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.INTRODUCTION 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSij 

ENTRY CONTROL POINTS UPGRADES AT 

SCOTT· AIR FORCE B ASE,. ILLINOIS 

The 375th Airlift Wing (375 A W) of the United States Air Force (USAF) has proposed to 
accomplish Entry Control Point (ECP) upgrades at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), illinois. Scott 
AFB proposes to modify the three primary ECPs on the base to improve security and safety, as 
well as to reduce traffic congestion at the Shiloh, Belleville, and Mascoutah Gates. These 
Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative that were assessed in the attached Environmental 
Assessment (EA). Scott AFB is a USAF base under the Air Mobility Command (AMC) and is 
home of the 375 AW. The 375 AW supports two major headquarters: the U.S. Transportation 
Command and Headquarters AMC. The 375 A W supports Scott AFB by providing a responsive 
aeromedical airlift system to move eligible patients and operational support airlift for priority 
passengers and cargo; conducting all USAF C-9A qualification and instructor training; and 
providing all base support services to multiple tenant units on base. 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACfiON 

AlJ U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) installations are required to seek effective ways to 
minimize the likelihood of mass casualties from terrorist attacks against DOD personnel in the 
buildings in which they work and live. While terrorists have many tactics available to them, they 
frequently use explosive devices when they target large numbers of DOD personneL Most 
existing DOD buildings offer little protection from terrorist attacks. By applying the standards 
provided in Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01, DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards 
for Buildings, Scott AFB would become a lesser target of opportunity for terrorists. 

Current ECPs do not meet the standards specified in UFC 4-010-01. The need for the Proposed 
Action is to modify existing structures and construct new access lanes and facilities at the main 
ECPs of Scott AFB that would improve gate security, personnel safety, and reduce traffic 
congestion while maintaining access control requirements to meet the standards specified in 
UFC 4-010-0 L 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Scott AFB proposes to modify three gate entrances to the base (Shiloh, Belleville, and 
Mascoutah Gates) and construction projects to improve security and safety and reduce traffic 
congestion. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and none of the 
proposed projects would occur. If the No Action Alternative were carried forward the~e wo_uld 
be no change in or effects on air quality, geological resources, water resources, b10logJcal 
resources, hazardous materials and waste management, and infrastructure and utilities at 



Scott AFB. However, safety of base personnel and visitors could be compromised and the ECPs 
at Scott AFB would be susceptible to potential terrorist attacks if the No Action Alternative were 
implemented. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Analysis of the Proposed Action indicates that the affected environment would not be 
significantly impacted by proceeding with the proposedECP construction activities. 

PUBLIC REVIEW AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

Federal, state, and local agencies listed in Appendix A of the EA were contacted for comment on 
the Proposed Action. Agency comments are included in this appendix and are addressed in the 
EA. 

Based on the provisions set forth in the Proposed Action, aU activities were foWld to comply 
with the criteria or standards of environmental quality and coordinated with the appropriate 
Federal, state, and locaJ agencies. The EA and Draft FONSI were made available to the public 
for a 30-day review period. Additionally, copies of the EA and Draft FONSJ were forwarded to 
Federal, state, and local agencies for review and comment. Public and agency comments have 
been addressed at the end of the review period prior to implementing the Proposed Action. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNmCANT IMPACT 

After review of the BA prepared in accordance with the requiremeo,ts of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 
and Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP), 32 Code of Federal Regulations 989J as 
amended, I have determined lliat the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on the 
quality of the human or natural environment and. therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) does not need to be prepared. This decision has been made after taking into account all 
submitted information. and considering a full range of practical alternatives that would meet 
project requirements and are within the legal authority of the USAF. 

Date 
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 

F Degrees Fahrenheit OJ Ozone 
375AW 375th Airlift Wing Pb Lead 
375 375'h Environmental Flight PMzs Particulate Matter$ 2.5 microns m 
CES/CEV diameter 
ACM Asbestos Containing Material PM1o Particulate Matter $ 10 microns ill 
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AFI Air Force Instruction POL Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants 
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Environmental Safety, Fire ppm parts per million 
Protection, and Health PSD Prevention of Significant 

AFPD Air Force Policy Directive Deterioration 
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CAA Clean Air Act sf square foot 
C...'ERCLA Comprehensive Environmental SIP State Implementation Plans 
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CEQ Council on Environmental Quality TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 
CFR Code of federal Regulations TSP Total Suspended Particulate 
co Carbon Monoxide US EPA U.S. Environmental Protection 
CWA Cleon Water Act Agency 
CY Calendar Year UFC Unified Fac1lities Criteria 
DOD U.S. Department of Defense u.s. United States 
EA Environmental Assessment USAF United States Air Force 
r:cr Entry Control Point u.s.c. United States Code 
GIAP Environmenta11mpact Analysis flg/m~ microgrdms per cubic meter 

Process vc Visitor's Center 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement voc Volatile Organic Compound 
EO Executive Order 
ERr Environmental Restoration .Program 
FAA Federal A viatioo Administration 
FE SOP Federally Enforceable State 

Operations Permit 
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FONSf Finding ofNn Significant Impact 
HAP Hazardous Air Pollutant 
HMMP Hau~rdous Materials Managemenl 
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mg/m3 
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MSL Mean sea level 
MSW Municipal Solid Waste 
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NOA Nitrogen Oxide(s) 
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COVER SHEET 

ENVI~ONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
OF ENTRY CONTROL POINT UPGRADES 
FOR SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE, ILLINOIS 

Responsible Agencies: U.S. Air Force (USAF), Air Mobility Command (AMC), and 
375111 Airlift Wing (375 AW). Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois. 

Affected Location: Scott AFB, Illinois 

Report Designation: Environmental Assessment (EA) 

P roposed Action: Modify and construct new Entry Control Points (EC:P) at Scott Al•B, wbkb 
meet or exceed minimum antiterrorism standards. 

Abstract: Current entry control points (ECP) on Scott AFB do not meet the standards specified 
in Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01, DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for 
Buildings. AIL U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) installations are required to seek effective 
ways to minimize the likelihood of mass casualties from terrorist attacks against DOD personnel 
in the buildings in which they work and live. Whlle terrorists have many tactics available to 
them, they frequently use explosive devices when they target large numbers of DOD personnel. 
Most existing DOD buildings offer little protection from terrorist attacks. By applying the 
standards provided in UPC 4-010-01, Scott AFB would become a lesser target of opportunity for 
terrorists. Therefore, Scott AFB is proposing to modify existing structures and construct new 
access lanes and facilities at the main ECPs of Scott AFB that would improve gate security. 
personnel safety, and reduce traffic congestion while maintajning access control requirements to 
meet the standards specified in UFC 4-010-01 . 

Wt·itten comments and inquiries regardmg this document should be directed to: 
Mr. Paul Schmidt, 375tb CES/CEV, 701 Hangar Road, Building 56, Scott AFB, illinois 62225 
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1. Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

1.1 Background 

Scott Air Force Base (AFB) is a United States (U.S.) Air Force (USAF) base under the Air 

Mobility Command (AMC). Scott AFB JS headquarters to the 375th Airlift Wing (375 A W). 

The 375 AW supports t:\.vo major headquarters: the U.S. Transportation Command and 

Headquarters AMC. It also provides support for the Air Force Communications Agency, the 

Defense Information Technology ContTacting Office, the 932nd Airlift Wing (Reserve), the 

Illinois Air National Guard (ANG)'s l26th Air Refueling Wing, and 30 other tenants. The 

375 A W supports Scott AFB by provtding a responsive aeromeclical airiJft system to move 

eligible patients and operational support airlift for priority passengers and cargo; conducting all 

USAF C-9A qualification and instructor tratning; and providing all base support services to 

multiple tenant units dn base. 

The events of September 11, 2001 significantly changed tbe nation's homeland security posture. 

Terrorism is a clear and present danger to the U.S. The USAF's heightened security posture is 

expected to remain to place mdeft.n.itely. As a result and in furtherance of anti-terrorism/force 

protection (AT/FP) objectives, AMC bas proposed several changes to Scott AFB's perimeters. 

particularly tbc base's entry control points (ECP). At Scott AFB, initial AT/FP 1mprovements 

would be realized through tbe modifications oftbe Shiloh Gate, Belleville Gate, and Mascoutah 

Gate. 

The Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the 375 A W's Proposed Action and the No Action 

Alternative. If the analyses presented in the EA indicate that implementation of the Proposed 

Achon would not result in significant environmental impacts, a Finding of No Significant lmpa<.:t 

(FONSI) would be prepared. AFONSI briefly p1·esents why a Proposed Action would not have a 

significant effect on the human environment and why an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

is unhecessary If significant environmental issues result tbat cannot be m.itigated to 

insignificance, an BIS will be rettuJred, or the Proposed Action wotlld be abandoned and no 

action would be taken. 

Based on the analysis in the EA, the USAF, as the decision-maker, will decide whether there are 

significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the modification of the Shiloh Gate, 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
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Belleville Gate and Mascoutah Gate on Scott AFB. Based on the review of the analysis, the 

USAF will either prepare a FONSI or recommend the analysis proceed to an EIS. 

1.2 Purpose of the Proposed Action 

All U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) instaUatioos are required to seek effective ways to 

minimize the likelihood of mass casualties from terrorist attacks against DOD personnel in the 

buildings in which they work and live. While terrorists have many tactics available to them, they 

frequently use explosive devices when they target Large numbers of DOD personnel. Most 

existing DOD buildings offer little protection from terrorist attacks. By applying the standards 

provided in Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01, DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards 

for Buildings, Scott AFB would become a lesser target of opportunity for tetTorists. 

Tbe intent of the standards described in UFC 4-010-01 is to minimize the possibility of mass 

casualties in buildings or portions of buildings owned, leased, privatized, or otherwise occupied, 

managed, or controlled by or for DOD. These standards provide appropriate, implementable, aod 

enforceable measures to establish a level of protection against terrorist attacks for a ll inhabited 

DOD buildings where no knmvn threat of terrorist activity currently exists. While complete 

protection against all potential threats for every inhabited building is cost prohibitive, the intent 

of these standards can be achieved through prudent master planning, real estate acquisition, and 

design and construction practices. 

1.3 Need for the Proposed Action 

Current ECPs do not meet the standards spcciiied in UFC 4-010-01 The need for the Proposed 

Action is to modify existing structures and construct new access lanes and facilities at the mam 

ECPs of Scott AfB in order to improve gate security, persotmel 'Safety, and reduce traffic 

congestion while maintaining access control requirements to meet the standards specified in 

UFC 4-010-01 . 

1.4 location 

Scott AFB is located in Saint Clair County in the southwestern porhon of TUinois, 6.5 miles south 

of the City of Shiloh, 8 miles cast of the City of BcUeville, and approximately 25 mtles east of the 

Mississippi River (see Figure 1-1). The areas adjacent tO" the airfield coJJsist of' farmland 1.0 the 

uotih, west, and south of the base; whereas, wooded areas border tbe eastern edge of the base. 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
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1.5 Summary of Key Environmental Compliance Requirements 

1.5.1 National Environmental Policy Act 

The National EovJronmcotal Policy Act, cornmooly known as NEPA, is a Federal statute 

requiring the tdemiticatton and analysis of potential environmental impacts of proposed Federal 

actions before those acnons are taken NEPA established the Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) that LS charged wilb the development of implementing regulations and ensuring agency 

compliance with NEPA. CEQ regulations mandate that all Federal agencies use a systematic 

interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of actions that may 

affect tbe environment This process eval uates potential environmental consequences associated 

with a proposed actton and cons1ders allematJVC courses of action. The intent of NEPA is to 

protect, restore, or enhance the environment through weB-informed Federal deeJsions. 

The process for •mplcmcntmg NEPA is codjlied in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CfR) 

1500-1508, Regulations for Implementing the Procedural ProvisiOnS of the National 

Environmental Polley Ac:r The CEQ was established under NEPA to implement and oversee 

Federal poucy m this process CEQ regulauons specifY Lhe followmg musl be accomplished 

when prepanng an EA. 

• Briefly provJdc evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an ElS or a 

PONS I 

• Aid 1n an agency's compliance with NEPA when an ElS is unnecessary 

• F'aci lit ale prcparat ion of an ErS wben one IS necessary 

Air force Polley Dtrecttve (AFPD) 32-70, Environmental Quality, states lhat lhe USAF will 

comply with appltcablc f.cderal, state, and local environmental laws and regulations, including 

NEPA The USAt's tmplementmg regulation for NEPA is The Envlronmeo/(1//mp(lcf Analysi.~ 

Process (E'JAP). 32 CFR 989, as amended 

1.5.2 Integration of Other Environmental Statutes and Regulations 

To comply wtth N~I'A, tiJe plannmg and dc~.:islon-nutking process for acuons proposed by 

Federal agenctes mvolvcs a ~tudy of other !'\!levant environmental statutes nnd rcgul.:~twns. The 

NEPA proccs:., however, does not replace proccdu1al or substantive reqUirements of olher 

environmental statutes and regulaltons 1l addresses them coHectively in the form of an EA or 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
1-4 



EA of Entry Control Point Upgrades 

EJS, which enables the dectsion-maker to have a comprehensive view of major environmental 

lSsues and requirements assoctated with tbe Proposed Action. According to CEQ regulations, the 

requtremcnts of NEPA must be integrated '\vith other planrung and cnvtronmental rev1ew 

procedures required by law or by agency so that all such procedures run concurrently rather than 

consecutively ., 

The EA will examine potential effe-ets of the Proposed Action and alternatives oo six resource 

areas iocludmg atr quality, geological resources, water resources, hazardous materials and waste 

management, infrastructure and utilities, and safety. Tbe fo llowing paragrapbs present examples 

of relevant laws, regulations, and other requirements that are often considered as part of the 

analysis. 

Air Quality 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes Federal policy to protect and enhance the quality of the 

nation's 3ir resources to protect human health and tbe environment. The CAA requires that 

adequate steps be tmplemented to control the release of air pollutants and prevent significant 

deterioration in air quality. The 1990 amendments to the CAA reqUire Federal agencies to 

detennioe U1c conformity of proposed actions with respect to State lmplemcntation Plans (SlP) 

for attainment of air quality goals. 

Water Resources 

The Clean Water Ad (CWA) of 1977 (33 United States Code (U.S.C.] 1251, et seq.) establish 

Fcd~.:ral policy to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the 

nat ion's watt:rs, ami. where attainable, to achteve a level of water qualtty that provides for the 

protectton nod propagation of fish, shelli1sh, and wiJdlife, and recreation in and on tbc water 

l.:.xecutivc Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management, requires Federal agencies to take action to 

reduce the risk of tlood damage; minimize tbe llilpacts of floods ao bumnn safety, bealtl4 and 

\\ clfarc; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains Federal 

agencies arc dtrccted to constder the prox.imtty of t.hetr act1ons to or wtthm floodplains Where 

mfnnnatton is unavatlable. agencies are encouraged to ochneatc the extent or floodplains al their 

sjh~ . 

Scott AFB. IL September 2003 
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Infrastructure and Utilities 

lnfrastructure consists of the systems and physical structures that enable a population in a given 

area to sustam itself. Consideration of infi·astructure is applicable to a proposed action or 

altemat1ve where there may be an 1ssue with respect to local capacities (e.g., utilities, 

transportatJon networks, energy) to provide the required support. 

Safety 

Air Force Instruction (AFI) 91-301, Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire 

Protection. and Health (AFOSH) Program, implements AFPD 91-3, Occupational Safety and 

Health, by outlining the AFOSH Program. The purpose of the AFOSH Program is to rrunimize 

loss of USAF resources and to protect USAF personnel from occupational deaths, injuries, or 

illnesses by managing nsks. ln conjunction with the USAF Mishap Prevention Program. (AFJ 91-

202), these standards ensure all USAF workplaces meet Federal safety and health rcquiremetlts. 

This rnstruction applles to all USAF activities, including those of the AMC 

1.5.3 Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for 
Environmental Planning 

NEPA requirements help ensure that environmental infonnation is made available to the public 

during 1he decision-making process and prior to actions being taken. The premise of NEPA is 

U1al the quality of Federal dec1sions will be enhanced if proponents provide information to the 

public and involw the public in the planning process. The Intergovernmental Coordination Act 

and EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, require Federal agencies to 

cooperate w1lh and consider state and local views in implementing a Federal proposal. Al:L 32-

7060 reqUires the USAF to Implement a proeess known as Interagency and Intergovernmental 

Coordination tor Environmental Planning (llCEP), which is used for the purpose of agency 

coordination and implements scoping requirements. 

Through the liCEP process, Scott AFB wilt notify relevant Federal, state, and local agencies of 

the actLOn proposed and provide them sufficient time to make known their environmental 

concems spccitic LO the actwn.. The [JCEP process provides Scott AFB the opportun1ty to 

cooperate with and consider state and local views in implementing the Federal proposal. Upon 

receipt, agency responses will be mcorporated into lhe analysis of potential environmental 

impacts. ApJ)endix A will include a copy of the IICEP letter mailed to the agencies for lh1s 

action, the JJ CEP distnhution list, and agency responses. 
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1.6 Introduction to the Organization of this Document 

The affected environmental components encompassed by this EA include air quality, geological 

resources, water quality, hazardous materials and wastes management, mfrastructure and utilities, 

and safety The EA describes the Proposed Action and potential alternatives (Secuon 2.0), the 

affected environment as It currently eJdsts (Section 3.0), and identifies probable environmental 

consequences and other tmpacts ibat might result from construction and operation of tbc proposed 

Port (Sections 4.0 and 5.0) Within Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this EA, several aspects of the 

expected impacts arc estimated in order to better describe them. Tbe following elaborates on the 

nature of the characteristics that may relate to various impacts: 

Short-tu m or long-term. These characteristics are determined on a case-by-case 

bas1s and do not refer to any rigid time period. In general, shon-term impacts are 

those tbat would occur only w1th respect to a parucular activity or for a fu1ile pcnod. 

Long-term impacts are those that are more likely to be persistent and chronic. 

• Direct or indirect. A direct impact is caused by a proposed action and occurs 

contemporaneously at or near the location of the action. An indirect impact is caused 

by a proposed action and migbt occur later in time or farther removed 10 distance but 

stiiJ be a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the action. Indirect 1mpacts might 

include mduced changes in exisnng conditions. or might be related to multiple 

resources (e.g., air, water, or other natural and social systems). 

Negligible, minor, moderate, or significant. These relative terms are used to 

characterize the magnitude of an impact. Negligible impacts arc generally those that 

may be perceptible but, in their context, are not amenable to measurement because of 

their relatively minor character Minor or moderate 1mpacts arc those that are more 

perceptible and, typicaUy, more amenable to quantifica1ion or measurement 

Srgnificanl impacts are those U1at, in their context and due to lhe1r tmensily 

(sc.vcnty), llavc the potential to meet the thresholds for significance set fon.h in CEQ 

rcgulatwns (40 CFR 1508.27), anti, thus, warrant heightened allcntion and 

~.:xamination for potential means for rnillgation in order to fullill U1c policies set forth 

undl·r N li P A 

t1dverse or beneficiaL An adverse impact is one having negative, uofavornble, or 

undcsJrahle outcomes on the man-made or natural environment A beneficial impact 

1:-. om. having positive outcomes on the man-made or natural env1rotuncnl. A !>ingle 
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act might result in adverse impacts on one environmental resource and beneficial 

impacts on another resource. 
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2. Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 Introduction 

This section describes the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. 

2.2 Proposed Action 

AMC proposes to modify tbe three primary ECPs on Scott AFB to improve security and safety, 

and reduce traffic congestion at the Shiloh Gate, Belleville Gate, and Mascoutah Gate. The 

foUowing sections describe the Proposed Action. The Patriots Landing Gate, located south of 

BelleviUe Gate, and Cardinal Creek Gate, located northeast of the base, are ouly open tn 

exceptwnal situations othen>~ise they remain closed. 

2.2.1 Modification of the Shiloh Gate 

Backgr(llmd. The Shiloh Gate is located on the west side of the base off of State Route (SR) 158 

(sec Figure 2-1 ). Sb.i loh Gate is considered the Main Gate and provides access to vehicles w1th 

decals, visitors, and commercial vehtcles. Between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.n1-. 

commercial vehicles are directed to use the Mascoutah Gate. The Shiloh Gate currently has two 

1nbound lanes with a maximum of three tandem checker positions per lane and two outbound 

lanes. The two outbound lanes are used as inbound lanes during peak hours. Peak hours for the 

Shiloh Gate are from 6:30 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. Shiloh Gate cwTently Joes not have a privately 

owned veh1clc (POV). truck, and commercial vehicle inspection area. 1n addition, the vehiCle 

turnaround area is beyond the gate entrance. 

The Shiloh Gate operates 14-hours per day and recejves an average of 2,200 inbound POY and 

Other vehicles per peak hour. A gate security, safety, and capacity traffic engineering s tudy was 

conductcJ 10 June 2002 to analyze the Shiloh Gate (SAFB 2002b). The engineering study 

Jdenhiied thal the Shiloh Gate experiences morning delays of 4 to 8 minutes per vcluclc. During 

peak hours, a maximum of three Secutity force's personnel are used to check idenlification per 

lane. The Shiloh Gate Visitor Center (VC) parking lot is currently too small to handle visitor 

capactty and occasionally overflows 

Scott AFB, /L September ?003 
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Figure 2-1. Location of Proposed Entry Control Point Upgrades on Scott Af.'B 
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Propo$ed Modifications for the Shiloh Gate. Under the Proposed Action, the following 

construction activities would be undertaken at the Shiloh Gate: 

• lnstall a series of speed reduction signs. 

• Construct four inbound processing lanes that are covered and equipped with raised 

islands and crash protection devices. 

• Construct two outbound lanes. 

• Construct stamped pavement effect through ECP. 

• Construct turnaround capabilities before and after ECP. 

• Demolish existing VC. 

• Construct a new 1,991 square foot (sf) VC with parking for at least 30 vehicles. 

• Construct a covered inspection area for visitors and random inspections 

• Construcl an architecturally compatibte fence connecting the new VC and ECP 

• Construct an overwatcb and vehicle arresting devices. 

2.2.2 Modification of the Belleville Gate 

Background. The Belleville Gate is located on the southwest side of the base, and provides 

access to vehicles with dceals. Visitors are directed to use the Shiloh Gate and commercial 

vebtcles are directed to use tbe Mascoutah Gate (see Figure 2-l). The Belleville Gate currently 

has two inbound Janes with a maximum o( three tandem checker positions per lane and two 

outbound lanes. During peak hours, a maximum of three Security Force's personnel are used to 

check identification per lane, The Belleville Gate currently does not have a POV, truck, and 

comro~rcial vebjcle inspection area. 

The Belleville Gate operates from 4 .:00 a.m. to 11:59 a.m. and receives an average of 1,000 

inbound POV per peak hour. Peak bours for the Belleville Gate are from 6:30 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

A gate security, safety, and capacity traffic engineering study was conducted in June 2002 to 

analyze the Belleville Gate (SAFB 2002b). The engineering study identified that tbe Bellevi lle 

Gate experiences morning delays of 6 to 7 minutes per vehicle and a queue length of 2,400 feet 

(approx..imately 80 vehicles per Jane) 
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Proposed Modifications f or the Belleville Gate. Under the Proposed Action, the following 

construction activities would be undertaken at the Belleville Gate: 

• Construct three inbound processing lanes that are covered and equipped with raised 

islands and crash protection devices. 

• Coustruct two outbound lanes. 

• Construct stamped pavement effect through ECP. 

• Construct turnaround capabilities before and after ECP. 

• Construct a covered inspection area for random inspections. 

• Construct an overwatch and vehicle arresting devices. 

• Option I: Locate ECP in the vicinity of the cun·ent location (see Figure 2-1). 

• Option 2: Relocate ECP south of the proposed hospital complex (see Ftgure 2-1 ). 

2.2.3 Modification of the Mascoutah Gate 

E xisting Conditions at the Mascoutah Gate. The Mascoutah Gate is located on the south side 

of the base, and provides access to commercial vehicles, buses) and authorized POVs. Visitors 

are directed to use Shiloh Gate, and vehicles with decals can use ShHoh Gate or Belleville Gate 

(see Figure 2-1). The Mascoutah Gate currently has one narrow inbound lane, witb a two to three 

Security Force personnel conducting tandem inspection team during peak hours, aud one narrow 

outbound lane. The Mascoutah Gate currently does not have a separate POV, truck, and 

commercial vehicle inspection area or a vehicle turnaround area. ln addition, the gatebouse is 

currently too small to accommodate driver processing during peak hours. 

Tbc Mascoutah Gate hours of operation are from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.. When this gate is 

closed, commercial vehicles are directed to the Shiloh Gate. A gate security, safety, and capacity 

traffic engtneering stuuy was conducted m June 2002 to analyze tbe Mascoutah Gate (SAJ~B 

2002b). The engmeenng study identified that the Mascoutah Gaie experiences average morning 

11cak inbound volume of 130 vehicles, 68 percent of which are POVs. Delays in processing vary 

based on the 111Spection requirements. 

Modifications P roposed for the Mascoutah Gate. The following construction activities were 

tdcnhficd in the engineering study to improve safety at the Mascoutah Gate: 

• Widen the gate opening from 22 feet to 34 feet . 

Scott AFB, IL SeptembEtr 2003 
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• Replace the existing gravel and grassed inbound shoulder north of the gatehouse with 

12 feet wide by 150 feet long paved shoulder. 

• Construct gravel, circular truck turnaround area to the west of the gatebouse. 

• Repair the existing flashing beacon over the gate roadway and operate the outbound 

beacon in a red flashing mode when the gate is open. 

• Install a "Stop Ahead" sign prior to entering the gate. 

• Expand pass-processing facilities for contractors. 

• Construct three inbound processing lanes that are equipped with covered inspection areas 

and an under vehicle inspection pit. 

• Construct one outbound lane. 

• Construct turnaround capabilities before and after entry control point that is large enough 

to accommodate large trucks. 

• Demolish existing gatehousc and construct a new gatehouse. 

• Construct an overwatcb and vehicle arresting devices. 

2.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action A lternative, Scott AFB would continue to use the facilities and 

infrastructure at each base ECP in their current condition and configuration. There would be no 

change from the existing conditions at tbe installation. This altemative would not address the 

security, safety, and traffic congestion requirements of the AMC and Scott AFB, nor the 

standards specified in UFC 4-01 0-0 I. 

2.4 Mitigation Measures/Best Management Practices 

Mitigation measures would not be necessary for implementation of tbe Proposed Action. 

However, best management practices for specific resources would be imp1etncnted as part of the 

Proposed Action to further rn.in.imize environmental impacts. These best management practices 

are presented in Table 2-1, and are further detailed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0. 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Best Management Practices 

Resource Proposed Action . 
(Applicable EA Section) Best Management Practices 

Cltltural Resources lf any archeological artifacts were to be 
(Section 3.0) exposed during construction, the construction 

activities would cease, as required by federal 
and AF regulations. Work would not resume 
until an archeological investigation is 
completed. The SHPO would be informed 
within 48 hours of any arcbeo1ogical artifacts 
discovery. 

Air Quality Constmction contractors would apply. water at 
(Section 4.1) tbe construction site to control fugitjve dust 

emissions. 

Geological Resources and JVater Resources Construction contractors would use erosion 
(Sections 4.2 and 4.3) and sedimentation control techniques such as 

silt fencing and tempora1y diversions to 
minimize erosion and sedimentation during 
construction. 
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3. Affected Environment 

Section 3.0 describes the environmental and socioeconomic resources and conditions most likely 

to be affected by the proposed construction and demolition projects. This section provides 

information to serve as a baseline from which to identify evaluate environmental and 

socioeconomic changes likely to result from implementation of the Proposed Action. Baseline 

conditions represent current conditions. The potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts 

of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative on the baseline conditions are descnoed in 

Section 4.0. 

Io compltance with NEPA, CEQ guidelinGs, and 32 CFRPart 989, as amended, the description of 

the affected environment focuses on those resources and conditions potentially subject to impacts. 

Some environmental resources and conditions that are often analyzed in an EA have been omitted 

from this analysis The following details 1he basis for such exclusions: 

• Land lJse. All activities associated with the Proposed Action would be COID!istent with 

present and foreseeable land use patterns at Scott AFB. Implementation of the Proposed 

Action would not significantly alter the existing land use at Scott AFB. Accordingly. tbe 

USAF has omitted detailed examination of land use. 

• Biological Resources. implementation of the Proposed Action does not involve 

pcnnanent alterations to bjological resources. Threatened or endangered spec1es have not 

been observed in the location of tbe Proposed Action. No activity included in the 

Proposed Action would result in any damage to biological resources; therefore there 

would be no impact to biological resources at Scott AFB. Accordingly, the USAF bas 

omitted detailed examination of bjological resources. 

• Cultural Resources. No cultural resources or artifacts have been identified in the area of 

the Proposed Action; therefore there would be no impact to cuJtural resources at Scott 

AJiB. Accordingly, tbe USAF has omitted detailed examination of cultural resources. If 

an unexpected archaeological di'scovery occurs during construction, tbe unanticipated 

archeological discoveries as defmed in the Scott AFB Integrated Cultural Resource 

Management Plan (ICRMP) would be followed. If archaeological properties are 

discovered,.excavation and disturbance ofthe site would cease. The Cultural Resource 

Manager would be notified immediately. The Cultural Resource Manager would take 

actions to evaluate the discovery and, provide guidance to tbe project engineer on any 
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actions that should be taken to provide appropriate management treatment of the 

resource. 

• Noise. implementation of the Proposed Action does not involve permanent alterations to 

aircraft inventories, operations, or missions. No new permanent ground-based heavy 

equipment operations are included in the Proposed Action. No activity included in the 

Proposed Action would result in a situation where residences would be impacted by an 

10crease to present ambient noise levels. Furthermore, oolSe produced by constructiOn 

and demolition activities associated with tbe Pioposed Action would not significantly 

affect sensitive receptoiS. Accordingly, the USAF has o.mitted detailed examination of 

noise. 

• Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice~ The Proposed Action does not involve 

any activities that would contribute to changes in socioeconomic resources. There would 

be no change in the oumber of personnel assigned to Scott AFB, therefore there would be 

no changes in area population or associated changes -in demand for housing and services. 

Several small businesses outside the Shiloh Gate may realize a slight revenue decrease as 

a result of the disruption of traffic flow during construction activities. However, these 

decreases would be minor and temporary in nature. As a result, no significant impacts 

would be expected. Accordingly, the USAF has omitted detailed examination of 

socioeconomics. 

3.1 Air Quality 

3.1.1 Definition of Resource 

Air quahly in a given location is determined by the concentration of various pollutants in the 

atmosphere. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are established by the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for "criteria pollutants,'' including ozone (03), 

carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (N02) . sulfur dioxide (SO.z), particulate matter equal to 

or less than J 0 mic.rons in diameter (PMH1), particuJate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in 

dtameler (PM2,5) , and lead (Pb). NAAQS represent maximum levels of background pollution in 

tbe ambient atr lhat are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety to protect public health 

and welfare (see Table J~l). 
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Table 3-1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

PoUutant Standard Value Standard Type 

Car bon Monoxide (CO) 

Nitrogen Dloxjde (NOzJ 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 

24-hour A vera c 
Particulate ~ 2.5 micrometers (PMl.s) 

Annual Arilhmetic Mean 
24-bour A vera e 

0.03 
0. 14 
0.50 

Notes: 
1 The ozone 1-hour standard applies only to areas that were designated oon·attainment when the ozone 8-hour standard 
was a~opted tn July 1997. The new 8-hour ozone standard is currently betng contested in Federal court. No areas 
have beeo deemed non-attainment with th.e new 8-hour standard pending resolution of this case.. 

2 ·11· ppm - parts per mt ton 
3 Parenthetical value 1S an approximately equivalent concentration. 
1 mg/mJ - mil ligrams per cubic meter 
'Jlg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 

The CAA places most of the responsibility to achieve compliance with the NAAQS on the 

individual staces a.nd/or local agencies that bave been delegated CAA authority by USEPA. This 

is achieved through a SlP. wbich is required under the CAA. The SIP is a compilation of goals, 

strategies, schedu les, pcnnitltng programs, and enforcement act1ons that lead the state into 

compliance w1th all NAAQS. Any changes to the compliance schedule or plan must be 

mcorporated mto the SfP and approved by USEPA. Areas not 10 compliance with a standard can 

be declared "non-attainmenL areas" by US EPA or the appropriate stale or local agency Based on 

the seventy of an area's non-attainment (i.e., nwnbcr of times ll1at ambient air quahty exceeds the 

NAAQS), USEPA also categorizes non-attainment areas (e.g., marginal. serious, severe, 

cxtrcrnc). t\rcas designated by USBPA as being in non..attammcnl for one or more of U1c seven 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
3-3 



EA of Entry Control Point Upgrades 

NAAQS may petition USEPA for re-designation as a maintenance area if they are able to 

demonstrate they have met the national standard for the three years preceding the re-designation 

request. At the time the state petitions USEPA for r~designation, it must also submit a revision 

of its SIP to provide for the maintenance of the appticable NAAQS for at least 10 years after re

designatioo ("maintenance plan") pursuant to CAA § 17 5(A). 

Under the General Conformity Rule, the CAA prohibits Federal agencies from petforming 

projects that do not conform 1o a USEPA-approved SIP. In 1993, USEPA developed fmal rules 

for bow Federal agencies must determine air quality conformity prior to Jmplementing a proposed 

Federal action. U ndcr tbese rules, certam actions are exempted from confo1mit;y determinations, 

while others are assumed to be in coofonnity if total project emissions are below de minimis 

levels established under 40 CFR Part 93.153. Total prOJect emissions include both direct and 

indirect emissions caused by the Federal action . 

The CAA and the CAA Amendments of 1990 also require states to permit "major" stationary 

sources. A major stationary source is a facility (i.e .• plant, base, or activity) that emits more than 

I 00 tons annually of any one critetia air pollutant, 10 tons per year (tpy) of a single hazardous air 

pollutant (HAP), or 25 tpy of any combjnation of HAPs. There are 188 listed HAPs regulated 

under the CAA- The pmpose of tbe permitting role is to establish regulatory control over large 

facilities or processes that routinely emit significant amounts of pollutants achvities and to assess 

and monitor their impact upon local and regional air quality. 

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 

Climate. Southwestern Illinois bas a continen1a1 climate with relatively bot, humid summers and 

moderately cold winters. Tbe temperahlfe extremes for this area can range from over 

l 00 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to -10 °F. Precipitation is usually heavier during spring and summer 

months than in fall and winter months. Tbe mean annual snowfall is approximately 17 inches. 

Regional Air Quality. The USEPA classifies the air quality in an air qual1ty control region 

(AQCR) or in sub-areas of ao AQCH according to whether the concentration of criteria pollutants 

in ambient mr exceeds the primary or secondary NAAQS. All areas within each AQCR are 

therefore designated as either "attainment," "'non-attainment," or "unclassified" for each of the stx. 

criteria pollutants_ Attainment means that Lhe air quality within an AQCR is better than the 

NAAQS, 110n-allairuncnt indicates tllal air quality exceeds NAAQS, and an unolassifiable air 
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quality designation by USEPA means that there is not enough infonnation to appropriately 

classify an AQCR. so the area is considered attainment. 

The General Conformity Rule requires that any Federal action meet the requirements of a SIP or 

Federal Implementation Plan (FIP). More specifically, CAA Conformity is assured when a 

Federal action does not: 

• Cause a new violation of a NAAQS 

• Contribute to an increase in the frequency or severity of violations ofNAAQS 

• Delay the timely attainment of any NAAQS, interim progress milestones, or other 

milestones toward acbievjng compliance with the NAAQS 

The conformity rule applies only to actions in non-attainment or maintenance areas and considers 

both direct and inrurect emissions. The rule applies only to Federal actions that are considered 

''regionally significant'' or where tbe total emissions from the action meet or exceed the de 

minimis duesbolds. An action is regionally significant when the total non-attainment pollutant 

emissions exceed 10 percent of the AQO\.'s total emissions inventmy for that non-attainment 

pollutant. If a Federal action meets the de minimis threshold requirements and is not considered 

regionally significant, then a full Conformity Determination is not required. 

Scott A FB. Scott AFB is located within Saint Clair County, which 1s part of tbe Metropolitan 

St. Louis Interstate AQCR (IEP A 2003). This AQCR is currently designated as a 

non-attainment (moderate) area for 0 3 • The closest Metro East air-monitoring site to Scott AFB 

is located in East St. Louis. The St. Louis Clean Air Coalition, of which Scott AFB is a member, 

monitors 0 1 levels and encourages actions to reduce emissions resulting in ozone fom1atjon. 

Scotl AFB ts not required to operate under a Title V permit of the Clean Air Act Amendments 

since 1l has shut down its central heat plant and has installed individual facility boilers (SAFB 

!999a). Scott AFB is currently operating under a Federally Enforceable State Operating Pennit 

(FESOP). Under this new FESOP, Scott AFB would keep emissions ft-om certain sources such as 

diesel storage facilities, jet fuel storage facilities, and emergency generators under levels 

established by the USEP A. If levels were exceeded, then the base would need to apply for a Title 

V pem1tt. 

According to Trtle 1 of the CAA Amendments, Scotl AFB is required to conform to the 

provisions of the SIP. Corifom1ity essentially means that federal agcndes will not take actions 
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that further contribute to the degradation of regional air quality. This includes significant changes 

in stationary and mobile sources of air pollutants. 

3.2 Geological Resources 

3.2.1 Definition of Resource 

An area's geological resources typically consist of surface and subsurface materials and their 

inherent properties. Principal factors influencing fue ability of geological resources to support 

structural development are seismic properties (i.e., potential for subsurface shifting, faulting, or 

crustal disturbance), soil stability, and topography. 

The term soil generally refers to unconsolldated materials overlying bedrock or other parent 

material. SoiJs play a critical role in both the natural and human environment. Soil depth, 

sltucture, elasticity, strength, shrink-sweiJ potentJal , and erodibility determine a so1l's ability to 

support man-made structures and faci'lities. Soils typically are described in tc1ms of their series 

or association, slope, physical characteristics, and relative compatibility or constraints in regard to 

particular constntction activities and types of land use. 

Topography is defi.ned as the relative position and elevations of tbe natural and/or man-made 

features of an area that describe the configuration of its surface. An area's topography is 

inUuenccd by many factors, including hwnan activity, seismic activity of the underlying 

geological material, climatic conditions, and erosion. Jnformation about an area's topography 

typically encompasses surface elevations, slope, physiographic feantres (:i.e., mountains, ravines, 

or depresswns), and tbei1· influence onhuruan activities. 

3.2.2 Existing Conditions 

Physiography. Scott AFB lies on the Springfield PJam subdivision of the Till Plains sectiob of 

the Central Lowlands Physiographic Province. The base is located on the west end of the Silver 

Creek Valley basin that i~ charactcnzcd by generally flat to gently rolling hills. Scott AfB is in a 

closed bas in of the Kaskaskia River. 

Topography. The base land surface is generally level. The maximum surface elevation at Scott 

AFB is approximately 420 feet above mean sea level (msl) along the eastern boundary of the base 

wirhin the Silver Creek floodplain . The. elevation of Silver Creek east of the base is about 405 

teet above msl. 
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The base lies within Seismic Zone IX, which contains the New Madrid Fault Zone. This fault 

zone extends from Cairo. Illinois on the Ohio Rivet southward through New Madrid, Missouri. l t 

is the most active seismic area east of the Rocky Mountains. The Jast major earthquake along this 

fault was in 1812 and measured more tban 8.0 on the Richter scale. However, tremors are 

common, and on rare occasions, small quakes measuring 3.0 to 4.0 or more on the Richter scale 

occur along the New Madrid Fault (SAFB 1999a). 

Geology. Saint Clair County rests primarily on Paleozoic sedimentary rocks and Cenozoic 

unconsolidated materials. Pennsylvanian Age bedrock tics approximately 85 feet below the 

surface and includes layers of shale, siltstone, sandstone, limestone, claystone, and coal. The 

Pennsylvanian strata are approximately 265 feet thick Beneath the Pennsylvanian strata is the 

water-yielding Chesterian Series sandstone, which haves wells that yield 20 to 25 gallons per 

minute (SAFB 1999a). Glacial and alluvial depositS ranging in thickness from 50 feet to 125 feet 

dominate the surficial geology in this area. 

Soils. The predominant soil types on Scott APB are silt loaros and silty clay loams, which occur 

to a depth of 161nches. They have a moderately high water-holdjng capacity, moderate to high 

shrink-swell ratios, and moderate to high corrosive potentials, These soils are developed from taU 

grass prairie and mixed hardwood forest, and as a result, are quite fertile. Tbe two pJimary soil 

associations on Scott AFB arc the Herrick-Virden Association in upland areas and lhc Wakeland

Bonnie Association in bottomland forests along Silver Creek. A soil association is a landscape 

that has a distinctive pattern of soils in deftncd proportions. Soil erosion at Scott AFB is 11ot a 

widespread problem because the topography of the base is relatively flat. 

3.3 Water Resources 

3.3.1 Definition of Resource 

Water resources include surface water, groundwater, and floodplains Evaluation identifies the 

quantity and quality of the resource and its demand for potable, irrigation, and industrial 

purposes. 

Surface water resources cons1st of lakes, overs, and streams. Surface water is important for its 

contl'ibutions to the economic, ecological, recreational, and human health of a community or 

locale. Stonn water 11ows, which may be exacerbated by high proportions of impervious surfaces 

associated with buildings, roads, and parking lots, are imp01tant to management or surface water. 
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Stonn water also is important to surface water quality because of its potential to rntroduce 

sediments and other contamsnants into lakes, rivers, and streams. 

Groundwater cons1sts of sub surface hydrologic resources. It is an essential resource often used 

for potable water consumption, agricultural irrigation. and jndustrial applications. Groundwater 

typtcally may be described in terms of its depth from the surface, aquifer or well capacity, water 

quality, surrounding geologic composition. and recharge rate. 

Floodplains arc areas of low-level ground present !tlong a river or stream channeL Such lands 

may be subject to periodic or infrequent inundation due to rain or melting snow. Risk of flooding 

typically hinges on local topography. the frequency of prectpitution events, and the size of the 

watershed above Lbc floodplain . Flood potential is evaluated by the Federal Emergency 

Mtmagcmcnt Agency, which evaluates the floodplain for 100- and 500-year Oood events. 

Federal, stateT und locaJ regulations often limit floodplain development to passive uses such as 

recrcallonal and preservation activities in order to reduce the risk!- to human health and safety. 

3.3.2 Existing Conditions 

S urface Water. The eastern boundary of Scott AFB is bounded by Silver Creek. Sil vcr Creek IS 

a tributary of the Kaskaskia River, wbich IS a tributary to tbc Mississtppi River. Ash Creek is on 

the west side of base and is a tributary to Loop Creek~ which joins Silver Creek approximately 2.5 

miles south of the base. North Ditch. South Oitcb, and Mosquito Creek are on-base tributaries to 

Silver Creek 

Water flows l'ro.n two dnunage ditches on base tnto Silver Creek. One drainage is on the western 

side or the base nnd tbc other drainage is on tbe northern side of the base. Scott AFB drains 

appr<IXtmatcly 60 percent oflt surface water to Silver Creek and 40 pcrccnllo Ash Creek (SAFB 

1999a) Ash Creek flows through the Galaxy and Shiloh housing areas on lhc west stde of the 

base 

Groundwater. fhc groundwater system at Scott AFR generally nows from we~t to east. The 

groundwmcr levels range from 20 feet on the \\estern side of the base to less than one foot otl the 

eastern stde ul tltc base. Groundwater yields are generally too low lo be a Sigruiicant source vf 

potable or trngallon water in lhc vtcmiLy of Scou AFB {SA rB 1999a). 

Floodplains. There are approximately 390 acres of floodplains along tbc Si lver Creek drainage 

through Scott /\J,- 1:3 , J lowever, no new hydrologic studies have been conducted slnce various 
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modifications and structures have been built in tbe floodplain as a result of the Mid-America 

Airport Construction (SAFB 2002a). 

3.4 Hazardous Materials and Wastes Management 

3.4.1 Definition of Resource 

Hazardous material is defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 

and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 

Act (SARA), and the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), as any substance with physical 

properties of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or tox.icity that may cause an increase in 

mortality, a serious irreversible jllness, incapacitating reversible illness, or pose a substantial 

threat to human health or the environment. Hazardous waste is deftned by t.he Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RC:RN, which was further amended by the Hazardous and 

Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA), as any solid, liquid, contained gaseous, or semisolid waste, 

or any combination of wastes that poses a substantial present or potential hazard to human health 

or the environment. 

Evaluation of hazardous materials and wastes focuses on underground storage tanks and 

aboveground storage tanks and tbe storage, transport, and use of pesticides and herbicides, fuels, 

and Petroleum, Oil, and Lubncants (POL). Evaluation may also extend to generation, storage, 

transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes when such activity occurs at or near the project 

site of a proposed action. In addition to being a threat to humans, the improper release of 

bazardous materials and wastes can threaten the health and well being of wildlife species, 

botanical habitats, soil systems, and water resources. In the event of release of hazardous 

materials or wastes, the extent of contamination varies based on the type of soil, topography, and 

water resources. 

Special hazards are those substances that may pose a risk to human health but are not regulated as 

cootammants under the hazardous waste statutes. llazards of significance associated with the 

Proposed Action are asbestos aotl lead-based painl. The presence of special hazards or controls 

over them may affect, or be affected by, a proposed actjon. Information on special hazards 

Jescribing their locations, quantities, and condition assists in detennining the significance of a 

proposed action 
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To protect habitats and people from inadvertent and potentially harmful releases of hazardous 

substances, DOD bas dictated that all facilities develop and implement Hazardous Material 

Emergency Planning and Response Plans or Spill Prevention, Cont(Ol, and Couutenneasure 

Plans. Also, DOD bas developed the Environmental Restoration Program (ERP), intended to 

facilitate thorough investigation and cleanup of contaminated sites located on military 

installations. These plans and programs, in addition to established legislation (i.e_, CERCLA and 

RCRA) effectively form the "safety net" intended to protect the ecosystems on which most living 

organisms depend. 

AFPD 32-70, Environmental Quality, establishes the policy that the Air Force is committed to 

environmentally-sound practices: 

• Cleaning up environmental damage resulting from its past activities 

• Meehng all environmental standards applicable to its present operations 

• Planning its fhture activities to minimize environmental impacts 

• Managing responsibly the irreplaceable natural and cultural resources it holds in public 
trust, and 

• Elirnjnating pollution from its activities wherever possible. 

AFP 0 32-70 and tbe AFI 32-7000 senes incotporates the reqlllrements of alll'ederal regulations. 

other Afls and DOD Directives for the management of hazardous materials, hazardous wastes 

and special hazards. 

3.4.2 Existing Conditions 

The 37511
' Environmental Flight at Scott AfB (375 CES/CEV) is responsible nn· the hazardous 

material and waste plans for the lllStallation ln conformance with the policies established by 

AI'PD 32-70, the 375 CES/CEV has developed plans and procedures to manage hazardous 

materials, huzardous wastes, and special h azards on the base 

/Iazardous Materials. AFI 32-7086, Jfazardous Materials Management, establishes procedures 

and standards that govem management of hazardous rnatenals throughout the USAF. It applies 

to all USAP personnel who authorize, procw'e, issue, use. or dispose of hazardous materials, and 

to those who mange, monitor, or track any of those activihes. The 375 A W manages hazardous 

materials in accordance with AFI 32-7086. 
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Hazardous materials are managed through a centralized base hazardous matcnal (HAZMAT) 

Pharmacy usmg an Environmental Management .Information System, which tracks acquisition 

and inventory control of hazardous materials as well as hazardous waste disposal and health and 

safety information (SAFB 2002a). This system complements existing regulations, instructions, 

supplements. and higher headquarters policies and procedures. 

JJatardous Wastes. The 3 75 A W is currently revising the Hazardous Waste Management Plan 

(SAFB 2002a) as directed by AFl 32-7042, Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance. The 

Hazardous Waste Management Plan provides guidance to Scott AFB personnel on handling, 

storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and implemenL'i U1c USEPA "cradle-to-grave" 

management control of hazardous waste. 

Hazardous wastes generated at Scott AFB include spent solvents; photo[tXcr, waste POL; waste 

cleaning compounds; and various forms of waste paint. The Scott AFB Hazardous Waste 

Management Program also handles universal waste, including baltenes, pesticides. mercury 

U1ermostats, and mercury-containing lamps. Special wastes include potentially mfectious medical 

wastes, industrial process wastes, and pollution control wastes. There are approximately 23 

satellite accumulation points where for hazardous wastes are generated There are an additional 

23 satellite accumulatiOn points on Scott AFB managed by the 126 ANG. Furthermore. the plan 

define& the waste accumulated and instructs base personnel on management procedures for the 

waste. 

Asbestos. AFI 32-J 052, Facilities Asbestos Management, f'!rovides direction for asbestos 

management at USAJ~ installations. AFl 32-1052 requires installations to develop an asbestos 

management plan for tlle purpose ?f maintaining a pennancnt record of tile status and conJitio.n 

of asbestos contaming material (ACM) m installation facilities, as well as documenting asbestos 

management efforts. In addition, tbc wst.ruction requires installations to develop an asbestos

operating plan detailing how the installation accomplishes .asbestos-related projects Asbestos is 

regulated by USEPA with the autllonty promulgated under the Occupational Safety and .Heallh 

Act. Section 112 of the CAA regulates emission of asbestos fibers Lu ambient au. US EPA policy 

IS to leave asbestos m place if disturbance or removal could pose a health threat 

The 375 A W fulfms the requjrements of AFl 32- I 052 'Nilh the Seem AFB A.,·beslos Management 

Phm (SAFB 2000a) and the Asbestos Operations Plnn (SAFB 200Gb). Th1s plan specific~ 

rrocedur~s for the removal, encapsulal1on, enclosure, and repu1r activJtJcs assocJated with ACM 

abatement projects. The objective of the plan ts to reduce the potential of personnel exposure ln 
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potentially hazardous levels of airbome asbestos fibers and assist in maintaining compliance with 

all Federal, s tate, and local asbestos regulations. According to the Scott AFB General Plan 

(SAFB 2002a), when ACM is 1·emoved as a result of renovations or building demolitions, the 

costs of ACM abatement are incorporated into the overall project costs. 

Lead Based Paint. The Residential Lead-Based Pajnt Hazard Reduction Act of 1992, Subtitle B, 

Section 408 (commonly called Title X), passed by Congress on October 28, 1992, regulates the 

use and disposal of lead-based paint on Federal facilities. Federal agencies are required to 

comply with applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations relating to lead-based paint 

activities and hazards. 

USAF policy and guidance establishes lead-based paint management at USAF facilities (USAF 

1993). Additionally, the policy requires each installation to develop and implement a facility 

management plan for identifying, evaluating, managing, and abating lead-based paint hazards. 

The Lead Based Paint Management Plan (SAFB 1996) provides an understandable and easy-to~ 

follow approach to lead-based paint management. It covers designation of dutiesi identification 

of hazards, testing procedures) abatement methods, training requirements, and protection of 

families and workers. ln addition to addressmg lead based paint concerns) the Lead Based Paint 

Management Plan also addresses lead exposure from other sources such as lead joints used in tbc 

potable water system and occupational exposure to lead through corrosion control, welding, and 

cable maintenance operations. Mitigation of lead based paint and other hazards, monitoring, and 

lead waste d1sposal are also discussed. 

Pollution Prevention. AFI 32-7080, Pollution Prevention Program, implements the regulatory 

mandates 10 the Emergency Planmng and Community Right-to-Know Act~ Pollution Prevention 

Acl of J 990; EO L2856, Federal Compliance wtlh Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevemion 

Requirements; EO 12873, Federal Acquisition, Recycling. GJ~d Waste Prevention; and EO 12902, 

Enf!rgy Efficiency and Water Conservation at Federal Facilities. AfJ 32-7080 prescribes the 

establishment of Pollutjon lJrcvcntion Management Plans. The 375 AW fulfills this requirement 

with the Pollution Prevention Plan (SAFB 2000c) and the Hazardous Materials Managetn~Jlf 

Process (HMMP). Tbese plans ensure fhat Scoll AFB maintains a waste reduction program and 

meets th.c requirements of the CWA, the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDBS) permit program and Federal, state and local laws and regulations for spil!Jlrcvention, 

control and countctmcasurcs 
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3.5 Infrastructure and Utilities 

3.5.1 Definition of the Resource 

Infrastructure consists of the systems and physical structures that enable a population in a 

specified area to function. Infrastructure is wholly human-made, with a high correlation b etween 

the type and extent of infrastructure and the degree to which an area is characterized as "urban" 

or developed. The availability of infrastructure and its capacity to support growth are generally 

regarded as essential to economic growth of an area. The infrastructure information provided 

below was obtained from the Scott AFB General Plan (SAFB 2002a) and provides a brief 

overview of each infrastructure component and comments on its existing general condition. The 

infrastrocture components to be discussed in this section include transpmtation systems, utilities 

( electlical power, natural gas, and waler supply), solid waste, and sanitary systems. 

Solid waste management primarily concerns itself with the availability of landfills to support a 

population's residential, commercial, and industrial needs. Allernativc means of waste disposal 

may involve waste-to-energy programs or incineration. In some localities, landfills are designed 

specifically for, and limited to, disposal of construction and demolition debris. Recycling 

programs for various waste categories (e.g., glass, metals, and papers) reduce reliance oflandfl..lls 

for disposal. 

3.5.2 Existing Conditions 

Solid Waste. Wastes d1sposed of m the sol1d waste stream at Scotl AFB are expected to coos1st 

only oflhose materials that cannot be effectively recycled. This commonly includes paper towels 

and other sanitary wastes, food-soiled wrapping and packaging, most food wastes, plastic bags 

and wrappings, non-recyclable construction and demolition (C&D) wastes, and other 

miscellaneous non-recyclable materials from administrative, industrial, food-service, and retail 

operations. 

C&D waste and non-rccun-iog municipal solid waste (MSW) generated under contract are the 

responsibility of the contractor. C&D waste and non-recurring MSW generated under contract or 

by base personnel are recycled to the greatest extent possible. Contractors are required to report 

the quantities of rccyt:lcd C&D waste. Specifications in these contracts require contractors to 

provide information regarding the clisposition of the waste they generate. 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
3- l3 



EA of Entry Control Point Upgrades 

Transportation. Scott AFB is located a few miles east of the convergence of several interstate 

Highways (Highways 44, 55, 64, and 70). Interstate 64, located north of the base, provides east

west access to Scott AFB and interconnects the base with the interstate, state, and local road 

network Illinois 16 L and lllinois 177, located south of the base, also provide east-west access to 

the state and local system. Air Mobility Drive (Illinois 158), west of Scott AFB; and Illinois 4, 

east of the base, provide north-south mobility. 

The region's light rail mass transit system, MetroLiok, was recently extended to Southwestern 

lllinois College. The extension of the MetroLink from Southwestern lllinois College to the Mid

America Airport terminal at Interstate 64 and Illinois 4 was completed in 2003. This extension 

includes park-and-ride stations on the east side of Air Mobility Drive (lllinois 158) near the 

unaccompanied enlisted personnel housing area and at the Mid-America Airport tenninal. The 

MetroLiok Station at Air Mobility Drive includes a secure access gate on the east sjde of the 

station for Scott AFB personnel. 

3.6 Safety 

3.6.1 Definition of Resource 

A safe environment js one in which there is no, or an optimally reduced, potential for dea~ 

serious bodily injury or illness, or property damage. Human health and safety addresses workers' 

'health and safety dw·ing demolition and construction activities and faciUties construction; and 

public safely during demolition and construction achvities and dm·ing subsequent operations of 

those facilitie~. 

Construction work site safety is largely a matter of adherence to regulatory requirements imposed 

[or the benefll of employees and implementation of operational practices that reduce risks of 

illness, injury, death, and property damage. The health and safety of ousite military and civ.iliao 

workers are safeguarded by numerous DOD a11d USAf regulations des1gned to comply whh 

standards issued by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration and USEPA. These 

standards specity tbc amount and type of training required for tndustrial workers, the use of 

protective eqwpment and clothing, engineering controls, and maximum exposure limits for 

workplace strcssors. 

Scott AFB .has areas on base that are constrained by quantity distance (QD) safety zones . These 

explosive clear zones are established to mimmizc risk and exposure to inilividuals from 
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explosives and explosive storage facilities. There are three QD safety zones on Scott AFB 

(SAFE 2002a). 

3.6.2 Existing Conditions 

All contractors performing construction activities at Scott AFB are responsible for following 

ground safety regulations and worker compensation programs and are required to conduct 

construction activities in a manner that does not pose any risk to its workers or base personneL 

An industrial hygiene program addresses exposure to hazardous materials, use of personal 

protective equipment, and avajlability of Material Safety Data Sheets. 1ndustrial hygiene is the 

responsibility of contractors, as applicable. 

Contractor tcsponsibilities are to review potentially hazardous workplace operations; to monitor 

ex]>osure to workplace chemical (e.g., asbestos, lead, hazardous material), physical (e.g., noise 

propagation), and biological (e.g., infectious waste) agents; to rccorrunehd and evaluate controls 

(e.g., ventilation, respirators) to ensure personnel are properly protected or unexposed; and to 

ensure a medical survciUance program is in place to perfom1 occupational health physicals for 

those workers subject to any accidental chemical exposures. 
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4. Environmental Consequences 

Th1s section of Ule EA assesses potential environmental consequences associated with the 

Proposed Action. Environmental Consequences are addressed in the context of the scope of the 

Proposed Action as described in Section 2.0 and in consideration of the potentially affected 

environment as characterized in Section3.0 

4.1 Air Quality 

4.1.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The Environmental Consequences to local and regional air quality conditions near a ptoposed 

Federal action are detennincd based upon the increases in regulated pollutant emissions relative 

to existing conditions and ambicn.t air quality. Specifically, the impact in NAAQS ''attainment" 

areas would be considered significant ifthe net increases in pollutant emissions from the Federal 

action would result in any one of the following scenarios: 

• Cause or contlibutc to a violation of any national or state ambient air quality standard 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantially tncreased pollutant concentrations 

• Represent an increase of ten percent or more in an affected AQCR emissions inventory 

• Exceed any Evaluation Criteria established a SIP 

The area including Scott AFB is designated as a moderate non-attainment for 0 3 and is in 

attainment with current ambient air quality standards for all other criteria pollutants. Standard 

norms for non-attainment areas are described below. 

Impacts to air quality in NAAQS ''non-atlainment'' areas are considered significant if the net 

changes in project-related pollutant emissions result in any ofthe following scenarios: 

• Cause or cont1ibute to a violation of any national or state ambient air quality standard. 

• lncrcase the frequency or severity of a violation of any ambient air quality standanl. 

• Delay the attainment of any standard or othqr milestone contained in the SIP. 

Wjtb respect to the General Contonnity Rule, impacts to air quality would be considered 

signi ftcant if the propo:;ed Federal action would result in an increase of a non-atlairunent or 

matntcnancc area's emiss ion inventory by ten percent or more for o.ue or more non-attainment 
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pollutants, or if such emissions exceed de minimis threshold levels established in 40 CFR Part 

93.153(b) for mdividual non-attainment pollutants or for pollutants for which the area bas been 

re-designated as a maintenance area. 

The de minimis threshold emission rates were established by USEPA in the General Coofonnity 

Rule in order to focus analysis requirements on those Federal actions with the potential to have 

"significant" air quality impacts. Table 4-1 presents these thresholds, by regulated pollutant. 

These de minimis thresholds are similar, in most cases, to the definitions for major stationary 

sources of criteria and precursors to criteria pol lutants under the CAA's New Source Review 

(NSR) Program (CAA Title 1). As shown in Table 4-1, de minimis thresholds vary depending 

upon the seventy oftbe non-attainment area classification. 

Table 4-1. Conformity De Minimis Emission Thresholds 

De minimis Limit 
Pollutant Status Classification (tpy) 

Ozone (measured as Non-attainment Extreme 10 
Nitrogen Oxiqes Severe 25 
(NOJ or V olatilo Serious 50 
Organic Compounds Moderate/marginal 50 (VOCs)/100 (NOx) 
(VOCs)) (inside ozone transport 

region) 
All others 100 

Mamteoance Inside ozone transport 50 (VOCs)/100 (NO:.:) 
region 

Outside ozone 100 
transport region 

Carbon Monoxide Non-attaimnentl All 100 
(CO) maintenance 

Particulate Matter Non-attainment/ Serious 70 
(PM,o) matntenancc Moderate 100 

Not Applicable 100 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) Non-attainment/ Not App1icable 100 
maintenance 

Nitrogen Oxides N on-atlai nment! Not Applicable 100 
(NO><) maintenance 

Source: 40 CfR Part 93.153 

ln addition to tbe de minimis eJrussion thresholds, Federal prevention of significant deterioration 

(PSD) regulations define air pollutant emissions to be significant 1f the source is within 
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10 kilometers of any Class I area, and emissions would cause an increase in the concentration of 

any regulated pollutant in the Class f area of 1 f.1g/m3 or more (40 CFR Part 52.21(b)(23)(iii)). 

4.1 .2 Environmental Consequences 

No long-term air quality impacts are expected from the .Proposed Action. Regulated polLutant 

emissions from the Proposed Action would not contribute to or affect local or regional attainment 

status witb NAAQS. The Proposed Action would generate air pollutant emissions as a result of 

grading, filling, compacting, and paving operations, but (besc emissions would be temporary and 

would not be expected to generate any off-site impacts. 

The Proposed Action would not cause or contribute to any violation of any ambient air quality 

standard. Construction activities would generate total suspended particulate (TSP) and PM10 

emissions as fugitive dust from ground disturbing activities (e.g., grading, demolition, soil piles, 

unpaved roads, etc.) and combustion offi.tels in construction equipment. Fugitive dust emissions 

would be greatest during the initial site preparation activities and would vary from day~to~day 

depending on tbe construction phase, level of activity, and prevailing weather conditions. The 

quantity of uncontrolled fugi tive dust emissions from a cons~ruction site is proportional to the 

area of land being worked and the level of construction activity. 

Construction activities would result in emissions of criteria pollutants as combustion products 

from construction equ1pment as weiJ as evaporative emissions from architectural coatings and 

asphalt pavmg operations and would be of a temporary nature. 

During constntclion, emissions from the Proposed Action would produce sligbtly elevated short~ 

term PM10 ambient air concentrations. However, the effects would be temporary and would fall 

off rap1dly w1lh distance from the proposed construction site. 

Conformity. A screening level significance evah1ation mdicates that the Proposed Act1on woulJ 

generate emissions below conformity de minimis limits. Because the emissions generated would 

be below de minimis Levels, it is reasonable to assume tbat the temporary construction emissions 

caused by the Proposed Action would not cause a violation of the NAAQS. Total Jlroposed 

Action emissions arc such that a full Conformity Determination would not be necessary. 

Other Analyses: NAAQS and PSD Standards. Through comparison with other similar projccLo;, 

best engineering judgment indicates that the Proposed Action would have a negligible effect on 

the ambient air qua)jty in Saint Clair County. There are no PSD Class 1 areas within 
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10 kilometers (6.2 rrtiles) of the Proposed Actmo. Therefore, no tmpacts to Class I areas are 

expected. 

4.2 Geological Resources 

4.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Protection of unjque geological features, minimizatJOn of soil eroston, and the siting of faciuues 

in relation to potential geologic hazards are considered when evaluating Envtronmeotal 

Consequences of a proposed action on geological resources. Generally, impacts can be avoided 

or minimtzed tr proper constructiol1 techniques, erosmn control measures, and structw·al 

engineering design are incorporated into project development. 

Analysts of Environmental Consequences on geologtcal resources typically includes the 

followmg evaluation tools: 

• Identification and description of resources that could potentially be affected 

• £xamsnation of a proposed action and the potential effects thb acL100 may have on the 

resource 

• Assessmem of the sit,'llificance of Environmental Consequences 

• Provision of mitigation measures in tbc event tbal potentially s•gnH'icant impacts are 

itlcntificd 

4.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

Undct the Propo~ed Action, construction activities, such as grading, excavation, and rc

contouring M the soil, would result 10 soil uisturbancc. J.mpJemcntation of best management 

pm~.;ticcs durtng construction would limit envmmmcnlnl consequences resulting from 

conslmcliOII uclivitics. Fugitive dusl lrom construction acuvit1cs would be mimmized by 

watcnng ami soil stockpiling. thereby reducing to ncghgiblc levels tbc total amount of soil 

exposed. <iLnnJanJ erosion control means (stll fenc10g, sediment traps, apPltc.auon of water 

sprays. and tc-vegctatJOn at disturbed area~•) would also reduce cnvironmcotal consequences 

related to those characteristic.<;. Therefore. m1pacts on soils al the tnstallauon would not be 

stgniticant 
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Tbe Proposed Action would not cause or create significant changes to the topography of the Scott 

AFB area. Therefore, no significant impact on regional or local topography or physiographic 

features would result fi·om implementation of the Proposed Action. 

4.3 Water Resources 

4.3.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation Critena for water resources impacts are based on water availability, quality, and use; 

existence of floodplains; and assocJated regulations. A potential impact on water resources would 

be signjficant if it were to reduce water availability to existing users or interfere with the supply; 

create or contribute to overdraft of groundwater basins or exceed safe annual yield of water 

supply sources; adversely affect water quality or endanger publ ic health by creating or worscojng 

adverse health hazard conditions; threaten or damage unique hydrologic characteristics; or violate 

established laws or regulations that have been adopted to protect or manage water resources of an 

area. The impact of flood hazards on a proposed action is sigruficant 1f such an action is 

proposed in an area with a high probability of floodrng. 

4.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

Implementation of the Proposed Action is expected to have no adverse effects on water quality 

The Proposed Action would cumulatively rncrease the impervious surface area and runoff on the 

installation. Adherence to proper engineering practices aod applicable codes and ordinances 

would reduce stom1 water runoff-related impacts to a level of insigniftcance Erosion and 

sediment controls would be in place dw1ng constmctio,n to reduce and control siltation or erosion 

impacts to areas outside of the construction site. 

None of the activities associated with the Proposed Action would affect groundwater quality. 

The facility is designed to be s lab-on-grade construction and intrusion into the subgrade would be 

minimal. 

Flootlpluins. Tbe Proposed Action does not involve construction achvities in a floodplain and 

construction impacts would be kept as rrunimal as possible. Therefore, tbe Proposed Action 

would not have an adverse impact to floodplains on Scott AFB. 
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4.4 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

4.4.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Numerous local, state, and federal laws regulate the storage, handling, disposal, and 

transportation of hazardous material and waste. The primary purpose of these laws is to protect 

public health and the envirorunent. Environmental Consequences associated with hazardous 

matenal and waste would be significant if the storage, use, transportation, or disposal of these 

substances were to substantially increase the risk to human health or exposure to the environment. 

4.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

Hazardolls Materials. Construction activities associated with tbe Proposed Action would require 

the use of certain hazardous materials such as paints, welding gases, solvents, preservatives, and 

se3.lants. It is anticipated that the quantity of products containing hazardous materials used during 

the construction of the ECPs wQuld be minimal and their use would be of short duration. 

Contractors would be responsible for tbe management of hazardous materials, which wou ld be 

haodled in accordance with Federal and state regulations. Therefore, hazardous materials 

management at Scott AFB would not be impacted by the proposed construction activities. 

BazardotlS Waste. Jt is anticipated that the quantity of hazardous wastes generated from 

proposed construction activities would be negligible. Contractors would be responsible for the 

disposal of hazardous wastes in accordance with Federal and state laws and regulations. 

Construction of U1e proposed facilities would not impact the Scott AFB hazardous waste 

management program. 

Asbes/(Js awl Lead-based Paint. Any ACM or lead-based paint encountered during demolition 

of buildings would be handled in accordance with established USAF policy and the Asbestos 

Management Plan (SA FB 2000a) or Lead Based Paint Management Plan (SAFB 1996). It js 

anticipated that the structures associated al Shiloh, Belleville, and Mascoutah Gates contain ACM 

and lead based pajnt USAF regulations prohibit tbe use of ACM and lead-bru.ed paints for new 

construction. Specifications for new facilities would be in accordance with the USAF policies 

and regulations. 

Pollution Prevention It is anticipated that the Pwposcd Action would oot impact the pollution 

prevention program at Scott AFB. Quantities of hazardous material and chemical purchases. off-
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base transport of hazardous waste, disposal of MSW, and energy consumption would remain 

unchanged under with implementation of the Proposed Action. The Pollution Prevention 

Program at Scott AFB would accommodate the Proposed Action 

4.5 Infrastructure and Utilities 

4.5.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts to ll:lfrastructure are evaluated on their potential for disruption or improvement of 

existing levels of service aod additional needs for energy and water consumption, wastewater 

systems, and transportation patterns and circulation. Impacts may arise from physical changes to 

circulation, construction actjvities, introduction of construction~related traffic on local roads or 

changes in daily or peak-hour traffic volumes, and energy needs created by either direct or 

indirect workforce and population changes related to base activities. 

4.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

So/iff Waste. Jn considering the basis for evaluating the signjficaoce of impacts on solid waste, 

several items are considered. These items include evaluating the degree to which the proposed 

construction projects could atfect the existing solid waste management program and capacity of 

the area landfill. 

Solid waste generated from the pl'Oposed construction activities would consist of a nominal 

amount of building materials such as solid pieces of concrete, metals (conduit, piping, and 

wiring), and lumber. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action at Scott AFB would not 

impact !be solid waste management program at the base or the capacity oftbe area landfilL 

Transportation Systems The construction and demolition phase of the Proposed Action would 

require delivery of materials to and removal of debris from construction sites. Construclion 

traffic would comprise a small percentage of the tolal existing traffic and many of the vehicles 

would be dnven to aod kept on-site for the duration of construction and demolition, resulting in 

relatively tew additional trips. Futtbcrmore, potential increases 10 traffic volume associated with 

proposed construction activity would be temporary. Heavy vehicles are frequently on base roads. 

Therefore -the construction vehicles necessary for construction are not expected to bave a beavy 

impact on base roads. All road and lane closures would be coordinated with 375 Transportation 

Scott AFB, /L September 2003 
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Squadron and would be temporary in nature; therefore, no adverse impacts on transportation 

systems would be expected. 

4.6 Safety 

4.6.1 Evaluation Criteria 

If implementation of the Proposed Action were to substantially increase risks associated with the 

safety of Scott AFB personnel, contractors, or the local commuruly, or substantially hinder the 

ability to respond to an emergency, it would represent a significant impact. Furthermore, if 

implementation of the Proposed Action wo11ld result in incompatible land use with regard to 

safet.y criteria (e.g., height restrictions), impacts to safety wo11ld be significant. Impacts were 

assessed based on the potential effects of construction and demolition activities. 

4.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

Short-term, minor adverse effects would be expected. lmplementation of the Proposed Action 

wowd slightly increase the short-term risk associated with construction contractors performing 

work at Scott AFB during the normal workday because the level of such actjyity would Increase. 

Contractors would be req11ired to establish and maintain safety programs Projects associated 

with the Proposed Act1on would not pose a safety risk to base personnel or activities at the base. 

The proposed construction projects would enable 375 AW to meet future mission objectives at 

tbe base and conduct or meet mission requirements in a safe operating environment. 

T1Je Proposed Action would provide a positive impact to the base. Improving the secllrity and 

upgrading the safety requirements at the ECPs of Scott AFB would reduce the potential of a 

tenorist attack and ham1 to base personnel and faci lities. 

4. 7 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Altemali ve. existing conditiMS would remain as is anJ none of the 

proposed pmjects would occur. If the No Action Alternative were carried forward there would be 

no cb:mge in or effects on air quality, geological resources, water resources, hazardous materials 

and waste management, and infrastructure and utilities at Scott AFB However, lbe safety of base 

personnel and visitors could be compromised and the ECPs at Scott AFB would be susceptible to 

potential terrorist attacks if the No Acrion Altemative were implemented. 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
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5. Cumulative and Adverse Impacts 

Cumulative impacts on environmental resources result from incremental effects of proposed 

actions, when combined with other past, present, aod reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

area. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial, actions 

undertaken over a period of time by various agencies (Federal, state, and local) or individuals. 

Informed decision-making is served by consideration of cumulative impacts resulting from 

projects that are pn>posed, under construction, recently completed> or anticipated to be 

implemented in the reasonably foreseeable future. 

During tbe time frame of the Proposed Action, the 375 AW would be constructing a temporary 

trailers and foundations for the relocation of the Scott Education Center aod would be repairing 

the damaged pmtions ofBuilding 3190. In addition, the 375 AW would be improving the storm 

water runoff along Scott Drive by installing piping, regrading the drainage area, and replacing lift 

stations. No significant impacts to the environment are anticipa!ed from the Proposed Action in 

conjunction with lhese two proJects. 

5.1 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Unavoidable adverse 1mpacrs would result from implementation of the Proposed Action . None of 

these impacts would be significant. 

Geological Resources. Under the Proposed Action, constructjon activities, such as grading, 

excavating, and rccontouring of the soil. would result in soil disturbance. lmplementation of best 

management practices during construction would limit Environmental Consequences resulting 

from construction activities. Standard erosion control means would also reduce Environmental 

Consequences related to these characteristics. Although unavoidable, impacts on soils at the base 

are not considered significant. 

Hazardous MMerials and Waste. The generation of hazardous materials and wastes arc 

unavoidable conditions associated with the Proposed Action. However, the potential for theRe 

unavoidable situations would not significantly increase over baseline conditions and, therefore, 

are not considered significant. 

Energy. The use of nonrenewable resources IS an unavoidable occutTcnce, although not 

considered signilieanl The Proposed Action would require the use of fossi l fuels, a 

Scott AFB, IL September 2003 
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nonrenewable natural resource. Energy supplies, although relatively small, would be committed 

to the Proposed Action or No Action Altemati ve. 

5.2 Compatibility of the Proposed Action and Alternatives with 

the Objectives of Federal, Regional, State, and Local Land 

Use Plans, Polices, and Controls 

Impacts to the ground surface as a resuJt ofihe Proposed Action would occur entirely within tbc 

boundaries of Scott AFB. Construction activities at the Shilob Gate, Belleville Gate, and 

Mascoutah Gate would not result in any significant or incompatible land use changes on or off 

base. The proposed projects have been sited according to ex.isting land use zones. Consequently, 

constnJction activjties would not be in couflict with base land use policies or objectives. The 

Proposed Action would not conflict with any applicable off-base land use ordinances or 

designated clear zones. 

5.3 Relationship Between Short-term Use and Long-term 

Productivity 

Short-tem1 uses ofthe biophysical components of man's environment include direct construction

related clisturbances and direct impacts associated with an increase in population and activity that 

occurs over a period of less than 5 years. Long-term uses of man's environment include those 

impacts occurring over a period of more than 5 years, including permanent resource Joss. 

Several kinds of activities could result in shoJi-term resource uses that comprorrtisc long-term 

productivity. Filling of wetlands or toss of ofber especially important habitats and consumptive 

use of h1gh-quality water at nonrenewable rates are examples of actions that ctffecl long-lcml 

produetiv1ty. 

The Proposed Action would not result in an intensification of land use at Scott AFB and in the 

surrounding area. Development ofthe Proposed Action would not represent a significant loss of 

open space. The sites are designated as ECPs to the base and were not planned for use as open 

space Therefore, it is anticipated that tbe Proposed Action would not result in any cumulative 

land use or aesthetic impacts. Long-term productivity of tbese sites would be increased by tJ1c 

development ofthe Proposed Action 
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5.4 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

The irreversible environmental changes that would result from implementation of the Proposed 

Action mvolve the consumption of material resources, energy resources, land, biological habitat, 

and buman resources. The use of these resources is considered to be permanent. 

lrreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable 

resources and the effects that use of these resources will have on future generations. Irreversible 

effects primarily result from use or destruction of a specific resource that cannot be replaced 

within a reasonable time frame (e.g., energy and minerals). 

Material Resources. Material resources utilized for the P(oposed Action include building 

materials (for construction of facilities), concrete and asphalt (for roads), and various material 

supplies (for infrastructure). Most of the materials that would be consumed are not in short 

supply, would not limit other unrelated construction activities, and would not be considered 

significant. 

E nergy Resources. Energy resources utilized for the Proposed Action would be irretrievably 

JosL These include petroleum-based products (such as gasoline and diesel), natural gas, and 

electricity. During con$truction, gasoline and diesel would be used for the operation of 

construction veh1cles. During operatton, gasoline would be used for the operation of private and 

government-owned vehicles. Natural gas and electricity would be used by operational activities. 

Consumption of these energy resources would not place a significant demand on thetr availability 

in the region. therefore, no signiticant impacts would be expected. 

Biological Habitat. The Proposed Action would result in a minimal loss of vegetation and 

wildlife habitat on proposed construction sites. Proposed construction is mostly occurring on 

already disturbed lane! 

Human Resources. Tbc use of human resources for construction and operation ts considered an 

inctrievable loss, only in that it would preclud.e such persoru1el from engaging in otber work 

a~;tJVities. Howevt.'r, the usc Clf human resources for the Proposed Action represents employment 

opportunities, and is considered beneficial. 
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6. List of Preparers 

This EA bas been prepared under the direction of Scott AFB. The inclividuals who contributed to 

the preparation of this document are listed below. 

Suanne Collinsworth 
engineering-environmental Management, Inc. ( e2M) 
M.S. Environmental Sciences and Engineering 
B.S. Geology 
Certificate of Water Quality Management 
Years of Experience: 6 

Brian Davis 
engineering-environmental Management, Inc. ( e2M) 
B.S. Landscape Architecture/Planning 
Years of Experience: 22 

Brian Hoppy-Program Manager 
engineering-environmental Management, lnc. (e2M) 
B.S. Biology 
Certificate of Environmental Management 
Years of Experience: 13 

Angela Imamura 
engineering-environmental Management, Inc. (e2M) 
B.S. Environmental Science 
Years of Experience: 3 

Sean McCain 
eogioeering-enviroomental Management, Inc. (e2M) 
M~B.A. Business Administration 
B.S. Forestry and Natural Resources Managerr,tent 
Years of Experience: 9 

Valerie Whalon 
engineering-environmental Management. Inc. (e2M) 
M.S. Fisheries Science 
B.S. Marine Science 
Years of Experience: I 0 

Mary Youog 
engineering-environmental Management, Inc. (e2M) 
B.S. Environmental Science 
Years of Experience: I 
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Ken Westlake 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
USEP A Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, fL 60604-3507 

Dear Mr. Westlake 

0~ 

The 375tb Airlift Wing is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) of Entry Control Point 
Upgrades for Scott Air Force Base, Illinois. The Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSl) is 
included with this correspondence as an Attachment 

The environmental 1mpact analysis process for this proposal is being conducted by the A1r 
Mobility Command in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In accordance with Executive Order 
12372, Intergovernmental Reviel<v of Federal Programs, we request your participation by reviewing the 
attached EA and solicit your comments concern.iog the proposal and any potential environmental 
consequences. Please provide written comments or information regarding the action at your earliest 
convenience but no later than August 30, 2003. If there are any additional agencies that you feel should 
review and comment on the proposal, please include them in your djstribution of this letter and the 
attached materials. 

Please address questions concemjog or comments on the proposal to our consultant, engineering
environmental Management, Inc. ( e2_M). The point-of-contact at e2M is Ms. Suanne Collinsworth. She 
can be reached at (703) 263-3350 Please forward your written comments to Ms. Collinsworth. in care of 
e2M. Inc., 4215 Walney Road, Suite 4, Chantilly. VA 2015L Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 
engineering-cnviroomeotal Management, Inc. 

Brian Happy, Vice President 
Project Manager 

Attachment: 
Draft fONSl 

355 West Lancaster Avenue, Bldg.£, 2nd Floor East, Haver1ord, PA 19041 • (610) 649·8064 • Fax (610) 649-8675 

D.ENVER • JACKSONVILL£ • PHILADELPHIA • SACRAMENTO • SAN ANTONIO • SAN DIEGO • TULSA • WASHINGTON. DC 
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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

ENTRY CONTROL POIMTS UPGRADES AT 
SCOTT AlR FORCE BASE, ILLINOIS 

6 INTRODUCTION 

7 The 375th Airlift Wing (375 AW) of the United States Air Force (USAF) has proposed to 
S accomplish Entry Control Point (ECP) upgrades at Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois. Scott 
9 AFB proposes to modify the three primary ECPs on the base to improve secwity and safety, as 

10 well as to reduce traffic congestion at the Shiloh, Belleville, and Mascoutah Gates. These 
11 Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative that were assessed in the attached Environmental 
12 Assessment (EA). Scott AFB is a USAF base under the Air Mobility Command (AMC) and is 
13 home of the 375 AW. The 375 AW supports two major headquarters: the U.S. Transportation 
14 Command and Headquarters AMC. The 375 AW supports Scott AFB by providing a responsive 
lS aeromedical airlift system to move eligible patients and operational support airlift for priority 
16 passengers and cargo; conducting all USAF C-9A qualification and instructor training; and 
17 providing all base support serv ices to multiple tenant units on base. 

18 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

19 All U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) rnstallations are required to seek effective ways to 
20 minimize the likelihood of mass casua1ties from terrorist attacks against DOD personnel in the 
21 buildings in which they work and live. While terrorists have many tactics available to them, they 
22 frequently use explosive devices when they target large numbers of DOD personnel. Most 
23 existing DOD buildings offer little protection from terrorist attacks. By applying the standards 
24 provided in Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01, DOD Minimum Antiterrorism Standards 
25 for Buildings, Scott AFB would become a Jesser target of opportunity for terrorists. 

26 Current ECPs do not meet the standards specified in UFC 4-010-01 . The need for the Proposed 
27 Action is to modify existing structures and construct new access Janes and facilities at the main 
2R ECPs of Scott AFB that would improve gate security, personnel safety, and reduce traffic 
29 congestion while maintaining access control requirements to meet the standards specified in 
30 UFC 4-010-01 

31 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

32 Scott AFB proposes to modify three gate entrances to the base (Shiloh, Belleville, and 
33 Mascoutah Gates) and constnlction projects to improve security and safety and reduce traffic 
34 congestion. 

35 NO ACTTON Al~TERNATlVES 

36 Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as 1s and none of the 
37 proposed projects would occur. If the No Action Alternative were canied forward there would 
38 be oo change in or effects on air quality, geological resources, water resources1 biological 
39 resources, hazardous materials and waste management, and infrastructure and utilities a1 



Scott AFB. However, safety of base personnel and visitors could be compromised and the ECPs 
2 at Scott AFB would be susceptible to potential terrorist attacks if the No Action Alternative were 
3 implemented. 

4 ENVIRONMENTAL lMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

5 Analysis of the Proposed Action indicates that the affected environment would not be 
6 significantly impacted by proceeding with the proposed ECP construction activities. 

7 PUBLIC REVIEW AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

8 Federal, state, and local agencies listed in Appendix A of the EA were contacted for comment on 
9 the Proposed Action. Agency comments are included in this appendix and are addressed in tbe 

tO EA. 

11 Based on the provisions set forth in the Proposed Action, all activities were found to comply 
12 with the criteria or standards of environmental quality and coordinated with the appropriate 
13 Federal, state, and local agencies. The EA and Draft FONSI will be made available to the public 
14 for a 30-day review period. Additionally, copies of the EA and Draft FONSl will be forwarded 
15 to Federal, state, and local agencies for review and comment. Public and agency comments will 
16 be addressed at the end of the review period prior to implementing the Proposed Action. 

17 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT JMPACT 

18 After review of the EA prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Nabonal 
19 Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)1 the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 
20 and Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP), 32 Code of Federal Regulations 989, as 
2J amended, I have determined that the Proposed Action would not bave a significant impact on the 
22 quality of the human or natural environment and, therefore, an Envirowneotal Impact Statement 
23 (EIS) does not need to be prepared. This decision has been made after taking into account all 
24 submitted information, and coosidenng a full range of practical alternatives that would meet 
25 project requirements and are within the legal authority of the USAF 

26 

27 

28 

29 

STEPHEN E. SHEA, Lt Col, USAF 
Commander 

2 

Date 



Joyce Collins 
Assistant Field Supcrvtsor 
USFWS, Marion Ecological Services Sub-Office 
8588 Route 148 
Marion, IL 62959-4565 

Dear Ms. Collins 

NO OBJECTION 
US. ish & WlldllteSenke 
Ma on, ..... '" ....... 

The 375th Atrlifl Wing 1s preparing an BnvironmentaJ Assessment (EA) of Entry Control Point 
Upgrades for Scott Air force Base, Illinois The Draft Finding cf No Signific!.1m Jmp;.:ct (FONSl) is 
tnc.:luded with this correspondence as an AuachmenL. 

The cnvtronmcnt:tl tmpact analysis process for thi5 propo5al ts lx:tng conducted by th\! Atr 
Mobility Command 10 accordance with the Council on Environmental Qua.Jity gujdeltnes pursuant to the 
requirements of the Nat10nal Environmental Policy Act of 1969. ln accordance with Executive Order 
12371, fllti!rgol'eJ'IIIIII!IIIa( RevieiV of Federal Programs, we-request your parttctpauon by reviewing the 
attached EA and ~olictt your comments concerning the proposal and nn>• potentiul cnvironment;.tl 
con~cqucnce~. Pleas~ provide writren comments or infonnation regarding the. <•ction nl your earliest 
convenience but no later than August 30, 2003. If tht:rc are any addirion31 agenctes that you feel shoulll 
review and comment on the proposaL plea"e include them in your distribution of thi!-> letter and the 
attached materklls 

Plense address quesuons concerning or l!omments on the proposal to our consultant, cngineertng.· 
environmental Management, lnc (e1M) Th~ point·of-contact at e7M is M~ Su.1nne Collinsworth. She 
can be reached m (703) 263·3350. Please forw3.rd your written comments to ~Is. Collinsworth, in care of 
e~M. 1nc., 4215 \V;lltlC) Road, Suite 4, Chantilly, VA 20151. Thank you for your a"s1Mance 

Sincerely, 
engi n eering~cnvi ronmcntnl l\ Ia nagcmcnt, Inc. 

Rrion Hopp), Vit.:t: Pn::.ttltnt 
ProJeCt Manager 

1\tt;lchmem. 
Dr·uit FONS I 

35S \Vest L.anc<~m:r Awmuc. Bldg.£, 2M! FtoorEast. fi:!Vorlord. PA 190.J 1 • (li t0)6J9·806J · Fat (SfO} 649·85-s 

DENVER • JAC/(SONV/I.Lf • P/IILADEl.PHI/1 • SACRAM5N70 • SAN ANTONIO • SAN DI££GO • TULSA • WASN/NGTON, OC 
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Voice (217) 782·4836 
1 Old State Capitol Plaza • Springfield, llltnois 62701 -1507 • Teletypewriter Only (21 7) 524-7128 

St. Clair County 
Scott Air Force Base 

Environmental Impact Analysis, Entry Control Point Upgrades 
Shiloh, Belleville and Mascoutah Gates 
IHPA Log #001081903 

September 2, Z003 

Brian Hoppy 
Engineering-Environmental Management, Inc. 
355 West lancasta:o:- A.venus 
Building E, Second Floor Bast 
Haverford, PA 19041 

Dear Mr. Hoppy: 

Thank you for requesting comments from our office concerning the possible effects of 
your project on cultural resources. Our comments are required by Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its implementing 
regulations, 36 CPR 800: "Protection of Historic Properties". 

Our staff has reviewed the specifications of the referenced project as submitted by 
your office. We cannot adequately review this proposed project until the following 
additional documentation has been submitted to our Agency: 

Current photos (not xerox) of all standing structures within the project area. 

In your reply, please refer to IHPA Log #001081903. If you have any further 
questions, pleasa contact Cody Wright, Cultural Resource Manager, IllLnois Historic 
Preservation Agency. 1 Old St~te Capitol Pl~za, Springfield , ! L 62701, 217 / 785-3977 . 

Sincerely, 

Anne E . Haaker 
Deputy State Kistor~c 

Preservation Off icer 
AEH 

Cc: And y Rodriguez , Department of the Air Force 
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St Clair County 
Scot~ Air Force Base 

Environmenta~ Impact AnalyGis. Entry Control Point Upgrades 
Shiloh Belleville'and Mascoutah Gates. 

USAF, 
IHPA Log #001081903 

September 29, ~003 

Andy Rodr1.gue:z. 
Department of lhe A~r Force 
37 5 CES/CEVR 
701 Hangar Road 
Scott AFB , IL 52225-5035 

Daar Mr. Rodrigu~z: 

We have reviewed che documentatLon subm~tced for the referenced project(s) in 
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4 " Based upon the information provided, no historic 
properties are affected . We, thar·~-fore. have no objection t:.o the undertaking 
proceed~ng as planned. 

Please retain this let.ter in your :iles as av1dence of compli.ance with section 1.06 
of ~he Nat.ional Ristoric Preservqt.~on Act of 1.966. as amended. This clearance 
remains in effect for ::.wo years fr•Jm date of tssuance. It does not. pertain to any 
d~scovery dur ing construction, no~ ~s ~t a clearance tor purposes o£ the Il~~nots 
Human Skeletal Remains Prot.ec1:10n 1lct {20 ILCS 3440). 

rt: you have ar.y further ques tions , plea.se cont.act: Cody Wright, Cultural Resuurc.es 
Manager. Illino~s Historic Pres~rvRt1on Agency, 1 Old State Cap1tol Plaza, 
Spnngfield, IL 62701.. 217/785-397". 

Sincerely , 

Anne E , Uaake::-
Deput.y State H~storic 

Preservation Off1c~r. 
t\EH 

Cct Brian Hoppy. Eng1.neering - Environ.mental Managetnent , Inc. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO. IL 60604-3590 

Ms. Suanne Collinsworth 
engineering-environmental Management, Inc 
4215 \Valney Road, Suite 4 
Chantilly. VA 10151 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

September IS, 2003 

~e : Fnvironf!lt>nlal Ass~ssmenr fo.r Entrv C0111ro1 Poi!''·· { lo!n·ad"' ?' Sr.ctt ~~~ .F~rce 8!"!-~~. 
Illinois 

Dear Ms. Collinsworth 

The Environmental Planning and Evaluation Branch has received the document listed 
above. Under the National Environmental Pulic) Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental 
Qualny regttlations, and Section 309 of 1hc Clean Air Act~ U.S. EPA reviews and commentS on 
major federal actions. Typically, these reviews focus on Environmental Impact Statements, but 
we also have the discretion to review and comment on other environmental documents prepared 
under NE~A if interest and resources pcrmil. 

We did not undertake a detailed review of the documc!nl yolt sentlo this office. and will 
not be generating conuneuts because of the reason selected below. 

The document was nol prepared under NEP A. 
___ The document was given a cursoryri!view. but other workload priorities precluded us 

fron1 undertaking a detailed review and generating comments. 
XX The docwnent was given a cursory review, and we determined lhatlllere were no 

significant concerns meriting commenl. 
___ We opted to wa1t for the next level of documentation on this project before dccidrng 

wl~th~r or not to comment. 

We reserve the right to reconsider undertaking a review at future pla11ning stages, or il' 
signilicant new data on the project is made available by the sponsoring agency or other inlcr~tcc.l 
parlit:S. J'hank you l(1r providing intbrmation 011 the pn1JCCl. 

'im~.:~rc:h. 

< ~-/~ // ~4- .~ 
c.__..,.. ,..,. • I I • .. ~ - _ ... l..( .,.(, 

/ Kenneth /\. Westlake, Chief 
En~in;n;'!'lental Planning and .!:.vnluallon Brandt 



The Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Environmental Assessment (EA) were 
made available for public review from August 9, 2003 through August 24, 2003. The below 
Notice of Availability was published in the Belleview News Democrat on August 9, 2003. No 
public comments were received during the public comment period 

. Belleville News Democrat 
09 Aug 03 

B-3 

' 
MASCOUTA..f£ 

Scott Air. Force Base-" 
seel(s 'public~inpuf 

Scott Air Force Base is 
seeking public comment on 
an environrnentai iffipact 
finding of corrtmunicyi inter
est before beginnirig con
struc;.tion on an upgrade to 
entrances to tlie base, 

· -The bke's Environmental 
Protection Committee re
viewed the envii:onmental 
jm~~~.,9fJhe.Pf91].9S~<\_co~ . 
stru'cfion and tletertni.ried , 
there Would be ncj adverse 
~papts.to ~·~ noise, 
wetlands,Jlo&lp~ threat
ened or en<tangered species, 
cultural resotirces or com-
&)' • .., .. r 
xnuruty safety. ~ .. \ ,, 

For in&fe·ir$rmation or 
to comment~ Call PaUl 
Schmidt at 256-2092. 

In addtlion, the following Privacy Advisory was published as part of the Cover Sheet to the Draft 
EA: 

Privacy Advisory 

Your comments o.u tbis Draft EA are requested. Letters or other written comments provided, may 
be published in the EA. Comments wHl normally be addressed in the EA aod 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 pe1iod or to fulfill requests for copies of the EA or 
associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list for those 
requesting copies of the EA. However, only the names of the individuals making comments and 
their specific comments wilt be disclosed; personal home addresses and phone numbers will not 
be published in the EA. 


