FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
ADOPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, WRITTEN RE-EVALUATION, AND RECORD OF DECISION 
FOR
The Modernization of the Existing Special Use Airspace and Amend R-3007A/C/E at 
Townsend Bombing Range, Georgia 
1.0 Introduction
This document serves as the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) adoption of the United States Marine Corps (USMC) Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of Townsend Bombing Range (TBR), Georgia (GA) pursuant to section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Parts 1500‑1508) implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order JO 7400.2L, “Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters,” and other applicable agency guidance. 
FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts, Policies and Procedures, was in effect when the USMC completed the EIS. On July 16, 2015, FAA Order 1050.1E was superseded by FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, section 1-9 of which provides that the procedures in 1050.1F apply to the extent practicable to ongoing activities and environmental documents begun before the effective date. Therefore, this document has been prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F. The TBR EIS was published in March 2013 and the ROD was issued on January, 14, 2014. Per FAA Order 1050.1F, Paragraph 8-2(b), the FAA must prepare a Written Re-Evaluation (WR) to determine whether the consideration of alternatives, impacts, existing environment, and mitigation measures set forth in the EIS remain applicable, as the FAA did not adopt the USMC’s EIS and its ROD within three years of issuance. 
The Marine Corps is the nation’s expeditionary force in readiness and must be prepared to deploy as an air-ground task force. The Marine Corps continues to successfully deter threats, prevent conflict, and provide humanitarian assistance because it conducts realistic training exercises. This realistic training, which includes air-to-ground training exercises and training exercises with various weapons systems, is essential for developing and maintaining the combat skills critical for wartime missions and real-world events. The Marine Corps requires that its aviators have access to ranges and airspace for training.

Marine Corps aviators must train to be highly skilled in multiple mission areas, including the delivery of precision-guided munitions (PGM) and use of air-to-ground weapons against a range of target types. PGM is a modern class of weapons that permits Marine aviators to isolate and attack specific targets. Currently, there are no Marine Corps air-to-ground training ranges on the East Coast with the capability to accommodate realistic PGM training. As a result, Marine aviators who are based on the East Coast must travel to ranges on the West Coast to train with PGM.

The inability to train with PGM at Townsend Bombing Range (TBR) has resulted in units at Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Beaufort having to deploy to ranges on the West Coast to train with PGM. The ranges on the West Coast are more suited for large- scale, live-fire training. The inability to train with PGM at TBR detracts from the Marine Corps’ ability to fully utilize the ranges on the West Coast to meet more advanced training requirements. This degrades the efficiency of these larger ranges by committing precious training time to more basic training. Individual aircrew training with inert PGM is more appropriately and efficiently performed at ranges within training flight distance of the home station.

2.0 BACKGROUND
TBR is the primary air-to-ground training range for aviation units stationed at MCAS Beaufort, home to Marine Aircraft Group 31 (MAG-31) and its six operational F/A-18 squadrons. TBR is located within the local flying area of MAG-31, an area defined as the maximum distance an aircraft can travel, complete its mission, and return to base without refueling or landing. MAG-31 utilizes the air-to-ground training range at TBR to remain the aviation force-in-readiness. TBR also supports training for other aviation units in the Marine Corps, as well as the U.S. Air Force, the U.S. Army, the U.S. Navy, and the Air National Guard.

TBR currently allows Marine aviators to accomplish less than half of their air-to-ground training requirements for the F/A-18 and does not allow for delivery of PGM under realistic training scenarios. The proposed expansion and modernization of TBR will allow training at TBR to fulfill up to 85% of the air-to-ground training specified in the current individual aircrew F/A-18 training syllabus, as opposed to TBR’s present capacity of 47% of that training. The proposed expansion and modernization at TBR will provide aviators with the ability to train with inert PGM at TBR and conduct follow-on large-scale unit exercises with live ordnance at the ranges on the West Coast. This expansion will lead to more efficient Marine Corps training overall.

The FAA has evaluated the TBR EIS for the USMC’s proposal of the modernization of the existing Special Use Airspace (SUA) and Amendment of R-3007A/C/E at TBR, GA. This FAA Record of Decision adopts the TBR EIS, and takes full responsibility for the scope and content that addresses the proposed modernization of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E at TBR, GA for MAG-31 based at MCAS Beaufort, SC.
2.1
Environmental Impact Statement Process

As the lead agency, the USMC published the EIS in accordance with NEPA and in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the FAA and Department of Defense (DoD), “Concerning Environmental Review of Special Use Airspace (SUA) Actions,” dated October 4, 2005.

By letter dated August 17, 2010 (included in Appendix C of the EIS), the USMC requested participation from the FAA as a cooperating agency (see 40 CFR § 1501.6) in the preparation of an environmental impact statement for the TBR. By letter dated April 8, 2011 (included in Appendix C of the EIS), the FAA, having responsibility for approving special use airspace under 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) section 40103(b)(3)(A), accepted cooperating agency status.

The USMC published a Draft EIS for the TBR modernization and expansion on July 13, 2012. As a cooperating agency, the FAA participated in the preparation of the Draft EIS, including reviewing drafts and providing input. The public requested an extension of the normal 45-day Draft EIS review period. Therefore, the public comment period on the Draft EIS ran from July 13, 2012 to September 27, 2012. 
During the comment period, the USMC held a series of public meetings. The USMC utilized several methods to notify the public of opportunities for involvement and comment during the public review period. These methods included:

· A Notice of Availability in the Federal Register to announce the DEIS was available for review;
· A mailing of notification letters to government agencies, special interest groups, and

local landowners/residents;
· A public website;
· Press releases;
· Newspaper advertisements; and
· Public-access television advertisement on Darien TV (Darien is a local provider of telephone and cable television services) from July 13 through September 27, 2012.
Details of these notification methods were outlined in Appendix B, Public Comment Summary Report, of the EIS.

The comments and responses to the Draft EIS are contained in Appendix B, Draft EIS Public Comment Summary Report, of the EIS. A total of 100 comment submittals were received, the majority of comments (72 comments; 72% of total received) came from local residents/citizens. A total of 20 comments were received in support of the Proposed Action. Based on comments heard and received in writing, the most pressing concerns include: socioeconomics, safety; training concerns, cultural resources, noise; natural resources, and road closures/access. Various other concerns were identified by stakeholders, but in fewer or individual comments. These include, but are not limited to: water quality/control, lack of trust/overall discontent with the military and/or federal government, airspace, newspaper advertisement/comment period, air quality, mineral rights, and electric transmission lines.
The EIS analyzes a combination of definitive and programmatic actions. The analysis of definitive actions provides sufficient information to fully disclose potential environmental impacts of a proposed action and to make a decision to implement the proposed action. The programmatic actions are general actions that require additional planning, programming, or development. The overall planning process for these programmatic projects would benefit from the environmental evaluation of the potential impacts in the EIS, and a programmatic decision on how the proponent should move the project forward. The programmatic documentation in the Final EIS provides baseline information, project site selection and development criteria, and outlines a process from which additional studies may be undertaken or tiered from the TBR Proposed Modernization and Expansion EIS to allow future additional, site-specific NEPA analyses to be undertaken, based on the best available information.

The EIS was issued on March 22, 2013, and it fully analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published its receipt of the EIS in the Federal Register on March 22, 2013 (78 FR 17644). A 30-day waiting period took place between March 22, 2013 and April 22, 2013. 

The USMC signed its Record of Decision on January 17, 2014. The Record of Decision identifies the USMC decision on four action alternatives analyzed in the EIS. The Notice of Availability for the Record of Decision was published in the Federal Register on January 31, 2014 (78 FR 5392). 

2.2
FAA Aeronautical Process

The aeronautical process typically takes place contemporaneously with the environmental process for SUA actions.
The aeronautical proposal consists of modifying the Restricted Area R-3007A by extending the current restricted area laterally to the proposed acquisition area boundary (see EIS, Figure 2-5). The purpose of this additional airspace is to exclude non-participating aircraft from intruding into hazardous operations, as required by FAA regulations. The current restricted area consists of airspace that extends from the surface to 25,000 feet MSL and airspace that extends from 100 feet AGL to 25,000 feet MSL. The proposed modification would eliminate the current gap from 100 feet AGL down to the surface of the ground over the areas proposed for acquisition. It is not an indication that fixed-wing flight operations would be conducted at altitudes below 100 feet. AA circulated the aeronautical proposal in the National Flight Data Digest (see EIS, Appendix C.2). 
2.3
Requirement for a Written Re-Evaluation
The EIS was published in March 22, 2013 and the USMC’s Record of Decision was issued on January 31, 2014. Since more than three years has elapsed since that time, the FAA prepared this WR of the EISEIS to determine whether the EISEIS remains valid or a new or supplemental environmental document is required.

In September 2014, the USMC submitted the proposal to modify existing SUA and Amend R-3007A to FAA. While processing the proposal in February 2016, FAA recognized the real estate acquisition prescribed by the Proposal to Modify Existing SUA and Amend R-3007A, was not yet complete. Further, FAA and the Marine Corps recognized the time needed to finish real estate ownership and possession actions would like extend beyond the NEPA study’s 3-year validity. As a result, the DON, which consists of the USMC, obtained title to all of the land underneath the airspace. The DON obtained possession to all land on December 31, 2017.
In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, 9-2.c.(1)-(3), new or supplemental EA or EIS need not be prepared if a written re-evaluation indicates that: 

(1) “The proposed action conforms to plans or projects for which a prior EA and FONSI have been issued or a prior EIS has been filed and there are no substantial changes in the action that are relevant to environmental concerns.” To date, the description of the proposed action and alternatives has not changed (i.e. Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Beaufort, SC modification of existing SUA to the acquisition area boundary, and amendments to the lateral boundaries of R-3007A, and the vertical boundary of R-3007C, and define R-3007E). The purpose and need for the proposed action remains a requirement to meet the training needs of the Marine Aircraft Group-31 (MAG-31) based at MCAS Beaufort, SC. The R-3007A/C/E airspace must be amended to enable inert precision guided munitions (PGM) delivery at TBR for MAG-31. There are no substantial changes in the action that are relevant to environmental concerns.

(2) “Data and analyses contained in the previous EA and FONSI or EIS are still substantially valid and there are no significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” There have been no changes in the potential environmental impact categories outlined in the Final EIS/ROD. 

The data and analysis contained in the Final EIS/ROD are substantially valid and there are no significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts as analyzed for environmental resources in the Final EIS. 

(3) “Pertinent conditions and requirements of the prior approval have been, or will be, met in the current action.” As stated above, acquisition of land requirements has been fulfilled. There were no other conditions or requirements necessary for approval.

3.0 purpose and need
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide an air-to-ground training range capable of providing a wider variety of air-to-ground operations, including the use of PGM, to meet training requirements. The Proposed Action is needed to more efficiently meet current training requirements for east coast based USMC aviation assets by significantly increasing air-to-ground training capabilities in the Beaufort, South Carolina region.
4.0 PROPOSED ACTION
The proposed FAA actions for this WR/ROD is solely the modification of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E at TBR. The Proposed Action includes the acquisition of 28,630 acres of land.in McIntosh County (8,520 acres) and Long County (20,110 acres), Georgia, to provide an up-to-date air-to-ground training range on the east coast that can safely accommodate the use of inert (non-explosive) PGM and the larger safety zones their use requires, along with the inert weapons currently used at TBR. Like the inert weapons currently used at TBR, PGM to be used at TBR will be inert, only armed with a small marking smoke charge, and weigh 500, 1,000, or 2,000 pounds. PGM will be either satellite-guided or laser-guided. A sufficiently sized land area at TBR will maintain public safety, enable the required training delivery of inert PGM, and allow for more realistic and effective training on a wider array of target types for greater aircrew competency. The Proposed Action includes terminating a 3,007-acre timber easement held by McIntosh County on DON-owned land within the current TBR boundary. DON will pay fair market value to McIntosh County to terminate this easement. Restricted Area R-3007 airspace will be modified by extending the current 100-foot floor to ground level only over the land to be acquired (Acquisition Areas lB and 3) to match the existing restricted airspace over the current range. The purpose of this additional airspace is to unite the airspace with acquired land to enable the delivery of inert ordnance and to exclude non-participating aircraft from intruding into hazardous operations, as required by FAA regulations. The modernization will also include the construction of infrastructure to support PGM training, including the installation of target scoring equipment, facility and/or tower construction, and roadway construction/improvement. Six new target areas will be constructed: Target Areas l, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. This action will allow the enhancement of current training capabilities by accommodating full-scale inert weapons; enabling the use of inert PGM; and increasing weapons delivery parameters by providing multiple run-in headings (i.e., aircraft direction during ordnance delivery). Modernizing TBR to accommodate inert PGM training will significantly enhance east coast aviation unit training efficiency. Presently, TBR can accommodate only 47% of the required F/A-18 Hornet individual fixed-wing air crew air-to-ground training syllabus. The Proposed Action will allow air crews to meet up to 85% of their air-to-ground proficiency requirements at TBR. Implementation of this action will be accomplished as set out in the Preferred Alternative as described in the EIS. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will have a significant impact on socioeconomics. Potential offsets including acquisition, construction, and additional survey work will provide direct and indirect benefits to the local and state economy; new jobs will provide a minor, long-term benefit to the region; and access to a PGM-capable range will benefit Georgia Air National Guard (GAANG) readiness training. However, no significant increases to employment and income are expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative. The USMC consulted with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Georgia Department of Natural Resources Coastal Resources Division. Therefore, all practical means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the Preferred Alternative that were identified in the EIS have been adopted.
5.0 EIS ALTERNATIVES 
The USMC conducted a multi-step screening process to identify candidate ranges and alternatives that met the purpose and need. To achieve this, the USMC: (1) developed range evaluation criteria by identifying key physical and operational attributes required to support training with PGM; (2) identified existing candidate DoD ranges in the southeastern United States; and (3) evaluated the candidate ranges against the range evaluation criteria. Results identified seven candidate ranges that were subjected to initial analysis. Only TBR satisfied all of the screening criteria and was carried forward for full analysis in the EIS. 

The USMC analyzed four action alternatives. The USMC also analyzed a No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative assumes the USMC would not acquire any land for training purposes, and training operations at TBR would not change; therefore, the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. All four action alternatives include the acquisition of land, the termination of a timber· easement, the modification of existing airspace, and the construction of infrastructure to support PGM training.
The USMC developed three potential land acquisition areas: Acquisition Area lA, Acquisition Area lB, and Acquisition Area 3. Each of the four action alternatives includes a different combination of these acquisition areas. The four action alternatives also feature different combinations of Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. All four actions alternatives include the installation of target scoring equipment, facility and/or tower construction, and roadway construction/improvement. 

Alternative 1 includes the acquisition of Acquisition Areas lA and lB (11,187 acres) and the construction of Target Areas 6, 7, and 8. Alternative 2 includes Acquisition Area 3 (23,674 acres) and new Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Alternative 3 includes Acquisition Areas lA, lB, and 3 (34,861 acres) and the construction of Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. Alternative 4 includes Acquisition Areas lB and 3 (28,630 acres) and Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. Alternative 1 is the only action alternative that involves the relocation of the existing range compound facilities and observation tower to the northern corner of Acquisition Area lB. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 do not involve the relocation of existing facilities but includes the construction of a new observation tower in the southwestern corner of Acquisition Area 3. 

All four action alternatives include terminating a 3,007-acre timber easement held by McIntosh County on DON-owned land within the current TBR boundary. To ensure the safety of TBR personnel and the public, it is necessary for the USMC to own all the timberland within the range and to manage it in support of mission requirements. The USMC will pay fair market value to McIntosh County to terminate this easement. All four action alternatives also include the modification of existing airspace. Restricted Area R-3007 airspace will be modified by extending the current 100-foot floor to ground level over the land to be acquired (per the land acquisition areas for each alternative) to match the existing restricted airspace over the current range.
DON selected Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4 best meets the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and balances environmental impacts with mission requirements. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all allow air crews to meet up to 85% of their air-to-ground proficiency requirements at TBR. Alternative 2 represents the Environmentally Preferred Alternative (per 40 CFR 1505.2[b]), as it will allow for a moderate acquisition of acreage without any impacts to non-commercial forestland property owners.

6.0
Environmental Impacts
The FAA has completed an independent review and evaluation of the EIS in accordance with the CEQ regulations (see 40 C.F.R. § 1506.3(c)), FAA Order 1050.1F, and FAA Order JO 7400.2L, “Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters,” Appendix 8. FAA Order 1050.1F, Chapter 4, identifies the specific environmental impact categories the FAA considers in conducting environmental reviews under NEPA.
The information below summarizes analyses in the EIS and written reevaluation and presents the results of the FAA’s independent review and evaluation regarding the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action in each of the impact categories prescribed by FAA Order 1050.1F specific to the USMC’s proposal to modify the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E at TBR.
6.1 Impact Categories Included in Analysis
The EIS analyzed potential environmental impacts associated with each alternative carried forward for analysis. The EIS assessed the following resource areas: land use; climate; coastal resources; Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f); socioeconomics environmental justice, and children’s environmental health and safety risks; recreation; wetlands; water resources; historical, architectural, archeological, and cultural resources; airspace; noise and noise-compatible land use; biological resources; visual effects; air quality; natural resources and energy supply; transportation; topography, geology, and soils; utilities and infrastructure; hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention; and irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. The Preferred Alternative will not result in impacts that exceed regulatory standards and will be implemented consistent with existing plans, programs, and standards. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will have a significant impact on socioeconomics. The USMC consulted with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Georgia Department of Natural Resources Coastal Resources Division. Cumulative effects of the Proposed Action in conjunction with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions also were analyzed. The environmental consequences for each of the four action alternatives, as well as the No Action Alternative, are discussed below and are summarized in EIS, Table ES-2. The following summarizes the results of FAA’s independent evaluation of the Proposed Action regarding the potential environmental impacts associated with the modernization and expansion of TBR. 
In addition to using the analysis from the EIS, this section uses information from both the USMC’s Record of Decision for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of TBR, Final USMC F-35B East Coast Basing EIS, and the Environmental Assessment for USMC and U.S. Navy Operations at TBR as well as other relevant information as cited, to determine if the conclusions in the EIS remain valid.

The resources that had the most potential to be affected by the alternatives and were analyzed in-depth are described below:
6.2.1
air quality (see EIS SECtion 3.10)
The FAA significant impact threshold for air quality occurs if the Proposed Action results in one or more of the six criteria pollutants exceeding the established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Per the analysis above, the FAA has determined none of the six criteria pollutants will be exceeded and that the project will not have significant impacts on air quality.
Proposed Action

Construction 
Overall potential effects on air quality due to construction activities under Alternative 4 would be

similar in nature and overall level to those described under Alternative 1. Construction-related emissions, in particular the land-clearing, earthmoving, and development activities associated with Alternative 4, would have a temporary minor impact on local air quality. Combustion emissions would be generated from construction equipment and vehicles and fugitive dust emissions would be caused by onsite construction activities and vehicle travel on local/access roads. Slightly more construction emissions are expected for Alternative 4 as compared to Alternatives 1 and 2 as Alternative 4 would involve more land clearing within the proposed target areas (i.e., approximately 237 acres of land, including approximately 156 acres for target placement and 81 acres for firebreaks). Estimated construction emissions for Alternative 4 are summarized below in EIS, Table 3-83.

	EIS, Table 3-83

Construction Emissions for Each Action Alternative

	Construction Emissions

(tons)

	Alternative
	Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
	Carbon Monoxide (CO)
	Oxides of Nitrogen

(NOx)
	Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
	Particulate Matter (PM10)
	Particulate Matter (PM 2.5)

	1
	1.6
	8.4
	4.5
	0.010
	10
	1.4

	2
	1.4
	7.3
	3.9
	0.009
	8.4
	1.2

	3
	3.0
	16
	8.3
	0.018
	17
	2.6

	4
	1.9
	10
	5.3
	0.012
	11
	1.7


The short-term nature of the construction would preclude any significant impact, as the bulk of the work is not expected to exceed six months in duration.

Operations

Overall potential effects on air quality due to operational activities under Alternative 4 would be

similar in nature to those described under Alternative 1. As with Alternative 1, implementation of the TBR prescribed fire program under Alternative 4 would have long-term moderate adverse effects on air quality.

Due to the much larger land acquisition area, greater amounts of combustion emissions from

prescribed fires are expected for Alternative 4 as compared to Alternatives 1 and 2. An estimated 7,340 acres of additional land would be subject annually to prescribed fires under Alternative 4 compared to existing conditions. The potential emissions associated with prescribed burning under Alternative 4 are summarized in EIS, Table 3-84. All prescribed burning at TBR would continue to be conducted in accordance with guidance established by the GFC. The potential emissions associated with prescribed burning under Alternative 1 are summarized below in EIS, Table 3-84.

	EIS, Table 3-84 

Emissions Due to Prescribed Fires During Operation Under Each Alternative

	Prescribed Fire Emissions

(tons/year)

	Alternative
	Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
	Carbon Monoxide (CO)
	Particulate Matter (PM10)
	Particulate Matter (PM 2.5)

	1
	43
	2,995
	546
	546

	2
	74
	5,148
	938
	938

	3
	104
	7,224
	1,317
	1,317

	4
	87
	6,072
	1,107
	1,107

	No Action
	13
	919
	168
	168


As with Alternative 1, range maintenance activities likely would increase under Alternative 4

commensurate with the increase in size of the air-to-ground impact area at TBR. Given, the relatively low level of current emissions, the impacts associated with increased emissions under Alternative 4 would be minor.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue. Air quality impacts would not differ from air quality impacts generated by existing TBR operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any new air quality impacts compared to existing conditions. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that modification of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E will have no significant impacts on air quality when compared with the no action alternative, is still valid.
6.2.2
biological resources (including fish, wildlife, and plants) (see EIS SECtion 3.8)
The FAA’s significance threshold for ESA species occurs when the US Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fishery Service determines that the proposed action would be likely to jeopardize the continued existing of the species in question, or would result in the destruction or adverse modification of federally-designated critical habitat in the affected area.
Proposed Action

Wildlife, Including Threatened and Endangered Species
Proposed Action

Wildlife
Minor short-term (temporary displacement during construction activities) and long-term (permanent loss or alteration of habitat due to vegetation clearing in target areas) adverse impacts to wildlife. Long-term beneficial effects as a result of, implementation of an ecosystem management plan for vegetation and timber resources within the acquisition areas. Benefits include improved food resources, enhanced habitat connectivity, conversion to natural pine ecosystems, and improvements of the quality of shrub and herbaceous stratums for nesting activities.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Under Section 7 consultation of the ESA, federal agencies are required to determine whether their actions may affect listed species or designated critical habitat. If the Proposed Action may affect listed or proposed listed species or designated critical habitat, federal agencies must provide a summary of effects determination to the USFWS and request concurrence with the findings. The findings of the summary of effects analysis classifies effects by the following determinations: 
· No effect. There will be no impacts positive or negative to listed or proposed resources. No concurrence from the USFWS is required.

· May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect. All effects are beneficial, insignificant, or discountable. Beneficial effects are those that have positive effects to the species or habitat. Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and include those effects that are not measureable or cannot be evaluated. Discountable effects are those unlikely to occur. These determinations require concurrence from the USFWS.

· May affect, and is likely to adversely affect. Listed or proposed listed species or designated critical habitat are likely exposed to the Proposed Action and will respond in a negative manner to the exposure.

A determination of effects on threatened and endangered species was submitted to the USFWS on August 2, 2011, and the USFWS provided concurrence on September 22, 2011 (Appendix G to the EIS). Based on discussions during informal consultation, potential effects to threatened and endangered species were likely to occur only within the proposed target areas. It was determined that no effect would occur to any threatened or endangered species unless suitable habitat existed within the proposed target impact areas. As such, it was determined during informal consultation that no effects would occur to the Bachman’s warbler, Kirtland’s warbler, bald eagle, or hairy rattleweed as result of the Proposed Action. 
A determination of effects was submitted to the USFWS on August 2, 2011, for the remaining listed species based upon the presence or absence of the species or its suitable habitat within the proposed target areas. The findings of the determinations of effect are provided in EIS, Table 3-74, which is reproduced below:
	EIS, Table 3-74 (see EIS, Appendix G)

Summary of Effects on Federal Threatened and Endangered Species

	Eastern Indigo Snake
	May affect, not likely to adversely affect

	Gopher Tortoise
	May affect, not likely to adversely affect

	Frosted Flatwoods Salamander
	No effect

	Striped Newt
	No effect

	Wood Stork
	May affect, not likely to adversely affect

	Kirtland’s Warbler
	No effect

	Bachman’s Warbler
	No effect

	Bald Eagle
	No effect

	Hairy Rattlewood
	No effect


Migratory Birds

There are potential direct (mortality) and indirect (construction noise, increased human activity, and the removal of existing vegetation and habitat) impacts that will occur during construction activities in the target area for migratory birds. Implementation of an ecosystem management plan for vegetation and timber resources within the acquisition areas will have long-term beneficial effects on migratory birds. Benefits include improved food resources, enhanced habitat connectivity, conversion to natural pine ecosystems, and improvements of the quality of shrub and herbaceous stratums for nesting activities.

As part of the EIS process, it was established that the USMC, in addition to conducting surveys for federally listed species, would provide follow-up field surveys for state-listed species potentially affected by the Proposed Action. State-listed species that are not protected under the ESA include: Georgia plume, corkwood, dwarf witch-alder, giant orchid, and tiny-leaf buckthorn (EIS, Appendix G). 
In preparation of the EIS, literature regarding life histories, biology, and habitat requirements was reviewed and it was determined that the state-listed corkwood and dwarf witch-alder have the potential to occur within the proposed target areas and would require follow-up field surveys. It was further determined that no suitable habitat exists within the proposed acquisition areas for the state-listed Georgia plume, giant orchid, or tiny-leaf buckthorn. 

Field surveys were conducted in spring 2011 for the state-listed corkwood and dwarf witch-alder. Findings of these surveys were submitted to the GA DNR on May 2, 2011 (EIS, Appendix G). These findings are summarized below. 
Summary of Effects on State-Protected Species: No state-protected species are likely to be adversely affected by the Proposed Action. 

Findings of No Effect 

Corkwood and Dwarf Witch-alder. In spring 2011, pedestrian transects were conducted at 50- to 100-foot intervals throughout all areas identified as suitable habitat for corkwood and dwarf witch-alder. Suitable habitat for corkwood was defined as wetland environments dominated by red maple, cypress, and black gum. Suitable habitat for dwarf witch-alder was defined as transitional shrub areas along the margins of swamps and bays.

Most wetland systems surveyed contained some portions of suitable habitat for corkwood or dwarf witch-alder. However, within the target areas, no specimens were identified or observed. No adverse impacts to these species are likely as result of the Proposed Action. 

Georgia Plume. The Georgia plume is found in xeric environments including sand ridges and oak ridges. No portions of the target areas contain xeric habitats, and therefore, no adverse impacts to the species are likely as a result of the Proposed Action. 
Giant Orchid. The giant orchid is found in sandy environments including scrub oak and sandhills, as well as open pine flatwoods. No portions of the target areas contain scrub oak or sandhill communities. The target areas are composed primarily of dense planted pine stands, recently cleared pine stands, and forested wetlands. A majority of soils within these areas are classified hydric by the NRCS and do not maintain ample soil permeability to support the giant orchid. Therefore, no adverse impacts to the giant orchid are likely as a result of the Proposed Action. 

Tiny-leaf buckthorn. The tiny-leaf buckthorn is found on calcareous rock bluffs, shell middens, and evergreen hammocks along stream banks (Patrick, Allison, and Krakow 1995). No portions of the target areas contain appropriate habitat for tiny-leaf buckthorn, and therefore, no direct or indirect impacts to habitat of the tiny-leaf buckthorn are anticipated. 

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo would continue. The USMC would not acquire any land and training operations at TBR would not change due to this Proposed Action. No direct or indirect impacts to existing wildlife would occur. The areas would continue to be managed for silvicultural operations. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Vegetation

The Proposed Action would include permanent conversion of natural ecological communities in order to construct target areas used for training purposes and conversion of firebreak areas to herbaceous cover. To construct new firebreaks, existing vegetation would be cleared, plowed, and disked, and permanently maintained in an herbaceous state. Indirect impacts to vegetation are anticipated as a result of fragmentation of habitats associated with construction of target structures, roads, and firebreaks. Also as part of the Proposed Action, land within the acquisition areas would be utilized as a buffer and maintained in a natural state. 

Approximately 33,737.2 acres of natural vegetation are located within the proposed acquisition areas. Of this total, varying small percentages of these vegetative communities would be impacted as a result of each of the action alternatives (EIS, Table 3-73); therefore, no significant impacts to vegetation are anticipated from the Proposed Action.

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo would continue. The USMC would not acquire any land and training operations at TBR would not change due to this Proposed Action. No direct or indirect impacts to existing vegetation would occur. The areas would continue to be managed for silvicultural operations. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.

Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that modernization of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E, with the existing and proposed mitigation measures, does not result in significant impacts to wildlife when compared with the no action alternative, is still valid. 
6.2.3
climate (see eis section 3.10)
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for Climate, which is typically measured in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Although there are no federal standards for aviation-related GHG emissions, it is well-established that GHG emissions can affect climate
. FAA Order 1050.1F establishes agency-wide policies and procedures for compliance with NEPA and the implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR parts 1500-1508). CEQ has noted that "…it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific climatological changes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions; as such direct linkage is difficult to isolate and to understand"
. 
There are no significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions. There are currently no accepted methods of determining significance applicable to aviation projects given the small percentage of emissions they contribute. The estimated level of GHG emissions can serve as a reasonable proxy for assessing potential climate change impacts. GHG are defined as including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), in accordance with Executive Order 13514 Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance.
EIS Findings
Proposed Action
This air quality analysis estimated the magnitude of emissions that would occur from proposed

construction and operational activities for each project alternative. The potential for proposed emissions to affect public lands outside TBR, including the Wolf Island Wilderness Area and Okefenokee Wilderness Area which are the nearest federal Class I areas to TBR, were evaluated. The nearest borders of Wolf Island Wilderness Area and Okefenokee Wilderness Area to proposed activities are approximately 25 miles and 55 miles, respectively.

The potential effects of GHG emissions are by nature global and cumulative as individual sources

of GHG emissions are not large enough to have any appreciable effect on climate changes. Therefore, the impacts of GHG emissions associated with the action alternatives to climate change are discussed in the context of cumulative impacts in EIS, Section 4.

The proposed acquisition areas are designated as ‘attainment’ for all NAAQS pollutants.

Construction and operational emissions were assessed to determine the potential for exceedances of NAAQS.
For all action alternatives, proposed construction activities would generate emissions. However,

these emission increases would be short-term and limited to construction activities and would therefore produce less than significant short-term impacts to air quality.

For all action alternatives, the increased need for prescribed fires as part of the USMC’s ongoing

ecosystem management program at TBR would create moderate, long-term, adverse air quality impacts. Although prescribed burning is an appreciable source of air emissions, it is a critical management tool for fire-dependent natural communities. Prescribed fire allows land managers to mimic natural fire return intervals under controlled conditions where smoke management can minimize air quality impacts. The alternative is wildfires, which can be very difficult to control and may cause much more severe air quality impacts. As discussed earlier, a modeling assessment suggests that using prescribed fire to minimize wildfires can result in a net reduction in fine particle (PM2.5) emissions in the long term (FLAG 2010). In the Pacific Northwest, wildfire emissions were found to be greater than prescribed fire emissions in the

same airshed (Ottmar 1996). 

For all action alternatives, range maintenance activities would increase commensurate with the increase in size of the air-to-ground impact area at TBR. However, the impacts associated with increased emissions would be minor.

For all action alternatives, proposed emissions are anticipated to produce less than significant

impacts to air quality values and visibility impairment within the pristine Class I areas of the Wolf Island and Okefenokee Wilderness Areas.

No Action
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue. Air quality impacts would not differ from air quality impacts generated by existing TBR operations. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in any new air quality impacts compared to existing conditions. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
The potential effects of proposed GHG emissions are by nature global and cumulative impacts. An appreciable impact on global climate change would only occur when proposed GHG emissions combine with GHG emissions from other human-made activities on a global scale. As individual sources, the potential increase of GHG emissions is not likely to be large enough to have an appreciable effect on climate. 

Conclusion

Therefore, FAA determined the USMC’s conclusion that the Proposed Actions will introduce no more than minimal amounts of greenhouse gasses associated with the Proposed Action as compared to the No Action Alternative is still valid.
6.2.4
department of transportation act, section 4(f) (see eis section 3.6)
Designation of airspace for military flight operations is exempt from section 4(f). The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public Law 105-85) provided that "[n]o military flight operations (including a military training flight), or designation of airspace for such an operation, may be treated as a transportation program or project for purposes of section 303(c) of title 49, United States Code." In addition, The FAA 1050.1F Desk Reference, Exhibit 5-1, “exempts military flight operations and designation of airspace for such operations from Section 4(f).” Nevertheless, the EIS contained a brief analysis of potential impacts to section 4(f) resources as follows:
EIS Findings
Recreation

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would prevent access to limited quasi-public hunting and fishing areas within Acquisition Areas 1A, 1B, and 3, resulting in a loss of recreational opportunity. However, the action alternatives would create opportunities for increased public access to previously inaccessible privately administered recreation lands through the TBR hunting program. An overall increase in publicly accessible lands associated with the action alternatives would offset some of

that lost in the private sector. Although the implementation of the action alternatives would prevent hunting access and use on quasi-public recreation lands, displaced users would largely be accommodated by comparable opportunities provided by other local and regional public recreation venues. Therefore, the loss of opportunity and space available for quasi-public hunting and fishing would be considered a permanent minor impact. The potential impacts to recreation under the Proposed Action would be related directly to the amount of land proposed for acquisition. However, because the adverse impacts to recreation would be minimal and partially offset by beneficial impacts, effects to recreation would not be significant.
No Action

The selection of the No Action Alternative would not include any land acquisition. All existing

lease agreements that provide for limited, private recreation access on commercial forestlands in the vicinity of TBR would remain intact over the short term. Over the long term, however, the leased lands could experience a change in ownership (unrelated to the Proposed Action) and private sector access for hunting and fishing could be affected by a change in land ownership and management. Therefore, implementation of the No Action Alternative could result in the fragmentation or loss of existing recreation areas/sites located on commercial forestry lands. Recreational activity under the No Action Alternative also would create the potential for incompatible land use associated with a future change in land ownership and use. Although the No Action Alternative would not result in an immediate loss or displacement of current recreational opportunities supported by commercial forestlands, its selection would preclude future opportunities for public access on the lands proposed for acquisition under each of the action alternatives. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose

and need for the Proposed Action.
Conclusion
The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that modification of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E will have no significant impacts on recreation when compared with the no action alternative, is still valid.

6.2.5
hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention (see eis section 3.14)
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for hazardous materials, pollution prevention, and solid waste. 

EIS Findings
Proposed Action
With the expansion of TBR through the acquisition of adjacent lands, it is possible that the fleet

of vehicles and equipment used to maintain and operate the facility may increase. Petroleum storage and refueling capacity is not expected to increase to accommodate the potential additional vehicles and/or equipment. Wastes generated from maintenance operations would be consistent with those currently generated at TBR and would include both hazardous waste (e.g., used oil) and regulated non-hazardous waste (e.g., pads or towels used to absorb oil or fuel). These wastes would be managed through the existing waste management system according to prescribed procedures already in place, which include the requirement that no hazardous waste would be disposed of, left, buried, or abandoned at TBR. No change to permits, hazardous waste generator status, or management would be required. Therefore, the generation of hazardous waste under each alternative would result in less than significant impacts to public health and safety.

Each action alternative would involve the acquisition of land currently used for timber

production. Timber harvesting activities require the use of fuels and lubricants in a variety of equipment. Some toxic pollutants in the waste materials generated from logging operations include organic compounds such as fuels, lubricating oil, and solvents, which can be toxic at very low concentrations and may be present in the proposed acquisition areas.

Based on the available records and the EDR search conducted as part of the EIS, there are no significant issues associated with sites reviewed in the search. Seventeen out of the 41 orphan sites identified were located well outside the proposed acquisition areas (please refer to EIS, Section 3.14.3.7). However, 24 orphan sites identified in the search were not located at all. Based on the available information, it is not anticipated that these orphan sites would be within the acquisition areas or have significant contamination issues associated with them.

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue. The existing levels of hazardous materials and waste generated would continue and all existing management, documentation, storage, transportation, and disposal practices would continue. Therefore, there would be no impacts from hazardous materials and waste under the No Action Alternative. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.

Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that modification of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E will have no significant impacts on hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention, when compared with the no action alternative, is still valid.
6.2.6
historical, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources (see eis section 3.9)
The National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 (Section 106) regulations direct federal agencies to make reasonable and good faith efforts to identify historic properties in regards to a proposed action (36 CFR § 800.4(b)(1)). Federal agencies are to take into account the nature and extent of potential effects on historic properties, and the likely nature and location of historic properties within areas that may be affected. Compliance with Section 106 requires consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) if there is a potential adverse effect to historic properties within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) that are on or eligible for listing on the NRHP.

EIS Findings
Proposed Action

A total of 32 cultural resources have been identified to date within the Alternative 4 acquisition

areas: seventeen archaeological sites, eleven isolated archaeological finds, three built resources, and one archaeological and built resource (see EIS, Table 3-75 and 3-76). Twelve cultural resources are located outside the five Alternative 4 proposed target areas: eight archaeological sites (9MC48, 9MC49, 9MC51, 9MC176, 9MC177, 9MC178, 9MC399 and 9MC400), three built resources (Old Barrington Road, Rozier Cemetery, and Georgia Coast & Piedmont Railroad), and portions of one archaeological/built resources (Snuff Box Canal [9MC345]). Twenty (20) cultural resources are located inside the Alternative 4 target areas surveyed to date: nine archaeological sites (Sites 1 through 9) and eleven isolated archaeological finds (Isolates 1 through 11) (Hendryx, Arbuthnot, and Linville 2011; Hendryx 2012; Michael 2012).

Alternative 4 would have no temporary or permanent, direct or indirect, negative impacts on the twelve cultural resources located outside the Alternative 4 target areas because no construction in or use of these areas is included in Alternative 4. Alternative 4 has the potential to result in permanent, direct, negative impacts on the 20 cultural resources located within the Alternative 4 target areas. These impacts would result from the destruction or demolition of these cultural

resources during construction and/or use of the target areas if they cannot be avoided.

Fifteen of the 20 cultural resources located within the Alternative 4 target areas have been

recommended not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP: archaeological Sites 1, 3, 8, and 9. And Isolates 1 through 11. No further work has been recommended for these 15 cultural resources (Hendryx, Arbuthnot, and Linville 2011; Hendryx 2012). 

The NRHP-eligibility of the five remaining cultural resources within the Alternative 4 target areas (archaeological Sites 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7) is undetermined. Avoidance or additional archaeological investigations (site evaluations) to determine NRHP-eligibility have been recommended for these five archaeological sites (Hendryx, Arbuthnot, and Linville 2011; Hendryx 2012).

The majority of Alternative 4 acquisition areas have been surveyed for built resources (Michael

2012); ROE was not obtained for the historic built resources survey of approximately 21 acres of Target Area 1, all of Target Area 2, and portions of Alternative 4 that are outside target areas. Approximately 1,079 acres (4%) of the Alternative 4 acquisition area, comprising the majority of Target Area 1 and all of Target Areas 3, 4, 5, and 8, have been surveyed for archaeological resources. Additional surveys for archaeological resources were conducted along the eastern edge of the Alternative 4 acquisition area prior to construction of the existing Cypress natural gas pipeline (Hendryx, Arbuthnot, and Linville 2011; Hendryx 2012).

The Proposed Action would not result in direct, beneficial, long-term, or permanent impacts on cultural resources as a result of property acquisition because they would be managed in accordance with the updated ICRMP and would be afforded protection consistent with federal statutes and regulations and USMC guidance for cultural resources (please refer to EIS, Section 3.9.2.1). Additionally, any future archaeological investigations or architectural evaluations that are determined necessary and/or conducted for cultural resources, including those resources that are outside target areas or in areas that have not yet been surveyed, would be conducted in accordance with the NHPA and other applicable federal statutes and regulations (please refer to EIS, Section 3.9.2.1).

No Action
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue; the USMC would not acquire any land and training operations at TBR would not change due to this Proposed Action. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action. The proposed acquisition areas would continue to be managed for silvicultural operations and timber would continue to be cleared and harvested under silvicultural operations.

Under the No Action Alternative, the current potential for impacts on cultural resources from

management of the proposed acquisition areas for silviculture would continue. Potential impacts from silvicultural operations on cultural resources, including resources that may be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, would be direct, negative, and permanent. These impacts would result from surface and subsurface disturbance or destruction of archaeological sites or built resources with an archaeological component, such as the Snuff Box Canal (9MC345) and the Georgia Coast & Piedmont Railroad.

Based on current silvicultural operations, it is likely that the No Action Alternative would not

result in any new direct impacts on built resources that are structural in nature (House, the Hunt Club building, Rozier Cemetery, or Old Barrington Road), as these built resources are outside of, or avoided during, current silvicultural operations. Additionally, the No Action Alternative would not result in any new indirect visual or audible impacts on any of the built resources that are structural in nature, as the settings of these resources are currently characterized by silvicultural operations.

Finally, if the No Action Alternative is implemented, all of the cultural resources identified within

the acquisition areas to date would not be afforded protection consistent with federal statutes and

regulations and USMC guidance for cultural resources (please refer to EIS, Section 3.9.2.1). Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.

Conclusion

Based on the USMC’s consultation, the FAA has concluded that the EIS determination that the establish the Proposed Actions will not result in significant impacts on historical, architectural, archaeological or cultural resources when compared to the No Action alternative is still valid.

6.2.7
land use (see eis section 3.1)
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for land use; however, potential impacts to consider include disruption of communities, relocation, and induced socioeconomic impacts. 

EIS Findings
Proposed Action

Ownership and Relocation

Alternative 4 would include the acquisition of approximately 28,630 acres of land primarily used

for commercial timber production, and the purchase of Acquisition Areas 1B and 3 would constitute a change in property ownership. However, the vast majority of land associated with Alternative 4 consists of large, contiguous forested areas under private ownership and utilized for the same purpose. Alternative 4 would involve the purchase of two privately owned properties, Parcels 4251 and 4461, located in Acquisition Areas 1B and 3, respectively (see Figure 3-3). No structures are on Parcel 4251 or Parcel 4461.

Alternative 4 potential land use impacts would be same as those described in the Alternatives 1

and 2 analyses above. As a percentage of the total acquisition footprint (4%), overall land use impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be considered minimal to negligible.

Plans and Policies

Local Comprehensive Planning. Alternative 4 would include the acquisition of approximately

8,520 acres of land under the jurisdiction of McIntosh County and 20,110 acres of land under the

jurisdiction of Long County. Alternative 4, based on the analysis of Alternatives 1 and 3 above, would be consistent with the enforceable policies of McIntosh County Partial Comprehensive Plan Update (Grant Services and Consulting, Inc. 2008), the Coastal Georgia Comprehensive Plan (CGRDC 2008) (for McIntosh County), and the Long County, Georgia, Comprehensive Plan (Grant Services and Consulting, Inc. 2005).

No Action - Land Use

Ownership and Relocation

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in land ownership or use resulting

from the acquisition of private property. The selection of this alternative would result in the continuation of commercial forestry operations on lands that surround TBR. Additionally, the No Action Alternative would not require the relocation of select property owners and/or land uses located within the proposed acquisition areas. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.

Forestland
Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would add Acquisition Areas 1B and 3 for a total of 28,630 acres. Six target

areas, Target Areas 1 through 5 and 8, would be developed under this alternative. Total new target areas for Alternative 4 would be approximately 1,300 acres. Planned clearing for new targets would require approximately 257 acres, but may require additional clearing during the configuration of the WISS. Approximately 98.6% of this alternative consists of land that is presently managed as industrial forestland. Approximately 77.0% of the alternative is in one or more pine cover types and approximately 18.6% of the alternative is in one or more hardwood cover types. The changes to forestland resulting from changes in forest management would be noticeable, but would not destabilize the resource. Rather, the changes would serve to improve the ecological diversity and functional value over time and reduce the risk of destructive wildfires.

No Action - Forestland

Under the No Action Alternative, the USMC would not acquire lands in McIntosh and Long

Counties, Georgia, adjacent to the existing TBR nor would the USMC acquire a timber easement from McIntosh County within the current TBR boundary. Existing forestland management practices, as described in EIS, Section 3.1.3.5, would be expected to remain unchanged. USMC-managed lands within the current TBR boundary would continue to be managed using an ecosystem approach to management for multiple environmental benefits. That would mean a continuation of conversion of suitable areas of TBR to a longleaf pine type forest, 80-year rotations for other pine stands, and no harvesting in hardwood forests. Likewise, forest management by McIntosh County and the private owners of forestlands adjacent to TBR in Acquisition Areas 1A, 1B, and 3 (also described in Section 3.1.3.5) would not be affected by the No Action Alternative. Private owners of industrial and non-industrial forestland would be expected to manage their forest resources for pine pulpwood and sawtimber on rotations of approximately 30 years, and for hardwood pulpwood and sawtimber on rotations of approximately 50 years. Additionally, the types and volumes of forest products currently harvested within the proposed acquisition areas would

remain unchanged by the No Action Alternative. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Conclusion 

The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that establishment of the proposed SUA will have no significant impacts on land use when compared with the no action alternative is still valid.
6.2.8
natural resources and energy supply (see eis section 3.13)
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for natural resources and energy supply. 
EIS Finding 
Proposed Action
Military training involves consumption of nonrenewable resources, such as fuel, and materials for the manufacture of equipment and training materials. Under the EIS, there will not be an increase in the number of sorties flown, so any increases in energy uses would be de minimis due to the potential for slightly longer flights back to the airfield resulting from the proposed expansion of the existing SUA and Amend R-3007A/C/E. Per the F-35A EIS, there will be an increase in operations, which will result in increased fuel burn. 
While the energy use from the FAA Proposed Actions would increase due to the additional training activities, the amount and rate of consumption of resources would not significantly change, and would not result in significant environmental impacts, or the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources. 

The Proposed Action would not have the potential to cause demand to exceed the available or future supplies of these resources and therefore there would not be a significant impact to natural resources or energy supply. DoD policies and directives for operations at every level mandate minimization of the use of energy resources wherever possible without compromising safety of training activities. There will be additional energy use as a result of the F-35A flights. However, even with this additional energy use, the amount and rate of consumption of resources would not significantly increase, and would not result in significant environmental impacts, or the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources.
No Action
Under the No Action Alternative, there are not be any significant impacts to natural resources and energy supply.
Conclusion

Per the discussion above, the FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the modification of the existing SUA and amend R-3007A/C/E will have no significant impacts on natural resources and energy supply when compared with the no action alternative is still valid. 
6.2.9
noise and compatible land use (see eis section 3.7)
The FAA’s significance threshold for noise is whether the proposed action would increase noise by DNL 1.5 decibel (dB) or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level or that will be exposed at or above the DNL 65 dB level due to a DNL 1.5 dB increase, when compared to the no action alternative for the same timeframe.
EIS Findings
Proposed Action
Methodology and Evaluation Criteria

For this noise analysis, only changes in MAG-31 F/A-18 operations are analyzed. This limitation

does not restrict the comparison between current and alternative scenarios since the MAG-31 F/A-18s are the primary users of the range, as well as one of the loudest aircraft types operating at TBR. As identified in the affected environment section, two noise environments (airspace and ordnance) are analyzed in the EIS. This same approach is carried forward in determining noise impacts for each of the action alternatives. Analyses of aircraft and ordnance noise exposure within the action alternatives were accomplished using a group of computer-based programs. These programs model operations of the F/A- 18 flight training activities conducted throughout a normal year at TBR, which are based on the current training readiness requirements used by the USMC.

Aircraft Noise Modeling

The analyses of TBR aircraft noise exposures underneath the SUA were accomplished using

MOA Range DoD’s NOISEMAP and the U.S. Department of Defense’s Military Operating Area and Range Noise Model (MR_NMAP). The FAA has approved both the NOISEMAP and MR_NMAP for detailed noise analyses. NOISEMAP is used to model noise exposure in the vicinity of a military air base due to aircraft flights and engine run-up activities. It is used when the study consists predominantly of military operations. MR_NMAP calculates noise levels from subsonic aircraft operations on Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Areas (MOAs), and Special Use Airspaces (such as ranges). The U.S. Air Force developed this general-purpose computer model for calculating noise exposures occurring away from airbases since aircraft noise is also an issue within MOAs and at ranges, as well as along MTRs. This model expands the calculation of noise exposures away from airbases by using algorithms from both NOISEMAP and ROUTEMAP modeling software (BRRC 2012). These models use the NOISEFILE database developed by the Air Force that has data on the speed and power setting of the aircraft and its trajectory, all of which dictate the noise exposure. MR_NMAP uses two primary noise models to calculate the noise exposure: track and area operations. Track operations are for operations that have a well-defined flight track, such as strafing tracks (BRRC 2012). Area operations are for operations that do not have well-defined tracks but occur within a defined area, such as air-to-air combat within an MOA (BRRC 2012).
Ordnance Noise Modeling

As previously stated, modeling noise generated from the deployment of ordnance during training

operations are very complex due to the nature of the operations. One of the key reasons for the difficulty is that the aircraft deploying the ordnances rarely fly the exact flight track, and in some cases, the flight track is simply a generalized fan where the pilot can approach the target from a range of headings (BRRC 2012). Thus multiple computer programs have been developed to address the generation and propagation of noise from air-weaponry operations such as strafing. The Air Gunnery Noise Model, used to assess the ordnance noise exposure within the proposed land acquisition areas at TBR, utilizes these various programs. Individual aspects of the modeling are tasked with calculating the noise caused by the sonic boom from the projectile, determining noise from individual firing points together with their distribution probabilities, and for determining the muzzle blast and propulsion noise. The model does not represent noise from a single bullet fired, but rather indicates the average noise expected once a large number of bullets have been fired. The noise footprint and noise contours from the gunnery strafing operations are then determined. These contours incorporate the noise from low-angle strafing (allowed at the existing strafe pit and proposed for Target Area 5) and high-angle strafing (allowed at the existing strafe pit and

proposed for Target Areas 1 through 8). Further details on the various computer programs utilized in the ordnance noise modeling are presented in EIS, Appendix F.

Evaluation Criteria

The existing USMC’s RAICUZ guidelines (please refer to Section 3.7.2.1) were used to analyze

noise impacts on potential sensitive land uses surrounding TBR identified in EIS, Section 3.1, Land Use. The RAICUZ program is designed to protect public health, safety, and welfare, and to preserve the operational capabilities of air-to-ground ranges. The land use recommendations outlined in the RAICUZ guidance for compatibility within specific noise zones associated with the military range operations were the basis of determining impacts from the Proposed Action. Areas exposed to DNL below 65 dBA (Noise Zone 1) are considered acceptable with low or no noise impact. The 65 dBA is the level most commonly used for noise planning purposes. Areas exposed to 65 dBA and above (Noise Zones 2 and 3) are considered moderate to high impact per the RAICUZ guidelines. Furthermore, the USEPA identified 55 dBA and below as the level at which there is effectively no adverse impact (USEPA 1972).

The RAICUZ Instruction is expressed in terms of A-weighted noise levels. To compare ordnance

noise, which is in terms of C-weighted noise levels, to A-weighted noise levels, the criterion level is adjusted on the principle of equal annoyance. The 62 and 70 dBC correspond to 65 and 75 dBA criteria, respectively (DON 2008). Therefore, ordnance noise levels below 62, 62 to 70, and above 70 dBC correspond to Noise Zones 1, 2, and 3, respectively (DON 2008).
Flight Operations

The F-35 flight in the R-3007A/C/E airspace and at TBR is the only operational change since the ROD, but is included in the EIS in section 4.2.3.4. Weapons and delivery parameters used by the F-35 are the same as those used by the F/A-18, thus present no perceptible change in environmental impact. Detailed environmental analysis of the F-35 operations in R-3007 are included in the 2010 Final USMC F-35B East Coast Basing EIS, and the 2010 EA for USMC and U.S. Navy Operations at TBR, GA.

Under its current configuration, TBR is unable to meet all the operational training requirements

of the current F/A-18 aircrew training syllabus, including the delivery of PGMs. The USMC and

MAG-31 training requirements necessitate an air-to-ground range that supports the employment of

PGMs. EIS, Table 3-60 in the EIS provides the projected annual F/A-18 flight operations at TBR for each alternative. As a result, the Proposed Action would expand TBR’s PGM flight operational capabilities. Expanded PGM training would not significantly increase noise at TBR. The 94 strafing sorties conducted annually, which are the primary source of noise on TBR, would remain the same throughout each action alternative. Thus, the maximum noise level from strafing flight operations due to the Proposed Action would not exceed 55 dBA for any of the action alternatives (EIS, Figure 3-33); this is not considered significant per RAICUZ and USEPA guidelines. 
Altitude Distributions for Proposed Operations EIS Table 3-61 provides the altitude distributions for the various mission types for the existing condition and each action alternative. As a result of the Proposed Action, the percent of operations conducted below 3,000 feet AGL would decrease under each of the action alternatives. Furthermore, the addition of PGM missions at TBR would move more sorties above 10,000 feet, resulting in approximately 57% of all operations conducted at higher altitudes. This would further reduce the aircraft noise exposure experienced near the ground. Thus, the addition of PGMs would not have a significant impact on noise within the SUA.

Ordnance 

EIS Figure 3-34 shows the 57, 62, and 70 dBC noise contours that would be generated by the strafing operations for each of the action alternatives. The gunnery strafing noise contours show that noise would not disperse out much farther than the target area boundaries. The existing strafe target at TBR, as well as the one planned for Target Area 5, would allow low-angle strafe and therefore would have slightly larger noise contours. Low-angle strafe, as opposed to high-angle strafe, allows pilots to take a flatter approach into a target, which mean the noise associated with that training event disperses outward rather than toward the ground like noise from high-angle training events. Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 would allow only high-angle strafe. As illustrated on EIS, Figure 3-34, the loudest portions (70 dBC) of the air gunnery noise would remain well within the range boundaries for each of the action alternatives. Further, no sensitive land uses (i.e., residential) would be within the 65 dBA (62 dBC) or greater noise zone. As such, per the RAICUZ guidelines, no significant impacts are expected from the strafing operations for any of the action alternatives. 

Another aspect of air gunnery noise is the potential for noise complaints, which can arise from their impulsive character. As previously stated in EIS, Section 3.7.3.2, peak noise is measured only to identify potential areas where complaints may occur, not to determine an action’s level of impact. The U.S. Army has established peak levels of 115 and 130 dBPk that correspond to the likelihood of complaints from the nearby population. Peak level 115 dBPk is the level at which some complaints may occur and complaints are expected at peak level 130 dBPk (BRRC 2012). EIS, Figure 3-35 illustrates the peak noise levels for the range of strafing operations expected at TBR. These contours are not from any individual firing event but from the range of possible firing events at the range. Peak levels above 130 dBPk would remain within the range boundary. Some outside of the range may be exposed to levels between 115 and 130 dBPk, which may generate a few sporadic complaints from the surrounding population. Most of the levels going off range would be primarily between 115 and 120 dBPk, which is the lower end of the marginal complaint range. 

The USMC and GA ANG are committed to being good neighbors and realize that sound affects everyone differently. Members of the community who have concerns about noise from training events should contact the range at (912) 963-3007.

No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo would continue. The current operations would continue to have no impact on persons and/or sensitive noise receptors. The SUA would continue to experience the same level of aircraft noise exposure which does not exceed levels above 55 dBA. Current air gunnery noise conditions with maximum 70 dBC levels would remain well within the existing range boundaries. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.

Conclusion
The FAA has determined the EIS determination for the modification of the existing SUA and Amend 3007A/C/E will have no significant impacts on noise when compared with the no action alternative is still valid.
6.2.10
socioeconomics, environmental justice, and children’s environmental health and safety risks (see eis section 3.2)
Socioeconomic Impacts

EIS Findings
Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, the USMC would acquire all properties in fee simple within the study area of the particular alternative in order to protect the public’s health, safety, and welfare. The property owners would not have the opportunity to retain their property. Displaced persons would be relocated in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (relocation assistance), as amended by the Uniform Relocation Act of 1987 (U.S. House of Representatives 2010). EIS, Figure 2-18 shows the current proposed acquisition areas, designated as Areas 1A, 1B, and 3. 

Under Alternative 4, Areas 1B and 3 (28,630 acres) would be acquired. No residences/households or businesses are located within Areas 1B or 3. The other properties are vacant and mostly utilized by the forestry industry. No displacements would be required under Alternative 4. 

The numbers of displaced population, lost housing units, businesses, and effects on the regional labor force from displacements within the Region of Influence (ROI) caused under Alternative 4 would be considered less than significant.
Environmental Justice Impacts, and Children’s Environmental 

EIS Section 3.2.3.3 showed that under existing conditions, there is no disproportionate concentration of minority, low-income, or children populations within the ROI. As described in EIS Section 3.2.3.4, in the most conservative scenario, acquisitions of land would displace two households or approximately six persons. These households are located within 2010 Census Tract 9702 Block Group 3, Long County. 
EIS Table 3-21 shows the population characteristics by Census Block group for the parts of the counties that would be acquired under Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4 and, for comparison, for the counties and state overall. As shown, the minority, Hispanic, low-income, and children population characteristics of the block groups for the acquisition areas are similar to or lower than those of the county and state, demonstrating that any socioeconomic or environmental impacts that are attributable to any alternative would apply equally to any affected persons, regardless of minority, income, or age status. In accordance with EOs 12898 and 13045, this analysis shows that the minority, low-income, or children populations within the proposed acquisition area is not “meaningfully greater” than the minority, low-income, or children population percentage of the community of comparison. Therefore, no impacts would occur under any action alternative with respect to environmental justice.
Economic Impact from Construction and Operation

Alternative 4 indicates that the injection into the economies of McIntosh and Long Counties of approximately $11,350,000 through construction expenditures would indirectly increase regional economic output by approximately $1,408,535. Annual operation and maintenance expenditures would have a direct annual impact of economic output of $127,007 and an indirect annual impact of approximately $15,762. During the construction period, approximately 113 temporary direct and indirect jobs would be created, translating into approximately $4,004,709 direct and indirect earnings within the ROI. Operation of the facility would result in the creation of 15 direct and indirect jobs, translating into approximately $1,168,037 per year in direct and indirect earnings. 
The labor force was 5,073 persons in McIntosh County, with approximately 578 persons reported as unemployed, and 6,683 persons in Long County, with 408 persons reported as unemployed (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). The creation of jobs described above for construction and operation of each of the action alternatives would have a minor beneficial impact on employment within the ROI.
Forestry Industry - Loss of Harvesting Income, Sales Taxes, and Jobs

Alternative 4. In McIntosh County, an estimated 928 acres of managed hardwood and 6,493 acres of softwood forestland would be produced and potentially harvested once during a 30- to 50-year time period ($12,168,716 assessed valuation equivalent to $151,987 in timber sales tax revenues). In Long County, an estimated 3,564 acres of hardwood and 14,345 acres of softwood forestland would be produced and potentially harvested once during a 30- to 50- year time period ($29,158,257 assessed valuation equivalent to $458,076 in timber sales tax). For perspective, the annual timber taxes collected in 2010 in McIntosh County was $46,044 and in Long County was $83,958 (EIS, Table 3-16). Under Alternative 4, potential losses of timber harvesting sales taxes would be a significant impact.
Forestry Jobs 

As indicated in EIS Table 3-12, in 2009, approximately 5% of the civilian labor force in McIntosh County and approximately 0.2% of the labor force of Long County were reported as employed in the forestry-related industries. Jobs in this sector would include those employed at lumber mills and those directly involved in rotational timber management and harvesting. Some unreported labor may include seasonal loggers and lumbermen that travel from job to job on a contractual basis. While the Proposed Action would impact only a small percentage of the counties’ forestry-related labor force, upon land acquisition, jobs would likely transfer to other timber production properties. Impacts associated with the loss of forestry-related jobs from the acquisition of lands under each of the action alternatives would be insignificant.
Local Property Tax Revenues

Alternative 4. Under Alternative 4, privately owned land parcels comprising approximately 8,520 acres in McIntosh County and 20,110 acres in Long County would be acquired by the USMC. Removal of these private parcels from the tax rolls would reduce county tax revenues by approximately $35,469 per year in McIntosh County and $131,318 per year in Long County. As of 2010, the county’s total property tax revenue in McIntosh County was over $5.9 million and in Long County over $3.8 million. The reduction in tax revenues attributable to the implementation of Alternative 3 would be approximately 0.6% of current annual county property tax revenue in McIntosh County and 3.4% of current annual county property tax revenue in Long County. Under Alternative 4, the acquisition of lands would have a significant impact on the annual property tax revenues of McIntosh and Long Counties. This loss of property tax revenues would reduce the McIntosh County overall tax revenues by 0.2% and the Long County overall tax revenues by 1.9%.

Impact Aid Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)
Alternative 4 would increase federal ownership of property in McIntosh County, with relation to total county acreage, from 5,183 to 13,703 acres or from approximately 1.4% to 3.7%; Long County would increase from 28,156 to 48,266 acres or from approximately 10.9% to 18.7%. 
Federal Payments to Local Governments in Lieu of Taxes

Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILTs) are federal payments to local governments that help offset losses in property taxes due to nontaxable federal lands within their boundaries. The Department of the Interior collects revenue annually from commercial activities on federal lands, such as oil and gas leasing, livestock grazing, and timber harvesting. A portion of these revenues are shared with the states and counties in the form of revenue-sharing payments. The balance is deposited in the U.S. Treasury, which in turn pays for a broad array of federal activities, including PILT funding to counties. Payment eligibility is reserved for local governments (usually counties) that contain nontaxable federal lands and provide vital government services, such as public safety, housing, social services, transportation, and the environment. The lands proposed to be acquired do not meet the eligibility criteria established for this program in 31 U.S.C. 6901. 
An amendment to federal statutory authority governing PILT must be pursued by local and state officials rather than the USMC, as this type of potential mitigation is not within the USMC’s control. If an amendment to include the TBR acquisition lands is successful, the amount of PILT payments would likely vary between counties and over time. (U.S. Department of the Interior 2011)
Community Services

The Proposed Action would have some minimal effects on municipal services unrelated to tax revenues. This section describes the municipal and community services that may be affected under the Proposed Action. 
Implementation of the Proposed Action could potentially include changes in accessibility of private roads; however, impacts on public roadway accessibility (including emergency access) are not anticipated. General security, law enforcement, waste management, maintenance, and other services at the site would be provided by the USMC and would place no additional demand on local community providers. For the current TBR facilities located in McIntosh County, mutual aid agreements are in place with the surrounding counties for emergency aid to the federal properties (firefighting and medical support) on an as-needed basis (Howard 2011a). With changes under the action alternatives, these mutual aid agreements would be expected to be reassessed with the local governments and may need modification or expansion to include the changed and expanded conditions at TBR and to determine if compensation should be made a part of these agreements. No portion of State Hwy. 57 would be closed under any of the action alternatives. The current practice of temporarily closing Blue’s Reach Road (a.k.a. Old Barrington Road and Old Cox Road) during certain training activities would continue under any of the action alternatives. Under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, range officials may temporarily close the portion of Blue’s Reach Road (a.k.a. Old Barrington Road and Old Cox Road) that enters the new range boundary when access to the range would conflict with training operations. The road would otherwise remain open. The USMC and GA ANG currently work with emergency services, such as police or fire, to ensure that roads closed during training activities do not stop or delay emergency services from responding. The USMC and GA ANG will continue to work with emergency services to suspend training operations and allow access when necessary. The action alternatives are not expected to have a measurable effect on the counties’ capacities to provide routine law enforcement or fire protection. 

Construction and operation of the Proposed Action (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4) would have an insignificant impact on community services (unrelated to tax revenues) within the ROI. 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, existing socioeconomic conditions, as described in EIS, Section 3.2.3, are expected to continue unchanged. The Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo would continue, the USMC would not acquire any land, and training operations at TBR would not change due to this Proposed Action. No residential or business displacements or changes to the population demographics within the study area or ROI would occur. No changes of property tax status within the study area would occur from the transfer of privately owned properties to federal ownership or from reductions of municipal revenues within the ROI related to property tax changes. There would be no changes to existing land uses, management of forested lands, timber harvesting practices, county revenues from timber sales or taxes, public road access, or community services within the study area or ROI. No additional military presence, construction, employment, or spending would occur within the study area or region. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action. 
Environmental Justice and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
The FAA significance threshold for Environmental Justice is when there is a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on minority and low-income populations. The FAA significance threshold for Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks occurs when there is a disproportionate health and safety risk to children. 
EIS Findings

No impacts, including no environmental justice or protection of children impacts.
Conclusion

Given the findings discussed above, the FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the proposed modification of the existing SUA and the Amend 3007-A/C/E will have no significant impacts on socioeconomics when compared with the no action alternative is still valid. 
6.2.11
visual effects (INCLUDING LIGHT EMISSIONS) (see eis section 3.9)
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for Light Emissions and Visual Resources/Visual Character. 

The methodology for evaluating the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action was

developed in compliance with NEPA and with Section 106 of the NHPA. The potential impacts on

cultural resources were evaluated in terms of whether they would be direct or indirect, temporary or permanent, beneficial or negative, and whether they would be associated with construction activities or post-construction use of the APE. The potential for ground-disturbing activities in target areas that would result in the destruction of archaeological resources or demolition of built resources (i.e., direct impacts) were of particular concern. The potential for indirect impacts on built resources within the APE, but outside target areas, also was evaluated, including indirect impacts of post-construction use of target areas that would result in visual, auditory, and/or vibrational impacts and the indirect impacts of acquisition that would result in the eventual deterioration of vacated built resources, which would not be maintained or monitored.
EIS Findings
Proposed Action

The USMC has determined that use of target areas would have no new indirect visual impacts on built resources identified outside the target areas. Evaluation of proposed training activities indicates that any indirect visual impacts of training would be contained entirely within proposed acquisition areas, which are currently within Restricted Airspace R-3007 within which training activities already are allowed to occur. 

No Action

Based on current silvicultural operations, it is likely that the No Action Alternative would not

result in any new direct impacts on built resources that are structural in nature (House, the Hunt Club building, Rozier Cemetery, or Old Barrington Road), as these built resources are outside of, or avoided during, current silvicultural operations. Additionally, the No Action Alternative would not result in any new indirect visual impacts on any of the built resources that are structural in nature, as the settings of these resources are currently characterized by silvicultural operations.
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the proposed modification of the existing SUA and the Amend 3007-A/C/E will have no significant impacts on light emissions and visual impacts when compared with the no action alternative is still valid.
6.2.12
water resources (including wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, groundwater, and wild and scenic rivers) & COASTAL RESOURCES (see EIS Sections 3.1, 3.4, and 3.5)
EIS Findings
6.2.12.1
wetlands (see eis section 3.4)
Proposed Action

The Proposed Actions would result in the acquisition of 8,365.8 acres of wetland

environments (EIS Table 3-37). The majority of this area would serve as a safety buffer, and no direct or indirect impacts to wetlands within the buffer area are anticipated. The Proposed Action proposes to construct Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8, which are discussed above under Alternatives 1 and 2. Construction of these target areas would result in direct impacts to 21.2 acres

of wetlands and indirect impacts to 365.6 acres of wetlands. The target areas are illustrated in the EIS on Figures 3-12 through 3-16 and 3-11, respectively, and are summarized in Table 3-38.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue, the USMC would not acquire any land, and training operations at TBR would not change due to this Proposed Action. No direct or indirect dredge or filling impacts to wetland environments would occur within the proposed target areas. The proposed acquisition areas would continue to be managed for silvicultural operations and would maintain normal farming permit exemptions under the CWA. Timber within wetlands would continue to be cleared and harvested under silvicultural operations. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Conclusion
The Proposed Action would result in direct and indirect impacts to wetlands within the target

areas. Direct wetland impacts would include dredging, filling, clearing or conversion of wetland

environments associated with the construction of target infrastructure, access roads, and firebreaks.

Indirect impacts to wetland environments would include disturbances or activities that reduce or eliminate wetland functions, such as habitat fragmentation, changes in wetland type or hydrology, reduction or loss of supporting adjacent habitats, and changes in land use. The Proposed Action also would result in a change of land use and land management activities within the target areas, resulting in indirect effects to wetland environments. 

There are 9,841.2 acres of wetland environments within the proposed acquisition areas. Of this

total, only a small percentage of these environments would be impacted as a result of each of the action alternatives (EIS Table 3-39). Because the effects to wetlands would be minimal in geographic extent, these direct impacts would not be significant.
COASTAL RESOURCES (SEE EIS SECTION 3.1)
Proposed Action

Coastal Zone Consistency. Compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) under

each of the Proposed Action required the preparation of a Coastal Consistency Determination (see EIS, CCD; Appendix C) in consultation with the GA DNR Coastal Resources Division. Based on the findings within the EIS, no coastal zone consistency issues were found. On June 25, 2012, the USMC submitted a consistency determination to the Federal Consistency Coordinator for review. The CCD included detailed descriptions of the Proposed Action and its anticipated effects upon the land, water, or use of other natural resources located in the state coastal zone. By letter dated September 27, 2012 (EIS Appendix C), the State of Georgia concurred with the USMC’s determination of coastal zone consistency.
No Action

The No Action complies with the Georgia Coastal Zone Management Plan (1997).

Conclusion
The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the proposed modification of the existing SUA and the Amend 3007-A/C/E will have no impacts on the coastal resources when compared with the no action alternative is still valid.

6.2.12.2
floodplains (SEE eis SECTION 3.5)
Proposed Action

Impacts to floodplains as a result of the Proposed Action would be limited to the construction

footprint of target structures within target areas. In accordance with EO 11988, the proposed target areas have been sited to avoid floodplains and to minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible while maintaining viable training and safety requirements. Currently, 100-year floodplains are located only within Target Areas 5 and 8. Direct impacts to floodplains would be associated with the construction of targets and roads. 
No Action

There are 1,295.5 acres of floodplains within Acquisition Areas 1B and 3. As

discussed under Alternative 3, construction activities and impacts to floodplains would be limited to Target Area 8 (EIS Table 3-54 and Figure 3-26). Alternative 4 is expected to have the same impacts as Alternative 3 and, like Alternative 3, the impacts to floodplains in Target Area 8 are not expected to impact the floodplain’s functionality.
Conclusion
Construction activities, including vegetation clearing and the placement of small target structures, and impacts to floodplains would be limited to the proposed target areas. No major impervious structures are proposed to be constructed within the floodplain areas and no major impacts to

the functionality of the floodplain is anticipated under any action alternative. There are 1,295.5 acres of floodplains located within the proposed acquisition areas. Only a small percentage of these floodplains would be impacted (within the target areas only) as a result of each of the action alternatives (EIS Table 3-55); therefore, no significant impacts to floodplains are anticipated from the Proposed Action.

6.2.12.3
surface waters (SEE EIS SECTION 3.4)
The FAA significance threshold for surface waters is if the action would exceed water quality standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory agencies; or if the action would contaminate public drinking water supply such that public health may be adversely affected.

EIS Findings
Proposed Action
Proposed Action would result in the acquisition of 32.3 miles of surface waters (EIS Table

3-49). A majority of this area would serve as a safety buffer, and no direct or indirect impacts to surface waters within the buffer area are anticipated.
The Proposed Action is to construct Target Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 (which are previously

discussed above for Alternatives 1 and 2). Construction of these target areas under Alternative 4 would result in the loss of 0.51 mile of manmade ditches and drainages; short-term indirect impacts to 0.15 mile of manmade ditches and drainages; and short-term indirect impacts to 0.02 mile of natural streams (EIS Table 3-50). Potential impacts to surface waters in the target areas associated with Alternative 4 are illustrated in EIS on Figures 3-21 to 3-25.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue. The USMC would not acquire any land and training operations at TBR would not change due to this Proposed Action. As a result, no direct or indirect impacts to surface waters would occur. The areas would continue to be managed for silvicultural operations, and natural streams, ditches, and drainages would continue to function in their current capacity. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Conclusion
Potential impacts to surface waters as a result of the Proposed Action would occur only within the target areas and would be limited to the construction footprint of target structures within the target areas. Direct impacts to surface waters would be associated with the construction of targets, roads, and firebreaks, including permanent conversion, relocation, or diversion of surface waters to construct hard design tactical targets used for training purposes. Indirect impacts to streams would include conversion impacts to vegetation adjacent to the stream.

There are 43.1 miles of surface waters within the proposed acquisition areas. Of this total, only a

small percentage of these surface waters would be impacted as a result of each of the action alternatives (EIS Table 3-51); therefore, no significant impacts to surface waters are anticipated from the Proposed Action.

6.2.12.4
groundwater (SEE EIS SECTION 3.5)
EIS Findings
Proposed Action
Under the Proposed Action, the existing range compound facilities and observation tower

would not be relocated and the existing supply well at TBR would remain in use, with groundwater usage anticipated to be similar to current groundwater usage. Additionally, a new observation tower would be constructed in the southwestern corner of Area 3 (EIS Figure 2-9). The new tower would require a new well and a slight increase in groundwater usage is anticipated. The minor usage increases a new well would create under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 is not anticipated to impact groundwater in the Floridian aquifer.
No Action

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not take place and the status quo

would continue. The existing supply well at TBR would remain in use with groundwater usage continuing at current levels. Therefore, there would be no impacts to groundwater in the Floridian aquifer under the No Action Alternative. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the USMC purpose and need for the Proposed Action.
Conclusion
The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the proposed modification of the existing SUA and the Amend 3007-A/C/E will have no significant impacts on groundwater so the Proposed Action when compared with the no action alternative, is still valid.
6.2.12.5
wild and scenic rivers (SEE EIS SECTION 3.5)
The FAA has not established a specific significant impact threshold for Wild and Scenic Rivers; however, the FAA has identified factors to consider when evaluating the context and intensity of potential environmental impacts for Wild and Scenic Rivers Factors to consider that may be applicable to Wild and Scenic Rivers include, but are not limited to, situations in which the proposed action and or alternative(s) would have an adverse impact on the values for which a river was designated (or considered for designation) through: 

· Destroying or altering a river’s free-flowing nature; 

· A direct and adverse effect on the values for which a river was designated (or under study for designation);

· Introducing a visual, audible, or other type of intrusion that is out of character with the river or would alter outstanding features of the river’s setting; 

· Causing the river’s water quality to deteriorate; 

· Allowing the transfer or sale of property interests without restrictions needed to protect the river or the river corridor (which cannot exceed an average of 320 acres per mile which, if applied uniformly along the entire designated segment, is one-quarter of a mile on each side of the river); or 

· Any of the above impacts preventing a river on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) or a Section 5(d) river that is not included in the NRI from being included in the Wild and Scenic River System or causing a downgrade in its classification (e.g., from wild to recreational). 

EIS Findings

Proposed Action
The Proposed Action will not encroach on a Wild and Scenic River; therefore, this impact category is not applicable. Although, the most notable river in the region is the Altamaha River, which is the largest free flowing river in the state of Georgia and a primary resource for freshwater recreational activities (GA DNR 2007).
No Action

The No Action does not encroach on a Wild and Scenic River; therefore, this impact category is not applicable.
Conclusion

The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the proposed modification of the existing SUA and the Amend 3007-A/C/E will have no significant impacts on Wild and Scenic Rivers when compared with the no action alternative, is still valid.

6.2.12.6
wATER RESOURCES CONCLUSION
The FAA has concluded the EIS determination that the proposed modification of the existing SUA and the Amend 3007-A/C/E will have no significant impacts on water resources when compared with the no action alternative is still valid.
5 CUMULATIVE Impacts
Cumulative impacts result from incremental impacts of an action when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions over a period of time (CEQ, 1997). Cumulative impacts would occur if incremental impacts of the Proposed Action, added to the environmental impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable similar actions, would result in an adverse effect to resources in the region. The Proposed Action was determined not to contribute to potential cumulative impacts to other resource areas: including farmland; coastal resources; natural resources and energy supply; transportation; and topography, geology, and soils.
The cumulative impacts analysis focuses on those resource areas that may be significantly impacted by the proposed action, and/or those resource areas currently in poor or declining health or at risk even if proposed action impacts would be relatively small. The resources that meet these criteria are: air quality; biological resources; hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention; historical, architectural, archaeological and cultural resources; land use; noise and noise-compatible land use; socioeconomics and environmental justice/children’s health and safety risks; recreation; and water resources.
EIS Findings

To ensure an assessment of potential cumulative effects, this analysis in EIS Section 4.2, sought information on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, both federal and non-federal. Those actions, discussed in the following subsections, warranted consideration due to the potential for spatial or temporal overlap of their effects with those of the Proposed Action, as analyzed in EIS Section 3.

Various sources of information were used to identify past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions. Public documents and Web sites, discussions with local planning officials, and first-hand knowledge from TBR staff provided the vast majority of information. Information also was gleaned from public meetings and news announcements.
Air Quality (See EIS Section 4.3.9)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on air quality. Cumulative air quality effects were analyzed on a qualitative basis by examining the types of emissions associated with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and the proximity of these actions to TBR. The Proposed Action, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would have short-term minor and long-term moderate adverse cumulative effects on air quality. TBR is located within the Jacksonville (Florida)-Brunswick (Georgia) Interstate Air Quality Control Region (IAQCR), which encompasses 25 counties in northeastern Florida and 14 counties in southeastern Georgia, including McIntosh and Long Counties. The Jacksonville-Brunswick IAQCR encompasses a large geographic area and includes the heavily populated metropolitan area of Jacksonville, Florida, and other population centers including Tallahassee, Florida, and Brunswick, Georgia.

One of the ways the states of Georgia and Florida take into account the effects of past and present

emission sources in their states is by inventorying all emissions and monitoring concentrations of criteria pollutants in the air quality control region. Each state has developed a regulatory structure designed to prevent air quality deterioration for the region. As indicated in EIS Section 3.10.3.2, McIntosh and Long Counties, Georgia, are currently designated as “in attainment” for all criteria pollutants. Estimated emissions from prescribed burning activities under the action alternatives would be appreciable. No specific reasonably foreseeable projects identified in EIS Section 4.2.3 would have prescribed burning. However, it is possible that the management of lands owned or controlled by commercial timber companies may include prescribed burning. All prescribed burning within Georgia is to be conducted in accordance with guidance established by the GFC. The GFC guidance alleviates air quality impacts by requiring that fires be set under predetermined conditions that have been chosen to reduce the drift of smoke across occupied land. Given this control structure, it is anticipated that the GFC would manage prescribed burning in order to eliminate the possibility of combined impacts of prescribed burning in adjacent areas. Prescribed burning is recognized as an appreciable source of air emissions (please refer to EIS Section 3.10.3), however, prescribed burning allows land managers to mimic natural fire return intervals under controlled conditions where smoke management can minimize air quality impacts. The alternative is wildfires, which can be very difficult to control and may cause more severe air quality impacts. Therefore, there would be moderate adverse cumulative effects on air quality.

The action alternatives would not generate new significant emissions from stationary equipment

or mobile sources. Instead there would be only small, temporary emission increases associated with construction activities and small increases in long-term emissions due to additional maintenance activities and associated equipment and vehicle use. Due to the small amount of emissions associated with the project vehicles and equipment, it is anticipated that the cumulative effects of the project and emissions associated with other proposed projects in proximity to TBR would not cause exceedances of air quality standards that would affect the attainment status of the area. Thus, projected cumulative effects would be less than significant.
Biological Resources (See EIS Section 4.3.7)
Wildlife (See EIS Section 4.3.7.2)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on wildlife. The ROI used to determine cumulative effects to wildlife is limited to those areas adjacent to the proposed acquisition areas and areas with an ecological or biological connection to lands within the proposed acquisition areas in McIntosh and Long Counties. A multi-stepped qualitative approach was used to examine cumulative impacts to wildlife within the ROI. Wildlife species known to be found within the ROI were reviewed and general life history and habitat requirements of wildlife was determined. The ROI was then examined to determine the extent of suitable habitat for wildlife species within the past, present, and future.

Historically, lands within the region were composed of expansive mesic pine flatwoods and

bottomland floodplain forested areas along rivers and natural drainage features which provided high quality habitat for wildlife species within the region. The Altamaha River and associated habitats within the floodplain of the Altamaha River, including sandhill environments, bluffs, and forested floodplains, have provided habitat for a multitude of wildlife species in the region. The region lies within the migratory route for many bird species and is an important area for migratory birds as a stopover and foraging location during spring and fall migrations. However, silviculture practices have converted the ehistoric systems into densely planted pine stands, often consisting exclusively of one managed pine species, and have reduced habitat quality and availability for wildlife species in the region.

As a result of these previous actions, in conjunction with anticipated future actions (i.e., continued silvicultural operations and the future construction of infrastructure), the Proposed Action would add to these cumulative effects upon wildlife. Cumulative effects as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (including the Proposed Action) result from long-term removal and degradation of habitat. Removal and degradation of habitat would cause indirect permanent impacts to wildlife from reduced habitat availability and fragmentation of habitat. Noise associated with construction activities would result in short-term displacement of wildlife. Incursion by man into previously uninfluenced areas would increase urban interaction of general wildlife or nuisance species and would increase the potential for wildlife mortality. Reduced access to lands associated with the Proposed Action, would permanently limit recreational opportunities such as hunting and fishing in the region. However, wildlife within the rural ROI is not currently stressed as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. Thus, cumulative effects to wildlife as a result of the Proposed Action when compounded with the aforementioned past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not be significant.

Areas within the Proposed Action and those currently owned by the DoD have maintained or

would implement an INRMP and practices based on an ecosystem management approach that would serve to protect and enhance wildlife habitat within DoD lands. In addition, significant portions of high quality wildlife habitat along the Altamaha River have been placed under conservation easements or purchased by the State of Georgia and are managed as WMAs. Future conservation efforts by the State of Georgia, the Nature Conservancy, and other agencies are expected to continue, further conserving wildlife habitats from potential loss or degradation. These management and conservation practices minimize the potential of cumulative effects to wildlife.
Threatened and Endangered Species (See EIS Section 4.3.7.3)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on threatened and endangered species. The ROI used to determine cumulative effects to threatened and endangered species is limited to those areas adjacent to the proposed acquisition areas in McIntosh and Long Counties and areas with an ecological or biological connection to lands within the proposed acquisition areas that have the potential to support populations of threatened and endangered species. A multi-stepped qualitative approach was used to examine cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered species within the ROI. Imperiled species known to be found within the ROI were reviewed and general life history and habitat requirements of these protected species were determined. The ROI was then examined to determine the extent of suitable habitat for threatened and endangered species within the past, present, and future.

Historically, impacts to threatened and endangered species in the region have been caused by

silvicultural operations, development of roads including I-95, and from past use as DoD lands. Prior to the enactment of the ESA in 1973, neither plant nor animal species were afforded protection within the region and no federal or state agencies regulated impacts to potentially threatened or endangered species. Silvicultural operations represent the major historic impact to threatened and endangered species within the region. Habitat loss associated with the conversion of natural ecosystems to planted timber stands is a major factor attributed to the listing of threatened and endangered species within the region.

As a result of these previous actions in conjunction with anticipated future actions (i.e., continued

silvicultural operations and the future construction of infrastructure), the Proposed Action would

contribute to cumulative effects to threatened and endangered species. Cumulative effects as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (including the Proposed Action) would be long-term impacts to threatened and endangered species from the degradation or removal of habitat. Removal of habitat leads to reduced availability of proper foraging and breeding areas for threatened and endangered species, and indirectly causes permanent or long-term fragmentation of habitat.

Impacts to threatened and endangered species on federal lands would be regulated by the USFWS

through issuance of permits under the ESA. A large number of threatened and endangered species within the region occur within the waters of the Altamaha River, the Altamaha River floodplain, and sandhill and bluff ecosystems adjacent to the river. No impacts to these ecosystems would be associated with the Proposed Action and no cumulative effects to species utilizing these areas are anticipated. Significant portions of lands along the Altamaha River have been placed under conservation easements or purchased by the State of Georgia and are managed as WMAs. These areas will continue to provide habitat for threatened and endangered species in the region. Future conservation efforts by the State of Georgia, the Nature Conservancy, and other agencies are expected to continue, further conserving threatened and endangered species habitats from potential loss or degradation. These management and conservation practices minimize the potential of cumulative effects to threatened and endangered species. However, threatened and endangered species within the rural ROI are not currently stressed as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. Thus, cumulative effects to imperiled species as a result of the Proposed Action when compounded with the aforementioned past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not be significant.
Vegetation (See EIS Section 4.3.7.1)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on vegetation. The ROI used for the determination of cumulative effects to vegetation is limited to those areas adjacent to the proposed acquisition areas in McIntosh and Long Counties. To examine cumulative impacts to vegetation within the ROI, a qualitative approach was conducted to review the historic and current extent of vegetative habitats within the ROI, and to examine historic, present, and future actions that may have the potential to impact these habitats. In addition, actions that may seek to preserve or enhance vegetation were reviewed.

Silvicultural operations represent the major historic impacts to natural vegetative communities

within the region. Prior to conversion of land into timber stands, historic vegetative communities in the region would have consisted of expansive mesic pine flatwoods and bottomland floodplain forested areas along rivers and natural drainage features. Silviculture practices have converted these systems into densely planted pine stands often consisting exclusively of one managed pine species.

As a result of these previous actions, in conjunction with anticipated future actions (i.e., continued silvicultural operations and the future construction of infrastructure), the Proposed Action would contribute to cumulative effects upon vegetation. Cumulative effects as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (including the Proposed Action) would be long-term removal and degradation of natural vegetative communities. In addition, removal of vegetation leads to short-term impacts to surface water quality associated with a potential increase in soil erosion, a potential decrease in air quality, reduced habitat availability for wildlife, and a permanent limitation in recreational opportunities, such as hunting and fishing in the region. However, vegetation within the rural ROI is not currently stressed as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. Thus, cumulative effects to vegetation as a result of the Proposed Action when compounded with the aforementioned past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would not be significant.

Upon implementation of the Proposed Action, lands within the proposed acquisition areas would

be managed using an ecosystem based management plan and an INRMP would be developed. Integration of an ecosystem-based management plan would benefit vegetative communities, seek to restore natural vegetative communities, and increase habitat quality. Within the region, significant portions of lands along the Altamaha River have been placed under conservation easements or purchased by the State of Georgia and are managed as WMAs. Future conservation efforts by the State of Georgia, the Nature Conservancy, and other agencies are expected to continue, further conserving vegetation from potential loss. These management and conservation practices minimize the potential of cumulative effects to vegetation. Overall the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions are expected to lead to minor non-significant cumulative impacts.
Climate (See EIS Sections 4.3.9.1 and 4.3.9.2)
The potential effects of proposed GHG emissions are by nature global and cumulative effects, as
individual sources of GHG emissions are not large enough to have an appreciable effect on climate change. Therefore, an appreciable impact on global climate change would only occur when GHG emissions resulting from a Proposed Action combine with GHG emissions from other manmade activities on a global scale.

Currently, there are no formally adopted or published NEPA thresholds for assessing the potential significance of GHG emissions. Therefore, in the absence of a formally adopted threshold of significance for GHGs, the EIS examines the relative increase in GHG emissions that would result from implementation of the action alternatives using the U.S. GHG inventory of 2009 (USEPA 2011b) as the baseline for current GHG emissions.

The construction and operation activities associated with the action alternatives would generate

GHG emissions. Operational emissions would be due primarily to combustion emissions from prescribed burning activities. According to USEPA AP-42, Chapter 13.1 (Wildfires and Prescribed Burning), emission factors for nearly all of the fuel carbon (greater than 99.9%) from prescribed burning activities would be converted to carbon dioxide (CO2) during the combustion process. Unlike fossil fuels, such as natural gas and fuel oil, CO2 emitted from prescribed burning is generally not counted as a GHG because it is considered part of the short-term CO2 cycle since it does not introduce any new carbon that did not come directly from the atmosphere (USEPA 1995). Therefore, this analysis focuses on the GHG emissions associated with construction activities (i.e., those generated by burning of fossil fuels) for each action alternative.

EIS Table 4-2 summarizes the net change in annual GHG emissions that would result from the implementation of the action alternatives. In February 2010, the CEQ issued Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CEQ 2010). In this guidance, the CEQ recommends that if a Proposed Action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-equivalent GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers and the public. Since the estimated GHG emissions from the Proposed Action would be considerably less than 25,000 metric tons, further evaluation of GHG emissions from project activities is not warranted. Further, these data show that the fractions of annual GHG emissions, measured in carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e), from the action alternatives to the GHG emissions associated with the net U.S. GHG sources in 2009 range from approximately 0.0000004% to 0.0000009% of the U.S. GHG emissions inventory. Since GHG emissions from the action alternatives would represent a minimal percentage increase compared to the baseline, they would not substantially contribute to global climate change.

Because the current global trend data shows an annual increase in GHG emissions, the DoD, the

DON, and the USMC, under the direction of federal policies, are pursuing a variety of initiatives to reduce the DoD’s total contributions to GHG emissions. The EIS Sections 4.3.9.1 and 4.3.9.2 summarizes some of these initiatives, including broad-based strategic programs to reduce energy consumption and shift to renewable and alternative fuels.
In accordance with EO 13514, the CEQ issued implementing instructions for federal agency

climate change adaptation planning (CEQ 2010). In turn, the DoD is currently developing a more specific adaptation policy that follows the CEQ instructions and builds upon the strategic direction provided in the QDR Report. As climate science advances, the DON will regularly reevaluate climate change risks and opportunities at the bases in order to develop policies and plans to manage its effects on the operating environment, missions, and facilities. Managing the national security effects of climate change will require the DON to work collaboratively, through a whole-of-government approach, with local, state, and federal agencies.
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 Section 4(f) (See EIS Section 4.1))
As set forth in Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. Section

303(c)) the FAA and other USDOT agencies cannot approve the use of land from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites unless the following conditions apply: 1) There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land, and 2) The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from use. However, pursuant to Section 1079 of Public Law 105-85, military flight operations or designations of airspace for military flight operations may not be treated as a transportation program or project for the purposes of 49 U.S.C. 303(c); therefore, Section 4(f) is not being considered as part of this analysis. Therefore, cumulative effects to DOT Section 4(f) is not applicable.
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention (See EIS Section 4.1)
Permitting requirements for the use and management of hazardous materials, wastes, and petroleum products will apply to both military and non-military industrial-scale operations in the TBR ROI. With respect to programmatic actions involving new construction, cumulative regional construction could result in increased incidental spills of hazardous materials. Petroleum, oil, and lubricant products (POLs) would be used by equipment and vehicles involved in construction. Compliance with permits requirements will minimize the potential for significant impacts from hazardous materials and wastes in the region over time.
With respect to munitions, there would be an increase in residual metals contamination in soil as a result of increased ordnance use throughout the cumulative ROI. However, residual metals concentrations would be reported to EPA as required, and ordnance use would comply with existing range SOPs and BMPs, which will minimize the potential for significant impacts from hazardous materials and wastes from munitions over time.
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources (See EIS Section 4.3.8)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions was identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on known cultural resources, including those known cultural resources that are included in, or determined eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP. The ROI for the analysis of cumulative impacts on cultural resources and historic properties consists of the APE defined for the Proposed Action. The APE consists of Acquisition Areas 1A, 1B, and 3. The USMC conducted a qualitative analysis of the potential for cumulative impacts on cultural resources within the APE. Only those past, present, and future actions that geographically overlapped the APE for the Proposed Action were evaluated to assess their potential for impacting cultural resources within the APE. Additionally, only those past, present, and future actions that resulted, or would result, in direct or indirect impacts on cultural resources, such as projects involving ground disturbance or projects that would change the visual or auditory setting of cultural resources, were evaluated for potential cumulative impacts.

Of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the vicinity of TBR within

McIntosh and Long Counties discussed in EIS Section 4.2, five have the potential to combine with the Proposed Action and contribute to cumulative impacts on cultural resources and/or historic properties. These actions include: historical DoD use of the ROI; historical and current timber industry use of the ROI; the past construction and current and future operation of the Cypress Pipeline; and the past, current and future use of TBR by the DoD, including service branches other than the USMC and the GA ANG. None of the other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions would combine with the Proposed Action to result in significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources or historic properties.

Historical DoD use within the ROI occurred when the DoD owned or utilized property that now comprises portions of Acquisition Areas 1A, 1B, and 3, included in the analysis in the EIS. The proposed acquisition areas were used by the timber industry before the DoD took control for World War II training purposes and resumed use when the DoD declared the land excess after the war, as discussed below. The historic DoD use of land within the ROI can reasonably be expected to have resulted in direct and indirect negative permanent impacts on cultural resources (both archaeological and historic built resources) that resulted from disturbance or destruction of resources during construction of range facilities and/or during training activities.

Timber use within the ROI began in the late 1800s and early 1900s. The historical and current

timber industry use of land within the ROI can reasonably be expected to have resulted in direct and indirect negative permanent impacts on cultural resources (both archaeological and historic built resources) that resulted from disturbance or destruction of such resources during historic timber harvests (pre-World War II) and modern silvicultural techniques after World War II.

The Cypress Pipeline was recently constructed (ca. 2005) along the eastern edge of the ROI. A

cultural resources survey was conducted prior to construction of the pipeline, which resulted in the identification of a number of archaeological resources (R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. 2005, as cited in Hendryx, Arbuthnot, and Linville 2011). Sufficient archaeological investigations were conducted at these sites to recommend that two are NRHP-eligible (Sites 9MC376 and 9MC377) and two are not NRHP-eligible (Sites 9MC399 and 9MC400) (Hendryx, Arbuthnot, and Linville 2011). No direct negative impacts on these four archaeological sites have resulted or would result from the past construction and current and future operation of the Cypress Pipeline. Past construction of the Cypress Pipeline had no direct negative impacts on these archaeological resources, beyond the limited disturbance incurred during the archaeological investigations. However, identification of these resources during the pre-construction surveys for the pipeline resulted in an indirect positive impact on these archaeological resources, which are now part of the cultural resources record for the ROI and have been included in the impact analysis in the EIS. Current and future operation of the pipeline is expected to have no direct negative impacts on cultural resources (archaeological or historic built resources).

The past and current uses of TBR can reasonably be expected to have resulted in direct and

indirect negative permanent impacts on cultural resources (both archaeological and historic built resources) within TBR from the disturbance or destruction of such resources during construction of range facilities and/or during training activities. Past and current impacts are part of the existing environment for cultural resources in the ROI and future use of TBR by the DoD can reasonably be expected to have similar direct or indirect impacts on cultural resources (archaeological resources and historic built resources).

The impacts of the Proposed Action, in conjunction with the remaining three actions discussed

above (historic DoD use and both historic and current timber industry use), have the potential to result in cumulative impacts on cultural resources within the ROI. These cumulative impacts have the potential to result in new or increased direct, negative, permanent impacts on cultural resources within the ROI from the ROI by the DoD would bring these areas under the protection and stewardship of the federal government, such that these potential cumulative impacts would be addressed in accordance with federal statutes, regulations and guidance for considering the protection of cultural resources, many of which were not in place until after the late 1960s. As part of this compliance, cultural resources management plans would be developed for and implemented in the ROI in accordance with federal statues, regulations, and guidance for the identification and protection of cultural resources and historic properties and would consider the results of any additional investigations or evaluations (please refer to EIS Section 3.9.2). Therefore, cumulative impacts to cultural resources as a result of implementing the Proposed Action when taken into consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would not be significant.
Visual Effects (See EIS Section 4.3.8)
The Proposed Action was determined not to contribute to potential cumulative impacts to visual effects.
Land Use (See EIS Section 4.3.1)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on land use. Consistent with the Georgia Coastal Comprehensive Plan, a 20-year timeframe (past and future) was used to analyze cumulative land use effects potentially resulting from the implementation of the Proposed Action and past, present, and future actions. Given the framework for land use planning in the state of Georgia, a 10- county region that includes Bulloch, Screven, Effingham, Bryan, Chatham, McIntosh, Long, Liberty, Glynn, and Camden Counties (termed the Coastal Georgia Region) was used as the ROI to evaluate potential cumulative effects to land use resources (Coastal Regional Commission of Georgia 2011a).
Historical, existing, and future development patterns for the Coastal Georgia Region are largely

driven by an abundance of surface water features and new or expanded roadways and utility systems. New development within the region is generally occurring along SR 251 and SR 99, both of which provide direct access to I-95. Land use patterns show a gradual increase in development as forestlands are being converted to more intensive uses such as residential, commercial, and industrial. The Coastal Georgia Region population in 2000 of 558,350 is projected to increase to 737,022 by 2015 (a 32% increase) and to 843,109 by 2030 (a 51% increase). Population growth in McIntosh and Long Counties exemplifies the regional trend; however, the majority of growth is occurring outside of the City of Darien and the City of Ludowici, in the more rural, unincorporated areas of each county. Regional population projections suggest that this trend will continue over the next 20 years (Georgia Institute of Technology 2006).

A determination was made regarding the significance of the cumulative impacts with respect to

beneficial or detrimental effects, expressed qualitatively. The cumulative effects from urban growth and development in the vicinity of TBR would be considered significant if any such actions occurring within the portion of the ROI that is under the restricted airspace would result in a land use that is incompatible with the military mission. Cumulative land use impacts associated with the implementation of the Proposed Action were evaluated with consideration for past, present, and future growth trends within the Coastal Georgia Region.

The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that may contribute to cumulative

adverse impacts to land use resources primarily relate to regional development activities in support of population growth. Transportation corridors and utility system infrastructure in the region also play a key role in determining where urban development occurs. Several counties within the Coastal Georgia Region are engaged in various planned and ongoing construction projects, including:

· Liberty County

· UAS Facility (and associated features) (Department of the Army 2011).

· Chatham County

· Intermodal Transit Facility (Chatham Area Transit 2011);

· Tactical Equipment Maintenance Facility (Reed Construction Data 2012c); and

· Several law enforcement facilities (Reed Construction Data 2012a, 2012b).

· Bulloch County

· Several Georgia Southern University facilities, such as a new Biological Sciences

Building and a 167-acre University Park Recreation Complex (Georgia Southern

University 2012a and 2012b, respectively).

· Glynn County

· New high school (Glynn County School District 2012); and

· Reconstruction of an aircraft parking apron (GDOT 2011c).

Each of the 10 Coastal Georgia Region counties are engaged in various transportation projects,

the vast majority of which are located along or adjacent to the I-95 corridor and near population centers such as Savannah and Brunswick.

Generally, Bulloch, Screven, Effingham, Bryan, Chatham, Liberty, Glynn, and Camden Counties

are more developed than McIntosh and Long Counties. They contain large population centers of more than 50,000 people that are therefore classified as metropolitan areas by the GA DCA (GA DCA 2010d).

As such, past, present, and future land use actions with the potential to contribute to cumulative effects are generally concentrated within these population centers. Although regional land use patterns and trends have the potential to contribute to cumulative effects associated with the Proposed Action, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the more developed counties would occur at a greater distance from the site of the Proposed Action. Therefore, cumulative effects to regional land use resources would not be significant.

Planned construction projects in McIntosh and Long Counties include several proposed

residential developments in McIntosh County and a new high school in Long County (please refer to EIS Section 4.2). Of these known existing or proposed developments, none are currently located close enough to TBR where aircraft altitudes would create potential for incompatible land use. However, the expanded military mission at TBR would conflict with the siting and development of a proposed cellular tower adjacent to the southwestern boundary of Acquisition Area 3. The construction of this cellular tower would be incompatible with future military activities at the range as it would extend into Restricted Area R-3007C.

Based on the land use shown in the Coastal Georgia Regional Future Development Map series

(Coastal Regional Commission of Georgia 2011b), cumulative effects to land use resources within

McIntosh and Long Counties would not be significant as the land area in the vicinity of the Proposed Action remains largely classified as “Rural” and “Conservation.” With the exceptions of the City of Darien in McIntosh County and the City of Ludowici in Long County, the majority of areas designated as “Developed” or “Developing” are located to the east of I-95 in McIntosh County or in the surrounding counties (Coastal Regional Commission of Georgia 2011b).
Natural Resources and Energy Supply (See EIS Section 4.1)
The Proposed Action was determined not to contribute to potential cumulative impacts to natural resources and energy supply.
Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use (See EIS Section 4.1)
There is no known civilian or Joint-DoD-civilian past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions that would result in significant noise impacts in combination with the proposed actions, although several non-DoD actions could result in increased noise levels. Future civilian projects proposed in long-term planning documents are not yet sufficiently well-defined to allow accurate prediction of the level of cumulative noise impacts when combined with the proposed actions.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice/ Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
Socioeconomics (See EIS Section 4.3.2)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on socioeconomics. Due to the location of the Proposed Action and because the majority of potential direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts are anticipated to occur within the jurisdiction of McIntosh and Long Counties, the ROI for this cumulative effects analysis focuses on these counties.

Many of the known actions are community-related projects that are usually undertaken as a result

of a projected regional growth stimulus or to address deficiencies with existing public infrastructure. Given the nature of these projects (schools, highways, utilities, airport, fire station, detention center), it is expected that the local community has or will experience socioeconomic benefits. The other known actions primarily involve land use changes (conservation efforts, rezoning, development) or are related to development or practices at U.S. military installations. These types of projects have the potential to result in both beneficial and adverse socioeconomic impacts on the local community within the ROI depending upon the extent and magnitude of the changes or practices.
Population and Housing (See EIS Section 4.3.2.1)
The primary causes of population impacts are generally from either displacement of population

after changes in land use or the immigration of people from outside the ROI due to some regional

stimulus. Existing data on population and housing within the ROI were acquired from the 2010 U.S. Census. Information on population and housing to be acquired under the Proposed Action was developed from county records and on-site investigations, and a quantitative analysis was used to determine impacts.

Of the past and present actions, urban development associated with Fort Stewart is located within

the northeastern portion of Long County. Approximately 16.8% of housing units in Long County were reported vacant in 2010 (U.S. Census 2010), likely due to the recently cancelled Fort Stewart expansion of military and civilian population, when new housing units were constructed yet never occupied. In McIntosh County, four recent rezoning proposals have the potential to increase future residential immigration into the ROI. In addition, the use of TBR by other services branches may bring new military and civilian population to the area; however, at this time, there is insufficient information to know if or when that would happen. When considered in conjunction with the past, present, and foreseeable future projects identified in TBE EIS Section 4.2, no significant cumulative impacts to population and housing are expected to result from implementation of the Proposed Action, and the timing of the Proposed Action, along with the potential projects mentioned above, should not place unsupportable burdens on infrastructural considerations such as housing supply.

Employment and Income (See Section 4.3.2.2)
A quantitative analysis was performed using existing data on employment and income within the

ROI from the 2010 U.S. Census. Potential employment and economic development impacts within the ROI that would be generated from the construction and operations of the Proposed Action was calculated/measured using RIMS II multipliers issued through the Bureau of Economic Analysis under the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Of the past and present actions, military construction activities and their related operational and

maintenance activities at Fort Stewart and TBR have generated jobs and contributed to local income, creating permanent and temporary direct and indirect economic impacts within the ROI. Recently completed public construction projects (highways, utilities, a detention center) within the ROI likely resulted in beneficial socioeconomic impacts on the community. The 2009 cancellation of the Fort Stewart expansion led to mostly negative direct and indirect employment and income impacts within the ROI and likely halted future investment and spending decisions within the ROI. Of the foreseeable future actions, most of the projects should help fuel and sustain the local and regional economy by providing jobs, business revenue, personal income, and fueling indirect multiplier effects within the local economy. While the cumulative effects to employment and income would not be significant, all aspects of the local economy stand to benefit from the implementation of the Proposed Action along with the known past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.

Taxes and Revenue (See EIS Section 4.3.2.3)
National wildlife refuges, nature preserves, and conservation lands and easements have been

established in the vicinity of the Proposed Action. These lands are maintained by the federal government, states, and conservation non-governmental organizations (e.g., The Nature Conservancy) for conservation and/or recreational purposes. Ownership of these lands by federal and state governments results in removal of taxable acreage from the county tax rolls. Control of lands by conservation organizations may also have caused a reduction in the assessed value of the property. Existing data on property tax income and county revenues within the ROI were acquired from the State of Georgia Department of Audits and Accounts for use in the quantitative analysis. Information on the impacts of the Proposed Action on taxes and revenue was calculated using the acreage of private property that would be converted to nontaxable property and current county tax rates.

Previous actions within the local forestry industry, such as conversion of Rayonier, Inc., timber

land and other private lands within the ROI to conservation easements, WMAs, or nature preserves may have impacted the commercial timber industry by removing harvestable lands from production, reducing the sales income and taxable commodities. Likewise, previous acquisitions for Fort Stewart and TBR removed the lands from the ownership of private timber companies. Of the foreseeable future actions, no projects were identified that have the potential to remove taxable acreage from the ROI. The future proposed East Coast Basing of the Joint Strike Fighter project and the proposed Fort Benning, Georgia, expansion project are located outside the ROI of this cumulative impacts analysis. With the proposed land acquisitions under each of the action alternatives, total assessed value of taxable property within the ROI would be reduced, along with associated timber sales and local tax revenues associated with the sale of timber products. When considered in conjunction with the past, present, and foreseeable future projects

identified in EIS Section 4.2 (not including projects that would be expected to have an impact on areas outside the ROI), significant cumulative socioeconomic impacts on taxes and revenue are expected.
Schools and Education (See EIS Section 4.3.2.4)
Previous actions, such as the presence of Fort Stewart military base, have affected education and

school budgets and provided for Impact Aid in Long County. The proposed Fort Stewart expansion led to Long County’s purchase of land for a new middle school; however, when that expansion was cancelled, the school construction was cancelled. Of the other past and current actions, no other projects within the ROI were identified that could significantly impact schools and education.

Of the foreseeable future actions reviewed, none are anticipated to affect, increase or decrease

school budgets or Impact Aid. The Long County school district has recently decided to construct new and expanded school facilities. A new 135,000-square-foot high school is proposed to commence construction in 2013, to be located next to Smiley Elementary School in Ludowici; the old high school would be turned into a middle school.

The use of TBR by other service branches may bring new military and civilian population to the

area, which has the potential to increase the number of federally connected children within the ROI, which may in turn affect schools and Impact Aid for either of the counties. Under each action alternative, total assessed value of taxable property within the ROI would be reduced, which would decrease county revenues from which the school budgets are partly funded and may increase Impact Aid to the Long County School Board. When considered in conjunction with the past, present, and foreseeable future projects identified in EIS Section 4.2 (not including future projects that cannot be assessed due to lack of information), cumulative socioeconomic impacts on schools and education are expected to be less than significant. Impact determination was based on existing data on student enrollment, school revenues and expenditures, and Impact Aid within the ROI acquired from the State of Georgia Department of Education. Information on the impacts of the Proposed Action on schools and education was calculated using the acreage of private property that would be converted to nontaxable property, and therefore subject to Impact Aid thresholds and potential losses of county revenues per child enrolled within the school system.
Community Services (See EIS Section 4.3.2.5)
Methodology used to determine the cumulative impacts on community services was qualitative.

Existing data on community services within the ROI were acquired from available county information and reports available on the internet. Information on the impacts of the Proposed Action on community services was developed using plans developed for the EIS.

One of the primary causes of impacts to community services is the migration of people from

outside the study area. Large increases in population can result in degraded public services on

transportation, recreation, schools, emergency services, and utilities. None of the past or ongoing actions are expected to have had any measurable effect on the counties’ capacities to provide routine law enforcement, fire protection, or emergency services. Many of the actions are community-related projects that are usually undertaken as a result of a projected regional growth stimulus or pattern, or to address deficiencies with existing public infrastructure. Given the nature of these community projects (schools, within the ROI would experience socioeconomic benefits from these actions. No other past or ongoing projects within the ROI were identified that could potentially or significantly impact overall community services.

Of the foreseeable future actions, a new fire station is proposed in Townsend, Georgia (McIntosh

County). Details are unknown; however, what has been confirmed is that a new fire station is needed to achieve insurance requirements. A new fire station would be beneficial if the TBR mutual aid agreements with the local communities are reassessed for expanded emergency aid to the federal properties (firefighting and medical support). In addition, McIntosh County is proposing to relocate the existing airport in Darien (which consists of a single grass airstrip) to a new location (north of Darien, east of I-95, between Ridgeville and US-17) with a paved airstrip. Also the McIntosh County water system is proposed to be expanded through Darien near Exit 49 on I-95 near the outlet mall and expanding north to the existing high school and the new airport locations, then further into the existing industrial park. These potential future community projects are expected to result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts on the local community within the ROI. When considered in conjunction with the past, present, and foreseeable future projects identified in EIS Section 4.2, any cumulative socioeconomic impacts on community services would be less than significant. The timing of the Proposed Action along with the potential projects mentioned above should not place unsupportable burdens on existing utility and public services capacities.

Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks (See EIS Section 4.3.2.6)
A review of the known past, present, and foreseeable future actions revealed no projects within

the ROI that have previously impacted or could impact minority, low-income, or children populations disproportionately from other members of the local population. Existing data on minority, low-income, or children populations within the ROI and acquisition areas were acquired from 2010 U.S. Census. Calculation of the populations within the ROI and those affected from acquisition of land under the Proposed Action was acquired from the U.S. Census block and tracts information, and Environmental Justice and U.S. Department of Health and Human Services guidelines and thresholds. When considered in conjunction with the past, present, and foreseeable future actions, no cumulative impacts on minority, low-income, or children populations are expected.
Recreation (See EIS Section 4.3.3)
Based on the previously described actions, a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions were identified that may contribute to cumulative impacts on recreation. Due to the nature of the Proposed Action, the analysis of cumulative impacts focuses primarily on outdoor recreational opportunities that are largely dependent on the maintenance and health of regional forest ecosystems. Therefore, the temporal boundaries for the analysis are the same as those identified for forestland, i.e., 30 years in the past and 100 years in the future (please refer to EIS Section 4.3.1.2). The ROI for the analysis of cumulative impacts to recreational resources is the nine-county Georgia Game Management Region 7, which includes the counties of Brantley, Camden, Wayne, Glynn, McIntosh, Long, Liberty, Bryan, and Chatham. In addition to the historic DoD use of TBR and historic and current timber use in the region, the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions with the most potential to contribute to cumulative effects within the ROI include: (1) the acquisition of conservation lands along the Altamaha River corridor; (2) the development of the Georgia Coast Rail-Trail which traverses Camden, Glynn, McIntosh, and Liberty Counties; and (3) the increased military demand for access to and use of an expanded TBR.

Although recreation user rates for southeast Georgia are comparatively lower than those for

metropolitan Atlanta and other areas in north Georgia (GA DNR 2007), demand for recreation within Georgia Game Management Region 7 would be expected to increase commensurate with regional population growth (please refer to EIS Section 4.3.2). A determination was made on the significance of the cumulative impacts with respect to beneficial or detrimental effects, expressed qualitatively. Cumulative effects on recreation would be considered significant if demand for such resources exceeded the capacity of the land area to support various types of recreational activity, or if overuse jeopardized the integrity or health of such resources to support recreation. For example, increased development within the region could reduce the availability of public/private recreation lands, or recreational user trends could contribute to the deterioration or loss of such resources due to overuse. In assessing the significance of potential cumulative impacts, the probability, duration, and magnitude of the impacts were considered, as well as the value of the recreational resource.

Under the Proposed Action, limited recreational opportunities associated with hunting and fishing

on privately held commercial forest properties would be displaced. More specifically, one hunting lodge and several hunting areas currently leased from commercial timber companies would be inaccessible after implementation of the Proposed Action. Therefore, the significance threshold for the consideration of cumulative recreation impacts associated with the Proposed Action focuses primarily on the quantity and quality of lands that provide public/private recreation opportunities within the Coastal Georgia Region and Game Management Region 7.

As select hunting/fishing lease agreements would be terminated with the implementation of the

Proposed Action, displaced members would likely pursue equivalent opportunities within southeast

Georgia. The result would be a minor increase in recreational demand as previously accessible hunting areas are closed in the interest of public safety. Access provided by the TBR public hunting program, however, would partially offset the loss of private access associated with the Proposed Action.

On a regional scale, the abundance of publicly accessible recreation lands in southeast Georgia

would absorb any displaced demand for recreation and largely mitigate potential adverse cumulative effects to recreation resources. For example, the GA DNR Wildlife Resources Division manages more than 1 million acres of public hunting/fishing lands including more than 90 WMAs. Georgia WMAs support varied recreational activities, but are primarily designated to support public hunting and fishing programs. EIS Table 4-1 summarizes WMA public access lands located within Georgia Game Management Region 7 (GA DNR 2011c).

Game Management Region 7 has a total land area of approximately 2,636,800 acres within which

there is roughly 154,972 acres of WMA lands amongst other public (e.g., National Wildlife Refuges) and private lands that provide year round or seasonal recreational opportunities. The Proposed Action could potentially impact up to approximately 34,667 acres of privately leased lands that support recreation, primarily hunting and fishing. The more urbanized counties within Game Management Region 7 – Chatham, Liberty, and Glynn – would not contain the same quantity or quality of hunting opportunities as the lesser developed counties such as McIntosh and Long. Due to the predominately rural nature of the ROI and the abundance of public recreation lands within the Coastal Georgia Region, particularly Game Management Region 7, the acreage removed from recreational use as part of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would not create significant cumulative impacts on recreation.
Water Resources (See EIS Section 4.3.5)
Weapons training involving explosive munitions could impact surface water and groundwater quality. However, preliminary data from water quality monitoring indicates that munitions residues are not moving out of the impact areas through surface water, ground water, windblown soils, or wildlife, and therefore any cumulative impacts from munitions are minimal.

Wetlands (See EIS Section 4.3.4)
Wetlands are protected under federal regulation that is intended to prevent the occurrence of

significant cumulative impacts to these habitats. Should wetlands be adversely affected by an action, appropriate permits would be required. Areas within the Proposed Action and those currently owned by the DoD have maintained or would implement an INRMP and practices based on an ecosystem management approach that would serve to protect wetland environments within DoD lands. In addition, significant portions of high quality wetland environments along the Altamaha River have been placed under conservation easements or purchased by the State of Georgia and are managed as WMAs. Future conservation efforts by the State of Georgia, the Nature Conservancy, and other agencies are expected to continue, further conserving wetland habitats from potential loss or degradation.
Surface Waters (See EIS Section 4.3.5.1)
The Proposed Action in combination with other past, present, and future actions would cumulatively affect surface water quality within the region. However, surface waters within the rural ROI are not currently stressed as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. Thus, cumulative effects to surface waters as a result of the Proposed Action when compounded with the aforementioned past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not be significant. Surface waters are protected under federal regulation that is intended to prevent the occurrence of significant cumulative impacts to these waterbodies. Within the region, significant portions of surface waters and supporting habitats along the Altamaha River have been placed under conservation easements or purchased by the State of Georgia and are managed as WMAs. Future conservation efforts by the State of Georgia, the Nature Conservancy, and other agencies are expected to continue, further conserving surface waters from potential loss or degradation. These management and conservation practices aid in

the prevention of cumulative effects to surface waters.
Floodplains (See EIS Section 4.3.5.2)
As a result of these previous actions in conjunction with anticipated future actions (i.e., future

infrastructure development), the Proposed Action would contribute to cumulative effects upon floodplains. Cumulative effects as a result of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (including the Proposed Action) would include moderate reduction for flood storage capacity in the region and would have the potential to cause permanent changes in the location, duration, and frequency of area flooding. These impacts would be due to development within the floodplains, filling of wetlands and other flood storage areas, and the modification of natural drainage patterns. Because of the ROI’s rural nature, the minimal impacts associated with the Proposed Action when considered in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within the ROI would not significantly impact floodplains.

A large portion of floodplains within the region are located adjacent to the Altamaha River.

Within the region, significant portions of lands along the Altamaha River have been placed under conservation easements or purchased by the State of Georgia and are managed as WMAs. Future conservation efforts by the State of Georgia, the Nature Conservancy, and other agencies are expected to continue, further conserving floodplains from potential loss or alteration and minimizing the potential for cumulative effects.
Groundwater (See EIS Section 4.3.5.3)
Implementation of the Proposed Action would contribute to the cumulative impacts of past,

present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on groundwater, including the decline of water levels, a reduction in groundwater availability, and potential saltwater intrusion. However, per the aforementioned modeling results, cumulative effects to groundwater as a result of the Proposed Action in conjunction with the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, would not be significant. Given the long-standing rural nature of the ROI, the minimal impacts associated with the Proposed Action, when considered with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the ROI, would not contribute significant effects to groundwater

Wild & Scenic Rivers (See EIS Section 4.1)
The Proposed Action was determined not to contribute to potential cumulative impacts to Wild & Scenic Rivers.
Conclusion
Some individual environmental impact categories identified some potential significant cumulative impacts. However, all categories identified mitigation measures to minimize impacts.
6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

NEPA Outreach
The USMC published a Draft EIS for the TBR modernization and expansion on July 13, 2012. 

The Draft EIS comments and responses are contained in Appendix B, Draft EIS Public Comment Summary Report. A total of 100 comment submittals were received, the majority of comments (72 comments; 72% of total received) came from local residents/citizens. A total of 20 comments were received in support of the Proposed Action. 

The EIS was issued on March 22, 2013, and it fully analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published its receipt of the EIS in the Federal Register on March 22, 2013 (78 FR 17644). A 30-day waiting period took place between March 22, 2013 and April 22, 2013. 

The USMC signed the ROD on January 17, 2014. The ROD identifies the USMC decision on four action alternatives analyzed in the EIS. The Notice of Availability for the ROD was published in the Federal Register on January 31, 2014 (78 FR 5392). 

Details of these notification methods were outlined in EIS Appendix B, Public Comment Summary Report.

FAA Aeronautical Outreach

No lateral modification of the R-3007 complex is proposed as part of the Proposed Action. The FAA participation in the airspace circularization process for the Special Use Airspace proposal is conducted in accordance with FAA Order JO 7400.2. (see EIS, Appendix C.2).
7 INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 

The FAA has reviewed the following information: 
1. Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of Townsend Bombing Range, Georgia

2. Record of Decision (ROD) for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of Townsend Bombing Range, Georgia

3. ROD for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of TBR
9
DECISIONS AND ORDERS
9.1
Written Reevaluation

FAA has verified that there are no new activities or new information that warrants supplemental analysis for any of the environmental impact categories described above in Section 6 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action. Therefore, pursuant to FAA Order 1050.1F, paragraph 9-2, FAA has determined that no new supplemental EA or EIS is required because this WR indicates: 

1. The Proposed Action conforms to plans or projects for which the prior EIS and the Record of Decision. There are no substantial changes in the action that are relevant to environmental concerns. 
2. Data and analyses contained in the 2013 EIS are still substantially valid and there are no significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

3. Pertinent conditions and requirements of the prior approval have been, or will be, met in the current action.

9.2
Adoption

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, paragraph 8-2, the FAA has conducted an independent evaluation and prepared this Record of Decision for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of Townsend Bombing Range, Georgia, and its supporting documentation, as incorporated by reference, adequately assess and disclose the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action. As a cooperating agency, the FAA provided subject matter expertise and closely coordinated with the USMC during the environmental review process, including the preparation of the EIS. Based on its independent review and evaluation as described in Section 6 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action and Section 9.1 Written Reevaluation of this document, the FAA has determined that the EIS and its supporting documentation, as incorporated, adequately assess and disclose the environmental impacts of the FAA’s proposed action. 
Based on this evaluation, the FAA, as the Cooperating Agency, concludes that adoption of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Modernization and Expansion of Townsend Bombing Range, Georgia, with incorporation of its supporting documentation, is authorized in accordance with 40 CFR Section 1506.3.

In addition, the FAA has determined that while the DoD’s F-35A Beddown project increased training operations and introduced new aircraft into the proposed SUA, the impacts from the F-35A Beddown project does not result in any significant new circumstances in the sections of the 35A Beddown EIS that are relevant to SUA, or new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the Proposed Action and to the adoption of the EIS.
9.3
Record of Decision
DON selected Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4 best meets the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and balances environmental impacts with mission requirements. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all allow air crews to meet up to 85% of their air-to-ground proficiency requirements at TBR. Alternative 2 represents the Environmentally Preferred Alternative (per 40 CFR 1505.2[b]), as it will allow for a moderate acquisition of acreage without any impacts to non-commercial forestland property owners.

After careful and thorough consideration of the facts contained herein, the undersigned finds that the Proposed Federal Action is consistent with existing national environmental policies and objectives as set forth in Section 101(a) of the NEPA, as amended, and other applicable environmental requirements and will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment or otherwise include any condition requiring consultation pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA. 

The review included the purpose and need to be served by this project, the alternative means of achieving them, the environmental impacts of these alternatives, the mitigation necessary to preserve and enhance the human environment, and the response to public concerns. There will not be any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects from the implementation of the Proposed Action on minority and low-income populations. Nor will there be any impacts associated with the protection of children from environmental health and safety risks.

This decision signifies that applicable Federal environmental requirements relating to the Proposed Action have been met. The decision enables the FAA to complete non-rulemaking actions to expand the existing SUA and amend R3007A/C/E, as described in the Proposed Action.

9.4
Decision 

Public participation in the NEPA process was conducted in accordance with FAA Order1050.1 and FAA Joint Order 7400.2, and the comments received as described in the Public Involvement above were considered and adequately addressed.

The undersigned has carefully considered the FAA’s statutory mandate under 49 U.S.C. 40103 to ensure the safe and efficient use of the national airspace system as well as the other aeronautical goals and objectives discussed in the EA/OEA. The undersigned concurs that Alternative 4 provides the best airspace combination for meeting the needs stipulated in the EA/OEA, and that all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from that alternative have been adopted.

Accordingly, under the authority delegated to the undersigned by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration, the undersigned approves and authorizes all necessary agency action to expand the existing SUA due to the land acquisition, and amend the Restricted Area R-3007 airspace by extending the current 100-foot floor to ground level only over the land to be acquired (Acquisition Areas lB and 3) to match the existing restricted airspace over the current range, as described in the Proposed Action.

[image: image1.emf]
Right of Appeal

This Written Re-Evaluation, Adoption, and Record of Decision constitutes a final order of the FAA Administrator and is subject to exclusive judicial review under 49 U.S.C. §46110 by the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia or the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the circuit in which the person contesting the decision resides or has its principal place of business. Any party having substantial interest in this order may apply for review of the decision by filing a petition for review in the appropriate U.S. Court of Appeals no later than 60 days after the date of this notice in accordance with the provisions of 49 U.S.C. §46110.
� FAA Joint Order 7400.2, Appendix 4. FAA Procedures for Processing SUA Actions describes how the steps of the FAA aeronautical and environmental processes overlap.


� See Massachusetts v. E.P.A., 549 U.S. 497, 508-10,521-23 (2007).


� Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, CEQ (2010). � HYPERLINK "http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Consideration_of_Effects_of_GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance_FINAL_02182010.pdf" �http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/Consideration_of_Effects_of_GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance_FINAL_02182010.pdf�
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