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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
FOR 

SANTA ROSA COUNTY RECLAIMED WATER RAPID-RATE INFILTRATION 
BASIN (RIB) SYSTEM 

RCS 02-911 
EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the procedural 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] 1500-1508), U.S. Department of Defense Directive 6050.1 and 32 CFR Part 989, the 
Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners (SRCBOCC) with support from the Air 
Force has conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the probable environmental 
consequences for operating a reclaimed water rapid-rate infiltration basin (RIB) system on Eglin 
Air Force Base (AFB), Florida. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action: The SRCBOCC proposes to lease approximately 328 acres of Air Force 
property for the purpose of constructing and operating a reclaimed water RIB system. The 
proposed RIB system would receive and distribute highly treated, reclaimed wastewater from 
three wastewater utilities operating on the Fairpoint Peninsula and Santa Rosa Island, Florida. 
These utilities are the Navarre Beach Utilities (NBU), the Holley Navarre Water System 
(HNWS) and the South Santa Rosa Utilities (SSRU). The reclaimed wastewater would be 
pumped via pipeline from these three locations to the RIB System, where it would filter through 
the soil to recharge the surficial aquifer. A portion of this pipeline, known as the South Holley 
Segment, would transverse a section of Eglin AFB (EA Section 1.0, page 1-1 and Figure 1-1 ). 
By implementing the proposed action, SRCBOCC would address their current and future 
regional needs for disposing of reclaimed water generated within the southern region of Santa 
Rosa County. 

The proposed site is located on Eglin AFB west of State Road (SR) 87 and south of Eglin AFB 
Range Road 726. A buffer distance of no less than 500 feet would be maintained from SR 87 
and a huffer distance of no less than 10,000 feet would be maintained from the north-south 
runway of Choctaw Air Field. A series of RIB systems would be constructed in three phases 
over a 20-year period. Ofthe 328 acres, 200 acres would be a phased development as demands 
for wastewater disposal increase. Initially, Phase I ( 40 acres) would be constructed: then Phase 
II (90 acres); and then fmally Phase III (70 acres). The remaining 128 acres would be set aside 
as a contingency area that may be required in the event a regulatory review by the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection determined the need for an additional area. ·A 2-acre 
operations compound consisting of a combined office and equipment storage and maintenance 
shed would be constructed. Access to the facilities and infiltration basins would be provided by 
15-foot wide gravel based roads. Several monitoring wells would be installed up gradient and 
down gradient from the RIBS system to monitor groundwater drinking water parameters. The 
number of installed wells would be determined by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection. (EA Section 2.4, pages 2-3 thru 2-10) 



Apart from the actual RIBs site, a small comer-section of Eglin land would be used to install a 
buried pipeline. This pipeline, referred to in the EA as the South Holley Segment, is part of a 
much larger pipeline system that would transport effluent to the RIBs. This comer-section of 
Eglin land, as well as the surrounding developed rural residential parcels, is located in the 
floodplain (Section 1.0, pg 1-1, Fig 1-1 and Fig 1-4, pg 1-3, -15). The South Holley Segment is 
approximately 500 feet long and 50 feet wide and is located immediately adjacent to the State 
Road 87 right-of-way. The only activity occurring here would be installation ofthe buried 
pipeline. 

No-Action Alternative: Under the no-action alternative, the RIB system would not be installed 
at Eglin AFB. Discharge of the highly treated, reclaimed water from SSRU and HNWS would 
continue in a segmented approach and the NBU would continue to discharge its effluent to Santa 
Rosa Sound. With population growth expected to continue increasing within the county, these 
utilities will maximize their ability to distribute reclaimed water on the Fairpoint Peninsula and 
Santa Rosa Island (EA Section 2.5, page 2-12). 

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analyses: The SRCBOCC completed 
a comprehensive study which evaluated I 0 alternatives to treat wastewater effluent (EA Section 
1.2, pages 1-5 to 1-13). These I 0 alternatives were rejected from further analyses based on the 
rejection criteria listed in EATable 1-1, page 1-11. 

The purchase of federal property was considered, but also eliminated. Eglin AFB made a 
cognitive policy decision not to offer for sale boundary lands adjacent to private developments 
because of their great value as a buffer. Refer toEA, Section 2.6, page 2-12, 13 for details. 

SUMMARY OF ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The following environmental resources were analyzed in the EA: physical environment, noise, 
air quality, groundwater, surface water, wetlands, hazardous andtoxic substances, traffic, 
cultural resources, flood hazard, visual resources, biological resources, and socioeconomic 
resources. 

Proposed Action: Physical environment, noise, air quality, surface water, traffic and visual 
resources would have negligible, short-term impacts associated With construction. These 
impacts are temporary in nature and would affect only the immediate site. Small amounts of 
petroleum products used to refuel maintenance equipment such as mowers and trimmers would 
be the only hazardous materials at the site. Any major equipment maintenance would be 
accomplished at an offsite facility owned and operated by Santa Rosa County (EATable 4-1, 
pages 4-11 thru 4-12). 

Wetlands and cultural resources would not be impacted by the proposed action because these 
resources do not exist within the project site. The EA established that the proposed RIBs Site 
would not impact any floodplain or create flood hazard (Section 4.2.1 0, pg 4-7). The South 
Holley Segment pipeline, although to be located in the floodplain, would be installed within the 
existing State Road 87 corridor with minimal disturbance as it passes through a small comer-
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section of Eglin lands. Installing the South Holley Segment at any other alternative location in 
the vicinity would involve cutting a new corridor that is either private rural residential land, or 
federal timbered lands which are also in the floodplain (Figs 1-l.and 1-4, pg 1-3, -15). There is a 
net improvement to the regional groundwater resource with implementing the RlB system since 
it would increase the recharge rate to the aquifer. Surface waters within Santa Rosa Sound 
would see a positive benefit since effluent discharge from the wastewater treatment plants would 
no longer be discharging into the surrounding Class II and III water bodies (EATable 4-1, pages 
4-11 thru 4-12). 

Federally listed threatened and endangered species are not known to inhabit the site. However, 
the presence of two state-listed species, the black bear and the Sherman's fox squirrel, were 
identified during a site walk. These species as well as other wildlife residing in the area would 
be temporarily impacted from construction activities. This impact would be minimal and offset 
by the extensive areas of undisturbed habitat that surrounds the proposed site. And it is unlikely 
the RlB system would serve as a wildlife attractant for water since the effluent that is discharged 
into each basin would not stand for any appreciable amount oftime, thus being an unreliable 
water source (EA Section 4.2.12, pages 4-8 thru 4-11 ). 

No significant cumulative impacts to physical environment, air quality, surface water, wetlands, 
hazardous and toxic substances, traffic, cultural reso\lrces·, flood hazard, visual resources and 
biological resources would result with implementation of the proposed action. There is a 
positive cumulative benefit to groundwater and surface water. The RlB system would recharge 
the aquifer, which would restore and maintain grOtmdwater resources throughout this area. It 
would also improve the water quality of Santa Rosa Sound and the Gulf Island National 
Seashore. However, the proposed action could facilitate increased growth in Santa Rosa County 
which could have an increase in noise complaints from residents adjacent to military training 
activities (EA Section 4.2.14, pages 4-12 thru 4-14). 

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection will require a wastewater permit and 
collection and transmission permit, which ensures compliance with state water quality standards. 
They will also require a national pollutant discharge elimination system permit, which states 
erosion control measures that will be taken to prevent runoff from the site during construction 
activities. The SRCBOCC will require a conditional use permit and building permit to ensure 
compliance with the county's comprehensive land management plan and Florida building codes. 

No-Action Alternative: There would be no impacts to the physical environment, noise, air 
quality, groundwater, wetlands, hazardous andtoxic substances, traffic, cultural resources, flood 
hazard, visual resources and biological resources under the no-action alternative. The 
SRCBOCC would need to address the elevated copper levels of the effluent to continue 
discharging to the surface waters of the Gulflsland National Seashore (EATable 4-1,4-11 thru 
4-12). 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

A notice was published in the Pensacola News Journal and the Fort Walton Beach Daily News 
on 14 Jan 05 inviting the public to review and comment upon the draft EA and FONSI. This 
review period ended on 28 Jan 05 and no public comments were received. 

In response to internal review comments received from the Air Force, a revised Draft EA and 
FONSI were prepared with a second public review held from 22 Feb 05 to 24 Mar 05. No public 
comments were received (EA Appendix D, Public Notifications). 

FINDING OF NO PRACTABLE ALTERNATIVE 

Taking the above information into consideration, pursuant to Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
Management and the authority delegated by Secretary of the Air Force Order 791.1, I find there 
is no practicable alternative to conducting the proposed action within the floodplain and that the 
proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to the environment. This 
finding fulfills both the requirements of the referenced Executive Order 32 CFR 989.14 
requirements for a Finding of No Practicable Alternative. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT · 

Based on my review of the facts and the environmental analysis contained in the attached EA 
and as summarized above, I find the proposed decision of the Air Force to allow a lease of 328 
acres for the construction and operation of a reclaimed water RIB System at Eglin AFB will not 
have a significant impact on the human or natural environmental, therefore, an environmental 
impact statement is not required. This analysis fulfills the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the President's Council on Environmental Quality and 32 CFR 
Part 989. 

ES R. PENNINO, SES 
· ommand Civil Engineer 
Directorate of Installations and 

Mission Support 
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Executive Summary 1 

ES.1 Introduction 2 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the environmental consequences of the 3 
construction and operation of a reclaimed water rapid-rate infiltration basin (RIB) system on 4 
Eglin Air Force Base (EAFB), Florida. The RIB system is being constructed to receive and 5 
distribute highly treated domestic effluent from the three utilities that service the South 6 
Santa Rosa County region–Navarre Beach Utilities (NBU), South Santa Rosa Utilities 7 
(SSRU), and Holley Navarre Water System (HNWS). The reclaimed water will be 8 
discharged from the RIB system to the surficial aquifer beneath the site. Included in this EA 9 
is the analysis of the environmental impact of the RIB system on EAFB property.  10 

The proposed system is being developed to address the regional needs of South Santa Rosa 11 
County. The Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners (SRCBOCC), pursuant to 12 
its powers and duties as enumerated in Paragraph 125.01(1)(k), F.S., and 13 
Subsection 125.01101, F.S., provides sewage collection and treatment services in South Santa 14 
Rosa County through franchise agreements with the SSRU and the HNWS. The SRCBOCC 15 
also owns and operates the NBU, providing service to that section of Santa Rosa Island that 16 
lies within South Santa Rosa County. Problems associated with providing for adequate 17 
disposal of reclaimed water in South Santa Rosa County along the Fairpoint Peninsula and 18 
Holley Navarre areas are well documented. 19 

In response to difficulties experienced by the regional utilities to provide for adequate and 20 
reliable service to the region, the SRCBOCC conducted a study of the regional needs and 21 
alternatives for a regional solution. This effort produced the Conceptual Level Evaluation–22 
Alternative Effluent Disposal Strategies for South Santa Rosa County, Florida (CH2M HILL, 1998). 23 
This study identified land application on the Eglin Reservation in the vicinity of the 24 
proposed site as a viable solution to the region's future needs. 25 

Subsequent to the previous study, the SRCBOCC also considered the problems associated 26 
with the discharge from the Navarre Beach Wastewater Treatment Facility (NVBWWTF) to 27 
Santa Rosa Sound. This part of Santa Rosa Sound is within the Gulf Island National 28 
Seashore and is designated an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW). The Florida Department 29 
of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is charged with providing the highest level of 30 
protection possible to waters that are designated as OFWs. The discharge from the 31 
NVBWWTF, although it is high-quality effluent, cannot meet the State Class III Marine 32 
standard for copper. The Board considered several alternatives to the existing surface water 33 
discharge for the NVBWWTF. Land application on the Eglin Reservation was identified in 34 
that effort as a viable alternative for the NVBWWTF. 35 

The Board also has a regional responsibility to consider the future in terms of all of the 36 
utilities in the region and the capacity for disposal of the anticipated future flows. In view of 37 
these considerations, the Board concluded that land application on the Eglin Reservation is 38 
the only means by which to address its responsibility on a regional basis. 39 
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ES.2 Alternatives Considered 1 

ES.2.1 Proposed Action 2 
The SRCBOCC proposes to lease approximately 328 acres of Air Force property for the 3 
purpose of constructing and operating a reclaimed water RIB system. The proposed RIB 4 
system would be constructed to receive and distribute highly treated reclaimed wastewater 5 
from the three utilities operating in South Santa Rosa County, Florida. These utilities are the 6 
NBU, the HNWS, and the SSRU. The reclaimed wastewater would be pumped (piped) from 7 
these utility companies to the RIB system, where it would filter down from the infiltration 8 
basins to the surficial aquifer beneath the site. 9 

The proposed site is located on EAFB property west of State Road (SR) 87 and south of 10 
EAFB Range Road 726. A buffer distance of no less than 500 feet (ft) would be maintained 11 
from SR 87, and a buffer distance of no less than 10,000 ft from the north-south runway of 12 
Choctaw Air Field would be maintained. Of the 328 acres, 200 acres would be a phased 13 
development as demand for wastewater disposal occurred. Initially, Phase I (40 acres) 14 
would be constructed; then Phase II (90 acres); and then finally Phase III (70 acres). The 15 
remaining 128 acres would be set aside as a contingency area that might be required in the 16 
event a regulatory review by FDEP determined the need for an additional area. Access to 17 
facilities and infiltration basins would be by 15-foot-wide gravel base roads. A 2-acre 18 
Operations Compound consisting of a combined office and an equipment storage and 19 
maintenance shed surrounded by a chain link fence would be constructed to support 20 
maintenance activities. Manpower maintenance work schedules would be normal daylight 21 
duty hours. 22 

A series of RIBs would be constructed on the site in phases over a 20-year period. This 23 
system would enable the recycling of up to 7 million gallons per day (mgd) of highly treated 24 
reclaimed wastewater generated by the South Santa Rosa County utilities. Santa Rosa 25 
County anticipates that the project would be developed in three phases. Each phase would 26 
be constructed as necessary to meet the region’s growing effluent disposal needs.  27 

As shown in Figure 2-1 (Section 2), the site will consist of a series of RIBs constructed in 28 
phases over a 20-year period to recycle up to 7 mgd of highly treated reclaimed water that 29 
will be generated by NBU, SSRU, and HNWS. The SRCBOCC anticipates that the project 30 
would be developed in three phases, as shown in Table ES-1. Each phase would be brought 31 
online to meet the region’s growing reclaimed water disposal needs. 32 

ES.3 No-action Alternative 33 

Under the no-action alternative, the NBU would continue to discharge treated effluent to 34 
Santa Rosa Sound, the SSRU and the HNWS would be required to provide for the future 35 
needs of the region in a piecemeal fashion, and the RIB system and associated pipeline 36 
would not be built. Selection of the no-action alternative will represent a failure of the 37 
process to logically plan and provide for regional infrastructure, as required by the County's 38 
Comprehensive Management Plan. 39 
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TABLE ES-1 
Development Summary for Proposed Santa Rosa County Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin System 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

 
 
 

Phase 

 
 

No. Rib 
Cells 

 
 

Rib Bottom 
Area (acres) 

Disturbed Area 
for RIB 

Construction 
(acres) 

 
Access 
Roads 

(ft) 

 
Disturbed Area 

for Access 
Roads (acres) 

 
Area for Onsite 

Operations 
Facilities (acres) 

1 9 24.0 40 12,500 4.3 2.0 

2 12 38.2 61 6,000 2.0 – 

3 8 26.0 45 5,000 1.7 – 

Totals 29 88.2 146 23,500 8.0 2.0 

Notes: 
RIB = rapid-rate infiltration basin 
ft = feet 

 

Because of the physical limitations and geography of the region, and the fact that most of 1 
the land that can support such a system in this region is located on the Eglin Reservation, 2 
the proposed action represents the only reasonable solution to this need. Therefore, either 3 
the proposed action is consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or it is 4 
not consistent. There are no other alternatives that involve the use of federal lands. 5 
Therefore, the No-action Alternative is the only alternative compared to the proposed action 6 
as a basis for determining consistency with NEPA. 7 

ES.4 Environmental Issues and Concerns 8 

No significant environmental concerns have been identified for the proposed action. 9 
Table ES-2 summarizes the expected effects of the proposed action on the environmental 10 
issues analyzed as part of this EA. 11 

TABLE ES-2 
Comparative Impact Summary 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Resource Area Proposed Action No-action Alternative 

Mission, EAFB No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Topography, Soils, and 
Geology 

No impact to topography, geology, or soils No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Noise No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Air Quality No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 
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TABLE ES-2 
Comparative Impact Summary 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Resource Area Proposed Action No-action Alternative 

Groundwater Possible beneficial impact by the raising 
of local groundwater levels; otherwise, no 
impact 

No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Surface Water No adverse impact. However, the 
proposed action is expected to have a 
direct beneficial impact on Santa Rosa 
Sound because a WWTF would be 
diverted from the Sound. 

The existing water quality problems 
remain, which are an exceedance of the 
copper standard and the continued 
discharge of domestic effluent within the 
Gulf Islands National Seashore. 

Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials and Wastes 

No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Terrestrial Biota No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Aquatic Biota No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Wetlands No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Cultural Resources 

 

No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Socioeconomic The proposed action will facilitate 
development of the Fairpoint Peninsula 
Holley Navarre area to the extent that the 
availability of utility infrastructure will be 
more reliable. 

The no-action alternative would 
necessarily limit development of the 
region. It may impede development to 
the extent that the availability of utility 
infrastructure will be less reliable. This 
may have a negative impact on the 
region's ability to support military 
personnel. This would have a negative 
impact on the local economy and base 
missions. 

Visual Resources No impact No impacts because no change from 
existing conditions would occur. 

Notes: 
EAFB = Eglin Air Force Base 
WWTF = wastewater treatment facility  

Design features of the proposed RIBs will be fully coordinated with the EAFB Range 1 
Configuration Control Committee to ensure that features such as fencing, roads, vegetative 2 
barriers, etc., do not affect the Eglin mission. Coordination will be accomplished by the 3 
proponent at the earliest site design stages.  4 
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ES.5 Environmental Compliance 1 

Table ES-3 summarizes the status of the compliance of the project with applicable federal 2 
environmental statutes and executive orders. 3 

TABLE ES-3 
Federal Environmental Statutes and Executive Orders 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Acts Compliance Status EA Action 

Archaeological and Historic Preservation 
Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 469) 

In compliance Meetings were held with the Eglin Cultural 
Resources Division. In addition, letters were 
sent out and received from the Florida Division 
of Historical Resources. 

Clean Air Act, as amended (Public 
Law 88-206) 

In compliance No air emission will result from the operation 
or construction of the system. 

Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended 
(Public Law 95-217) 

In compliance There will be no impact to wetlands or waters 
of the state as a result of construction or 
operation of the system. 

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-510), as 
amended by the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (Public 
Law 99-499) 

In compliance A search for contaminated sites was 
conducted and none were identified. 
Furthermore, no hazardous materials will be 
associated with the construction or operation 
of the system. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Public Law 93-205) 

In compliance The construction or operation of the system 
will not affect any threatened or endangered 
species. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 661, et seq.) 

In compliance No impacts will occur to any bodies of water 
as a result of this action. Furthermore, EAFB 
will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, if necessary. 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(Public Law 91-190) 

In compliance This EA is being prepared in accordance with 
NEPA. 

National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended (Public Law 89-665) 

In compliance Meetings were held with the Eglin Cultural 
Resources Division. In addition, letters were 
sent out and received from the Florida Division 
of Historical Resources. 

Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended In compliance No permanent noise impacts will occur. Noise 
impacts are minimal and temporary, 
associated with construction and site 
maintenance activities, and will be buffered by 
vegetation borders. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(Public Law 94-580) 

In compliance A search for contaminated sites was 
conducted and none were identified. 
Furthermore, no hazardous materials will be 
associated with the construction or operation 
of the system. 
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TABLE ES-3 
Federal Environmental Statutes and Executive Orders 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Acts Compliance Status EA Action 

Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965, as 
amended (including Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act and 
amendments) 

In compliance No hazardous materials will be associated 
with the construction or operation of the 
system, and the system will receive no solid or 
hazardous waste either in construction or 
operation. All solid waste generated by the 
construction will be removed and disposed at 
an approved landfill facility. 

Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 
(Public Law 94-469) 

In compliance A search for contaminated sites was 
conducted and none were identified. 
Furthermore, no hazardous materials will be 
associated with the construction or operation 
of the system. 

Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act of 1954 (16 U.S.C. 1101, 
et seq.) 

In compliance The project will not affect the ground level 
elevations within a designated floodplain.  

Wetlands Conservation Act (Public 
Law 101-233) 

In compliance There will be no impact to wetlands or waters 
of the state as a result of construction or 
operation of the system. 

State of Florida Environmental Resources 
Permit and related permits (Dredge and 
Fill /Wetlands Permit) 

In compliance There is no ERP permit process for this area 
of Florida. In addition, no wetland impacts will 
result from the construction or operation of this 
project that might require permitting under the 
CWA (see above, this table). 

NPDES Storm Water Permit In compliance Application with the appropriate storm water 
runoff and erosion control plan will be filed as 
part of preconstruction activities. Project 
design will account for any necessary storm 
water management on the project (roadside 
swales). 

Floodplain Management (Executive 
Order 11988) 

In compliance The project will not affect a designated 
floodplain during which changes to topography 
would affect the floodplain. 

Protection of Wetlands (Executive 
Order 11990) 

In compliance There will be no impact to wetlands or waters 
of the state as a result of construction or 
operation of the system. 

Federal Compliance with Pollution 
Standards (Executive Order 12088) 

In compliance All other applicable pollution laws are in 
compliance. 

Notes: 
EAFB = Eglin Air Force Base 
CWA = Clean Water Act 
U.S.C. = United States Code 
EA = environmental assessment 
NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act 
ERP = Environmental Resources Permit 
NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
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1.0 Introduction 1 

The Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners (SRCBOCC) proposes to lease 2 
approximately 328 acres of U.S. Air Force (USAF) property for the purpose of constructing 3 
and operating a reclaimed water rapid-rate infiltration basin (RIB) system. The proposed 4 
RIB system would be constructed to receive and distribute highly treated reclaimed 5 
wastewater from the three utilities operating in South Santa Rosa County, Florida. These 6 
utilities are the Navarre Beach Utilities (NBU), the Holley Navarre Water System (HNWS), 7 
and the South Santa Rosa Utilities (SSRU). The reclaimed wastewater would be pumped 8 
(piped) from these utility companies to the RIB system, where it would filter down from the 9 
infiltration basins to the surficial aquifer beneath the site. 10 

The proposed site is located on Eglin Air Force Base (EAFB) property west of State Road 11 
(SR) 87 and south of EAFB Range Road 726. A buffer distance of no less than 500 feet (ft) 12 
would be maintained from SR 87, and a buffer distance of no less than 10,000 ft from the 13 
north-south runway of Choctaw Air Field would be maintained. Of the 328 acres, 200 acres 14 
would be a phased development as demand for wastewater disposal occurred. Initially, 15 
Phase I (40 acres) would be constructed; then Phase II (90 acres); and then finally Phase III 16 
(70 acres). The remaining 128 acres would be set aside as a contingency area that might be 17 
required in the event a regulatory review by the Florida Department of Environmental 18 
Protection (FDEP) determined the need for an additional area. Access to the facilities and 19 
infiltration basins would be by 15-foot-wide gravel base roads. A 2-acre Operations 20 
Compound consisting of a combined office and an equipment storage and maintenance 21 
shed surrounded by a chain link fence would be constructed to support maintenance 22 
activities. Manpower maintenance work schedules would be normal daylight duty hours. 23 

In addition to the proposed RIB site, the reclaimed water would be delivered to the site 24 
through a reclaimed water pumping and distribution system originating at the Navarre 25 
Beach Wastewater Treatment Facility (NVBWWTF). The reclaimed water conveyance 26 
system, in total, is approximately 12 miles long. This reclaimed water distribution system 27 
also would traverse a small section of the Eglin Reservation located in South Holley. This 28 
short segment of the conveyance system is referred to throughout the remainder of this 29 
document as the South Holley Segment. 30 

The South Holley Segment is approximately 500 ft long, along the western boundary of the 31 
SR 87 easement at the western boundary of the Eglin Reservation. Within the 500-foot 32 
segment, a transmission pipeline that would transport the treated effluent to the RIB system 33 
would be installed. Currently, the South Holley Segment is being used as a residential yard 34 
and drainage swale for SR 87. Few environmental features, aside from mature pine trees, are 35 
found on this segment. The proposed segment of force main would not affect these trees. 36 

A series of RIBs would be constructed on the site in phases over a 20-year period. This 37 
system would enable the recycling of up to 7 million gallons per day (mgd) of highly treated 38 
reclaimed wastewater generated by the South Santa Rosa County utilities. Santa Rosa  39 
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County anticipates that the project would be developed in three phases. Each phase would 1 
be constructed as necessary to meet the region’s growing effluent disposal needs.  2 

The proposed system is being developed to address the regional needs of South Santa Rosa 3 
County. The SRCBOCC, pursuant to its powers and duties as enumerated in 4 
Paragraph 125.01(1)(k), F.S., and Subsection 125.01101, F.S., provides sewage collection and 5 
treatment services in South Santa Rosa County through franchise agreements with the SSRU 6 
and HNWS. The SRCBOCC also owns and operates the NBU, providing service to that 7 
section of Santa Rosa Island that lies within South Santa Rosa County. Problems associated 8 
with providing for the adequate disposal of reclaimed water in South Santa Rosa County 9 
along the Fairpoint Peninsula and Holley Navarre areas are well documented. Figure 1-1 10 
provides a general location map of the region.  11 

In response to difficulties experienced by the regional utilities in providing for adequate and 12 
reliable service to the region, the SRCBOCC conducted a study of the regional needs and 13 
alternatives for a regional solution. This effort produced the Conceptual Level Evaluation–14 
Alternative Effluent Disposal Strategies for South Santa Rosa County, Florida (CH2M HILL, 1998).  15 

This study identified land application on the Eglin Reservation in the vicinity of the 16 
proposed site as a viable solution to the region's future wastewater disposal needs. 17 

1.1 Fairpoint Peninsula 18 

The Fairpoint Peninsula includes the City of Gulf Breeze and the unincorporated areas 19 
known as Tiger Point, Midway, and Holley Navarre. The Fairpoint Peninsula is the fastest-20 
growing area in Santa Rosa County and one of the fastest-growing areas in the State of 21 
Florida. The County's Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code requires all new 22 
subdivisions within 1/2 mile of service to connect to a central sewer system. To prepare for 23 
future growth and to sustain reliable service, the County must provide adequate disposal 24 
capacity and infrastructure. Sufficient land area to provide for adequate long-term disposal 25 
capacity on Santa Rosa Island and the Fairpoint Peninsula is not available. Furthermore, the 26 
land and water table elevations on the island and peninsula are not favorable for rapid-rate 27 
infiltration of this magnitude, nor does sufficient open land area exist for slow-rate 28 
irrigation on the island and the peninsula to meet these future needs. 29 

Fairpoint Peninsula and Santa Rosa Island are characterized by low land elevations and 30 
wetland areas with little separation between the surface elevations and the groundwater 31 
table. The peninsula is bounded by Santa Rosa Sound, East Bay, and Pensacola Bay.  32 

The majority of these water bodies are Class II waters approved for shellfish harvesting, and 33 
new discharges of domestic wastewater are prohibited to these waters. The Island is 34 
bounded by Santa Rosa Sound and the Gulf of Mexico. These waters are within the Gulf 35 
Island National Seashore and are designated as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFWs). 36 

Both the SSRU and HNWS currently are developing public access reuse systems that 37 
provide reclaimed water to golf courses and large commercial developments. These efforts 38 
will continue. However, it is not expected that these systems will be capable of providing for 39 
the projected future needs of the region. 40 
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1.1.1 Navarre Beach Wastewater Treatment Facility 1 
The proposed system is to be developed in two to three phases over a 20-year period. SSRU 2 
and HNWS needs are not expected to result in a demand for the system until the second or 3 
third phase of the project. The immediate need is relative to the NBU. 4 

The NVBWWTF is owned and operated by the SRCBOCC. Currently, the NVBWWTF is 5 
permitted to discharge 900,000 gallons per day (gpd) of treated domestic effluent to Santa 6 
Rosa Sound. In May 2000, the FDEP issued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 7 
System (NPDES) permit FL0023981-001-DW1P to the NVBWWTF. In addition to the NPDES 8 
permit, FDEP issued to the SRCBOCC an Administrative Order (AO) requiring the facility 9 
to come into full compliance with state and federal water quality standards by May 31, 2005. 10 
The AO was issued because the effluent discharged from the facility–while of high quality 11 
in terms of conventional constituents such as carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand 12 
(CBOD), total suspended solids (TSS), total nitrogen (TN), and total phosphorus (TP)–had 13 
concentrations of total recoverable copper that exceeded the State Class III marine water 14 
standard of 3.7 micrograms per liter (µg/L). 15 

Copper naturally occurs in the potable water supply at levels near or above the state and 16 
federal Class III Marine water standard of 3.7 µg/L. As the potable water passes through the 17 
potable water system located on Navarre Beach, copper leaches from the plumbing and 18 
fixtures. As the raw wastewater enters the treatment facility, the levels of total recoverable 19 
copper range from 100 µg/L to 400 µg/L. The wastewater treatment process removes a 20 
majority (80 percent to 90 percent) of this copper, but a conventional domestic wastewater 21 
treatment process is not designed to achieve compliance with the standard of 3.7 µg/L. In 22 
October 2001, the utility installed a chemical process to aid in the coagulation of the copper, 23 
but this process can only reliably achieve concentrations down to 36 μg/L. 24 

Coupled with the concerns for compliance with the total recoverable copper standard for 25 
discharge to Class II and III marine waters is the fact that the NVBWWTF discharges to 26 
waters within the Gulf Island National Seashore, an OFW. Furthermore, the waters 27 
immediately adjacent to the zone of discharge are classified as Class II marine waters, 28 
approved for shellfish harvesting. The State of Florida water quality standards require that 29 
the highest level of protection possible be afforded to OFWs. These waters were classified by 30 
the State of Florida pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 United States Code  31 
(U.S.C.) ss/1251 et seq. 32 

Santa Rosa County completed the Wastewater Treatment and Effluent Disposal Comprehensive 33 
Plan for the Navarre Beach Wastewater Treatment Facility (CH2M HILL, March 2001). In the 34 
development of this plan, the County considered several alternatives to the existing 35 
discharge to Santa Rosa Sound from the NVBWWTF:  36 

• Direct Reuse/Public Access Irrigation on Santa Rosa Island 37 
• Class V Deep Injection Wells 38 
• Spray Irrigation on Utility-owned Property (Purchase Required) 39 
• Rapid-rate Infiltration on Utility-owned Property (Purchase Required) 40 
• Natural Wetlands Disposal 41 
• Spray Irrigation on Eglin Reservation Property 42 
• Rapid-rate Infiltration on Eglin Reservation Property 43 
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• Privatization of Wastewater Services 1 
• Class I Deep Injection Wells 2 
• Class V Shallow Injection Wells 3 

Again, this study was commissioned by the SRCBOCC to address the specific problems and 4 
needs of the NBU. Initially, the effort was focused on containing the NVBWWTF discharge 5 
on Santa Rosa Island and, if not on the island, areas on the peninsula were examined 6 
thoroughly. The proposed use of Eglin property was not considered until the screening of 7 
other alternatives for the NVBWWTF was unsuccessful. 8 

Then the SRCBOCC considered the difficulty of addressing the needs of the NBU, along 9 
with the ongoing effort to address the future needs of the other utilities, and concluded that 10 
the use of Eglin property was the only alternative that could effectively address these needs 11 
in an environmentally sound and regional application. 12 

1.2 Alternatives Background 13 

The list of alternatives above was selected for consideration based on the study performed 14 
by CH2M HILL in 1998. On the basis of experience and familiarity with the region, the list 15 
above captures all of the reasonable alternatives that provide any potential for development. 16 
The potential for any of these applications varies with each alternative. Each was screened 17 
with respect to costs, the SRCBOCC's ability to implement it, needs addressed, regulatory 18 
constraints, technical risk, and environmental concerns. 19 

Discharge to the Gulf of Mexico was not considered along with these alternatives, because it 20 
is not a reasonable alternative solution. The waters along Santa Rosa Island, including the 21 
Gulf of Mexico, are within the Gulf Island National Seashore. Waters within the Gulf Island 22 
National Seashore are classified as OFW. The FDEP is charged with providing the highest 23 
level of protection to OFWs. It is extremely unlikely that the FDEP would issue a permit for 24 
a domestic wastewater discharge to the Gulf of Mexico under these circumstances. 25 
Furthermore, the same Class III Marine Standard for total recoverable copper exists for the 26 
Gulf of Mexico as it does for Santa Rosa Sound. A proposed discharge to the Gulf of Mexico, 27 
therefore, would not resolve the issue confronting the NBU and the other utilities, or enable 28 
them to comply with the AO from the FDEP. A brief explanation of the screening of the 29 
various alternatives is presented below. 30 

Discharge to Class V deep injection wells was ruled out because of the risks associated with 31 
penetrating the confining layer separating the Upper and Lower Floridan Aquifers. There is 32 
considerable risk associated with injecting water under pressure to the Lower Floridan, 33 
because doing so could result in contamination of the Upper Floridan. This alternative was 34 
rejected on this basis. 35 

Discharge to natural wetlands is not a viable alternative. All of the water bodies near the 36 
SSRU, HNWS, and NBU systems, which are buffered from the uplands by wetlands, are 37 
Class II waters approved for shellfish harvesting. This classification extends through the 38 
wetlands to the uplands, including the wetlands in this classification. New domestic 39 
wastewater discharges to Class II waters are prohibited by the FDEP rules. 40 
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Privatization of services for Navarre Beach would not resolve the need for future capacity, 1 
nor would it resolve the conflict between the Navarre Beach discharge and the Class III 2 
Marine Water standard for copper. This alternative simply passes the problem from the 3 
County to a private entity without providing a solution. 4 

A Class I deep well injection for the NVBWWTF was considered. This alternative would 5 
involve injecting the reclaimed water directly into the Upper Floridan Aquifer. This 6 
alternative was rejected for the NVBWWTF because of the high cost and associated 7 
environmental concerns. Implementing this alternative would require that the treatment 8 
system at the NVBWWTF be modified to include post-treatment with reverse osmosis (RO) 9 
prior to injection. This treatment process results in a brine waste stream that would either 10 
have to be discharged to Santa Rosa Sound or be injected into the Lower Floridan Aquifer 11 
through a second injection well. This alternative is simply not viable because of costs and 12 
the environmental regulatory constraints of managing the resulting waste stream from the 13 
RO process. 14 

Class V shallow injection wells involve the use of a series of wells that would inject water 15 
into the surficial aquifer. This alternative was rejected for the same reason as the Class I 16 
deep well injection alternative. It requires treatment through RO prior to injection and 17 
results in a waste stream that must be injected into the Lower Floridan aquifer. This 18 
alternative is not cost-effective and, considering the environmental risks, was rejected. 19 

Reuse on Santa Rosa Island for the NVBWWTF was first evaluated in 1999 by Fabre 20 
Engineering. That effort was documented in the Navarre Reuse Feasibility Study (Fabre 21 
Engineering, 1999). This study concluded that reuse of reclaimed water on Santa Rosa Island 22 
for the NVBWWTF would not account for the future needs of this facility over the long 23 
term. Adequate capacity from the available land area on Santa Rosa Island within Navarre 24 
Beach would only provide 66 percent of the needed capacity requirements for this facility. 25 

CH2M HILL reevaluated the potential for reuse of reclaimed water on Santa Rosa Island in 26 
2000. On the basis of this study, it is estimated that only about 75 percent of the capacity 27 
requirements for this facility can be achieved through reuse. The University of Florida was 28 
consulted with respect to the proposed land application of reclaimed water on the barrier 29 
island (Personnel Communication, November 2000). The University did not concur with the 30 
proposed use, citing concern for the ability of the native dune vegetation to uptake the 31 
nutrients and subsequent leaching of nutrients. The University also did not support the 32 
proposed loading rate of 1.5 inches per week, further reducing the potential capacity of 33 
island reuse below the estimated 75 percent. 34 

Additional concerns for the encouragement of non-native vegetation makes the island reuse 35 
alternative a non-viable alternative. Preventing the introduction and encouragement of non-36 
native vegetation is the policy of the State of Florida, and is part of the County's Land 37 
Development Code. This concern stems from the increased amount of water and nutrients 38 
made available through reclaimed water that would tend to favor species that are not 39 
indigenous to the coastal barrier island environment.  40 

Nor are reuse on Santa Rosa Island in conjunction with continued surface water discharge 41 
or a combination of reuse on the island and reuse on the peninsula discharge viable 42 
alternatives. These alternatives are not viable because the continued surface water discharge 43 
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cannot comply with the Class III Marine Water Standard for copper. Furthermore, the 1 
combined costs for developing a reuse system on the island to achieve less than 75 percent 2 
capacity and the costs of a pipeline across Santa Rosa Sound to account for the additional 3 
25 percent or more of the capacity requirements are not cost-effective. 4 

1.2.1 South Santa Rosa Utility and Holley Navarre Water System 5 
The SSRU and HNWS currently operate and are developing reuse systems. These utilities 6 
provide reuse for 100 percent of their respective existing flows. Both utilities have been 7 
developing additional capacity as demand became imminent, which has resulted in a costly 8 
piecemeal approach that has not provided assurances that future capacity needs will be met. 9 
Both systems expect to be able to rely on this proposed RIB system in the event that the 10 
limitations of the potential disposal capacity along the Fairpoint Peninsula, as previously 11 
discussed, prevent them from providing for future demands.  12 

The SSRU and the HNWS franchise areas account for 100 percent of the land area between 13 
the NBU system and the proposed RIB site on EAFB. The NBU examined areas within the 14 
HNWS franchise area for a site that possibly could be purchased and used for land 15 
application. Figure 1-2 illustrates the geographic limitations for a regional system. During 16 
the study for Navarre Beach, three parcels within the HNWS franchise area were examined. 17 
These areas are essentially the only land areas of sufficient size to be considered for such an 18 
application. Had these parcels yielded more potential, the County could have purchased 19 
these properties or exercised its power of eminent domain. However, the use of these 20 
parcels was determined not to be viable because they cannot yield the required capacity and 21 
because of concerns for low land elevations with respect to the groundwater table, or the 22 
proximity to sensitive wetlands. 23 

1.2.2 Potential Land Application Parcels 24 
Parcel 1 is approximately 234 acres. Of this 234 acres, approximately two thirds of it is 25 
wetlands. Williams Creek bisects this area as it flows south to Santa Rosa Sound. Excluding 26 
the wetlands areas from use leaves insufficient land area on this site for spray irrigation of 27 
the capacity requirements for the NBU, and certainly for a regional system. Although there 28 
is sufficient land area on which to locate a rapid-rate infiltration system on this site for the 29 
NBU, it is unlikely that the full capacity requirements for the a regional system could be 30 
achieved in this manner because of the limited buffer area between the land application area 31 
and Williams Creek. Separation between the land surface and the groundwater table makes 32 
this site an unlikely candidate for rapid-rate infiltration. Furthermore, the FDEP's and local 33 
environmental groups’ opposition to rapid-rate infiltration in this area is well documented. 34 
The FDEP probably would not issue a permit for this alternative. Also, because this area is 35 
within the HNWS franchise area, it is likely that HNWS would oppose NBU's use of this site 36 
without considering the needs of the HNWS’ system. This site simply cannot serve as a 37 
regional solution. 38 

Parcel 2 is approximately 715 acres. Approximately 60 percent of this site is wetlands. The 39 
upland areas within this parcel are extremely low lying and there would be little if any 40 
separation between the ground surface and water table, thus making it unsuitable for the 41 
land application of reclaimed water. 42 
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Parcel 3 is approximately 216 acres. This parcel is located within an existing residential 1 
subdivision and currently is being developed with additional single-family homes. It would 2 
not be practical to consider this site as a location for land application from a regional 3 
standpoint or for the NBU independently. 4 

These are the only parcels of sufficient size in South Santa Rosa County that could even be 5 
considered to provide for the long-term capacity needs of the region. The SSRU and HNWS 6 
will continue to develop their systems and to make reclaimed water available to new and 7 
existing developments, which will defer their respective needs for use of the proposed RIB 8 
system to the latter phases of the proposed project. Developing public access reuse systems 9 
requires time, and the supply and demand must exist to make them viable. 10 

Slow-rate land application, a forested irrigation system on Eglin property, also was 11 
considered. Slow-rate land application on the Eglin Reservation was the preferred 12 
alternative, because of the costs and the minimal environmental concerns. This alternative 13 
would be the most easily permitted through the FDEP permitting process, and is compatible 14 
with EAFB’s existing use of the land as a reforestation area. However, this alternative would 15 
require approximately 1,300 acres and was deemed to be mission impactive by the EAFB 16 
Encroachment Committee (EC). 17 

The NBU would have to spend in excess of $2 million dollars to construct the pipeline 18 
necessary to convey the reclaimed water from its facility across Santa Rosa Sound to the 19 
mainland. Doing so is not cost-effective unless the projected build-out capacity is available 20 
upon completion of the pipeline. The only alternative is to develop the proposed site for 21 
100 percent of the future capacity needs for NBU. Eventually, the SSRU and HNWS will 22 
maximize their ability to distribute reclaimed water on the peninsula and ultimately will 23 
divert future flows above those developed for public access reuse on the peninsula to the 24 
proposed system. 25 

Diverting the reclaimed water north of the Yellow River to Central Santa Rosa County is 26 
simply not cost-effective. As proposed, the reclaimed water must be conveyed a distance of 27 
more than 10 miles to the proposed RIBs site. Diverting the reclaimed water north of the 28 
Yellow River would add another 10 or more miles to the required pipeline length, which 29 
would add as much as $5 to $10 million to the estimated project costs. Even if the County 30 
were to consider employing its power of eminent domain to use areas north of the Yellow 31 
River, this approach would increase the cost of the project to an unreasonable amount. This 32 
estimated cost does not even consider the political and environmental problems associated 33 
with diverting the flows to a location north of the Yellow River, which could drive the costs 34 
even higher. 35 

Once all of these alternatives for the NBU were screened and considered by the SRCBOCC 36 
in the context of the needs for the entire region, using land on the Eglin Reservation for 37 
rapid-rate land application emerged as the only alternative that addresses the regional 38 
needs and meets all of the criteria with respect to regulatory requirements, costs, and 39 
environmental concerns, and that is acceptable to the EAFB EC. Figure 1-3 provides a 40 
location map of the proposed RIBs site. 41 

The proposed site represents the only viable site for the development of a regional system 42 
for South Santa Rosa County. Ways to contain the effluent from the NBU on Santa Rosa  43 
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Island were considered thoroughly. None of these alternatives were found to provide for 1 
the required build-out capacity, or they were found not to be cost-effective, or the 2 
environmental risks were not acceptable. Land area on the Fairpoint Peninsula for disposal 3 
of the NVBWWTF effluent was considered. Only three parcels of sufficient size exist for this 4 
purpose. The use of these sites for the NBU is not viable because of the low land elevations 5 
with respect to the groundwater table, they either contain or are too close to existing 6 
wetlands, or they currently are being developed for other purposes.  7 

Furthermore, use of land on the peninsula for the NBU results in a conflict with the other 8 
utilities operating on the peninsula that are dependant on the limited resources existing on 9 
the peninsula for their existing flows. The alternatives are severely limited by the region's 10 
proximity to the Eglin Reservation. Diverting these flows north of Eglin is simply cost 11 
prohibitive. Areas east and west of SR 87 on the Eglin Reservation were examined. Areas 12 
east of SR 87 on Eglin were determined to be mission impactive by the EAFB EC. The use of 13 
all areas west of SR 87 were determined to be mission impactive by the EC except for the use 14 
of the proposed site. Table 1-1 summarizes the alternatives considered for the NBU. An 15 
examination of these alternatives for the NBU, in conjunction with the County's efforts to 16 
address regional needs for wastewater disposal capacity, indicates that the proposed site is 17 
the only viable alternative. 18 

TABLE 1-1 
Summary of Evaluation of Alternatives for the NVBWWTF that were Considered and Rejected 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Alternative Description Rejection Criteria 
1. Direct Reuse Provide public access 

reuse quality reclaimed 
water for irrigation of 
landscaped areas on 
Navarre Beach. 

The Navarre Beach section of Santa Rosa Island does 
not have sufficient reuse capacity to meet the long-
term needs of the facility. 
 
The potential for encouraging non-native vegetation is 
high and this alternative was discouraged. 

1. Class V Deep Injection 
Wells 

Construct a single well for 
injection into the Lower 
Floridan Aquifer. 

Very costly with respect to the potential risk that the 
aquifer may not be capable of accepting the proposed 
flow rate of 1.0 mgd.  
 
Risk associated with penetrating the confining layer 
separating the Lower and Upper Floridan Aquifers. 

1. Spray Irrigation on 
Utility-owned Property 

Purchase approximately 
200 acres to be spray 
irrigated. 

Suitable parcels of this size are not available in this 
area to address the long-term regional needs. 

1. Rapid-rate Infiltration 
on Utility-owned Property 

Purchase approximately 
24 acres for rapid-rate 
infiltration basins (RIBs). 

Suitable land parcels of this size are not available in 
this area that are sustainable for rapid-rate infiltration 
and that would provide for long-term regional needs.  
 
The land elevations on the Fairpoint Peninsula and 
Holley Navarre area are low with respect to 
groundwater elevations and are not suitable for rapid-
rate infiltration.  
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TABLE 1-1 
Summary of Evaluation of Alternatives for the NVBWWTF that were Considered and Rejected 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Alternative Description Rejection Criteria 
1. Natural Wetlands 
Disposal 

Purchase approximately 
200 acres of wetlands 
property for discharge into 
a receiving wetland. 

All wetlands in proximity to Navarre Beach are 
contiguous to Class II waters and thus are Class II. 
According to the Florida Administrative Code, 
discharges of domestic wastewater into Class II waters 
are not allowed. 

1. Privatization of 
Wastewater Services 

Sell the Navarre Beach 
Assets to the Holley 
Navarre Water System. 

This alternative dos not solve the problem of the 
discharge to Santa Rosa Sound. 
 
The Holley Navarre Water System does not have the 
capacity to receive the treated water from Navarre 
Beach. 

1. Class I Deep Injection 
Wells 

Treat water to potable 
water standards and inject 
the reclaimed water into 
the Upper Floridan. 

Indirect potable re-use has never been permitted in 
northwest Florida. 
 
Requires a second injection well to inject rejects from 
the treatment process to the Lower Floridan. 
 
Cost prohibitive. 

1. Class V Shallow 
Injection Wells 

Construct a series of 
shallow wells for injection 
of the reclaimed water into 
the sand and gravel 
aquifer. 

Requires treatment to groundwater standards.  
 
Requires a second injection well to inject rejects from 
the treatment process to the Lower Floridan. 
 
Cost prohibitive. 

2. Forested Irrigation Construct a 980- to 
1,300-acre forested 
irrigation system on 
property leased from 
EAFB. 

The Eglin Encroachment Committee determined that 
this alternative would affect EAFB’s mission. 

Land parcels on the 
eastern side of Hwy. 87 

Construct the RIBs on two 
land parcels on the 
eastern side of Hwy. 87. 

The EAFB Encroachment Committee determined that 
this alternative would affect EAFB’s mission. 

Notes: 
1. The alternatives above were evaluated for the NVBWWTF. Each was determined not to be feasible for the  
 NVBWWTF. These alternatives do not facilitate a solution to the regional demand for wastewater disposal  
 capacity. The limitations of the other existing utilities in the region, Holley Navarre Water System and South 
 Santa Rosa Utilities, have been well documented. The Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners  
 has a regional responsibility that extends beyond the service boundaries of the NVBWWTF. Therefore, each of  
 the alternatives above was rejected for implementation. 
2. This alternative was proposed at locations adjacent to the proposed site. The alternative was determined by  
 Eglin to require too large a site, to be too close to Choctaw Field, and to represent an unacceptable  
encroachment onto EAFB.  
mgd = million gallons per day 
EAFB = Eglin Air Force Base 

 
The 1998 study for regional solutions did not include the NBU. This study was performed in 1 
response to the difficulties the SSRU was having associated with the development of 2 
adequate disposal capacity for its system on the Fairpoint Peninsula. This situation resulted 3 
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in a moratorium on new connections to the SSRU system and created a situation wherein 1 
the SRCBOCC was unable to comply with the state-mandated comprehensive growth 2 
management plan. It was not until May 2000 that the Board became aware of the problems 3 
being experienced by the NBU. The SRCBOCC needs an appropriate plan to provide for 4 
adequate and reliable future service on a regional basis that includes the SSRU, HNWS, and 5 
NBU. Therefore, the SRCBOCC, in an effort to adequately plan for the future needs of the 6 
region, and not just for Navarre Beach, resolved to address these problems from a regional 7 
perspective. To accomplish this objective, the County proposes to develop regional 8 
infrastructure to provide adequate wastewater disposal capacity on a regional basis for a 9 
20-year period. This improvement is needed to keep pace with a rapidly growing 10 
population. Population growth within the study area, South Santa Rosa County, in the 1990s 11 
was documented in the Census 2000 at 112 percent. 12 

It is foreseeable that the project will facilitate further development in Santa Rosa County. As 13 
the population increases and the County approves the development of the areas bordering 14 
EAFB, an increase in noise complaints is likely to result from Eglin’s mission activities. To 15 
mitigate these impacts and to facilitate good relations between Eglin and its future 16 
neighbors in Santa Rosa County, EAFB approved the County’s RIBs system, but conditioned 17 
its approval on the County’s imposition of reasonable noise mitigation measures. These 18 
measures may include appropriate zoning to prohibit the development of noise-sensitive 19 
communities in or near Eglin’s borders. Alternatively, or in addition and subject to Eglin’s 20 
approval, these measures may include provisions within the County building code to 21 
mandate noise buffers in all new construction.  22 

The present design of the RIB system that is considered in this Environmental Assessment 23 
(EA) will allow for future expansion to accommodate additional system users. However, the 24 
initial phase is directed to receiving reclaimed water from the NBU. 25 

EAFB covers approximately 464,000 acres and includes parts of Okaloosa, Walton, and 26 
Santa Rosa counties, Florida. EAFB has been in operation since 1935, during which time the 27 
base has been used for a variety of testing and training operations in support of national 28 
defense goals. EAFB provides host support to the Air Armament Center (AAC), which is 29 
responsible for the development, acquisition, testing, deployment, and sustenance of all air-30 
delivered weapons. The AAC accomplishes its mission on Eglin through three components: 31 
the Armament Product Directorate, the 46th Test Wing, and the 96th Air Base Wing. 32 

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 33 

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a sound environmental solution to the 34 
infrastructure needs of South Santa Rosa County, including the City of Gulf Breeze, the 35 
unincorporated areas of south Santa Rosa County (Tiger Point/Midway), and Holley 36 
Navarre and Navarre Beach, for the disposal of reclaimed water from the SSRU, HNWS, 37 
and NBU systems. The RIB system is needed to meet the stringent effluent limitations 38 
imposed by the FDEP, which currently regulates the effluent discharge to Santa Rosa Sound, 39 
and to provide reliable reclaimed water disposal capacity on a regional basis. The State of 40 
Florida also is responsible for enforcing these same requirements pursuant to its delegated 41 
authority from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  42 
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The NBU must meet the FDEP guidelines for total recoverable copper discharge by May 31, 1 
2005, to be in compliance with the NPDES permit. The plant currently cannot meet this 2 
discharge limitation and must look for an alternative to the surface water discharge. The 3 
proposed system also will provide the highest level of protection possible for the Gulf Island 4 
National Seashore by eliminating the direct discharge.  5 

In addition to the NBU’s needs, the RIB system would provide reserve disposal capacity for 6 
future use by the other utilities that operate in the area. It is anticipated that in future years, 7 
the other regional utilities, the SSRU and HNWS, will require additional disposal capacity 8 
and will use the RIB system as a disposal option. Thus, the RIB system will provide a 9 
regional solution to increased effluent disposal demands caused by rapid growth in the 10 
area. 11 

This EA evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with the construction and 12 
operation of a RIB system on EAFB property. Prepared by CH2M HILL, this EA meets the 13 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 32 Code of Federal 14 
Regulations (CFR) Part 989. 15 

1.4 Location of the Proposed Action 16 

The proposed action’s location is adjacent to a southern property boundary of EAFB at the 17 
junction with SR 87 (Sections 28 and 29 of Township 1 S, Range 27 W on Holley Florida, 18 
U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 7.5-minute topographic map; Figure 1-1) in Santa Rosa 19 
County, Florida. EAFB Range Road 726 borders the site to the north and SR 87 is the eastern 20 
boundary. To the south and west, the site boundary is located approximately on the 75-foot 21 
contour topographic break that enters the lowland of East Bay. This line extends from the 22 
northwestern corner of the Gulf Power electric substation, northwest approximately 5,600 ft, 23 
not including the unnamed intermittent creek feature in its path.  24 

Another portion of the project, associated with the conveyance from the NVBWWTF to the 25 
RIB system site, is located in an approximate 500-foot section of EAFB along the western 26 
side of SR 87, within a property corner, west of the intersection of Bob Tolbert Road and 27 
SR 87 (intersection of SR 87 and Section 1 and 6, of Township 2, Range 27 and 26 W; see  28 
Figures 1-2 and 1-4). In this area, a segment of transmission main will be installed that 29 
eventually will supply reclaimed water to the RIB system. For the purposes of this EA, this 30 
section will be referred to as the South Holley Segment.  31 

Eventually, after all phases of the project have been implemented, the RIB system and all 32 
supporting facilities will occupy approximately 200 acres of EAFB property. Currently, the 33 
area that is being considered for the RIB system is used by EAFB as natural interstitial buffer 34 
area, mainly consisting of reverting clear cuts and silviculture operations. Choctaw Field is 35 
located approximately 10,000 ft to the northwest of the western boundary of a RIB 36 
contingency area and more than 13,000 ft from the proposed active RIB site. 37 

1.5 Applicable Regulatory Requirements and Coordination 38 

This subsection summarizes the most applicable environmental regulations, consultation 39 
requirements, and public involvement issues pertaining to the proposed action. 40 



100 0 100 Feet

N

State Road 87

24" Reclaimed Water
Transmission Main

Aproximate Eglin AFB
Property Boundary

Figure 1-4
Proposed Transmission Main South Holley Segment Through Eglin AFB

20' Pipeline
Easement

Santa Rosa County RIB System



1. INTRODUCTION 

MGM05-NAVARRE BEACH/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/FINALEA.DOC 1-16 

1.5.1 Applicable Federal and State Laws 1 

1.5.1.1 Environmental Policy 2 
NEPA of 1969 and Title 40 of the CFR, Parts 1500 through 1508 (40 CFR 1500-1508) require 3 
federal agencies to consider the potential environmental consequences of proposed actions 4 
and alternatives. U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 6050.1 (32 CFR 214) provides 5 
DoD policies and procedures to supplement 40 CFR 1500-1508. Specific tasks and 6 
procedures for complying with NEPA through the environmental impact analysis process 7 
(EIAP), including responsibilities, compliance requirements, and document preparation and 8 
processing, are found in 32 CFR Part 989. Executive Order (EO) 11514, “Protection and 9 
Enhancement of Environmental Quality” (amended by EO 11991), provides a policy 10 
directing the federal government to take leadership in protecting and enhancing the 11 
environment. 12 

1.5.1.2 Biological Resources (Vegetation and Habitat, Wildlife, and Threatened and Endangered 13 
Species) 14 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543) provides a policy for 15 
federal agencies (with the assistance of the Secretary of the Interior/Commerce) to ensure 16 
that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered 17 
species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the habitat of a species that is 18 
determined to be critical. 19 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act provides a policy for the Secretary of the Interior 20 
(through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]) and for the National Marine Fisheries 21 
Service (NMFS) (through the Secretary of Commerce) to assist and cooperate with federal, 22 
state, and public or private agencies and organizations in the conservation and 23 
rehabilitation of wildlife. 24 

1.5.1.3 Wetlands 25 
The CWA of 1977 and the Water Quality Act (WQA) of 1987 (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq., as 26 
amended) provide a policy for protecting wetlands and other waters of the United States. 27 
Section 404 of the CWA requires permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 28 
to discharge dredged or fill material into such systems. EO 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” 29 
requires federal agencies to minimize or avoid adverse impacts to wetlands and to preserve 30 
and enhance their beneficial values. Per 32 CFR Part 989, as a finding contained in the draft 31 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), a Finding of No Practicable Alternative (FONPA) 32 
must be submitted (five hard copies and an electronic version) to the Major Command 33 
(MAJCOM) EPF when the alternative selected could be located in wetlands or floodplains, 34 
and must discuss why no other practicable alternative exists to avoid impacts. 35 

1.5.1.4 Cultural Resources 36 
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq., as amended) 37 
provides a policy for the protection of historic resources from federal actions. Protection of 38 
Historic Properties (36 CFR 800) provides specific procedures that federal agencies must 39 
implement, such as consulting with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), to 40 
ensure compliance with the NHPA. 41 
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The Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 requires federal agencies to conduct 1 
archaeological investigations on lands under their jurisdiction to determine the nature and 2 
extent of the protected cultural resources present, and to help manage extant resources in 3 
accordance with permit and enforcement provisions of the act. 4 

1.5.1.5 Water Resources 5 
The CWA of 1977 and the WQA of 1987 provide federal policy on maintaining and restoring 6 
water quality to protect and enhance waters of the United States. Section 404 of the CWA 7 
requires permits from the USACE to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the 8 
United States. 9 

EO 11988, “Floodplain Management,” provides federal policy for reducing flood damage 10 
risk, minimizing the impacts of floods potentially resulting from a federal action, and 11 
preserving the natural and beneficial values provided by floodplains and floodways. 12 

As a finding contained in the draft FONSI, a FONPA must be submitted (five hard copies 13 
and an electronic version) to the MAJCOM EPF when the alternative selected could be 14 
located in wetlands or floodplains, and must discuss why no other practicable alternative 15 
exists to avoid impacts. 16 

1.5.1.6 Air Quality 17 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq., as amended) provides a policy directing 18 
federal agencies to protect and enhance air quality. The CAA also requires agencies to verify 19 
that proposed actions conform to state implementation plans for attaining air quality goals. 20 

1.5.1.7 Noise 21 
The Noise Control Act of 1972 provides a policy that directs federal agencies to limit noise 22 
emissions to within compliance levels. 23 

1.5.2 Consultation Requirements 24 
Letters were sent to the following agencies to ascertain additional information or to 25 
ascertain input to the proposed action: 26 

• FDEP, Florida State Clearinghouse, Tallahassee, Florida 27 
• USFWS, Panama City Ecological Service and Fishery Resources Office 28 
• Florida Division of Historical Resources, Tallahassee, Florida 29 

Meetings were held with the following persons to ascertain additional information or to 30 
ascertain input to the proposed action: 31 

• Mr. Bob Miller, Natural Resources Branch, Jackson Guard, EAFB 32 
• Ms. Lynn Shreve, Cultural Resources Management Division, EAFB 33 
• Multiple meetings with the EAFB EC 34 

1.5.3 Public Involvement 35 
EAFB will make the Draft EA and the FONSI available to affected agencies and to the public 36 
for a review period of 30 days. 37 
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EAFB advertised the November 2003 Draft EA and FONSI for public comment on 1 
January 14, 2004, in the Fort Walton Daily News, and in the Pensacola News Journal on 2 
January 14, 2004. The comment period was from January 14 through January 28, 2004.  3 

In response to review comments received from the USAF, a revised Draft EA and FONSI 4 
were prepared in February 2005. SRCBOCC advertised the February 2005 Draft EA and 5 
FONSI for public comment on February 22, 2005. The additional public comment period 6 
was from February 22 through March 24, 2005.  7 

No public comments were received by EAFB on the November 2003 or the February 2005 8 
Draft EAs as a result of the public notification and public comment periods. 9 

1.6 Environmental Assessment Logic, Scope, and Organization  10 

This EA discusses the applicable regulatory requirements and existing conditions that serve 11 
as the context for evaluating the potential environmental impacts associated with the 12 
proposed action and alternatives. On the basis of the nature of the proposed action and the 13 
affected environment, this EA evaluates the type and extent of the potential environmental 14 
impacts associated with the proposed action. The EA is formatted as follows: 15 

• Section 1 defines the purpose and need for the proposed action. 16 

• Section 2 describes the proposed action and the no-action alternative. 17 

• Section 3 provides general information about the existing conditions and describes the 18 
environmental resources that could be affected by the proposed action. 19 

• Section 4 discusses the environmental consequences (impacts) associated with the 20 
proposed action. 21 

• Section 5 provides a list of preparers. 22 

• Section 6 provides a list of agencies and persons consulted during the development of the 23 
EA. 24 

• Section 7 lists references. 25 

• Appendix A contains agency correspondence. 26 

• Appendix B provides the Federal Agency Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 27 
Consistency Determination 28 

• Appendix C contains the proposed Mitigation Plan. 29 

• Appendix D contains the Public Notification Announcement. 30 
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Action and 1 

Alternatives 2 

2.1 Introduction 3 

As described in the introduction of this report, several alternatives were considered before 4 
the conclusion was reached that the use of federal lands was the only viable alternative to 5 
address the regional needs for reclaimed water disposal capacity for South Santa Rosa 6 
County. The proposed action addresses a regional resolution that must occur within Santa 7 
Rosa County. The locations of the regional facilities affected by this action also mandate that 8 
the solution to the need for future reclaimed water disposal capacity must be provided from 9 
within South Santa Rosa County. 10 

It is impractical to consider diverting the wastewater flows north, across EAFB and the 11 
Yellow River to North Santa Rosa County. The cost of the piping alone makes this 12 
alternative cost prohibitive. Political and other environmental concerns pose another 13 
obstacle to this alternative. 14 

The SRCBOCC considered purchasing land on the mainland, but only three parcels are 15 
available within a reasonable distance from the region common to all three utilities 16 
operating in the region, that are large enough to consider. Upon further examination, these 17 
parcels were ruled out because of physical and environmental constraints. Either the land 18 
elevations on these parcels are too low with respect to groundwater elevations, or the land 19 
supports extensive wetland or riverine systems that limit the potential capacity of these 20 
sites. The County's powers of eminent domain are moot with respect to the mainland south 21 
of the proposed site and the Eglin Reservation. 22 

Furthermore, the geography of the region limits the number of possible alternative uses of 23 
federal lands. An extensive review by the EAFB EC indicated that the proposed action is the 24 
only alternative providing for a regional solution involving the use of federal lands that is 25 
acceptable to the EC. Therefore, the proposed action either is consistent with NEPA or it is 26 
not consistent. A comparison of alternative uses of federal lands to address the purpose and 27 
need will not result in a less or more acceptable impact. Any other location for the proposed 28 
site will result in unacceptable mission impacts. Therefore, for the purposes of this EA, only 29 
two alternatives were considered–the proposed action and the no-action alternative. 30 

This section of the EA describes the proposed action and the no-action alternatives. The 31 
proposed action is to construct and operate a 7-mgd RIB system on EAFB. The proposed 32 
construction includes the force mains, piping, and other appurtenant structures required to 33 
operate the system. The no-action alternative is for the NVBWWTF to continue to discharge 34 
reclaimed water to Santa Rosa Sound, and for the other utilities to develop additional 35 
capacity in a piecemeal fashion and/or to resort to using septic tanks for wastewater 36 
disposal in the region. Several other alternatives previously were evaluated by Santa Rosa 37 
County for the NVBWWTF, but were rejected because of environmental concerns not 38 
associated with the use of federal property. The other alternatives considered for the 39 
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NVBWWTF fail to provide the required future capacity requirements for Navarre Beach, 1 
and do not address the future regional demand for reclaimed water disposal capacity. 2 
Therefore, those alternatives are not considered in this EA.  3 

Other alternatives such as 1,300-acre and 983-acre forested irrigation systems on Eglin 4 
property adjacent to the proposed site were considered by Santa Rosa County. EAFB 5 
considered that these alternatives would adversely affect its mission. Therefore, these 6 
alternatives are not presented in this EA. EAFB identified the proposed alternative as being 7 
the only alternative of the three presented that was acceptable within the purview of the 8 
EAFB EC. Thus, although other alternatives were considered, they are not presented in this 9 
EA because they were determined not to be implementable by the County or they were not 10 
acceptable to the EAFB EC. Table 1-1 summarizes the other alternatives considered and the 11 
criteria on which they were rejected. 12 

2.2 Environmental Justice  13 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued EO 12898, “Federal Actions to Address 14 
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations.” The purpose of the EO is 15 
to avoid the disproportionate placement of any adverse environmental, economic, social, or 16 
health impacts from federal actions and policies on minority and low-income populations. 17 
The President directed EPA to ensure that agencies analyze the effects on minority and low-18 
income communities, including human health, social, environmental, and economic effects. 19 

This EA concludes that no major environmental, economic, social, or health impacts will 20 
occur to low income and minority populations, per EPA. All activities are confined to 21 
undisturbed areas on EAFB. The proposed site is at a minimum distance of approximately 22 
2,200 ft from the nearest housing development, the Holley area, to the south. This area is 23 
populated by low to middle income families. The proposed project will not have an adverse 24 
impact on this community. 25 

Furthermore, considering the following aspects of the system, there should be no impacts to 26 
low income or minority populations: 27 

• Construction of the pipeline to the RIBs will be along maintained highly traveled 28 
roadways; the pipeline will be buried, and thus not visible to local residents. 29 

• The RIB system will not be visible from SR 87 or any other public viewpoints. A 30 
vegetation buffer will be maintained surrounding the system. 31 

• The RIB system will be odorless. The pipeline system also will be odorless. 32 

• The RIB system will generate no noise during operation. During construction, there may 33 
be some noise from construction equipment, but most of that noise is expected to be 34 
absorbed by the vegetation buffer. 35 

• There will be no raw sewage disposed onsite. The water in the system is approved by 36 
the State of Florida for land application and will meet primary and secondary drinking 37 
water standards before being discharged from the RIB site. 38 
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2.3 History of the Formulation of Alternatives 1 

NEPA and 32 CFR Part 989 require the consideration of reasonable alternatives to the 2 
proposed action. Only alternatives that would reasonably meet the defined need for the 3 
proposed action require detailed analysis in this EA. 4 

Ten other alternatives were considered during the planning of this project; however, they 5 
were all considered to be non-viable, leaving the present action as the only viable alternative 6 
to meet the project objectives and needs. These other 10 alternatives were rejected in all or 7 
part based on the criteria listed in the Air Force EA Guidance Document (see Table 1-1). 8 
Because no other suitable locations for the RIB system have been identified on EAFB, or 9 
elsewhere in the vicinity of South Santa Rosa County, Florida, no other alternatives are 10 
evaluated in this EA. The alternatives for this EA are the proposed action and the no-action 11 
alternative. The no-action alternative is defined as no construction of a RIB system on EAFB 12 
property and continued wastewater discharge to Santa Rosa Sound. 13 

2.4 Proposed Action 14 

2.4.1 Proposed Facilities and Construction Activities 15 
The SRCBOCC proposes to lease approximately 328 acres of USAF property for the purpose 16 
of constructing and operating a reclaimed water RIB system. The proposed RIB system 17 
would be constructed to receive and distribute highly treated reclaimed wastewater from 18 
the three utilities operating in South Santa Rosa County–the NBU, HNWS, and SSRU. The 19 
reclaimed wastewater will be pumped (piped) from these utility companies to the RIB 20 
system, where it would filter down from the infiltration basins to the surficial aquifer 21 
beneath the site. 22 

A series of RIBs would be constructed on the site in phases over a 20-year period. This 23 
approach would enable a recycling of up to 7 mgd of highly treated reclaimed wastewater 24 
generated by the South Santa Rosa County utilities. Santa Rosa County anticipates that the 25 
project would be developed in three phases. Each phase would be constructed as necessary 26 
to meet the region’s growing effluent disposal needs. 27 

2.4.1.1 Site Location, Buffers, and Project Phasing 28 
The proposed site is located on EAFB property and totals approximately 328 acres  29 
(Figures 2-1 and 2-2). The proposed site is located on EAFB property west of SR 87 and 30 
south of EAFB Range Road 726. A buffer distance of no less than 500 ft would be maintained 31 
from SR 87, and a buffer distance of no less than 10,000 ft from the north-south runway of 32 
Choctaw Air Field would be maintained. Of the 328 acres, 200 acres would be a phased 33 
development as demand for wastewater disposal arose. Initially, Phase I (40 acres) would be 34 
constructed; then Phase II (90 acres); and then finally Phase III (70 acres). The remaining 35 
128 acres would be set aside as a contingency area that might be required in the event a 36 
regulatory review by FDEP should determine the need for an additional area. Access to 37 
facilities and infiltration basins would be by 15-foot-wide gravel base roads. A 2-acre 38 
Operations Compound consisting of a combined office and an equipment storage and 39 
maintenance shed surrounded by a chain link fence would be constructed to support  40 



RIBs System Contingency
Area Boundary

RIB Site Boundary

Phase 1 Access Road
Phase 2 Access Road
Phase 3 Access Road

Operations Complex
Phase 3 - 2.6 ac. (typ.)
Phase 2 - 2.5 ac. (typ.)
Phase 1 - 2.0 ac. (typ.)

N

400 0 400 Feet

Santa Rosa County RIB System
Figure 2-1

Conceptual Site Plan

°
°

° °Min.
500'

\gis\santa-rosa\proj1.apr

Range Road 726

Gu
lf P

ow
er

 E
as

em
en

t

(/87

# 200' Min
Buffer

Approximate Location
of Florida Trail

Proposed Routing of
Transmission Main

Potential Cell
Tower Farm

RIBs Site
Boundary

RIBs System
Contingency

Area

10,000' Buffer from
Choctaw Field Runway

Proposed Routing of
Transmission Main



TOTAL 
DEPTH 
4' 

CH2MHILL 

12' 6' 

5' 

160' 

100' 

8 0 ' 

ACCESS ROAD 
WHERE REQU'D 

15' 5' 

GRAVEL 
BASE 

/ GRASS 
( (TYP) 

BOTTOM 

(

RIB 

-------t~::,~,~ -- -
BERM FROM 
EXST SOILS 

Fi~ure 2-2 
Typical RIB Configuration 



2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

MGM05-NAVARRE BEACH/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/FINALEA.DOC 2-6 

maintenance activities. Manpower maintenance work schedules would be normal daylight 1 
duty hours. 2 

The proposed project would not result in changing any wildlife migratory patterns and 3 
would not result in ponding water that would attract any more birds to the area than those 4 
currently inhabiting this area. However, this setback from the Field 10 runway is consistent 5 
with the guidelines provided in Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports (U.S. Department of 6 
Agriculture [USDA] and Federal Aviation Authority [FAA], January 2000). Bird Aircraft 7 
Strike Hazard (BASH) is discussed in Section 4.2.12.2 (page 4-10). The proposed location 8 
would provide a minimum buffer of 500 ft from SR 87. The drainage feature in the middle of 9 
the site also would have a minimum buffer of 500 ft from the site. 10 

The site would consist of a series of RIBs constructed in phases over a 20-year period to 11 
recycle up to 7 mgd of highly treated reclaimed water generated by the SSRU, HNWS, and 12 
NBU. Santa Rosa County anticipates that the project would be developed in three phases 13 
(Table 2-1). Each phase would be brought online as necessary to meet the region’s growing 14 
effluent disposal needs. 15 

The site plan drawing shown in Figure 2-1 is a conceptual design. This design is intended to 16 
provide a firm capacity of 7 mgd. Before finalizing the design of the system, a FONSI must 17 
be signed, a property lease must be executed, a groundwater mounding analysis must be 18 
performed, and an FDEP Wastewater Permit must be obtained. So far, the process to secure 19 
a FONSI from the time the County decided to embark on this endeavor has required more 20 
than 30 months. During this time, the project has been exposed to various authorities, which 21 
has resulted in changes to the conceptual plan. Recently, the County learned that a portion 22 
of the site has been committed to a cell tower farm and that a small segment of the National 23 
Scenic Trail coincides with the northeastern corner of the site. Each of these instances has 24 
resulted in minor changes to the conceptual plan. Should the remaining regulatory review 25 
require further changes to the conceptual plan, then the contingency area shown in 26 
Figure 2-1 may be used to ensure a firm capacity of 7 mgd. This EA considered the entire 27 
site, including the conceptual site plan area and the contingency area, so that if further 28 
changes to the conceptual site plan are required, further study of an additional area will not 29 
be required. 30 

TABLE 2-1 
Proposed Implementation Phases for the Santa Rosa County Regional Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin System  
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

 
Phase 

Design Capacity 
(mgd) 

Total Capacity 
(mgd) 

 
Implementation Period 

1 2 2 Initial 

2 3 5 5 to 10 years 

3 2 7 10 to 20 years 

Note: 
mgd = million gallons per day 
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2.4.1.2 Rapid Infiltration Basins 1 
A preliminary conceptual layout of the proposed RIB system is shown in Figure 2-1. 2 
Table 2-2 summarizes the approximate areas by phase to be devoted to the construction of 3 
the RIB system, site access roads, and other operational facilities. It is anticipated that the 4 
development of the 200 acres will occur from north to south (from Range Road 726 south). 5 

TABLE 2-2 
Development Summary for the Proposed Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin System 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

 
 
 

Phase 

 
 

No. Rib 
Cells 

 
 

Rib Bottom 
Area (acres) 

Disturbed Area 
for RIB 

Construction 
(acres) 

 
Access 
Roads 

(ft) 

 
Disturbed Area 

for Access 
Roads (acres) 

 
Area for Onsite 

Operations 
Facilities (acres) 

1 9 24.0 40 12,500 4.3 2.0 

2 12 38.2 61 6,000 2.0 – 

3 8 26.0 45 5,000 1.7 – 

Totals 29 88.2 146 23,500 8.0 2.0 

Notes: 
RIB = rapid-rate infiltration basin 
ft = feet 

 

For the initial 2-mgd phase, approximately 40 acres would be cleared to construct 9 RIB cells 6 
with a total bottom area of approximately 24 acres. RIB sizes would vary from 1.3 to 7 
3.7 acres, and the RIBs would have either square or rectangular shapes. Most RIBs would 8 
have bottom areas of approximately 3 acres. Approximately 38 acres and 26 acres of the RIB 9 
system bottom area would be added during Phases 2 and 3 to increase the system disposal 10 
capacity to 5 mgd and 7 mgd, respectively. Ultimately, approximately 146 acres of the 203-11 
acre site would be cleared and developed into RIBs to provide a build-out recycling capacity 12 
of 7 mgd. The remaining acreage would be used for support facilities such as access roads, 13 
piping areas, and buffers. 14 

As shown in Figure 2-2, the construction area for each RIB would include the bottom area 15 
and a 40-foot-wide band extending out from the RIB bottom for the construction of berms 16 
and distribution piping. The RIBs would be spaced approximately 100 ft apart (from the 17 
outside toe-of-slope of the RIB berms) to minimize the hydraulic interference of adjacent 18 
basins (Figure 2-2). Existing trees and vegetation in the area between RIBs would not be 19 
disturbed except for the construction of site access roads. The following steps typically 20 
would be used to construct the RIBs: 21 

• Cut existing marketable timber vegetation within the designated construction area of 22 
each RIB. This step will be coordinated with the Natural Resources Branch at Jackson 23 
Guard. EAFB will have the first opportunity to remove any marketable timber from this 24 
site. After Eglin has removed any marketable timber, an independent contractor will 25 
finish clearing the remaining vegetation. 26 
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• Clear and grub the remaining vegetation within the designated construction area of each 1 
RIB; vegetation will be chipped or mulched and removed offsite. 2 

• Excavate approximately 2 ft below existing grade and use the excavated material to 3 
construct a 2-foot-high berm that will delineate each basin. Excess material will be 4 
removed from the site. Berms will have 3:1 side slopes and a top width of 12 ft.  5 

• After rough grading for each of the basins and berms, install distribution piping, valves 6 
and appurtenances, discharge structures, and a concrete access ramp for each RIB cell. 7 

• Install a high-density polyethylene (HDPE) liner on the inside slope of each RIB bank to 8 
eliminate the need to establish and maintain a grass cover on the inside berms. 9 

• Conduct final grading of the basin bottoms, top of berms, and outside slopes, rip basin 10 
bottoms to minimize any compaction of basin bottoms from construction activities, and 11 
seed the top of berms and outside slopes with drought-tolerant grass. The drought-12 
tolerant grass will be recommended by the local Natural Resource Conservation Service 13 
(NRCS) and approved by EAFB. 14 

2.4.1.3 Site Access Roads 15 
A network of 15-foot-wide access roads will be constructed on the site to access the 16 
individual RIBs and the system of groundwater monitoring wells. Primary access to the site 17 
will be from EAFB Range Road 726. A main north-south access road will extend from Range 18 
Road 726 to SR 87 just north of a Gulf Power substation and provide a southerly access point 19 
to the RIB site. An existing forest road within the RIB system project area will be modified to 20 
be used as the north-south access road. This road will only be developed to the extent 21 
needed during each phase of the project. Access roads will be constructed from a gravel 22 
base to provide all-weather access to the site, while at the same time promoting the 23 
infiltration of rainwater. Swales will be constructed adjacent to roads to capture and 24 
infiltrate any remaining storm water runoff. The swales will be constructed according to 25 
FDEP requirements.  26 

2.4.1.4 Groundwater Monitoring Wells 27 
The FDEP will require that the RIB system comply with state groundwater standards during 28 
its operation. Therefore, a network of groundwater monitoring wells will be installed for 29 
compliance monitoring at the zone of discharge. The zone of discharge will coincide with 30 
the site boundaries. The number and placement of the groundwater wells will be governed 31 
by the predominant direction of groundwater flow from the site. The location and 32 
configuration will be determined through the FDEP permitting process. The FDEP permit 33 
application requires a groundwater monitoring plan that can only be designed once a 34 
groundwater mounding analysis has been completed.  35 

The FDEP will require one or more compliance wells to be installed downgradient from the 36 
RIB system; the exact number of wells will be determined by the FDEP. In addition to the 37 
downgradient wells, the FDEP will require background wells, as well as intermediate wells 38 
located in the RIB system site, for comparison purposes. The background monitoring wells 39 
will be placed upgradient of the RIB system site, but still within the site boundaries. Wells 40 
will be installed to the highest groundwater aquifer, and will be 2 to 4 inches in diameter. 41 
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The monitoring wells will be installed in accordance with FDEP standards. Groundwater 1 
will be tested quarterly for selected primary and secondary drinking water parameters and 2 
standards. The discharge from the RIB system must comply with the primary and secondary 3 
drinking water standards at the edge of the zone of discharge.  4 

Inherent in the FDEP design requirements for RIB systems is an assurance that the 5 
groundwater discharge from a RIB system will meet the applicable groundwater standards. 6 
This assurance is provided by the allowable hydraulic loading rates and the more stringent 7 
effluent limits on total nitrate (12 milligrams per liter [mg/L] for a single sample maximum). 8 
Furthermore, the water quality of the current discharge from the NVBWWTF meets the 9 
FDEP groundwater discharge standards without the additional treatment that will be 10 
provided by the RIB system. The SSRU facility is an advanced wastewater treatment (AWT) 11 
facility and provides reclaimed water that exceeds the groundwater discharge standards 12 
without the additional treatment provided by the RIB system. The HNWS facility also 13 
provides reclaimed water that meets the groundwater discharge requirements prior to the 14 
additional treatment to be provided by the RIB system. 15 

2.4.1.5 Operations Compound 16 
An operations compound consisting of a combined office and equipment storage and 17 
maintenance shed will be located on approximately 2 acres of land located adjacent to EAFB 18 
Range Road 726. This facility will provide a work area for staff to operate and maintain the 19 
RIB system. The RIB system operation will be monitored from the NVBWWTF. Therefore, 20 
plant staff will only be present during routine maintenance procedures and generally 21 
during normal working hours. There will be no requirement for plant staff to be present 22 
during the evening or night hours; thus, there will be no external lighting associated with 23 
the facility that would adversely affect USAF or Navy operations in the area. A chain link 24 
fence will be installed around the compound area to provide security for the facility. A 25 
50-foot buffer (minimum) will shield the facility from Range Road 726. Fuel will not be 26 
stored onsite, but will be transported to the site as required for the operation of maintenance 27 
equipment. 28 

2.4.1.6 Transmission and Distribution Piping 29 
Reclaimed water will be conveyed to the site via a force main from the NVBWWTF. A 30 
transmission pipeline will transfer reclaimed water from the NVBWWTF facilities and 31 
potentially from other utilities in the County to the RIB site. The transmission main diameter 32 
will range from 14 to 24 inches and the force main generally will parallel the SR 87 corridor. 33 
The pipeline will enter EAFB at two points. The first point will be at the South Holley 34 
Segment. The South Holley Segment is approximately 500 ft long and will be located along 35 
the western boundary of the SR 87 easement. Across this segment, the pipeline will be 36 
buried below the land surface to a depth of approximately 5 ft. 37 

The transmission pipeline will enter EAFB again near the main RIB system at a point along 38 
the western side of the SR 87 corridor. A 30-foot easement is required for the installation of 39 
the pipeline on Eglin property. The transmission pipeline would enter the southern 40 
boundary of the RIB site via an easement along the main north-south access road. It would 41 
be extended to the northern boundary of the site along the same route as the main north-42 
south access road.  43 
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A distribution-piping network will deliver reclaimed water from the transmission line to 1 
individual RIBs. Distribution piping will be installed adjacent to site access roads or in 2 
cleared areas associated with RIB construction activities. The installation of all piping and 3 
appurtenances will be coordinated with the RIB and access road construction. 4 

2.4.1.7 Site  5 
The reclaimed water to be discharged to the RIBs will meet the State of Florida public access 6 
reuse standards provided in Rule 62-610.460, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). 7 
Therefore, fencing of the entire RIB site will not be required. This area will remain open for 8 
access and egress. However, signs will be installed to advise the public that reclaimed water 9 
is being applied to the site. These signs will conform to FDEP guidelines. 10 

2.4.1.8 Site Utilities 11 
Electricity will be supplied to the work building via the nearest public utility. It is likely that 12 
the electricity infrastructure will be aboveground, but routed adjacent to existing roads or 13 
access roads that will be built during construction. Potable water will be supplied to the 14 
operation facilities from the HNWS. A single toilet will be provided, with a septic tank and 15 
drainfield. Water uses and wastewater production onsite will be limited. 16 

2.4.1.9 Sediment and Erosion Control 17 
During the construction of the RIB system, sediment and erosion control practices will 18 
comply with all local, state, and federal requirements. Examples of best management 19 
practices (BMPs) that will be used on the site include silt fencing, hay bales, temporary 20 
seeding of disturbed areas, and sediment traps and basins.  21 

2.4.1.10 Estimated Construction Time 22 
It is estimated that it will take a contractor approximately 12 months to construct the Phase 1 23 
RIB facilities after receiving a Notice-to-Proceed. The construction of the Phase 2 and 24 
Phase 3 facilities is expected to take 12 to 18 months each. 25 

2.4.2 Operations and Maintenance Activities 26 

2.4.2.1 Reclaimed Water Quality 27 
The reclaimed water that will be applied to the RIB system will be treated, at a minimum, to 28 
secondary treatment standards followed by tertiary treatment before disinfection. To meet 29 
the public access reuse standards, the reclaimed water will meet high-level disinfection 30 
standards. Under Rules 62-610.510, and 62-610.460, F.A.C., the maximum allowable 31 
pollutant concentrations for the reclaimed water are as follows: 32 

• Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD)–20 mg/L  33 

• TSS–5 mg/L 34 

• Nitrate nitrogen–less than 12 mg/L 35 

• Fecal coliform–75 percent of all samples are non-detect, with no single sample greater 36 
than 25 most probable number (mpn) colonies per 100 milliliters (mL). These criteria 37 
exceed the FDEP’s minimum standards for effluent to be discharged to rapid-rate 38 
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infiltration systems, in that tertiary treatment followed by high-level disinfection 1 
typically are not required for RIBs. However, the treatment will provide reclaimed water 2 
that meets the requirements necessary to maintain military and public access to the area. 3 

Because the Class GII groundwater standard for nitrate is 10 mg/L, the FDEP requires that 4 
reclaimed water nitrate concentrations be less than or equal to 12 mg/L when introduced 5 
into rapid-rate systems. Also, the groundwater discharged from the system must meet the 6 
10-mg/L Class GII groundwater standard for nitrate at the edge of the zone of discharge 7 
defined by the site boundaries. However, the NVBWWTF currently produces a much higher 8 
quality effluent than that described by FDEP’s maximum allowable pollutant levels, with 9 
the exception of fecal coliform. Minor modifications to the treatment facility will be required 10 
to achieve the high level disinfection required for public access reuse. The allowable annual 11 
average pollutant concentrations contained in the current NPDES permit for the 12 
NVBWWTF are as follows: 13 

• BOD–5 mg/L 14 
• TSS–5 mg/L 15 
• TN–9 mg/L  16 
• TP–3 mg/L 17 
• Fecal coliform–25 mpn colonies/100 mL  18 

Other facilities that may ultimately discharge to the RIB system either already meet these 19 
maximum allowable limits or will be required to modify their treatment processes to meet 20 
these requirements. 21 

2.4.2.2 Design Hydraulic Loading Rates 22 
Preliminary estimates of the required RIB wetted area were made using an average annual 23 
unit hydraulic loading rate of 1.9 gpd per square foot (gpd/ft2), or approximately 3 inches 24 
per day. This hydraulic loading rate is the maximum allowed by the FDEP without 25 
providing additional site-specific data and justification for a higher application rate. Using 26 
this rate, the minimum required RIB bottom areas for 2-, 5-, and 7-mgd capacities are 27 
approximately 24, 60, and 85 acres, respectively. The conceptual layout shown in Figure 2-1 28 
provides RIB bottom areas for the three development phases of 24.0, 62.2, and 88.2 acres, 29 
respectively. Using these areas, the calculated average RIB loading rate for the 7-mgd design 30 
flow would be 1.82 gpd/ft2. The hydraulic loading rate for Phase 1 (2-mgd capacity) would 31 
be approximately 1.9 gpd/ft2. Because basins will be loaded cyclically, actual daily 32 
hydraulic loading rates will be two to three times higher than the average annual loading 33 
rate and will depend on the actual loading and resting cycle selected for the RIB system. For 34 
instance, in Phase 1, the 9 RIB cells probably would be broken into 3 groups. Each RIB group 35 
would be loaded for 7 days and rested for 14 days. The effective daily rate for each RIB 36 
group would be 5.7 gpd/ft2, but on an annual average daily basis, the loading rate will not 37 
exceed 1.9 gpd/ft2 of bottom area.  38 

Reclaimed water will be introduced into each RIB cell via multiple outlet structures to 39 
promote the uniform loading of each basin. At the end of the loading cycle, reclaimed water 40 
then will be diverted to the next RIB group and the first group will be allowed to dry. At the 41 
end of the resting period, the RIB group will again be ready for loading. Periodically, the 42 
RIB bottoms will be disked to promote the breakdown of residual organics left on the RIB 43 
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bottom and to re-aerate the soils in the RIB bottom. The frequency of disking depends on the 1 
type of soils in the RIB, the loading and resting cycle, and the quantity of suspended solids 2 
in the reclaimed water. Because of the high quality of the reclaimed water expected to be 3 
discharged, the RIB cells probably will be disked approximately once per month, or even 4 
less frequently. 5 

2.4.2.3 Staffing 6 
After the construction of Phase 1, the RIB system will be monitored and operated by the 7 
current staff at the NVBWWTF. The existing level of staffing provided at the NVBWWTF is 8 
one Lead Operator, Class B; two Class C operators; and five operator trainees. The 9 
NVBWWTF is manned 6 days a week for 8 hours per day. Existing staff will be responsible 10 
for inspecting the RIB system on a daily basis. Additional staffing levels will be provided as 11 
required. The Phase 1 operating history would be used to assess the staffing requirements 12 
for future phases.  13 

2.4.2.4 General Maintenance Activities 14 
In addition to the periodic disking of the basin bottoms, other typical operation activities 15 
would include the following: 16 

• Maintenance of small tractors, disking, and mowing equipment 17 

• Maintenance and repair of distribution piping, valves, appurtenances, and supervisory 18 
control and data acquisition (SCADA) system 19 

• Periodic mowing of berms and other grassed areas adjacent to the RIBs and operations 20 
compound 21 

• Collection and logging of hydraulic loading and other operational data 22 

• Quarterly sampling of groundwater monitoring wells 23 

2.5 No-action Alternative 24 

Under the no-action alternative, Santa Rosa County would not construct and operate the 25 
RIB system on EAFB, or elsewhere. The SSRU and the HNWS would be left to provide for 26 
future disposal capacities in a piecemeal fashion, and the NBU would continue to discharge 27 
treated effluent to Santa Rosa Sound. The no-action alternative will limit the future 28 
capacities of these systems, thereby creating a conflict among the utilities, the SRCBOCC, 29 
and the FDEP once these utilities have maximized their abilities to distribute reclaimed 30 
water on the Fairpoint Peninsula and Santa Rosa Island. 31 

2.6 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study 32 

The proposed action (construction and operation of a RIB system) is the only viable 33 
alternative. Table 1-1 summarizes the other alternatives considered and the reasons that 34 
they could not be implemented. 35 
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The purchase of federal property was discussed but not carried forward for further analysis 1 
for the following reasons. EAFB made a cognitive policy decision not to offer this parcel for 2 
sale. The proposed 328-acre RIBs parcel is located in an important buffer area adjacent to 3 
land areas used for Guard and Marine battle tank training. It also is close to Choctaw Field, 4 
which is used by the Navy for flight training and Unpiloted Airborne Vehicle (UAV) 5 
operations. EAFB believes that out-granting this property for this compatible land use (the 6 
RIBs) is best served through a lease that will allows continued oversight and control to be 7 
maintained by EAFB. And if the property should not be needed by the community in the 8 
future, then the EAFB boundary and buffer would be maintained.  9 
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3.0 Existing Conditions 1 

3.1 Introduction 2 

This section discusses the environmental resources that could be affected by the proposed 3 
action. The components of the affected environment discussed in this section are physical 4 
setting (including topography, geology, and soils), noise, air quality, groundwater, surface 5 
water, wetlands, hazardous and toxic substances, traffic, cultural resources, flood hazards, 6 
visual resources, and biological resources (terrestrial flora and fauna, aquatic flora and 7 
fauna, and threatened and endangered species). 8 

3.2 Description of the Project Area 9 

3.2.1 Physical Setting 10 

3.2.1.1 Climate 11 
EAFB has a humid, subtropical climate characterized by abundant sunshine and rainfall, 12 
warm and humid summers, and mild winters. The temperature at EAFB ranges from a 13 
maximum average temperature of 90 degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) to a minimum average 14 
temperature near 42 ºF. The annual rainfall averages approximately 60 inches, primarily in 15 
the summer and late winter or early spring. Most of the summer rainfall is from scattered 16 
showers and thunderstorms that are often heavy and last only 1 to 2 hours (Eglin, 2002). 17 

Prevailing winds are usually from the north in the winter and from the south in the 18 
summer. March is the windiest month based on average hourly velocity, and August has the 19 
lowest average velocity winds (Eglin, 2002).  20 

Relative humidity is high throughout the year. The temperature-humidity index goes up to 21 
79 by early June and stays between 79 and 81 during most of the afternoon hours until late 22 
September (Eglin, 2002). 23 

3.2.1.2 Topography 24 
The topography of the proposed RIB system site can be described as relatively flat, with 25 
elevations from 75 to 100 ft above mean sea level (msl) (USGS, 1994). The slope on the 26 
proposed site tends toward the south and southwest. 27 

The topography at the South Holley Segment is relatively flat, with an elevation of 28 
approximately 10 to 15 ft (USGS, 1994). The topography of this area tends to the south 29 
toward East Bay. 30 

3.2.1.3 Geology 31 
Surficial sandy sediments to a depth of 400 to 600 ft characterize the area encompassing the 32 
project. The sand and gravel aquifer, as it is known, is underlain by a sedimentary bedrock 33 
composed of limestone, known as the Upper Floridan Aquifer, as is the entire panhandle of 34 
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Florida. The regional geologic structure is a simple monocline dipping to the southwest at 1 
30 to 40 ft per mile. The uppermost bedrock occurs at a depth of approximately 400 ft. 2 
Overlaying this bedrock is material that comprises the Citronelle Formation. This formation 3 
is composed of alluvial deposits of cross-bedded sands and gravels, with lenses of clay that 4 
thicken toward the west. Throughout most of the region, the principally sand and gravel 5 
formation that overlays the limestone formation is separated by two thick beds of sandy 6 
clay, known as the Pensacola Clay. 7 

3.2.1.4 Soils 8 
The proposed RIB system is located entirely on the Lakeland Sand soil association (USDA, 9 
1980). Lakeland soils are characterized as excessively drained, nearly level to gently sloping 10 
soil primarily on broad ridgetops in uplands. Slopes are smooth to concave. The 11 
permeability in Lakeland Sand is rapid and the runoff is slow. The erosion hazard is slight. 12 

The soils on the South Holley Segment consist of the Pactolus soil association (USDA, 1980). 13 
Pactolus soils are generally zero to 5 percent slopes, nearly level to gently sloping, 14 
moderately well drained to somewhat poorly drained, and sandy.  15 

3.2.2 Noise 16 
The noise levels on EAFB result from a combination of man’s activities and natural 17 
activities. Major types of actions that result in human-generated noise in the vicinity of the 18 
RIB system include vehicular traffic from SR 87 and aircraft operations from Choctaw Field. 19 
The rural nature of the RIB system and its limited access do not lend themselves to public 20 
noises. Natural noises are created at the RIB system site from thunder and wind. 21 

Noise near the South Holley Segment is mainly generated by passing traffic on SR 87. 22 
Natural noise is created from thunder and wind. On the basis of the field visit conducted in 23 
January 2003, there appears to be no noise generated on the South Holley Segment by EAFB 24 
operations. 25 

3.2.3 Air Quality 26 
The terrain and the prevailing meteorological conditions influence the quality of the air near 27 
EAFB and in the area between Eglin and Navarre Beach. Adverse air quality conditions 28 
normally are associated with strong ground-based inversions. These effects are moderated, 29 
however, by wind. Ground-based inversions occur on the installation nearly every morning 30 
and usually subside in the early morning as a result of surface heating. During the winter, 31 
stagnating conditions may at times persist for up to a week. According to the FDEP, the 32 
entire Florida Panhandle is in attainment for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards 33 
(NAAQS) (Personal Communication, June 1, 2004). 34 

3.2.4 Groundwater 35 
Groundwater at Eglin occurs under generally unconfined conditions in the surficial aquifer 36 
system within the Citronelle Formation. The depth to groundwater ranges from just a few 37 
feet in low-lying areas to more than 90 ft in some upland areas. The surficial aquifer system, 38 
which includes the sand and gravel aquifer, is underlain by the Pensacola Clay. This 39 
confining unit occurs at depths ranging from 50 to 300 ft below land surface (bls) and ranges 40 
in thickness from 50 to 500 ft. The low-permeability Pensacola Clay separates the surficial 41 
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aquifer system from the underlying Floridan aquifer system, which is a primary source of 1 
water supply in the Eglin area. The Floridan Aquifer system is composed of permeable 2 
limestone formations. Most water supply wells in the area are completed within the upper 3 
Floridan aquifer system to depths ranging from approximately 400 to 900 ft bls.  4 

In the vicinity of the proposed RIB site, the Upper Floridan Aquifer generally is located at an 5 
elevation of between 600 and 1,000 ft below msl. The proposed RIB site is at about elevation 6 
75 ft above msl. Therefore, the spatial distance is between 675 and 1,075 ft msl.  7 

More importantly, the Pensacola Clay Confining Bed is a layer of clay that protects the 8 
Upper Floridan and separates it from the permeable sand and gravel layer and the ground 9 
surface. In the vicinity of the proposed RIB site, the Pensacola Clay formation is about 500 ft 10 
thick and extremely dense. This layer has a permeability coefficient of about 11 
0.0000000001 centimeter per second (cm/s). 12 

The exact depths to groundwater on the RIB system site and at the South Holley Segment 13 
are not known. During the initial investigation of the RIB site, a series of hand augered 14 
borings was taken throughout the site to a depth of 25 ft bls. Groundwater was not 15 
encountered at any of these borings. Although no hand augers were obtained at the South 16 
Holley Segment, it is suspected that groundwater is near the surface, considering the site’s 17 
location in relation to the nearby bay. 18 

3.2.5 Surface Water 19 
No perennial water bodies are located on the proposed RIB system site. The nearest 20 
perennial water body is Long Branch, located approximately 500 to 1,000 ft from the site 21 
(USGS, 1994). An intermittent unnamed stream is located approximately 1,500 ft from the 22 
site. This stream was confirmed during a field reconnaissance of the site in January 2003, 23 
during which a biologist investigated drainage features that were evident on the USGS 24 
topographic maps.  25 

There are no perennial water bodies located on the South Holley Segment (USGS, 1994). 26 
However, a ditch that runs parallel to SR 87 through the area is likely to convey water 27 
during precipitation events. This ditch was observed to be dry during a site visit in January 28 
2003. The nearest water bodies to the South Holley Segment are an unnamed tributary of 29 
East Bay located approximately 200 ft to the east, and East Bay approximately 300 ft to the 30 
south. 31 

3.2.6 Wetlands  32 
According to the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps for Holley, Florida, no wetlands 33 
are located on or immediately adjacent to the proposed RIB system site (USGS, 1979). The 34 
nearest wetlands are approximately 1,000 ft to the south-southwest. Given the high 35 
permeability of the soil, storm water runoff to these wetlands is not likely. The biologist 36 
conducted a limited site reconnaissance of the site in January 2003 and found no wetlands in 37 
areas that had the potential for wetland development, such as depression and drainage 38 
pathways. All areas investigated were determined from USGS topographic maps, NWI 39 
maps, and aerial photography. 40 
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There are no wetlands within or immediately adjacent to the South Holley Segment (USGS, 1 
1979). The nearest wetlands include a forested wetland approximately 500 ft to the north 2 
and an emergent wetland 500 ft to the south on East Bay. The forested wetland is 3 
upgradient of the South Holley Segment, whereas the emergent wetland is downgradient. 4 
Direct storm water runoff from the South Holley Segment to these wetlands is not likely, 5 
given the topography and drainage patterns in the area. Furthermore, construction in the 6 
South Holley Segment will not alter the existing drainage pattern. Any overland flow from 7 
the South Holley Segment to the south would be filtered by existing residential lawns. 8 

3.2.7 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 9 
According to the EAFB Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Management Action Plan, no 10 
known or suspected hazardous or toxic sites are present on or adjacent to the RIB system 11 
site or the South Holley Segment (EAFB, 2000). 12 

The only hazardous materials (as defined in Air Force Instruction [AFI] 32-7086) that will be 13 
needed to construct or operate the RIB system are petroleum products (oil, lubricants, and 14 
fuel) used in the construction and operation machinery. No hazardous materials will be 15 
stored or staged in the RIBs during construction or operation. BMPs will be followed for all 16 
refueling activities. Once construction has been completed, no fuels or petroleum products 17 
to operate machinery will be stored onsite. Furthermore, during the operation of the RIBs, 18 
only small gasoline engines such as grass mowers will be refueled on the site; all other 19 
larger equipment such as maintenance equipment or larger tractor mowers will be refueled 20 
offsite. Any maintenance on operational equipment also will be conducted offsite. 21 

The EPA Table II Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) 22 
Section 313 Chemical List for Reporting Year 2003 (including Toxic Chemical Categories) 23 
was obtained from EPA’s website and reviewed. The effluent that will be applied to the 24 
RIBs is a high-quality domestic effluent that will not contain the chemicals noted on this list. 25 
Furthermore, there are no significant industrial users of the utilities that will discharge to 26 
this system. 27 

3.2.8 Traffic 28 
Access to the RIB system will be via SR 87 and existing Eglin range roads. Access within the 29 
RIBs will be via access roads that will be constructed between the individual cells. There are 30 
no paved roads on Eglin property in the vicinity of the RIBs. Access to the South Holley 31 
Segment will be either via the construction right-of-way (ROW), or by SR 87. 32 

SR 87 is the primary north-south artery that connects the southern coastal area of Santa Rosa 33 
County, Florida, with the City of Milton, Florida, in the central region of the county. This 34 
highway is generally an undivided two-lane roadway with 10- to 12-foot-wide lanes and 35 
stabilized shoulders, and is classified by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 36 
as a minor arterial in the state transportation network. It has an unrestricted access 37 
classification (Carlan Killam, 1997). A traffic counting program revealed that approximately 38 
92 percent of all daily SR 87 traffic consists of automobiles, and the remaining 8 percent is 39 
made up of a combination of light, medium, and heavy trucks (Carlan Killam, 1997). 40 
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3.2.9 Cultural Resources 1 
A meeting was held with Eglin’s Cultural Resources Management Division (AAC 2 
Environmental Management Directorate–Historic Preservation Division [AAC/EMH]), to 3 
ascertain any cultural resources on or adjacent to the proposed site (including both the RIB 4 
system and the South Holley Segment). According to the representative from this Division, 5 
there are no sites on or adjacent to the proposed action site. Furthermore, both the RIB 6 
system site and the South Holley Segment are located in low probability areas, indicating 7 
that the likelihood for cultural resources to be present is low.  8 

In addition, the Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources, was consulted 9 
(see Appendix A for letters submitted and received). This Division responded as follows: 10 

“A review of the Florida Master Site File and our records indicated that there is one known 11 
archaeological site (8SR347) recorded within the project area (i.e. on the project site) along 12 
with a number of archaeological sites adjacent to the project area (map enclosed). However, 13 
these sites have been determined to be ineligible for listing in the National Register. 14 
Therefore, it is the opinion of this office that the proposed project will have no effect on 15 
historic properties.” 16 

Eglin has conducted cultural resource surveys to the south of the RIB system site in high 17 
probability areas, but no features were identified from these surveys. There have been no 18 
cultural resource surveys conducted by EAFB along the South Holley Segment. 19 

3.2.10 Flood Hazard 20 
The proposed RIB system site is located outside the 100-year floodplain, whereas the South 21 
Holley Segment appears to be within the 100-year floodplain (Eglin, 2002).  22 

3.2.11 Visual Resources 23 
The area surrounding the proposed RIB system site is generally rural, with no businesses or 24 
homes in the near vicinity. The nearest housing development is adjacent to the EAFB 25 
southern property line, approximately 2,200 ft to the south of the RIB system. Between this 26 
housing development and the RIB system is a Gulf Power substation and its associated 200- 27 
to 300-foot-wide power line corridor. There are no public viewing areas or natural scenic 28 
areas for sight-seeing along this portion of SR 87. The speed limit along SR 87 within the 29 
Eglin Reservation is 55 miles per hour (mph), which does not allow for sightseeing via 30 
passing vehicular traffic.  31 

Existing visual effects on the area include a Gulf Power substation and associated powerline 32 
ROWs that bisect the proposed RIB system site. The powerline ROWs are approximately 150 33 
to 250 ft wide and are maintained periodically. Vegetation within the ROWs is mostly small 34 
oak shrubs and invasive species such as briars. There is a considerable amount of illegal 35 
refuse disposal throughout the proposed RIB system area, commonly consisting of small 36 
piles of household refuse including mattresses, television sets, and other scrap. 37 

The proposed location for the RIB system, as well as the surrounding and adjacent area, is 38 
open to public access. Hunters, hikers, campers, and fishermen are generally the receptors 39 
that may use the area for its visual resources.  40 
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According to the EAFB 2002-2003 Outdoor Recreation, Hunting, and Freshwater Fishing 1 
Map, as well as field surveys of the area, a Florida National Scenic Trail Trailhead traverses 2 
an area north of the RIB system site. From the east, the trail traverses SR 87 approximately 3 
250 to 300 ft south of Range Road 726, paralleling the southern side of the range road for 4 
approximately 600 to 800 ft along the northern boundary of the site, before it makes a 5 
northerly turn away from the proposed RIB system site. The trail is marked with orange 6 
paint on trees, is approximately 2 to 3 ft wide, and is basically a worn foot trail through the 7 
forested areas. No motorized vehicles, bicycles, or horses are allowed to use the trail. 8 
According to the map, there are no camping facilities associated with the trail in the area of 9 
the RIB system. 10 

The South Holley Segment is also open to recreational users, but considering that the area is 11 
between residential yards and SR 87, it is unlikely the area is used by recreational users such 12 
as hikers and hunters. The use of this area also is limited by the difficult access from SR 87, 13 
its small size, and limited use as a recreational area, and the fact that most potential users 14 
would not realize that this segment is part of EAFB. 15 

3.2.12 Biological Resources 16 

3.2.12.1 Terrestrial Flora and Fauna 17 
The area is a mosaic of management activities including areas not maintained, fire 18 
maintained areas, and managed planted pine areas. This vegetation mixture covers 19 
100 percent of the proposed action footprint, with no open barren areas or large areas of 20 
scrub/shrub to consider. The vegetation age in the RIBs footprint varies with silviculture 21 
practices and the most recent plantings. 22 

Traversing the area, mainly from north to south, is a 150- to 250-foot-wide powerline 23 
easement that is maintained periodically to eliminate higher growing species such as trees. 24 
The ROWs generally consist of opportunistic species such as hollies; sapling sized oaks; and 25 
ground cover of herbs, ferns, and briars. 26 

The flora of the proposed RIB system site is a mixture of pine species including longleaf 27 
(Pinus palustris), sand pine (Pinus clausa), and slash pine (Pinus elliottii). The area is a mosaic 28 
of silvicultural activities and reverting clear-cut area. In some areas, plantings are evident 29 
and trees are mature, probably ready for harvesting. In other areas, the vegetation is a 30 
mixture of pine and turkey oak. Pine plantings are evident in the 1997 aerial photography 31 
and on the ground. In general, the tree diameter in the areas that have been allowed to grow 32 
is approximately 12 inches at breast height.  33 

Other tree and shrub species associated with the pine areas include sparkleberry (Vaccinium 34 
arboreum), turkey oak (Quercus laevis), and sand-live oak (Quercus geminata). Ground cover is 35 
sparse, with only a few species observed, including reindeer moss and bracken ferns 36 
(Pteridium aquilinum). Ground cover probably is limited by the management of the land for 37 
silviculture and the overstory of pines that limit growth.  38 

During meetings with the Natural Resource Division, the representatives indicated that the 39 
areas where the proposed RIB system will be situated would be used for future silviculture 40 
activities. Silviculture activities include all species of pine including sand, slash, and 41 
longleaf. After the sand and slash pine have been harvested, longleaf pine would be the 42 
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preferred replanting species. It is the forestry division’s intent to restore with longleaf pine 1 
where possible. 2 

Terrestrial fauna found on, and adjacent to, the proposed site include those typically found 3 
in Northwest Florida and in open longleaf pine forests and longleaf sandhill uplands. 4 
Table 3-1 lists the species that may occur on, in, or near the vicinity of the proposed RIB 5 
system site. Notable species include red-tailed hawk; great horned owl; fox squirrel; eastern 6 
diamondback rattlesnake; pine snake; white tailed deer; various toads, newts, and 7 
salamanders; various mice and shrews; and various song birds (Eglin, 2002).  8 

TABLE 3-1 
Species that Potentially Occur or Have Been Sighted on or near the RIB System Site 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Birds  

Blue jay Cyanocitta cristata 

Ground dove Columbina passerina 

Red-headed woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus 

Rufous-sided towhee Pipilo erythrophthalmus 

Wild turkey Meleagris gallopavo 

Redtailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 

Southeastern kestrel Falco sparverius 

American robin Turdus migratorius 

Red bellied woodpecker Melanerpes carolinus 

Eastern Bluebird Sialia sialis 

Northern Mockingbird Mimus polyglottos 

Northern cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis 

Bobwhite Colinus virginianus 

Reptiles  

Gopher frog  

Eastern tiger salamander Ambystoma tigrinum 

Gopher tortoise Gopherus polyphemus 

Indigo snake Drymarchon corais 

Eastern spadefoot toad Scaphiopus holbrookii 

Florida Pine Snake Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus 

Eastern diamondback rattlesnake Crotalus adamanteus 
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TABLE 3-1 
Species that Potentially Occur or Have Been Sighted on or near the RIB System Site 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Mammals  

Fox squirrel Sciurus niger 

Old field mouse Peromyscus polionotus 

Cotton mouse Peromyscus gossypinus 

Least shrew Cryptodus parva 

Mole Scalopus aquaticus 

Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus 

White tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus 

Black bear Ursus americanus floridanus 

Bobcat Lynx rufus 

Red fox Vulpes vulpes 

Coyote Canis latrans 

 

During site visits in April 2001, June 2002, and January 2003, various anoles and skinks, a 1 
fox squirrel, a coral snake, and a woodpecker were observed on and near the proposed site. 2 
Deer, raccoon, and fox and/or coyote tracks also were observed, although none of these 3 
animals were seen.  4 

The proposed action is not within, nor is it near, areas of significant botanical sites 5 
established by EAFB, nor in areas established by the Florida Natural Areas Inventory as 6 
high-quality natural communities (Eglin, 1999; 2002). The proposed action is not within, nor 7 
is it near, the Game Species Management Emphasis Areas designated by EAFB for white tail 8 
deer, wild turkey, or bobwhite quail (Eglin, 1999). 9 

The proposed action is not within the Sand Pine Control Management Emphasis Area 10 
designated by EAFB (Eglin, 1999). The proposed site is not within, or near, the Old-Growth 11 
Longleaf Pine Management Emphasis Area (Eglin, 1999). The proposed RIB system site is 12 
within the Low Burn Prioritization Area (Eglin, 2002). The South Holley Segment is within 13 
the Non-treatment Area (Eglin, 2002).  14 

According to the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) (Eglin, 2002), and 15 
through interpreting the burn prioritization in Figure 4-7 of that plan, a low burn 16 
prioritization area would be one that is not regularly managed with prescribed burns to 17 
facilitate ecosystem health; mission requirements; the presence of rare, fire-dependent 18 
species; management objectives; smoke management constraints; and forest management 19 
activities. On the scale used by EAFB for the burn prioritization, the low category is the 20 
lowest category, with four other categories being managed above it. 21 
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No forestry management practices would be administered in a non-treatment area such as 1 
the South Holley Segment. 2 

The South Holley Segment has a minimal potential for terrestrial wildlife other than birds 3 
and the occasional small mammal because the area is between residential yards and SR 87. 4 
Flora on this segment mainly consists of large, very mature, longleaf pines. The 5 
groundcover primarily is maintained yard and roadside ditch. 6 

3.2.12.2 Aquatic Flora and Fauna 7 
There are no perennial or intermittent waterbodies on, or immediately adjacent to, the 8 
proposed RIB system site. Thus, there are no aquatic flora or fauna on this site. Furthermore, 9 
the nearest perennial water body to the site is approximately 1,500 to 2,000 ft to the south-10 
southwest. 11 

There are no perennial or intermittent waterbodies on or immediately adjacent to the South 12 
Holley Segment. Thus, there are no aquatic flora or fauna on the site. There is, however, an 13 
intermittent ditch along SR 87 that will convey water, but this ditch is not noted on the 14 
USGS map and is not expected to provide habitat for aquatic species because of its 15 
intermittent nature. The nearest waterbody to this segment is an unnamed tributary of East 16 
Bay, located approximately 250 ft to the east, and East Bay approximately 300 ft to the south 17 
of the Eglin property boundary. 18 

During the field reconnaissance conducted in January 2003, no aquatic systems were noted 19 
in areas likely to have them, according to the USGS topographic maps. 20 

3.2.12.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 21 
The following information was ascertained from Eglin’s 2002 INRMP (Eglin, 2002). 22 

There are 11 federally listed threatened or endangered (T&E) species that are being actively 23 
managed on EAFB because they occur on the Eglin Reservation either year-round or 24 
seasonally. The 11 species include red-cockaded woodpecker, bald eagle, piping plover, 25 
Okaloosa darter, gulf sturgeon, flatwood salamander, indigo snake, loggerhead sea turtle, 26 
green sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, and Florida perforate lichen. Other federally listed 27 
species, such as the manatee, peregrine falcon, and wood stork, have been documented on 28 
Eglin during seasonal migrations. The American alligator, which is common on Eglin, also is 29 
federally listed, because of its similarity in appearance with the endangered American 30 
crocodile (Eglin, 2002). 31 

There are 64 state-listed species found on Eglin. Most (51) of the 64 state-listed T&E species 32 
are plants. Of the 13 state-listed T&E animal species, only 4 (snowy plover, least tern, 33 
Southeastern American kestrel, and black bear) are not also federally listed as a T&E species. 34 
An additional 10 animal species are state-listed as “Species of Special Concern” that are not 35 
federally listed and 24 plant species are listed as a “Management Concern” by the USFWS 36 
(Eglin, 2002). 37 

In total, EAFB supports 93 rare or listed terrestrial and fresh water species of plants and 38 
animals of conservation concern. Of the 93 species, 62 are considered globally rare (species 39 
or subspecies ranking of G3 or higher). Four species or subspecies have a G1 ranking 40 
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[2 animals (Gulf sturgeon, Santa Rosa beach mouse), 1 plant (hairy-peduncled beakrush), 1 
and 1 lichen (Florida perforate lichen)] (Eglin, 2002). 2 

To supplement the above information, CH2M HILL met with the Natural Resources 3 
Management Branch (NRMB) to assess the effect of the proposed action on T&E species. 4 
According to the information supplied by the NRMB, there are no federally listed species 5 
noted on or immediately adjacent to the RIBs site. However, there is potential habitat for 6 
flatwoods salamander north of SR 87 near the South Holley Segment. During a field visit 7 
conducted by a CH2M HILL biologist in January 2003, no potential habitat for the flatwoods 8 
salamander was observed along the South Holley Segment. The segment is mainly 9 
maintained residential yards and an intermittent road ditch. No wetlands were observed in 10 
the South Holley Segment. 11 

An interview with NRMB staff indicated that a black bear (a state-listed species) was sighted 12 
near the proposed RIB system. The date of this sighting is unknown. Furthermore, during a 13 
site visit, a CH2M HILL biologist identified a Sherman’s fox squirrel, a state species of 14 
special concern, on the RIB system site. According to the INRMP (Eglin, 2002), sandhill 15 
areas, much like those found on the proposed RIB system site, are not considered to be 16 
prime habit for black bears on Eglin. This topography accounts for the extraordinary large 17 
home ranges of the black bears on Eglin, because so much of Eglin is sandhill habitat. Most 18 
black bears on Eglin use the large swamps and floodplain forests in the southwestern and 19 
northern portions of the reservation (Eglin, 2002).  20 

The Sherman’s fox squirrel prefers sandhills, pine flatwoods, and pastures and other open, 21 
ruderal habitat with scattered pines and oaks. It depends on a variety of oak trees for 22 
seasonal food and nest materials. Longleaf pine cones and seeds are important foods (Hipes, 23 
et al., 2001). The proposed RIB system is situated on mostly sandhill areas, with many areas 24 
having scattered oaks. 25 

3.3 Socioeconomic Resources 26 

Santa Rosa County has experienced dramatic growth during the past 10 years. According to 27 
the latest census figures, the County’s population grew by 44 percent between 1990 and 28 
2000. In the Midway/Fairpoint Peninsula/Navarre Beach area, however, population growth 29 
was even more rapid, at 70 percent. Associated with this growth is a pressing demand for 30 
increased wastewater disposal capacity. The Fairpoint Peninsula and the Navarre Beach 31 
areas are physically limited in their capacity to provide these services, especially for 32 
domestic reclaimed water disposal. The limited capacity for reclaimed water disposal on the 33 
Fairpoint Peninsula has led to restrictions being placed on development in the SSRU 34 
franchise area. Although these conditions have been ameliorated for the time being, long-35 
term capacity has not been provided by the SSRU, HNWS, or NVBU. Figure 3-1 shows the 36 
areas that potentially will be served by the proposed Santa Rosa County Regional 37 
Reclaimed Water System. 38 

The areas immediately to the east, west, and north of the proposed RIBs site are contained 39 
within the Eglin Reservation and under the ownership and control of the USAF. These areas 40 
are considered buffer areas for operations at Choctaw Field and the nearest Eglin Test 41 
Ranges. This area is undeveloped and will remain under USAF ownership.  42 
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Immediately to the south of the proposed RIB site, off the Eglin Reservation, the Holley-1 
Navarre areas are zoned by Santa Rosa County as a mixture of agricultural and residential 2 
areas, with some general commercial zoning immediately adjacent to major roadways such 3 
as SR 87. These existing residential areas are generally single family dwellings, with a 4 
mixture of one- and two-story structures. Commercial properties in the area are generally 5 
small retail businesses such as restaurants, shops, gas stations, and convenience stores. In 6 
some parts of Navarre and the Navarre Beach area on Santa Rosa Island, the retail 7 
businesses also cater to the thriving tourism industry of the area as development continues 8 
beyond the implementation of the proposed action. 9 

Another area, designated as the Escribano Point sub-area in Figure 3-1, is a contiguous area 10 
of privately and state-owned land located west of Choctaw Field, between the EAFB 11 
boundary and East Bay. This area consists primarily of upland and wetland coniferous 12 
forests and currently is undeveloped. Most of the land in this sub-area currently is under 13 
state ownership or under negotiation to be acquired by the state. 14 

With respect to the location of the RIB system, for the entire area affected by the proposed 15 
action, development generally is occurring between the southern boundary of the Eglin 16 
Reservation and the coastline. Also, future growth and development in this area are 17 
regulated by the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Growth Management Plan, enacted as 18 
required by the State of Florida. Development is limited to the east, west, and north of the 19 
proposed RIB site by EAFB’s mission and land holdings. The USAF regulates the 20 
development of these areas.  21 

Critical socioeconomic factors in South Santa Rosa County include, but are not limited to, 22 
recreation, tourism, military munitions testing and training, growth management, growth 23 
patterns, small businesses, schools, churches, wastewater treatment and disposal, noise, 24 
land use, and water supply. 25 

Currently, no lands within the study area are closed to development because of the limited 26 
availability of wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal services. These undeveloped 27 
lands can be used for purposes such as schools, hospitals, and housing, notwithstanding the 28 
construction and operation of the system. These lands can and will be developed using 29 
existing wastewater treatment and disposal services, or if not available, they can currently 30 
be developed with either septic tanks or onsite packaged sewage treatment plants. 31 

Data were obtained from EAFB regarding the location, frequency, and nature of previous 32 
complaints regarding noise from Eglin’s activities. The areas most likely to continue to be 33 
affected by the noise created by Eglin’s testing of warfare munitions lies south of the Yellow 34 
River, between East Bay and Eglin, and are designated as the Holley and Escribano Point 35 
sub-areas in Figure 3-1. The combined acreage of these sub-areas is approximately 36 
6,678 acres. Compared to the total area to be serviced by the proposed system, 37 
approximately 36,300 acres, the 6,678 acres represent approximately 19 percent of the total 38 
area affected by the proposed action. That is, only about 19 percent of the total area affected 39 
by the proposed action may potentially be adversely affected by the noise created by EAFB’s 40 
mission of testing warfare munitions. 41 

The Existing Land Use Map Overlay of Santa Rosa County in the Holley and Escribano 42 
Point sub-areas reveals that these areas consist of multiple land uses, as shown in Figure 3-2.  43 
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Table 3-2 lists the existing land use data for the Holley and Escribano Point sub-areas. 1 

TABLE 3-2 
Existing Land Use for the Holley and Escribano Point Sub-areas Associated with Development 
of the Santa Rosa County Reclaimed Water Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin System 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Existing Land Use Description Area (acres) 

Beaches 11 

Coniferous Plantations 34 

Cropland and Pastureland 50 

Disturbed Land 1 

Electrical Power Facilities 6 

Electrical Power Transmission Lines 10 

Embayments Opening Directly to the Gulf 400 

Forest Regeneration Areas 53 

Freshwater Marshes 44 

Holding Ponds 1 

Mixed Coniferous/Hardwood 413 

Religious 7 

Reservoirs 4 

Residential, Low Density 371 

Residential, Medium Density 288 

Roads and Highways 1 

Saltwater Marshes 520 

Sand and Gravel Pits 191 

Shrub and Brushland 132 

Streams and Lake Swamps 60 

Streams and Waterways 18 

Tidal Flats 2 

Upland Coniferous Forests 1,405 

Upland Hardwood Forests 27 

Wetland Coniferous Forests 1,704 

Wetland Forested Mixed 804 

Wetland Hardwood Forest 1 

Wetland Scrub/Shrub 120 

Total Area 6,678 
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On the basis of these data, using the Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms Classification 1 
System definitions, approximately 10 percent of the affected area (659 acres) currently is 2 
designated as low-density (fewer than 2 dwelling units [DUs] per acre) or medium-density 3 
(2 to 5 DUs per acre) residential. Using these densities, there could be up to 742 DUs on the 4 
low-density areas and between 576 to 1,440 DUs on the medium-density residential areas. 5 

A review of the June 4, 2004, Santa Rosa County Future Land Use Map from the Santa Rosa 6 
County Comprehensive Plan 2000-2020, reveals that approximately 4,211 acres of land 7 
within the affected areas are classified as Single Family Residential, with a maximum 8 
allowable density of 4 DUs per acre. In addition, 4 acres of land are classified as Residential, 9 
with a maximum allowable density of 18 DUs per acre. See Figure 3-2 for the Santa Rosa 10 
County Future Land Use Map classifications for the Holley and Escribano Point sub-areas 11 
associated with the development of the Santa Rosa County Regional Reclaimed Water 12 
System. In other words, approximately 16,916 homes potentially could be built in this area 13 
in the future, if the Holley and Escribano Point sub-areas were developed to the maximum 14 
extent allowed by the Santa Rosa County Future Land Use Plan. This is the existing 15 
potential number of homes that could be permitted in this area as allowed by the Santa Rosa 16 
County Comprehensive Plan, and is not a function of the proposed action. Table 3-3 lists the 17 
future land use data for the affected area, as allowed by the County’s current 18 
comprehensive plan.  19 

TABLE 3-3 
Future Land Use for the Holley and Escribano Point Sub-areas Associated with Development of the Santa Rosa 
County Reclaimed Water Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin System 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Land Use Category Area (acres) 

Agricultural 360 

Commercial 46 

Conservation/Recreation 1,571 

Industrial 267 

Military 158 

Residential 4 

Single Family Residential 4,211 

Water 61 

Total 6,678  

 

Given that the total area potentially affected by the proposed action is approximately 20 
36,300 acres and includes the City of Gulf Breeze, the unincorporated areas of Santa Rosa 21 
County along U.S. 98, Navarre, the unincorporated areas along U.S. 98 between Navarre 22 
and Okaloosa County, Navarre Beach, Escribano Point, and Holley, the area potentially 23 
affected by the noise from EAFB activities is relatively small, approximately 19 percent. 24 
There is also an extensive buffer between the active ranges on Eglin and this relatively small 25 
area located southeast of the Eglin ranges and west of Choctaw Field. 26 
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Areas located south of Holley, including Navarre, Navarre Beach, and the unincorporated 1 
areas of Santa Rosa County along U.S. 98, currently are not known to be affected adversely 2 
by the noise created from EAFB activities. These areas are substantially developed and 3 
continue to develop rapidly. No documented evidence that the areas south of Holley have 4 
been adversely affected by the noise emanating from EAFB activities was revealed during 5 
this assessment. In addition, it appears that most, if not all, of the land within the Escribano 6 
Point sub-area ultimately will be owned by the state and will not be available for 7 
development, thus dramatically reducing the development potential of these sub-areas and 8 
mitigating, to a large extent, the potential source of noise complaints by the public.  9 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences 1 

4.1 Introduction 2 

The primary purpose of an EA prepared in accordance with NEPA is to identify the 3 
potential effects of major federal actions on the environment. The identification of potential 4 
impacts included the consideration of both the context and the degree of the impact. When 5 
feasible, distinctions were made between short-term and long-term, and negligible and 6 
adverse, impacts. A negligible impact may have an inconsequential effect or be unlikely to 7 
occur; an adverse impact would have negative consequences. If the current condition of a 8 
resource is improved or an undesirable impact is lessened, the impact is considered 9 
beneficial. Finally, a “no impact” determination is made when the proposed action does not 10 
affect a given resource. Where appropriate, cumulative impacts were discussed. Cumulative 11 
impacts on the proposed action involve past, present, and foreseeable future actions.  12 

Ten other alternatives were considered during the planning of this project; however, they 13 
were all considered to be non-viable, leaving the proposed action as the only viable 14 
alternative to meet the project objectives and needs. These other 10 alternatives were 15 
rejected based on the criteria listed in Table 1-1. The alternatives for this EA are the 16 
proposed action and the no-action alternative. The no-action alternative is defined as no 17 
construction of a RIB system on EAFB and continued wastewater discharge to Santa Rosa 18 
Sound. 19 

This section is organized to present the potential environmental consequences for each 20 
component of the project for both the proposed and the no-action alternative. The project is 21 
then evaluated for regulatory compliance with all applicable state and federal statues and 22 
EOs. 23 

4.2 Effects of All Alternatives on the Affected Environment 24 

The effects of the proposed action and the no-action alternative were considered.  25 

4.2.1 Physical Setting 26 

4.2.1.1 Topography 27 
Proposed Action  28 
The proposed action will have a negligible effect on the local topography. The topography 29 
within the RIB system will change and become more undulating, given the construction of 30 
the individual RIB system berms. However, this change will only affect the immediate 31 
topography within the site. The topography surrounding the RIB system, offsite, will not be 32 
affected by the proposed action. 33 

The South Holley Segment construction will have no impact on topography, because the 34 
construction ROW will be restored to preexisting contours and conditions for operation. 35 
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No-action Alternative  1 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 2 
in no impacts on the topography. 3 

4.2.1.2 Geology 4 
Proposed Action  5 
The proposed action will have no impact on geology, because the RIB system construction 6 
and operation will not occur at depths that will affect geologic formations such as bedrock. 7 
It is anticipated that the deepest excavation on the RIB system site will be approximately 5 ft 8 
for the burial of the distribution pipes. Along the South Holley Segment, again, the deepest 9 
excavation will be approximately 5 ft bls, a depth that will not affect geologic formations. 10 

The installation of the groundwater monitoring well network is not expected to have an 11 
impact on the geology, because the wells will be installed in the upper aquifer, and not to 12 
bedrock. Wells will be installed according to FDEP specifications. 13 

No-action Alternative  14 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 15 
in no impacts on the geology. 16 

4.2.1.3 Soils 17 
Proposed Action  18 
The proposed action is expected to have a negligible impact on soils, with short-term 19 
impacts mainly being confined to the construction of the individual RIBs, access roads, and 20 
associated piping. The top 3 to 5 ft of the soil profile in each RIB will be permanently 21 
disturbed, but considering that the Lakeland sands can be in excess of 83 inches, the impact 22 
on soils is considered minor and negligible. 23 

In the South Holley Segment, the soil will be disturbed to a depth of approximately 5 ft for 24 
the pipeline installation. The soils will experience some mixing, but this impact is 25 
considered negligible and short-term. 26 

No-action Alternative  27 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 28 
in no impacts to soils. 29 

4.2.2 Noise 30 

Proposed Action 31 
The proposed action will have negligible and short-term impacts on local noise levels. The 32 
construction of the RIB system will contribute the most to local noise sources, but these 33 
effects are considered minor and short term. During the operation of the RIB system, there 34 
will be minimal noise created by maintenance activities such as mowing and maintenance of 35 
the RIB berms, but no noise is anticipated from the application of the water to the RIB 36 
system. Noise recipients in the area are minimal and limited mainly to nearby wildlife. 37 
Motorists on SR 87 should not hear the construction of the RIB system, given the vegetation 38 
buffer that will be maintained between the RIB system and the road. Furthermore, motorists 39 
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on SR 87 will be traveling at such speed that if they were to hear construction noise, the 1 
effects would be short term. 2 

During the construction in the South Holley Segment, passing motorists, as well as nearby 3 
residents, would be construction noise receptors. The increase in noise would occur for 4 
approximately 6 weeks.  5 

Given the proximity of the RIB system to SR 87 and to Choctaw Field air operations 6 
(approximately 13,000 ft to the northwest), no negative noise impacts are expected from the 7 
operation of the RIB system. Minimal noise impacts are expected from the construction in 8 
the South Holley Segment. 9 

Given that the RIB system will not generate any noise following construction, the users of 10 
the Florida National Scenic Trail will not be bothered during usage. However, users of the 11 
trail may hear noises during construction, mainly from earth-moving machinery, but this 12 
impact is considered minor and short term. Furthermore, it is likely that the noises 13 
generated during construction will be absorbed by the surrounding vegetation. 14 

No-action Alternative 15 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 16 
in no impacts to local noise levels. 17 

4.2.3 Air Quality 18 

Proposed Action 19 
According to the FDEP, the entire Florida Panhandle is in attainment for all NAAQS 20 
(Personal Communication, June 21, 2004). The proposed action will have no impact on air 21 
quality in the area. The construction of the RIB system may contribute some minor air 22 
pollutants from construction equipment, but given the traffic on SR 87, these inputs are 23 
considered minor and short-term. During the operation of the RIB system, there is no 24 
activity that would contribute to changes in air quality, other than exhaust from 25 
maintenance equipment, which again is considered minor and short term. 26 

Reclaimed water discharged to the RIB system will be nearly odorless. A public workshop 27 
was held on November 2, 2000. During this workshop, the public was provided with the 28 
opportunity to learn more about the issues associated with this project. During this 29 
workshop, several beakers of water were placed at the registration table. Each of the beakers 30 
held water obtained from different sources–the HNWS potable water supply, the Midway 31 
Water System potable water supply, treated effluent from NVBWWTF, and water from 32 
Santa Rosa Sound. As the participants registered, they were asked to examine each of the 33 
beakers and to determine which beaker contained the treated effluent from the NVBWWTF. 34 
Once they had examined the beakers by sight and smell, they were asked to submit a ballot 35 
indicating which beaker they thought contained the treated effluent from the NVBWWTF. 36 
The majority of people who submitted a ballot selected the beaker containing the potable 37 
water from the HNWS as the beaker most likely to contain the treated effluent from the 38 
NVBWWTF. The discharge will not result in any negative air quality impacts. Local 39 
residents and workers, at any distance, will never detect the presence of the reclaimed water 40 
at this site. 41 



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

MGM05-NAVARRE BEACH/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/FINALEA.DOC 4-4 

No-action Alternative 1 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 2 
in no impacts on air quality. 3 

4.2.4 Groundwater 4 

Proposed Action 5 
It is anticipated that the proposed action will have a positive impact on the regional 6 
groundwater resources by increasing recharge to the surficial aquifer. The low levels of 7 
pollutants–CBOD, TSS, TN, TP, and fecal coliform–contained in the treated effluent are not 8 
expected to have a negative impact on groundwater resources because the system will be 9 
designed to meet the state's primary and secondary drinking water standards at the edge of 10 
the zone of discharge, which is coincident with the site boundaries. The minimum waste 11 
treatment and disinfection standards found in Rule 62-610.410 and Rule 62-610.460, F.A.C., 12 
to be applied will ensure that the groundwater discharge from the site will meet the FDEP 13 
Class GII groundwater standards provided by Rules 62-520.400, 62-520.410, 62-520.420, and 14 
Chapter 62-550, F.A.C.  15 

A records search for environmental data within 1 1/2 miles of the center of the site 16 
performed by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), identified only one potable water 17 
well within this area. The records indicate that this is a shallow well with a permitted flow 18 
rate of 2 gallons per minute (gpm). This well is located 1 mile south of the site and on the 19 
eastern side of SR 87, and is not considered to be downgradient of the proposed site. Any 20 
other non-permitted wells for residential uses would be at least 2,200 to 4,000 ft southeast 21 
and south of the property. Although this area is in the downgradient direction, because the 22 
discharge will be in compliance with groundwater standards, the proposed activity will not 23 
have an adverse impact on any groundwater resources that may be used within these 24 
residential areas north of the East River and south of the site.  25 

Furthermore, between the proposed site and these residential areas to the south is an 26 
extensive wetland system. Water from the proposed site would have to pass through an 27 
extensive soil matrix approximately 2,000 to 4,000 ft, and then pass through the extensive 28 
wetland system before it could reach these residential areas. Any wells in these areas 29 
probably would be used for residential irrigation. As stated above, the reclaimed water will 30 
be required to meet primary and secondary drinking water standards before being 31 
discharged from the zone of discharge, which coincides with the project boundaries. 32 
Therefore, in the unlikely event that any of the reclaimed water were to reach these 33 
residential areas, it would not pose a threat to any of the existing uses of the surficial aquifer 34 
in these areas. 35 

It is also important to note that although the existing discharge from the NVBWWTF does 36 
not meet the FDEP Class III Marine Water standard for copper of 3.7 μg/L, as provided by 37 
Rule 62-302.530, F.A.C., it does comply with the FDEP Class GII groundwater standard for 38 
copper of 1 mg/L, as provided by Rule 62-550.320, F.A.C. The copper standard for a 39 
discharge to a Class GII groundwater is 270.3 times greater than the copper standard for a 40 
Class III marine water. This difference is because the marine standard is based on toxic 41 
effects to aquatic life and the Class GII groundwater standard is based on human health 42 
criteria.  43 
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It is expected that the construction in the South Holley Segment will have a negligible 1 
impact on groundwater. It is likely that groundwater will be encountered in pipeline ditches 2 
throughout this area; therefore, all construction will be conducted in compliance with the 3 
BMPs specified by the regulating agencies, as well as by EAFB. Impacts to groundwater 4 
during operation are considered negligible and short term. 5 

The installation of the groundwater monitoring well network is considered to have a 6 
negligible impact to groundwater. All wells will be installed according to approved FDEP 7 
guidelines and long-term monitoring will prevent the introduction of contaminants to the 8 
aquifer. Furthermore, the groundwater wells will be locked at all times to prevent 9 
tampering.  10 

Finally, Santa Rosa County has received from the FDEP a hold harmless letter that will 11 
release EAFB from any future contamination. A copy of that letter is included in 12 
Appendix A. 13 

No-action Alternative 14 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 15 
in no impacts to groundwater. 16 

4.2.5 Surface Water 17 

Proposed Action 18 
The proposed action would have no impacts on surface water features on the sites or in the 19 
near vicinity of the sites. No surface water features are located on or immediately adjacent 20 
to the proposed sites, according to the USGS topographic maps and the January 2003 field 21 
reconnaissance. Additionally, there will be no discharge of the effluent to any surface water 22 
features in the area, because all effluent will be directed to individual RIBs.  23 

The operation of the RIB system is expected to have a beneficial impact on the quality of 24 
Santa Rosa Sound because the effluent discharge from the NVBWWTF will be diverted 25 
some distance to the proposed land application site. As future phases are complete, the 26 
operation of the RIB system potentially will benefit other water bodies adjacent to the Fair 27 
Point Peninsula, because these flows would be diverted to the proposed land application 28 
site, thus reducing the potential of overloading the existing disposal areas on the peninsula. 29 

No-action Alternative 30 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 31 
in no impacts on topography. 32 

4.2.6 Wetlands  33 

Proposed Action 34 
The proposed action will have no impact on wetlands because no wetlands are located on or 35 
adjacent to the sites. Before construction, the contractor will be required to obtain an NPDES 36 
storm water permit. This permit requires that an erosion control plan be implemented to 37 
treat runoff from the site before it enters the adjacent wetlands. 38 
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No-action Alternative 1 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 2 
in no impacts on topography. 3 

4.2.7 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 4 

Proposed Action 5 
The proposed action will have no impact on hazardous or toxic substance sites because no 6 
such sites are known to be located at or near the proposed RIB system site or the South 7 
Holley Segment. In addition, the proposed action will not contribute any hazardous or toxic 8 
substances to the sites or local area. BMPs will be used during the construction and 9 
operation of the proposed action to ensure that hazardous and toxic substances are not 10 
introduced into the area.  11 

During the construction of the RIBs, the following BMPs will be used to control the release 12 
of hazardous and toxic substances such as petroleum products used for construction 13 
equipment: 14 

• Before the initiation of the construction phase, a kickoff meeting will be held with the 15 
contractor to review the project requirements. During this meeting, the contractor will 16 
be made aware of the stringent requirements to prevent hazardous material releases and 17 
the process that will be used in the event of a release. 18 

• A central and convenient location near an existing roadway will be designated as the 19 
refueling and maintenance area. This area will be stocked with spill control materials 20 
such as absorbent pads or other absorbent materials. Furthermore, the area will be 21 
contoured to preclude runoff from the site in the event of a spill. 22 

• There will be no storage of hazardous materials onsite during the construction phase. 23 
Hazardous materials will be trucked in as needed to fuel and maintain the construction 24 
equipment.  25 

• The contractor will be required to contact a local emergency response company to 26 
ensure that the site can be controlled in the event of a major spill. 27 

• Any spills, regardless of quantity, will be cleaned up immediately upon discovery and 28 
be reported to the project manager. Contaminated soil will be disposed offsite at an 29 
approved facility. 30 

• During refueling, the fuel nozzles will be monitored continuously to prevent overfilling 31 
of tanks and potential spills. 32 

During the operation of the RIBs system, the only potential hazardous materials onsite will 33 
be petroleum products used to refuel small maintenance equipment such as mowers and 34 
trimmers. All major maintenance equipment such as tractors will be refueled and 35 
maintained offsite. As was the case during the construction phase, a centralized refueling 36 
location will be designated at an offsite facility owned and operated by Santa Rosa County. 37 
In the event a spill occurs from the refueling of the small maintenance equipment, the spill 38 
will be immediately cleaned up, recorded, and reported to the maintenance supervisor. 39 
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Contaminated soil will be contained and disposed by approved methods. Finally, no 1 
hazardous materials will be stored onsite.  2 

No-action Alternative 3 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 4 
in no impacts on hazardous or toxic sites. 5 

4.2.8 Traffic 6 

Proposed Action 7 
The proposed action will have no impact on traffic because the RIB system users will use 8 
existing roads (SR 87) and internal access roads that will be constructed between individual 9 
RIBs. There will be no additional public roads constructed, nor will any existing public 10 
roads be modified to divert or interrupt traffic patterns. 11 

Some minor traffic interruptions caused by construction equipment loading and offloading 12 
may occur during the construction of the pipeline in the South Holley Segment, but these 13 
interruptions are considered short term and minor. During the operation of the RIB system, 14 
access to this area will be on a need-to-access-only basis for such operations as system 15 
repairs. 16 

No-action Alternative 17 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 18 
in no impacts on local traffic. 19 

4.2.9 Cultural Resources 20 

Proposed Action 21 
The proposed action will have no impact on cultural resources, because no known cultural 22 
or historical resources are located on the proposed RIB site or near the South Holley 23 
Segment. Representatives from the Cultural Resources Management Division of EAFB have 24 
indicated that the RIB site and the South Holley Segment are considered to be “low 25 
probability” areas for cultural features. Furthermore, the State Division of Historical 26 
Resources has indicated that the project will have no impact to the known site. 27 

No-action Alternative 28 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 29 
in no impacts to local cultural resources. 30 

4.2.10 Flood Hazard 31 

Proposed Action 32 
The proposed action will have no impact to the 100-year flood level because the RIB site is 33 
not located in a floodplain. The South Holley Segment, although in the 100-year floodplain, 34 
will be returned to pre-construction contours and conditions; thus, there will be no effect on 35 
the floodplain. 36 
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No-action Alternative 1 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites and flood hazards would remain unchanged. 2 

4.2.11 Visual Resources 3 

Proposed Action 4 
The proposed action will have minimal visual impacts to recreational users of the area 5 
surrounding the RIB system. Recreational hikers and hunters will notice the individual RIB 6 
cells and associated support facilities. Motorists on SR 87 should not be visually affected by 7 
the construction or operation of the RIB system because a vegetation buffer approximately 8 
300 ft wide will be maintained between SR 87 and the RIB system. 9 

A vegetation buffer of at least 200 ft will be maintained between the RIB system and the 10 
Florida National Scenic Trail that parallels Range Road 726. Furthermore, the operation of 11 
the RIB system will not limit access to the trail. To prevent users of the trail, as well as other 12 
recreational users in the area, from meandering into the RIB system, proper signage will be 13 
installed advising users of the application of reclaimed water, thus discouraging access. In 14 
addition, users of the trail will not smell the RIB system because it is odorless. 15 

Impacts to visual resources in the South Holley Segment will be minor during construction. 16 
During construction, local residents and passing motorists will notice the roadside 17 
construction, but considering that the speed limit through the area is 45 mph, passing 18 
motorists will only experience short-term impacts. There will be no permanent impacts to 19 
visual resources in this area during the operation of the proposed action, because the area 20 
will be returned to pre-construction conditions and the pipeline will be buried below land 21 
surface.  22 

No-action Alternative 23 
Under the no-action alternative, there would be no change in topography or impact on 24 
visual resources. 25 

4.2.12 Biological Resources 26 

4.2.12.1 Terrestrial Flora 27 
Proposed Action  28 
There will be a permanent impact to the existing vegetation within the RIB site, given that 29 
all vegetation within the individual RIBs will be removed during the construction and not 30 
be allowed to return during operation. Throughout all phases of the construction and 31 
operation of the RIBs, of the 328 acres that were once a mixture of various aged pines, 32 
156 acres (or roughly 48 percent) of the forested areas will be converted to open infiltration 33 
basins and associated support facilities such as roads. The remaining 172 acres will remain 34 
intact as forested areas to provide a buffer between the proposed RIBs and the surrounding 35 
areas. Following are the anticipated impacts by construction phase:  36 

• Phase 1: Approximately 46.3 acres of existing forest cover will be permanently lost to the 37 
construction and operation of the RIB system, access roads, and onsite operation 38 
facilities. Vegetation will consist of mainly slash pine and sand pine, with minimal 39 
longleaf areas mainly in early successional stages. Approximately zero acres will be 40 
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permanently lost to the installation of the main distribution pipeline because either 1 
existing utility easements or easements along existing access roads will be used for the 2 
construction of the pipeline. Vegetation mainly consists of longleaf, sand, and slash pine 3 
of various diameters and ages. Ground cover throughout the area is sparse; thus, the 4 
impact on a local scale is considered minor.  5 

• Phase 2: Approximately 63 acres of existing forest cover will be permanently lost to the 6 
construction and operation of the RIB system and associated access roads. 7 

• Phase 3: Approximately 46.7 acres of existing forest cover will be permanently lost to the 8 
construction and operation of the RIB system and associated access roads. 9 

No-action Alternative  10 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 11 
in no impacts on terrestrial flora. 12 

4.2.12.2 Terrestrial Fauna 13 
Proposed Action  14 
Impacts to the terrestrial wildlife from the construction and operation of the proposed 15 
action are expected to be minimal and offset by the ability of species to use adjacent habitat. 16 
These impacts are regionally insignificant, because there are extensive areas of similar 17 
habitat close by. The most obvious impact will be the displacement of various species from 18 
the RIB system area to nearby habitats during the construction and operation of the system. 19 
Generally, birds, small reptiles, and small mammals will be affected the most by the loss of 20 
habitat, because of their limited migration range in comparison to the size of the RIB system 21 
construction site. Furthermore, some mortality to the smaller wildlife species such as small 22 
rodents and reptiles will be associated with the construction of the system.  23 

Larger wildlife species such as squirrels, deer, opossum, and raccoon probably will vacate 24 
the area during construction and use the area only periodically during operation as travel 25 
routes. Foraging within the active RIB system will be limited by the periodic maintenance 26 
that will maintain the bottom of the basins as barren sand, thus not providing foraging 27 
habitat. It is not likely that the RIB system will serve as a wildlife attractant because the 28 
water that is discharged into each basin will not stand for any appreciable amount of time, if 29 
at all, and the water application will be cyclic between basins (no one basin will receive a 30 
continuous flow of water). This process will eliminate the potential for aquatic species such 31 
as birds and fish to become reliant on a water source. 32 

The RIB system area is located adjacent to expansive, relatively undisturbed habitat that is 33 
the same as the habitat lost during the RIB system construction. The surrounding areas 34 
provide ample habitat for the species that currently thrive in the area.  35 

Generally, during operation of the RIB system, wildlife will not use the site for nesting and 36 
feeding, but may be casual occupants passing through from one area to another. Smaller 37 
wildlife species such as birds, small mammals, and reptiles may use the buffer areas 38 
between the RIBs for various life stages including nesting and foraging.  39 

EAFB is concerned that the open areas of the RIB system may attract coastal birds such as 40 
seagulls during winter months as cold fronts move through the area. EAFB also is 41 
concerned that the RIB site has the potential to attract other migratory birds such as killdeer 42 
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and plovers that use the open areas for foraging and nesting. However, the design of the 1 
RIBs will preclude standing water; thus, it is unlikely that waterfowl (geese or ducks) or 2 
wading birds (heron or egrets) will use the RIBs. 3 

Bash Effects 4 
The USAF Bird/BASH Team has reviewed the proposal and renders the opinion that “the 5 
proposed rapid infiltration basin (RIB) system proposed for used at EAFB can be operated 6 
without increasing the local bird/wildlife hazards to aviation safety. For this to be true it is 7 
necessary for the RIBs to be operated as proposed; no standing water 24 hours after a basin 8 
is filled, keep basins clear of emerging vegetation, and the RIBs will (would) not be located 9 
directly under the local traffic patterns. As recommended by the USAF BASH Team, Santa 10 
Rosa County would regularly monitor bird/wildlife activity at the RIBs and take action to 11 
reduce any BASH problems that develop. The County would accept responsibility for 12 
remediating any BASH hazards that may arise from the RIBs to include any harassment, 13 
funding or NEPA action that may be required to accomplish this task. The county would 14 
consult with the Eglin BASH program. The Eglin Bird Hazard Working Group (BHWG) 15 
should recommend actions to be taken as necessary if any bird/wildlife activity develops 16 
due to the RIBs. (AFCS/SEFW communication email, 30 Nov 2001, to Dennis Teague, 17 
AAC/EMSNW).” 18 

According to communication from Major Peter Windler, November 30, 2001, and 19 
December 7, 2001, the proposed RIB system operation would pose no BASH impacts. The 20 
communications from Major Windler are located in Appendix A. 21 

No-action Alternative  22 
Under the no-action alternative, there would be no change to any site and no impacts on 23 
wildlife. 24 

4.2.12.4 Aquatic Flora and Fauna 25 
Proposed Action  26 
No aquatic habitats are present on, or adjacent to, the RIB system site or the South Holley 27 
Segment. Thus, the proposed action will have no impacts on aquatic flora or fauna. 28 

The proposed action is anticipated, however, to have a positive effect on Santa Rosa Sound 29 
by diverting the NVBWWTF effluent, thus reducing impacts to the sound.  30 

No-action Alternative  31 
Under the no-action alternative, the site would remain in its existing condition and the 32 
NVBWWTF would continue to discharge its effluent to Santa Rosa Sound. Although the no-33 
action alternative will contribute no additional impacts to Santa Rosa Sound that are not 34 
already being realized, it will not further Santa Rosa County’s goal to eliminate the 35 
discharge. The elimination of the discharge to Santa Rosa Sound can only benefit the system 36 
by eliminating an additional nutrient and fecal coliform source. 37 

4.2.12.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 38 
Proposed Action  39 
The proposed action, including both the RIB system and the South Holley Segment, will not 40 
adversely affect any federally listed species. There are, however, two state-listed mammal 41 
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species in the area of the RIB system–the black bear that was identified by the Natural 1 
Resources Branch at Jackson Guard; and the Sherman’s fox squirrel, which was identified by 2 
a CH2M HILL biologist during a site reconnaissance in 2002. The fox squirrel is considered a 3 
species of special concern and the black bear is considered state-threatened in this area.  4 

Although the state-listed species potentially are found on the RIB system site, it is expected 5 
that the impact to these species will be minor and short term. Impacts are associated more 6 
with habitat loss than with a direct physical impact from construction and operation. Both 7 
species will be able to migrate to other suitable habitat adjacent to the site during the 8 
construction and operation of the RIB system. Furthermore, the amount of habitat alteration 9 
is insignificant in the regional context, given the nearby large expanses of undisturbed areas. 10 

No-action Alternative  11 
Under the no-action alternative, all sites would remain in their existing conditions, resulting 12 
in no impacts to T&E species. 13 

A comparative impact summary (Table 4-1) compares the proposed action to the no-action 14 
alternative for each resource area discussed above. The design features of the proposed RIBs 15 
will be fully coordinated with the EAFB Range Configuration Control Committee to ensure 16 
that features such as fencing, roads, vegetative barriers, etc., do not affect the Eglin mission. 17 
Coordination will be accomplished by the proponent at the earliest site design stages. 18 

TABLE 4-1 
Comparative Impact Summary 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Resource Area Proposed Action No-action Alternative 

Topography, Soils, and 
Geology 

No impact to topography, 
geology, or soils.  

No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Noise No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Air Quality No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Groundwater Possible beneficial impact by 
the raising of local groundwater 
levels; otherwise, no impact. 

No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Surface Water No impact. However, the 
proposed action is expected to 
have a direct beneficial impact 
to Santa Rosa Sound because 
a WWTF would be diverted 
from the Sound. 

The existing water quality problems remain, 
which are an exceedance of the copper 
standard and the continued discharge of 
domestic effluent within the Gulf Islands 
National Seashore. 

Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials and Wastes 

No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Terrestrial Biota No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Aquatic Biota No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 
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TABLE 4-1 
Comparative Impact Summary 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Resource Area Proposed Action No-action Alternative 

Wetlands No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Cultural Resources No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Socioeconomic The proposed action will 
facilitate development of the 
Fairpoint Peninsula\Holley 
Navarre area to the extent that 
the availability of utility 
infrastructure will be more 
reliable. 

The no-action alternative will necessarily limit 
development of the region. It may impede 
development to the extent that the availability 
of utility infrastructure will be less reliable. This 
may have a negative impact on the region's 
ability to support military personnel, which in 
turn would have a negative impact on the local 
economy and base missions. 

Flood Hazard No Impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Visual Resources No impact No impacts because no change from existing 
conditions would occur. 

Notes: 
WWTF = wastewater treatment facility  

 

4.2.13 Cumulative Impacts  1 

According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, the cumulative 2 
effects analysis in an EA should consider the potential environmental impacts resulting 3 
from the “incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and 4 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such 5 
other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). 6 

No other projects on Eglin property, in the immediate vicinity of the RIB system, have been 7 
identified that would contribute to the impacts realized by the construction and operation of 8 
the RIBs. The area surrounding the proposed RIB site generally is used by Eglin as a buffer 9 
area with little active development, but with some silviculture activities. These silviculture 10 
activities are managed by EAFB on a rotational basis; thus, the area surrounding the RIBs 11 
constantly is in some type of disturbance, be it logging practices or fire maintenance.  12 

Other actions that may occur in areas south of the RIB system, off the Eglin Reservation, 13 
generally would be associated with land development such as housing subdivisions; 14 
commercial developments such as strip malls and gas stations; and infrastructure such as 15 
roads, schools, and hospitals. The locations and patterns of future development are 16 
governed and regulated by the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Land Management Plan 17 
and Land Development Code. Generally, these types of developments result in cumulative 18 
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effects over many years, and not so much in the near future on a large scale, as would be the 1 
case with a major industrial complex. No direct relationship is expected between the 2 
proposed action and potential future actions by Santa Rosa County with respect to the 3 
development of these areas. 4 

Potential negative cumulative effects of the RIB system include the following: 5 

• On the Eglin Reservation, the development of 328 acres of upland forested pine habitat 6 
managed for timber into a RIB system. Then, on a regional scale, the decrease of 7 
328 acres used as upland habitat. 8 

• A decrease of 328 acres of Eglin range space that potentially could be used for mission-9 
related activities. 10 

• The proposed action will facilitate growth in Santa Rosa County. Continued growth in 11 
South Santa Rosa County will have a negative impact on Eglin’s ability to test warfare 12 
munitions by exposing a larger population to noise caused by Eglin’s activities. 13 

Potential positive cumulative benefits of the RIBs system include the following: 14 

• The NVBWWTF effluent discharge will be eliminated from Santa Rosa Sound, which 15 
will positively affect the water quality of Santa Rosa Sound and the Gulf Island National 16 
Seashore. 17 

• The RIBs will act to recharge the surficial aquifer, which will restore and maintain 18 
groundwater resources in the area of the site. 19 

• Construction and operation of the proposed RIBs will provide reclaimed water disposal 20 
capacity on a regional basis to the three utilities in the study area–NVBU, HNWS, and 21 
SSRU. These utilities are faced with extremely limited resources that are suitable for 22 
reclaimed water disposal, and they are surrounded by Class II Marine Waters (approved 23 
for shellfish harvesting), to which new domestic wastewater discharges are not allowed. 24 
Providing this capacity on a regional basis will ensure a reliable level of service and 25 
preclude the need to employ packaged sewage treatment plants and septic tanks, in the 26 
event that the existing disposal capacities of these utilities are consumed before the area 27 
reaches its build-out potential. 28 

• Providing reclaimed water disposal capacity on a regional basis will enable these 29 
utilities to provide service on a reliable basis. This, in turn, will assist local governments 30 
and utilities to keep pace with the rate at which this area is developing. Additionally, it 31 
will provide value to the military in that these services are readily available to military 32 
personnel and contractors moving to this area to support Eglin’s missions. 33 

• Ensuring these services on a reliable basis will allow the local utilities and governments 34 
to avoid conflicts such as those that occurred in the mid- to late-1990s in this area, when 35 
the FDEP placed a moratorium on the SSRU for failing to provide adequate disposal 36 
capacity. The immediate response from developers was to submit requests to the County 37 
for septic tank permits and to FDEP for permits for the installation of package sewage 38 
treatment plants. Development did not cease, but this conflict was difficult for the local 39 
community to overcome. The end result was that the SSRU was able to provide 40 
additional capacity on an incremental basis. At this point, neither the SSRU nor the 41 
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HNWS has provided the additional long-term capacity for this area that the proposed 1 
action would provide. Therefore, the potential for a similar future conflict exists as 2 
development continues at a rapid pace, notwithstanding the status of the proposed 3 
action. The proposed action will have a positive cumulative effect by allowing local 4 
governments to provide the services that they are obligated to provide, in a reasonable 5 
and effective manner. 6 

On the basis of these considerations the positive cumulative benefits outweigh the negative 7 
cumulative impacts; thus, the proposed action is clearly in the public’s best interests. 8 
However, a plan to mitigate or minimize the impact to Eglin’s ability to test warfare 9 
munitions is being prepared.  10 

4.2.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable Impacts 11 
There are no irreversible or irretrievable impacts associated with the proposed action. In the 12 
event that EAFB should require Santa Rosa County to abandon the system and restore the 13 
site, the site could be restored to its current condition. All piping and equipment could be 14 
removed from the site. The earthen berms constructed to form the basins could be graded to 15 
restore the pre-existing topography, long-leaf pines could be replanted in the areas cleared 16 
to construct the RIBs, and any reclaimed water applied to the site would dissipate rapidly 17 
following the cessation of application. The reclaimed water to be applied will be free from 18 
any hazardous or industrial chemicals, so there would be virtually no contamination 19 
remaining in the soils or surficial aquifer. Within a brief time, the groundwater would 20 
return to its pre-action natural state. Within a relatively brief period of time, the long-leaf 21 
pines would flourish in the re-planted areas.  22 

4.3 Compliance with State and Federal Statutes and Executive 23 

Orders 24 

The proposed action was evaluated for compliance with all applicable state and federal 25 
environmental statues and EOs. The project was found to be in compliance in all cases 26 
(Table 4-2). Table 4-3 identifies the permits that will be required for the proposed 27 
alternative. 28 

Furthermore, a consistency review of this EA is presented in Appendix B, with the USAF’s 29 
Consistency Determination under the CZMA, Section 307, and 15 CFR Part 930, Subpart C. 30 
The information in this Consistency Determination is provided pursuant to 15 CFR 31 
Section 930.39. 32 

4.4 Plans, Permits, and Environmental Management 33 

Requirements 34 

4.4.1 Plans 35 
A mitigation plan for the Santa Rosa County RIB system will be required. A mitigation plan 36 
provides an environmental management plan to mitigate impacts associated with the Santa  37 
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TABLE 4-2 
Federal Environmental Statutes and Executive Orders 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Acts Compliance Status EA Action 

Archaeological and Historic Preservation 
Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 469) 

In compliance Meetings were held with the Eglin Cultural 
Resources Division. In addition, letters were 
sent out and received from the Florida 
Division of Historical Resources. 

Clean Air Act, as amended (Public 
Law 88-206) 

In compliance No air emissions will result from the 
operation or construction of the system. 

Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended 
(Public Law 95-217) 

In compliance There will be no impact to wetlands or waters 
of the state as a result of construction or 
operation of the system 

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-510), as 
amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 
1986 (Public Law 99-499) 

In compliance A search for contaminated sites was 
conducted and none were identified. 
Furthermore, no hazardous materials will be 
associated with the construction or operation 
of the system. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Public Law 93-205) 

In compliance The construction or operation of the system 
will not affect any threatened or endangered 
species. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 661, et seq.) 

In compliance No impacts will occur to any bodies of water 
as a result of this action. Furthermore, Eglin 
will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the FDEP, if necessary. 

National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law 91-190) 

In compliance This EA is being prepared in accordance with 
NEPA. 

National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended (Public Law 89-665) 

In compliance Meetings were held with the Eglin Cultural 
Resources Division. In addition, letters were 
sent out and received from the Florida 
Division of Historical Resources. 

Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended In compliance No permanent noise impacts will occur. 
Noise impacts are minimal and temporary, 
associated with construction and site 
maintenance activities, noise that will be 
buffered by vegetation borders. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (Public Law 94-580) 

In compliance A search for contaminated sites was 
conducted, and none were identified. 
Furthermore, no hazardous materials will be 
associated with the construction or operation 
of the system. 

Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965, as 
amended (including Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act and 
amendments) 

In compliance No hazardous materials will be associated 
with the construction or operation of the 
system, and the system will receive no solid 
or hazardous waste either in construction or 
operation. All solid waste generated by the 
construction will be removed and disposed at 
an approved landfill facility. 
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TABLE 4-2 
Federal Environmental Statutes and Executive Orders 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Acts Compliance Status EA Action 

Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 
(Public Law 94-469) 

In compliance A search for contaminated sites was 
conducted, and none were identified. 
Furthermore, no hazardous materials will be 
associated with the construction or operation 
of the system. 

Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act of 1954 (16 U.S.C. 1101, 
et seq.) 

In compliance The project will not affect the ground level 
elevations within a designated floodplain.  

Wetlands Conservation Act (Public 
Law 101-233) 

In compliance There will be no impact to wetlands or waters 
of the state as a result of construction or 
operation of the system 

State of Florida Environmental 
Resources Permit (ERP) and related 
permits (Dredge and Fill /Wetlands 
Permit) 

In compliance There is no ERP permit process for this area 
of Florida. In addition, no wetland impacts will 
result from the construction or operation of 
this project that might require permitting 
under the CWA (see above, this table). 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Storm Water Permit 

In compliance An application with an appropriate storm 
water runoff and erosion control plan will be 
filed as part of the preconstruction activities. 
The project design will account for any 
necessary storm water management on the 
project (roadside swales). 

Floodplain Management (Executive 
Order 11988) 

In compliance The project will not affect a designated 
floodplain during which changes to 
topography would affect the floodplain. 

Protection of Wetlands (Executive 
Order 11990) 

In compliance There will be no impact to wetlands or waters 
of the state as a result of the construction or 
operation of the system. 

Federal Compliance with Pollution 
Standards (Executive Order 12088) 

In compliance All other applicable pollution laws are in 
compliance. 

Notes:  
U.S.C. = United States Code 
EA = environmental assessment 
FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection 



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

MGM05-NAVARRE BEACH/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/FINALEA.DOC 4-17 

Rosa County RIB system at EAFB. These impacts have been documented in the EA FONSI 1 
for the Santa Rosa County RIB system at EAFB. 2 

A mitigation plan is assembled to clearly define those mitigation practices the SRCBOCC 3 
and its contractors are committed to perform. The plan is aimed at protecting and 4 
preserving valuable public resources. Santa Rosa County realizes it responsibilities for 5 
ensuring that all of its contractors and subcontractors comply with the environmentally 6 
regulated plans, specifications, permit requirements, and project-specific management 7 
practices defined in the contractor’s scope of work and presented in this document (refer to 8 
Appendix C for the Mitigation Plan). 9 

4.4.2 Permits 10 
Table 4-3 summarizes the permits that will be required for this project. 11 

TABLE 4-3  
Permits Required 
EA Report of RIB System, EAFB, Florida 

Permit Type Regulatory Agency Applicable Regulations Issues 

Wastewater Permit FDEP Chapters 62-620 and  
62-610, F.A.C. 

Establishes reasonable 
assurance that adequate 
treatment is provided to ensure 
compliance with state water 
quality standards. 

Collection and 
Transmission Permit 

FDEP Chapter 62-604, F.A.C. Establishes reasonable 
assurance that adequate 
treatment is provided to ensure 
compliance with state water 
quality standards. 

Conditional Use Permit SRCBOCC Santa Rosa County 
Comprehensive Management 
Plan 

Ensures compliance with the 
County's Comprehensive Land 
Management Plan. 

Building Permit SRCBOCC Santa Rosa County Land 
Development Code 

Ensures compliance with the 
State of Florida Building Codes. 

NPDES Storm Water 
Permit 

FDEP Chapter 62-621, F.A.C. Requires an erosion control 
program to prevent runoff from 
the site during construction. 

Notes: 
NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
SRCBOCC = South Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners 
F.A.C. = Florida Administrative Code 

4.4.3 Environmental Management Requirements 12 

4.4.3.1 Mitigation 13 
1. It is foreseeable that the project will facilitate further development in Santa Rosa County. 14 

As the population increases and the County approves the development of the areas 15 
bordering EAFB, an increase in noise complaints is likely to result from Eglin’s mission 16 
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activities. To mitigate these impacts and to facilitate good relations between EAFB and 1 
its future neighbors in Santa Rosa County, Eglin approved the County’s RIB system, but 2 
conditioned its approval on the County’s imposition of reasonable noise mitigation 3 
measures. These measures may include appropriate zoning to prohibit the development 4 
of noise-sensitive communities in or near Eglin’s borders. Alternatively, or in addition to 5 
and subject to Eglin’s approval, these measures may include provisions within the 6 
County building code to mandate noise buffers in all new construction. 7 

2. Avoidance of potential BASH. Management practices will be implemented to avoid 8 
potential BASH impacts. 9 

3. Avoidance of impacts to the Eglin mission. Design features of the proposed RIBs will be 10 
fully coordinated with the EAFB Range Configuration Control Committee to ensure that 11 
features such as fencing, roads, vegetative barriers, etc., do not affect the Eglin mission. 12 
Coordination will be accomplished by the proponent at the earliest site design stages. 13 

4.5 Socioeconomic Resources 14 

As stated in Section 3.3, the existing socioeconomic resources to be considered that may be 15 
affected by the proposed action include, but are not limited to, recreation, tourism, military 16 
munitions testing and training, growth management, growth patterns, schools, small 17 
businesses, wastewater treatment and disposal, noise, land use, and water supply. Of these 18 
resource areas, those that will be affected are growth patterns, growth management, 19 
wastewater disposal, and military activities. 20 

Implementation of the proposed action will facilitate planned development, in that utility 21 
infrastructure will be centralized and available to the public on a more reliable basis. Off-22 
base development primarily will be governed by the supply of undeveloped land and the 23 
demand for new development. Off-base development also will be guided by the future land 24 
designations in the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed action will not result in a change to 25 
the existing Comprehensive Plan. 26 

Development and growth will be limited to the degree that centralized wastewater 27 
treatment and disposal systems are available. The proposed action will make these services 28 
more available, thereby facilitating the existing growth patterns. However, the impact on 29 
growth by the proposed action will be limited to the extent that these undeveloped lands 30 
could be developed without the aid of centralized wastewater treatment and disposal 31 
services. It is important to note that the proposed project will not open new areas to 32 
development, because no lands currently are closed for development due to the lack of 33 
utility services. Some of these undeveloped areas could be developed using septic tanks and 34 
package treatment plants. The proposed action will preclude the use of these less desirable 35 
wastewater treatment disposal systems, and thus will have a positive effect on this 36 
socioeconomic resource. 37 

The RIB system will not occupy vital space needed by EAFB for such factors as housing, 38 
mission exercises, bombing ranges, training facilities, or aircraft storage or maintenance, all 39 
factors that would directly affect the socioeconomics of EAFB. The area already contains 40 
existing infrastructure utilities (Gulf Power utility corridor and substation) located on the 41 
Eglin Reservation in the same general area as the proposed RIBs. The Fairpoint Regional 42 
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Utility System recently installed a potable water line between the Gulf Power corridor and 1 
Highway 87. EAFB also has approved, in concept, plans for constructing a cell tower farm 2 
on land that would be co-located with the proposed RIBs. 3 

The proposed action will impose some minor limitations on Eglin’s use of the 328 acres of 4 
property on which the proposed system will be located. However, the proposed system will 5 
be designed so that the reclaimed water that is applied will meet high-level disinfection 6 
standards, thereby making it safe for military personnel to have access and egress across the 7 
site. Given that the area of the proposed RIBs is considered a buffer area and is close to other 8 
infrastructures such as utility lines and major state roads, as well as the proximity of 9 
residential areas to the south, the use of the area is already mission limited. Thus, the 10 
socioeconomic impact of the proposed action is less than, for example, an activity that 11 
would jeopardize the expansion of an existing bombing range, expansion of a runway, or 12 
development of a housing facility.  13 

Most of Eglin’s development is centered around the Cantonment area of the installation, 14 
some 20 miles to the east of the RIB site, so it is unlikely that the RIB site would be used for 15 
future office or housing development. Furthermore, given the proximity of the RIB system 16 
to the previously mentioned limitations, it is unlikely that the area would be considered for 17 
such activities as active bombing ranges, runways, or USAF research, all of which are 18 
integral to Eglin’s mission. 19 

The proposed system will serve many of the existing and future military personnel and 20 
contractors who work on EAFB and Hurlburt Field in support of Eglin’s missions. Because 21 
the proposed system has military value, in that the local community will be better able to 22 
support existing and future military personnel with reliable wastewater treatment and 23 
disposal service, there will be a positive impact on EAFB’s socioeconomic state. 24 

The remaining concern is the impact to Eglin’s ability to perform testing of warfare 25 
munitions resulting from the continued development of the Holley and Escribano Point sub-26 
areas, which are closest to Eglin’s test ranges and within the area to be serviced by the 27 
proposed system. As these areas continue to develop, the impact from noise caused by 28 
Eglin’s testing of warfare munitions will be more apparent. However, the majority of the 29 
potential development is some distance south of the Eglin Reservation in this area, thus 30 
limiting the increased potential for noise from EAFB’s activities to affect these areas. The 31 
areas of greatest concern for impacts resulting from Eglin’s activities are the Holley and 32 
Escribano Point sub-areas, as described in Section 3.3.  33 

Notwithstanding the impact on the military’s ability to perform testing of warfare 34 
munitions as a result of the proposed action, the Santa Rosa County Commission places a 35 
high value on the military presence in Santa Rosa County. Military bases in Santa Rosa 36 
County, including NAS Whiting Field, the other NAS outlying fields, and EAFB, are 37 
considered to be mainstays of the local economy in Santa Rosa County. As such, the Santa 38 
Rosa County Commission is proactive in taking the steps necessary to protect the future of 39 
the military presence in Santa Rosa County. To this end, Santa Rosa County has conducted a 40 
Santa Rosa County Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) to manage the socioeconomic factors 41 
associated with the Outlying Fields managed by NAS Whiting Field, including NOLF 42 
Choctaw to the west of the RIB site. This document may be accessed through the County’s 43 
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website at the following address: http://www.co.santa-rosa.fl.us/santa_rosa/zoning/ 1 
jlusdraft.html.  2 

The JLUS put forth several recommendations to the SRCBOCC for changes to the County’s 3 
Comprehensive Management Plan and Land Development Code that would, if 4 
implemented, minimize to the greatest extent possible any conflicts between any future land 5 
uses in proximity to NOLF Choctaw Field. These recommendations emphasize land 6 
acquisition and density controls. Although this study focused on the protection of the 7 
outlying fields most vulnerable to encroachment, the recommendations put forth with 8 
respect to OLF Choctaw Field essentially will result in the same protection from 9 
encroachment being afforded to the Eglin test ranges in Santa Rosa County. Santa Rosa 10 
County will continue to work with EAFB to create a relationship that promotes coordination 11 
and planning to minimize the impacts to the critical socioeconomic factors that may affect 12 
Eglin’s missions, as well as the mission of the NAS. 13 

To enhance the County’s current and future efforts to protect the military from 14 
encroachment and to minimize the impacts to EAFB resulting from the proposed action, a 15 
plan to mitigate the nature and extent of development that will occur in the Escribano Point 16 
and Holley areas is being prepared.  17 
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5.0 List of Preparers 1 

5.1 CH2M HILL 2 

Bill Dunn: A senior environmental scientist responsible for review and quality assurance in 3 
the preparation of the EA. Dr. Dunn is a professional wetland scientist with more than 4 
25 years of experience in wetland sciences. Dr. Dunn has extensive experience in water 5 
resource management and the use of forested systems for domestic wastewater disposal. He 6 
holds a Ph.D. in Systems Ecology, an M.S. in botany from the University of Florida, and a 7 
B.S. in Biology from Tufts University. 8 

Mike Letson: An environmental scientist responsible for preparing the EA, Mr. Letson has 9 
12 years of experience with biological inventories, T&E species surveys, and wetland 10 
delineations. Mr. Letson holds an M.S. degree in limnology from the State University of 11 
New York College at Brockport and a B.S. degree in biology.  12 

Greg Brubaker, P.E.: A senior professional engineer responsible for reviewing the EA. 13 
Mr. Brubaker has more than 19 years of experience in the permitting, design, and 14 
construction of all types of slow-rate and rapid-rate reclaimed water systems. Mr. Brubaker 15 
holds a B.S. degree in Agricultural Engineering from the University of Florida and has been 16 
a Florida registered engineer since 1988.  17 

Neal A. Rogers Jr., P.E.: Mr. Rogers is the project manager for the Santa Rosa County 18 
Regional Reclaimed Water Disposal System Project. Mr. Rogers is a professional engineer 19 
with more than 19 years of experience. Mr. Rogers served 13 years with the FDEP as a 20 
permitting engineer. Mr. Rogers has been involved in several large federally sponsored 21 
projects in Florida. Mr. Rogers served 5 years with the FDEP as a supervisor in the Domestic 22 
Wastewater Permitting Section. Mr. Rogers has extensive experience with permits issued 23 
under the NPDES program. Mr. Rogers has been with CH2M HILL for the last 4 years. He 24 
holds a B.S. in Ocean Engineering from Texas A&M University. 25 

Vicky Potter: Ms. Potter is a senior technical editor and group leader for the Montgomery 26 
office’s Publications group. She has 11 years of experience with CH2M HILL, working in all 27 
areas of environmental, water, and wastewater reports; prior to that, she had 10 years of 28 
experience as a writer and editor for Auburn University. She holds an M.S. in Family and 29 
Child Development and a B.A. in journalism, both from Auburn University.  30 
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6.0 Agencies and Persons Consulted or Given 1 

Copies of the EA 2 

6.1 Letters 3 

CH2M HILL sent letters to the following agencies: 4 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Panama City Ecological Services & Fisheries Resources 5 
Office, January 9, 2003. 6 

• Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Florida State Clearinghouse, 7 
Tallahassee Florida, January 9, 2003. 8 

• Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources, Tallahassee, Florida, 9 
January 13, 2003. 10 

6.2 Meetings 11 

Meetings were held with the following agency representatives to ascertain pertinent 12 
information for inclusion in the EA: 13 

• Mr. Bob Miller, Natural Resources Branch, Jackson Guard, EAFB. Meeting held with 14 
Mike Letson, CH2M HILL, on January 3, 2003.  15 

• Ms. Lynn Shreve, Cultural Resources Management Division, EAFB. Meeting held with 16 
Mike Letson, CH2M HILL, on January 10, 2003.  17 

6.3 Additional Meetings 18 

Meetings also were held among Santa Rosa County, CH2M HILL, and the Eglin 19 
Encroachment Committee (the Committee) to discuss project specifics. During this time, the 20 
Committee requested additional information, to which Santa Rosa County and CH2M HILL 21 
responded. Following are relevant dates for contacts among the Committee, Santa Rosa 22 
County, and CH2M HILL: 23 

• May 31, 2001: Initial land application system was proposed to the Committee. 24 

• July 12, 2001: An additional data request was submitted by the Committee to Santa Rosa 25 
County. 26 

• August 1, 2001: Meeting was held to discuss alternatives to the original land application 27 
proposal. 28 

• November 15, 2001: Meeting was held to discuss the RIB system options with the 29 
Committee. 30 
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• January 7, 2002: The Committee granted conditional conceptual approval of the RIB 1 
system. 2 

• June 24, 2002: The Committee requested additional information about the RIB system. 3 

• August 13, 2002: The Committee requested additional information regarding the RIB 4 
system. 5 

• August 15, 2002: The Committee requested additional information about the RIB system. 6 

• September 9, 2002: The Secretary of the Air Force granted conditional approval of the 7 
RIB system. 8 

6.4 Public Comment 9 

• January 14, 2004. Public Notice of the Draft EA availability was advertised in the Fort 10 
Walton Beach Daily News by EAFB. 11 

• January 14, 2004. Copies of the Draft EA were placed in the Gulf Breeze and Navarre, 12 
Florida, public libraries for public review and comment. 13 

• January 19, 2004. Public Notice of the Draft EA availability was advertised in the 14 
Pensacola News Journal by EAFB. 15 

• February 22, 2005. Public Notice of the Draft EA availability was advertised in the Fort 16 
Walton Beach Daily News by SRCBOCC. 17 

• February 22, 2005. Copies of the Draft EA were placed in the Gulf Breeze and Navarre, 18 
Florida, public libraries for public review and comment. 19 

• February 22, 2005. Public Notice of the Draft EA availability was advertised in the 20 
Pensacola News Journal by SRCBOCC. 21 
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Agency Correspondence 
 



Department of 

Environmental Protection 

Mr. Robert J. Arnold 
Egln AFB Enaoachment Conmttee 
101 West D Avenue. SUite 222 
Egln AFB. Florida 32542·5492 

Dear Mr. Amold: 

~Distrkt. 
160~CAncer 

PenAcola. Flotid.ll50l·S7f4 

May 23, 2002 

Please bi further advised that a standard requirement of the proposed permit is that the 
~ nmst have reasonable site access to 1he facilly· during eonstnJcUon and operation 
for Inspection fU'POS85. Ills my understanding that this condition Is ac:ceptable to the ~ Force 

Pteue cal David Mones at (850) 595-8300 or Betsy Hewitt In our Offtce d General Counsel at 
(850) 921-9935, ahould you have any quesloos. 

MJYihclm 

cc: ,Donald R. Fkch. Environmental Attorney, Eglin AFB 
~Michael R. Newberry 
~Y ijewitt.. Office or· Genenii.Council 
Hunter Wabr. Santa Rosa cMty Administrator 
Neal Ro:Qers,-P.E .• CH2M.Hill . 



Jordan Alvin G Civ 96 ABW 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dennis, 

Windier Peter R Maj AFSC/SEFW (BASH) [Pete.Windler@kafb.saia.af.mil] 
Friday, November 30, 2001 8:11 AM · 
Teague Dennis D Civ AAC/EMSNW 
Granger, Matthew; Hall, David; LeBoeuf Eugene A Civ AFSC/SEFW; Swaby, Donnavan 
Waste Water Treatment Proposal 

Based on the information you provided for our review, we believe the 
proposed rapid infiltration basin (RIB) waste water treatment system 
proposed for use at .gglin AFB can be operated without increasing the local 
bird/wildlife hazards to aviation safety. In order for this to be true it 
is necessary for the RIB to be operated as proposed; no standing water 24 
hours after a basin is filled, keep basins clear of emerging vegetation, and 
the RIBs will not.be located directly under the local traffic patterns. 

We recommend the following: 

1. Word the lease agreement to require the county to regularly monitor 
bird/wildlife activity at the RIBs and take action to reduce any BASH 
problems which develop. 

2. Require the county to accept responsibility for remediating any BASH 
hazards that may arise from the installation of these ponds to include any 
harassment, funding or NEPA action that may be required to accomplish this 
task. 

3. The Eglin BASH program regularly monitor bird/wildlife hazards at the 
waste water treatment facility and address them at the B~rd Hazard Working 
Group (BHWG) mee-tings. 'J;'he BHWG should recommend actions to be taken as 
necessary if any bird/wildlife activity develops due to the RIBs. 

Contact myself or Mr. Gene LeBoeuf, Chief of the USAF BASH Program, at DSN 
246-5679 with any questions. 

Maj Pete Windler 
Senior Wildlife Ecologist 
USAF Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Team 
DSN 246-5674 
Comm (505) 846-5674 
Fax x0684 

1 



Jordan Alvin G Civ 96 ABW 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dennis, 

Windler Peter R Maj AFSC/SEFW (BASH) [Pete.Windler@kafb.saia.af.mil] 
Friday, December 07, 200110:43 AM 
Teague Dennis D Civ AAC/EMSNW 
Granger, Matthew; Hall, David; LeBoeuf Eugene A Civ AFSC/SEFW; Swaby, Donnavan 
Santa Rosa County WW Proposal 

High 

Based on the information you sent us for review, we have the following 
comments on the proposed Santa Rosa Waste Water treatment project: 

1: The Eglin area averages 60" of annual rainfall. Proposed alternatives 
one and two will add 78" to 104" additional precipitation to the habitat 
within the project areas. This substantial increase in water will lea~ to 
changes in the habitat over time. 

-What will the environmental impacts be of doubling the •rainfall?" 
- Initially the potential bird hazards from a forested spray field 

at the proposed application rates will likely be minimal. However, 
this too will change with time. The increased •rainfall" will bring about 
increased vegetation and insect activity, thus increasing the 
attraction of the area to birds and wildlife. As the habitat changes within 
the treatment area, the bird hazard will increase. 

2. OUr understanding is the proposed treatment area is currently a minimal 
bird hazard to aircraft using the auxiliary field. Alternatives one and two 
will most likely improve the attractiveness of the proposed area to birds. 
Generally, we recommend against improving habitat near airfields. 
Alternative three, rapid infiltration basins (RIBs} is farthest from the 
airlfield and presents the least likelihood of increasing bird hazards near 
the airfield. The RIBs can be actively managed to lessen attractiveness to 
birds. 

3. At this time, the airfield is used by Navy training aircraft on an 
infrequent basis. Training airspace is already at a premium and future base 
closures could lead to increased activity at the airfield. Locating the 
waste water treatmept facility as far from the airfield as possible could 
minimize future aircraft/wildlife conflicts. 

4. Word the lease agreement to require the county to regularly monitor 
bird/wildlife activity at the treatment site and take action to reduce any 
BASH problems which develop. 

5. Require the county to accept responsibility for remediating any BASH 
hazards that may arise from the implementation of the proposed waste water 
treatment facility to include any harassment, funding or NEPA action that 
may be required to accomplish this task. 

6. The Eglin BASH program should regularly monitor bird/wildlife hazards at 
the waste water treatment facility and address them at the Bird Hazard 
Working Group (BHWG) meetings. The BHWG should recommend actions to be 
taken as necessary if any bird/wildlife activity develops due to the RIBs. 

The Air Force BASH Team prefers the proposed alternatives in the following 
order: 

1. Alternative 3 - Rapid Infiltration Basin (RIB) System 
2. Alternative 2 Modified Forest Irrigation System - 2.0 inches per week 
3. Alternative 1 - Forested Irrigation System- 1.5 inches per week 

1 



Contact myself or Mr. Gene LeBoeuf, Chief of the USAF BASH Program, at DSN 
246-5679 with any questions. 

Maj Pete Windler 
Senior Wildlife Ecologist 
USAF Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) Team 
DSN 246-5674 
Comm (505) 846-5674 
Fax x0684 

2 
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CH1M tl!~ L 

• :cH2MHILL 
~ 

Tel ~~-lllUJOG 

'Jnmmry 9, 2003 

; G;;H Ctmnody 
i Field Supervisor 
: United States Fish and WildJife Service 
~ 1612 ]tme Avenue 
:Panama City, F1orida 32405-3721 

.; Suvjcct: Envir<:)runental Assc~srnent (or a Propos~.d Rapid Tnfi!t :tJtion Basin Sy:;tcm on Eglin 
Air Force Base.. 

-~Dear Ms. Carmody: 

·:Santa Rosa County recently receiv~d <:onccptual approval iron the Secretary of the Air 
:Force to 'l1ed~doval" a rapid infiltration basin system (RIBS) o:: Eglin Reservation properly. 
)11c proposed site js approximately 200 acrf:".S loc(lted south ;>nc' east of Field 10, Choctnw 
;Field. TI}e application sHe will service t·hc Navarre Beach Was! ~Water Treatment Fndlity. 
:Additional capacity·wiH be provided Ior other utilities in Soutl" Santa Rosa County. TI\e
:condition~! approval is subj('<::t to several conditions, including ~he preparation of an 
'Envirorunental ASS€ssment {EA). CH2M HILL i.-; currently pre )aring the EA for the Sunt<:J 
:;Rosa County (Florida) Commissioners. The EA is ht•ing· prepar · .. 'd for the application liite on 
::Rglin property. 

·::The pmpos.r:d site for the RIBS is loca[ed along the sonth('tn prl.pc-rty botmdary of Eglin 
·:A.FB at the junction with State Ro.1d (SR) 87 (~dions 28 and 29 of Tovmship 1 5, R8nge 27 
::Won HoHy Florida, USGS 7 5 minute Topographic roc.1.p,) in Sa: Ja Rosa. County( .Florida. 
~Zange Road 726 to Hl€ north and SR 87 to the cas{ borders the :sJe. it includes the area 
between the Gulf Power easement and SR 87. A vicinity m.:1.p is included in AUaclunen.t 1. 
:A.~ pmi of the project, there is a pipcli:n<>: that will cros_<; a propei ty comer of Eglin Af:13 at 
.noh Tolbert l\oad in Holley, Florida (A Hadunent 2). 

A preliminruy conceptual layout of the propry,:;ed RIB system is ::;l1own i.n Attaclunent 2. The 
t)ropos.<:d plan is to develop the site in two to three phases over a 20-year or longe-r period. 
tor the initial phase, approxi:rnately 40 acres will be cleared to n)11Slruct 9 RIB cells ••ri.th a 
;!otal botlom area of approxim.1tely24.0 acres. RID size will var; (rom 1.3 to3.7 acres and 
·rrill have either square or. rectangular shapes. Most RfBs will hr.ve bottom ar~as of 
::tpproximately 3 acres. In future years, approximately 38 acres< nd 37 acres of RIB bottom 
).rea would be add~d to IJlC system in Phases 2 <md 3 to lnc.reas, · th~ system disp0sal 
~apacity. Ultimately, approximately 160 acres of th(' 200·acre sh~ wouJd he pL1Iti.rlHy clci.m~d 
~md developed into RIBs to pruvide a bu1ldoul reclaimed wate1 disposal cCJp;wHy . . 
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The< ·onslrudion area for each basin would itirlud~: the wetted boltm n area and a 4{J-fuol 
wide lH~lm extending out from. the basin bottom. The basins would b ·~ SIMCed approximately 
100 fdet apart (from nubiide toc~of-siope of berms fanning each ba~ir I to m.IDimize the 
hydqulic interference of adjacent ponds. Existing trees and vegetati\ n would not be 
distui·bed in the area between RIBs except for the construction uf sih: accP.s..s roads. TI1C· 
foilmVing steps would typically be used tu cuH::;ti'ud the RIBs: 

• C !lt existing marketabl~: timber 

• qear and grub remaining vegetation within the designated cons1 ;·uction area of each 
RJ3; vegetation will be chipped /mulched and removed offsite. 

• E:-~cav.ate approxim.1tely 7 feet belmv existing grade and usc exca 'ated r.naferjat to 

cx.;nstruct· a 2-foot high benn. Excess cut Il1..a~rial will be removed from the site. Bel.'ms 
wm have 3:1 side slopes and a top width of 12 feet 

• Pifter rough grading of pond and bcntl5, install cUstribtttion pipil tg, valves and 
ai.ipmienanccs, discharge snuchm:s, and a concrete ao:;ess ramp; JT each RIB cell 

• Tn~tall high-density polyethylene li.ner on inside slope of RIB toe; minate l:he need lo 
c::tabhsh and maintain a grass cover on inside berms. 

"' C.:mduct .final gt"ading of pond boHom, top ofbenn, !lnd outside~ :opes, rip pond 
b~;~tl-oms to minimize any compaction of pond 'bottoms from COI\!:l~ rudlon adivities, and 
schl tl1e Lop of berms an.d outside :;lop£s with drought-tolerant g: ass. 

CH21~ Hill has consuLted withJack.<>on Gttn.rd at Eglin AFB to ide.nlify ~~ :y threa4.cned and 
emtarBet-ed specie.c; issues on or ~mmediately adjacent to the project are<>. Tiu.~ rc..osults of Ulesc 
consuhations \\'ill be included in the EA ln generat the only concern th .t Jack.<>on Guard had 
was p~tentiai flah..,ood salamander habitat along a portion of the proJect located at the first 
tribut;:lty west of Dean Creek, near a property corner of Egl.Ln APB (sec I ttadunent 2)-

p.3 



L..HC11 Hl11 

e-3 
JamH'll)' 9, 2003 

cr I::'M Hill is requesting that your office revi<:v\f the aflached location Fop for !he proposed 
actidn and pmvide any t."'011Lments :rtgarding listed species !h<tt ~r~ wit! .in or in the! near vicinity 
of th: project site-. Plr.ase direct all Ieller correspondence lo my attenti£ .1 at: 

CH~:M I ·IILL 
176fSe.:'t Lark Lane 
Navarre, Florida 32.5-66 

If }'C!U require any ~JddirioMd information on th-e projL'Ct, pleC\SC" c.cu1tact .nc at (850) 939-R300 x27. 
1haJ ik you for accommodating this request. 

SirK:f.rdy, 

tvli:k··: Letson. 
Projt~d Environmental Scientist 

Atta +unents 

Xc: : Roger Blaylock---Sa.nta l\osa County 
Hunter Waikcr-Santa Rosa County 
l~rry Wallace--Santa Rosa County 
NP.al Roger---CH2M I-llLl J 

File 

p."t 
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United States Depattntent of t11e Inter;or 

11lSH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Fidd orne~ 

M·r . .M1ke:Letson 
Project E~1vironmcntnf Scientist 
CH2MH~LL 
Navarre. florida 32566 

Dear Mr.;Letson: 

lti<tl Balboa A'-enue 
(';,jmum CUy, FL 3240S.J721 

Tel: {850) 769..{)552 
Fax: (850) 763-2177 

February 14, 2003 

Re: J7\llS No. 4-1)...03069 
Rapid Tnfutration Bas .n System 
EglinAFB 
Santa Rnsa County, I lorida 

Thank you for your letter of January 9~ 2003, requesting our comments or the project referenced 
above. 11his response is provided in accordance with provisions of the FisJ ~ and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (48 Stat 40!, as amended; lGU.S.C. 661 et seq.) and Section 7 of the 
Endangc~·ed Species Act {Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S. C. 1531 et S(·q.). Proposed activities 
consist .t)f the installation of a rapid infiltration basin system (RlB S) on 20r' acres on Eglin Air 
Force B2;se (ArB) property .. The site will service the. Navarre Beach Wrur e Water Treatme11t 
Fa:cility. We offer the following preliminary conunents on this project: 

Section ·.i(a)(2) of the Act requires Federal agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardiz.e 
the co.ntipucd existence oflistcii species, or destroy or advers~y modifY c·itic.W lmbitat. The 
Federal'tigency {or its designee) reSponsible for authorizing, funding~ or-ir .plcmen$g an action is 
required io detemline whet~er listed species, propQscd species> critical ha.;itat, or proposed 
critical h~bitat may be present in the area that V.:ould be influenced ~y that action. If such species 
or habitaJ may be present, the Federal agency is required to determine wh·.lther the action may 
directly, mdircctly, andfor cumulaiively affect such species or habitat. 

To mah1 such a determination~ the following infonnation should be consk.cred and summarized in 
a biolog!.cai information r~port: 

l. ;i·he resu Its of an on-site inspection of the areas affected by tbc ac ion. 

........... -



2. 'the views of recognized experts on the species at issue. 

3 _ A review of the literature and other infomw.tion. 

4. in analysis of the effects of the action on the species and habitat. 1.ncluding consideration 
Jbr the cumulative- effects, and the results of any related studies. 

5 _ An analysis of alternative actions CQnsidercd by the Federal agcnc! for the proposed 
:iction. 

If the prppused action potentially involves listed !>pedes or critical habiia', the Federal agenc)' 
must oo~sult v.titn the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). ConsultQtion c. an be informal or fonnaL 
It may be concluded infom1aUy if an action can be implemented in a way ·hat is not fike1y to 
adversely afiect listed species or critical habitat. Coordination with the S ~l'\~cc to e.xplorc this 
possibiHty is encouraged . 

.If a det~:;;rmination is made that listed species or critical habitat may be ad·:ccsely affected, the 
Federal agency must request, in writing, fonnal consultation \vith the Ser .,;.ce. If the propo!ied 
action j~ likeiy to jeopardize the continued existence of propot>ed species ,)r result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat, the Fedc al. agency must confer 
mtlt the-Service. 

If the Fcideral agency determines that no listed species, proposed.specics, criticaJ habitats, or 
propose;j criticaJ habitats occur in the area of project influence, the proje· _;t is not lil-....cly to 
adversely affect such species or habitats, or there would be np eflect on ::.uch species or habitats, 
this offi~~e reqtJcsts the opportunity to review the infonnailon on whioh st~ch a determination is 
based, and to c.oncur ·wiill that deteanination, 

Section -7( d) of the Act underscores the requirement that the Federal age 1cy and pennit or license 
appricarit shall not make any irreversible or in·etricvable coll:'l;lllitment of 1 ;!Source.~ during the 
consultution period which, in effect, would deny the formulation or implt :mentation of reasonable 
altemat1fves regarding their actions-on listed species. 

Our cot~ments regarding possible effects of a project on wetlands will bt- made to the Army 
Corps cfEngineers during. their permitting process, ;f permits are required. In general, we 
rccorruriend tl1at wetland impacts be avoided and minlnlized to t.he extcn- practicable, and 
unavoid~ble impacts be compensated v1ith appropriaie mitigation measur ~-

As part ,of the Section 7 process outlined above, we would" ex.pect to be ::.onsutting \vith the 
Jacksor,; Guard Natural Resources Bran~h at Eglin AFB. During our re' rcw of the project, we 
would ri.ced to know of any potent.ial impacts to flatwoods salamander lv:hitat in the area. In your 
environinentaJ analysis, we would also like to see a discussion of the abi! i.ty of the proposed site to 
functioz~ as a RIB. 
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We hope you find this information helpful. Please contact Stan Simpkin:: of this office at 
extcns:on 234 for additional information and coordination, For flatwoo. is salamander issues, 
please :eontact our "species lead," Hildreth Cooper (ext. 221), 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~1 
Project Leader 

cc 
Rick lv.ic\'tlhitc, Jackson Guard, Eglin AFB 

3 
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J and Matthews 
f)i.vj6ian of Historical Resourtt$ 

.6. Hehnon: Review and Compliance Section 
500 ;~uth Bronough Street 
TaH<ihassee, Florida 32..399-0250 

..._..v.....,. • .,.......,.....,. • .._.......,......,, 

GH2:M HILL 

1761> ~ hrl<. L~n~ 

Suhjl;ct: Envirorunental Assessment for a PropoSC!'d &3pid Inf-iltration Basin System on Eglin 
;\Jr Force Base. 

San£~ fu.Jsu County recently received conn~ptual approval from the f ·~Tetary of the Air 
Force to ''bed-dov.'ll" a Tapid infiltration basin sy.slem {RIBS) on Egli L Reservation property. 
The propos~d site is approximately 200 acres loc.atcd south and east ~f Field 10, Cll.oct.:lw 
Fiek!. The application s:ite will servk.e th.e Navarre Beach Wasfe Wa··?r Trea~mcnt Facility. 
Add~!ional capacity will be provided for other utilities in South Sanl . Rosa Cmmty. 111c 
conditional approval is ~uhjecL Lo several conditicm .. 'l, induding the p eparaHon <>fan 
Env3tonmenta.l As:;essmctH (EA). CH2M HILL is currently prepadn .. ; the EA for the Santa 
Rosa:. County {FLorida) Commi<:sioners. Ute EA is bcinf> prepared fo · U1e application site on 
Eg-lin properly. 

T11c propoS<'d site for the fliBS js 1oc,;'Lted along the southern prope~. ·boundary o{ Eglin 
AFB;at the junction with State Road (SR) 87 (Sections 28 and 29 ofTc -vnship 1 S, l{ange 27 
W oq Holly Horida, USGS 7.5 nrinute Topogruphk map,) :in Santa Rr ,sa County, Florida. 
Ra.n(~e Road 726 to the north and SR 87 to the cast borders tl1e site. li includes the area 
bet~cn the Gulf Power. easement and SR 87. A vicinity map is inch ded in Att.aclunent 1. 
As part of the project, there is a pipeline that will cross a property co.ner of Eglin AFll at 
Bob Tolbert Road in Hollt:!y, Fl.orida (Altaclunent 1). 

A pr~liminary <:oncepluallayout o£ U1e proposed RIB system is sholll n. in Attadu:n.ent 2. 'fhe 
prop?sed plan is to d-evelop the sHe in two to three phases over a. 20. ·rear ur longer period. 
For tf•e initial phase, approxir.nately 40 acres will be cleared to co.nstt <.1d 9 RlB cel.fu with a 
totaliboHom area of .3pproximately 24.0 ar.res. RID si7.e will vary fror:' 1.3 to 3.7 acres and 
willl:.u~ve either square or n~ctangular ~hapes. Most RIBs will have h ttom areas of 
appr9ximat€.1y 3 acres. In future years, approximately 3B acres and 3 :·acres of RIB bottom 
area ~·vould be added to U1c system in Phase$ 2 and 3 to increase ·the :}"6tcm disposal 
capadty. Ultimately, approximately 160 acre.s of t:he 200-acrc site wo .ud be partially deared 
Bnd <~eveloped into Rills to provide a bulldout reclaitned water disp ·1sal capacity. 

Tite ~:~onstruction Mea for each basin would include the wetted botto n area and a 40-foot 
wide::berm extending out' from the basin bottom. The ha'lu'\S would l;: spaced approximately 
100 fret apart (from outside toe-of-slope of bcnns formin,g each ba::;il :) to minim:ize the 
hydr~ulic interfercnct.: of adjacent pond~;. Exjsting trees and voP.g€tati· ·n would not be 
distuirbcd in ll1e area betv•P.en. RJBs except for the construction of s.itl access roads. The 
lollo·;\·ing steps wowd typically be used to construct the RTBs: 

• Cut existing marketable timber 

.- .. - .... 
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• GNr <md grub remaining vegetation witllin th~ dc::.ignatcd const ttdion ru-ca o£ cnch 
RiB; vegetation will be dupped/ mulched and removed offsite. 

.. E::,-cavate approxim..-1tely 2 fuet below !'!Xir.ting grade illld usc cxcav 1ted material to 
co:nsh11ct a 2·foot high berm. Excess cut material will be removed ·rom the site- Berms 
w~ll hav~ 3:1 side slopes and a top width of 12 feet. 

• Aflcr roogh grading of pond and berms, install distribution pipin ;, valves and. 
ar;purtcrumces, discharge structures. and a concrete access ramp f{ -reach RIB cell. 

• In:~ta.lJ high-densily polyethyle-ne liner on inside slope of Rffi to eli-Ginate the need to 
es~abli.sh <md maintain a h'Tass cover on inside berms. 

• Cdnduct final grading of pond bottom, top of berm, and outside sl· ~res, rip pond 
bo~toms l'O minimize any compaction of pond bottoms from ronsh .tdion activities, and 
sef~ lhe top of benns and outside: slopes with drought-tolerant gr.;:,·;s. 

CTI2MHill has con.'>ulled with the Cultural Resources Management Divis. on at Eglin and has 
delern:.ined U1at the pmposed sites do not contain any knov.'TI cultur.a! res 'Un::es, .and that both 
r;ite$ ar~ low probability site&. 

CH2M Hill is requesting that your office review the atLad1ed location map for the proposed 
~~ction ~ind prodde any commcr'lts regarding cultural resourc~s that ;.tre wi Jrin or .in rh(' near 
vjdnityof the project site. Pl~asc direct all Hter correspondence to my cH mhon nt 

CH2Md1LL 
1766 Sea Lark Lane 
Navarr12; Florida 32566 

If you rC:quir£ any additiorel infommtion on the p.roje<:t, please contact me at {850} 939-8SOO x17. 
Thank j~Ou for acconunodating this request. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Lel5on 
Project I:hwirmunenta1 Scientist 

A ttacb.mR.nts 

Xc: Hoger B1ay1oc.k-Santa Rosa Cotrnty 
(runte:r Watker----Banta Rosa County 
teny WaHace-Sant.') Rns~ n:mnty 
t·ieal Roger---CH2M !-llLL 
l;Jle . 

..... . .... ' 
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Mr. Mtke Letson 
CH2M:Hll.,L 
1766 Sei'l Lark Lane 
Na\'2.!IC, Florida 32566 

PLORIDA DEPARTMENT OP STATE 
Kenneth W. Detzner 

Secretary of State 
DMSlON OF HISTORICAL RESOURCf~ 

RR . DHR Project File No. 2003-339 
. Received by DHR.Janwny 14,2003 

Jar; •ary 24, 2003 

Environmental Assessment for a Proposed Rapid Infiltration Basi11 ~ ystcru 
Eglin Air Force Base, S~mta Rosa O:nmty, Florida 

Dear Mr. LctsQn: 

p.<::u 

Our oCticc received and rC'\>~cwed thF above referenced project in accordanc1 with Section lOG of the 
Natiorial Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended and 36 CFR Part 8UJ· p,-otection of Historic 
Prope:~ie.s and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. The State Historic 
Preservation Officer is to advise Federal age11cics as they identify historic flJ· ;pertie~ (listed <Jr eligibk for 
listing, .. in the Natiottal Register of Historic Places), ;t(lsess effects upon then, and con;;ider alternatives to 
avoid <If minimize adverse effects. 

A revi<':w of the Fl<Jrida Master Site File and our records indicated that there .s one known arehacological 
site (8SR347) recorded wit bin the project arezl along with a number of archa. ·.o]ogical sites adjacent to 

the pro~ect area (map enclosed). However. these si1es have been deter:roined tu be ineligiblo tor listing in 
the N;r:ional Register. Therefore, it is the opiniou oftJ1is office that the prot'lscd project will have no 
effect '~n historic pmpcrties. 

If you iJavc any questions concerning our conrrnents. please contact Scott Ed ·.IJ~rds, Historic Preservation 
Planner, by electwnic mail sedwards@mail.dos.statejl.us, or at 850-245-63: '3 or 800-847w7278. 

Sinc~mly, 

~~ \>. (;;.Jl '~~ S\\~() 
~ Janet ~.nydcr Matthews, Ph.D., Director, and J< State Historic Prcsen11tion Officer 

Euclosf1T'e 

, 5011 S. Bronough Street • Tallabassec, FL 32399-0250 • j.tip:/lwww.f·heritage.com 

0 Din::r:hjr's Offi~:c: 0 Ar<:haei:ti.Jgkat RcsflU'Cit lil"lHstoric Prescr\'. :Lton 0 .!-llstork.-.1 M-uGe~m!> 
{850) :U!I-<i30C•• fi\X: 2!.5-64.3.5 (650} 2~.'1 • PAX: 2<15--6>136 (851}) 245-0'333 • FAX: 245--69:3i' (~5C) 241>-6400 • fAX: 24.V..4S 

0 Palm Uea.:h Rcgiorud O!fkc 
{561) Zl'J-1475 • FAX~ 279-1<17'6 

0 St. Augwtlne ltegio~u.l Off!cc r.J runpa Hcgiomd Offkc 
(9(}:1) 825-5015 • fAX; !l25--S044 {1>13) ::n~B-13 • FAX: :;?72--2340 
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CH2t1 Hill 

• C__,2MHILL 

January 9, 2003 

Cindy Cranick 
Horic~a State Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Fiorjcla ~parlment of Envfrotm1ental Protection 
3900 Conunonweallh Ulvd 
MaH~~top47 
TiiliaJ tass~, Piorid;~ 32199 

850+939+0035 

Ci12M 1-!IU 

N::>v;>rro, FL 

;32566.7·172 

Tei &50.9J!l.ll3J:I~ 

fax SW.9::S!J.OG3S 

Subje,iL Environmental Assessm~lt for a P.ropo~t'ti Rapid Infiltration 11-asin 5ysl.cm on Eglin 
Air Force Base. 

Dear Ms. Cranick: 

Santa ~osa County recently received conceptual approval from tl1e 5 cretary of the Air: 
Force to "bed-down" a rapid infiltration basin system (RIBS) on Eglir. Reservation properLy. 
TI1e p1pposcd sit~:a is approximately 200 acres located south and ea$t c ,~ Fidd 10, Choct:aw 
Field. ·:Tile application site wili service ~he Navarre Beach Waste Wab ·r Treatment Facility. 
Additional c:apadtr will be! provided for other utilities in SouU1 Santa Ro$a County. 'ilK· 
conditional approval is subject to several conditions, including the pr· ~para lion of .an 
Enviroln.mental Assessment (EA). CH2M HILL js currently preparing the EA for the Santa 
Rosa c:ounty (Florida) Commi::;siom:~r!;. Thr~ EA lli being prepared for :he application site on 
Eglin f!roperty. 

The pr,Pposed site for the RIBS is located along the southern property 'xmndary of Eglin 
AFB a tithe junction wifh.Sta~ Road (SR) 87 (Sections 28 and 29 ofTov- N>hip 1 S_, Range 27 
Won J-folly Plorid.c.'l, USGS 7.5 minute Topographic map,) in S.mta R~ 3. County, Florida. 
Range ~ood 726 to the norl:h and SR 87 to the caot borderS liu: site. It i lldudet> the area 
betweep the Gulf Power easement and SR 87. A vicinity map is .indue ed in Attachment 1. 
A<> par!;of the proj(:.'tf., the~ is a pipeline tllal will cross a property mrr er of Eglin AFB at 
Uob To{bert l~oad in Holley, Florida (Attaclunent 2). 

A prelif,ni:ruuy conceptual layout of t:ht~ proposed RIB 5}'Stem is shown in Attachment 2. 'Dle 
proposE~ plan is to develop the site in two to Unee phases over a 20-yt ar or longer period. 
For the ~nitial plia.c;e, approximately 40 acres will be cleared to consfru: t 9 Rll3 cells with a 
total bo~tom area of approxiniate1y 24.0 anes. RID siz~ will vary from·: 3 to 3.7 ac..res and 
;.vill have either square or reclanguJar shapes. Mosl JUP.>S will have bob :>m areas of 
approximately 3 acres. l.n fuhrrc years, approximately 38 acres and 37; :cres of RIB lx)ttom 
area woh1d be added to Ul~ sysl~H'l in Phases 2 and 3 Lo iHcrease tlte sy ;tern J.ispu:9al 
capadt}i- Ultimateiy, approximately 160 acres of the 200-acre site woull hr? p2rtiaHy cleared 
and devdoped into RIBs to provide a buildout reclaimed water di<>pos:ll capadty. 

The con~ttuction area for ea.ch basin would include the wetted bottom area and a 40-foot 
wide be{m extending out from thE' basin bottom. TI1e basins would be .paced approx.in:t..:'ttely 
100 feel j3.parl (fro1.n outside toe--of-slope of l)E':rrns fom\.ing each basin) o minimize the 
hydn:mHc interference of adjacent ponds. Exfsl~ng trees and vegetation would not lx1 
disturbe~i in the area between RIBs except for the construction of site .a· .cess roads. TI1e 
following steps wou!d typicaUy be used to construct the RIBs: 

p.22 
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• dutex!Bting marketable timber 

• Clear and grub remaining vegetation w Hhfn the dreir,nnicd cons• :-uct:ion area of t><!l'h 
J..ill3; vegeiation \vlll be chipped/ mnkhed and removed oHsite. 

• l:xcavate approxinu'ltcly 2 feet below existing grade and rn:;c l'.xca·:<Jted material to 
q:m.struct o. 2-foot hir,h bcnn.. Exc('s.-. rut material will be temovec from the site. Berms 
,..+m have 3:1 side slopes and a lop widtl1 of 12 feet 

• After rough grading of pond and berms~ inslnli distribution pipi·tg, va1vcs and 
appurti?I'U'loccs, di~>C.harge structures, and a conc..rct(! access ramp ,or ~ach RIB ceil. 

• I.~:u;t.iiU high-dcll5ity polyethyl(mc liner on in<>ide slope of RID to e·irninnte the need lo 
e;:lt<tbHsh and maintain a grass cover on inside be:rn18. 

• C[onduct fiTh.-J. gr<Jd1ng of pond bottom, top of bcrn1. and 0utside: lopes, rip pond 
b~H:oms to minimize arw compaction of pond bottoms from cons· ruction acti vUies, and 
s~~ed the top of berms and outside slopes witll drought-tolerant g ·ass. 

C1f2M Hill is C\)rui·ulting with EgHn AFB Lo identify issues on or .immedi ttely adjacent tu tiH~ 
proje.rt area. TI1e results of tite:Se consultations 'Will be included in the E.:,, 

O:Wl.1 I {ill is n,~qu~2sting that your office review the attached location m '·P for the proposed 
actio1~1 and provide any comments. Please direct aU leti::Cr corrc~pondcn{ e to my attention ut 

CH2MHILI. 
1766 :r;ea Lark L-mc 
Navajl-e, Flonda 32566 

If yoti rcquir~ any additional information on the project, please contact 1.1e at (850) 939--8300 x27. 
Than~ you for accommodating this rcquesL 

Sincerely, 

MikdLel.son 
Proje.~t Environmental Scienti~;;t 

Attachmenw 

Xc: - Roger Blaylock~Sanla Rosa County 
Hunter Walker-Santa Rosa County 
T~rry Wallace -Santa Rosa Collllty 
Neal Roger -CH2M HfLI. 
Fik~ 
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FIGURE 1 
STUDY AREA BOUNDARY RAP!D 
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.Mr. Mike Lesson 
CH2MHILL 

L-HC:M Hlll 

Department of 

Environmental Protection 
Marjory Stoneman Douglas Bui1dlng 
3900 Commonwe;tfth 3ouleVdrd 
TaHahassec, F'lodda 32.399-JOOO 

Mf!rch 6, 2003 

David B. Strolls 
Sccrew-y 

1766 ~~ca Park umc 
Nava[!!C~ Florida 32566 

,"· .,. 

·,;. =.: • .:. ~. ·: <~~t. ~·- ~ 

RE: :U.S. Air Force- Sc:oping Notice for Preparation ofEnvironmcnt t.l Assesstir~~'$~oposcd 
)tapid InfiJtr--..1Lion Basin System on 200 Acres at Eglin AFB to S-·we NW,. ~each 
. Waste:vvater Treatment FaciHty and Other South Santa Rosa CoU!l};r ~U, - Snnta Rosa 
;county. Florida ·-.~~rr~·': . 
:SAl: FL200301293353C ,f~·27_JJ~ . 

Dear Mr. Letson: ;;{~' ~;.\>: . 
.. ;· ... ·~~: 

).11c Florida. State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidentia!.4#~~i vc Order 12372, 
(}uhem!'ltorial Executive Order ?5-359, the National Enviro li :y Acl, 42 U.S.C §§ 4321, 
433T-..tH35. 4341-.4347. as amended. and the Coa~l Zone nt Act, 16 U.S. C. §1451 
1464, a.~ amended, has coordinated the review of the aqo noed udicc for preparation of an 
cnvirun~lental asses.c:ment (EA). -~~'-

," ~-. ";:::.:~%;. 
1be Department of Environmental Protectio 1ent) notes that the EA should 

evaluau~ the potential biological and environmenll!] i is that may resdt from changes in the 
quality c~d quantity of groundwater, including · on creeks and wetl mds in the project 

. vichrity.: The proposed new effluent reuse/l tion project and 11!-sociated transmission 
facililit~( v:ilJ require a Domestic Wastewa · it under Chapter 403t -?.S., and Ruic Chapter 
62"620, F.A.C., and may also require p .-stonnwatcr numagemen;. and wetrand hnpacts. 
TI1e app.licant is advised to contact . cnt ,s Northwest District. ( -flice reg~uding 
pennitti11g requirements. 

1J1c Department ofTrans 
impacted. by the referenced :R • 
Office arid the individual pr 
auy wort; vti.thin st.ate~o 
further d·ktans and corr 

. . 

l.' 

lahon indicates that four road oonstru.;tion projects may be 
1crcfore, close coordination "vith th.; DOT's District TI1ree. 

agers is required. Jn additio:u.. permi ~.:s will be required for 
~of-way. Please refer to the enclosed J .lOT comments fur 

a:tlon. 

Based on the i · 
provide--d iby om ~~~f~ 
that, ar th~s stag·~; ~he 

on contained in the referenced notification 1.nd the comments 
agencies, ac; sununrui7..ed above and enclosed. tile state has detennined 

crcnccd project is consistent 1vvith the Florida Coa ;tll} Ivfanagement 
•. .- ' 

"More Protection, Len Proress'' 
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Mr. Miie Lesson 
March i), 2003 
Page T~~o 

CH211 Hill 850+939+0035 

Pmgran'l (FCMP). AU subsequent environmental docmncnts prepared fo : tbis proj~~st be 
reviewed to detennine the project's continued consisteucy with the FCMJ '. The ~~~~ntinued 
concwr.~ce with the project wiH be ba~od, in part, on the adequa1e resoh tiou..gf!~u<:ls identified 
during t~1is and subsequent reviews. ·· .. · 

Th(lJlk. you for the opportunity to review thrs project. If you havc.:-LilY·QUe.stions regarding 
tbis Iettor, please contact Ms. Rosalyn Kilcollins at (850) 245-2163. ··/ 

., 

Sincerely, 
.. . . \ 

SBr-..1/rk: 

Enclosm~es 
~·· . • .. :· 

cc; J~rry CiiDipbcll, DOT 

p.30 
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Memonlndum 

Florida Depar·tme1·t of 

Environtnental Protection 

TO: 

FROM! 

DATE: 

SAI: 

Fl9rida State Clearingbome 

Ro~alyu Kilcollins. Environmental Spedalist 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

March (i, 2003 

FL20{)30l293353C -U.S. Air !<'orce - Scoping Notice for Pr:~parntion of 
Envirorunental Assessment" Proposed Rapid hrfiltrationl3a~ in System on Eglin 
AFR to Serve Navam: Beach Wastewater Treatment Fadlitv and Other South 
Santa Rosa County Utilities"" Santa Rosa Cow1ty · 

The; Department ofEm~rorunental Protection (Department) has revic wed the above
referenced :notice and offers the foilo'Wing comments: 

The;Environmentai Assessment (EA) should evaluate the potential bi ologicaland 
cnviroruner:llal impacts that may result fi:om changes jn the quality and quant :ty of grouud\\'atet, 
including alfectc; on creeks aud wetlands in the project vicillity. 

The proposed project will require a Domestic Wastewater Permit und .~r Chapter 403, 
F.S .• and Ru;le Chapter 62~620, F.A.C., for the new effiuent reuse/lund applic .1tion project and 
associated transmission facilities. The project may also require permit.<:! for sr.mnwater 
managerneni~ and wetland impacts. The applicant is advised to continue ciost: c.Oorclination with 
the Departm ~nr s Northwest District Office in Pensaco I a. For assistance rega ~·ding wastewater, 
stom1wntcr find envirorunental permitting requirements, the applicant should ·:ontact the District 
Office at (850) 595-8300. 

' 
We a]~preciate the opportunity to comment on this proposed project. l lease feel free 1o 

call me at (8~i0) 245-2163 if you have any questions or need additional information. 

/rfk 

p.31 



Uc:t ctl U:i Ul:ltJp 

~OUNlY; :SANT/1. rWSA 

llcssa.ge: 

L:H~M H1ll 

C0}1MEN1'.S C JE DATE~ 2/28/03 

CLEARANCE D )}; DA.TB: 3/11/03 

SAifi: FL200301293353C 

·---~-~~-STATE AC)ENClES WATER MNGMNT. DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS . ____ , ____ ...... ,_ 
lt~---
t 
t 

NORTH\'VE.ST FLORIDA \1\'MO 
COMMUNITY AfFt\IRS 
nsH and V\llLDUfiE COMMISSIOfi 
STAlE . 
'rRANSI'ORT A 'f K1N 
ENYrRONMENTJ\t: PROTECTION 

w il(;tadt~d document 1~qulr~s a Co:Jstal Zone ManajJement Act/Florida 
Ja$tal M:ma{lement f'rotrram consfstcncy cvalvtation and Is categorized 
; <.lfle of d-1~ rollowlng:· : 

Federal A~slstr.nc:e to State or lo-car Government (1 s CFR $30, Subp<:n F). 
Ag<!m::ies are re~'-*"" to evaluate tho consistency of lhe <!Cthtity. 

Diret::l ftdH¢1/~ctlvity (15 CFf{ !lJO, Subpart C). l'ederal Agencies an: 
required to fum1sh a consistency determination for the State's 
cGncurronce or:ob.jection. 

Ooter Ccmllnr:njal Shelf Ex_p!()ration, Development or ProducUon 
Activitic:; {15 Cl;f\ gso • .Subp;ut E). Operators ar~ requited to provider. 
consistency celpficatiorL for state concurrencelobject1on. 

Feder<~l llccosil'lg or f'ent~Tlting A¢tivit}' (16 CFR 9~0. Subpart OJ. 5uch 
nroie<;ts will 011i:;r tlc- eval uatcd for. consistency whtm there Is not an 
analogo1.1s :s:tat<: license or pcrmrL 

..... -···-· -·-------------

Project ~)escr!ption~ 

U.S. Air .=orec- £rwil01'1mct'lla1 Assessment
PropOS( .j Rapk: !.~filtratiofl'Ba'Ojn Syr.lcm (RIBS) 
Eglin Ai. force S&~ w 200 hres Lo«.!~d Sooth 
eM Eat: of Fie~ 10. Ctl-x:tew Fit>fo - Santa Rosa 
County. 1=!orida. 

To; FLorida Statef Clearinghouse EO. 123721N~PA Fed( ral Cons{stoncy 

AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR {SGH) 
2555 SHU~rtPiRD OAK 8LVD 
TALLAHASSi~E, FlORtDA 32399·2100 
(85'0) 414-65@ (SC S94-6580) 

(850) ~ 14·04~rg 

=~ No Comment .. : !o CommenVConsistent 
~mment Attached ~ V.;o'nslstent/Comment.s Attached 
=~~Not Applicable ..,...\\l~'Q i lconsts~enUComm~~~ttached 

x,.C'(:. · ... 11o~ Ap~E\\, -
~ ~ .... !"~ 

'\ ~ ,. 
"tX.~ . r ., ' ... , Jr 
Q\~t~"'" ·. 



Florida Department of Transportati,.)n 
l 074 Highwily 90 

r- • .....,.,....... 

JtB DIJSH 
GOV£RNOH 

Post Office Box 607 THOMAS F.llA RRY, J!'t. 

Planning De1nuiment 
February L~, 2003 

Ms. Cindy f:ranick 
FloridB Sta1.c Clearinghouse 
3 900 Comn,c;mvealth Blvd. 
TaHahasseei FL 32399 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

SUBJECT:·: SAI# FL20030l293353C, Eglin RIBS 
Santa Rosa County 

Dear Ms Cr.mick: 

SECRtTA.RY 

\1810/dJO 
£UUt 7 ~ 83.:1 

O::fAI3~38 

The FOOT, }'hird District has projects thnt may potentially conflict with the r :·oposed action. The Florida 
Department of Transportation., Third District has plans to muiti-Ianc SR 87 fr vm SR 3 0 (US 98) to SR 1 0 
(US 90) t ov~~raH project number is 2204031] through a series ofnt !east four c )Ilstruction projects divided 
due to log1q~I termini. ·n1c southernmost project (2204021) is tmder constru ~tion at the cun-ent lime and 
extends frorll SR 30 to Five Forks Road, a distance of approximately 3. 743 n lies . 

. . :. . . . 
The second c~nsn:uction project (2204425) extends from County Roud 184 to :)R 10 (US 90), a distance of 
approximate!)' 3380 miles~ and is scheduled for Fiscal Year 2004. 

The third constmction project (2204423) 'tvill be from Five Forks Road to the lOundary ofEgJin Air Force 
Base~ a distahce of approximately 2.987 miles. Constn1ction is slated for Fis .~1 Y car 2005 and ends just 
south of the 1 ?cation of the proposed Navarre Beach Waste Water Treatment F'' ;.:;iiity. There are no expected 
conflicts bet,~reen thi.s co11struction project and the Nflvarre Deach proposaL 

The fmuth arid final oonst."Uction project (2204424) extends from the boundar .r of.Ggliu Air Force Base to 
-CR 184. a di~umce of approximately 9.778 miles. This project is cunently urilunded aud has no year-of 
construction khcduied. Storm \V:ater ponds "vill be required along the lengtl) o ;~the project and thls creates 
potential codflicls with the proposed Na-varre Beach Waste \Vater Treatn ~nt Facility due to spatial 
consideratior::s. Ho·wever, the FDOT has at I east 200 feet of ea.:=~ement for this portion of SR 87. 

The planned fmprovements to SR 87 <1re being developed v,1th the assbtance ·)fa consulting enginee:rii1£ 
finn, Post Bu?kley Schuh & Jemigun. FDOT, Third District i~ coordinating th:i. .-response end future actions 
through that f!rn1 's Chipley, Florida Office. Their Project Manager is Mr. Wade Herod, He can oo contacted 
at <RWHerod@pbsj.com> or 1141 Jackson Avenue; Chipley, Fiorida32428; f 50-638-2288 x229 and &50-
638-3002 FAX ot ·:850"415 ~0682 CeU. Further coordination t-vith the Foo· ·,·Third District should be 
directed to Jjrrmcy Bailey, District Envirorunentill AdrninbiJator at Post Offio:·: Box 607; Chipley, Plorida 
32428_ . : Ivfr~: Bruley is unable to speak so communication with hir:1 should be· via c-niail 
(iim_mcy.bail~~pt.state.fl.us) or via FAX at 850/638-6368. 
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Eglin RIBS 
Santa Rosa O;unty 
February 13, :W03 

CH2H Hill 850+939+0035 p.34 

Mr. Dailey ha~t requcstod that PDS&J further coordinate these projects v.ith the Consultant, CH2MHILL, 
retained by Santa Rosa County fo:r tl1e Navarre Beach Waste \Vater Treatrnen: FaciJity. Please provide 
Jjrnmey BaiJe;i of this office with a copy of any environmental ".ssessment pre >ared for this wasle ,:,rater 
project. · 

Any v:ork v.rithin the State-owned rights of way ofSR 87 \'1/"iU require n FOOT Ut.IIty Pctmit Please contact 
Mr. James Lu:~sford a!. the Milton Maintenance Office at 850/981-2704 or 5UNCOM 696-2704 for 
assistzmce. Hi~ c~mail is jamesJun~for-d@dot.state.fl.us. His maiting add:css is 6025 Old Bagdad 
Highway; Mil ((~n, Florida 325 83. His l~AX nmnbcr is 850/981-2719 or SUN CON' 696-2 719. His cell phone 
is 850!418-065-t 

Thank you for rhc opportunity to review tllis project 

Sincerely, 

(//~ 
Jeny CampbeJI 
,PJanning Admir~strator 

JC:JB:vb 

Copies: Sandra Whitmire, PDOT CO 
JimmeyfBailey, FDOT Dist 3 
Gene Mirtin, :FDOT Dist 3 
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P!ea:so revlow an<r comment regarding thtt t~ttached appl!caUon in acco.rnance with Depertme ·1t Procodure 
625-01Q-205. A r~sponso to tho Director of the Ctoartnghouse and thfs routi11g shea! sho\Jid i ;e completed snd re(urnod 
es directed in tho 6rocedutrL •, 

The following criteiia1 as appwpfiate to the projccl, ~houtd b~ used to evahrata thfl app1icatfor and develop your 
comments: 

a Florida JransportJtion Plan 
. & Adoote~ Work Proaram 
e Transc·hrtatlon ifli.Dt"OVement Prournm (TIP~ 
• R!Qht of Wav Preservatioo and·Advance<f Ao:::~ui>liti<:ln 
• Transit Develooment Prooram 
• MPO Cbmorehcnsiva Transoortation Pjan and 20 Y€ar 1ransoortatioo Pl<:ln 
• Florida Rull Svstem Plan 
0 F!oridaAvlafion Svstem Plan 
• lOC<Jl fli!rport Master Pian 
0 Flor!d::i:saaport Mission Plan 

• Enviroriment Commitments 
• Unffied;fllanning Work Program 
e level of SsrYice 
• Access.-:Manaoement 

If comments .:ora v~arrantcd baMd on other criteria, they should bn included. 

-----~-~ ........ 

p.35 
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~~. / ~ ~ 3 . . . C'STRIO' PLANNTNC: (}fF/Cf 
OAT F.: / :/C.! C'HfPLr 

A,!L. /.-t~ r .. ·--- ~:Y. n 
TO; ~.1H; Dave Byrd1 Q..2_;_D6{lny Woot!Ji3lGC!ny O'RoWy, 04: C-::ro!yn lrmart, 05; 

Gat~ Donn, DS; Don Skelton~ D7i liWln;-EMO; Alax.and~r1 Seaport; Asnba:·:er, Avfation; Lee, RaH 

~Y~LL}(1-_:jtJ/v2953S~ G 
' - 0' ~ ;C. 0 c 

Applica!ton D~~crtptlon: & f '...-:L /~..:_,--' 

D<1ta R~spom::.:. Due to the Clearinghouse: ~ ~ 

SAJ#: 

Plea so re11Taw ~od comment to.garding tile attached appHcalion. ln <Jcxordar,cJJ w(D1 Dep:n· men! Procfldura 
525-010.205 .. ~response lo the D1rectorof lhe Crearinghousa and thls routingsheel sho•,ld be cornp!atsd and returne-d 
os dkocted 1!1 l~~ procedure. 

rht~ fo1!owf11g cHterfa, as appraprbt<! to lhe project, should b~ used to ev<llu.-rte the applh tlon Md doveklp your 
commenls: :-

C FJofitla Transportation Plan 
0 Ado1Had Wofk PfoCJr<'lm 
0 Tradsport.aUort lmproverry~nt Prorm~m (TIP) 
e. Rlol':~ ofWav Preservation and Advanced AcmJi3ition 
• Trartit Devaloomenl Prooram 
Q MPd Comr>rohenstve Trort.Soortanon Plan and 20 Year Transoortal.lo11 Plan 
• Floritf a Rail Svstem Plan 
.0 Flood a Aviation Syslem Plan 
G toe<~ Afrport M~sterPlan 
9 Flori~a Seaport Mission. Plan 
• Env(onmant Commitmanl.s 
• Unifi~d Planning Work Program 
• Lev~:~ or So rvlce 
• Aco.{ss Man aoeme nt 

If comments an~ warranled based on other cri!eHi.-1, they should be lm:lvdlld. 

Gor.oral Aviation 

/•'' " 

Tr'&'lS!t ~vironm mla' ~caport 
- ·-. ·----.--/ 

rlmmcfal Proj([·ct Jdentlfi{;lr. HDY'f2..ft __ _ (ff applicabfo). 

&m!;lra Whi lmir.-e 
(t~a~;e;) -~~y.,---.----,-,..,--~-~------~
cenrrc:l Officii (CAF .. Coordlna~or- MS ~26 
fhone! (850) 41•~-4312/ SC 994-4812 
FAX: (~50) -113f7C40 I SC ~-93-7640 



TO: 

DATE: 

SUBJEC:T: 

1..ncn nl.J..L O:::JU-r;:J..:l;:J-rUU..:l;:J 

NORTHWEST FLOfUDA WATeR MANAGEMENr DISTRIC r 
Project Revtew Form 

State Ch~arlnghouse 
Dcp11rtment of EnvJronmenta! Protectton 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, MS 47 
Tallahassee, Fi. 323:99-3000 

february 712003 

Projccl Review. Intergovernmental Coordinntion 
TrUe: U.S. Afr Forcc-e:nvkonmentat Assessment-Proposed Ra.pJd rnfHtration 

Basin System (RlBS}Eglin Air Force Basc-200 Acm~s Located South 
tmd Enst of f(eld 10, Chocta\v Ffcld..Santa Rosa Co•.nty, ~L 

SAl#: FL200301293353C 

1he District has reviewed thr:: subject npplicntion and attachments in n :cordance with its 
responslWiUes and authorjty under the provisions of Chapter 373, Florida Sta!·Jtes. A:s a result 
review, th~ Dlstliot has 111e fonowing responses: 

ACTION; 

No Comment 

Supports the proJect 

Objects to the project; exptaflatlon attached. 

Has no objection to the projeC'ti exp[anation optionaL 

Carmot evalualo the project; expkt11ation atto.chod .. 

Project requires a pennit from the District under __ . 

DEGREE OF REVIEW 

RECEIVED 

FEB 11 20D3 

OIP/OLGA 

.. , , ..... ' 

Documantatlon was reviewed. 

Field lnvestigaUon was perlormed. 

Discussed and/or contacted appropriate oHlce about project. 

Additlonal ctocumentatfonlresearch is requfred. 

Comments attached. 

Duncan Jay Cairns 
Ctl!ef, Bur. Env. & Ros Plng, 
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1 A'!'E; 1/10/03 NTY: SANTA R03A 
CONME~TS DUE t P.'l'£~ .7./26/03 

CI..~E1\AAliCE DUE t 1\.TE: 3/11/03 

SiJI.it:AGENC!ES 

--~ ·-~ f .. x 
~OMMtJt~ITY AFFAIRS > I 
'ISH am! WILDLIFE COMMISSJON 
:TATE 
RANSPORTATIO!i . 
NVJRONMEN'fAt.. FlROrECTION 

I 
) 

I 

WATER MNGMNT. OlSTRICTS 

NORTHV\'EST FLORIDA WMP 

L.~-- -~--------' 
:lleQ doco:.tmllflt rcquln:,S a Coastal Z:Qn~ Management AJ;:t/fforida 
~nagcment Pmgrnm ·~.onsist~ney evalutatl()n a11d is categoriz~d 
ftl1c foHowing; ' 

F('dera.t A$slstance (o,Sbt<: or Local Go~mm<::nt (1 S C~R !l30, Subpart r). 
AgMt:ies are requlrc£l.lo evaluale Ole CQnslstcmcy of lh~ activlzy. 

Direct ~ederal A.ctMty; (16 CFR &lO, Subpart C), ft:~dcral Ag-encies are 
~!.!Ired to fumtsh a ';onsrst~ncy determl~:~.tion for the State's 
~ncurrcne<~ or ob,foc.:tJon. 

Outer Contimmtnr Sh~jf Exploration, Ocvelopm~nt or Proow::Uon 
Activltlil::> {1 5 C:FR 930; Sub~rt E). Operators are required to provid-e- a 
oansEsl~rr.cy ccrtifie~ti?n for state conwrrenecJobJoctJon. 

Fcdc-rar Licensing Of fl.emtttting Ac(ivlty(1S Cffi 931l, S!lbpart 0). Such 
JlfOI(!~l$ wm Qnly be e~alwatild for com;tstency w!wn therl), Is not 1m 
anal ognu~:: state license or permit 

.Fronda State Cl£atinghouse E0.12372/NEPA 

AGENCY CONTAcfT AND COORDiNATOR (SCH) / 
2565 SHUMARD OAK BlVD D'"htn r . 
TALLAHASSEE. FliOR!DA 32399-2100 [B No Comment 
{850) 414...0~80 (sci 994-6580) . Comment Attached 
:a50) 414.o479 0 NotAppticable 

·ivisiontB ureau: 

:NWFWMD 
; Rcsot:ItCe Management Ojv. 

SAl:l : FL200301293353G 

CPO POUCY uurrs 
ENVlRO 'lMENTAL POE.JCY UNJT ---·~ 

[ _______ _ 
Project Description: 

' 

I 
' 

I 
I 
I 
J 

I 
I 
I 
I _ _ ___j 

. r U.S. Alr Force · Er~viron~ntal ASsessme11t • 

l
l"roposed Repi·. lnlil_tration aasfn Systam {RISS} • 
cgUn Air Force 3ase ? 200 AcroG located SOIJtll 
and East of Fie'' 10, Choctaw Field- Sar:I.J Rosa 

.J Coon{)'. Aoooa 

I 
L~~-- ----·-·--· 

Federal Ct,nslstency 

0 No co~:lment!Conslstcnt 
[' -, Cons!s·.ent/Comments Attached 
U 1ncons :.tent/Comments Attached 
0 Not Ap )Hcable 

f'-ltl l'...C,·..otltv(~\ 

-~Otlllean l. Co.irri.s ··· ·--· · · ,_ 

7£128 .Q."$-"'==--~ ~-
·-~-~ .. --------



' • 
C0..'1HEN'l ~ DOE PA'tE; 2/28/03 

Cl.EAPJ\NC : PIJE DATE: 3/11/03 

SAl~: FL20D~01293353C 
~-~-----~,-----··-----

STAltAGENClES 
,_:___.:. ___ -·· ---~~ 

COMMUf~ITY AfFAIRS I 
fiSH and VVILPUFE coMMISSION / 

X STATE 
TRANSPoRrAnm; I 
ENVIRONMEN[fAL PROTcCTlON 

WATER MNGMNI. O!STHICTS 

/
------···--·--, 

NOilTHV\IEST FLOR1UA 'WMD 

I 
I 

i ! 
l I 

--0.~ 
I I l . ( I 
l! 
I 
I 

~-------' 

The <'~ttac!'itl'd' document requ!ros a Coastal Zone l\ta.n;Joem4}n t Acttr:torida 
Co:asbl M;m3gemefltPr~n<m constslcncy evarutauon ano Is categorized 
as <:llle of too fon O'l'liog: : 

Federal M$l:>t~nc:c to State or loo<il Govemm.:-nt (1!i CFR. 930, Sul;Jpm"t f). 
1\!fttlcle~> are n(Q uired to ev:1 luat'! the ~ens !stency or the nctlvi(::r•. 

Direct federal J~ctMt,{ (16 CPR 930, Subpart C}, Federal A.gcncles ~rc 
reqt~ired fo fumish a consi~Le~.cy determination f<~r lhe State's 
c<Jflcurreoce or~bjaction. 

Outer Oonellll!ot-as Shelf Exploration, Oevolopment or Production 
A c:tiVrt!cs (15 Cr-!R 930. Subpart E). OperatQ rs 11re requtmd lo pi'OVIue a 
consistenpy cer;~fic.a tion for state <:oncurrcrtoc!obJCGtl' on. 

FedE:ral llcenslr.lS -or Perm!lUng Activity (15 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such 
projocts wtU onlir ~ evatuatcd f•)r eonslstenq w1u:n there I$ not an 
Mill>l;QOUs state \ie<lnse or twrm t t. 

To; florida State i~!earinghouse EO. 12372/NEPA 
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH) 
2555 SHUMARD OAK BLVD ~N c me t · l~No om n 
TALlfl.HASSEE~. FLOHIDA 32398~2100 n Comment Att~ched 
(850} 4 i4-6580fSC 994-6580) U Not AppliC8biG 
(850) 414-{)475: 

l 
I 

l 
I 

I 

OPB POLicY UNITS 

. ~ ENVtRONM~Nr~L POUCY u:m-~ ·1 
x:?/331 i 

I 
I 

l 
I 

I 
I 
I 
j 
I 
( 

l 
I 
I 
I 

L..,_._ 
_____ . _____ .... __ \ 

Project Description; 

r 
·-- -·----------··-··--· 
U.S. Air Force- Environmental Ass-essment· 
Propos< :l Rapid lnfrltrotlon tlasln Sy&le~ {RISS} -

. Egfin Ai; f'OfOO Base • 200 Aaes LOC<l Led Snt~h 
;ond t:as of Fl<:!l!110, Ctloci.aw Field- Santa Ro~<; 
County. <lorida. 

RECEIVED 

I FEB 2 6 2002 

l_· _ ... _ ~O!P-JOWA----
Feder<:! Consistency 

~··Comment/Cons!sfent 
[]Co t.sis1enUComments AUaohGd 
r:llnc Insistent/Comments Attached 
0 No: ApplicabiG! 
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Federal Agency Coastal Zone Management Act 
Consistency Determination 
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APPENDIX B 1 

Federal Agency Coastal Zone Management Act 2 

(CZMA) Consistency Determination RCS 02-911 3 

Proposed Santa Rosa County RIB System at 4 

Eglin AFB, Florida 5 

B.1 Introduction 6 

This document provides the State of Florida with the U.S. Air Force’s (USAF’s) Consistency 7 
Determination under CZMA Section 307 and 15 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 930, 8 
Subpart C. The information in this Consistency Determination is provided pursuant to 9 
15 CFR Section 930.39. 10 

Pursuant to Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 United States Code 11 
(U.S.C.) 1456, as amended, its implementing regulations at 15 CFR Part 930, this is a Federal 12 
Consistency Determination for proposed actions described within the Environmental 13 
Assessment (Section 2 of the EA). 14 

B.2 Proposed Federal Agency Action 15 

The Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners (SRCBOCC) proposes to lease 16 
approximately 328 acres of USAF property for the purpose of construction and operating a 17 
reclaimed water rapid-rate infiltration basin (RIB) system. The proposed RIB system would 18 
be constructed to receive and distribute highly treated reclaimed wastewater from the three 19 
utilities operating in South Santa Rosa County, Florida. The reclaimed wastewater will be 20 
pumped (piped) from these utility companies to the RIB system, where it would filter down 21 
from the infiltration basins to the surficial aquifer beneath the site. 22 

The USAF Air Armament Center (ACC) has evaluated the proposed action described in the 23 
EA for the proposed Santa Rosa County reclaimed water RIB system at Eglin Air Force Base 24 
(EAFB) for potential effects to the land or water uses or natural resources of the State of 25 
Florida’s coastal zone within the context of the statues listed in the Florida Coastal Zone 26 
Management Plan (see the following discussion). 27 

B.3 Federal Consistency Review 28 

Statutes addressed as part of the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program consistency 29 
review and considered in the analysis of the proposed action are discussed in Table B-1. 30 



 

MGM05-NAVARRE BEACH/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/FINALEA.DOC B-2 

TABLE B-1 
Comparative Impact Summary 
Proposed Santa Rosa County RIB System at EAFB, Florida 

Statute Consistency Scope of Statute 

Chapter 161 Beaches 
and Shore Preservation 

The proposed project will not adversely 
affect beach and shore management, 
specifically as it pertains to following : 

1) The Coastal Construction Permit 
Program. Construction would not occur 
seaward of the mean high water line. 

2) The Coastal Construction Control Line 
(CCCL) Permit program. Construction 
would not occur seaward of the CCCL, 
where wind and wave forces would 
potentially cause significant fluctuations in 
the beach/dune system. Further, all land 
activities occur on federal property. 

3) The Coastal Zone Protection Program. 
Buildings would not be constructed 
between the seasonal high-water line and 
1,500 ft landward of the CCCL. 

Authorizes the Bureau of Beaches 
and Coastal Systems within the 
Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection to 
regulate the construction on or 
seaward of the State’s beaches. 

Chapter 163, Part II: 
Growth Policy: County 
and Municipal Planning: 
Land Development 
Regulation 

The proposed action, which occurs 
primarily on federal property, confirms to 
local government comprehensive 
development plans.  

Requires local governments to 
prepare, adopt, and implement 
comprehensive plans that 
encourage the most appropriate 
use of land and natural resources 
in a manner consistent with the 
public interest. 

Chapter 186: State and 
Regional Planning 

State and regional agencies were 
provided the opportunity to review the EA. 
The proposed action, which occurs 
primarily on federal property, conforms 
with State Comprehensive Plans and 
associated translational plans, including 
State Land Development Plan, Florida 
Water Plan, Florida Transportation Plan, 
and strategic regional policy plans. 

Details the state-level planning 
requirements. Requires the 
development of special statewide 
plans governing water use, land 
development, and transportation. 

Chapter 252: 
Emergency Planning 

The proposed action would not increase 
the state’s vulnerability to natural 
disasters. Emergency response and 
evacuation procedures would not be 
impacted by the proposed action. 
Activities described in the EA did not 
historically require closures of state 
roadways; thus, traffic delays are not 
expected.  

Provides for the planning and 
implementation of the State’s 
response to natural and manmade 
disasters, efforts to recover from 
natural and manmade disasters, 
and the mitigation of natural and 
manmade disasters. 

Chapter 253: State 
Lands 

The proposed action would not involve the 
use of state submerged lands. An 
environmental resource permit (ERP) 
and/or Joint Coastal Permit (JCP) would 
not need to be obtained.  

Addresses the State’s 
administration of public lands and 
property of the State, and provides 
direction regarding the acquisition, 
disposal, and management of State 
lands. 
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TABLE B-1 
Comparative Impact Summary 
Proposed Santa Rosa County RIB System at EAFB, Florida 

Statute Consistency Scope of Statute 

Chapter 258: State 
Parks and Preserves 

Chapter 259: Land 
Acquisition for 
Conservation or 
Recreation 

 

Chapter 260: 
Recreational Trails 
System 

 

Chapter 375: 
Multipurpose Outdoor 
Recreation: Land 
Acquisition, 
Management and 
Conservation. 

 

The proposed action would not involve 
state conservation lands and water areas, 
state natural areas or environmentally 
unique and irreplaceable lands, state 
conservation lands, state historical or 
archeological sites or lands that are 
currently part of the recreational trails 
system. 

Addresses the administration and 
management of State parks and 
preserves. 

Authorizes acquisition of 
environmentally endangered lands 
and outdoor recreation lands. 

 

Authorizes the acquisition of land to 
create a recreational trails system 
and to facilitate the management of 
the system. 

 

Develops a comprehensive 
multipurpose outdoor recreation 
plan to document recreational 
supply and demand, describes 
current recreational opportunities, 
estimates the need for additional 
recreational opportunities, and 
proposes the means to meet the 
identified needs. 

Chapter 267: Historical 
Resources 

The proposed action would not have a 
significant impact on cultural resources. 
Coordination with the State Historic 
Preservation Office is not required for this 
action. 

Addresses the management and 
preservation of the State’s 
archaeological and historical 
resources. 

Chapter 288: 
Commercial 
Development and 
Capital Improvements 

The proposed action occurs primarily on 
federal property. The proposed action is 
not anticipated to have any effect on 
future business opportunities on state 
lands, or the promotion of tourism in the 
region. 

Provides the framework for 
promoting and developing the 
general business, trade, and 
tourism components of the State 
economy. 

Chapter 334: 
Transportation 
Administration 

 

Chapter 339: 
Transportation Finance 
and Planning 

Potential impacts to public transportation 
were evaluated in Section 4.0 of the EA. 
Based on the analysis the proposed 
action would not have an effect on water 
and land transportation within the region 
of influence.  

Coordination with local government and 
the State Department of Transportation 
will continue. 

Addresses the State’s policy 
concerning transportation 
administration. 

 

Addresses the finance and 
planning needs of the State’s 
transportation system. 

Chapter 370: Saltwater 
Fisheries 

Saltwater fisheries would not be affected. Addresses the management and 
protection of the State’s saltwater 
fisheries. 
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TABLE B-1 
Comparative Impact Summary 
Proposed Santa Rosa County RIB System at EAFB, Florida 

Statute Consistency Scope of Statute 

Chapter 372: Wildlife  Potential impacts to wildlife, including 
threatened and endangered species were 
evaluated in Section 4.0 of the EA. The 
proposed action would not significantly 
affect threatened and/or endangered 
species.  

BASH management and mitigation may 
be necessary during the operation of the 
RIBs. 

Addresses the management of the 
wildlife resources of the State. 

Chapter 373: Water 
Resources 

The proposed action would not have 
impacts on surface and groundwater. 
Stormwater management, potable water 
use and impacts to water quality are 
discussed in Section 4 of the EA. The EA 
has determined that any consumptive use 
of water is a reasonable beneficial use of 
water as determined in Section 373.019 
(5), Florida Statutes, will not interfere with 
any presently existing legal use of water, 
and use of water resources is consistent 
with the public interest. Best management 
practices would be implemented to 
minimize stormwater runoff. As discussed 
in Section 4.0 of this EA, potential impacts 
to water resources are avoided. 

Addresses the State’s policy 
concerning water resources. 

Chapter 376: Pollutant 
Discharge Prevention 
and Removal 

The proposed action does not involve the 
storage, transportation and/or discharge 
of pollutants. There would be no 
significant impacts from pollutant 
discharges. 

Regulates the transfer, storage, 
and transportation of pollutants, 
and the cleanup of pollutant 
discharges. 

Chapter 377: Energy 
Resources 

Energy resource production, including oil 
and gas, and the transportation of oil and 
gas, would not be affected by the 
proposed action. 

Address the regulation, planning, 
and development of energy 
resource of the State. 

Chapter 380: Land and 
Water Management 

The proposed action would primarily occur 
on federally owned lands. Under the 
proposed action development of state 
lands with regional (i.e. more than one 
county) impacts would not occur. Areas of 
Critical State Concern or areas with 
approved state resource management 
plans such as Northwest Florida Coast 
and the Escambia and Santa Rosa 
counties coastal areas would not be 
affected. Changes to coastal infrastructure 
such as bridge construction, capacity 
increases of existing coastal 
infrastructure, or use of state funds for 
infrastructure planning, designing or 
construction would not occur. 

Establishes land and water 
management policies to guide and 
coordinate local decisions relating 
to growth and development. 
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TABLE B-1 
Comparative Impact Summary 
Proposed Santa Rosa County RIB System at EAFB, Florida 

Statute Consistency Scope of Statute 

Chapter 381: Public 
Health, General 
Provisions 

The proposed action does not involve the 
construction of an on-site sewage 
treatment and disposal system.  

Establishes public policy 
concerning the State’s public health 
system. 

Chapter 388: Mosquito 
Control 

The proposed action would not affect 
mosquito control. 

Addresses the mosquito control 
effort in the State. 

Chapter 403: 
Environmental Control 

The proposed action would not affect 
ecological systems and water quality of 
state waters. Effects on water quality, 
discussed in Section 4 would not be 
significant. The proposed action would not 
affect air quality. Air quality impacts 
analyzed in Section 4 would not be 
significant. 

Establishes public policy 
concerning environmental control in 
the State. 

Chapter 582: Soil and 
Water Conservation 

The proposed action would not result in 
soil erosion and/or significant impacts to 
water quality from soil erosion. Best 
management practices for preventing and 
controlling erosion will be necessary 
during construction and operation. 

Provides for the control and 
prevention of soil erosion. 

 

Pursuant to 15 CFR 930.41, the Florida State Clearinghouse has 60 days from receipt of this 1 
document in which to concur with or object to this Consistency Determination, or to request 2 
an extension, in writing, under 15 CFR 930.41(b). Florida’s concurrence will be presumed if 3 
EAFB does not receive it response on the 60th day from receipt of this determination. 4 
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APPENDIX C 1 

Mitigation Plan 2 

The Mitigation Plan is underway and will be forwarded within 90 days as prescribed by 3 
32 CFR 989.22(d). The SRCBOCC will propose certain land use controls to limit residential 4 
density in specific county areas to minimize the exposure of residents to the noise effects of 5 
military testing and training.  6 

 



 

 

APPENDIX D 

Public Notifications 



Public Notification 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATIO~ 

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act; Eglin Air Force Base announces ·the 
availability of a draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact for RCS 02-911, 
Proposed Reclaimed Water Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin (RIB) System At Eglin AFB, Fla., for public 
review and comment. · · 

The Proposed Action 5. to lease. approximately 328 acres .of U.S. Air Force property to fue Santa Rosa 
County Board o[ColllJ11issionersfor the purpose of constructing and operating a reclaimed water Rapid 
Infiltration Basin System (RIBs). The proposed RIBs would be constructed to receive and distribute highly 
treated reclaimed wastewater frqm the three utilities operating in Soufu Santa Rosa County, Fla. These 
utilities are the Navarre Beach Water and Sewe~; the Holley Navarre Water Systemandthe South Santa 
Rosa Utilities. The reclainled wastewater will be pumped (piped) from these utility companies to the RIBs, 
where it would filter down from the infiltration basin to the surficial aquifer beneath the site. 

The proposed site is located on .Eglin AFB property west of State.Road 87 and south of .Eglin Range Road . 
726. A buffer distance of no less than 500 feet would be maintained from SR 87, and a buffer distance of 
no Jess than 10,000 feet from thenorth-llouth runway of Choctaw Air Field would be maintained. 

Your comments on this draft EA are requested. Letters or other written or oral ~omments provided may be 
published in the Final EA. As required by law, comments will be addressed in the Final EA and made 
available to the public. Any personal information jl'ovided will be used only to identify your desire to 
make a statement during the public comment period or to fulfill requests for copies of tre final EA or 
associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list for those requesting 
copies of the final EA. However, only the names and respective comments of respondent individuals will 
be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will not be published in the Final EA. 

Copies of the draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact may be reviewed at 
the Navarre Library, 8484 James M. Harvell Rd., Navarre, Fla., 32566, (850) 936c6!20, and the Gulf 
Breeze Library Branch, 1060 Shoreline Dr., Gulf Breeze, Fla.; (850) 932-4595. Copies will be available for 
review from February 22 through March 24, 2005. Comments must be received by Monday March 28, 2005. 

For more information or to comment on this proposed action, .contact: Mr. Mike Spaits, 
AAC/EM-PAV, 501 De Leon St., Suite 101, Eglin AFB, Fla., 32542-5133 or email: spaitsm@eglin.a£mil 
Tel: (850) 882-2878, Fax.: (850) 882~3761 

Public Notice 

RCS 02-911 
Reclaimed Water Rapid-rate Infiltration Basin (RIB) System 

A public notice was published in the Northwest Florida Daily News and the Pensa~ola News Journal on Februrru:y 
22, 2005 to disclose completion of the Draft EA, selection of the preferred alternative, and request comments dunng 

the 30-day pre-decisional comment period. 

The 30-day comment period ended on March 24, 2005, with the comments required to this office not later than 

March 28, 2005. 

No comments were received during this period. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
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Before the undersigned authority personally appeared KAY 

CHASTAIN who is personally known to me and who on oath 

says that he/she is a representative of The Pensacola New~ 

Journal, a daily newspaper published in Pensacola in Eseambia 

County, Florida; that the attached copy of advertisement, being a 

legal in the matter of PUllLIC NOTIFICATION published in 

said newspaper in the issue FEBRUARY :22, 2005. Affiant 

fyrther states that the said Pensacola. News Journal is a 

newspaper published in Pensacola, in said Escarobia County, 

Florida, and that the said newspaper has heretofore been 

continuously published in said Escambia County, Florida each 

day and has been entered as second class mail matter at the post 

office in Pensacola, in said Escambia County, Florida, for a 

period of one year next preceding the first publication of the 

attached copy of advertisement; and Affiant further says that 

he/she has neither paid nor promised any person, firm, or 

corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the 

purpose of securing this advertisement for publication in the said 

newspaper . 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 22ND 

DAY OF FEBRUARY A.D. 2005. 

~ 11./bJr:Jvd 
Notary Public 

....,~YN A. MITCH£l 
~~ Public-St.itt of 
~ ba. Aua. 1, 2t 
-"· No. Dlf 342&4 
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PUBLIC NOT:QfiCATION 
. in compliance with the N~tional Enviro~entaJ Poliqy ·Act. Eglin Air Force Base· 

announces the- a'Va.ilability of a draft Environmental }\'ssessment and Finding of No 
' . Signifi~t Iinpact for RCS 02-911, ptoposed Reclaim~ Water Rapid-rate Infiltration t 

Basin (RIB) System At. Eglin AFB. Fla..lor public review! and comment. . . . · ·'. ·.- · 

The Proposed Actio'n is to lease approximately 328 acres of'U.S. AU: Force property to the 
Santa Rosa County Board of Commissioners fot the pu~ of constructing and operatinc 
a reclaimed water Rapid Infiltration ·Basin System (RlBs). the proposed RIBs would be 
constructed. to receive· and distribute highly treated reclalined wastewater from the three ..; 
utilities operating in South Santa Rosa County, Fla. These utilities are the Navarre. Beach 

·warer and Sewer, the Holley Navarre Water System and the South Santa Rosa Utilities. The 
reclaimed wli$tewater will be pumped (piped) from these utility companies to the 
RIBs. where it would filter down from'the iniilttation basin to the surficial aquifer beneath 
the site. · · 

The proposed site is located on Eglin AFB property west of State Road 87 and south of 
· Eglin Range Road 726. A buffer distance of no less than 500 fee'!: would be maintai;ned from 

SR 87, and a buffer distanqe of no less than 10.000 feet from the nortlHouth runway of 
Choctaw Air Field would be maintained. 

Your comments on this· draft EA are requested~ Let:ters or other written or oral comments 
provided may be published in the Final EA. As re.quil'ed by law, comments will be 
addressed in th~ Final EA and made available to the public. Any personal information 
provided will be used only to identify your desire to make a statement during the public 
comment period or to fulfill requests for cbpiet of the final EA or associated documents . 
. Private addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list for those reque~ing copies of 
the final EA.. However, only the iwnes.and respective C:OillJllents of respondent individuals 
will be disclosed. Persoruu home addresses and phone numbers will not be published in the 
Final EA. 

Copies of the draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact may 
be reviewed at the Navarre Library, 8484 James M .. Harvell Rd., Navarre, Fla.; 32566, (850) 
936-6120, and the Gulf Breeze Library Branch, 1060 Shoreline Dt:., Gulf Breeze, Fla., 
(850) 932~4595. Copies will be available for. review from February 22 through March 24, 
2005. Comments must be received by Monday Match 28,2005. 

. For more informati~n or tQ comment oil this proposed action, contact: Mr. Mike Spaits 
. ,AACIEM~PAV, 501 De Lc!<lil St .• Suite 101, Eglin AFB, Fla., 32542-5133 or· email: 

spaitsm®eiJin.af.mU. Tel: (850) 882-2878, Fax.: (830) 882-3761 

1.l:lgal No. 67522 17 Feb. 22, 2005 
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fhe &nt ~aira hole to Win the of losirii "' clulnce for Tiger Woods to 
Nilssan open. He was at a slight disadvan- return to No. 1 in the world tbis 

After rolling in the 4-footer, .tage, having not hit a shot week. He needed to ftnish 
Scott bad to remind himself since he tapped in tor pat to fourth to replace Vijay Singh. 
what winners do. complete hi$ second round and wound up four shots out of 

First came an awkward Friday with a &-under 65. The the lead in a tie tor 13th. Woods 
smile, then he gently raised his range was cloaed on Saturday. llkely will have to win the 
band to acknowledge the zoo When he arriv'ed at BMera on Match Play Championship this 
people watching the bizarre Sunday afternoon to start the week for the third straight year 
conclusion under gray skies third round, tbe siren sounded to reclaim No. 1. · 
and a colorfu1 array of wnbrel- to halt play. Scott moved up to No. 7 in 
las. He smo~ his drive dowD the world He was a~.;: 

•·u doesn't feel like we the middle of the fairway l.n the percent of the world r 
played much golf this week," playoff, leaving. blm a 5-wapci. points at Riviera . 

· Public Notificatloa 

Pl.JBUC NOTIFICATION 

In compliance with the Natio.oal Environmental Polky Act, Eglin Air F~ Base announces the 
.VIIilability of a draft :&'Yironmental Assessment and Finding of No SigDifieant 1Inpact for RCS 02-911. 
ProJmed Reclaimed Water. Rapi4-rate Iniiltration ·Basin {RIB) Syatenl At Eglin AFB, Fla., for public 
review and comment 

The Pmposed A~on il to lease approximately 328 acres of U.S. Air Forte p(OJ!erty to he Santa R~ 
County Board of Commissioners for the purpose of conatructina and operating a reclaimed water Rapid 
Infiltration Basin System (RIBs~ The propo$Cd RIBs wwld be constructed to receive a:nd distnbute bigbl) 

. treated reclaimed wastewater from the three utilities operating bt Soufl Santa Rosa County, Fla. These 
utilities are the Navane Beach Water a:nd Sewea;. the HoUey Navarre Water SyStCm and 1be South Santa 
Rosa Utilities. The reclaimed wastewater will be pumped (piped) front these utility companies tolhe IUBs 
wbere it would filter down from the infiltration basin to the surficial aquifer beneath the site. 

l'he proposed site is .located on Fglbt AFB property west of State Road 87 a:nd south of~ Range RoaC 
126. A buffer distance of no less than~ feet would be maintained from SR 87, and a buffer distance oJ 
no leu than 10,000 feet from the north-south runway of Choctaw Air Field would be ma4rtained. 

Your comments on this draft EA are requested. Letters or other written or .oral comments provided may be 
published in ~ Final EA & ~ by law, comments will be addlesaed in the Final EA and made 
available to the public. Any personal information ll'ovided will be Used only to identify ywt desire tc 
make. a statement durins the public comment period or to fulfill tequests for copies of tb: final EA or 
8811~ documents. Private addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list for those ~~ 
oopaes of the final EA. However, only the names and respective comment'!! of respondent individuals wit 
be disclosed Pen~onal hm:ne addresses and phone numbers will not be published in the Final EA . 

Copies of the draft Environmental Assessment and Finding ofNo Significant Impact may be reviewed a· 
1'hG Navarre Library, 8484 James M. Harvell Rd., Navarre, Fla., 32566, (8,0) 936-0120, and the Gull 
Bre_eze Library Branch, 1060 Shoreline Dr., GulfBreeze, Fla., (850) 932-4S9S. Copies will be available fm 
rev1ew from February 22 through March 24, 2005. Comments must be received by Monday March 28, 200 

For more information or to comment on this proposed action, contact: Mr. Mike Spaits 
AACIEM-PAV, SOl De Leon St, Suite 101, Eglin AFB, Fla., 32542·5133 or email: a~@eilin.af.mil 
Tel: (850) 882-2878, Fax.: (850) 882-3761 



OEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEAOQUAitYEIJS 94TH ~tR B~SE WlNG (AFMC) 

E'GUN ~IR f'ORC:E BASE FLOR~OA 

Mrs.Vicki L Preacher 
Chid~ Enviromnctltal Managcm~nt Diviswu 
50t DeLeon St Stc 101 
Eglm AFB FL 32541-$-133 

:\k llumcr \\lalk~r 
t'ounl.y Allmiu1strator 
J1{fi5 01f(t!iuc Street 

~ilton FL J2570~4lJ7~ 

RF: bwiwnmcntal 1\s:o;'-'SSlllcnt (l!A}. l}mpo:>cd S;uHa Rus.t County Rt..'\:htimcd Water 
R••1•id-mtc lnlillration Basin (lUB) Sysh:m at l:g.lm AFB. Elurida 

[lc~tr Mt .. W<tlkcr 

The Air h•rce l\·1atcri.·ll Cmnmand Hc:ulquarh:t!'> (I(() t\FMC'} rcvicwc~l Sa1.11a R1l::>:t 

County·~ respmls.e!> w their comment<.< on tltc subjei.."l EA. The responses were t't1uud to be 
satis'l'ilclory provid~d the attached CXIlaruJed n.arr:uivc pcnainmg lti "AIIcmativcs Eliminated 
thun Further Scudy" is iru:luded in the final thicun1ent 

t:poo cnndusimt of che .:m':'day t>ublic r~l.'ie\v, please pl'ovidc 4 lmrdctlpi~.:s \'f tltc Otan 
Mirigation 11lan,. and provide 3 hard copies and 2 cl~ctronic copil!s of the final EA (with 
Utlpcndix added l}dtlrcssing public re\!icw and C(mtmcntsl and FONSI to Mr. AIJord<tn, 
')6 CECi/CEVSt•, The. final EA <md FONSJ will be s~ru to HQ AFM(: tor signatun:_ Lfyoll ltAVt:' 
any.qucstion.(lf(!.'lse contact Mr. Jordan; (8501 S8140S or email 1llvin.jordun@egtin.at:miL 

AUa¢hment 
f;xpanded Altet1t:atlves Narrative 

cc: 
Mr. RogerBJal<ick, .O;Jtuity Engmetr 
Mr. Neal RQgers, CH2MHill · 
Ms. Lorraine Caison, 96 C£G/CERR 
Mr. G:ary Pelhp.m •. 46 TWlCAX 

Sincerely 

()~:/~~ 
VICKI LPREACHER~ GS-15 



INSTRUCTJON: 

A ITACH,;\.·1E!\'T 
Expanded AltemaLh'es Narrath'e 

lncludcrbc following expanded n;.lmttive into EA, Section 2.6, ··AJrematives Eliminated frorn 
Purther Study''. lndude ic ;ts an additional paragraph of Section :t6 beginning at line 26, 
page 2~14, Draft EA (November 2003). 

''The purchase of Federal propcny was L':(msidered but noc carried forward for ll.u'ther analysis li•r 
the tbllowiug reasons" Eglin AfB made a cognith'e policy <k"<:ision not U1 offer this parcel for 
sate. The proposed 328·UCre RIUS pared is located in, an important buffer an::a adj<ICI!Ill to land 
areas u!i«i for Guard and Marine battle tank tram mg. h is aliso in dose proximity lO Choctaw 
field which is used by the N;1vy for llighl tt··d.ining and UAV O{l\!r.:uions. Eglin AFB feds that 
our-gtautiug of this property for this compalible land usc tRIOS) is best served by a lease thm 
allows cootinucd oversight and control co be maintained by Eglin. And if the property should 
not be nce.d~xt by the C(llllnlunily in 1hc: luturc. I he Eglin AFB boundary and buffer w•mld be 
maimaincd." 
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