (TF-124) and reports directly to Commander, US. 
Strategic Command (USSTRA TCOM). 

SCW-1 is an administrative command a nd responsible to Commander ava l Air Forces for 
manning, training and equipping the avy squadrons responsible for Nuclear Command and 
Control Communications to the nation's nuclear platforms. SCW-1 is home to over 1,400 active 
duty sailors, 164 contractors and 33 Department of Defense (DoD) c ivi lians that accomplish the 
TACJ\MO mission. The dedicated sailors and civilians work together to provide maintenance, 
security, operations, administration, training and logistics support for the Navy's E-6 ai rcraft 
fl eet based at Tinker J\FB. The Navy occupies several buildings located on Tinker AFB 

• 

inc luding lodging, warehouse, and TACAMO aviation and administrative fm.: ilitics, including the • 
Building 820 Hangar. 

TF- 124 is an operational command, respons ible to USSTRA TCOM, to provide the a irborne 
platform and aircrew for the U.S. Strategic Command Airbome Command Post (ABNCP), the 
Airbome Launch Control Syste m (ALCS), the Non-Strategic uclcar Forces ( SNF) Theater 
Commanders ABNCP and the TACAMO EAM Re lay missions. It has direct responsibility for 
fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadrons Three, Four, Seven and various training units. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

SCW - I is tasked with providing survivable, endurable, reliable airborne command, control and 
communications in support of USSTRA TCOM. The purpose of the proposed action is to assist 
sew - 1 in meeting its national priority mission. 

In view of lifecycle maintenance requirements associated with the E-68 aircraft, an Expanded 
Phase Mainte nance (E PM) program was developed. The EPM is a periodic inspection process 
performed in squadron hangars by depot-level maintenance teams in conjunc tion with squadron 
personnel performing organizational level phase inspections. The purpose is to identify and 
monitor aircraft stmctural fatigue, corrosion, and other struc tural/system cond itions critical to 
extending aircraft service life, which is currently projecteu to 2038. 

S ince 1994, upgrades to the E-6 fl eet, technology and mission driven modifications, and 
emerging aging aircraft issues have incrementa lly increased the depot maintenance requirement 
to the extent that two and a hal r hangars are required at a ll times to perform the required 
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• maintenance activities. Without adequate hangar space and availability. the impact to operations 
as we ll as the cost of operations and maintenance is significant. 

• 

• 

In order to accommodate depot maintenance requirements. CW -I routinely lacks space to 
perform scheduled and unscheduled organiLational level maintenance on at least one aircraft for 
which all other logistics elements are in place. Reduced hangar availability also forces 
maintenance to be performed on the flight line in potential sub-standard conditions. This practice 
also reduces the number or available docks to secure aircraft in severe weather. increasing fly
away requirements by at least one aircraft during each weather event. Reduced hangar 
availability for EPM and in-service repair therefore increases depot aircraft backlog and 
downtime. further reducing operational aircraft availability. 

To support mission requirements and provide adequate aircraft maintenance facilities. SCW-1 
has determined the need to construct one Type II aircraft maintenance bay as an addition to 
existing aircraft hangars located within Building 820 at Tinker AFB. The aircraft maintenance 
bay would provide facilities to accommodate one E-6B aircraft and pro ide aircraft and fuel cell 
maintenance. maintenance crew and equipment space. administrative space. and avionic and 
maintenance shops. The Proposed Action would require demolition of two structures. Buildings 
815 (Shed/Frequency Control) and Bui lding 816 (Avionics), and sections ofthe existing parking 
apron located west of Hangar 820 which are located within the footprint or the Proposed Action. 

1.3 LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action would occur within the main installation prope11y on Tinker AFB. which is 
located within the incorporated city limits of Oklahoma City. Oklahoma. Centered I 0 miles 
southeast of downtown Oklahoma City. Tinker AFB is bordered to the noJth by Interstate 40 and 
Southeast 29th Street. to the east by Douglas Boulevard. to the south by Southeast 74th Street. 
and to the west by Sooner Road (Figure 1-l). Incorporated areas immediately surrounding the 
installation include Midwest City to the north and Del City to the northwest. Buildings 815. 816. 
and 820. and the proposed maintenance bay hangar addition are located in the south-central part 
of the main installation property. west of the main runway complex (Figure 1-2) . 
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1.4 DECISION TO BE MADE 

Cons/r11cliun ufllungar Addilion B11ilding 820 
Tinker Air Force Base. Oklahoma 

A standard DoD fonn identified as DD Form 1391. Military Construction Program. is used by 
the DoD to state requirements and justifications in support of funding requests for military 
construction projects. A DO Form 139 1 was completed for the proposed project on July 15. 
20 II and provides a description of the proposed project construction, current requirements, a 
market analys is. and supplemental data including potentia l environmental and operational 
impacts. The ana lysi s dete rmined that a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analys is is 
required befo re the project can proceed. In addition. Air Force Form 81 3. Request for 
Environmental Impact Ana lys is was completed for the proposed project on October 20. 20 I 0. 
The analysis determined that the project is classified as a major fed era I action, and that an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) is requ ired before the project can proceed. 

In accordance with the DD Form 1391 and AF Form 813 determinations. and per the 
requirements of EPA. this EA has been prepared to identify, eva luate and document the 
potential environmental consequences for the construction of a new hangar addition to Building 
820. 

This EA evaluates the potential environmental consequences associated with the proposed 
construction of a modified Type II aircraft maintenance hangar as an add ition to Building 820 at 
Tinker AFB. Based on this info rmation, the Air Force wi ll determine if the proposed action 

• 

qualifies for a Finding of No Significant Impart or will require the preparation of an • 
Environmental Impact Statement further review and Record of Decision (ROD). As required by 
the NEPA and its implementing regulations. preparation of an environmental document must 
precede final decisions regarding the proposed project, and be ava ilab le to inform decision-
makers of the potential environmental impacts. 

1.5 SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

NEPA. as amended. requi res federal agencies to consider environmental consequences in their 
decision-making process. The Pres ident' s Council on Environmental Qual ity (CEQ) has issued 
regulations to implement NEPA that include provisions for both the con tent and procedural 
aspects of the required environmental impact analysis. The Air Force Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process (EIAP) is accomplished through adherence to the procedures set forth in CEQ 
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Sections 1500-1508) and 32 CFR 989 
(EIAP), 15 July 1999, and amended 28 March 2001. These federal regulations establish both the 
admi ni strative process and substantive scope ofthe environmental impact evaluation designed to 
ensure that deciding authorities have a proper understanding of the potential environmental 
consequences of a contemplated course of action. 

This EA identi fies. describes. and evaluates the potential environmental impacts that are 
associated with the demolition of two existing buildings and partial pavement sections located 
west of Building 820 and the construction of a Type II maintenance hangar addition to the 
ex isting hangar bays located at Building 820. also taking into consideration possible cumulati ve 
impacts from other actions. The potential environmental effects of taking no action are also 
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described. As appropriate, the affected erl\ ironment and environmental consequences of the 
action may be described in terms of a regional overview or a s ite-specific description. fhe most 
CUJTcnt information is used as the basel ine condition. 

The USAF has announced o ther independent actions for T inker AFB (see Section 2.4) 
concurrent in time or s pace with the Proposed Action. The environmental impacts of these other 
actions, in most cases, have been analyzed in separate NEPA documents. In addition, other 
actions arc planned for Tinker AFB and the surTounding community (see Section 4.3. 1 ). 
Through Intergovernmental and Interagency Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP). 
requests have been made for info rmation on these and other pla.U1ed actions in the s urrounding 
community. IICEP correspondence and responses are included in Appendix B. This EA 
addresses the environmental impacts of these other actions only in the context of potential 
cumulative impacts. if any (Section 4.3 ). 

1.5.1 Resource Areas Addres ed in Det ail 

Resource areas that could be affected by the proposed or alternative actions have been selected to 
a llow for a comprehensive analysis of potential impacts. The fo l1owing resource areas are 
discussed in detail in the EA: 

• Ioise 
• Land se 
• Air Quality 
• Water Resources 

o Surface Water 
o Groundwater 
o Wetlands 
o Floodplains 

• Earth Resources 
• Hazardous Materials and Wastes (mcluding Environmental Restoration Program 

[ERP] sites) 
• Occupational Health and Safety 
• Sustainability Objectives and Targets 
• Infrastructure, Utilities and Energy Systems 

o Sanitary Sewer 
o Potable Water 
o Solid Waste 
o Transportation 
o Electricity/Natural Gas 

1.5.2 R esource Topics Elimina ted from Detailed Ana lysis 

The follow ing resource areas or issues were eliminated from the list of potential impacts because 
there would be no effects or the effects of the Proposed Action would be insignificant. Resource 
areas that have been eliminated from further detailed study in this document and the rationale for 
e liminating them are presented below: 
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• Aircraft OperatiOns. There would be no change to the number of aircraft assigned 
to the installation. Therefore. a1rcraft opermions would not be affected by the 
proposed or alternative actions. 

• Airspace Use and Management. There would be no change in the a1rspace 
associated with aircraft operations. Therefore, airspace use and management 
would not be affected by the proposed or alternati ve ac tions. 

• Biological Resources: The proposed project would be cons tructed within the 
existing TACAMO area of Tinker i\FB that has already been previously 
developed. The proposed project site c un·cntly consists of a paved concrete pad 
used as a parking apron and storage area. There is no vegetation or wildlife 
habitat that exists within the propo. ed project area and there are no threatened or 
endangered species known to exist ncar this location. 

The project would require the relocation of security fencing to the west of 
Building 820. The new fencing would be relocated into an area of common 
herbaceous species which is regularly mowed and maintained. While this area 
may provide habitat for some commonly occuning wildlife spec1es. it is 
cons idered very limited and of poor quality. Construction o f the proposed project 
would therefore not be expected to adversely impat:t biological resources 
including wildlife habi tat or threatened and/or endangered species. Bio log ical 
resources are therefore not assessed further in this EA. 

• Visual Resources: The majority of the vi ' ual environment within the TACAMO 
area of Tinker AFB consists of military buildings and supporting structures for the 
airfield (e.g. aircraft, taxiways. runways, hangar buildings, support buildings, 
control tower etc.). Adjacent land uses include airfield operat ions and 
maintenance areas, commercial areas, and limited open space. T he construction of 
the proposed hangar addition to Building 820 would have no significant adverse 
impacts on the visual resources o f the area. The proposed facility would be 
consistent with the existing military and airfield funct ions and the overall context 
of the si te. In <Jddition, the hangar addition would be simi lar in s ize and 
appearance to existing hangar bays located in Building 820. Vi ual resources are 
therefore not assessed further in this EA. 

• Cu ltural Resources: The proposed project would be constructed within an 
existing developed area of Tinker i\FB with a low potential to encounter intac t 
archeological resources. The existing hangars located within Building 820, and 
Buildings 815 and 816 that would be demolished under the Proposed J\ction are 
not considered historic structures or included in an historic district that is eligible 
for inclusion on the National Regis ter of Historic Places (NRHP). The Proposed 
Action would not adversely affect any historic properties, structures, or districts 
that exist on Tinker AFB. In regards to archeological resources, due to the 
developed nature of the project area, the ex istence of such resources is unlikely. 
However, Tinker AFB's Integrated Culn1ral Resources Management Plan 

• 

• 

(ICRMP) provides procedures to be followed in the unlikely event of inadvertent • 
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discoveries of cultural resoun;t::s materials or human remains identified during 
demolitions. cons tmction and subsequent operation/maintenance activities related 
to the Proposed Action. Cultural resources are therefore not assessed further in 
this EA. 

• Socioeconomics: Local const:Juction crews would be used for constmction of the 
Proposed Action, w hic h would result in a positive impact to the economy by a 
short-tem1 increase in employment opportunities. The proposed project would not 
adversely al te r socioecono mic factors such as changes in local economic bases, 
salary levels, land usc zoning, plans or programs of other agencies, or a particular 
socioeconomic group. Socioeconon1ics are therefOre not assessed further in this 
EA. 

• Enviro nmental Justice: Executive Order 12898 requ ires all federal agencies to 
incorporate environmental j ustice into their missions by identifying and 
addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
ctfccts o f their programs and policies on minorities and low-income populations 
and communities. As the proposed project is to be constructed within the existing 
boundaries of Tinker AFB and wi thin a previously developed a rea, the Proposed 
Action would not have disproportionately high, adverse effects on minorities or 
low-income popu lations or communities. Environmental Justice is therefore not 
assessed further in this EA . 

APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

This EA is part of the EIAP fo r the proposed project as set forth in 32 CFR 989. 15 July 1999, 
and amended 28 Marc h 200 I; CEQ regulations: Department of Defense (DoD) Directi ve 4715.1 
(Environmental Security, March 19, 2005); as well as Do D Instruction 47 15.9 (Environmental 
Planning and Analvsis). 

NEPA, as amended, requires federal agencies to cons ider, as part of the decision-making 
process, the envirorunental consequences o f the ir proposed and altem ative actions. The USAF 
considers the potential environmental impacts identified during the ElAP in its decis ion. The 
following paragraphs describe the laws and regulations that apply or may apply to the proposed 
and alternative actions. 

1.6.1 Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination 

Federal, s tate, and local agencies with jurisdiction that could be a ffected by the Proposed Action 
have been notified and consulted. A complete listing of the agenc ies consulted is included in 
Chapter 6 and IICEP correspondence and responses are inc luded in Appendix A. This 
coordination fulfi lls the Interagency Coordination Act and Executive Order (EO) 12372, which 
require federa l agenc ies to cooperate w iLh and consider state and local views while implementing 
a federal proposa l. EO 12372 is implemented by the A ir Force in accordance with Air Force 
Instruc tion (A f.' I) 32-7060, Interagency and llller~overnmenLal Coordination for Environmental 
Planning 

February 20 12 
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ll wou ld be the construction contractor"s responsibility Lo ensure permits are identilied and 
obtained ii·om the installation, local, s tate, and federal agencies. The fo llowing pennits would be 
required in implementing the Proposed Action identified in this analysis: 

• An Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quali ty (ODEQ) Nationa l Po llutant 
Di, c harge Elimination System ( PDES) General Pennit OKRI O for Storm Water 
Disc harges from Construction Activities withi n the State of Oklahoma would be required 
under the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 402 requ irements. 

• A Notice of Intent (NOI) for Sto rm Water Discharges filed with ODEQ and Tinker AFB 
inc luding the c reation a nd implementation o f a Stonn Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SW P3) for the proposed demolition and construction activities. 

• 1\ T inker AFB Title V air operating pennit for demolition and construction activities 
requiring modification to include additional sources of air pollution such as the proposed 
boiler/heat exchanger unit and the diesel-powered fire pump. 

1.6.3 Other Regulatory Requirements 

The EA considers al l app licable laws and regulations, including but not limited to the following: 

• Clean Ai r Act (CAA) of 1970 (42 United Sta tes Code [USC] 740 1 et seq .) as 
am ended in 1977 and 1990 (Public Law (PL) 9 1-604) 

• Air Quality General Confonnily regulations (40 CFR Parts 6. 51 and 93). 
• Noise Control Act o f 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amcodmcms of 1978 (PL 95-609) 
• AFI 32-7062, Air Field Planning 
• Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977, (PL 95-2 17) 
• Section 40 1 and 404 of Lhe Federal Water Po llution Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-

500) 

• U .S. EPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs 40 CFR 100- 149 (105 ref) 
• EO 11 990, P rotection o f Wetlands 
• EO 1 1988, Floodplain Management 
• Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 ( 16 USC 153 1-1542) 
• F ish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (PL 85-654) 
• (PL 85-654) 

• M igratory Bird Treaty Act o f 19 18 
• Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 USC 131 0 1 and 13 102 et seq .) 
• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976(PL 94-5800) 
• Occupational Health and Safety Act of 1970 ((29 CFR 19 10 and 29 CFR 1926) 
• Archeo logical Resources Protection Act of 1979 (PL 96-95) 
• ationa l Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) ( 16 USC 470 et seq.) (PL 89-865) 

and Amendments of 1980 (PL 96-5 15) and 1992 (PL I 02-575) 
• Native American Graves Protection and Re patriation Act of 1990 (PL l 0 1-60 I) 

Fi:bruary 2012 
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• [ncrgy lndepcndenl!l! and Seeurtt)' Act of2007 (PL 11 0-140) 
• Energy Policy Act of2005 (PL 109-58) 
• AFI 32-7040. Air Quality Compliance 
• A FI 32-7061, Em ironmental Impact and Analysi Process 
• 1\FI 91-202, The US Air Force Mi~hap Prevention Program 
• EO 1289R, f<edcrnl Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations find Lo\\' -lllcom...: Populations 
• EO 12780, Federal Agency Recycling and the Council on Federal Recycling and 

Procurement Policy 
• EO 13045. ProteCtiOn of Chi ldren from Environmental I lcalth Risk and Safety 

Risks 
• EO 13123, Su tamable Btulthng Des1gn 
• COMSTRATC0\-1.\1\VI. G 0:--JE I ~ST 5100.8E. llazardou~ Material Control 

and .\-lanagement Prl1gmm 
• Gnited Faeiliues Cntena (L.FC) 3-210-10. Lo\\ Impact Development 

1.7 T ROD CTIO TO T ilE ORGANI ZATI O r OF TH £ 0 0 UMF: T 

This EA is organized into seven chapters. 

Chapter 1: 

Chapter 2: 

Chapter 3: 

Chapter 4: 

Chapter 5: 

Chapter 6: 

rcbruary 20 I 2 

Contains a statement of the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action, 
introduces the project location, identification of the decision to be made, a 
summary of the scope of the env ironmental review, identification or applicable 
regulatory requircmenb. and a description of the organization orthe document. 

ldentlfie the project selection criteria, provides a detailed dcscnption of the 
Proposed Act1on and the o-Action Alternative. ident1fies alternatives ehmmated 
from further con iderauon. identifies other Tinker A FB action located ncar the 
project ~ite, pro' ide~ a compari on matrix of how each altemati\C meets the 
project selection critena, prov1des a summary of potential em ironmental impacts 
associated with each project alternative, identifies the Preferred Alternative, and 
describes mitigation measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
anticipated for potential impact . 

Contains a general description of the cutTcnt conditions of the resources that could 
potentially be affected by the Proposed Action or o-Aetion alternatives. 

Describes the potential environmental consequences or the Proposed Action and 
o-Action, include · a d1scussion of mitigation measures as neces ary for each 

resource. sununariLes other actions announced for Tinker AFB and the 
surrounding community. and mcludes a discus ion or potential cumulative 
impacts associated\\ ith implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Lists preparcrs of this document. 

Lists persons and agencie:; consulted in the preparation of tills EA. 

1· 1 I 



Lm'/1"/1/llllt Ilia/ I' 1£'\ ,·mcm 
l'lllf)(J\t of am/ \('('(/{or .·ktim1 

lOJ/SII"IICIIOIJ of//alll!l/1" ltftfiiiiJ/1 81111t/111g 8~() 

TIIIAtr. l1r For((' lime OJ.Ialwma 

C. lwprer 7: Lists source documents relevant to the preparation of this EA. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter identi lies the project selectio n criteria, and describes the Proposed Action and the 
No-Action A lternati ve. Altematives that were cons idered and dismissed arc al o discussed. The 
chapter includes a comparison o f how each alternati ve meets the project selection criteria and 
provides a summary of po tential environmental impacts assoc iated with each project alternative 
eva luated. Finally. this section idemifics the Preferred Alternati ve and summarizes the rationale 
fo r its selection. 

2.1 SELECTION CRITERIA 

SCW-1 is tasked with providing surv ivable, endurab le, reliable airborne command, control and 
communications in supp011 of USSTRATCOM. To support mission requirements, SCW- 1 has 
detennined the need to construct one mod ified Type 11 aircraft maintenance bay as an addition to 
existing aircraft hangars located w ithin Building 820 at Tinker AFB. 

A ny project alternative considered shou ld, at a m inimum: 

• Ensure war readiness. 

• Provide adequate and efficiently configured fac ilities to accommodate aircrafl and fuel 
cell maintenance, maintenance crew and equipment space, and avionics and maintenance 
shop activities. 

• Improve hangar availability fo r scheduled and unschedu led maintenance activi ties. 

• Minimize maintenance and out of service time. 

• Reduce costs associated w ith depo t mai nte nance act ivities. 

• Provide faci lity solutions on a Limeframe and budget that allows for successful execution 
o f SCW-1 mission requirements. 

• Provide fac ili ty solutions that comply with a ll legal and regulatory requirements. 
inc luding but not limited to those o f the CEQ, EPA, EJAP, Navy, USAF, US 
Environmental Pro tection Agency (USEPA), ODEQ, applicable Executive Orders, and 
the Tinker AFB. 

2.2 PRO.JECT ALTERNATIVES 

2.2.1 Proposed Actiou 

Description o.ftlle Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action includes the construction of a Type 11 a ircraft maintenance bay hangar, and 
associated airc raft access and parking aprons. The Type II hangar bay module is designed to 
accommodate smaller transport aircraft such as the E-6B. The proposed s ingle bay hangar would 
be constructed as an addition to and located at the west end of existing hangars at Building 820. 
T he high bay hangar would be designed tor fuel cell maintenance operations and also provide 
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maintenance, c rew and equipment, and other support space 111 support of the 60 ai rcraft 
2 maintenance perso nnel of the TACJ\MO E-6B a ircra ft squadron. 

3 The proposed approxi mate ly 45,000 SF hangar addition project includes an approximate 28,245 
4 SF Aircraft Maintenance Bay I langar/Apron, an approximate 6,243 S F Aircraft Access Apron, 
5 an approximate 6,372 SF Ai rcraft Parking Apron, an approximate 1,6 15 SF Maintenanee-0 1 
6 Space, a n approximate 1.615 SF Maintenance-02 Space. and an approx imate 355 SF 
7 Navy/Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI) Telecommunications Room. 

8 The hangar addition would be constructed as a multi-s tory, high bay hangar. with dedicated shop 
9 space, flight I ine operations, and maintenance functions. T he hangar addition would also be 

10 designed with the necessary clearances with the installation of an overhead crane system. The 
11 hangar would require 57.5 feet of dear height in order to accommodate an aircraft and the 
12 overhead crane system. T he hangar addition would be steel frame construction with suspended 
13 cantilever trusses supporting the hangar bay roof. The roof would be a standing seam metal roof 
14 over rigid insulation on steel deck supported by steel joists. Second fl oor framing in the 
15 administrative area would be concrete o n steel floor decking. Exterior walls would be metal 
16 s iding on the hangar bay and concrete masonry on the operations/aclm in istrati ve area. The 
17 ground floor would be slab on grade with embedded grounding grid and iloor dra inage system in 
18 the hangar bay. The hangar addi tion would inc lude a crew/equrpment/administrative area at the 
19 rear 0 r the hangar bay 

• 

20 E lectrical systems would include fi re protection, mass notification system, a 400 hertz power • 
2 1 distribution system, a 28 de volt syste m, lighting, and communication systems. Mechanical 
22 utilities would be tied into existing systems and include water. sewer, gas distribution, and ai r 
23 conditioning. 

14 Fire lane access for emergency vehic les would be provided and the existing security fencing west 
25 of Building 820 would be relocated as needed to support the project. 

26 Implementation of the Proposed Action would require construc tio n of an emergency vehicle 
27 access route around the west s ide of the hangar addition (Figure 2-1). T he access route would 
28 require the removal of severa l small, orname nta l type trees. J\ section of the existing security 
29 fencing a long the west side o f Building 820 would also require relocation. Both features would 
30 be constructed or relocated slightly to the west; however, a sma ll section o f the existing vehicle 
3 I parking lot located near the southwest corner o f Building 820 would be removed and an 
32 undetennined number of vehic le parking spaces would be lost. J\lso, no additional employees 
33 would be hired or transferred to the si te as a result of the Proposed Action. Therefore, minor 
34 long-term impacts to parking would occur as sl ightly fewer parking spaces would be availa ble 
35 to r use at Building 820. 

36 The Proposed Action would also include the re location of functions contained within Building 
37 815 (Shed/Frequency Control) and Building 816 (Avionics) wh ich are located within the 
38 footprint of the Proposed Action. These structures a long with pavement located west of Hangar 
39 820 would be demolished prior to implementation of the Proposed Action. The project would 
40 incorporate the relocated functions and personne l into the maintenance hangar addition . 
41 Temporary trailer facility space for both would be provided whi le the hangar is under • Ft·hruary 2012 
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construction. The project may also require the relocation of existing Mi lstar/Sate ll ite 
Communications equipment and an aboveground fuel tank located on the west side of Building 
820. 

The proposed Bui lding 820 aircra ft maintenance hangar addition and other key features are 
shown in Figure 2-l. The key features of the Proposed Action are current ly described within the 
DO Form 1391 FY 20 14 Military Construction Program document and on the AF Form 81 3. 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would save the federal government in excess of $500K 
annually throughout the life-cycle of the E-68 program. 

According to the DO Form 139 1, and confirmed with the Naval Faci lities Engineering Command 
(NA VFAC) Midwest personnel, a preliminary des ign of the new hangar addition is not yet 
avai lable for inclusion in this EA. 

February 20 12 
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Based on the proposed contract schedule as shown in the FY 20 14 Military Construction 
Program request, the estima ted elate of contract award for the Proposed Action wou ld be 
November 20 13 . Construc tion would occur over an approximate 18-month period, begi1ming in 
December 20 13 and ending in June 2015. 

Project Funding 

According to the DD Fom1 139 1 financial estimates, the total estimated cost of the proposed 
Bui lding 820 aircraft maintenance hangar addition project wou ld be approximately $16,070,000. 
It is anticipated that the Proposed Action will be included as a line item in the Navy's Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2014 Military Co ns tructio n (MlLCON) Program request. 

Ongoing Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding for the Proposed Action would be 
incorporated into ex isting O&M annual requests for TACAMO/Building 820. 

2.2.2 No-Action Alternative 

CEQ regulatio ns require consideration of the No-Action /\1temative for all proposed actions. 
T he No-Action Alternative serves as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action 
can be compared and is consequently carried forward tor further evaluation in the EA. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, an add ition to Building 820 wou ld not be constructed and 
Buildings 815 and 8 16 wo uld not be demolished. The SCW - I would continue to use existi ng 
operationa l hangars for depot lifecyc le maintenance activities. Due to inadequate fuel cell and 
maintenance hangar availability at Tinker AFB, Navy squadrons would continue to divert 
aircraft to o ther geographic locations, resulting in increased operational costs, maintenance and 
out of serv ice times, thus impacting mission requirements. Additionally, squadrons would 
continue to diveJt ai rcraft to other geographic locations during inclement weather incidents. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the squadron maintenance needs would not be met. ln 
addition, depot aircraft backlog and downtime would be increased due to lack of hangar space. 
Reduced hangar availability would also degrade the ability to meet USSTRA TCOM taskings and 
thus compromise mission readi ness. 

Evaluation of the Proposed Action against the Project 's Selection Criteria and in 
Consideration o.f its Potential Environmental Consequences 

Tables presented in Sectio n 2.5 of this document sununarize the resu lts of the evaluation of the 
No-Action and Proposed Action alternatives against the project 's selection criteria and its 
assessment of potentia l environmenta l consequences. A more detailed analysis of all points 
captured within Table 2-2 is available throughout Chapters 3 and 4 of this document. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED 

Other potential project alternatives that were eliminated from further cons ideration inc lude: 

February 20 I 2 
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• Renovation or modernization of an exis lmg hangar. This al ternative was 
dismissed as there a re no faci lities avai lable that could be renovated for use as an 
aircraft maintenance hangar and there are no unused apron spaces availab le for 
reconfiguration or renovation. 

• Leasing of an off-base hangar. Although there is a commercial aircraft hangar in 
the local area that meets . avy requirements for this project, it is not available to 
the Navy. Also, there are no nearby facilities capable o f providing aircraft 
parking aprons. 

• The use of othe r DoD or federal agency facilities. There are no other DoD or 
federal agency fac ilities available fo r use in proximity to Tinker AFB that could 
provide the space or fac ilities required to meet the need and purpose of the 
project. 

• The construction of a two-bay hangar located to the west of Building 830. As 
presented below in Section 2 .4, cons truction of a single bay hanger west of 
Building 830 is proposed. However, current. operational demands do not support 
the construction of a dedicated two-bay hangar at this time. In addi tion, such a 
hangar at this location would impac t an environmentally sensitive area requiring 
the diversion or relocation of an ex isting stream. 

2.4 OTHER ACTIONS ANNOUNCED FOR TINKER AFB AND AREA 
SURROUNDING PROPOSED PROJECT LOCA TJON 

This EA a lso considers the etTects of other actio ns announced for Tinker AFB and the area 
surround ing the Proposed Action s ite. Figure 2-2 shows other proposed development actions 
announced for areas located near TACAMO. T he development actions include: 

TACAMO 

• Construction of a Navy 1-bay hangar (the Proposed Act ion) 

• Expansion of the T ACAMO Parking Apron/Ramp 

• Cons tmction of a future Single Bay Hangar west of Building 830 

East of TACAMO/Building 820 

• Relocation of 966 Airborne Air Control Squadron to the new 552d Maintenance 
Group Complex (Buj ld ing 989) 

• Demolition of Building 986 

• Installation of a 3,000 ga llon fuel tank near Building 976 

February 20 12 
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• North ofTACAMO!Building 820 

• 

• 

• Relocation of current Defense Logistics AgenC) (DLA) torage Facilities to 
DLA/ALC Transformation Area or Glenwood 

• Reservation of the area for Future Flying Mission 

• Construction or a new taxiway between the avy Ramp (TACAMO) and the 507 
ARW Ramp 

• Demolition of the Control Tower. Simulator and associated pavement. Rebuild in 
center or airfield. 

• Relocation or the RV , torage to Glenwood Area. Construct new Development 
and Parking areas 

West of TACAMO/Building 820 

• Expansion of Patrol Road to a fou r- lane boulevard (utilize a portion of SE 59th 
Street) 

• Reservation or the area for new development (west of llercules Road) 

• Extending Mercury Road to the west. demolish the north end of Hercules Road 

• Construction of future trail segments from north of Tower Road to west of 
Hercules Road. connecting with trai Is at the F AM Camp Expansion /\rea 

February 2012 
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Table 2- 1 provides a summary and comparison o f the Proposed Action and the No-Action 
Alternatives, as they relate to the project selection criteria presented in Chapter 2. 1. 

Table 2-1 Comparison of Project Section Criteria 

Selection Crite .-ia No-Action Alternativr Proposed Action 

The o-Action Alternative woukl 
The Propo ed Action would a::;si:.t SCW-1 

Ensure War jeopardize the ability for SCW-1 to meet 
with tncreasing overall war readiness by 

Readiness. operational task ings and reduce war 
decreasing aircrafl maintenance downtime. 

readiness. 

The 1\o-Action Alternative would not 

Provide adequate 
provide adequate fac ilities for The Proposed Action would provide 

maintenance 
performing maintenance activities. additional space to perform requi red 

factlities. 
Maintenance \\ ould continue to be maintenance activities, away from potential 
performed in o ther OC-ALC hangars fligh t line hazard .. 
and in substa ndard !light line conditions. 
The ;\o-Actton Alternati\·e would 

Improve hangar continue to reduce hangar availabi lity The Proposed Action \vould increase 
avaiiHbility for for scheduled and unscheduled hangar space dedicated to depot level 

maintenance organizational level maimenanct: and support and decrease depot a ircraft backlog 
activi ties. would reduce hangar availabi lity for and dowmimc. 

EPM and in-service repair. 

Min imize 
The \lo-Action A lternative would The Proposed Action would reduce a ircraft 

maintenance and out 
increase maintenance downtime downtime by decreasing the amount of 

of service time. 
resulting in an unacceptable read iness time aircraft are waiting for maintenance 
risk. operations. 

The No-Action A lternative would 

Reduce costs of depot 
increase total depot costs by continuing 

T he Propo ed Action would ·ave in excess 
to perform some maintenance at OC-

mainte nance 
ALC hangars. 1 hese co:.ts substantiate 

o r $500K annually throughout the life-
activi ties. 

an extensive fiscal commitment, 
cycle o f the E-6B program. 

straining ex isti ng funding. 

Successfully execute 
Continued use of squadron maintenance 

Implementation of the Proposed Action 
the SCW-1 mission 

space would increase maintenance 
would assist SCW-1 with meeting it<; 

within timefr ame and 
backlog and increase costs. severely 

mission with in timeline and budget 
on budget. 

jeopardize the ability for sew -I to meet 
consrraints. 

operationaltaskings. 

Comply with all 
No faci lity would be constructed under 
the No-Action Alternative . 

appl icable legal and 
Implementation ofthe o-Action 

The Proposed Action would comply with 
regulatory all lega l and regulatory requirements. 

requirements. 
alternative would comply with a ll legal 
and regulatory requirements. 

Table 2-2 provides a sununary and comparison of environmental impacts associated with 
implementation o f each project alternative with respect to each of the environmenta l resources 
and NEPA topics of interest evaluated. These potential impacts are presented and analyzed in 
further detai l in Chapter 4 o f this EA. 
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Noise 

Land Use 

Air Quality 

Water 
Resources 

Earth 
Resources 
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Table 2-2 Summary of Environmental Effects 

I No-Action Alternative 

I 
'lo change to the existing 
airfield noise environment. No 
noi.;e impacts expected. 

No change to the baseline land-
use environment. . o impacts 
expected. 

1\o change 1n Tinker i\FB 
eml'> 1011 or regional air 
quality. No air qua lity impacts 
expected. 

Proposed Action 
Short-term. minor impacts associated with demolition and 
construction noise would increase, but be minimal given the 
existing noise environment on the installation from aircraft 
operations. Once the hangar addition becomes operational. 
negligible adverse long-term noise effect~ would be expected 
fi·om its daily use. However. the noise impact created by the 
l~1c.: ility and non-aircraft \'Chicle operation · would be 
in~ign ili cant compared to the daily airfield operations and 
T AC AMO aircraft. 
Negligible to minor ad\erse effects may occur west of 
Building 820 as some conversion of land usc for addit ional 
park ing apron space or building foundation work may occur 
dcp.:nding on final de:-ign'>. J'he Proposed Action would be 
developed 111 accordance with the T inker i\FB Area 
Development Plan and not confl ict with any existing or 
planned on- or off-base land u~e~. 
There would be a short-term increase 111 air emissions 
associated with the demolition and construction activities. 
These emissions would c.:ea-..e upon completion of the projects. 
and thus contribute only a ·mall percentage to regional 
em1ss1ons. New emissions ~ources would include a boiler, 
die el fire pump and fugitive cmi~sions from fuel-cell 
maintenance activities. The existing Tinker AFB Title V air 
operat ing permit would be modified to inc lude the new 
emission sources. The Proposed Action would occur in an 
attainment area. not be subject to a con lormity analysis, and 
not expose the publ ic or operational per:>onnel to excessive 
levels of air emissions. 

No change 
conditions. 

lrom baseline There would he a potential for short-term increases in the 
sediment loading of surface water a~ a n:: ·ult of demolition and 
construction act ivities. These increa. cs \.vould be managed 
through implementation of a SWP3 along with the 
incorporation of best management practices (BM Ps) for 
ediment control during con~truction. There would be no 

No change from 
conditions. 

impact<; to the quality or quantity of groundwater at Tinker 
i\FB or the surrounding area. There would be no impacts to 
wetland or floodplains. 

ha.~el ine There would he short-term, minor soil di::,turbance as a result 
of the proposed constmction and demolition activities. The 
soils in the vicinity of the proposed project · have been 
previously disturbed. Impacts would include increased oil 
erosion and fugit ive dust emissions that would be minimized 
through the implementation of BMPs. 
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Resource 
Hazardou 
Material and 
Wales 

Occupational 
I lealth and 
Safety 

Sustainahility 
Objectives and 
Targets 

Infrastructure. 
Utilities and 
Energy 
Systems 

:\a-Action Alte rnat ive 
No changes tO the exisung 
hazardous materials 
management procedures or 
hazardous wa 'te acti\'itics. No 
1mpact expected. 

No changes to the existing 
baseline conditions. Reduced 
hangar avai lability forces 
maintenance activitie::. to be 
performed in outdoor flight line 
areils 111 sub-standard 
condllion;,. lncreilsed safety 
hazard re~ulting from 
maintenance personnel being 
ewosed to outdoor elements 
would continue to exist. 

No impacts expected. 

No change to the exi ·ting water 
supply, wastewater. solid 
waste. transportation 
infrastructure, or 
clccuicalinatural gas 
distribution systems. No 
impacts expected. 

C01Wntction u.fllongor Additwn Buildinf.! 820 
Tinker Air force Bme. Oklahoma 

Proposed Action 
Contractors would oversee the management of asbesto -
containing material. lead-based paint, and/or hazardou 
materials and waste found or generated dunng demolition and 
con truction activitie . The Proposed Action would require the 
management or ACM, LB P. and movement of hazardous 
materiab and wastes. Management of these materials and 
waste ::.treams would occur under the existing Tinker !\ FB, 
IIAZMI NCI. ami contractor management programs. and not 
result in adverse effects. The potential for the pre~nce and 
management of pe-,ticide impacted soils beneath existing 
facilities would a lso not resu lt in ad\'er~e eiTects. 
There would be short-term. minor adverse effects to safety due 
to the short-term demolition and construction activities. 
Con~truction contractors would be required to e tablish and 
maintain safety programs con i tent with Air Force safety 
guidelines ao; contained in AFI 91-202 US Air Force Mishap 
Pn•1•ention Program and relevant Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) and that would provide protection to their 
workers and I imit the exposure of ba ,e personnel to 
construction ha.<:ards. There would be posit ive long-term 
impact to safety as increased space for maimenance activities 
and improvements to the overall work environment would be 
expected to translate into fewer occupational mishaps. 
Relocation of maintenance activities from existing outdoor 
!light line areas would be expected to reduce occupational and 
operational huards, thereby creating a safer work 
environment for maintenance personnel. 
Sustainable objectives would be incorporated into the de~ign, 
construction, and operation of the proposed hangar bay 
faci lity: therefore. po itive impacts to long-term sustainability 
objectives would result . 
There would be a minor, short-term increase in solid waste 
generation. local traffic near TACAMO facilities, and potable 
water consumption associated with the demolition and 
construct ion activities. There are expected to be negligible 
operational impacts to wastewater systems. solid wa te 
generation. transportation and parking. However, there would 
be no long-term impacts to potable water consumption, 
electrical power systems, or natural gas distribution ystems 
for the installation. 

2.6 IDENTI FICATION O F' THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Based on the analysis of potential impacts, as documented in Chapter 4, the Proposed Action is 
identified as the Preferred 1\hemative. 

Under this alternative, suffic ient spacc and inc reased hangar availability would be provided to 
meet EPM requirements and provide timely in-serv ice repair of E-68 a ircraft. In addition, 
hangar space dedicated to depo t support would reduce depot aircraft backlog and downtime, 
he lping to assure continued, unintenupted operations of the E-68 ncct. Sufficient hangar space 
would provide maintenance personnel a locatio n to perform required maintenance activities 
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indoors instead o f in potential sub-smndard flight line conditions and provide an additiona l 
docktng location during inc lement weather conditions. 

Each of the bene fits noted above would assist SCW- 1 and E-68 in meeting its mission for 
provid ing survivable, endurable, reliable airbo rne command, control and communications in 
support of USSTRATCOM. The Preferred Alternative would therefore meet the project's stated 
need and purpose. 

2.7 M IT IGATION MEASU RES 

Table 2-3 presents mitigation measures and best management practices anticipated for impacts 
incuiTcd under the Pre fen·ed Alternative. 

Table 2-3 Summary of Mitigation and Best Management Practices 

Resource Mi tigation and BM Ps 
Noise No rnt t igation mea. ures would be necessary. Adherence lO standard Air Force and 

Navy Occupational Safety and Health regulations would minimizes the risk of 
hearing los~ to con~truction workers. The~e regulations require hearing protection 
along with other per onal protective equipment and safety training. IJMPs include 
limiting the ope rat ion of extremely noisy cquipmcm (e.g .. pavement cutters or 
jackhammers) to normal work hours. Other practices that could reduce construction-
related noises and di~turbance~ include properly operating and maintaining equipment 
(e.g., uti lizing muffiers and other ·ound :c-uppression equipment). directing equipment 
to use less noise-sensitive routes, constructing temporary sound harriers to reduce 
noise propagation. and shutting off or idling machinery between work periods. Safety 
tra ining would be implemenh:d to ensure all construction personnel arc aware of these 
practices. 

Land Use No mitigation measures would be necessary. 
Air Quality No mitigation measures would be necessary. IJMPs to mtntmtze fugitive dust 

emissions would include construction ~equencing. watering down areas to control 
dust, USt" of dust suppressants, minimizing the amount of time that ground is 
disturbed, covering din and aggregate trucks and/or piles, prevention of dirt canyover 
to paved roads, and the use of erosion barriers and wind breah. 

Water Resources No mitigation measures would be necessary. BMPs would be in tailed to prevent soil 
disturbance, capture and contain loose soi l, and slow the movement of storm water 
during heavy rains. A SWPPP would be implemented. During construction, there is 
a potential for the excavations to interact with contaminated groundwater. Care would 
be taken to ensure that groundwater resources and human health are protected fr·om 
potential contaminants or potentially contaminated groundwater as per applicable 
health and safety guidance. 

Earth Resources No mitigation measures would be nece<..~ary. The proposed project would include 
site-specific sediment and erosion control plan!> that detail BMPs to prevent soil 
disturbance. Fugitive dust !Tom construction a\:tivi ties would be minimized by 
watering and soil stockpiling. thereby reducing the total amount of soil exposed to 
wind. If during construction, contact is made with contaminated soi ls, care would he 
taken to ensure that human health is protected !Tom the potentially contaminated soiL 

Hazardous Materials and No mitigation measures would be nece "ary. The facility would comply with all 
Wastes Tinker AFB and TACAMO HAZM INCI hazardous materials and hazardous waste 

management plans. If it is necessary to remove ~oil for off-site disposal, a limited 
numher of random samples would be collected to asse~s the presence or absence of 
pesticides in soiL and to properly categorize the soil for hazardous constiruents per 
applicable o;tate and federal regulations for disposal ofl'-site. In addition. contractors 
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.,.--
\\OUid be required to develop and maintain a site-specific Spill Control Plan prior to 
the start of construction. and a ll construction personnel would he briefed on the 
implementation and responsibilities of this plan. 

Occupational Health and No rmtigation measures would he necessary. Construction contractors would be 
Safety rc4uired to establish and maintain safety programs that would provide protection to 

their workers and limit the exposure or base personnel to construction hazard . All 
demolition and construction activi ties would adhere to Ground and Fl ight Safety 
requi rernenh as contained in AFI 01-202 The US Air Force Mishap Pn•1·ention 
Pmgm111. Detailed SOPs have been established to fulfill health and -..afety 
requirements. Personnel invol\ cd \\ ith maimenance equipment would be in~tructed 
on the proper usc of the equipment and nece:,:-.ary per!>Onal protective equipment prior 
to its usc. 

Sustainabi lity Ohjccti\'es 1\o mitigation measures would be necessary. BMPs include siting of the hangar bay 
and Targets as an addition to an existing hangar instead of as a stand-alone hangar. using in-fill 

development or unused space at T 1\C !\MO. following Tinker AFB area development 
plan~ for the construction of imerrelated facilit ies in proximity to each other. and 
properly siting the hangar bay facility to avoid known environmental constraints. 

lnfi·astructure, Uti litie<; and 1\o mitigation measures or 8 'vi Ps would be necessary. 
Energy Systems 
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CHAPTER3 
AFFECT ED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the current conditions o f the environmental resources, either manmade or 
naturaL that wou ld be affected by implementation of the PrefeJTed or o-Action Alternatives. 
for each environmental resource area, the baseline conditions presented in this chapter are 
described to the level of detai l necessary to upport analysis of potential impacts of the Preferred 
and No-Action Altematives as presented in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. Where 
appropriate and definable, a spec ifi c Region of Influence (ROl) is indicated for a given resource 
area. 

3.2 DESCRIPT ION OF T HE AFFECTED ENVIRONM ENT 

3.2.1 Noise 

3.2. 1. I Definition of Resource 

No ise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes w ith 
nonnal activities such as speech, concentration, o r sleep. Under certain conditions, noise may 
cause hearing loss. interfere with human activities, and in various ways, affect the health and 
well-being of a community. 

Noise associated with military in tallations is a factor in land use planning both on- and off-base. 
In particular, noise assoc iated with airfield and ai rspace operations can be of concern to on-base 
personnel and surrounding communities. o ise also emanates from vehicular traffic associated 
with new facilities and from project sites during construction. Ambient noise (the existing 
background no ise environment) can be generated by a number of noise sources, including mobile 
sources such as airplanes. automobiles, truc ks, and trains; and stationary sources such as 
construction sites, machinery. or industrial operations. 

Sound is measured with instruments that record instantaneous sound levels in decibels (dB). The 
dB unit is a logarithm ic ratio of the increase in atmospheric pressure that a sound event causes, 
compared to a defined reference pressure. When using decibels to depict airborne sound 
pressure levels (SPL), zero dB is the threshold o f human hearing and exponentia l increases occur 
every I 0 dB. J\s such. an event that generates 60 dB o f sound is ten times louder than one that 
generates 50 dB. In addition to quantifying the pressure of a noise event, the quality of noise is 
described in terms o f frequency or more commo nly. "pitch."' While the human ear can detect 
sound over a very wide spectrum of frequencies, it is patticularly well adapted to perceiving 
sounds in the mid-range frequenc ies. 

A-weighted sound level measurements (elBA) arc used to characterize sound levels that can be 
sensed by the human ear. The A-weighted noise level has been found to correlate well with 
people 's j udgments o f the loudness of diff<.:rent sounds and has been used for many years as a 
measure of community no ise. Humans <.:an detect changes in sound levels of approximately 3 
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dBA. Changes o r less than 3 dBA are generally no t disccrnablc by humans with normal hearing 
sensitivity. All sound levels referenced Ill this EA are A-weighted. 

Truman response to sound is no t only a function o f the maximum S PL, but also the duration and 
tempora l variation. /\s such, cumulative measures of sound exposure over time have been 
developed. The .. Day-N ight Average Sound Pressure Level'' (D IL) was developed to evaluate 
noise exposure over a 24-hour period. The DNL metric appl ies a Hl-dB "'penalty"' to the 
nighttime hourly SPL from I Opm to 7am and then averages the tota l acoustic energy over a 24-
hour period. The nighttime I 0 dB weighting is used to account lor the mcreased sensitivity to 
nighttime noise that would be expected in a community. 

Federal and local governments have esta blished no ise gu idelines and regulatio ns fo r the purpose 
of pro tecting citizens from potentia l hearing damage and from various o ther adverse 
physiological. psychological, a nd social effects associated \Vi th no ise. Occupational safety and 
health regulations are a primary method of en torcing these gu idelines and standards. 

3.2. 1.2 Affected Environment 

• 

T he ROI for the Preferred Altemative is defined as Tinker 1\FB and the immediate surrounding 
communities o f De l C ity and Midwest C ity, Oklahoma. The major source of noise on Tinker 
AFB is attributable to aircraft ope rations on the installation. T hese operat ions can include in
llighr arrivals, deparrures, and pattern flight operations. as well as pre-flight and maintenance 
run-up operations on the airfield . Computer models are used to develop day-night average sound 
level (DNL) no ise contours for land usc planning purposes based on infOtmation about these • 
operations, inc luding: 

• Type(s) o f a ircraft 

• Types of operations (e.g., arrival, departure, pattern) 

• Number of operations per day 

• Time of operation 

• Flight track(s) 

• A ircraft power settings, speeds, and <~h iludes 

• NLtmber, duration, and location of pre-flight and maintenance run-ups 

• Environmental data (humidity and temperature) 

• Topographical features of the area 

Noise contours arc usually calculated in 5 dBA D L intervals including D Ls of 65, 70, and 75 
dBA. ln general, no land usc restrictions are required in noise zones bclo\ the 65 dBA D L. 
Areas located within a D L range of 65-75 dBA are subject to high noise levels, and noise 
sensitive land uses (e.g. residential) are not recommended unless sound at tenuation or noise level 
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reduction (e.g .. sound resistant windows, noise insulation) is inc luded in the usc. Areas a t or 
above the D 'L contour of 75 dBA are subject to severe noise exposure, and noise sensitive uses 
arc usually incompatible and strongly discouraged. The majority of the TACAMO area of Tinker 
AFB including Building 820 is located within the DNL 70 dBA noise contour. Open space areas 
located west of Building 820 arc withi n the DNL 65 dBA no ise contour (USAF 2006a). 

Interior no ise levels are typicall y lower than exterior levels clu e to the attenuation of the sound 
energy by the structure, with the amount o f noise level reducti on provided by a building 
dependin g on the type of co ns truction and the number of openings uch as doors, windows, 
chimneys, and plumbing vents. The approximate reduction in interior noise is 15 elBA when 
windows are open and 25 dB/\ vvi th windows closed (USEPA 1974). 

3.2.1.3 Noise from Demolition and Construction Activities 

Instances of increased noise may occur during demolition and construction activities. Measures 
that serve to limit or mitigate noise dtuing construction and demolition include limiting activity 
at project sites to daytime hours; limiting truck traffic ingress/egress at access gates to daytime 
hours; promoting awareness that producing prominent discrete tones and periodic noises (e.g., 
jack hammer operations) should be avoided as much as possible; requiring that work crews seek 
pre-approval for any weekend activities or activi ties outside of normal daytime work hours; and 
using mufflers and other noise control devices on construction equipment to the maximum extent 
poss ible . 

High levels of noise can a lso affect the health o f construction/demolition workers. Application of 
federa l Occupational Health and Safety Admin istration (OSHA) standards for occupational noise 
exposure associated with construction (29 CFR 1926.52) is required. 

3.2.1.4 Noise from Facility and Vehicle Operations 

Once facilities are cons tructed. noise can be generated from facility operations and any 
transportation vehicles associated with these facilities. Aside from negligible heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning (HVAC) related noise, the majority of facilities on military installations do 
not generate high levels of noise themselves. Some industrial related facilities may produce 
noise, and during power outages, operation of emergency generators could cause minor, short
term noise impacts. Other so urces of noise include veh icles assoc iated with a facility, including 
organizational vehicles used for training and operations, government and private delivery 
vehicles, commuter shuttles or buses, and personal vehicles used for co mmuting purposes. On 
military installations, the noise impact created by facility and vehic le operations is rarely 
considered s ignificant, especially when compared to that generated by military aircraft 
operations. 

3.2.2 Land Use 

3.2.2.1 Definition of Reso urce 

Land use describes the activities that take place in a part icular area and generally refers to human 
modification of land. often for residential or economic purposes. It also refers to usc of land for 
preservation or protection o f natural resources. lt is important as a means to detem1ine if there is 
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sul'ficient area for proposed ac.:tivitics and identify any potenttal conflicts \\ith lo<.:al land usc 
plans. This section describes the general land usc conditions within the affected environment of 
the ROI that could potentially be affected by the Preferred Altcmative. The ROI for land use is 
defined as Tinker AFB and the surrounding communities of Del City and Midwc t City. 

3.2.2.2 Installation Land Use 

As a large DoD facility. Tinker AFI3 is compnsed of approximately 732 buildings located 
throughout an estimated 5.400 acres. Tinker AFB has a two-runway airfield capable of 
supporting the missions of the base and the operations at the OC-ALC. The installation employs 
approximately 27,000 military and civilian personneL and pro\'ides mission and military 
community support services including administrative faci lities; aircraft operalions and 
maintenance facilities; temporary lodging; a campground: an off-base clemcnrary school; three 
childcarc centers; a clinic: and a commissary. exchange, mall and shoppette. 

Existing land use patterns on finker AFB arc a result of the installation' development ince 
World War 11. Facility development and supporting infrastructure have evolved over time as 
missions and requirements have changed or expanded. Tinker AFB's runways separate the 
installation into several distinct functional land use areas. The installation's unique and multiple 
missions have further contributed to the development of these areas into distinct planning 
districts. The installation has maintained adequate functional relationships with relatively few 
land usc conflicts. Current land uses on Tinker AFB include Administrative. Aircraft Operations 
and Maintenance, Airfield, Community Commercia l, Community Service, Housing, lndustrial, 

• 

Medical, Open Space, Outdoor Rc\.:rCation nnd Water. • 

Building 820 and the proposed mainrcnance bay hangar addition are located in the south-central 
pm1 of the main installation property and west of the main runway complex (Figure 1-2). The 
predominam land use within the TACAMO area assoc iated with the Proposed Action is Airfield 
(Runway, Taxiway, Apron) and Aircraft Operations and Mamrenance. There is also limited 
Open Space located to the west of' Building 820. 

3.2.2.3 urrounding Laud Use 

The majority of the land surrounding Tinker AFB can be characterized as urban developed, 
moderate-density, with areas o r undeveloped land south of the installation. Midwest City, located 
directly north of the installation. is predominantly residential, with considerable amounts of 
commercial land uses located along major road corridors. These commercia l corridors are 
primarily 15th Street. 29th Street, Interstate 40, Ai r Depot Boulevard, and Midwest Boulevard. 
A significant amount of public and institutional uses are scattered throughout Midwest City. 
These include City Hall , a public library, post office, several schools, and the John Cor1rad 
Regional Golf Course (USAF 2006a). 

Del City is located northwest of the installation and is a mostly developed, moderate-density, 
mixed-use community. The predominant land use is residential, with commercial corridors 
existing along 15th Street, 29th Street, and Interstate 40. Only limited amounts of land remain 
undeveloped in Del City. Limited areas of tndustrial uses exist in Del City between interstate 40 
and the Canadian River (USAf 2006a). 
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Most of the undl:vcloped land in the VICinity of Tinker AFB lies within Oklahoma Ci ty. 
Interstate 240 runs east to west just south of the installation. A railroad yard, the Tinker 
Aerospace Complex (a fo rmer General Motors assembly plant), and other industrial uses are 
located between the main Tinker A FB ins tallation and Interstate 240, with sporadic areas of open 
space intermixed throughout the corridor. Residential subdivis ions are being developed 
southwest of Tinker AFB, south of Inters tate 240. Lake Stanley Draper occupies nearly 3,000 
acres south of lmcrst::lte 240. The lake is in an Environmental Conservation District owned by 
the Oklahoma City Water Tm::,t and is surrounded by a significant amount of undeveloped land. 
Outs ide the eastern boundary of Tinker AFB, minima l commerc ial development exists along 
Douglas Boulevard, with sporadic residential development further east (USAF 2006a). 

3.2.3 Air Quality 

3.2.3.1 Air Quality Sta ndards and Regulations 

The .S. EPA de fines amb ient air in 40 CFR Part 50 as ··that portion of the atmosphere. external 
to buildings, to whic h the general public has access ... In compliance with the 1970 Clean Air Act 
(CAA) and the 1977 and 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA), the U.S. EPA has 
promulgated and adopted National Ambient Air Quality Standards (r AAQS). To date, the U.S. 
EPA has issued NAAQS for six criteria pollutants : carbon monox ide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S0 2), 
pa11icles with a diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10) and pmtic les with a 
diameter less than or equa l to 2.5 micrometers (PM25) , ozone (03), nitrogen dioxide (N02), and 
lead (Pb). The AAQS define allowable concentrations of pollutants that may be reached but no t 
exceeded during a g iven period of time. The purpose of these standards is to primarily protect 
human health and secondarily. human weltare with a reasonable margin of safety. The CAAA 
also set emission limits for certain air po llutants from specific sources, set new source 
performance standards based on best demonstrated control technologies. and established national 
emission s tandards for hazardous a ir pollutants. 

The CAAA specifies two sets of standa rds, primary and secondary, for each regulated air 
po llutant. Primary standards define levels of air quality necessar y to protect public hea lth, 
including the health o f sens itive populations s uch as people with as thma, chi ldren, and the 
elderly. Secondary s tandards define leve ls of a ir quality necessary to pro tect against decreased 
visibility and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. Although 0 3 is considered a 
criteria po llutant and is measurable in the atmosphere, it is o ften not considered as a pollutant 
w hen rep011ing emissions from specific sources, because 0 3 is no t typically emitted directly from 
most emiss ions sources. 0 3 is formed in the a tmosphere from its precursors - nitrogen ox ides 
(NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs)- that are directly emitted from various sources. 
T hus, emissions o f NO, and VOCs are commonly reported instead o f 0 3. Table 3-1 shows the 
NAAQS fo r each criteria po llutant, expressed in terms o f parts per million (ppm) by volume or 
micrograms per cubic meter of air (~tglm\ 

The USEPA c lassi fies ai r quality according to whether a region meets federal primary and 
secondary a ir quality standards. A region may be classiGcd as attainment, non-attainment, or 
unclassifiable with regard to the air quality standards for each of the criteria pollutants . 
.. 1\ ttainmenC de cribcs a condition in which standards fo r one o r more o f the s ix pollutants are 
being met in an area. T he area is considered an attainment area for only those criteria po llutants 
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for which Lhc AAQS are being met. "Non-attainment .. dt:sl:ribcs a condition in which 
standa rds for one or more o f the s ix po lluta nts are no t being met in an area . .. Unclassifiablc'" 
indicates that air quality in the area cannot be c lass ified and the area is treated as attainment. An 
area may have all three classifications for differem criteria pollutants. 

The CAAA requires federal actions to confonn to any applicable state implementation plan 
(SIP). A SIP must be developed to achieve the NA/\QS in non-attainment areas (i.e., areas not 
cun·entl y attaining the NAAQS for any pollutant) o r to mainta in attainment of the NAAQS in 
mainte nance areas ( i.e .. a reas that were non-attaimnent areas but are currently attaining that 

AAQS). General confo rmity refers to Federal actions o ther than those l:onductcd according Lo 
specified transportatio n plans (which nrc subject to the Transportation Conformity Rule). 
Therefore, the General Conformity rule applies only to non-transpo1tation actions in non
attaimnent or maintenance areas. For such actions, a determination or confo rmity with the SIP 
must be performed if the emissions resulting from the action exceed applicability thresholds 
specified for each pollutant and classification of non-attainment. Both direct emissions from the 
action itself and indirect emissions that may occur at a different time o r place but are an 
antic ipated consequence of the action must be considered . The Transportation Confonnity Rule 
does not apply to thi s project. 

To regulate the emission levels resulting from a project, federal actions located in non-attainment 
areas are required to demonstrate compliance with the general confonnity guidelines established 
in 40 CFR Part 93 Detennining Conformity o f Federal Actions to State or Federal 

• 

Implementation Plans (the Rule). Section 93. 153 of the Rule sets the applicability requirements • 
tor projects subject to the Rule through the establishment of de minimis levels (or annual criteria 
pollutant emissions. These de minimis levels are set acco rding to criteria pollutant non-
attainment area designations. Projects below the de minimis levels are no t subject to the Rule. 
Those at o r above the levels are required to perform a conformity an alysis as established in the 
Rule. The de minimis levels apply to direct and indirect sources of e missions that can occur 
during the construction and operational phases of the action. 

• l·ebruary 20 12 
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Table 3-1 Na tional Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants 

Averaging Prima ry Secondary 
Pollutant Pe riod Standard NAAQS NAAQS 

Carbon 
1-hr Not to be exceedell more than once per calendar year 35 ppm None 

Monoxide R-hr '\otto be exceeded more than once per calendar year 9 ppm None 

Rolling 3-Mo 
ot to be at or above this level 0.15 !lg,m3 0.15 ~tg/m3 

l .ead Average 

Quarter 'ot to be at or above this level 1.5 f.ig/m3 1.5 l!g/m3 

The th ree-year average of the 98th percentile of the 
1-hr daily maximum l-hour average at each monitor within 0.100 ppm None 

Nitrogen Dioxide an area must not exceed this level 

Annual 
I 

Not to be at or above this le\ el 0.053 ppm .053 ppm 

Particulate 
24-hr 

ot to be exceeded more than once per year on 
150 l!g/m3 150 l!g/m3 

Matter (PM 10) average o\·er 3 years 

The thn:e-year average of the 98th percentile ol'24-
Particulate 24-hr hour concenrrations at each population-oriented 35 J.l.g/m3 35 Jlg/m3 

Matter monitor within an area must not exceed this level 

(PM2.5) The three-year average of the weighted annual mean 
Annual concentration from ingle or multiple community- 15.0 ~tg/m3 15.0 f.ig/n13 

oriented monitors must not exceed this level 

8-hr The three-year average of the fourth-htghest daily 

(2008 ::-td) 
maximum 8-hour average at each monitor wi thin an 0.075 ppm 0.075 ppm 

area must not exceed this level 

Ozone 8-hr The three-year average of the fourth-highest daily 

( 1997 std) 
maximum 8-hour average at each monitor within an 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm 

area must not exceed this level 

1-hr Not to be exceeded more than once per calendar year 0.12 ppm 0. 12 ppm 

The th ree-year average of the 99th percenti le of the 
1-hr daily maximum !-hour average at each monitor within .075 ppm None 

Sulfur 
an area must not exceed this level 

Dioxide 3-hr Not to be exceeded more than once per year None 0.5 ppm 

24-hr Not to be exceeded more than once per year 0.14 ppm None 

Annual 1\ot to be at or above this level 0.03 ppm None 
Source: EPA, 20lta 

The applicability thresholds are 100 tons per year (tpy) for cri teria pollutams, except for those 
shown in Table 3-2 . 
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Table 3-2 Gcncr·al Conformity Applicability T hresholds 

NAAQS Pollutant 
Type of Non-attainment or Applicability Threshold 

\1aintenance Area (l py) 

o.wne Exln:me N /\As l 0 tpy VOC or '-0, 
Severe NAAs 25 tpy VOC or l\0, 
Serious 1'\AA!> 50 tpy VOC or NO, 
\11arginal ur moderate ~A As 50 tpy VOC ( l 00 lpy NO,) 
1nside an ozone transport region 
Main tcnanc~: areas inside an 50 tpy VOC' ( 100 tpy NO, ) 
07one transport region 

Carbon Monoxide Al l NAAs lOOtpy 
SuI fur Dioxide All 100 tpy 
Nitrogen Dioxide All 100 lpy 
PM IO Serious NAA~ 70 tpy I'M10 

Moderate 'lAAs 100 tpy PM IO 
All Main tenance areas lOOtpy 

Lead Al l NAA~ 25 lpy Pb 
All Maintcnam:e areas 25 tpy Pb 

Sour~" FPA, 20ll3a. :?003b 

1\'otes: 
NAA - Non-a!lammcnt area 
NAA()S = National Ambient A1r Quality Standard 
'JO, = nitrogen oxide 
Pb lead 
PM1u = particulate matter equ~l or less than l 0 m1c rometers in diameter. 
tpy tons per year 
VOC' ~ volatile o rganic compound 

A number of actio ns are exempted from the requireme nts o f genera l confo rmity, including the 
fo llowing: 

• Actions that do not have emissions increases. 
• Actions with an emissions increase that is clearly de minimis (21 actions are listed: 

primari ly actions that arc administrative, lega l, or romine in nature inc luding routine 
movement of mobile assets, ma teria l and personnel as well as routine maintenance 
and repair). 

• Actions that are not reasona bly foreseeable or that respond to natura l disasters o r 
emergencies. Actions that have been approved under spcci[Jed federal programs. 

• lf an action triggers the applicability thresholds and is not exempt from the 
requirements, the federal agency mus t demonstrate anu document that the direct and 
ind irect emissions would confom1 to the S IP. In particular, it must be demonstrated 
that the Preferred Alternati ve will not: 

o Cause or contribute to a new vio lation of an NAAQS. 
o Interfere with the S IP. 
o Increase the frequency or severit y o f existing violatio ns. 
o De lay attainment or any required progress toward tha t attainment. 

T he de termina tion generally involves emission estimation and sometimes a ir quality mode ling 
for the entire non-attainment or maintenance area (usually a multi-county area). If the initial 
confonnity detem1ination demonstrates that the Preferred Alternative does not conform to the 
S IP, measures must be esta blished and commined to mitigate the projected air quality impacts . 

February 2012 
3-8 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

/;;Ill '/ ronme111al A.,ses,·mel/1 

:1/fi•cted t:m ironme111 
Cmmmction of Ham?,ar Addition Building 8:!0 

Tinf..er Air Force Base. Oklahoma 

A timeline tor implementation o f these measures may be specified; however, enforcement 
measures must a lso be established to ensure that they are implemented as required. 

Air quality management at Air Force installations is established in AFI 32-7040, Air Q ua lity 
Compliance. AFI 32-7040 requires installations to achieve and maintain compliance with al l 
appl icable federal , state, and local standards. Air quality compliance involves prevention, 
contro l, abatement, documentation, and reporting o f ai r pollution from stationary sources and 
mobile sources and general conformity planning for proposed ac tions located in non-attainment 
or maintenance areas. Mainta ining compliance with air qual ity regula tions may require 
reduction or elimination of pollutant emissions from exis ting sources and control of new 
pollution sources. 

3.2.3.2 Regional Air Quality 

Tinker AFB lies entirely within the boundaries of Oklahoma County, located in the central 
portion o f Oklahoma. The main portion o f Tinker AFB is located in the southwest portion of 
Oklahoma County and is located within the c ity limits of Oklahoma City. The installation is 
centered I 0 mi les southeast o f downtown Oklahoma City. Incorporated areas inunediately 
surrounding Tinker AF B include Midwest C ity to the north and Del C ity to the northwest. 

Tinker AfB is located within the Central Oklahoma Intrastate Air Quality Control Region, which 
includes the to llo wing counties: Canadian County, C leveland County, G rady County, Lincoln 
County, Logan County, Kingtishcr County, McClain County, Oklahoma County, and 
Pottawatomie County. The project area and all of Oklahoma is in attainment o f all crite1ia 
pollutants. Therefore, Tinker Af-B is not subject to the General Conformity regulations ( 40 CFR 
Parts 6, 5 1 and 93). 

Oklahoma has a single Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) C lass I area; Wichita 
Mountains ational Wi.ldlife Refuge in Comanc he County ncar Fort Sill Military Reservation. 
This area is located approximately 80 miles southwest of T inker AFB. 

3.2.3.3 Tinker AFB Air Quality 

Since air quali ty attainment determinations are made at the county level, the ROI for air quality 
is Oklahoma County. An accurate emissions inventory is needed for assessing the potential 
contribution o f' a source or group of sources to regiona l a ir quality. An emissions inventory is an 
estimate of the actual and potential pollutant emissions generated by a source o r sources over a 
period of time, nonnally a calendar year. The inventory accounts for permitted sources that are 
req uired to report annual emissions to the EPA. Oklahoma County emissions include emissions 
from point and area sources. Of over I ,500 identified sources o f air pollutants at Tinker AFB, 
approximately 500 sources have been identified as significant. Source types include boilers, 
generators, surface coating operation, paint booths, storage tanks, and fueling operations, 
amongst others. Mobile and b iogenic emission sources are not included in the emission totals for 
T inker AFB. Table 3-3 compares the 2008 actua l emissions and the potential emissions for 
Tinker Af-B and the 2002 Oklahoma County po int and area source to tal emissions. As shown in 
Table 3-3, Tinker AFB contributes a small amount to Oklahoma County point and area source 
emissions tota ls . 
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Table 3-3 Oklahoma County Emissions a nd Tinkct· AFB Actu al and Potential Emissions 

co 
~002 Oklahoma County 

1,657 
Emi sion Inventor/ 

2008 Tinker A FB Actual 
140.5 Emissionsb.~ 

fr inkt:r A FB Potential 
868 Emissions''·" 

Pcrcem of Regional Emis!>ions' 8.5 

Source, USEPA. 20llb and ODEQ. 2010 

1'\otes: 
CO = carbon monoxide 
NO, - nitrogen oxides 
PM25 ~ particu late matter equal or less than 

2.5 micrometers in diameter. 
PM 10 parttculate matter equal or less than 

10 micrometers 111 diameter. 

voc 

1,65(> 

239.R 

1,170 

14.5 

Annual Emissions (tpy) 

NOx so! Pi\1 10 PM1.s 

3.547 256 -lJll 270 

200.5 14 .0 15.4 15.4 

1.256 llO.O 59.0 59.0 

5.6 5.5 3.5 5.7 

so~= sulfur dioxide 
tpy = tons per year 
VOC - \Oiatilc organic compounds 

• Includes emissions from point and area sources. ~ource: http:./1\\lll.epa.go\;nt r/dala/ (u.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency AirData). 
t- 2008 actual emissions were obtamed from the Tml-.er AFB Tille V Summary of Annual EmiSSions Inventories. 
Emissions from mobile and b1ogenic source~ not included. 
' Potential emissions based upon sources with permit limits. Emissions ti·om mobile and biogenic sources not tncluded. 

• 

PM25 emissions assumed to be the same as PM w· • 
d Actual emissions are the air pollutant ertHSSions that result from the a~tual operation and material usage quan tities 
dunng a one-year period (i.e .. typicall y a calendar year). 
• Potenual emissions are those emiSSIOns resu lting from the opt:ration of an em1ssion unit under maximum potential 
conditions, unless operauon IS restncted by a regulatory cond1110n (e.g. fuel use limit in pennit). For example, 
calculating emisstons !Tom a boiler by taking into accoun t 1ts maxnnum rated heat input capactry and operation 24 hours 
per day. 7 days per week. 52 weeks per year would result in a potential emission calcula1ion. 

Compares 2008 Tmker AFB act ual emis~io11s to Oklahoma County 2002 emission>. 

3.2.4 Water Resources 

3.2.4.1 Surface Water 

T inker AFB is located within the Arkansas River Watershed. Streams within this watershed 
fl ow into the Mississippi River, and then into the Gulf of Mex ico. The tota l Arkansas Watershed 
drainage area is 195,000 square miles and has the Canadian River, Poteau River, Verd igris River, 
and C imarro n River as its major tributaries within Oklahoma (USGS 1995) . 

Tinker AFB is comprised of three drainage areas; Crutcho Creek, Elm Creek, and Hog Creek. 
The Crutcho Creek dra inage area consists of two additional water bodies, Kulhman Creek and 
Solider Creek. Sixteen man-made retention ponds and two detention basins located within the 
Crutcho Creek drainage area are utilized to contro l Tinker AFB's stom1 water runoff Crutcho 
Creek receives storm water runoff and natural water flow from the no1them and western portions 
o f Tinker AFB. Crutcho Creek flows to the north and discharges into the orth Canadian River; 
the Nort h Canadian River then discharges into the Arkansas River. Elm Creek drainage area 
receives stonn water runo ff from the southernmost portion of T inker AFB. Hog C reek dra inage 
area receives sto rm water nmofT fro m the far southeast port ion o f T inker A FB. Both Elm and 
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I log Creek discharge into the Little River (USAF 2007b). The Little Ri ver tlows into the 
Canadian River ::tnd then into the Arkansas River. 

A detailed description o f the Tinker A FB wastewater flow is presented in Section 3.2.2.2. 

Stonn water runo ff from the northern side of the hangar fl ows northward by overland flow. 
Runo ff fro m the southern s ide of the hangar and from Building 825 flows to stonn d rains on the 
southern side of' the hanga r. Runoff from the fac ility is currentl y d ischarged to the creek via a 
forty-two im:h pipe to the East T1ibuta ry of Uppe r C rutcho Creek. 

3.2.4.2 Gro undwater 

Tinker A FB is located over the recharge zone of the Central Oklahoma /\.qui fer. The Central 
Oklahoma Aquifer System occup ies an approximate ly 3,000 square mil e area in central 
Okla homa. T he groundwater of the Central Okla homa A qui fer flows south and southwest across 
the southern hal f of Tinker AFB and west to northwest across the northern ha lf (USAf- 2007b). 
The groundwater is discharged to the surface by evapotranspiration, spring discharge, o r to 
streams as base fl ow. The aquifer is generally recharged by direct precipitation (USG S 1995). 
The productive fonnations associated w ith this aquifer are I rhc Penn ian Garber Sandstone and 
We llington Formations. T hese formations are often collectively referred to as the "Garber
We llington .. Aquifer. 

There are four principal hydrostratigraphic or water-bearing zones (WBZs). These WBZs are 
designated as the upper saturated zone ( USZ), low er saturated ~one (LSZ), lower-lower satura ted 
zone (LLSZ) and produc.:ing zone (PZ) in the Garber-We llington Aqui fer and the Hennessey 
water-bearing zone (HWBZ) in the overlying Hennessey Group (TAFB 2006). The HWBZ is 
only present w hen the Hennessey Group, overlaying the aquifer, is thic k enough to support 
saturation. 

Groundwater Oows between the HW BZ and the USZ along the south side o f C rutcho C reek and 
from the USZ to the LSZ along the eastern edge of the USZ. Within the HWBZ the depth to 
groundwater varies, from the surface to 30 feet below surface (bgs). The HWBZ presents 
seasona l springs on Tinker AFB. The USZ and LSZ are located beneath most of T inker AFB. 
The USZ is eroded o r thins ncar the eastern boundary o f Tinker A FB wllile the LSZ extends to 
the east of the base. T he depth to groundwater within the USZ ra nges from near the surface at the 
northeastern section o f T inker AFB to 60 feet bgs. Under the eastern and southern portions o f 
T inker Af-8, g roundwater flows to the west or southwest with the USZ. T he USZ is generally 
refetTed to as a con fi ned aquifer, but in a reas were the HWBZ is not present, the aqui fer is 
unco nfined to semi-confined. T he LSZ groundwater fl ows e ither to the southwest or west
northwest and is found 30 feet to II 0 feet bgs. The groundwater flow within the LSZ changes 
direction to the northwest underneath the northwest portion o f Tinker AFB. The LSZ extends to 
a depth of roughly 200 feet. The PZ has a depth to groundwater of 200 to 280 feet bgs and 
extends to a depth of over 800 feet bgs under Tinker AFB, below which it becomes salty. The 
flow of groundwater within this zone is influenced by production from well withdrawa l, but 
naturally Oows to the southwest under the base. The PZ is the zone that is util ized fo r drinki ng 
water by Tinker A FB and Oklahoma C ity (USAF 2002) . 
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Groundwater monitoring wells arc lo<.:a tccl on and around T 1nker AFB have generally been 
insta lled in c lusters or groups that intercept a presc1ibecl portion of the four prim:ipal 
hydrostratigraphic or water-bearing zones ( WBZs) as described above. 

The wells form the basis of the ongoing ground wa ter monitoring program on the base. These 
groups are arranged into Ground Water Monitoring Units (GWMU). The Preferred /\ltemative 
does not fall within a ma nagement unit but is rather located at the transi tion of the south west and 
east GWMU. The southwest groundwater management unit encompasses four landfi lls ( 1942-
1968) with several speci (i<.:-use s ludge disposal pits. a fire tntining area ( 1950- 1970), a sewage 
impoundme nt ( 1954- 1970), and a radioactive waste d isposal site ( 195 1-1 960s). Wastes inc lude 
general refuse, industria l and sanitary wastes. a nd low level radioacti ve waste. Groundwater 
contaminants are principally solvents and meta ls . Groundwater over a large area under this 
management unit is contaminated. The principal pathway is gro undwater to down gradient 
private water supply wells, with a lower potential to nearby streams. Wells are w ithin 200 feet 
of the plume. Most ho mes have private wells that intersect the same hydrogeologic units as the 
contaminated units on base. Potential for human exposure to contaminated gro undwater in this 
area therefo re exists because Tinker AFB and the surrounding conununities of Midwest City a nd 
Del City derive their water supplies from the Garber- Wellington Aquifer, and surface water 
sources (Tinker 2004). 

The east groundwater management unit encompasses a waste pit ( 1947 -1958), fue l si tes, a 
landtill (1968- 1970), truck maintenance facility (since 1957), and a fire training area (1 962-

• 

1966). T he waste pit received unspecified waste from plating and mainte nance facilities. • 
Groundwate r contaminants inc lude solvents and meta ls. The primary pathway is groundwater to 
base drinking water supply wells. Potential for human ex posure to contaminated groundwater in 
this area exists because T inker AFB and the surrounding communities of Midwest City and Del 
City derive the ir water supplies ti·om the Garbe r-Wellington Aquifer and surface water sources 
(Tinker 2004). 

According to the Basewide Environmental Groundwater Sampl ing and Water Level 
Measurements, a numbe r of monitoring wells are located in the prox imity of the proposed 
project. Well 2-424B is located approximately 850 feet to the north east. Well 2-544B is located 
approximately 300 feet to the north and well 2-147 is located approximately 650 feet to the south 
of the Preferred Alternative. Criteria exceedences for Volati le Organic Compounds have been 
recorded at well 2-424B and 2- 147 A (Tinker 2006). 

Potable water used for drinking and industrial purposes comes from a depth o f 200 ft bgs or 
greater. Water from the Garber-Wellington Aquifer is of sufficient quality to be used for most 
industrial, agricultural , a nd domestic purposes. The aquifer system is p rimari ly recha rged by 
percolation of surface water and by rainfall infil t ratio n and Tinker Af' £3 is cons idered to be in the 
recharge zone for the Garber-Wel lington Aquifer. These 24 wells range from 700 to 850 feet in 
finished depth, and yield 205 to 250 gallons per minute (gpm), supplyi ng approximately 6.5 
million gallons of water per day to the ins tallation. The system is currently operating al about 75 
percent of its capac ity and is considered to be in good condition (USAF 2007a). One drinking 
water well, WS-29, is located approximately 1400 feet to the south west of the Prefen·cd 
Alternative (Tinker 2006). 
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• Tinker AFB also uses the Oklahoma City tanley Draper v.ater system as a secondary ource of 
'Aater. These connections are t)pically opened during the summer and during peak demand 
periods. The water supplied by Oklahoma Cit) is produced at the Lake tanley Draper Drinking 
Water Plant. '"'here it is treated to meet afe Drinking Water Act standards (Tinker TO 20 I 0). 

• 

• 

3.2.4.3 Wetlands and Floodplains 

The U .. Department of lnt.erior' s National Wetlands Inventory ( WI) was searched for the 
presence of wetlands. One potentially jurisdictional wetl.and was identified I. 750 feet to the 
north ofthe Preferred Alternative's footprint. 

The Flood Insurance Rate Map for Oklahoma County. Federal Emergency Management Agency. 
Panel 40 l 09Co320H (December 18. 2009) was also re\'iewed for the presence of any flood 
hazard areas inundated by the l 00-yea r flood. and designated fl oodwa) areas. No areas were 
identified with in the Preferred Alternative's footprint (Figure 3-4) . 
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Tinker A FB is located in the Central Redbed Plains section o f the Central Lowland 
Physiographic Province which is characterized by level to gently ro ll ing hills. broad Oat plains, 
and bottom lands bisected by small- to medium-s ized water courses. 

Oklahoma County is pari o f the Central Great Plains in the western parts of the county and 
transit ions to the cross-timbers region in the castem parts of the county. The climate of 
Oklahoma is continenta l, as is all of the Great Plains. Warm, moist air moving north\\'ard from 
the Gulf of Mexico olicn exerts much influence, particularl y over the southern and eastem 
portions of the sta te, where humidity, cloudiness and precipita tion are greater than in weste rn and 
northern sections. Summers are long a nd hot. Winters arc shorter and less rigorous than those of 
more northcm Plains s ta tes. Periods of extreme cold are infrequent, and those lasting more than 
a tew days are rare. Oklahoma County elevations range from about 850 feet above mean sea 
level (MSL) in the southeastern part to 1.300 feet MSL in the northwestern part. Elevations on 
the installa tion range from approximately I ,200 feet MS L (Crutcho C reek, north we ·tern portion 
o f base) to 1,3 10 feet MSL (southeast portion of the base). The a irfield elevation is 
approximately I ,29 1 feet MSL (USAF 2007b) . 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (N RCS) soils w ithin the project a rea 
arc c lassified as ·urban:· which arc previously d isturbed soils that may be comprised of soil 
borrow areas and fi ll material (NRCS, 20 11). These soils have been furthered a ltered by various 
construction operations and activities. For example, vehicula r tra ffic around construction si tes 
and the histo rical parking of aircraft on grassy areas have compacted soils w ithin the project 
area. 

3.2.6 Hazardous Materials and Waste 

3.2.6. 1 Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials are substances that, because of their quantity, concentra tion, or physical, 
chemical, or infectious characteris tics, may present a substantial danger to public health or the 
environment if released. These typically include reactive materials such as explosives. 
tlammable materials, tox ics (such as pesticides), and corrosives (such as battery acid). When 
improperly sto red, transported, or o therwise managed, hazardous materials can significantly 
a ffect human health and safety and the environment. 

Hazardous materials waste at Tinker A FB are managed in accordance with the Do D Directive 
42 10. 15 (Hazardous Materials Pollution Prevention). Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7086 
(lla:;ordous Materials Management), Tinker Supplement to A FI 32-7086 (ll£cardous Materials 
Management), T inker T l 32-7004 (l lozardous Waste Management ), A Fl 32-4002 (Hazardous 
Materials Emergency /)Ianning and Re:;,'}Jonse Program), and AFI 32-7080 (Pollution Prevention 
Program), as well as other directives which incorporate all requirements o f Ccderal regulations, 
DoD Directives, and AFls fo r the reduction of hazardous material uses C'l nd purchases. Tinker 
AFB has a comprehensive Spill Prevention and Emergency Response Plan .for Ila::ardous and 
Extremely Hazardous Materials and Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (OC
ALC Plan 19-2), and Management Action Plan for the Enviromnental Restoration Program . 
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Ha/ardous material usc and management at Tinker AFB arc regulated under the Toxic Substance 
Control Act (T SCA), OSHJ\, Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, and J\ir 
Force Occupatio nal Safety and Health Standards. The regulations require personnel using 
hazardous materials to be tra ined in the application, management, handling, and s torage of 
material ; to know the location of' material safety data sheets (MSDSs) J-o r all hazardous materials 
that they are using; and to wear the correct personal protective equipment ( PPE) required for 
materials that are being used. Tinker AFI3 has a Hazardous Materials Management Program 
(HMMP) in place that documents procurement, usc, and disposal of hazardous materials located 
on Tinker J\FB and all associated properiy. The HMMP also stores training, exposure, 
inventory, PPE requirements, waste management, and a database of all MSDSs used on-base 
(USAF 2007a). 

T inker AFB serves as a repair depot for a variety or aircraft, weapons, and engines. Maintenance 
activities require the usc of a variety of hazardous materials in varying quantities that results in 
the generation of hazardous wastes including solvents , paint strippers, various industrial waste 
streams, and s ludges. Haza rdous materia ls are used by military personnel and on-base 
contractors throughout the base. The location of hazardous materials, procedures and equipment 
at Tinker AFB used to prevent and clean up a release, and actions to be taken in the event of a 
release are located in the Tinker AFB Spill Pre,·entirm Control and Countermeasures Plan 
(USJ\F 2007a). 

Hazardous material control and pollution prevemion management at TACAMO naval facilities 

• 

on Tinker AfB including Building 820 arc regulated under COMSTRJ\ TCOMMWING ONE • 
INST 5100.8E (Hazardous Material Control and Management Program). This regulation also 
deflncs the operating procedures for the SCW-1 llazardous Minimization Center 
(HAZMINCEN). avy po licy requires that hazardous material (issue or waste) be managed and 
controlled from acqu isition through ultimate disposal. The HAZMINCE site enhances control 
and management of hazardous material usage and waste within T ACAMO facilities by providing 
a secure environment for the initial issue and storage o f hazardous materials, monitoring o f 
environmental activities and compliance, and by providing hazardous materials training for 
military and contractor personnel. 

3.2.6.2 Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous wastes includes discarded material (liquid, so lid or gas) which meets the defmition of 
hazardous materials and/or is designated as a hazardous waste by the EPA or State hazardous 
material control authority. 

Hazardous wastes are dcCincd by the Solid Waste Disposal J\ct as amended by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which was furthl:r amended by the Hazardous and 
Solid Waste Amendments, RCRA subtitle C (40 C FR, Parts 260 through 270). The USEPA 
regulatory authority is delegated to the State o f Oklahoma. Hazardous waste management at 
Tinker AFB is also regulated under AFI 32-7013, Ha-::ardous Waste Management and 
Minimization. 

These regulations are implemented at Ti nke r AFB through hazardous waste pennilting 
procedures and the Tinker AFB Hazardous Waste Management lnstntction, TI 32-7004. The 
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document details hazardous waste packaging, turn-in, transportation, storage, recordkeeping, and 
emergency procedures. Hazardous waste is generated at Tinker A FB from aircraft a nd jet engine 
maintenance; automotive. building, and grounds maintenance; laboratory chemicals; spent 
hazardous material s; and spills. Air Force waste management operations at T inker AFB are 
registered with the US EPA under identification number OK 157 1724391. 

Day-to-day operations at Tinker AFB generate multiple types o f haLardous was tes that require 
special handling and proper disposal. These include oils and fu els. cleaning compounds, paints, 
solvents. and batteric . Hazardous wastes are co llected at I ,200 initial accumulation po ints and 
arprox imately 400 hazardous waste staging areas. Once the regulatory storage capacity has been 
reac hed , the waste is transferred to the T inker AFB 90-day Hazardous Waste Management 
Facility, Builuing 808 where the waste is sampled. From Building 808, the waste is transfen ·cd to 
the pcnnittcd Hazardous Waste Storage Facility, Building 810. Once at Building 8 LO, the waste 
is removed by a ce1tified contractor within 365 days for off-base treatment/disposal at an 
appropriate fac ility (USA r 2007a). 

Day-to-day operations at TACAMO facilities generate multiple types of hazardous wastes that 
required specia l handling and proper disposal. Within Building 820, a hazardous materials 
storage area is located on the east side of the building. Hazardous waste is initially collected at 
four accumulation sites located within each hangar. Eac h collection site is comprised of eight 5-
ga llon buc kets secured in a containment bin. Hazardous wastes inc luding used oil, pt:!troleum 
produc ts, paints, thinners , hydraulics, grease, sea lants and other hazardous materials are 
temporarily stored in each bin before transfer to 55-gallon storage dn1ms at a waste staging area 
located in Building 817 at TACAMO. Once the collection vessel has reac hed capacity, the 
hazardous waste ts then shipped to the Hazardous Waste Management Facility located in 
Building 808. 

3.2.6.3 Environmental Rcstot·ation Program 

The ER.P. fonnerly known as the Installation Restoration Program, was implemented by the DoD 
to identify and evaluate areas and constituents o f concern of toxic and hazardous materia l 
disposal and spill sites. Once the areas and cons tituents had been identified, the ERP was tasked 
to remove the hazards in an environmentaJly responsible manner. All response actions were 
based upon provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation. and 
U ahi!ity Act of 1980 (C ERCLA), and the Superf und Amendments and Reautlzorization Act of 
1986 as clari tied in 199 1 by EO 12580, Superfund Implementation. 

Tinker AFB has a total of 40 ERP sites, most of which are regulated under RC RA. Twenty-three 
o f the ERP s ites are closed or require no further respo nse action. Of the 17 open ERP sites, 5 o f 
these s ites arc located within one-half mile of the Preferred Alternative. 

T able 3-4 provides additional information on the five active ERP s ites that are within one-half 
mile of the proposed demolition and construction activities as sununarized from the ERP 
Management Ac tion Plan (Tinker AFB, 2004 and 20 I 0) . 
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Table 3-4 T inker AFB E nvironmental Restor ation Progr am - ERP Sites and PAOC 
Located Within One-Half Mile of Proposed Demolition a nd Construction Activities 

Site fO 

LFO I2 

LFOI4 

LFOI S 

CG03R 

Site Name 

Landfill lf2 

Landfill #4 

Land lill #5 

Southwest 
Groundwater 
Management 

Unit 

February 2012 

l~egula t ory 

Phase 
LT'vl 

LTM 

LTM 

RA-0 

Descript ion 

'I he ~ite is approximately :n.s acres ami how,es general. Industria l. and 
radiological waste. The si te was utilized !rom 1945 to 1952. The 
indu~trial '-Oivents and petroleum products are believed to be located in 
the northca!>t ~:omer of the landfi ll. 'I he radiological wa!>tC (bumed 
radium dials) is located in the center of the landfil l. The landfil l was 
capped in 199R and long-term gruundwater monitoring commenced in 
200 I. Low levels of volatile organic.,, emi-volatile organics, and 
trichloroethylene (TCE), and vinyl chloride were observed during 
trench water sampling. 
The site is approximately 12.4 acres and houses general , industrial, and 
radiological waste. Landfill \\aS utilized from 196 1 to 1968. The 
industrial waste inc ludes land farming ~fudges collected from the 
bottom of petro leum and solvent storage tanks. These wastes are 
located in the central portion of the landfil l. Drainage controls around 
tht:: landfill were put in place in 1997, the landfi ll was capped in 1998, 
and long-term groundwater monitoring commenced in 1998. Low 
levt::ls of volatile orgamcs, semi-volatile organics, and 
trichloroethylene (TCE). methyl ethyl ketone, toluene. ami meta ls were 
observed during trench water sampl ing. 
The site is approxi mately 6 acres and house:. approximately 75.000 
cubic yards of general and industrial waste. The site consists of 
trenches that run from northwest to southeast. The trenche~ are 
estimated to be 400 feet long, 50 feet wide, and 16 feet deep. The si te 
is locatc::d in the southern area of Tinker AFB and is bounded by Tower 
Road on the west. raxiway E to the outh, and Crutcho Creek to the 
north and east. A compacted clay and topsoil cover was constructed 
over the trenched art::a in August 1990, the landfill wa'i capped in 1998 
to 1999, and long-tt::rm groundwater monitoring commenced in 200 l. 
The southwest groundwater managemem unit encompasses four (4) 
land lills ( 1942- 1968) with several specific-usc sludge disposal pits, a 
fire training area ( 1950-1970), a sewage impoundment ( 1954-1970). 
and a radioactive waste disposal site (1951-l960s). Wastes include 
general rcru~c. indu trial and anitary wa tes, and low level radioactive 
waste. Groundwater contaminants are princi pally solvents and metals. 
Multiple sites arc located m close proximity to one another. 
Groundwater over il large area under this management unit IS 
contaminated. The principal pathway is groundwater to down gradient 
private water supply well . with a lower potential to nearby streams. 
Wells arc within 200 leet of the plume. Most homes have private wells 
that intersect the same hydrogeologic un its as the comaminatcd units 
on base. Potential for human exposure to contaminated groundwater in 
this area exish because Tinker AFB and the surrounding cummunitie:. 
of Midwest City and Del City derive their water supplies from the 
Garber-Wellington Aquifer (Cia~s II A), and surface water sources. 
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Notes: 

RA-0 

RA-0 Remethal Action OperatiOn 
L Tl\1 - Long Term Monitoring 

3.2.6.4 Asbestos 

Culll'trucuon o(Hang,ar Addition /Juildi11g 820 
TinAcr rlir r:urc·e Base. Oklalroma 

This groundwater management unit encompasses a waste pit (I 94 7-
1958). fue l site .. a landfill ( 1968-1970). truck maintenance facility 
(since 1957). and a fi re training area ( 1962-1966). Waste pit received 
unspecified waste from plating and maintenance facilities. 
Groundwater contaminants include solvents and metals. Primary 
pathway is groundwater to base drinking water supply wells. Five such 
wells are found within this area. 
Potential for human expo::.ure to contaminated groundwater in this area 
exists because Tinker AFB and the surrounding communities of 
Midweo;t City and Del City derive their water supplie:. from the 
Garber-Wellington Aquifer (Class II A). and -,urtace water sources. 

T inker AFB has a database of all known asbestos that is identified through sampling during 
renovation projects and all known asbestos in any given building. The C ivil Engineering group 
manages the program for Tinker AFB. 

An Asbestos Management and Operations Pla n is in effect at Tinker AFB and qualified 
contractors are hired to perform abatement and removal when applicable. The plan details 
procedures for notification, record keeping, protection, and abatement associated with asbestos 
containing material (ACM). The Asbestos Management and Operations Plan ensures that T inker 
J\FB is in compliance with all ACM related federaL state, and local regulations. ACM is 
typically potentia lly present in pipe insulation, cement pipe, floor tile, floor rj le adhesive, roof 
patching sea lant, wall board in mechanical closets, wall and ceil ing texture, and wall board 
panels. 

Constmction of the Building 820 complex, including construction o f the a ircra ft parking apron, 
occurred from 1990 to 1992. Constmction of Buildings 815 and 816 occun·ed during the same 
approxima te time period. 

3.2.6.5 Lead-Based Paint 

1\t this time, a base-wide lead based paint (LBP) survey has not been conducted for T inker AFB. 
As suc h, it must be assumed that all facilities constructed prior to 1980 have the potential to 
contain LBP. 

Tinker 1\.FB cun·ently maintains a database related to the limited LBP surveys conducted o n-base 
and has a LBP Management Plan. The database currently contains information from LBP 
surveys and sampling conducted during and after 1994. The LBP Management Plan establishes 
responsibilities, procedures for assessing risk, hazard management and risk reduction, medical 
screening, record keeping, and waste disposal requirements, and provides for capture and 
removal o f LBP scrapings or dust. Historic painting activities did not inc lude capture and proper 
disposal o f paint scrapings or dust; therefore, it is possible that the soil in areas where LBP was 
used may exhibit elevated concentrations o f lead . 
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The facilities present on the Pre ferred Altemative s ite \overe constructed between 1990 and 1992, 
a period well a fter LBP use was nationa ll y phased-out. 

3.2.6.6 Pesticides 

Pestic ide applicatio n is routine ly perfo rmed by contract. The Pestic ide Management Program is 
managed by the Pest Management Shop and the main bulk storage facilities for pesticides are 
located at Building I 049, the Pest Ma nagement Shop, and Building 6020. Golf Course Pesticide 
S hop. Commerc ially available pesticides a nd herbicides are applied as needed a long roadways, 
fi re breaks, and pre-detennincd locations (spot applications) throughout T inker AFB. 
Application and use o f these and all pesticides and herbicides is done in accordance with the 
Integrated Pest Control Management Plan (USAF 2007a). 

I listoric pesticide appli cations have occuJTCd throughout Tinke r AFB. Historical pesticides 
included diazino n. allethrin. chlo rdane, and pyrethrin-based products. These products were used 
within appropriate guidelines for application at the time that they were used. Historicall y, 
chlorda ne was injected beneath foundations of buildings when te rmite infes tations were 
observed. Due to the persistence o f chlordane in the environment, it is like ly that concentrations 
of chlordane may be present in so ils (USA F 2007a). 

3.2.7 Occupational Health and Safety 

A sa fe environment is one in which there is no potential, or <~n optima lly reduced, potential for 
death, serious bodi ly injury o r illness, or property damage. The elements of an accident-prone 
env ironment inc lude the presence o f a hazard and an exposed population at risk o f encounte ring 
the hazard . Numerous approaches arc available to ma nage the operational environment to 
improve safety including reduc ing the magnitude o f a hazard o r reduc ing the probability of 
encounteri ng the hazard. 

The primary sa fety programs on USAF insta lla tio ns inc lude Avia tion, Weapons, and Ground 
Safety aspects contr ibuting to an overa ll safe e nvironment. Aviatio n Safety includes Aircraft 
F lying Safety, A irfield Maintenance a nd Cons truction, and the Bird/Wi ldlife-Aircraft Strike 
Hazard program . T he Weapons Safety program establishes and executes mishap prevention 
p rograms for all nuclear and conventional weapons sys tems. Ground Safety addresses 
operational, occupational, sports and recreatio n, and traffic sa fety issues. Ground Safety 
personnel develop and oversee policy, progra ms and procedures to provide a safe work 
environment and enhance the safety of Air Force personnel on and off duty to help maintain 
combat capability and readiness. As the Preferred Alternative does not involve an y changes to 
weapons operations at Tinker AFB, the safety analysis in this document w ill be confined to 
Aviation and Ground Safety programs, inc luding ground safety associated with aircraft 
maintena nce activities. 

T he Air Force and Navy publish industrial and genera l ground safety standards as Air Force 
Occupation Safety and Health (A FOSH) standards and avy Occupation Safety and Health 
(NA VOS H) s tandards respectively, which implem ent U.S. OSHA standards. Area-specific 
instructions and technical data include other ground sa fe ty criteria. W hen AFOSHINA VOSH 
standards or safety criteria do not cover a s ituation, no n-DoD s tandards are used, including 
professional safety and health standards, natio na l consensus standards, and other federa l agency 
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standards. The Air Force implements ground safet y clements contained in AFPD 91-2 Safety 
Programs through Afl 9 1-202 The US Air Force Mishap Prevention Program. T inker AFB 
maintains an active Aviation and Ground Safety and Mishap Prevention programs that seek to 
manage 1isk and prevent mishaps in the areas o f operational, occupational, sports and recreatio n, 
and traffic safety (USAF 1998). 

3.2.8 Sustainabilitv Objectives and Ta rgets 

Exl:cutive Order 13 123, SustainaiJ/e Building Design calls for federal agent: ies to improve the 
energy e fficie ncy of their bui ldings, promote the use of renewable energy, a nd reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with energy use in the buildings, among other energy 
related requirements. Do D in consultation with the EPA, has developed sustainable design 
princ iples fo r the proper s iting. design, and construction o f new facilities. These desif,'Tl 
principle optimize life-cyc le costs, pollution prevention costs, and other environmental and 
energy costs associated with the construction, life-cycle operation, and decommissio ning of 
military facilities. 

Air f-orce Instruc tion 32-706 1, Environmental Impact and Analysis Process, establishes polic ies, 
procedures, and responsibilities for Air Force implementation of 1 EPA. Achieving and 
maintaining environmenta l quality is essential to the Air Force mission. As part of its 
management and environmenta l stewardship responsibil ities. the Do D is corn.miued to 
preserving the environment and promoting environmentally sustainable features. 

• Susta inability is a term that is broadly defined, a nd principally targeted to specific applica tions 
such as fac ility design and constmction and the environment. In reali ty, susta inability from a 
military insta llation perspective is a ll about mission . T he fo llowing includes a discussion of 
several env ironmenta lly-related sustainable features that can be incorporated into programmed 
actions and that can becom e an integral component of installation development: 

• 

• Review the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) criteria. Make 
plaru1ing dec is ions to maximize LEED confonnity. 

• Co nsider the re-use of existing facilities as opposed to building new when assessing 
organizationa l space requirements. 

• Look for opportunities to "in-fill" when s ite planning new facilities. "In-filling" plugs the 
gaps between existing facilities. Ideally it places functionally related facilities in 
proxim ity to one <.mother thereby promoting walking ve rsus driving. 

• Think in terms o f area as opposed to a single site when s ite planning a new facility. 
Preparing area development plans establishes a pattern for future development that 
creates an effective and efficient arrangement of interrelated facilities, and takes 
advantage o f shared parking to reduce impervious surfaces and promotes pedestrian 
circulation . 

• Conduct a thorough analysis of the project site, inc luding: 
o Avoid sites that require excessive cut and fil l. Not only does it increase site 

preparation costs, it potentially can contribute to future drainage and e rosion 
problems, 

o Site facilities in a manner to preserve existing trees to the extent possible, 
particularl y mature trees, 
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A void sites that disrupt or damag~.: on- itc or downstream habi tats, 
Consider solar gain in facility orienta tion. W ith the right orientation, a savings in 
future energy costs can be realized , and 

o Avoid, if at all possib le, sites that encroach on wetlands, wildlife habitats and 
families of endangered plams. 

• Evaluate existing roads a nd traffic pattems to max imize connectivity and vehicle access 
while minimiz ing vehicular-pedestrian conflic ts. 

3.2.9 fnfra tructure, Utilities and Eocrgv Systems 

3.2.9.1 Potable Water 

Tinker AFB de rives its primary water supply from the Garber-Wellington Aquifer syste m 
through 24 groundwater supply wells on the insta llation. T he Garber-Wellington Aquifer system 
is part o f the larger Central Oklahoma Aquifer . 

Potable water used fo r drink ing and indu trial purposes comes from a depth of 200 ft bgs o r 
greater. Water from the Garber-Welling10n Aquife r is o f suffic ient quali ty to be used for most 
indus trial, agricultural, and domestic purposes. The aquifer system is prima rily recharged by 
percolation of surface water and by rainfa ll infi ltration and Tinker AFB is considered to be in the 
recharge zone for the Garber-Wellington Aquifer. These 24 wells range from 700 to 850 feet in 
fini shed depth, and yield 205 to 250 gallons per minute (gpm), supplying approximate ly 6.5 

• 

million gallons of water per day to the insta llation. T he system is currently ope rating at about 75 • 
percent o f its capacity and is considered to be in good condition (USAf 2007a). 

Additional water supply to r Tinker AFB is purc hased from Oklaho ma City and is provided by 
the Oklahoma City Water Department at two metered connections. Water is supplied through 
these connection points at a maximum deli very rate of 6.400 gpm when approximately 80 
pounds o f pressure per square inch gauge can be ma inta ined . Usage from these two points is 
limited to two million gallons per day (gpd) (USA F 2007a). 

Domestic elevated water storage capaci ty on the installation provides increased capabili ty to 
meet peak seasonal or firefighting demands anu maintains distribution system pressure. Tinker 
AFB's water distribution system has fi ve e levated steel tanks. Four of the water storage tanks are 
500,000-gallon tanks, and the !iflh tank holds o ne million gallons. Thereto re, the to tal e levated 
water storage capacity is three mil lion ga llons (USAF 2007a). 

T he water distribution system is a lmost entirely decentralized and cons ists o f approximately 
562,000 linear feet of asbestos cement, cast iron, and po lyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe. Water line 
s izes range from two inc hes to ten inches in diameter. Cast iron and asbestos cement water I ines 
were ins talled initia lly in 1943; PVC water line were installed as recently as 200 I (USAF 2007). 
The exis ting Building 820 fac ility receives its potable water supply via a main water line and 
service connector lines located on the south, cast, a nd west s ides o f the building. Most of the 
water is supplied by base wells: however, connections a lso ex ist to the Oklahoma City wate r 
supply system. There a re no water supply wells located within the proposed hangar additio n 
building foo tprint area: the closest drinking wmer well, WS-29. is located approximately I ,400 
feet to the southwest of the Preferred Altem ative. 
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Domestic wastewater at Ti nker AFB is collected and d ischarged to the Oklahoma City 
wastewater system through four metered discharge po ints. T he majori ty o f the wastewater 
collection system was constructed in 1943. Most of the line arc made of vitri fied clay; however. 
approximate ly seven percent of the lines are cast iron and PVC pipe. The s ize of the force ma in 
is approx imate ly 22 inches in diameter and the main itsel f is concrete. The general condition of 
rhc sanita ry sewer collection system is fair (USA F 2007a). 

The installa tion operates an Industrial Wastewater Treatment Pla nt ( IWTP). Industrial 
wastewater is collected in a dedicated sewer system and piped to the installation·s IWTP. which 
is located in the Easts ide Depot Maintenance Distric t. The IWTP typica lly receives and treats 
900,000 gpd of wastewater. Wastewater collected fo r the IWTP is usually contaminated w ith 
petroleum products, heavy metals, and organics. These substances are removed from the 
wastewater at the IWTP and the effluent is then discharged to the municipal wastewater 
co llection system under an Industrial User Perm it w ith the c ity of Oklahoma C ity. According to 
the installation· s General Plan. the industrial wastew ater system is in excellent condition and the 
treatment pla nt is adequately sized to handle normal a nd peak influent (USAF 2007a). 

Building 820 is serv iced by both sanitary and industria l waste systems. Service connections to 
the sanita ry waste system are located at five waste inlets located on the south s ide of Building 
820. Service connections to the industrial waste system are located at multiple inl ets on the south 
and east s ide o f Build ing 820 and w ithin the existing han gar bays. T here a re two inlets in each 
hangar bay. O ne inlet in each bay discharges industria l wastewater d irectly to the main industria l 
waste lines located to the east of Building 820. The o ther inlet is designed to transport aqueous 
film-fonn ing foam (AFFF) waste used in the fire suppression system as described in Section 
4 .2.6. 1.1 to the west along underground lines located on the north side of Build ing 820 to an 
approx imately 70- ft by 110-ft lined re tention ho lding area located approximately 525 feet west 
of £3uilding 820. T he biodegradable, water-based AFFF foam product is then allowed to 
evaporate in the detention area be fo re the residual low-toxicity waste is returned via the same 
underground lines to the main industrial waste line located to the east of Building 820. 

The sanitary and industrial waste systems discharge domestic and industrial wastewater directly 
to the Oklahoma C ity wastewater system . Was tewater from Tinker AFB flows to the North 
Canadian Was tewater Treatment Plant. T he North Canadian Wastewater Treatment Plant has a 
dai ly average flow o f 50 million gallons per day (mgd), with a peak treatment capacity of 120 
mgd (Oklahoma C ity, 2007). There is an existing industrial o il-water separato r located on the 
northeast s ide o f Building 820 that pre-treats industria l wastewater prior to discharge to the main 
indus tria l waste system. T here arc no ons ite septic systems at Building 820. 

3.2.9.3 Solid Waste 

Solid waste generated on the installa tion is ha ndled base-wide by a private contractor. The 
contracto r is respons ible for pick-up and d isposal o r conventional solid waste generated by 
routine activities on the base, regardless of the number of receptacles serviced . Construction and 
demolitio n debris arc no t included in that contract. Non-recycled household and office wastes are 
hauled off-base and disposed o f in a licensed la ndfill facility. Yard waste is kept separate at its 

February 20 12 



Em•ironmenlal ..J., ,·es1·ment 
.-1/jcu.:d Em·im/111/('111 

Con.l/ntclion of 1/an~ar lddition Building 8:!0 
Tinker Air Fore!! Base. Okla!toma 

origin/collection point and is hauled to a site on the south side of the installation fo r composting 
(USAF 2007a). Municipal solid waste generated from T inker AFB is disposed o f at area so lid 
waste landfills. wh ile construction and demolition waste is disposed of at Waste Managemem's 
East Oak Landfill. A trash compactor is located on the west s ide of the exis ting Build ing 820 
hangar. 

Executive 12780. Federal Agency Rec_yc!ing and the Council on Federal Rec.yding and 
Procurement Policy, requires all federal agencies to initiate programs to promote cost-effective 
waste redut:tion and recyc ling o f reusable materials in all of its operations and facilities. T inker 
AFB has implemented a 24-hour recycling program for office a nd household waste. The 
Recycling Center operates under the 72nt1 Force Support Squadron. The Recycling Center 
furn ishes containers fo r offices and homes, and admi nisters curbside pickup of the material. The 
Re<.:ycling Center mission is to redu<.:c now or waste to area landfi lls and to conserve natural 
resour<.:es. It accepts g lass, metal, aluminum, cardboard, paper, newsprint and some plastics. 

There are no orerational muni<.:ipal solid waste la ndfills located on Tinker 1\FB. 

3.2.9.4 Transpo1·tation 

Three local arterial roadways (Sooner Road, Southeast 29th Street, and Douglas Boulevard) and 
Inters tate Highways 40 and 240 provide access to the installation. There are l 7 perimeter gates, 
l I o f whic h are used by installation personnel. 

• 

The <.:urrent T inker AFB transportation netv:ork consists of a series of a tterial, collector, and • 
local roadway networks. The arterial ne twork is a system of two- to four-lane roads supporting 
the majority of traffic circulation onto and around the installation. T he major a rterial roads are 
Air Depot, East Drive, Arnold, and Patro l Road . The collector network is ptimarily a two-lane 
network that provides access to mission facilities and suppo rt facilities. The collectors provide 
access to the arterial road netwo rk. The major collectors for Tinker AFB are McNarney Avenue, 
Reserve Road, ami Mitchell A venue. 

Organizational parking is located adjacent to facilities, with limited parking spaces available to 
accommodate assigned personne l. Although Tinker AFB has 397 acres of parki ng lots, it is 
unable to ac<.:ammodate the needs of a ll pers01m el. As a result , many serv ice members are 
parking their vehicles along streets and in open a reas. 

The T /\CAMO area is accessible via two arterial roadways (Midwest Boulevard and Patrol 
Road). The main entrance to Building 820 and parking for the facility is located on the south 
side o f the complex a nd is accessed from Merwry Road. There is no internal shuttle service or 
public transportation access to the TACAMO area. Ra ilroad tracks and a rail sto rage area a re 
located to the south o f Mercury Road ; however, the rail facili ties are not located on Tinker AFB 
property and do not connect to or directly serve the T ACAMO area o r Building 820. 

Aircraft access to TACAMO is via a taxiway leading west from the main runway to a parking 
apron located o n the north s ide of Building 820. 
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Tinker AFB receives its electrical power from Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company (OG&E). 
Tinker AFB recentl y privatized the base elect1ical system and the system was av,rarded to 
OG&E. Howe\ cr, the contract is sti ll in the trans ition period and the base system is still owned 
by the mili tary. OG&E is expected to own and operate the base electrica l system by September 
20 12. 

OG&E cunently delivers electrical power through a looped 138-kilovolt (kV) transmission line 
T he Base has four pos ible electtic utility feeds. The distribution system cons ists o f overhead 
lines w ith pole-mounted transformers and underground line with pad-mounted transfo rmers. 
Underground electrical lines arc bo th induct and d irect buried. The overhead elect1ical lines are 
composed primari ly of bare aluminum conductor, steel reinforced. The underground e lectrical 
lines are composed primarily of shielded copper conductors. Backup power is supplied to key 
bu ildings by approx imate ly 72 generators. According to the installation's General Plan, the 
electrical supp ly to Tinker AFB is adequate and the electrical distribution system is in good 
condition (USAF 2007a). 

Oklahoma awra l Gas (ONG) Company de livers natural gas to the installation at three metered 
del ivery po ints. Although the natural gas supply to the installa tion is adequate to meet ex isting 
need, and provide for future expansion, many natural gas lines and valves arc old and 
deteriorated and should be replaced and upgraded. These cast iron pipes were installed over 60 
years ago, and many lines are severely corroded. The condition of the pipes results in gas 
pressure instability (USAF 2007a). 

Building 820 receives electric ity from OG&E v ia both overhead and underground distribution 
systems. Several pole- and pad-mounted transformers arc located on s ite. Mai n power is 
supplied to the electrical substation located in Building 829 on the east s ide of Building 820 that 
in turn provides power to the fac ility's transfo rmers. Natural gas is supplied to Building 820 by 
ONG via an ex isting underground 3-inch natural gas main line with service connections at two 
tie-ins located on the south side of Building 820 . 
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CHAPTER4 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the potential environmenta l impacts that arc likely to occur as a result of 
implcmcntation of the Preferred or o-Actio n Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative prov ides 
a baseli ne against which the impacts of the Preferred Alternative can be compared. A dtscussio n 
of mitigation measures is included as necessary. Potential c umu lative impacts associated with 
imp le mentation o f the PrefetTed Alternative arc also presented. Criteria and assumptions used to 

eva luate potential impacts are discussed at the beginning o f each section. 

4.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE EFFECTS OF ALL ALTERNATIVES ON THE 
AFFECTED ~NVI RONMENT 

4.2.1 Noise 

When evaluating no ise effects, several aspects aTe examined. including: l) the degree to which 
noise levels generated by mission operatio ns, as well as ongoing constmction, demolition, and 
renovation activities are higher than the ambient noise levels: 2) the degree to which there is 
hear;ng loss and/or annoyance; and 3) the proximity of noise-sensitive receptors (i.e., res idences) 
to the noise source. An envirom11ental analysis of noise includes the potential e ffects on the local 
population. Such an analysis estimates the extent and magnitude of the noise generated by the 
proposed and alternative actions. 

4.2.1.1 Prefer·rcd Alternative 

No s ignificant adverse no ise impacts would result from implemenring the Preferred Altemative, 
though some negligible to minor short-tenn localized adverse impacts fro m the demolition and 
construction activities would be expected. There are no sensitive noise receivers located in 
proximity to the project area that would be affected by the Preferred Altcm ative. The nearest on
base sensitive noise receiver is a family campground, picnic area and fi shing pond located along 
Patrol Road approximately I ,950 feet to the northwest of Building 820. The nearest off-base 
sens itive noise receiver is a res idence on South East 59'h Street, located approximately one mile 
west-northwest of Building 820. According to noise contours as shown in the latest Tinker AFB 
noise model (USAF 2006a), both sens iti ve noise receiver areas are currently located well outside 
of the 65 DNL noise impact contour. As a result , no increase of noise as a result o f either the 
construction or operation of the Preferred Altemative would occur at e ither of these receiver 
locations. 

Construction Impacts: Noise associated with limited demolition and construction activities do 
not typically generate a predicted noise exposure of 65 dBA DNL or greater at distances of more 
than l ,000 feet from the source. T he nature of sound is such that the temporary noise e ffects 
from the operatio n of construction equipment a re reduced to acceptable levels with increased 
distance from the source. In addition. construction noise impac ts near a irfields arc minor 
compared to the existing noise environment created by the operation of aircraft. T herefore, noise 

• levels from demo litio n and construction activities would be insignificant compared to the daily 
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airfield operations, and the e ffects o f constructio n no ise could be reduced by employing BMPs 
such as limiting construc tio n activi ties to normal working hours and employing noise-controlled 
construction equipment during da ily activities. 

There could be temporary, short-te rm increased noise levels at the project site itself resulting 
from activities inherent to construction and demo lition activities. These activ ities would produce 
noise generated by heavy equipment and vehicles invo lved in demolition, site preparation, 
foundation preparation, and construction work. There would be a possibility of short-tenn, 
localized speech interference or annoyance near construction zones. Personnel in or around 
construction areas would be exposed to construction no ise intermittently, and only for the 
duration of the project; there fore, an ex tended <..lisruptio n o f normal activities would not be 
anticipated. Adherence to standard Air Force and Navy Occupational Safety and Health 
regulations wou ld minimizes the risk o r hearing loss to construction workers. These regulations 
require hearing protection along with other perso na l protective equipment and safety training. 

Operational Impacts: Once the hangar add ition becomes operational, negligible adverse long
lelm noise e ffects would be expected from its daily usc. Noise would be generated from hangar 
operations (e.g., opening/closing o f hangar bay doors), mecha nical and e lectrica l equipment used 
on-site, power tools, maintenam.:e persom1Cl, and aircraft and vehicles in and ncar the hangar bay. 
In addi tion , during a power outage, the use o [ emergency generators could create a sho1t-term 
noist.: impact. However, the noise impact created by the facility and non-aircraft vehicle 
operations would be insignificant compared to the daily airfield operations and TACAMO 

• 

aircraft. Again, adherence to standard Air Force and avy Occupational Safety and Hea lth • 
regulations would m inirnizes any risk o f hearing loss to operational and maintenance personnel. 

No additional aircraft or vehicles accessing the site are expected as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative. Also, there would be no increase in personnel within Building 820 as on-s ite 
personnel would relocate to the hangar addition. 

4.2.1.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the 1 a-Action Alternative there would be no change to the existing noise environment as 
described in Section 3.2.1. No additional souJ·ces of noise, outs ide of routine maintenance 
activities that may occur on existing apron areas located west o f Building 820 are expected. 

4.2.2 Land Use 

A comparative methodology was used to determine impacts to land use at Ti nker AFB. The 
Pre ferred Alternative was examined and compa red to ex isting and future land usc conditions and 
land use plans. Potentia l impacts were identified as they would relate to changes in land use 
classifications, extent or changes, and potentia l conflicting uses on- and off-base. 

4.2.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

No s ignificant adverse effects on land use would be expected as a result of the implementation of 
the Preferred A lternative. The proposed projec t would be primarily constructed on developed 
property located to the west of Bui lding 820. T his property is currently paved w ith concrete as an 
a ircraft parking apron and storage area. I lowever. a small amount of undeveloped land consisting 
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of unpaved. open space is located fUJther to the west of the paved park ing apron. Depending 
upon final design, a po rtion of this open space may be paved with concrete and converted to an 
aircraft parking apron or utilized in the fou ndation of the new hangar facil ity. Thus, the Building 
820 hangar addition could potentially change the current land usc o f this port ion of land from 
open space to a ircra ft operations and ma intenance. The new land use however, would be 
compatible with the adjacent hangar and aircraft parking apron uses for the ex isting T ACA MO 
Building H20 area. In addition. these land uses are consisll:nt with the Tinker AfB's Area 
Development Plan fo r the area, which proposes the conversion of all of the open space currently 
located between Build ing 820 and Hercules Road located to the west of the proposed project site 
to e ither an Aircraft Operations and Maintenance use or Airfie ld use. Therefore, the Preferred 
Alternative would not be expected to conflict with any existing o r plarmcd T inker AFB land use. 

4.2.2.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternati ve, demolition and constmction activities a t Building 820 would 
not occur and there would be no change to the baseline land-use environment as described in 
Section 3.2.2. o impacts to land usc would result. 

4.2.3 Air Quality 

Tinker A FB is not located in a nonattainmcnt or maintenance area, therefore a general 
confonnity analysis is not required . The c losest PSD Class I area is the Wic hita Mounta ins 
Nationa l Wildlife Refuge, with the nearest border approximately 80 miles fro m Tinker AFB. 
Emissions from the Preferred Altemative would contribute to minor local impacts at T inker AFB 
but would not impact the Wichita Mountains National Wildlife Refuge. 

4.2.3.1 Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Altem a tive would result in short-tem1 emissions during o nsite demoli tion and 
construction activities and pav ing operations. Although fi nal design plans for the fac ility have 
not been completed, new sources of a ir emissions as a result of operations of the proposed 
facili ty expect to include the installation of one bo iler/heat converter w1it, the use of an ons ite 
diesel-powered fire pump, and fugitive emissio ns associated with fuel-cell maintenance 
activ ities. 

Construction Impact.<;: Potential air quality enusswns associated with construct ion of the 
Preferred Alternative inc lude criteria pollutant emissions fro m construction equipment a nd 
personal vehic les accessing the si te during demo lition and construction activities, VOC 
emissions fro rn paving operations, and pa1ticulatc fugitive dust emissions. The constmction 
equipment would likely consist of la rge diesel vehicles used fo r ea1t h work and pavement 
demo lition and insta llation. T he combustion of fuel by the demolition and constnJction 
equipment and related vehicles involved in the Prefen ed Alternative would cause a short-term 
increase in CO, VOC, NOx, S0 2, PM 10, and PM2.5 . However, the effects from these activities 
would last only as long as the duration of the ac tivity, and fall off rapidly with distance from the 
si te, not resulting in long-term impacts. 

Fugitive d ust emissions would result from wind-blown dust and the disturba nce of soil by heavy 
equipment operating at the s ite. Fugitive dus t emissions would he temporary and insignificant 
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compared to area-wide to ta l emissions and would only occur during the approximately 18-month 
construction period for the Preferred Altema ti vt:. Air quality impacts would be cont rolled and 
minimized to the extent pract icable through implementation of BMPs. These measures could 
include construction sequencing. wate1ing down areas to control dust, usc o f dust suppressants, 
and minimiLing the amount of time tha£ ground is disturbed. 

Operatioual Impacts: Potential air quality emissions associated with operation of the proposed 
hangar addition include emissions from a proposed boiler/heat converter unit, emissions from the 
usc of an ons ite djesel-powcrecl tire pump, anu fugitive emissions associa ted w ith fuel-cell 
mainte na nce operations. The long-tenn emissions at Tinker AFB would like ly remain relatively 
unchanged due to the integration o f many separa te maintenance functio ns into the single bay 
facili ty from activities currently perfo rmed in other areas of Building 820. Other emissions 
associated with the use of an onsite tire pump would be temporary, only occurring during fire 
suppression operations. The existing Tinker AFB Title V air operating permit would be modified 
to inc lude these new sources of air emissions in lhc proposed hangar addit ion. 

4.2.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under Lhe No-Action Alternative. no hangar addition to Building 820 would be constructed and 
all c urrent features located west of Building 820 would be retained. There would be no c hange in 
Tinker AFB emissions and therefore no changes to a ir quality conditions in the region. 

4.2.3.3 Regional Si.gnificaoce 

Air quality impacts resulting from demolition and construction activities and future operations at 
the hangar addition facility would not contribute to s ignificant increases in regional po llutant 
emissions. Given the small amount of emissions that would be produced under the Preferred 
Altemative, and the fact that muc h of the emissions would be construc tion-related and short-tenn 
in nature, it is anticipated that the Prefe rred A lte rnative would no t be regionally s ignificant and 
o nly have negligible adverse impacts on the loca l and regiona l air qua lity. 

No mitigation actions would be required. BMPs would include among o thers watering the 
disturbed area o f the demolitio n and construction, covering dirt and aggregate trucks and/or 
piles, prevention of dirt carryover to paved roads, and the use of erosion barriers and wind 
breaks. 

4.2.4 Water Resources 

Impacts to surface water a nd groundwater may occur if project activities result in Lhe fo llowing: 

• Surtace water quality decliillng such that the ex isting surface water quality standards 
would be violated. 

• An increase in water usage from the Central Oklahoma Aquifer that is located below 
Tinker AFB. 
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The Preferred Alternative consists o f constmcting an addition to Hangar 820 which would 
inc lude demolition, shallow excavation, paving, and constructio n ac tivities. The potential fo r 
increased sediment loading of surface water during the initial demolition and constmction 
activities is the most like ly impact associated with this alternative. T his potential wou ld be 
short-term and manageable through implementation o f a SWP3 a long with the incorporation of 
BMPs tor sediment control during construction. Implementation of these actions would 
minimize potential water quality proble ms. 

The constmction of the Prefened Alternative would result in a minor increase in total impervious 
cover. Any increased runoff has the potential to increase sediment loads within the water bodies 
associated with Tinker AFB. Any increase in storm water should be managed by the proposed 
improvements to the present storm water drainage system. 

While facility design plans have not yet been finali zed, industrial tloor drains wou ld convey 
discharge Oow from the proposed hangar bay through an on-s ite industria l oi l-water separa tor 
prior to d ischarge to the Oklahoma City Wastewater System. AFFF used for fire suppression in 
the fuel cell maintena.m:e bay would be stored in areas that include secondary conta inme nt 
measures. Therefore, any spill of aqueous AFFF product would be conta ined on site and would 
not enter water courses or into installation storm drains and the wastewater system. In the event 
o r a fire and the use of AFFF for fire suppression, AFFF would be contained within the hangar 
bay. Excess A FFF foam product would be allowed to drai n v ia underground piping that would 
convey AfFF foam waste to an external detention a rea for evaporative processing prior to final 
conveyance to the Oklahoma City Wastewater System. Any residual AFFF waste would be 
collected with absorbent materials, and a ll excess AFFF would be disposed o f fo llowing state 
and federal regulations. 

Permitting for po int and storm water discharges has been delegated to the sta te of Oklahoma by 
the NPDES. Individual and general stonn water pennits require the permittee to develop and 
implement a pollution prevention plan to monitor discharges for spec ific po llutants. T inker AFB 
is an industrial facility and as suc h has obtained an OKROS Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) 
for Stom1 Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities and a OKR04 General Permit 
for Phase II Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Discharges fro m the ODEQ. Tinker 
A£78 also has an individual NPDES permit, OK0000809, whic h regulates stormwater discharge 
from ten outfalls and ten impoundments. These pern1its allow Tinker AFB to discharge storm 
water a sociated with industrial activities into receiving waters within the state of OkJa homa. 
The permits require monitoring of specific po llutants at outfalls, utilization of best management 
prac tices (BN!Ps), and implementation of engineering controls to control runo ff (USAF 2007c). 

The current Tinker AFB MSGP would be amended to include the property, activities, and 
discharges that would result. The additional sediment loads created during the cons truction 
should be maintained and managed by the proper implementation of the base wide SWP3. Each 
construction project would requi re a NOI under the General Pem1it for Storm Water Discharges 
from Construction Activities within the State o f Oklahoma, OKR I 0, to be filed with Tinker AFB 
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and the creation and implementa tion of a site spec ific SWP 3 would be required. Tinker A FB 
would also need to modify the ir individual NPDES permit. 

The fac ility would also comply with Sto rmwate r Quantity and Quality Contro l requirements as 
contained in the Do D Unified Facilities Criteria for Lo\.v Impact Development. 

In accordance w ith the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, all construction proj ects 
should inc lude s ite planning. design, constn1ctio n. and maintenance s trategies to mainta in o r 
restore, to the max imum ex tent technically feasible, the prcdevelopment hydrology of the 
property with regard to the temperature, rate, vo lume, and duration of runo ff flow. 

4.2.4.1.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative. there would br.:: no c hange in the baseline conditions described 
in Section 3.3.4. 1. No impacts to surface water would rcsul l. 

4.2.4.2 Groundwater 

4.2.4.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

D ocumented contamination of some groundwater resourc es a t Tinker AFB has resulted in the 
implementation of a comprehensive groundwater monito ring and management program. The 
constructio n of the Preferred Alternative would require shallow excavations in order to set the 
building foundations. It is no t antic ipated that the nearby groundwater wells would be affected 

• 

and no impacts to the quality or quanti ty or groundwater at Tinker AFB would result. • 

During construc tion, there is a potentia l [or the excavations to interact with contaminated 
groundwater. If groundwater is encountered during these activ ities, care would be taken to 
ensure that groundwater resources and human health arc protected from potential contaminants 
o r potentia lly contaminated groundwater through the implementation of appropria te BMPs. 

4.2.4.2.2 No-Action Alternative 

U nder the No-Action Alternative, there would be no chan ge in the baseline conditions described 
in Section 3.3.4.2. o impacts to ground water would result. 

4.2.4.3 Wetlands and Floodplains 

4.2.4.3.1 Preferred Alternative 

Under the Preferred Alternative, construc tion a nd demo lition activ ities would not occur in a 
Ooodplain o r in areas containing wetlands. There fore, no impacts to wetland or Ooodplains 
would be expected to occur. 

4.2.4.3.2 No-Action Altcr·native 

Under the a -Action Alternative, there wou ld be no change in the baseline conditions described 
in Section 3.3 .4.2. No impacts to wetlands or noodplains would result. 
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Protection of unique soil and geological features, minimization o f soil erosion, and the siting of 
tacilities in relation to potential geologic hazards are cons idered when eva luating potentia l 
impacts on geological resources. Generally, impacts can be avoided or minimized if proper 
construction techniques, erosion control measures, and stmctural engineering designs arc 
incorporated into project development. 

Effect on geology and soils would be adverse if they alter the lithology, st ratigraphy, and 
geological structures that control groundwater quality. distribution of aquifers and confining 
beds, and groundwater availability; o r change the soil composition, stmcture, or function within 
the environment. 

4.2.5.1 Preferred Alternative 

Demo lition and construction activities on T inker AFB would occur in currently developed land 
uses. Soils in t..hc vicinity of project area have been altered over time and permanently disturbed. 
The Pre ferred Alternative would not alter lithology, stratigraphy, and geological SU'Ucturcs that 
control groundwater quali ty' therefore no adverse impacts to geology or soils arc antic ipated. 

Shott term negative impact.s would be expected to occur dut;ng the construct ion period from 
acttvities associated with site preparation, grading, vehicular soil compaction. However, these 
activities would be mitigated through implemen tation of proper BMPs during constmction. In 
addition, it is also possible that contaminated soils no t previously identified could be encountered 
during demolition and construction activities. If contact is made with such contaminated soils, 
care would be taken to ensure that human health is protected from the potentially contamjnatcd 
so il through the implementation of appropriate BMPs. 

4.2.5.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, t.here would be no change in the baseline conditions described 
in Section 3.3.6. No impacts o n climate, topography and geomorphology, geo logy, or soils 
would result. 

4.2.6 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

The degree to which proposed demolition, constmctio n and operations activities could affect the 
existing environmental management practices at Tinker AFB and TACAMO was considered in 
evaluating potential impacts to hazardous materia ls and wastes, including ERP sites. 

4.2.6.1 Haza1·dous Materials 

4.2.6.1.1 Preferred Alternative 

Construction Impacts: The use of hazardous materials during the demolition and construction 
activities associated w ith the Prcicrred Alternative is expected to be limited to cons truc tion 
equipment and vehicle maintenance (fuel, oils, and lubricants) and construction activities 
(adhe ives, sea lants, etc.). These materials would be properly contained, manifested, and 

• managed according to contractor and Tinker AFB hazardous materia ls procedures. 
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Operational Impacts: 1 o significant adverse impacts would result (i·om the implementation anJ 
operation o f the proposed hangar addition. The fac ili ty would be constntc ted as a dedicated fuel 
cell aircraft maintenance hangar inc luding one service bay alo ng with room for a ircra ft 
maintenance shops and a contro lled tempora1y waste storage area . A ircraft maintenance 
activ ities require the usc o f several types of hazardous materials typicall y found in aircra ft 
ma intenance environments including fuels (gaso line and diesel), hydraulic fluids, grease, 
sealants, c leaners, dcgreascrs. solvents, paints, and batteties. T here could be neglig ible to minor 
adverse impact fo r the long-term management or hazardous mate ria ls and hazardous was te 
streams; however, all haza rdous materia ls would be handled and sto red in appropriate haLardous 
materials cabinets or coma inc rs in accordance with applicable regulations and labe l precautions. 

The management and control of hazardous ma terials in the proposed hangar addition would 
adhere to existing po licies and procedures for Building 820 as established through the T ACAMO 
HAZ MI NCE ' . All hazardous materials would be initially issued through requis ition from the 
FIAZMI NC£ 1 . A Hazardous Materials Requisition Fonn would be completed and the 
hazardous materials would be tracked th rough I IAZMINCEN's Hazardous Materia ls 
Man agement System. For longer tcm1 usc (72 hours max imum), hazardous mater-ials would be 
tempo rarily stored in a locked, Oame-proof sto rage locker within the hangar bay. All materials 
ar c required to be returned to HAZMTNCE upon partial o r final use for disposition and 
recording. 

• 

The maintenance hangar addition would be constructed w ith an approved AFFF fire suppression 
system . An AFFP system would include foam storage tanks and pumps s imilar to other AFFF 
system s installed in o ther approved fuel cell maintenance ha ngars on Tinker AFB. AFFF foam • 
products are classified as biodegradable, low-toxic ity aqueous-based products that are approved 
for treatment in sewage treatment plants . Industria l floor drains in the proposed hangar bay 
would connect to underground piping that wo uld convey AFFF foam waste to an external 
detention area for evaporative processing prior to final conveyance to the Oklahoma City 
Wastewater System. 

Depending upon tina! design plans for the Pre ferred Altem ativc, a n approx imately 15 ft long by 
9 ft wide by 7 ft high aboveground petroleum s torage tank may require relocation. The fuel tank, 
which holds approximately 4,000-gallons o f J P-8 jet fuel and approximately I ,000-gallons of 
MOGAS (motor gasoline) fuel. is c urrently located west of Building 820 near the southeast 
com er of Building 837. In the event that the fuel storage tank is required to be relocated, the tank 
will be emptied o f all contents fo llowing established HAZMTNCEN procedures and moved v ia 
forklift to a nearby location. 

Asbestos 

ACM is potentially present in pipe insu lation, c ement pipe, floor tile, floor tile adhesive, roo f 
patching sealant, wall board in mechanical closets, wall and ceiling texture. and wall board 
panels of all buildings located on Tinker AFB. AC M is a lso po tentially present in thermal 
insulatio n of elbow gasket material and boiler rope gasket material, transite panels, mas6e under 
floor tile and linoleum. The demolition of Buildings 8 15 and 8 I 6 on the proposed s ite of the 
hangar addition project is no t expected to require abatement and removal of ACM since the 
struc tures were constructed or insta lled from 1990 to 1992. However, in the event that ACM 
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materials are suspected or fo und in any structure to be demolished as part o f the Prcf"errcd 
A lternative. the guidelines present in the Tinker A FB Asbestos Management and Ope ration Plan 
would be fo llowed to abate all ACM fro m the affected units and such materials would be 
removed and disposed o r in accordance with applicable environmental and safety regulations. 

Lead-Based Paint 

LBP must be considered to be potentially present in all facilities constructed prior to 1980 at 
Tinker A FB. The existing faci I itics within the project area we re constructed bet\-veen 1990 and 
1992; therefore demolitio n o f structures on the proposed site o f the hangar addition project is not 
expected to require a bateme nt and removal of LBP. However, i f LBP is discovered during on
s ite structure and so il investigations prio r to subsequent demo lition activities at Buildings 8 15 
and 816, the contractor would be required to follow Tinker AFB"s LBP Management Pla n. 

Pesticides 

Cun-cnlly Tinker AFB management applies commerc ia lly ava ilable pesticides. Tinker A FB 
records indicate the historical application o f several pesticides that are no longer approved for 
usc. A !though these pesticides were used in accordance w ith manufacturers· guidance and 
directions, the po tential exists for residual concentratio ns in the soil underlying on-base facili ties. 
If it is necessary to remove soils for o ff-s ite disposal, a limited number of ra ndom samples would 
be collected to assess lhc presence or absence o f pesticides in soil, and to properly categorize the 
soil for hazardous constituents per applicable state and federal regulations for disposal off-site . 

4.2.6.1.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no changes to ex1stmg hazardous ma terial 
management procedures at Tinker AFB as no TACAMO facilities would be demolished and the 
hangar addition would not be construc ted. No impacts from hazardous ma terials would result. 

4.2.6.2 Hazardous Waste 

4.2.6.2.1 Preferred Alternative 

Construction Impacts: The potential exists for the te mporary storage of small quantities o f fuel 
and o il at the cons truction s ite to maintain and refuel construction equipment during construction 
acti vities; however, these locations would inc lude both primary a nd secondary containment 
measures. ln addition, contractors would be required to develop and maintain a s ite-specific Spill 
Control Plan prior to the s tart o f construction, and a ll consuuctio n personnel 'vvould be briefed on 
the implementation and responsibilities of this plan. 

Operational Impacts: Operation o f the proposed han gar addition may require modification of 
the T inker AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan. i\ new hazardous waste accumulation 
point located within the proposed hangar addition would need to be pre-inspected by safety, tire, 
a nd environmental representatives. All hazardous waste ope rations would be in compliance with 
A FJ 32-7042, Solid and lla:::ardo11s Waste Management . 
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The generation of haLardous waste at the proposed hangar addition would likely result in 
negligible short- and long-tem1 auverse impacts, based on the potential for small spills and lhc 
overall use of hazardous materia ls within Building 820 and disposal of hazardous waste at Tinker 
AFB. The activities in the propo ed maintenance hangar addition would be similar to activities 
c un·ently ongoing at other maintenance hangars located at Tinker AFB. Al l spills would be 
handled in accordance with existing I IAZM I CEN Spill Response Procedures. Spill response 
procedures include shutting down the industrial drain lift sta tion (if necessary) ancVor blocking 
hazardous materials from entering a nearby creek via stonn drains. 

egligible to minor long-tem1 adverse e ffects would be ex pected in storing and handling of 
hazardous wa te. The use and storage o f all hazardous materials within Bui lding 820 would 
closely follow ex isting HAZMl CE hazardous waste procedures. Hazardous waste would be 
in itia lly marked and stored in an approved containment bin located within the proposed hangar. 
The containment bin wou ld be s imilar to o ther containment bins located in other hangar bays in 
Building 820. Each bin is designed to hold eight 5-gallon buckets lor the temporary storage of 
hazardous waste. Waste materia l is then securely moved to a waste staging area located in 
Building 8 I 7 where the hazardous waste is tra nsferred to 55-gallon dtums. f-rom Building 8 17, 
all hazardous waste is taken to the Tinker AFB 90-day Hazardous Waste Management Facility in 
Building 808 where the waste is sam pled before being transferred to the permitted Hazardous 
Waste Storage Facility located in Build ing 810 for d isposa l. Any spills or releases of hazardous 
wastes would be handled according to the Tinker AFB Spill Prevention Plan. 

• 

While tacility design plans have not yet been tinalized, indus trial floor drains would convey 
discharge flow from the proposed hangar bay through an on-s ite industrial oil-water separator • 
prior to discharge to the Oklahoma C ity Wastewater System. AFFF used for fire suppression in 
the fu el cell maintenance bay would be stored in areas that include secondary containment 
measures. T herefore, any spill of aq ueous AFFF product would be contained on site and would 
not enter water courses or into installation stonn drains and the wastewater system. In the event 
of a fire and the use of AFFF for fire suppression, AFFF would be contained within the hangar 
bay. Excess AFFr foam product wou ld be allowed to drai.n via underground piping that would 
convey AFFF toam waste to an external detention area for evaporative processing prior to final 
conveyance to the O klahoma C ity Wastewater System . Any residual AFFF waste would be 
collected with absorbent materials, and a ll excess AFFF would be disposed of following state 
and federal regu lations. 

The hazardous waste generated by operations within the Building 820 fuel cell maintena nce 
hangar would be similar to wastes currently generated by o ther aircraft maintenance hangar 
operations at Tinker AFB, and the add itiona l amount generated would be very small in 
comparison to current amounts generated on the base. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would 
not result in a s ignificant hazard to the public or environment regarding the tran sport, use, or 
disposal or hazardous materia ls o r wastes. 

4.2.6.2.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Ahemativc, there would be no changes to ex1s tmg hazardous waste 
management activi ties at T inker AFB as no TACAMO facilities would be demolished a nd the 
hangar additio n would not be constructed. No im pacts from hazardous waste would result. 
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4.2.6.3 Environmental Restoration Program 

4.2.6.3.1 Preferred Alternative 

T he TACAMO area o [Tinker AFB is located within the limits of two Groundwater Management 
Units, CG038 - Southwest Groundwater Management Unit and CG039 - East G roundwater 
Management UniL As described in the Section 3.2.4.2., ground water contamination has been 
recorded at monitoring wells within the vicinity of the Proposed Action. However, the Preferred 
Altcmative s ite is no t located \.vi thin the limits of either Groundwater Management Unit and as it 
is no t antic ipated tha t nearby groundwater wells would be affected by demol ition and 
cons truction activities, neither ER P site is expected to pose a constra int to the design, 
construction, o r operation o f the proposed Building 820 hangar addition faci lity. 

1[ groundwater is encountered during detnol it io n and construction activi ties, care would be taken 
to ensure that groundwater resources and human health are protected from potential 
contaminants or potentially contaminated groundwater. 

ll is also possible that contaminated soils no t previous ly identified on Tinker AFB may be 
encountered during demolition a nd construction activities related to the Preferred Alremativc. If 
contact is made with contaminated soils, care would be taken to ensure that human health IS 

protected from the potentially contaminated soil as per applicable health and sa fcty guidance. 

4.2.6.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternati ve, there would be no change m the baseline Environmenta l 
Restoration Program conditions as described in Section 3.2.6.3. 

4.2.7 Occupational Health and Safetv 

4.2.7.1 Preferred Alternative 

Construction Impacts: Short-term, minor adverse effects to occupational health and safety 
would be expected due to the demolition and construction activities proposed for the Bui lding 
820 hangar addition. Construc tion contractors would be required to establish and maintain safety 
programs that would provide protection to their worke rs and limit the exposure of base personnel 
to construction hazards. All demolition and construction activities would adhere to Ground and 
Flight Safety requirements as contained in AFI 9 1-102 The US Air Force Mishap Prevemio11 
Program. 

In areas throughout T inker AFB and the proposed Building 820 ha ngar addition area, there is a 
potential for demoli tion and construction activities to encounter groundwater or potentially 
contaminated soils. Proper safety precautions would be put in place in the event contaminated 
groundwater or o ther contaminated materials are encountered duri ng construction activities. 

Operational Impacts: There would be no significant increase in safety hazards assoc iated with 
proposed operations at the Building 820 hangar addition faci lity. T he facil ity would 
accommodate the E-6 aircraft and provide a fulLy enclosed heated and ventilated space fo r fuel 
cell ma intenance and phased maintenance operations. The hangar bay would be cons tructed with 
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a state-of-the-art ventilatio n duct system wi th an outs ide air delivery monitoring system. The 
venti lation system would be appropriately si7ed for the proposed ruel cell maintenance C:Jctivi ties. 

Daily operations C:Jnd maintenance activities w ithin Building 820 arc currently performed in 
accordance with applicable ~avy sa fety regulations. Detailed SOPs have been established to 
fulfill health and sa fety requirements. Personnel involved with maintenance equipment would be 
instructed on the use o f the equipment and personal PPE prior to its use. 

Consolidating aircra ft mai ntenance operations rrom other maintenance hangar bays and fl ight 
line areas to a dedicated fuel cell maintenance hangar would be expected to result in long-te rm 
positive impacts to the Occupational Safety and Health environme nt at Building 820 and T inker 
A FB. increased space for perfo rming maintenance activities and improveme nts to the overall 
work environme nt woulcl be expected to transla te into [ewer occupationa 1 mishaps. Relocation 
o f maintenance activities from existing outdoor fli ght line areas near Building 820 would also be 
expected to reduce occupational and operationa l hazards. the reby creating a sa fer work 
environment fo r maintenance personnel. 

4.2.7.2 o-Action Alternative 

• 

Under the No-Action Alternative, Buildings 815 and 816 and sections of the existing aircran 
parking apron would not be demo I ished and the Building 820 han ga r addition would not be 
constructed. Therefore, there would be no cha nges to the existing Occupationa l I Iealth and 
Safety Program at Tinker A FB. I lowever, reduced hangar availability at T ACAMO fac ilities 
would continue to force maintenance activities to be perfom1ed in outdoor flight line areas in • 
sub-standard cond itions. T here{ore. increased safety hazards resulting from maintenance 
personnel heing exposed to outdoor elements would continue to exist. 

4.2.8 Sustainabilitv Objectives and Targets 

4.2.8.1 Preferred Alternative 

In accordance with Executive Order 13 123, Sustainable B~tilding Design and o ther Executive 
Orders and Jaws, the PrefeJTed Altemative incorporates sus tainable features into the design of the 
Building 820 hangar addition including siting o f the han gar bay as an addition to an existing 
hangar instead of as a stand-alone structure, us ing in-fill development of unused space at 
TACi\MO, fo llowing Tinker ArB area development plans for the construction o f interrelated 
llt{; ili tics in prox imity to each o ther, and properly s iting the hangar bay facility to avoid known 
environmental constraints such as placement ncar an adjacent c reek. 

The fo llowing susta inable features are expected to be included in the fi nal design o f the proposed 
hangar addition facility: 

• Energy Star Roof, 

• Water Use Reduction, 

• High Effic iency Chiller and Premium Motors, 

• Occupancy Sensor Controls and Continuous Me tering, 
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• Storage and Collection of Recyclable Materials and \ aste, 

• Usc or Regional :vlatenals Ill Con ' tJ'l.ICtion, 

• Certified Wood and Low Emitting Materia ls 

• Outside Air Delivery Monitoring, and 

• Incorporation of an Indoor Air Quality Management Plan. 

Tht! proposed hangar addition would be dc!:>1gned and constructed to receive a m1111mum LEI:D 
Clold-level rating certified by the U.S. Green Building Council. The faci lity would also comply 
\\ ith Stonmvater Quantity and Quality Control reqUirements as comamed 111 the DoD Umficd 
Facilitic Criteria for Lo\\' Lmpact Oc\clopmem. 

J'hc Preferred Alternative \\'Ould incorporate sustainable objectives into the design, construction, 
and operation of the proposed hangar bay facility; therefore, positive impacts to long-term 
sustainability objectives would result. 

4.2.8.2 No-Action Allcrnativc 

Under the No-Action Alternative. no hangar addition facility would be constructed at Building 
~Q.O. No sustainabi lity objectives would be met. 

4.2.9 Infrastructure, Utilities and Energy y tems 

0\·erall effects on infrastructure, utilities and energy systems a a result of implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative would be negligible, since existing utility ser\'ices are expected to be 
adequaH.: for current and future usage demand •. Some highly localized, temporary disruptions 
would be expected as utility lines and linkages are adjusted or extended as necessary to su1t the 
:.pecifics of the proposed Building 820 hangar addition project. 

The tollowing factors were considered in cvaluatmg potential impactS to infrastructure, utilities 
and energy systems: ( 1) the degree to whkh a transportation system would have to alter 
operating practices to support the action, (2) the degree to which the increased demands from the 
Pn:f<.:rred Alternative would reduce the reliability of a transportation systems and (3) the degree 
to which the change in demands from implementation of the proposed or nltcmativc actions 
\\ould impact a utility system's design or carrying capacity. 

4.2.9.1 Potable Water 

4.2.9.1.1 Preferred Alternative 

Cnnsrructio11 Impacts: Demolition of facilities as well as construction of the hangar addi t1on 
would re ult in a slight increase in potable water consumption as a re!:>ult of dust suppresston 
activitie . This increase would be minor and short-tenn in nature. 

Opemtinnal Impact ·: Anticipated water u c for the operation of the propo cd facility include 
potable water for consumption and personnel u!:>e. facility wash down and maint~.:nancc needs. 

rchruary 20 12 
4- 1.:1 



Enl'irol llll l' lltal . lue.~.\IIICIII 
£m•iraiiiiiC'IIICif ( liiiSC'lflU!IIL'C.\ 

Con,ttucticm f!/ Hall!f.C/1' Addition Buildi ll.l!. , 10 
!'inkcr . lir Fon·c fla1c. Oklahoma 

Some aircraft ma intenance personnel and operations would be relocated to the pro posed hangar 
addition C1c!lny from other ha ngar bays located within Building 820. However. no additiona l 
personnel would be employed or housed wtthin the new fac ility. It is antic ipated that current 
operations for Building 820 persormcl trn nsfe rred to the hangar addit ion would consume 
approx imatcly the same amount o f water at the new location. 

The proposed usage a nd occupancy for th~.: proposed hangar addition is anticipated to generate 
s imilar water demands as o ther hangar bays located in Buildi ng 820 with the exception o f 
increased demand for the tire protection for the new hangar bay. However, it is expected that the 
bulk of fire protection needs for the fu el-cell maintenance bay addition wo uld be provided by the 
high expans ion foam system. 

There are ex isting potable water supply ltnes that serve Building 820 tha t can provide potable 
water to the proposed hangar addition. llowever, a main water line located within the proposed 
hangar addition footprint as well as building connector water lines servic ing Buildings 815 and 
816 would require relocatio n prior to constructio n. 

The proposed use o f the Building 820 hangar addition is not expected to exceed the capacity of 
the Tinker AFB water distribution system, therefore, no significant adverse impacts to water 
supply systems would result from implementatio n of the Pre ferred Altemative. 

4.2.9.1.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no changes to the ex isting water supply system 
at Tinker AFB. No impacts to the ex isting water supply would result. 

4.2.9.2 Waste\\ater 

4.2.9.2.1 Preferred Altcrnati e 

Demolition of Buildings 815 and 816 as well as cons truction o f the Building 820 hangar addition 
project would no t be expected to change the amount o f domestic wastewater generated at Tinker 
AFB. 

Building 820 is currently serviced by both sanitary and industrial waste systems; therefore, 
construction of new waste lines is not necessary. However, both sanitary and industria l waste 
lines would be extended underground to support the new hangar addition. 1l is expected that 
service connections for sanitary was te lines would be extended on the south side of the new 
hangar addit io n to the sanitary waste system main line. Service connections to the indus trial 
waste system within the hangar bay addition are expected to be similar in both design and 
func tion to the existmg hangar indu tria l waste system. Two waste inlets would discharge waste 
s treams to either the main indus tria l waste line located to the east o f Building 820 or to the A FFF 
detention area located to the west uf Building 820. The sanitary and industrial waste systems 
would continue to discharge domestic and indus tria l wastewater (after pre-treatment of industrial 
wastewater at an on-site industrial o il-water separator and at the IWT P) to the Oklahoma City 
wastewater system. No new waste streams would be created as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative and no additional pre-treatment fm.: il itics would be constructed within Building 820 . 
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Operations within the new hangar addition could generate slightly higher amounts of both 
sanitary and industrial wastewater relative to the ex isting waste amounts with in Buildings 8 I 5, 
816, and 820. However, wastewater generation at the new hangar facility would not be expected 
to exceed the capac ity of the Tinker J\FB lWTP or the ex isting City of Oklahoma City 
wastewater sewer system servicing the Building 820 area. Therefore, there would be neglig ible 
change to domestic and industrial wastewater generation as a result of the PrefeiTed Alternative. 

4.2.9.2.2 No-Action Alternative 

Unckr the a -Action Alternati ve, there would he no change to the existing wastewater system 
infrastructure at Build ing 820 and T inker AFB. 'o impact to the existing wastewater system 
would result. 

4.2.9.3 Solid Waste 

The fo llowing factors were considered in evaluating potential impacts to solid waste 
management: the degree to which proposed demolition, construction, changes in operations, and 
the potential for generating additional waste could affect the existing solid waste management 
program. The contractor would be responsible for managing any LBP or ACM discovered 
during demolition according to local. state, and federal regulations. 

4.2.9.3.1 Preferred Alternative 

Demolition of faci li ties would result in a short-term increase in the amount of solid waste 
generated at T inker AFB. Table 4- 1 summarizes the estimated solid waste generation expected 
from implementation of the project including demolition of Building 8 15 (500 SF), Building 8 16 
(300 SF), and existing parking areas located west of Building 820 (approximately 28,245 SF). 
Construction and demo lition waste generated would not be expected to have an adverse impact 
on the life expectancy o f the East Oak Landfill. 

Table 4-l Solid Waste Generated from Demolition of Facilities under the Preferred 
Alternative 

Description of Total Affected 
Action Area (SF) 

Demolitionb 29,045 

Notes: 
lbiSF - pounds per square foo t 
sr = square feet 
" USEPA 1998 

Rate of Debris Estimated Solid Waste 
Generated• (lb/SF) Generated from Demolition 

(Tons) 

I I I 1,612 

b Demolition debris includes concrete slabs from all affected buildings and pavement areas 

Cons tntction of infrastructure to support the proposed hangar addition would result in a minor, 
short-tenn increase in solid waste generation. Also, a trash compactor located on the west side 
of Building 820 may require relocation prior to construction depending on final design of the 
fa cility . 
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Operations at the single bay maintenance hangar addition could generate slightly higher amounts 
of solid waste materials fo r Budding 820 as a result of increased maintenance activities. 
However there would be no add it ional personnel employed within Building 820 as a result of 
the project as maintenance personnel would relocate to the ne\ hangar add ition from other 
hangar bays within Bui lding 820. Therefore. there would be negligible change to solid waste 
generation as a result o f maintenance operations under the PreferTed Alternative. Solid waste 
would continue to be hauled to area landfi lls which have the capacity to absorb minor increases 
in solid waste amounts. 

4.2.9.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the o-Action Alternative. there would be no changes to the existing sol id waste 
collection system at Building 820 and T inker AFB. No impacts to the ex isting sold waste 
collection system would result. 

4.2.9.4 Trausportatiou 

4.2. 9.4. 1 Preferred Alternative 

Roadways and Traffic - Demolition and construction activities as a result o f the Preferred 
Alternative would not alter existing transportation systems on the installation. However, minor 
short-term impacts during the demolition and construction phase would be expected. 
Construction vehicles would access the site us ing the same access routes as personnel working at 

• 

the s ite and minor delays would be possible, especia lly along Mercury Road. In addition, minor • 
sbort-tenn increases in privately owned vehicles accessing the site would be expected as 
construction workers commute to the project s ite and minor short-term impacts to parking would 
occur as more vehicles access the TACAMO parking lots. 

Tmplementation of the Prefe n·ed Altemative would require construction of an emergency vehicle 
access route around the west s ide of the hangar addition. The access route would require the 
removal of several small, ornamenta l type trees. A section of the existing security fencing along 
the west side of Building 820 would also require relocation . Both features would be constructed 
or relocated slightly to the west; however, a small section of the existing vehicle parking lot 
located near the southwest com er of Building 820 would be removed and an undetermined 
number of vehicle parking spaces would be lost. However, as no additional employees would be 
hired as a result of the ha ngar additio n, only minor long-te rm Lmpacts to parking would occur. 

Air·field - Minor impacts to airfie ld operations would occur during the demolition and 
construction phase as the western end of the existing parking apron would likely be closed or 
lim ited due to potentia l aircraft foreign object damage (FOD). In addition, some sections o f the 
existing a ircraft parking apron directly adjacent to the proposed s ite would be demolished. 

No additional aircraft would be based at TACAMO as a result of the proposed hangar add ition. 
Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alte rna tive would not be expected to cause or 
contribute to long-term airfield impacts. 
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Under the No-Action Alternati ve, there would be no changes to the existing transportation 
infrastructure at the site o r in sun·mtnding areas. No impacts to the existing transporration 
infrastructure would result. 

4.2.9.5 Electricity/Natural Cas 

4.2.9.5.1 Preferred Alternative 

Demolition of existing lacilities and construction o f the hangar addi tion would not be expected to 
increase electricity or natural gas consumption for Tinker AFB. 

Both overhead and underground electrical lines currently supply power to Building 820 so no 
new transmission supply lines would be necessary. atural gas is supplied to Building 820 by an 
existing underground 3-inc h natural gas ma in line located on the south s ide of Building 820. 
Both e lectrica l power and natural gas from these lines would be extended underground to support 
the new hangar addition. Electrical and natural gas usage at the new hangar facility would not be 
ex pected to exceed the capacity of the existing electrical and natural gas distribution systems to 
Building 820. As a result, no adverse impacts to electrical power systems or natural gas 
distribution syste ms would result from implementation of the Prefen·ed Altemativc. 

4.2.9.5.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the a-Action Alternative, there would be no changes to the existing electrical and natural 
gas infrastn1cture at Building 820 and Tinker J\FB. o impacts to the e lectrical and natural gas 
infrastructure would result. 

4.3 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

A cumulative impact is defined as " the impacts on the environment that result from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to o the r past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless o f what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertake such other 
actions'· (40 C FR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. The first step in assessing 
cumulative effects involves defming the scope of other actions and their interrelationship with 
the Pre ferred Altemative. The scope must consider o ther projects that coincide with the location 
and timetable of the proposed projet:t and other actions. The cumulative effects analysis must 
also evaluate the nature o f interactions amon g these act ions. 

In this EA, an effort has been made to identify all actions that are being considered and are in the 
planning phase at this time at Tinker AFB and in the surrounding community. To the extent that 
deta i Is regarding suc h actions exist and the actions have a po tential to interact with the Preferred 
Alternative, these actions are included in this cumulative analysis. This approach enables 
decision-makers to have the most complete infonnation available so that they can evaluate the 
environm ental consequences of the proposed ha ngar addition in relation to o ther projects that 
may a ffect the same ROI. 
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4.3. L Past, Present, and Future Actions Relevant to the Proposed Action and 
Alternative 

This group o f actio ns includes other actions tha t have a potential to partially coincide, etthe r in 
time or geographic ex tent, w ith the proposed project. lnfo nnation on these actions is included to 
determine whether they would. if imple mented, incrementally affect e nv ironmental resources. 
Past actions are also considered . These projects are under consideratio n and the ir implementation 
would be subject to avai lability o f funding. schedu ling, and other fac tors. These actions inc lude: 

• Building 9001 , Tinker Aerospace Complex (FYJl ): Tinker AFB c utTently leases the 
(oJTner General Motors Oklaho ma City Assembly Plant located west o f the nmway on 
the south s ide o f the base and north o f 1-240. A 50 year lease-purchase agreement was 
executed in Septe mber :was between Oklahoma County and the Air Force. covering 
the 2.5 mi ll ion squa re toot faci lity and 407 acres. Tinker has leased about 4/5 of the 
fac ility which will host some of the current 76th Maintenance Wing ope rations as well 
as o ther Department o f' Defense missions, including work on the C-17 engines. joint 
strike fi ghter engines a nd core work on the new KC-45 tanker. Functions being 
transferred into the Complex arc c urrentl y being performed at 69 separate facilities on 
base, many of which are World War ll-era te mporary buildings located in runway clear 
zones. Burlington o rthem Santa Fe provides a ra il spur into the Complex. 
Modifications to convert the building fro m an auto assembly to aircra n mainte nance 
fac ility are expected to be completed sometime after 20 13. 

• 

• C hild Development Center (CDC) (FYll): Construction o f a new CDC in the • 
southwest port ion of the insta llation. north o f SE 59th Street and northwest o f Gott Gate 
in the South Forty Area is underway. The facility would be approximately 32,877 SF. 
Approx imate ly 130 feet of the Urban G reenway Multi-Use tra il would be removed and 
re-routed in order to accommodate the construc tion. The new CDC would provide for 
the care and training of dependent children of both military and civ ilian personnel 
assigned to Tinker AFB. T he bui lding would contain areas fo r child activities, staff 
support, tacility support, core administration, and maintenance. 2.1 acres o f land would 
be required surrounding the facility. 

• Construct Consolidated Wing Headquarters Facility (FY L0/ 11) : Construction of a 
Consolidated Wing Headquarters building is currently under.vay. T he building will 
contain distinct legal sta ff including a Headquarters Command section, Resource 
Manager, Public Affairs, Base Plans, 72 Mission Support Group, 72 Mission Support 
Squadron, and a large Staff Judge Advocate facility. This project invo lves 
construction of a mu lti-story steel frame building on piers and concrete slab. T he 
project would a lso include demo lition of Building 460 and the reconfiguration of the 
road intersection at Amold and F Streets. Construction of the new facili ty is required 
because the existing build ing is a ntiquated and is in violation of the Americans w ith 
Disabilities 1\ct. The existing facility also does not meet the Air Force Legal Facilities 
Design Guide and has poor indoor air quality. There are also noted problems with 
mold, wood rot and the building has suffered from termite infestation in the past. 

• Construct Physical Fitness Center (FYll) : Construct a physical fitness center which 
will include a health and wellness center with a cardiovascular room, equipment and • 
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free weight room, exercise rooms, racquetba ll rooms, indoor track, Olympic s17e pool, 
child play area, two full court basketball courts. locker room . as well as men's and 
women·s restrooms. The facility will be approximately 90,900 SF. This project would 
also include demo lition of Buildings 5922, 5937, 5927, 59 16, 5915.5924, 5920. 6004, 
and 2 16. This new facility would be constm c ted on the west side of the installation. 

• Building 3001, Phase Ill, Revitalization (FYll): Expans ion and opening o f the south 
dog-leg for add itional aircra ft access. The project would a lso include providing 
centralized location for secondary utilities as well as upgrading elec trical and utility 
connections. 

• Consolidated Security Forces, South 40 Development (FYl0/11): Construction of a 
64,000 SF facility on the south side ofTinker AfB is currently underway. This project 
includes construction of a new facility to relocate and consolidate key Security Police 
Operations functions at a single facility. A centralized facility wou ld reduce the 
response time to react to various situations. 

• Construct Medical Clinic (FY09/10/ll) : Construction of a new medical clinic, of 
approximately 172,000 SF, in the open land area northeas t of Gou Gate is currently 
under.vay. The new facility will replace the existing clinic and will result in the 
demolition of the Central Plant, which contains both the chillers and boi lers that ser.,ice 
the c linic. Demolition of the boilers will also result in de-commissioning of an 
underground diesel storage tank. This ongoing project will also inc lude a medical 
squadron building as well as the War Readiness Materials warehouse. The new clinic 
will house doctor's offices, exam and treatment rooms. laboratories, radiology, 
pharmacy, dental clinic, conference a nd training rooms, as well as storage areas. 
Energy to operate the new boilers will require a combination o f diesel fuel (s tored in 
above ground storage tanks) and natural gas. The existing medical clinic will also be 
demolished (approximately 184,000 SF). Upon completio n of the new facilities, the 
existing medical clinic and TRICARE facility (Building 5803) will a lso be demolished. 

• Engine Test Facility, Phases I and II (FY 10/ 11): Construction o f an engine test 
addition onto the south s ide of Building 3234 which would consist of an administrative 
area, control room, mechanical room, and 14 meter test cell is currently underway. The 
fac ility would be approximately 23,680 SF and will be equipped with a sound 
suppression system which will eliminate unacceptable, dismptive noise levels in order 
to comply with noise and air pollution requirements as established by law. Tbis is 
required to house the next generation engines. These e ngines are very sens itive to inlet 
flow distortion and smooth inlet air tlow is not possible in a front loading test cell. The 
cell must be side-loading to accommodate the inlet aid1ow e lements in the front. 

• Construct Air Traffic Control Tower (Possible FY II /12): Construction of a new 
eleven story Air Traffic Control Tower is currently planned. Constmction elements 
will include reinforced concrete piers. control tower cab with tinted double glazing, 
elevator, flight command and administrative area, supel\lision and s imulation training 
area as well as fire protection, utilities, back-up power, lighting protection, access road, 
and any other necessary support for a complete and useable faci lity. The project will 
also include minimum DoD antiterrorism force protection requirements and demolition 
of ex isting control tower and access road . 
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• Ph ase Ill, 3rd Com bat Commun ications Comp lex (FY 13): The purpose of this 
project is to design a nd construct a new Squadron Operations Complex for the 32nd 
Combat Commun icatio ns Squadron at Tinker J\FB. The new fac ility would replace 13 
substandard existing laci liries. The new consolidated facil ity would enhance the 
squadron 's capability to train, ma intain its equipment and to deploy to any location in 
the world. The 3rd Combat Communications Group is a tenant on Tinker AFB that 
provides deployable communications, computer systems, navigational aids, and air 
traffic control services international ly. The new fac ility would suppo n a squadron of 
approximate ly 141 pcrsormel. The si te is located cast o f Air Depot and north of 
Reserve Road. The Squadron Operations Complex is organized around a core 
containing the common areas: restrooms. supply room, conference room and training 
room tor all flights. There arc three flight bays located off the core area that provide 
each tlight w ith air conditioned o ffice space, electronic vvorkbenches and drive through 
bay areas to sto re, palletize, and majntain deployable equipment. The front o f the 
facil ity contains offi ces for the Squadron Commander and the Squadron administrative 
functions. 

• Demoli tion of T inl<er AFB faci lit ies: Approxi mately 1.2 million Sf of fac ilities would 
be demolished as a part of an out-years (FY 20 14 through 20 18) demo lition plan with 
specific fac ilities to be determined at a later date. 

• Oldahoma C ity Southeast Sector P la n : T he recommendations made by the Southeast 
Sector Plan include the protection, preservation and enhancement of the sector's natural 

• 

resources and the recreational amenities ; the protection and preservation of the rural • 
c haracter of the sector by considering all impacts of developm ent proposals, and 
providing necessary improvements to infrastmcture concurrent with new development; 
and allowing for the expansion o f Tinker AFB and the expansion of specialized 
industrial development within a s trateg ic area. Some actions recommended by the plan 
include area-wide development and design improvements; encouragement of industrial 
development; preservation of Environmental Conservation AJ'eas; increasing police 
protection, fire protection, and emergency services; improvements to transportation, 
water, sewer and so lid waste systems; improving parks, recreation, and open spaces; 
improving school fac ilities and systems: modification of re-zoning requirements; and 
improvemem of ne ighborhood associatjons. 

• O kla homa C ity Dou glas Boulevard Water Line R eplacement: The C ity o f 
Oklahom<l City is curTcntly replacing a 60-inc h water line along Douglas Boulevard 
between 59th to 29th Streets. T he construction project will be completed by spring 
20 12. The project w ill reduce Douglas Boulevard lO one lane in each direction with 
major delays expected along Douglas Bou levard from Interstate 40 to 1-240. The 60-
inch transmission line is bei ng placed within the easement cast and outs ide o f the 
roadway just south o f Southeas t 59th Street to near Lhe property line separating the 
Maintenance, Repair a nd Overhaul Technology Center complex and Twaddle Army 
Reserve Center. It then jogs into the roadway and continues nor1h to a po int north of 
Lancer Gate, No. 20, and then jogs east back into the easement outside the roadway. 
Due to the placem ent of water line, pavement on Douglas will be demolished and 
replaced upon completion of the project. 
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• Military Family Housing (MFH) Privatization: Tinker Military Family Hous ing \vas 
privatized on July 2 1, 2008. Balfour Beatty Communities <'lssumed respons ibility for the 
dai ly op erations o f base housing through a 50 year lease. The Air Force conveyed 694 
military tamily housing units to the developer and, depending on the a!Lemative 
selected by the developer, would implement a combination o f demolition, renovation, 
and/or construc tion of housing units to meet the end-state requirement of 660 MFH 
units . Reno\·ation o f existing military housing and construction o f new units throughout 
the MFH areas is ongoing and must be completed within the firs t seven years of the 50-
year lease. Under the agreement, the government leased approximately 225 acres o f 
land to the private developer. 

• Re-Align Air Depot Gate: Relocation of Air Depot Gate located on the west side of 
the base was completed in 20 I 0. The relocation was required to correct safety issues 
<'l nd security requirements fo r the former base entry gate. The project required replacing 
the existing J\ir Depot Gate with a new Base entry gate to meet the Base's criteria, 
function and mission in accordance with the current " l·:ntry Control Facilitics Des ign 
Gu ide''. The project inc luded moving the gate location south from the existing location 
to provide additional space for queuing of traffic. 

• MROTC Fabric Maintenance Hangar: The Boeing Company construc ted a 239,000 
SF hangar in 20 I 0 to perfonn maintenance o n commercial planes and contract work for 
govemment planes. The location of the hangar is east o f Douglas Boulevard, across 
from Tinker AFB . 

• Ha rry Twaddle Acquisition: The U.S. Army Reserve's 95th D ivision (Institutional 
Training) re located to Fort Sill in Apri l 20 II . Tinker AFB plans to acquire the 
approx imately 152,000 S F fom1er Major ()eneral Han·y T waddle Reserve Center 
property located at 5316 South Douglas Boulevard. 

4.3.2 A nalysis of Dit·ect, Jndirect, and C umulative E ffects 

This section provides an analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts identified for each 
resource area resulting from implementation of the Pre ferred Alternative and Laking into account 
the past, present, and future actions described in Section 4 .3 .1 in this EA. 

Noise 

Implementation o f the proposed hangar addi tion at Tinker AFB would result in short-tenn, minor 
impacts associated with construction noise, but minimal given the existing noise environment on 
the installation. Once the hangar addit ion becomes operational, negligible adverse long-te rm 
noise effects would be expected from its daily use. However, the no ise impact created by the 
facility and non-a ircraft vehic le operations would be ins ignifica nt compared to daily airfield 
operations. 

The cons truction of an engine test facility near Building 3234 would be expected to impact the 
aircraft operations noise setting in the vicinity of the project. However, the cumulative effects o f 
the engine test faci lity would not be expected to substantia lly alter the baseline no ise 
en virorunent at Tinker AFB when combined with airc raft operations. J\ny noise impacts from 
the facility would be addressed in the next insta llation Air Lnstallation Compatible Use Zone 

• (J\ lCUZ) repor1 upd<'l te. With respect to noise fro m construction ac tivi ties, the proposed sites 
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would be sufficiently dispersed in location a nd timing such that their short-te rm, localized 
impacts would not create adverse cumulative noise impacts. 

L(lnd Use 

Implementation of the proposed hangar additio n at Tinker AFB would result in negligible to 
minor adverse e ffects in areas located west o f Building 820 as some convers ion o f land use for 
additio nal parking apron space or building foundation work may occur depending o n final 
designs. The projec t would be developed in accordance with the Tinker AFB Area Development 
Plan and not conflict with any ex isting or pla nned on- or off-base land uses. 

The cumul(l tive effects o f the Pre fe rred Alternative along with the other construction projects o n 
Tinker AFB would be in accordance with the ins ta llation Area Development Plan and Oklahoma 
C ity Southeast Sector Plan, and therefore, be expected to result in the long-term benefits of 
implementing the land-use recommendations presented in the plans. 

Air Qu(l/ity 

Implementation of the Prefe rred Alternative at Tinker AFB wo uld result in short- tenn emissions 
during demolitio n and construction of the hangar addition facility and assoc iated infrastructure, 
princ ipally from site demolition, clearing, and preparation activities and the use of construction 
equipment and related vehic les. The air emissions would be te mporary and would be eliminated 
a fter the activity is completed. Potentia l air quality emissions associated with operatio n of the 

• 

proposed hangar additio n include emissions from a proposed boiler/heat converter unit, • 
emissions [rom the use o f an onsitc diesel-powered fire pump, and fugitive emissions assoc iated 
with fuel-cell maintenance operations. The long-term emissions are likely to remain the same 
s ince maintenance activities would be moved to the new fac ility from other areas o f Building 
820. 

1\.ir emissions from other constructi on projects as shown in Section 4 .3. I arc also primarily short
term in narure a nd associated with construction activities. The long-lenn emissions from the 
proposed construction projects would occur from an increase in bo ilers, generators, and other 
possible emission sources associated with the operation of some of these facilities. However, the 
long-tem1 emissions might be o ffset or even decreased by the removal o f less efficient sources in 
older structures and the sharing of infrastruc ture by operations trans ferred to the Tinker 
Aerospace Complex (Building 900 1 ). 

The cumulative effects from the Building 820 hangar addition and the other ex1stmg and 
proposed projects are expected to have little impact on air qua lity when compared to the to tal 
emissions tor Oklahoma County. 

Water Resources 

Implementatio n of the Preferred Alternative at T inker AFB would result in a potential for short
term increases in the sedime nt loading of surface water as a result of demolition and construction 
activi ties. These increases would be managed through implementation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan alo ng with the incorporation of best management practices for 
sediment contro l during construction. The re would be no impacts to the quality or quantity of 
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gro undwater at Tinker J\FB or the surrounding a rea. There would be no impacts to wetland or 
floodpla ins . Cumulati vely, in the short tenn, construction and shal low excavation required 
during construction activities would primarily require addressing sediment control and nmoff. ln 
the long term, additional overall land now would be possible due to increased impervious 
surface associated with installa tion development actions. It wou ld a !so be probable as a result o f 
newer storm water des igns and construction tec hniques that an improvement in surface water 
contro l and long-tem1 reduction in sedimentation would occur. As a resu lt, ac tivities associated 
with the Prctcn·cd Altemative would not contribute to cumulative effects to water resources. 

Earrh Resources 

The soils in developed areas on Tinker J\FB and in the v ic inity of the proposed co nstruction 
projects at Tinker AFB have been altered over time and the project area is permanently dis turbed 
with a paved ai rcraft parking apron. Po tential cumulative effects wou ld include an increase in 
soil disturbance associated w ith the various construction act ivities. These cumulative impacts 
would be minimized by the usc of BMPs to minimize soil erosion and reduce Cugitive dust 
emiSSIOns. 

I fazardous Materials ami Wastes 

T he proposed hangar addition and concurrent actions would require the management of ACM, 
LBP, a nd movement of hazardous materials and wastes. Management of these materials and 
waste streams would occur under the existing Tinker AFB, HAZMlNC lN and contractor 
manageme nt programs and would not resu lt in adverse effects. The po tential for the presence and 
management of pesticide impacted soils beneath ex isting facilities would also not result in 
adverse cfCccts. Therefore, the Preferred A ltemative would not contribute to cumu lative effects 
to hazardous materia ls and wastes in or around Tinker AFB or in the TACAMO area. 

Occupational Health and Safety 

T here would be short-term, minor adverse effects to safety due to the temporary increase in 
demolition and construction activities. Construction contractors would be required to establish 
and maintain safety programs that would provide protection to their workers and limit the 
exposure o f base personnel to constmction hazards. There would be positive long-tenn impacts 
to sa fety as increased space for maintenance activities and improvements to the overall work 
environment would be expected to trans late into fewer occupational mishaps. Relocation of 
maintenance activities fro m existing outdoor flight line areas would be expected to reduce 
occupational and operational hazards, thereby c reating a safer work environment for 
maintenance personnel. 

No cumula ti ve impacts on safety rela ted to the operation o r maintenance of aircraft would be 
anticipated. Implementation of the Preferred A ltemative and the other construction projects a t 
T inker A FB would s lightly increase the short-tem1 risk associated with construction contractors 
perfonning work at these locations. However, contractors would be required to establish and 
maintain safety programs at their work sites for the proposed project and all other const111c tion 
activ ities . 
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The proposed hangar addition facility would be designed and constructed to receive a mimmum 
LEED Gold-lc\cl rating certified by the .S. Green Building Council. The tacil ity would also 
comply with Stonnwater Quantity and Quality Control requirements as contained in the DoD 
Unified Facilities Criteria for LO\\ Impact Development. Cumulatively, construction and 
operation of the new hangar faci lity along with other new construction on Tinker Af-'B would 
prov ide positive cumulative impad s as newer tacil ities incorporating sustainable objectives into 
their design. construction. <mel operation would rt.:place older. substandard faci l1ties. 

!J~frnstructure, Utilities and EnerE,.ry Sy.\tems 

A shon-tem1 increase in solid waste generation resulting from demolition, renovation, and 
construction activities would be expected as a cumulative effect of the Prc lcrred Alternati ve and 
concurrent construction projects. although this increase would not be expected to be regionally 
significant. Building rcvitali1ation proJects would have a positive impact on infrastructure and 
utilities by upgrading existing systems. S1milarly, pusiti\'e cumulative impacts would occur with 
the demolition of older facil itic throughout the base as outdated utility and energy systems 
would be removed fro m service. The Oklahoma City Douglas Boulevard Water Line 
Replacement project would improve utility service to Tinker AFB and nearby communities west 
of the base by replacing an aging water line with a modem 60-inch water line along Douglas 
noulevard between 59th to 29th Streets. Various construction activities would contribute to 

• 

shn11-tem1 increases in water consumption associated with dust control activities and long-term • 
increases in energy consumption; however, the overall consumption of water and energy locally 
would be expected to remain the same after accounting tor the removal from service of outdated 
utility systems and the incorporation of LEED Green Building technologies into new facility 
designs. 
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'I his EA has been prepared under the direction o f the SAF and Tinker A foB . Tlw indi\ iduals 
who contributed to the prepara tion of this docume nt nrc listed below. 

Con ultant Team, Environmental-URS Corporation 
Matt Thompson, Project Manager 
Bill Tillar, Planning and Technica l Lead 
Mchnda Clary, Project QA QC Manager 
Julia Presa , GIS Graphics Spectalis t 
Adn e n Branch, GIS Specialist 
Regum Geren, Technical Editor 
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LIST Of PERSONS A 0 AGENC IES CON ULTEO 

Federal Agencies 

Federal Emergency Management A ·sociation (FEMA) 

Tinker A ir Force Base 
Dill, David (Sr. GIS Technician) 
Fleharty. Brandt (Waste\.vatcr Program Manager) 
Francll LaFollette (T ACAMO Environmental Compliance Officer) 
Garrett. Cynthia ( EPA Coordinator) 
Moody, Raymond (Natural Resource Manager) 
Munkres. LouAnna (Community Plan11cr) 
Saunders, Frances (Air Quality Program Manager) 
Taylor, T im (Cultural Resource Manager) 
Truong, John (Storm Wa ter Program Manager) 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NA VFAC) Midwest 

Appleton, Scott P.E. (Facility Engr/Construction Mgr, PWD Central) 
Beutler, Joseph (Environmental Scientist, PWD Centra l) 
Lindsey, David (Planner, PWD Central) 

United States Army Corps of Engineers, Tul a District , Planning and Env ironmenta l Division 

u nited States Department o f Agriculture. arural Resources ConserYation Service 

nited States Environmental Pro tection Agency Region VI 

United States Fish and Wildlife Services 

Oldaboma State Agencies 

Association of Centra l Oklahoma Govcmments 

Audubon Society of Central Oklahoma 

Oklahoma Archeological Survey 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission 

Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 

Oklahoma Depar1mcm ofTransportation 

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 
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Oklahoma Gcologtca l Sun ·c) 

Oklahoma Histoncal Socict) 

Oklahoma State Historic Pre ervatton Office 

Oklahoma Water Resource Board 

Oklahoma Wildlirc Federation 

Tribal Agencies 

The Osage 1 ation 

Caddo 'ation ofOklahoma 

Wichi1a & Affi liated Tribes 

The Muscogee (Creek) J ation 
Depat1ment ofTribal Affairs 

The Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
Health Serv ices- l:.nvironmcntal ProtectiOn Office 

Other Agencies and Individuals 

Tinker AFB Community /\d' isory Boa rd Members 

City or Del Ci ty 

City of lidwest City 

City of Oklahoma City Planning Department, Ward Four 

Greater Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce 

Oklahoma County 
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MEMORANDUM fOR: SEE DfSTRlBUTION 
JAN 2 3 2012 

FROM: 72 ABW/CEANO 
7535 Fifth Street, Building 400 
Tinker Air Force 13ase, Oklahoma 73 145 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessments (EAs), Repair and Renovation of the Airborne Warning 
and Control System at the Maintenance (AWACS) Group Complex in Building 230, 
Replacement of the Chemical Cleaning Line. ami Construction of an Addition to 
Building 820, T inker Air Force Base (TAFB) 

I. TAFB has prepared three EAs in accordance wilh the ational Environrncnral Policy Act and 
placed these documents for public review and comment. These EAs analyze the potential 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated w ith the three individual projects to Renovate 
Building 230, Replace the Chemical Cleaning Line in Bui lding 300 I, and to Construct an Addition 
to Building 820. We request your patticipation in the environmental impact analysis process, and 
we solicit any particular concerns or recommendations that you may have regarding any aspect of 
these projects. 

2. Repairing and Renovating Bui lding 230 involves the improvement and modernization of the 
interior space of the 552nd Air Control Wing (ACW) Maintenance Group Complex at Tinker Air 
Force Base. This project would remedy the current inadequacy of Building 230 to accommodate the 
full workload of current and future maintenance of AWACS aircraft by the 552d ACW. Included in 
the Proposed Action is the repair, renovation and modernization of 8230, its four maintenance 
hangars, associated administrative and shop areas to allow the 552d ACW to inspect, service, and 
maintain A WACS aircraft safely and effectively. The renovated facility would also comply with the 
antiterrorism/force protection requirements of the U.S. Department of Defense and would 
incorporate sustainable energy-et1icicnt dcsi&rn principles. 

The EA prepared for the Chemical C leaning Line evaluated the environmental effects associated 
with replacing the existing C leaning Line in Building 300 l. Replacement of the existing line would 
provide a more energy-efficient operation that would reduce water and chemical usage, generate 
cost savings for overall cleaning line system operations and accommodate lar:ger engine parts. 

The EA prepared for the Addition to Hangar Building 820 evaluated the environmental impacts 
associated with the construction of a Type J I aircraft maintenance hangar addi tion to Building 820. 
r ncluded with the Proposed Action is the construction of associated aircraft access and parking 
aprons. The proposed single bay hangar would be constructed as an addition to and located at the 
west end of 8820. The hangar would be designed for fuel cell maintenance operations and would 
provide maintenance, crew, equipment and other support space for the US ~avy Strategic 
Communications Wing One's E-6B Mercury aircraft squadrons. 

3. No significant environmental impacts were identified for any of the EAs and the investigations 
resulted in Findings of No Significant lmpacts for all three projects . 



4. The draft !::.As arc availab le at the Tinker lnforrnation Repository in rhc V1idwcsl C ity Public • 

Library at 8143 Ea~t Reno Avenue, Midwest City, Oklahoma. ! lours of operations are 9:00a.m. to 

9 :00p.m., V1onday through Tintrsday; 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. , Friday; 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m .. 

Saturday; and I :00 to 6:00p.m. on • unday . 

5. Thank you for your assistance with this matter and we look torward to your involvement with 

these projects . If you would preier that we send an electronic copy to your office plca~c e-mail or 

d irect any questions to Ms. Cynthia Gamctt , cvr11ht~ ,., . .__ 1 .1 ttnhr Jl md, (405) 734-2097. 

-f , .P 
1 A-.~~ d_~ /-- 0 j 

TRUDl LOGAN, Chief 
Environmental Operations, Engineering Section 
Environmental Management Division 

• 

• 
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Oistribution List: 

Association of Central Oklahoma Governments 
Audubon Society of Central Oklahoma 
City of Del City 
City of Midwest City 
City of Oklahoma City, Planning Department 
City of Oklahoma City, Ward II? 
EPA Kegion VI, Compliance Assurance and enforcement Division (6FN-XP) 
Federal Emergency Management Associalion lFEMA) 
Greater Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce, Govenuncnt Relations 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
Oklahoma County, District Two 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality, Cu~tomcr crviccs Divtston 
Oklahoma Department of Transportation, Planning and Research Division 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 
Oklahoma Geologic Survey 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board, Planning and Management DivisiOn 
Oklahoma Wildlife Federation 
Sierra Club, Oklahoma Chapter 

tate Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) (Oklahoma) 
The Osage Nation 
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
The Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
Tinker AFB Community Advisory Board Members 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, Planning and Environmental Divtsion 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Ecological Services 
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OC.ALC Strategic Goal 3. Improve depot malnlenanca quality and productivity to maximize opportuni~es 

PUBLIC \OTlCE 
1\tuuititlll~ Rt:~W>IIS(' Siu: Prioriti7.ati-on 

Protocol (.MRSI•I') 
Tinker AFB, OklabGma City, OK 

WHY YOU ARE BEING NOTIFIED: For decades, 
the Dcpartm\!nt of Dcfo:nse (DOD) bas w;cd militaf) 
munitions in training and testing to ensure force readi
ness. Mw1itions contamination remaining from past 
DOD :u:tivities may present explosive, chemical agent, 
hum.an health and environmental hazards. Whenever 11 

fonncr range or dispo:>al site is put to another use. _ 
acttous must he taken tn en~urc cleanup of any rcm;un 
mg ilaznrds. TI1eretore, Con!,>re.'>S directed DOD to Iden
tify and prioritize al l 1-listuric, out of !'!Crvice Munitioru. 
Response Si~ w :hct.r inventory, thus establishing the 
Military Munitions Response Program. Tho Munittons 'I 
Rc~-ponso Site Prioriti7..atioo Protocol was established to I 
as~.-ign each former munitions site a relative priority for 
re.~ol'\Se activities bared on the !Werall cond1t1on at 
each location. Th.:t-.= arc three modules that mak.: up tll.: 
protocol: the Explosive Hazard EvaluatiOn, tbe 
Chemir3l Weapons Material Ha;r..ard Evaluation and the 
Heallb Hazard Evaluation. EacL module i~o scored using 
specific critena and th.e module with the highest ranking 
determines the priority for the site. 

At Tinker AFB, five former training areas wer.: eval
uated under the 1vfRSPP: Skeet Range #I (MM90), 
Skeet Range 1!2 (.MM93), Firing-In 'Auttres.; :r2 
(MM92), Ordnance Disposal Area (WPS I), and 3&·,h 
EIG Small Anus Range (i\1~1'94). The Uruted States Air , 
l'orce is sc.:lcins pcblic participation, review al'ld com
ment on thi~ C\ a!uation. 

WHE.RF Y()ll C'AN fThTD Fv"R~R fi'FOR.MA· 
TION: A ' 1 ' '- • • RSPP det~ation for thes~ 
s1tes at 1•r "' \i H is avuilable to !he publ.c at the 
Midwest C'!tv l't bll. L bru; 141 E. Reno, Midwest 
City, 0~ t li!O 7!- '11.11 11 evaltmttoo l-riteria are nvllil
able for rJblu.: 1n1<\\ until Fehmr.ry 13, 2012.. 
Members of till' rubl11: can address written comments 
on th~ MRSijP conn!! to \ lr Brion Ockenfels, 72 
\RW11'A 7 .t.u l'lrrwld S. St.: I :!7, TJ.Oker A}'B, OK 
7314', phon~ (40") 7 W-2026 

..1~~--~---· -4"':........1--- I • 
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STAJ:·f SUMMARY SHEET 

TO ACTION TO ACTION 
72 ABW/ Coord 72 /\BW/ Coord 
CEANO CCE 
72 ABW/ Coord Coord 

2 CEANP 
72 ABW/ Coord Sign 

3 CEA 
NAVFAC Coord 

4 MW 
OC-ALC/ Coord 

5 JAY 10 

SURNAME OF ACTION OFFICE SYM BOL PHONE TYPIST'S SUSPENSE DATE 
TNITIALS 

GARRETT, CEANO 734-2097 cjg 1 March 2012 
SUBJECT DATE 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), Construction of Navy 
Building, 820 Hangar Addition, Tinker Air Force Base 26 Feb 2012 

SUMMARY 
1. PURPOSE: To obtain staff coordination on the EA and FONSI for the construction of an aircraft maintenance hangar 
addition to Building 820 as required by 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis 
Process. 

2. DISCUSSION: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires federal agencies to incorporate 
environmental considerations in their planning and decis ion-making process. Agencies are required to assess the 
environmental consequences o f major federal actions and to consider all reasonable alternatives. Tinker Air Force Base has 
prepared this EA to evaluate the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated with the construction of a 
maintenance bay hangar, and associated aircraft access and parking aprons. The Proposed Action is to construct a single bay 
hangar as an addition to and located at the west end of the existing hangars at Build ing 820. The Proposed Action and No
Action alternatives were considered as part of this analysis as described in Tab 3. The EA determined that no sign ificant 
human or environmental consequences would occur as a result of the construction of the addition and a FONSI is applicable. 
The Proponent is required to ensure that best management practices are implemented during the construction and operat ion 
phases of this project to protect air quality, water resources, and mimimize the amount of hazardous materials used and 
disposed. 

NEPA requires that public agencies interested or affected by the proposed action be allowed to participate in the development 
of the EA and review of the document. The public review period for the FONSI and EA started 13 January 2012. Comments 
were due on 27 January 2012 . No fonnal or adverse comments were submitted by members of participating agencies or the 
general public. 

The objective of NEPA is to ensure that the Instal lation Commander make a fully informed decision by considering all 
relevant environmental consequences and public comments prior to approving a FONSI and proceeding with the proposed 
action. 

3. RECOMMENDATION: 72 ABW/CC approve and sign FONSls at Tab 1 and 2. 

C~~N,P E 3 Tabs 
Acting Base Civil Engineer I . FONSI 

2. Duplicate FONSI 

3. EA 

~ 
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DATE 3/1/2012 

nMW~~SUP 
Environmenta l Assessment {EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) Construction of 
Navy Building 820 Hangar Addition 

CORRESPONDENCE TYPE: ORIGINATOR: 

181sss o s usPENsE 0MEMo OMESSAGE DE-MAIL ONa TE OOTHER 72CE 

ABW CMD SECTION SUSPENSE No. ABW CMD SECTION SUSPENSE DATE 
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