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Abstract

This environmental assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental consequences of the U.S.
Department of the Navy’s (Navy’s) proposed action to conduct regular, scheduled E-2C Hawkeye, E-2D
Advanced Hawkeye, and C-2A Greyhound (E-2/C-2) Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) operations at
a local airfield (for the purposes of this document, local is defined as within 90 nautical miles of Naval
Station (NS) Norfolk Chambers Field, in Norfolk, Virginia). The Navy proposes to use the facilities at
either Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport (Emporia-Greensville) or at the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) Goddard Space Flight Center’s Wallops Flight Facility (WFF) until the
Navy addresses local FCLP capacity shortfalls on a more permanent basis. The proposed action would
support FCLP operations for E-2/C-2 squadrons operating from NS Norfolk Chambers Field. This EA
analyzes the environmental consequences associated with both the proposed FCLP operations and minor
modifications to airfield facilities to support the FCLP operations. The Navy is the lead agency for this
proposed action, and the Federal Aviation Administration and NASA are serving as cooperating agencies.

This EA evaluates two action alternatives for conducting E-2/C-2 FCLP operations, as well as the No
Action Alternative. The two action alternatives include up to 45,000 annual operations at
Emporia-Greensville (Alternative 1) and up to 45,000 annual operations at WFF (Alternative 2). Under
the No Action Alternative, the Navy would continue to utilize Naval Auxiliary Landing Field (NALF)
Fentress as the primary local airfield for E-2/C-2 FCLP training requirements. Under the No Action
Alternative, pilot proficiency would be maintained; however, the Navy would continue to need to conduct
FCLP training into the late-night and early morning hours at NALF Fentress, would continue to need to
conduct FCLP training at alternative airfields such as Naval Air Station Oceana, and would continue to
need to conduct E-2/C-2 FCLP training detachments outside the local area (e.g., Navy Outlying Landing
Field Whitehouse, near NAS Jacksonville, Florida).

Please contact the following person with comments and questions:

E-2/C-2 FCLP Operations EA Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Atlantic
Attn: Code EV21VC

6506 Hampton Boulevard, Building A

Norfolk, VA 23508
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Executive Summary

ES.1Introduction

This environmental assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental
consequences of the U.S. Department of the Navy’s (the Navy’s) proposed action
to conduct regular, scheduled E-2C Hawkeye, E-2D Advanced Hawkeye, and
C-2A Greyhound (E-2/C-2) Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) operations at a
local airfield that meets the Navy’s minimum airfield requirements. For the
purposes of this document, local is defined as within 90 nautical miles of Naval
Station (NS) Norfolk Chambers Field, in Norfolk, Virginia. The Navy proposes
to use the facilities at either Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport
(Emporia-Greensville) or at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) Goddard Space Flight Center's Wallops Flight Facility (WFF) until the
Navy addresses local FCLP capacity shortfalls on a more permanent basis. The
proposed action would support FCLP operations for E-2/C-2 squadrons operating
from NS Norfolk Chambers Field, in Norfolk, Virginia. This EA analyzes the
environmental consequences associated with both the proposed FCLP operations
and minor modifications to airfield facilities to support the FCLP operations. In
accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1501.6, the FAA and
NASA are serving as cooperating agencies because their specific expertise is
needed to ensure adequate evaluation of the potential environmental effects
associated with Navy’s proposed action within each agency’s jurisdiction.

ES.2 Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide additional local FCLP training
capacity for E-2/C-2 squadrons operating from NS Norfolk Chambers Field.
Naval Auxiliary Landing Field (NALF) Fentress, the single, local FCLP outlying
landing field (OLF) supporting two major naval air installations, Naval Air
Station (NAS) Oceana and NS Norfolk Chambers Field, provides the only
dedicated local FCLP training environment specifically for meeting both fleet
squadron and Fleet Replacement Squadron (FRS) FCLP requirements for three
airframes (FA-18, E-2, and C-2). NALF Fentress lacks the capacity to support
local E-2/C-2 FCLP training requirements under all operational conditions. As a
result, FCLP training is routinely conducted at NALF Fentress during late-night
and early morning hours (from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Having only one OLF to
support two major naval air installations can also result in periodic FCLP training
capacity shortfalls, necessitating the use of alternative FCLP-equipped airfields,
such as Naval Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Whitehouse, Florida, and NAS
Oceana.
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ES.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives Considered

ES.3.1 Proposed Action

The proposed action is to acquire the use of an additional local airfield to support
FCLP for E-2/C-2 squadrons operating from NS Norfolk Chambers Field. The
proposed action also includes minor modifications to the airfield infrastructure to
support FCLP operations.

Operations

During FCLP, pilots perform repetitive “touch-and-go” landings at airfields,
which simulate landing on an aircraft carrier. FCLP is defined as that phase of
required flight training that precedes carrier landing operations. It should
simulate, as nearly as practicable, the conditions encountered during carrier
landing operations (U.S. Department of the Navy 2009a). Pilots of E-2/C-2
aircraft need to be both current and proficient in carrier-landing qualification.
The skills required to complete carrier landings must be routinely practiced by
pilots of all experience levels to maintain the requisite level of proficiency. In
order to do that, pilots conduct FCLP.

To meet FCLP requirements, the E-2/C-2 squadrons operating from NS Norfolk
Chambers Field would need to conduct up to 45,000 annual operations. With
each operation being a separate action, the 45,000 operations include 20,000
FCLP passes, where one FCLP pass consists of two operations: a landing or low
approach followed by an immediate takeoff or climb-out. Arrivals and departures
to and from the airfield, as well as holding patterns, account for the remaining
5,000 operations. In response to public comments on the Draft EA, the two
holding pattern locations for both alternatives were reduced to only one pattern
location, with the pattern altitude elevated to at or above 3,500 feet above ground
level, instead of 2,000 feet. These adjustments reduce potential aircraft noise
associated with the Navy’s proposed action and minimize noise over more
populated areas.

E-2/C-2 squadrons typically conduct FCLP operations during a three-hour period
and can conduct these periods up to twice per day (one day and one night period).
“Night” is defined as flying after sunset and, at times during the year, could begin
as early as 5:30 p.m. Depending on scheduling and training requirements,
operations can be conducted between 15 and 20 days in a given month,
throughout the year. While the overall average annual requirement would remain
the same, there could be periods of increased use followed by periods of little or
no use.

FCLP training requires the installation of visual landing aids adjacent to the
landing area. During FCLP training, the airfield’s active runway would be closed
to non-Navy aircraft, generally precluding concurrent operations, such as civilian
aviation, crop dusting, skydiving, sport or glider flying, and similar airfield
operations. However, the pattern would be opened to emergency aircraft, as
necessary.
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No aircraft or squadron personnel would be permanently stationed or homebased
at the airfield. During FCLP periods, Norfolk-based Navy personnel would be
present to observe and grade the pilots conducting the training operations.

Airfield Requirements

The airfield used must be within a maximum aircraft transit distance of 90
nautical miles from NS Norfolk Chambers Field. The minimum runway length
must be equal to or greater than 5,000 feet, and the minimum runway width must
be equal to or greater than 100 feet.

To facilitate E-2/C-2 FCLP operations, simulated carrier decks, concrete pads for
Navy equipment, a storage area, and electrical power would need to be installed
or available at the chosen airfield as part of the proposed action.

Project Schedule and Duration of the Action

Construction would be scheduled to be completed by July 2013 with initial
operating capability shortly thereafter. The potential term for this action could be
10 years.

ES.3.2 Alternatives Considered
This EA evaluates two action alternatives for conducting E-2/C-2 FCLP
operations, as well as the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport
Emporia-Greensville is 65 nautical miles from NS Norfolk Chambers Field. The
single runway at Emporia-Greensville, Runway 15/33, is 5,010 feet long and 100
feet wide. Emporia-Greensville is primarily located within Greensville County,
Virginia, with the approach end of Runway 33 located in Southampton County.
The entrance to Emporia-Greensville is 1.4 miles east of the city limits of the City
of Emporia, Virginia.

Under Alternative 1, the Navy would conduct up to 45,000 E-2/C-2 FCLP
operations annually at Emporia-Greensville. Approximately half of the proposed
Navy E-2/C-2 training at Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport would be
conducted during daylight hours and half during hours of darkness. For purposes
of FCLP, training during darkness begins one-half hour after sunset. A training
period could last up to approximately three hours and would end as soon as
possible. Because sunset occurs later during the long daylight hours of the
summer months, FCLP training that begins after sunset may continue as late as
1:00 a.m., or later.

Two operational scenarios are evaluated: Scenario 1 would include an FCLP
pattern with three planes conducting a total of up to 45,000 operations, and
Scenario 2 would include up to 30,000 operations conducted using a five-plane
FCLP pattern and up to 15,000 operations conducted using a three-plane FCLP
pattern. As provided in the Navy’s Request for Proposals, the Navy would prefer
to operate according to Scenario 2, i.e., the three- and five-plane patterns, which
would allow for greater training flexibility.
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Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

WFF Main Base is 70 nautical miles from NS Norfolk Chambers Field, located on
the Eastern Shore of Virginia 5 miles west of Chincoteague, Virginia. The
airfield has three runways, two of which meet the Navy’s length requirement and
could support E-2/C-2 FCLP operations. Runway 04/22 is 8,750 feet by 150 feet,
and Runway 10/28 is 8,000 feet by 200 feet. Runway 17/35, at 4,820 feet, does
not meet the Navy’s length requirement (5,000 feet) and is not being considered.

Under Alternative 2, the Navy would conduct up to 45,000 E-2/C-2 FCLP
operations annually at WFF Main Base. Approximately half of the proposed Navy
E-2/C-2 training at NASA Wallops Flight Facility would be conducted during
daylight hours and half during hours of darkness. For purposes of FCLP, training
during darkness begins one-half hour after sunset. A training period could last up
to approximately three hours, and would end as soon as possible. Because sunset
occurs late during the long daylight hours of the summer months, FCLP training
that begins after sunset may continue as late as 1:00 a.m., or later. Aircraft
refueling and overnight detachments could occur at WFF Main Base if this
alternative is chosen.

Two scenarios are analyzed in this EA for WFF Main Base. Scenario 1 would
include use of Runway 04/22 for both day and night operations, while Scenario 2
would include use of Runway 10/28 for both day and night operations. Night is
defined as flying after sunset and, at times during the year, could begin as early as
5:30 p.m. FCLP could also be conducted on both runways during the daytime
only. Two of the four runway ends at WFF would be utilized for E-2/C-2 FCLP
operations if operations were to be conducted during the day and at night (i.e.,
under either Scenario 1 or Scenario 2); however, daytime-only FCLP operations
could be conducted on up to four runway ends. This option (conduct daytime
operations on four runway ends) is covered under the analysis for Scenarios 1 and
2 for WFF.

For WFF Main Base, this EA evaluates a combination of three- and five-plane
FCLP patterns, in which up to 30,000 operations would be conducted using a
five-plane FCLP pattern and up to 15,000 operations would be conducted using a
three-plane FCLP pattern, for a total of up to 45,000 operations annually.

ES.3.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Navy would not use the airfield facilities at
Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main Base for E-2/C-2 FCLP. E-2/C-2 squadrons
operating from NS Norfolk Chambers Field would continue to utilize NALF
Fentress as the primary local airfield for E-2/C-2 FCLP training requirements.
Under the No Action Alternative, pilot proficiency would be maintained;
however, the Navy would continue to need to conduct FCLP training into the
late-night and early morning hours at NALF Fentress, occasionally conduct FCLP
training at alternative airfields such as NAS Oceana, and conduct E-2/C-2 FCLP
training detachments outside the local area (e.g., NOLF Whitehouse, near NAS
Jacksonville, Florida).
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ES.4 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action
The potential environmental impacts of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are
summarized below. The No Action Alternative is summarized in Section ES.5
with a further description of the baseline in Section 2.2.3.

ES.4.1 Aircraft Operations and Airspace

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Current air traffic in the vicinity of Emporia-Greensville, a public airport, is
associated with transient civilian and military overflights, victor airways, military
training routes, and emergency patient transport to the Greensville Memorial
Hospital heliport. Under this alternative, the runway would be closed to non-
FCLP arrivals and departures, except in the case of an emergency. During the
FCLP period, there would be minor airspace impacts on civilian flights, as well as
military rotary-wing and propeller aircraft training, because non-participating
aircraft would not be able to utilize the runway; however, no permanent airspace
designations would change as a result of the Navy’s proposed action. Therefore,
there would be no significant impact on aircraft operations and/or airspace at
Emporia-Greensville.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Current air traffic in the vicinity of WFF Main Base, a federally owned airport
that does not allow public access, is associated with NASA flights and military
flights. Under this alternative, the WFF Main Base runway being used for Navy
FCLP would be closed to non-participating aircraft except in the case of an
emergency. The Navy would coordinate with WFF Main Base air traffic control
to schedule FCLP and supply a tentative schedule in advance so that aircraft
based at the airfield could schedule accordingly. No permanent airspace
designations would change as a result of the Navy’s proposed action. Therefore,
there would be no significant impact on civilian aircraft use of the airspace or on
aircraft operations at WFF Main Base.

ES.4.2 Safety

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

There would be no change to the runway protection zones (RPZs) and associated
land use controls at Emporia-Greensville as a result of the Navy’s proposed
action. Standard air traffic management techniques would be employed during
times of Navy FCLP. Emporia-Greensville airport staff will issue a Notice to
Airmen (NOTAM) announcing the closure of the airfield during FCLP
operations. The airfield universal communications (UNICOM) frequency will be
monitored continuously during FCLP operations. Any non-FCLP aircraft
approaching the airfield will be informed of the airfield status and directed to
remain clear. Given the measures put in place to minimize interaction with
private aircraft during FCLP operations, the risks of an aviation mishap occurring
during FCLP operations under Alternative 1 would be minimized.
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An increase in the number of air operations at Emporia-Greensville could result in
a minor increase in the probability of a Bird/Animal Aircraft Strike Hazard
(BASH) incident. BASH management would be provided by the airfield or
through a third-party services contract, as needed. An aircrew flying in and
around Emporia-Greensville would adhere to flight operations standard operating
procedures, using resources such as personnel on the ground to minimize BASH
exposure during higher risk times of day or migration seasons. As a result of
standard flight operating procedures and implementation of airfield or third-party
contractor BASH measures, as needed, BASH risk would be managed and would
be expected to be low. Additionally, the altitude of the Navy’s proposed holding
pattern has been elevated to at or above 3,500 feet to further mitigate the BASH
risk. Therefore, there would be no significant impact related to BASH potential
under Alternative 1. In conclusion, implementation of Alternative 1 would not
have a significant impact on airfield safety zones or airfield safety.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

The clear zones and potential accident zones for Runways 04/22, 10/28, and 17/35
at WFF Main Base were established by NASA and are published in NASA’s
master plan. There would be no change to the clear zones or potential accident
zones or the land that lies beneath these zones as a result of the Navy’s proposed
action. Standard air traffic management techniques would be employed during
times of Navy FCLP. WFF Main Base will issue a NOTAM announcing the
status of FCLP operations at the airfield. The airfield has an air traffic control
tower, which will direct approaching non-FCLP aircraft as necessary. Given the
measures put in place to minimize interaction with other aircraft during FCLP
operations, the risks of an aviation mishap occurring during FCLP operations
under Alternative 2 would be minimized.

WEFF has a robust BASH management program that has established procedures,
which would be adhered to and expanded upon, as needed, that would assist in
managing any potential increase in the risk of bird/animal-aircraft interactions.
An aircrew flying in and around WFF Main Base would adhere to the facility’s
flight operations standard operating procedures, using resources such as
communication with the control tower to minimize exposure during higher risk
times of day or migration seasons. Additionally, the altitude of the Navy’s
proposed holding pattern has been elevated to at or above 3,500 feet to further
mitigate the BASH risk. Therefore, there would be no significant impact related
to BASH potential under Alternative 2. In conclusion, implementation of
Alternative 2 would not have a significant impact on airfield safety zones or
airfield safety.

ES.4.3 Air Quality

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Both Emporia-Greensville and WFF Main Base are located in regions that are in

attainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or unclassified for all
criteria pollutants. Therefore, the proposed action under either alternative would

be exempt from federal and state General Conformity regulations. Both
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temporary construction emissions and annual operating emissions would be below
250 tons per year for all criteria emissions and therefore would have no
significant impact on air quality in the region.

ES.4.4 Noise

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

The increase in land area falling under the Day-Night Average Sound Level
(DNL) due to the proposed Navy E-2/C-2 operations would equate to 40.5 acres
and 44.0 acres within the greater than 65 decibel (dB) DNL noise zone for
Scenarios 1 and 2, respectively. In both cases, this would impact approximately
three individuals in Greensville County (i.e., approximately 0.02 percent of the
total county population). As a supplemental noise metric, a Sound Exposure
Level (SEL) analysis was also calculated, which evaluates the estimated noise
experienced at the points of interest from single aircraft events. Fewer than half
of the points of interest would experience higher maximum modeled SEL values
compared to existing conditions.

Although noise levels would increase at Emporia-Greensville under Alternative 1,
under both scenarios, there would be no significant noise impacts for either
scenario. The 70 dB DNL noise contour would be wholly contained within the
Emporia-Greensville airport property, and only one residence would be located
above 65 dB DNL. Additionally, noise generated from the Navy’s proposed
action would be temporary and intermittent, and the noise would be consistent
with the existing uses of the airport, including existing military operations
(helicopter noise). The two identified holding patterns have been reduced to only
one for each alternative, with the pattern altitude elevated to at or above 3,500 feet
instead of 2,000 feet. These adjustments reduce potential aircraft noise associated
with the Navy’s proposed action and minimize noise over more populated areas.
Therefore, there would be no significant noise impact under Alternative 1 for
either scenario.

As any proposed airport design changes for the Emporia-Greensville Regional
Airport as a result of this proposed action are subject to FAA approval, the FAA
has been invited to participate in the analysis of Alternative 1 as a cooperating
agency. For the purpose of supporting the FAA’s action, the analysis of
Alternative 1 has been expanded to include specific FAA requirements for
airports under their oversight. For FAA-regulated airports, FAA policy
designates the 65 dB DNL contour as the cumulative noise exposure level above
which residential land uses are not considered compatible. Based on the land use
compatibility analysis, local land use controls, and comments received from the
FAA, one residence is identified within the proposed 65 dB DNL noise zone near
Emporia-Greensville for either scenario under Alternative 1. Prior to taking
action, the FAA requires the land use designation for this property be changed to
reflect a non-residential status, and the Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport
Commission has agreed to purchase the property under their authority and convert
the land use to non-residential use.
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Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Under Alternative 2 for both Scenarios 1 and 2 at WFF, there would be no
significant noise impacts when compared to existing conditions. Only a small
percentage of the total population of Accomack County would be impacted by the
minor increase in noise around WFF Main Base. The increase in land area within
the noise zones due to the proposed Navy E-2/C-2 operations would be
approximately 208.7 and 155.1 acres within the greater than 65 dB DNL noise
zone for Scenarios 1 and 2, respectively. Under Alternative 2, Scenario 1, there
would be an estimated 268 more individuals, or approximately 0.8 percent of the
total population in Accomack County, within the greater than 65 dB DNL noise
zone. Of this number, 83 more individuals, or approximately 0.3 percent of the
total county population, would be within the greater than 70 dB DNL noise zone
compared with existing conditions. Under Alternative 2, Scenario 2, there would
be an estimated 173 more individuals within the greater than 65 dB DNL noise
zone, or approximately 0.5 percent of the total population in Accomack County.
Of this number, 14 more individuals, or approximately 0.04 percent of the total
population in Accomack County, would be within the greater than 70 dB DNL
noise zone compared with existing conditions. All of the identified points of
interest currently experience higher maximum modeled SEL values than they
would experience under either scenario for Alternative 2.

The majority of individuals that would be impacted by the increase in noise under
Alternative 2, Scenario 1 or 2, would be in the Trails End community. Trails End
is a private waterfront campground resort, zoned for agricultural use, that was
built near the end of the WFF Main Base preexisting active runway. The
campground is advertised and operated as a temporary lodging/camping resort;
therefore, a majority of the residents do not live in the community full-time. The
increase in noise would also be temporary and intermittent, and the aircraft
operations generating the noise would be consistent with the existing operations at
WFF. Additionally, there would not be a significant risk for potential loss of
hearing associated with either scenario from the Navy’s proposed action at WFF
Main Base. The two identified holding patterns have been reduced to only one
holding pattern location, with the pattern altitude elevated to at or above 3,500
feet instead of 2,000 feet. These adjustments reduce potential aircraft noise
associated with the Navy’s proposed action and minimize noise over more
populated areas. Therefore, there would be no significant impact from noise as a
result of the Navy’s implementation of Alternative 2 for either Scenario 1 or 2 at
WFF Main Base. Furthermore, there would also be no significant impact from
noise if the option of conducting daytime operations on both Runways 04/22 and
10/28 is chosen, as the noise zones for this option would fall within the modeled
noise zones for Scenarios 1 and 2.

ES.4.5 Land Use

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Under Alternative 1 for both Scenarios 1 and 2, there would be no significant
direct or indirect land use impacts when compared to existing conditions at
Emporia-Greensville. For Scenarios 1 and 2, an increase of 0.8 acre of land
designated as residential land use within the modeled 65 dB DNL or greater noise
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zone would be indirectly impacted by the Navy’s proposed action. FAR Part 150
designates the DNL 65 dB contour as the cumulative noise exposure level above
which residential land uses would not be considered compatible. The Navy
would not consider this impact to be significant, and it would not require
mitigation by the Navy, given the small size of the area, the current aircraft
activity, the general noise environment already present at Emporia-Greensville,
and because the noise generated from the Navy’s proposed action would be
temporary and intermittent. To meet FAA-specific NEPA requirements, the land
use designation for this property must be changed to reflect a non-residential
status, and the Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport Commission has agreed to
purchase the property under their authority and convert the land use to non-
residential use. There are no additional houses, schools, day care centers, or
hospitals located within the 65 dB DNL or greater noise zone under either
scenario for Alternative 1.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Under Alternative 2 for both Scenarios 1 and 2, there would be no significant
direct or indirect land use impacts when compared to existing conditions at WFF.
There would be an increase of 27.6 or 21.9 acres of land designated as residential
use within the modeled noise zones for Scenarios 1 and 2, respectively. This
increase in residential land area would be located in areas immediately adjacent to
the airport property, primarily in the Trails End community, a private waterfront
campground resort zoned for agricultural use, which was built near the end of the
WFF Main Base preexisting active runway. The campground is advertised and
operated as a temporary lodging/camping resort; therefore, a majority of the
residents do not live in the community full-time. This impact would not be
considered a significant impact given that the residential area primarily impacted
is a transient and seasonal community, the fact that WFF Main Base is an
existing, active airfield that currently has 125.7 acres of residential lands within
the existing 65 dB DNL or greater noise zone, because the increase in noise
would be temporary and intermittent, and the aircraft operations generating noise
would be consistent with the existing operations at WFF. There are no religious
facilities, schools, day care centers, or hospitals within the greater than 65 dB
DNL noise zone.

Virginia Coastal Zone Management. WFF Main Base is located within
Virginia’s coastal zone. Therefore, federal agency development at WFF Main
Base that could have reasonably foreseeable effects on Virginia’s coastal
resources must be consistent with the nine enforceable policies of the Virginia
Coastal Zone Management Program. The Navy submitted a Coastal Consistency
Determination for the proposed action at WFF Main Base to the VDEQ for
concurrence on July 6, 2012. A response from VDEQ was received on September
6, 2012, which concurred that the Navy’s proposed action at WFF Main Base is
consistent with the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program, provided all
applicable permits and approvals are obtained as described in their letter response
(see Appendix A, Agency Consultation).
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ES.4.6 Infrastructure and Utilities

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

At either Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport or WFF Main Base, the new
telephone and electric lines associated with the proposed airfield infrastructure
improvements to support FCLP would attach into the grid at existing connections
and would operate within existing capacity. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact on telephone or electrical services. No water or wastewater
infrastructure improvements would be necessary at either site to support FCLP.

ES.4.7 Visual Landscape: Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

At either Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport or WFF Main Base, new
infrastructure would be installed at the airfield under the proposed action,
including painted simulated carrier decks with flush-deck lighting at the ends of
each runway approach to be used; small concrete pads for placement of Navy
equipment; and new electrical and phone connections for Navy equipment. A
new fenced storage area would also be installed at Emporia-Greensville; adequate
storage already exists at WFF Main Base. During FCLP training, the existing
airport runway lights would be turned off, and only the flush carrier deck box
lighting would be used. No increase in off-site lighting would be projected from
either airfield. Due to the topography of the sites, little lighting from FCLP
operations would be visible beyond either airport. The communities surrounding
both Emporia-Greensville and WFF Main Base are generally accustomed to
seeing aircraft operating in the area, as both are active airfields.

These airfield-associated modifications and aircraft operations would be
consistent with the visual setting for either Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main
Base; therefore, there would be no significant impact to the visual landscape
under either alternative.

ES.4.8 Geology, Topography, and Soils

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Under Alternative 1 and 2, proposed minor construction could expose soils to
wind and stormwater erosion, compaction, and rutting. Standard soil erosion and
sedimentation controls, best management practices, and appropriate revegetation
would be carried out to mitigate the potential impacts. Therefore, there would be
no significant impact on geology, topography, or soil resources under either
alternative.
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ES.4.9 Water Resources

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Under Alternative 1, there would be no direct impacts on surface waters from
construction. No construction would occur within floodplains or wetlands under
Alternative 1; therefore, there would be no direct impacts on these resources.
During construction of the concrete pads, surface runoff carrying contaminants or
sediment into nearby wetlands and waters would be minimized through the use of
proper erosion and sediment control measures, including best management
practices (BMPs). Therefore, no indirect impacts to wetlands would occur under
Alternative 1.

Alternative 1 would result in the construction of 0.43 acre of new impervious
surface along Runway 15/33. The proposed construction would disturb less than
1 acre; therefore, a storm water construction permit and Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan would not be required. However, an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan would be necessary because the land disturbance would exceed
10,000 square feet (0.23 acre). As a result of its minor construction plus the
implementation of erosion control measures, Alternative 1 would have no
significant impacts on stormwater.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Under Alternative 2, there would be no direct impacts on surface waters from
construction. No construction would occur within floodplains or wetlands;
therefore, there would be no direct impacts on these resources. During
construction of the concrete pads, surface runoff carrying contaminants or
sediment into nearby wetlands and waters would be minimized through the use of
proper erosion and sediment control measures, including BMPs. Therefore, no
indirect impacts to wetlands would occur under Alternative 2.

Alternative 2 would result in construction of a maximum of 0.05 acre of new
impervious surface along Runways 04/22 or 10/28. The Navy’s proposed action
and related construction would not significantly contribute to additional
stormwater discharge to surface waters. In addition, WFF would not be required
to update its Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan because the proposed
construction would disturb less than 1 acre. Also, an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan would not be necessary because the land disturbance would not
exceed 10,000 square feet (0.23 acre). Therefore, Alternative 2 would have no
significant impacts on stormwater.

ES.4.10 Biological Resources

Construction activities would not result in significant impacts to biological
resources. Under both action alternatives, installation of buried utility lines would
result in temporary impacts on maintained grassland. Due to the small area
impacted, the unlikelihood of maintained grassland supporting many wildlife/bird
species, and the temporary nature of the impact, construction would not have a
significant impact on wildlife or avian resources under either alternative.
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Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Under Alternative 1 at Emporia-Greensville, the increase in noise from aircraft
operations could have direct impacts on wildlife; however, scientific literature
indicates that intensities and durations of wildlife startle responses decrease with
the number and frequency of exposures. Most wildlife in the vicinity of Emporia-
Greensville would likely already be or become acclimated to aircraft noise.
Therefore, noise associated with aircraft operations would have no significant
impact on wildlife for the duration of the Navy’s proposed action.

Federally threatened or endangered species were identified as potentially
occurring in the vicinity of Emporia-Greensville. However, no suitable habitat
for the identified species occurs within the action areas or would be affected by
the implementation of Alternative 1. Therefore, there would be no significant
impact on, and no effect on, federally listed species under Alternative 1 in either
scenario.

An increase in air operations due to the Navy’s proposed action could result in a
minor increase in the potential of an in-air bird strike at Emporia-Greensville;
however, BASH management measures would be implemented, and standard
operating procedures would be followed to minimize the strike risk. Given these
considerations, there would be no significant impact to birds in flight under
Alternative 1.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

Under Alternative 2 at WFF, the increase in noise from aircraft operations could
have direct impacts on wildlife; however, scientific literature indicates that
intensities and durations of wildlife startle responses decrease with the number
and frequency of exposures. Most wildlife in the vicinity of WFF Main Base
would likely already be, or would become, acclimated to aircraft noise.

An increase in air operations due to the Navy’s proposed action could result in a
minor increase in the potential of an in-air bird strike; however, BASH
management measures are already in place at WFF, and the base has an active
management team along with standard operating procedures to minimize the
strike risk. Under Alternative 2, aircraft would fly over the Wallops Island
National Wildlife Refuge and a portion of the Barrier Island/Lagoon System
Important Bird Area. However, the flights under the proposed action would be
temporary and intermittent in nature. It is also expected that most birds/wildlife
in these areas are already habituated to the aircraft noise from existing operations
at WFF Main Base and rocket launches from Wallops Island. Given these
considerations, there would be no significant impact to birds or wildlife from
Alternative 2.

Given the current air operations at WFF under baseline/existing conditions, bald
eagles nesting near WFF are likely habituated to aircraft activity and noise.
Pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. 703-712, and the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 668-668d, there would be no “takes” or
significant impacts to the bald eagles occurring near WFF under Alternative 2.
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No significant impact to marine mammals, fish, or sea turtles would occur at WFF
under Alternative 2. The bottlenose dolphin is the only marine mammal species
expected to occur in the waters of Chincoteague Bay adjacent to WFF. Although
sea turtles and two federally protected fish species (Atlantic and shortnose
sturgeons) have been known to occur in Chincoteague Bay near WFF, sea turtles
are not known to nest on the shores near WFF. When compared to
baseline/existing conditions at WFF, the change in the projected noise contours
under Alternative 2 would be negligible; therefore, it would be unlikely that a
bottlenose dolphin, fish, or sea turtle would be in the proposed action impact area
during Navy overflights. Moreover, any bottlenose dolphins, fish, or sea turtles
occurring regularly in Chincoteague Bay are already habituated to aircraft activity
and noise from current and ongoing aircraft overflights, as well as rocket noise
from Wallops Island. Therefore, the increase in aircraft operations at WFF Main
Base associated with Alternative 2 would not result in Level A or Level B
harassment to the bottlenose dolphin, as defined under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, and would be expected to have no effect on sea turtles and
sturgeons under the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531. Likewise, there
would be no significant impact to the bottlenose dolphins, fish, or sea turtles.

ES.4.11 Cultural Resources

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

The Navy consulted with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
regarding the proposed action at Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main Base,
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its
implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. The Navy has completed the
Section 106 process for the proposed action at Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main
Base. It was determined that the proposed action would have no significant
impact on cultural resources.

ES.4.12 Socioeconomics

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport
Emporia-Greensville is currently an operating airport facility, and the projected
noise resulting from the proposed action would not extend significantly outside
the airport property. Results of studies conducted on the effects of aircraft noise
on property values have been inconclusive and suggest that numerous factors
influence property values. Therefore, the potential increase in noise levels
resulting from the proposed action would not be expected to have a significant
impact on residential property values around Emporia-Greensville.

The expected increase in the number of operations at Emporia-Greensville
slightly increases the potential for an emergency at the airfield. Given the safety
record of the E-2/C-2 aircraft, potential incidents requiring the response of
emergency services would be expected to be infrequent. Alternative 1 would
therefore have no significant impact on community services.
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Environmental Justice. Potential minority and/or low-income populations
surrounding WFF Main Base were identified in the greater than 65 dB DNL noise
zone. U.S. Census data for the census blocks and block groups within the greater
than 65 dB noise zone were compared to that of the county. Under Alternative 1,
a potential environmental justice community was identified within Census Tract
8801.01, Block Group 3, in Greensville County and Census Tract 2002, Block
Group 1, in Southampton County. However, upon further examination at the
block-level for Census Tract 8801.01, Block 3039 (where the one house within
the greater than 65 dB DNL noise zone is located), the percentage of the
population that was minority is below that of Greensville County. In addition, no
houses are located within the greater than 65 dB DNL noise zone in Southampton
County. Therefore, the potential for disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects would not be considered significant.

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.
The greater than 65 dB DNL noise zone at Emporia-Greensville under
Alternative 1 extends over areas with a higher percentage of people under the age
of 21 than that of Greensville County and Southampton County. However, only
one house, containing an estimated three people, is located within the greater than
65 dB DNL noise zone in Greensville County, and the noise would be temporary
and intermittent. In addition, no houses would be located within the greater than
65 dB DNL noise zone in Southampton County. Therefore, there would not be a
disproportionately adverse impact on children, and the proposed action would
have no significant impact on the protection of children from health and safety
risks.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

WFF Main Base is currently an operating airfield facility, and the projected noise
resulting from the proposed action would not be substantially different from
existing conditions. Results of studies conducted on the effect of aircraft noise on
property values have been inconclusive and suggest that numerous factors
influence property values. Therefore, the potential increase in noise levels
resulting from the proposed action would not be expected to have a significant
impact on residential property values around WFF Main Base.

The expected increase in the number of operations at WFF Main Base slightly
increases the potential for an emergency at the airfield. Given the safe track
record of the E-2/C-2 aircraft, potential incidents requiring the response of
emergency services would be expected to be infrequent. Alternative 2 would
therefore have no significant impact on community services.

In a detachment scenario, detachment personnel would be housed in Navy lodging
at the installation. Any personnel that could not be accommodated in the Navy
lodging on the installation would stay in local hotels/motels. These existing
lodging establishments would be able to provide adequate capacity most of the
year for the Navy personnel not accommodated in Navy lodging. In a
non-detachment scenario, there would be no change in temporary population.
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There could be increased calls for community emergency or police response if
Navy personnel were to be temporarily housed on WFF Main Base or in the
surrounding community during detachment periods. However, this would not be
expected to require expenditures on new personnel or equipment because there
would be no increase in the permanent local population. Therefore,
implementation of Alternative 2 at WFF Main Base would have no significant
impact on community services.

Environmental Justice. Potential minority and/or low-income populations
surrounding WFF Main Base were identified in the greater than 65 dB DNL noise
zone. U.S. Census data for the census blocks and block groups within the greater
than 65 dB noise zone were compared to data for Accomack County. Under
Alternative 2, Scenario 2, a potential environmental justice community was
identified within Census Tract 902, Block Group 3. However, upon further
examination at the block level for Census Tract 902, Block 3112, the percentage
of the population that was minority is below that of Accomack County.
Therefore, the potential for disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects would not be considered significant.

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.
Census Tract 9802, Block Group 1, has a higher percentage of people under the
age of 21 than the rest of Accomack County. However, all of the people in this
block group appear to be members of the same household, and this residence
would not be within the modeled noise zones under any of the scenarios under
Alternative 2. Block Groups 2 and 3 in Census Tract 902 have lower percentages
of people under the age of 21 than the rest of Accomack County; therefore, there
would not be a disproportionately high and adverse effect on children, and the
proposed action would have no significant impact on the protection of children
from health and safety risks.

ES.4.13 Environmental Management

Alternative 1: Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport

Under the Navy’s proposed action, no aircraft or personnel would be permanently
stationed or homebased at Emporia-Greensville. Therefore, the Navy would not
have a need to store any oil or hazardous materials at the airfield.

Alternative 2: Wallops Flight Facility Main Base

If detachments were to occur, there would be some temporary oil and hazardous
materials associated with aircraft maintenance stored at the airfield. However, the
Navy would follow established WFF procedures for the management of
hazardous materials and hazardous waste. The Navy will also conform to the
WFF Pollution Prevention Plan, so there would be no significant impact on
pollution prevention at the airfield. The increase in solid waste would be
negligible; therefore, there would be no addition of, or significant impact on, the
level of solid waste produced.
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ES.5 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Navy would not use the airfield facilities at
Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main Base for E-2/C-2 FCLP. E-2/C-2 squadrons,
operating from NS Norfolk Chambers Field, would continue to utilize NALF
Fentress as the primary local airfield for E-2/C-2 FCLP training requirements
supplemented by occasional FCLP training at alternative airfields such as NAS
Oceana and by conducting detachments outside the local area when NALF
Fentress scheduling reaches maximum capacity. Since the number and type of
aircraft operations at Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main Base would not change
under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in the existing
environment from the baseline conditions.

ES.6 Cumulative Impacts

Based on a review of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions at
Emporia-Greensville, WFF Main Base, and their surrounding regions, several
actions were considered when analyzing the potential cumulative impacts.
Projects at Emporia-Greensville include the ongoing construction of Oak Grove
Baptist Church, the ongoing development of the Mid-Atlantic Advanced
Manufacturing Center, the reasonably foreseeable runway shift at
Emporia-Greensville Regional Airport to bring the airfield into compliance with
FAA design standards, and the reasonably foreseeable Parachute/Paraglide and
Related Airborne Jump Training. Projects at WFF include the ongoing build-out
of Wallops Research Park, the ongoing expansion of NASA’s WFF Launch
Range, the ongoing NASA WFF alternative energy project (80 acres of solar
panels), the ongoing construction of the Olde Mill Pointe residential development,
and the reasonably foreseeable NASA Site-wide Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement at WFF. Current operations at both sites would be expected to
continue during non-FCLP periods. Based on the analysis in this EA, the
proposed action would not have significant cumulative impacts on any resource
area when considered with these other actions.

ES.7 Public Notification

The Navy issued a press release on June 17, 2011, announcing the intent to study
the potential environmental impacts of conducting E-2/C-2 FCLP operations at
Emporia-Greensville. On October 20, 2011, the Navy announced its decision to
include WFF Main Base as a potential site for the proposed action.

A 30-day public comment period was scheduled from September 6, 2012, until
October 5, 2012. In response to requests from elected officials and members of
the public, the Navy extended the public comment period until October 19, 2012.
The Navy issued a press release on October 4, 2012, announcing this extension.

The Navy held two open house public information meetings, each from 5:00 p.m.
to 8:00 p.m. The first meeting was conducted September 25, 2012, at the Golden
Leaf Commons at the Greensville County government complex. The second
meeting was conducted September 27, 2012, at the NASA Visitor Center at WFF.
Comments were collected during the meetings, via e-mail and through regular
mail.
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ES.8 Summary of Findings
The proposed action would not result in significant adverse direct, indirect, or
cumulative environmental impacts at Emporia-Greensville or WFF Main Base.
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