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This Environmental Assessment is provided for public comment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA 
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), and 32 CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). 

The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force decision-making, allows the public to 
offer inputs on alternative ways for the Air Force to accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits 
comments on the Air Force’s analysis of environmental effects. 

Public commenting allows the Air Force to make better, informed decisions. Letters or other written or 
oral comments provided may be published in the EA. As required by law, comments provided will be 
addressed in the EA and made available to the public. Providing personal information is voluntary. Any 
personal information provided will be used only to identify your desire to make a statement during the 
public comment portion of any public meetings or hearings or to fulfill requests for copies of the EA or 
associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled to develop a mailing list for those requesting 
copies of the EA; however, only the names of the individuals making comments and specific comments 
will be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will not be published in the EA. 

This document has been certified that it does not exceed 75 pages, not including appendices as defined 
in 40 CFR 1501.5(f). As defined in 40 CFR 1508.1(v), a “page” means 500 words and does not include 
maps, diagrams, graphs, tables, and other means of graphically displaying quantitative or geospatial 
information. 

This document is compliant with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 USC § 794d. This 
allows assistive technology to be used to obtain the available information from the document. Due to 
the nature of graphics, figures, tables, and images occurring in the document, accessibility is limited to 
a descriptive title for each item. 
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COVER SHEET 
Final Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 

a. Responsible Agency: United States Air Force (Air Force) 

b. Proposals and Actions: 

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf Formal Training Unit (FTU) at 
Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB). Under the Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth 
quarter of fiscal year (FY) 2023, with the remainder to be delivered in FY 2024. A total of ten (10) MH-
139 helicopter aircraft would be beddown at Maxwell AFB; eight (8) aircraft would serve as the primary 
aircraft inventory and two (2) as backup aircraft inventory. 

c. For Additional Information: Jon Sawyer, 42 CES/CEIE, 400 Cannon St, Bldg. 1060, Maxwell AFB, 
AL, 36112. Phone: 334.953.3954 or by email at jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil 

d. Designation: Final EA 

e. Abstract: 

This Environmental Assessment has been prepared pursuant to provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, Title 42 of the United States Code, Sections 4321–4347, implemented by 
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 
1500–1508, and 32 CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP). Potentially affected 
environmental resources were identified in coordination with local, state, and federal agencies. Specific 
environmental resources with the potential for environmental consequences include airspace 
management and use, operational noise, safety, electromagnetic spectrum, climate/air quality, cultural 
resources, hazardous materials and wastes, biological resources, environmental justice and protection 
of children, land use, and socioeconomics. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command FTU at Maxwell 
AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters to provide modern capability gaps training 
in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air Force Global Strike 
Command’s (AFGSC’s) Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) missions. 

The AFGSC has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the Boeing MH-
139 Grey Wolf to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support 
AFGSC’s ICBM missions. Other mission capabilities include civil search and rescue, airlift support, 
National Capital Region missions, as well as survival school and test support. 

The analysis of the affected environment and environmental consequences of implementing the 
Proposed Action concluded that by implementing standing environmental protection measures and best 
management practices, there would be no significant adverse impacts from the Proposed Action on the 
resource areas analyzed. Further, significant cumulative impacts would not be anticipated from 
activities associated with the Proposed Action when considered with past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The United States (US) Air Force (Air Force), Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), prepared this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed MH-139 beddown at 
Maxwell AFB, Alabama, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Title 42 
of the United States Code, Section 4321 [42 USC § 4321]), the regulations of the President’s Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) that implement NEPA procedures (Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Parts 1500–1508 [40 CFR Parts 1500–1508]), and the Air Force Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process (EIAP) regulations at 32 CFR Part 989. Other pertinent environmental statutes, 
regulations, and compliance requirements were also considered during the preparation of the EA, and these 
authorities are addressed in various sections throughout this EA when relevant to particular environmental 
resources and conditions. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Air Force is tasked with the defense of the US and fulfillment of the directives of the President and the 
Secretary of Defense. The Air Force’s mission is to fly, fight, and win. In order to accomplish this mission, 
it is critical that combat pilots, and the Airmen supporting them, adequately train to attain proficiency on 
tasks they must execute during times of war and further to sustain this proficiency as they serve in the Air 
Force. 

Air Force Global Strike Command (AFGSC) has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey 
helicopters with Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. On 20 November 2020, the Secretary of 
the Air Force announced Maxwell AFB, Alabama, as the preferred location to host the Boeing MH-139A 
Grey Wolf Formal Training Unit (FTU). [This was a planning announcement, not an action decision, and the 
proposal is still subject to NEPA analysis and decision.] Maxwell AFB is the headquarters of Air University, 
a major component of the Air Education and Training Command (AETC) and is the Air Force’s center for 
Joint Professional Military Education. The host wing for Maxwell is the 42d Air Base Wing (42 ABW). 

The MH-139 FTU’s mission is to train pilots in providing security and support for the nation’s intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) fields. The MH-139 mission is slated to replace the mission of the Air Force’s aging 
C-130H Hercules aircraft of the 908th Airlift Wing (908 AW) currently at Maxwell AFB. The divestiture of the 
C-130H aircraft is anticipated to occur in fiscal year (FY) 2022 and is part of the NEPA analysis presented 
in this document. 

The 908 AW is a tenant unit and the only operational flying unit at Maxwell AFB. The 908 AW and its 
subordinate 357th Airlift Squadron operates eight C-130H Hercules aircraft for theater airlift in support of 
combatant commanders worldwide. As an Air Force Reserve Command (AFRC) airlift unit, the 908 AW 
units train and exercise frequently and routinely to provide augmentative operational support to the Air 
Mobility Command (AMC). 

Location 

As shown in Figure 1-1, Maxwell AFB is located in the city of Montgomery, in southern Alabama, and 
encompasses approximately 2,527 acres, with most of the land being improved or developed. 
Approximately 700 acres are occupied by buildings, structures, pavements, and landscaped resident 
housing. Aircraft runways, taxiways, and adjacent airfield account for 880 acres. Gunter Annex of Maxwell 
AFB is located on the east side of the city of Montgomery, approximately 5 miles from Maxwell AFB. Gunter 
Annex consists of 377 acres that are fully developed into housing, industrial, academic, and administrative 
facilities. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE ACTION 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an AFRC FTU at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey 
Wolf medium-lift helicopters to provide modern capability gaps training in the areas of speed, range, 
endurance, payload, and survivability in support AFGSC’s ICBM missions. 
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Figure 1-1 Vicinity Map 
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1.3 NEED FOR THE ACTION 

AFGSC has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with Boeing MH-139 to satisfy 
mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of the UH-1N Huey in the areas 
of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of AFGSC’s ICBM missions. Other 
mission capabilities include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, 
as well as survival school and test support. 

1.4 SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

This EA analyzes the potential environmental consequences associated with implementation of the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives. This EA has been prepared in accordance with NEPA, the CEQ 
implementing regulations, and 32 CFR § 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP). NEPA is the 
basic national requirement for identifying environmental consequences of federal decisions. NEPA ensures 
that environmental information, including the anticipated environmental consequences of a proposed 
action, is available to the public, federal and state agencies, and the decision-maker before decisions are 
made and before actions are taken. 

Consistent with the CEQ regulations, the EA is organized into the following sections: 

• Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action, includes an introduction, location, purpose and need 
statements, scope of environmental analysis, decision to be made, interagency and 
intergovernmental coordination and consultations, applicable laws and environmental regulations, 
and a description of public and agency review of this EA. 

• Chapter 2, Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives, includes a description of the 
Proposed Action, alternative selection standards, analysis of alternatives, alternatives eliminated 
from further consideration, a description of the selected alternatives, summary of potential 
environmental consequences, and mitigation and environmental commitments. 

• Chapter 3, Affected Environment, includes a description of the natural and manmade environments 
within and surrounding the training location that may be affected by the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives. 

• Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, includes definitions and discussions of direct and 
indirect impacts. 

• Chapter 5, List of Preparers, provides a list of the preparers of this EA. 

• Chapter 6, References, contains references for studies, data, and other resources used in the 
preparation of this EA. 

• Appendices, as required, provide relevant correspondence, studies, photographs, extended data 
tables, modeling results, and public review information. 

NEPA requires federal agencies to consider alternatives to the Proposed Action and to analyze potential 
impacts of alternative actions. Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives described in this 
document will be assessed in accordance with the Air Force EIAP (32 CFR Part 989), which requires that 
impacts to resources be analyzed in terms of their context, duration, and intensity. To help the public and 
decision-makers understand the implications of impacts, they will be described in the short and long term, 
cumulatively, and within context. The environmental resources analyzed in this EA are as follows: 

• Airspace 
• Noise 
• Safety 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Water Resources 
• Soils 
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• Land Use 
• Socioeconomics 
• Visual Resources 
• Environmental Justice and Protection of Children 
• Cultural Resources 
• Hazardous Materials and Wastes 
• Infrastructure, Transportation, and Utilities 

The expected geographic scope of any potential consequence is identified as the Region of Influence (ROI). 
Maxwell AFB and its environs are considered in determining the ROI for each resource. The ROI 
boundaries would vary depending on the nature of each resource. For example, the ROI for some 
resources, such as socioeconomics and air quality, extend over a larger jurisdiction than biological or 
cultural resources. 

1.5 DECISION TO BE MADE 

This EA analyzes the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and Alternatives. 
Based on the analysis in this EA, the Air Force will make one of three decisions regarding the Proposed 
Action and Alternatives: 1) choose the Proposed Action and sign a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI), allowing implementation of the preferred alternative; 2) initiate preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) if it is determined that significant impacts would occur through implementation of 
the Proposed Action or Alternatives; or 3) select the No Action Alternative, whereby the Proposed Action 
and Alternatives would not be implemented. As required by NEPA and its implementing regulations, 
preparation of an environmental document must precede final decisions regarding the proposed project 
and be available to inform decision-makers of the potential environmental impacts. 

1.6 INTERAGENCY AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION AND CONSULTATIONS 

Interagency/Intergovernmental Coordination and Consultation 

The environmental analysis process, in compliance with NEPA guidance, includes public and agency 
review of information pertinent to proposed and alternative actions. Scoping is an early and open process 
for developing the breadth of issues to be addressed in an EA and for identifying significant concerns related 
to a proposed action. Per the requirements of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 (42 USC § 
4231[a]) and Executive Order (EO) 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, federal, state, 
and local agencies with jurisdiction that could potentially be affected by the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives were notified during the development of this EA. Interagency and Intergovernmental 
Coordination for Environmental Planning letters and responses are included in Appendix A. 

Agency Consultation 

Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternatives involves coordination with several organizations and 
agencies. Compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 USC § 
1536) (ESA) and implementing regulations (50 CFR Part 402) requires communication with the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine 
Fisheries Service in cases where a federal action could affect listed threatened or endangered species, 
species proposed for listing, or candidate species for listing. The primary focus of this consultation is to 
request a determination of whether any of these species occur in the project area. If any protected species 
is present, a determination would be made of any potential adverse effects on the species. No additional 
consultation is required if the Proposed Action or Alternatives do not affect protected species. The Air Force 
sent letters to the appropriate USFWS office (National Marine Fisheries Service is not applicable) and 
relevant state agencies informing them of the proposal and requesting data regarding applicable protected 
species. Response from the USFWS determining that the action would have “no effect” on threatened or 
endangered species or designated critical habitat can be found in Appendix A. 
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Coordination with the appropriate state government agencies and planning districts will occur for review 
and comment. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 USC § 300101) 
(NHPA) and implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) was accomplished through the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). Response from the SHPO indicating a finding of “no adverse effect” can be 
found in Appendix A. 

All agency correspondence is included in Appendix A of the EA. 

Government-to-Government Consultation 

The NHPA and its regulations at 36 CFR Part 800 direct federal agencies to consult with Indian tribes when 
a Proposed Action or Alternatives may have an effect on tribal lands or on properties of religious and cultural 
significance to a tribe. Consistent with the NHPA, Department of Defense Instruction 4710.02, Interactions 
with Federally-Recognized Tribes, and Air Force Instruction (AFI) 90-2002, Air Force Interaction with 
Federally-Recognized Tribes, federally recognized tribes that are historically affiliated with lands in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Action or Alternatives have been invited to consult on all proposed undertakings 
that have a potential to affect properties of cultural, historical, or religious significance to the tribes. The 
tribal consultation process is distinct from NEPA consultation or the interagency coordination process, and 
it requires separate notification of all relevant tribes. The timelines for tribal consultation are also distinct 
from those of other consultations. The point of contact for consultation with the Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation is the Maxwell AFB Installation Tribal Liaison 
Officer. Government-to-government consultation is included in Appendix A. 

In emails data 4 November 2021 and 11 January 2022, the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma requested 
additional information regarding the Proposed Action (Appendix A). The Air Force responded to that inquiry 
on 9 February 2022. 

1.7 APPLICABLE LAWS AND ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS 

Implementation of the Proposed Action or an alternative would require compliance with several laws and 
regulations. The following is a brief summary of NEPA and the environmental impact analysis process. 
Chapter 3 of this EA provides a detailed analysis related to adherence to the requirements of specific laws, 
regulations, best management practices, and necessary permits. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

NEPA requires that federal agencies consider potential environmental consequences of their proposed 
actions. The law’s intent is to protect, restore, or enhance the environment through well-informed federal 
decisions. The CEQ was established under NEPA for the purpose of implementing and overseeing federal 
policies as they relate to this process. In 1978, the CEQ issued Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508); these regulations were 
amended in September 2020. These regulations specify that an EA be prepared to 

• briefly provide sufficient analysis and evidence for determining whether to prepare an EIS or a 
FONSI; 

• aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary; and 

• facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. 

The Environmental Impact Analysis Process 

The EIAP is the process by which the Air Force facilitates compliance with environmental regulations (32 
CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process [EIAP]), including NEPA, which is the primary 
legislation affecting the agency’s decision-making process. 

February 2022 1-5 



   
 

  

       

            
   

    
     

  
   

      
      

     

        

     
  

 
      

  

       
 

  

           
          

     
   

   
      

 
     

    

Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 
Final 

1.8 PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EA and FONSI was published in the Montgomery Advertiser, 
Dothan Eagle, and the Opelika-Auburn News newspapers on 22 and 26 December 2021, announcing the 
availability of the EA for review. The NOA invited the public to review and comment on the Draft EA. The 
public and agency review period began on 22 December 2021 and ended on 23 January 2022. The Draft 
EA was also placed in the following libraries: Air University Library (Building 1405) located at 600 Chennault 
Circle, Montgomery, Alabama, 36112 and at the Juliette Hampton Morgan Memorial Library located at 245 
High Street, Montgomery, Alabama, 36104. A NOA of the Final EA and FONSI was published in the same 
newspapers. The NOA and copies of public and agency comments are provided in Appendix A. 

1.9 IDENTIFICATION OF REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS 

The CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR Part 1500), revised 14 September 2020, define effects or impacts as 

… changes to the human environment from the proposed action or alternatives that are 
reasonably foreseeable and have a reasonably close causal relationship to the proposed 
action or alternatives, including those effects that occur at the same time and place as the 
proposed action or alternatives and may include effects that are later in time or farther 
removed in distance from the proposed action or alternatives. 

Actions unrelated to the Proposed Action that would occur at the same time and place or later in time or 
farther removed in distance, and contribute to a greater impact on resources when combined with the 
Proposed Action, are considered reasonably foreseeable actions. 

No other past, present, or future projects at Maxwell-Gunter AFB are anticipated to directly or indirectly 
interact with the Proposed Action. Regionally, Governor Ivey announced in April 2020 that the Air Force 
selected the 187th Fighter Wing (187 FW) of the Alabama Air National Guard as home to the F-35A (Office 
of the Governor of Alabama, 2020). The 187 FW is co-located with Montgomery Regional Airport (Dannelly 
Field), which is approximately 9 miles from Maxwell AFB and 15 miles from Gunter Annex. The 18 F-35As 
are expected to begin arriving at Dannelly Field in 2023 and will replace the existing 18 F-16C/D aircraft 
(USAF, 2020). Airfield operations are anticipated to increase slightly, from 7,026 annual operations to 7,094 
operations. The Air Force concluded no significant impacts to air quality and a Record of Air Analysis was 
prepared and signed on July 2, 2019 (USAF, 2020). 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU at Maxwell AFB. Under the 
Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of FY 2023, with the remainder to be 
delivered in FY 2024. A total of 10 MH-139 helicopter aircraft would be beddown at Maxwell AFB; 8 aircraft 
would serve as the primary aircraft inventory and 2 as backup aircraft inventory. The MH-139 mission is 
slated to replace the mission of the Air Force’s aging C-130H Hercules aircraft of the 908 AW currently at 
Maxwell AFB. The divestiture of the C-130H aircraft is anticipated to occur in FY 2022. 

The MH-139 program would re-purpose the existing C-130 airspace (i.e., low-level/local training routes). 
The MH-139 program would capitalize on the Fort Rucker airspace operations areas (on the north side side 
of the Fort Rucker complex and south of Maxwell AFB out to the 30-minute ring of distance) for unprepared 
landing areas. As shown in Figure 2-1, the Proposed Action would utilize the following heliports associated 
with Fort Rucker: 

• Cairns Army Airfield – 75 nautical miles (nm) 

• Skelly Stagefield Army Heliport (21AL) – 75 nm 

• Stinson Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

The MH-139 program also would utilize the following airports/runways in the Maxwell AFB area: 

• Florala Municipal Airport (K0J4) – 80 nm 

• South Alabama Regional Airport at Bill Benton Field (K79J) – 64 nm 

• Troy Municipal Airport (KTOI) – 36 nm 

Additionally, the MH-139 program is proposing to utilize both the 
Gunnery ranges at Fort Benning (owned by the US Army and located 
approximately 90 nm east of Maxwell) and Camp Shelby (owned by 
the Mississippi National Guard F-16 unit approximately 165 nm west-
southwest of Maxwell AFB). Fort Benning would be designated as the 
primary range, with Camp Shelby as the secondary range. Fort Benning usage would be 3 sorties per week 
(day and/or night), approximately 2 hours per sortie. Activities occurring at Camp Shelby and Fort Benning 
are not within the scope of this EA. 

The FTU would require 3,722 flight hours annually to facilitate the requirements that AFGSC has levied for 
training. A total of 1,760 sorties would be required, with 683 going to the municipal airports and 1,091 going 
to heliports at Fort Rucker. The 683 sorties to the municipal airports would be distributed equally on an 
annual basis to all of the airports listed above. A total of 3,560 closed patterns (an additional 7,120 
operations) would be performed annually. 

Facilities 

To support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 aircraft, the Proposed Action would include demolition, 
construction, and renovation activities. 

The MH-139 would mostly utilize areas currently occupied by the C-130, which is anticipated to leave 
Maxwell AFB. The following buildings are proposed for renovation under the Proposed Action (see Figure 
2-2): 

• Building 1455 – Simulator Facility (approximately 30,000 square feet) 

• Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054 – Squadron Operations Facility (approximately 25,000 square feet) 

A sortie is defined as a single 
military aircraft flight from initial 
takeoff through final landing. 
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Figure 2-1 Location of Airfields 
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Figure 2-2 Location of Project Activities 
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For Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054, renovations would occur within the facilities; it is not anticipated that 
additions would be made to the footprint, nor is it anticipated that the renovation construction activities 
would impact the environment surrounding the facility footprint. Building 1455 renovations also would 
include an addition to the building, increasing its overall footprint. Construction at Building 1455 includes 
the following: 

• Demolishing existing one-story storage area at the southeast corner of the hangar area; 

• Constructing an interior second floor with multipurpose, mission planning, training rooms, as well 
as building support spaces and mechanical mezzanines; and 

• Constructing a building addition to the one-story portion of the building to accommodate 
administrative position requirements. 

Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a new 3,800-square-foot building to accommodate 
administrative functions. In addition, a weapons storage area would be required as part of the Proposed 
Action (approximately 3,200 square feet). The weapons storage facility would be a prefabricated Armag 
Multiplex Armory located at Building 1460, which is a paved and covered storage area. A separate 
munitions storage area also would be required as part of the Proposed Action (approximately 3,000 square 
feet). The munitions storage facilities would consist of three prefabricated Armags located near Building 
1206 (Munitions Storage in Figure 2-2). Temporary trailers would be located on previously disturbed land 
near Building 1455 to provide space for personnel during construction. 

Personnel 

In order to provide adequate support for the beddown of the MH-139 aircraft, Maxwell AFB would require 
up to 489 personnel, a partial replacement from the current staffing. Associated personnel would consist of 
active duty, reserve full-time, reserve part-time, contractors, and civilians (Table 2-1). The current staffing 
level of the C-130 personnel (532 personnel) would be reduced with the replacement of the MH-139 FTU. 

Table 2-1 
Proposed Personnel 

Unit Personnel 
MH139 Maintenance Group 212 
MH139 Maintenance Group 46 
MH139 Aircraft Maintenance Squadron 77 
MH139 Maintenance Squadron 89 
MH139 Operations Group 209 
MH139 Operations Group 17 
MH139 Operations Support Squadron 34 
MH139 Operations Squadron 158 
MH139 Airlift Wing 53 
MH139 Airlift Wing Operating Level: FM00 15 

TOTAL 489 

2.2 SELECTION STANDARDS 

As discussed in Section 1.2, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an AFRC FTU at Maxwell 
AFB for Boeing MH-139 medium-lift helicopters. In order to meet this purpose, the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives must meet selection standards developed to assist Maxwell AFB in determining reasonable 
alternatives and the basis for eliminating any of the alternatives. The following selection standards were 
developed to be consistent with the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action and to address pertinent 
mission, environmental, safety, and health factors. These site-selection standards were used to identify the 
following reasonable alternatives for analysis in the EA: 
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• Locates MH-139 helicopters with existing training assets with availability due to mission divestiture 
to maximize effectiveness. 

• Uses established training assets, including refueling tracks, high-density altitude training, and 
access to gunnery ranges. These training assets would also include multiple available aircraft 
operations areas within a 30-minute radius and access to multiple gunnery ranges. 

• Meets proposed schedule for the replacement aircraft beddown. 

• Avoids temporary facility costs. 

2.3 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Air Force identified the following alternatives for evaluation and analysis: 

• Alternative 1: The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1. MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would 
be located at Maxwell AFB. 

• Alternative 2: MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would be located at Kirtland AFB in New Mexico. Training 
activities would remain the same as described in Alternative 1. 

Application of the selection standards to the alternatives is presented in Table 2-2. 

Table 2-2 
Comparison of Selection Standards 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Alternative 2 (Kirtland AFB) No Yes No Yes 

February 2022 2-5 



   
 

  

      

  

      

     

 
   

    
   

  

    
  

    

        
   

   

 
  

 
   

  

               
  

  

      

    
      

       
 

Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 
Final 

2.4 ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

The following alternative presented in Section 2.3 was eliminated from further consideration: 

• Alternative 2: Does not meet site-selection standards 1 and 3. 

2.5 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

NEPA and the CEQ regulations mandate the consideration of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed 
Action. “Reasonable alternatives” are those that also could be utilized to meet the purpose of and need for 
the Proposed Action. The NEPA process is intended to support flexible, informed decision-making; the 
analysis provided by this EA and feedback from the public and other agencies will inform decisions made 
about whether, when, and how to execute the Proposed Action. 

Alternative 1 at Maxwell AFB is the preferred alternative (as described in Section 2.1 of this EA). No other 
alternatives were carried forward for analysis. 

2.6 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1, represents the Air Force’s preferred alternative. No 
other alternatives met the purpose and need for the action or the site-selection standards. 

2.7 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark, enabling decision-makers to compare the 
magnitude of the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action. NEPA requires an EA to analyze 
the No Action Alternative. No action means that an action would not take place at this time, and the resulting 
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared with the effects of moving forward with the 
proposed activity. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building renovations would be performed. The C-130 
divestiture action would not occur. 

2.8 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Table 2-3 summarizes the potential impacts from the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. The 
summary is based on information discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of this EA and includes a concise 
definition of the issues addressed and the potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Action and Alternatives. 
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Table 2-3 
Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Resource Area Alternative 1 No Action Alternative 

Airspace Management 
and Operations 

The Proposed Action would result in 
minimal impacts to the local airspace 
environment. 

No significant impacts to airspace. 

Noise 
Compared to current conditions, the 
Proposed Action would result in a slight 
reduction of noise at Maxwell AFB. 

No significant impacts to noise. 

Safety No significant impacts to ground, explosive, 
or flight safety. 

No significant impacts to ground, 
explosive, or flight safety. 

Air Quality No significant impacts to regional air 
quality. 

No impacts would occur to regional air 
quality under the No Action Alternative. 

Biological Resources 
(flora, fauna, threatened 
and endangered species) 

No significant impacts to biological 
resources. 

No significant impacts to biological 
resources. 

Water Resources No significant impacts to water resources. 
Water resources would not change 
from current condition, and no impacts 
to water resources would occur. 

Geological Resources No significant impacts to geological 
resources. No impacts to geological resources. 

Land Use No changes to existing land use. No changes to existing land use. 

Socioeconomics 
No impacts to population, economic 
environment, employment, housing, or 
educational resources. 

No change to socioeconomic 
conditions. 

Environmental Justice and 
Protection of Children 

No disproportionate impact to minority or 
low-income populations. 
No disproportionate impacts to children or 
elderly. 

No change to minority, low-income, or 
youth populations. 

Cultural Resources 
(archaeological, 
architectural, traditional) 

No significant impact to historic buildings or 
archaeological deposits. 
No known traditional cultural resources or 
sacred sites are present 

Cultural resources would not change 
from current condition, and no impacts 
to cultural resources would be 
anticipated to occur. 

Hazardous Materials and 
Wastes (toxic substances 
and contaminated sites) 

No impacts to hazardous waste 
management. 
No impacts to asbestos-containing 
materials and lead-based paint 
management. 
No impacts from radon. 
No impacts to contaminated sites. 

No change to hazardous materials and 
wastes, contaminated sites, and toxic 
substances. 

Infrastructure, 
Transportation, and 
Utilities 

No impacts to local traffic or utilities. No impacts to local traffic or utilities. 
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS

Definition of Resource 

Airspace management considers how airspace is designated, used, and administered to best 
accommodate the individual and common needs of military, commercial, and general aviation, as well as 
other airspace users. The ROI for airspace is Maxwell AFB’s airfield and its surrounding airspace. 

3.1.1.1 Regulatory Framework 

In the US, airspace is managed and controlled by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which is solely 
responsible for developing plans and policy for the use of airspace and for managing airspace in such a 
manner that it ensures the safety of flight and that all users of the National Airspace System can operate in 
a safe, secure, and efficient manner (49 USC § 40103[b]). 

3.1.1.2 Airspace Classification 

Airspace is a three-dimensional resource defined by latitude, longitude, and altitude. The FAA has 
designated four airspace types: controlled, uncontrolled, special use, and other. The airspace classes 
dictate pilot qualification requirements, rules of flight that must be followed, and the type of equipment 
necessary to operate within that airspace. 

Controlled airspace is categorized into five separate classes: Class A to Class E. This airspace supports 
airport operations and includes designated air traffic service routes for en-route transit from place to place. 
Uncontrolled airspace is airspace that has not been designated as Class A, B, C, D, or E. Referred to as 
Class G airspace, uncontrolled airspace has no specific prohibitions associated with its use, there are no 
entry requirements, and air traffic control service is not guaranteed. Special Use Airspace (SUA) has 
defined dimensions within which specific activities must be confined because of their nature, or where 
limitations are imposed upon aircraft not participating in those activities. The vertical limits of SUA are 
defined by designated altitude floors (the lowest altitude) and ceilings (the highest altitude). SUA is depicted 
on aeronautical charts by name with the altitudes, times of scheduled use, the controlling agency, and the 
using agency. Avoidance areas and other restrictions are depicted in graphical format on each aeronautical 
chart. Descriptions of approved SUA, compiled yearly in FAA JO 7400.10, SUA (current version FAA JO 
7400.10C, 16 February 2021), are as follows: 

• Military Operation Areas (MOAs) are designated outside of Class A airspace to separate or
segregate certain nonhazardous military flight activities (e.g., air combat maneuvers, air intercepts,
low altitude tactics) from instrument flight rule (IFR) air traffic and to identify for visual flight rule
(VFR) air traffic where military activities are conducted. MOAs exist at altitudes as low as ground
level and extend up to but not including 18,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Each MOA has
a defined horizontal boundary and times when the airspace is available for military training. Civilian
VFR traffic is allowed in MOAs, in which case both civilian and military aircraft use “see and avoid”
procedures. Many civilian pilots avoid flying through MOAs because of the likelihood of
encountering military aircraft. IFR aircraft must remain outside of active MOAs.

• Restricted Areas are designated to separate or segregate certain hazardous military flight activities
(e.g., use of air-to-air or air-to-ground munitions) from all non-participating traffic. In addition to
civilian IFR aircraft being excluded from transiting an active Restricted Area, all VFR traffic must
remain clear. Restricted Areas often extend as low as the ground to higher than MOAs, including
above 18,000 feet. Each Restricted Area has defined lateral and vertical boundaries and published
times when available for military use.
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Existing Conditions 

The affected environment for airspace management and operations includes both the airfield and primary 
surrounding airspace used by Maxwell AFB-based aircraft and other transient military aircraft using 
Maxwell. 

Figure 3-1 shows the area surrounding Maxwell AFB. The most notable feature relative to Maxwell AFB is 
Montgomery Regional Airport (Dannelly Field), which is located about 6 miles south-southwest of Maxwell 
AFB. Additionally, there are two other public and one private airfields in the immediate vicinity. Montgomery 
Regional Airport alone saw an average of 169 operations per day for calendar year 2020. 

Management of the airspace in Maxwell AFB’s airfield and its surrounding Class D airspace is the 
responsibility of Maxwell AFB Air Traffic Control. Beyond the Maxwell Class D airspace is the responsibility 
of the FAA’s Montgomery Approach Control. Maxwell Air Traffic Control and Montgomery Approach have 
a longstanding set of procedures to easily and safely hand off aircraft to one another, so that aircraft arriving 
to or departing from Maxwell AFB is safely transferred to and from FAA control while operating in the 
National Airspace System. 

3.1.2.1 Airfield 

Maxwell AFB lies west of the city of Montgomery, Alabama. It has a bi-directional runway in the 15/33 
direction and an assault strip in the 1/19 direction. C-130 and rotary-wing aircraft can operate on the assault 
strip but primarily use the 15/33 runways. 

A variety of factors can influence the annual level of operational activity at an airfield, including economics, 
national emergencies, and maintenance requirements. The based aircraft (C-130H) are subject to such 
fluctuations. 

A variety of transient aircraft conducts a smaller number of operations than C-130s at Maxwell AFB, either 
for training at Maxwell or for servicing in conjunction with training elsewhere. Table 3-1 provides the existing 
number of annual airfield operations at Maxwell AFB. The 908 AW makes up about 55 percent of the annual 
flight operations on Maxwell, with Civil Air Patrol and transients comprising the remaining 45 percent. 

Table 3-1 
Average Annual Sorties and Airfield Operations at Maxwell AFB 

Aircraft 
Existing 

Sorties Airfield 
Operationsa 

C-130H 946 5,504 
Civil Air Patrol 587 1,386 
Transients (all types) 437 3,144 

TOTAL 1,970 10,034 
Source: Maxwell AFB, 2019, Cardno, 2021 
Note: 
a An operation is one takeoff or one landing. A closed pattern includes two airfield operations. 
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Figure 3-1 General Location of Maxwell AFB and Surrounding Airspace 
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3.2 NOISE 

Definition of Resource 

Noise is considered unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or otherwise diminishes the 
quality of the environment. Noise may be intermittent or continuous, steady or impulsive. It may also be 
stationary or transient. Stationary sources are normally related to specific land uses (e.g., an amusement 
park or industrial plants). Transient noise sources move through the environment, either along relatively 
established paths (e.g., highways, railroads, and aircraft flight tracks around airports) or randomly. There is 
wide diversity in responses to noise that not only vary according to the type of noise and the characteristics 
of the sound source (e.g., an aircraft), but also according to the sensitivity and expectations of the receptor 
(e.g., a person or animal), the time of day, and the distance between the noise source and the receptor. 

The physical characteristics of noise and/or sound include intensity, frequency, and duration. Sound is 
created by acoustic energy, which produces minute pressure waves that travel through a medium, like air, 
and are sensed by the eardrum. This may be likened to the ripples in water that would be produced when 
a stone is dropped into it. As the acoustic energy increases, the intensity or amplitude of these pressure 
waves increase, and the ear senses louder noise. The unit used to measure the intensity of sound is the 
decibel (dB). Sound intensity varies widely (from a soft whisper to a jet engine) and is measured on a 
logarithmic scale to accommodate this wide range. The logarithm, and its use, is nothing more than a 
mathematical tool that simplifies dealing with very large and very small numbers. Human hearing ranges 
from 0 dB (barely audible) to 120 dB, where physical discomfort is caused by the sound. 

Sound measurement is further refined through the use of “weighting,” indicated in terms of A-weighted 
decibels (dBA). A-weighting accounts for the frequency sensitivity of the human ear. The dBA is also 
appropriate for measuring continuous sounds. Because the use of A-weighting is understood, for this EA, 
the “A weighted” is omitted and the unit dB used. Unless otherwise stated, dB units refer to A-weighted 
sound levels. 

The duration of a noise event and the number of times noise events occur are also important considerations 
in assessing noise impacts. As a basis for comparison when noise levels are considered, it is useful to note 
that at a distance of about 3 feet, noise from normal human speech ranges from 63 to 65 dBA, operating 
kitchen appliances range from about 83 to 88 dBA, and rock bands approach 110 dBA. 

Federal, state, and local governments regulate noise to prevent noise sources from affecting noise sensitive 
areas, such as residences, hospitals, and schools, and to protect human health and welfare. Federal 
agencies, such as the Department of Housing and Urban Development, have established health-based 
maximum noise exposure recommendations. Local agencies, including cities and counties, are responsible 
for defining and enforcing land use compatibility in various noise environments. 

The ROI for noise is Maxwell AFB. 

3.2.1.1 Noise Metrics 

The word “metric” is used to describe a standard of measurement. Many different types of noise metrics 
have been developed by researchers attempting to represent the effects of environmental noise. Each 
metric used in environmental noise analysis has a different physical meaning or interpretation. The primary 
metrics supporting the assessment of noise from aircraft operations within this EA is the Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (DNL). 

The DNL is an A-weighted cumulative noise metric that measures noise based on annual average daily 
aircraft operations. Since DNL is the US Government standard for modeling the cumulative noise exposure 
and assessing community noise impacts, the subsonic noise exposure in this EA is reported in DNL. The 
DNL has two time periods of interest: daytime and nighttime. Daytime hours are from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 
p.m. local time. Nighttime hours are from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. local time. The DNL weights operations 
occurring during its nighttime period by adding 10 dB to their single event sound level. Note that “daytime” 
and “nighttime” in calculation of DNL are sometimes referred to as “acoustical day” and “acoustical night” 

February 2022 3-4 



   
 

  

          
    

 

   

   
      

     
    

 

 
   

   
   

 

  
     
     

     
 

     
     

     
     

     
     

     
     
     
     

     
     
     
     

     
     
     

     
     

     
     

    
 

      
       
  

     
    

  
 

  
    

   

    
      

c 

Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 
Final 

and always correspond to the times given above. This is often different than the “day” and “night” used 
commonly in military aviation, which are directly related to the times of sunrise and sunset and vary 
throughout the year with the seasonal changes. 

Existing Conditions 

Current operations at Maxwell AFB consist mainly of locally based aircraft (C-130H from the 908 AW) and 
the Civil Air Patrol and other transient aircraft of all types, in varying quantities (Table 3-2). Existing 
operations are represented by use during FY 2019, which is the most recent full year prior to the 
Coronavirus Disease of 2019 pandemic, during which operations were considered “not representative” of 
normal operations. 

Table 3-2 
Existing Conditions – Annual Aircraft Flight Operations at Maxwell AFB 

Aircraft Typea Arrivals Closed Pattern 
Operations Departures Total 

Operationsb 

Based Aircraft 
C-130H&N&P 946 3,612 946 5,504 
Civil Air Patrol 587 211 587 1,386 

Based Total 1,533 3,823 1,533 6,890 
Transient Aircraft 
A-10A 5 (c) 5 10 
AV-8B 4 (c) 4 7 
B-737-500* 4 (c) 4 8 
BL212 (UH-1N) 7 (c) 7 14 
C-12 33 (c) 33 66 
C-130H&N&P 44 479 44 568 
C-130J 44 479 44 568 
C-21A 49 (c) 49 98 
F-15A 4 (c) 4 8 
F-16C 36 (c) 36 72 
F-18A/C 9 (c) 9 18 
Light Civil 13 (c) 13 25 
KC-135R 6 (c) 6 13 
MU-3001 18 (c) 18 37 
T-1 59 1,159 59 1,276 
T-37B 10 (c) 10 20 
T-38C 31 111 31 173 
T-6 40 43 40 122 
UH60A 20 (c) 20 41 

Transient Total 437 2,270 437 3,144 
TOTAL 1,970 6,094 1,970 10,034 

Source: Maxwell AFB 2019; Cardno 2021 
Notes: 
a Transient aircraft types from FY19 are representative of other similar types in the future. 
b An operation is one takeoff or one landing. A closed pattern includes 2 airfield operations. 

Not applicable. 

The predominant source of noise at Maxwell AFB is aircraft operations. Standard aircraft operations include 
take-offs, landings, closed patterns, and static run-ups (engines running while aircraft is on the ground). In 
addition to aviation noise, some additional noise results from the day-to-day activities associated with 
operations, maintenance, and the industrial functions associated with the operations of the airfield. These 
noise sources include the operations of ground-support equipment and other transportation noise from 
vehicular traffic. Construction activities also contribute to the noise environment; however, noise resulting 
from aircraft operations remains the dominant noise source. 

Aircraft operations at Maxwell AFB are conducted by based military aircraft, civilian aircraft, and a variety 
of transient aircraft, as noted in Section 3.2.2 and Table 3-2. An operation is defined as a single takeoff or 
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landing. Therefore, the departures in the table have one operation each (the takeoff), and the arrivals in the 
table have one operation each (the landing). Closed patterns consist of two operations: one takeoff and 
one landing. The closed pattern numbers presented in Table 3-2 reflect operation counts, not pattern circuit 
counts. Based C-130H aircraft at Maxwell AFB account for approximately 55 percent of all flight operations. 
This EA includes ground operations, such as maintenance and pre/postflight run-ups. 

As presented in Section 3.2.1.1, DNL is the noise metric used to measure noise based on average daily 
aircraft operations. Aircraft operations for Maxwell AFB were modeled. Figure 3-2 shows the resultant 65 
to 85 dBA DNL contours in 5-dB increments for baseline daily flight events at Maxwell AFB. In accordance 
with Air Force Handbook 32-7084, AICUZ Program Manager’s Guide, the 65 dBA DNL is the noise level 
below which generally all land uses are compatible with noise from aircraft operations. It should be 
emphasized that these noise levels, which are often shown graphically as contours on maps, are not 
discrete lines that sharply divide louder areas from land largely unaffected by noise. Instead, they are part 
of a planning tool that depicts the general noise environment around the base related to typical aviation 
activities. Areas beyond 65 dBA DNL can also experience levels of appreciable noise depending upon 
training intensity or weather conditions. In addition, DNL noise contours may vary from year to year due to 
fluctuations in operational tempo due to unit deployments, funding levels, and other factors. The summary 
of baseline operations in Table 3-2 represents typical flight activity based on training needs. 

Table 3-3 provides affected acreage on and off base within DNL contours, as shown on Figure 3-2. The 
areas where the 65 DNL contours extend off Maxwell AFB property total less than 2 acres. 

The prominent features of the modeled noise levels shown in Figure 3-2 are the extents of the DNL 
contours along the extended centerlines of the 15/33 runways. The 65 DNL contour extends beyond the 
base boundary only slightly at the north end of the airfield, both along the extended runway centerline, and 
a small piece just to the west of the runways threshold there. 

Table 3-3 
Acreage Within Noise Contours at Maxwell Air Force Base 

Noise Level 
(dBA DNL) On Base (acres) Off Base (acres) Total (acres) 

65+ 136.51 1.94 138.45 
70+ 127.57 0 127.57 
75+ 58.41 0 58.41 
80+ 12.36 0 12.36 
85+ 0.23 0 0.23 

Source: Cardno 2021 
Note: 
dBA = A-weighted decibel; DNL = Day-Night Average Sound Level 
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Figure 3-2 Baseline Noise Contours (dB DNL) for Maxwell AFB 
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3.3 SAFETY

Definition of Resource 

Ground safety addresses ground operations and maintenance activities that support unit operations, 
including arresting gear capability and jet blast/maintenance testing. Ground safety also includes the safety 
of the public, airfield personnel, and facilities on the ground that may be at risk from flight operations in the 
vicinity of the airfield. Ground safety management includes the establishment of Clear Zones (CZs) and 
Accident Potential Zones (APZs) around the airfield to restrict the public’s exposure to areas with increased 
risk for accidents. Although ground and flight safety are addressed separately, concerns about both ground 
and flight safety issues are related in the immediate vicinity of the runway. 

Explosives safety relates to the management and safe use of ordnance and munitions, including chaffs and 
flares as defensive countermeasures. Management of explosives safety includes establishment of 
explosives safety clearance zones around facilities where munitions are stored, handled, or maintained. 
Development within CZs is restricted or prohibited to minimize risk for hazards. 

Flight safety relates to aircraft flight risks such as midair collision, bird/wildlife aircraft strike hazard (BASH), 
and in-flight emergency. 

Existing Conditions 

The following existing conditions at Maxwell AFB are organized by ground, explosive, and flight safety. The 
ROI for safety is Maxwell AFB and areas immediately adjacent to the base where ground and explosive 
safety concerns exist, as well as the airfield and airspace. 

3.3.2.1 Ground Safety 

Ground safety concerns include several categories, including ground and industrial operations, operational 
activities, and motor vehicle use. Ground mishaps can occur from the use of equipment or materials and 
from maintenance functions. 

Ongoing Air Force Safety programs covering industrial activities, operation of motor vehicles and other 
equipment, and everyday operations are continuously refined as new activities and new information 
becomes available. All Airmen receive regular safety training in order to keep the chances of mishaps as 
low as possible. 

3.3.2.2 Explosives Safety 

Defense Explosives Safety Regulation (DESR) 6055.09, Air Force Manual (AFMAN) 91-201, Explosives 
Safety Standards, defines the guidance and procedures for munition storage and handling. During typical 
training operations, aircraft are not loaded with high-explosive ordnance. Munitions for training operations 
may include captive ordnance, defensive countermeasure chaff and flares, and gun ammunition with inert 
projectiles. All munitions are stored and maintained in the munitions storage area within facilities sited for 
the allowable types and amounts of explosives. All storage and handling of munitions are carried out by 
trained and qualified Munitions Flight personnel and in accordance with Air Force-approved technical 
orders. 

The 908 AW has a Munitions Flight assigned to the Maintenance Squadron. Personnel assigned to the 
Munitions Flight currently support the 908 AW flying missions with munitions support, including storage, 
inspection, maintenance, and accountability as well as delivery and pick-up of aircraft munitions at the 
airfield. Aircraft munitions include ammunition, propellants (solid and liquid), pyrotechnics, warheads, 
explosive devices, and chemical agent substances and associated components that present real or 
potential hazards to life, property, or the environment. 

Defined distances are maintained between the munitions storage area and a variety of other types of 
facilities. These distances, referred to as quantity-distance (Q-D) arcs, are determined by the type and 
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quantity of explosives material to be stored. Each explosives material storage or handling facility has Q-D 
arcs extending outward from its sides and corners for a prescribed distance. Within these Q-D arcs, 
development is either restricted or prohibited altogether to ensure personnel safety and to minimize 
potential for damage to other facilities in the event of an accident. 

These existing procedures ensure that maintenance and flight activities involving any type of ordnance are 
conducted as safely as possible. 

3.3.2.3 Flight Safety 

The potential for aircraft mishaps during flight is a primary public concern with regard to flight safety. 
Mishaps may occur as a result of midair collisions, collisions with manmade structures or terrain, 
mechanical failure, weather-related accidents, pilot error, BASH, or strikes from defensive 
countermeasures used during training. Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 91-2, Safety Programs, defines 
four major categories of reportable mishaps based on total cost of property damage or the degree of injury: 
Class A, B, C, and D mishaps. Mishap types range from loss of life or destruction of an aircraft (Class A) to 
a minor, reportable injury or property damage less than $50,000 (Class D). Reporting and investigation 
requirements for aviation mishaps are defined in AFI 91-204, Safety Investigation and Hazard Reporting, 
and AFMAN 91-223, Safety: Aviation Safety Investigations and Reports. The Air Force maintains a Safety 
and Aviation Statistics website, a publicly available reporting forum, that provides aircraft mishap data, 
which can be used to assess flight safety records for aircraft. The data include flight “rates,” which are the 
number of mishaps per 100,000 flight hours. According to the Aviation Statistics website, the Class A rate 
for FY 2009 to FY 2019 is 0.45 mishap per 100,000 flight hours (USAF, 2019). 

The Air Force has established a Flight Safety Program and designated areas of accident potential around 
its air installations to assist in the protection of people and property on the ground. These areas include 
CZs and APZs, which help local authorities restrict incompatible land uses and thereby reduce exposure to 
hazards. The CZs and APZs associated with the Maxwell AFB 15/33 runways extend beyond the base 
boundary to the northwest and southeast. 

Maxwell AFB maintains an established Mishap Response Plan that guides actions to be taken immediately 
by tasked agencies following notification that a safety investigation is in progress. The plan also ensures 
proper assembly and use of an interim safety board in the event of an aircraft, ground, or weapons mishap. 
The Mishap Response Plan fulfills AFI 91-202 and AFI 91-204 requirements. 

In accordance with AFI 91-202, Maxwell AFB also maintains a BASH Plan to reduce hazardous bird/wildlife 
activity relative to airport flight operations. The bird watch condition at Maxwell AFB is monitored to 
determine any restrictions on wing- assigned aircraft operating in Class D airspace. The Supervisor of Flight 
determines the bird watch condition during flight operations. 

These programs and plans combine to ensure the highest degree of attention toward flight safety in order 
to protect people and assets. 

3.4 AIR QUALITY

Definition of Resource 

Ambient air quality refers to the atmospheric concentration of a specific compound (amount of pollutants in 
a specified volume of air) that occurs at a particular geographic location. The ambient air quality levels 
measured at a particular location are determined by the interaction of emissions, meteorology, and 
chemistry. Meteorological considerations include wind and precipitation patterns affecting the distribution, 
dilution, and removal of pollutant emissions. Chemical reactions can transform pollutant emissions into 
other chemical substances. 

Air pollution is a threat to human health and damages trees, crops, other plants, lakes, and animals. It 
creates haze or smog that reduces visibility in national parks and cities and interferes with aviation. To 
improve air quality and reduce air pollution, Congress passed the Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 USC § 7401) 
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(CAA) and its amendments in 1970 and 1990, which set regulatory limits on air pollutants and help to ensure 
basic health and environmental protection from air pollution. 

The ROI for air quality is Maxwell AFB and vicinity. 

3.4.1.1 Criteria Pollutants 

In accordance with CAA requirements, the air quality in a given region or area is measured by the 
concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere. Measurements of these “criteria pollutants” in 
ambient air are expressed in units of parts per million (ppm) or in units of micrograms per cubic meter 
(μg/m3). Regional air quality is a result of the types and quantities of atmospheric pollutants and pollutant 
sources in an area as well as surface topography and prevailing meteorological conditions. 

The CAA directed the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop, implement, 
and enforce environmental regulations that would ensure clean and healthy ambient air quality. To protect 
public health and welfare, the USEPA developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 
numerical concentration-based standards, for pollutants that have been determined to impact human health 
and the environment and established both primary and secondary NAAQS under the provisions of the CAA. 
The primary NAAQS represent maximum levels of background air pollution that are considered safe, with 
an adequate margin of safety to protect public health. Secondary NAAQS represent the maximum pollutant 
concentration necessary to protect vegetation, crops, and other public resources in addition to maintaining 
visibility standards. NAAQS are currently established for the criteria air pollutants ozone, carbon monoxide, 
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, respirable particulate matter (including coarse particulates equal to or less 
than 10 microns in diameter [PM10] and fine particulates equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
[PM2.5]), and lead. 

The USEPA has recognized that particulate matter emissions can have different health effects depending 
on particle size; therefore, USEPA developed separate NAAQS for particulate matter less than or equal to 
10 microns in diameter (PM10) and particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). 
PM2.5 can be emitted from emission sources directly as very fine dust and/or liquid mist or formed 
secondarily in the atmosphere as condensable particulate matter, typically forming nitrate and sulfate 
compounds. Secondary (indirect) emissions vary by region depending upon the predominant emission 
sources located there, and thus which precursors are considered significant for PM2.5 formation and 
identified for ultimate control. 

Ozone is not usually emitted directly into the air but is formed in the atmosphere by photochemical reactions 
involving sunlight and previously emitted pollutants, or “ozone precursors.” These ozone precursors consist 
primarily of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that are directly emitted from a wide 
range of emission sources. For this reason, regulatory agencies limit atmospheric ozone concentrations by 
controlling volatile organic compound pollutants (also identified as reactive organic gases) and nitrogen 
oxides. 

The CAA and USEPA delegated responsibility for ensuring compliance with NAAQS to the states, 
territories, and local agencies. As such, each state or territory must develop air pollutant control programs 
and promulgate rules and regulations that are equivalent to, or more stringent than, the federal NAAQS. 
Under this authority, the Alabama Department of Environmental Management Air Division oversees 
Alabama’s air pollution control program. Alabama has not adopted local ambient air quality standards that 
are more stringent than the federal NAAQS for some criteria pollutants. The federal and local standards 
are shown in Table 3-4. 
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Table 3-4 
National and Local Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Criteria Pollutant Primary/
Secondarya,b 

Averaging
Time Level Form 

Carbon Monoxide primary 8 hours 9 ppm Not to be exceeded more 
than once per year 1 hour 35 ppm 

Lead primary and 
secondary 

Rolling 3-month 
average 0.15 μg/m3 Not to be exceeded 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
primary 1 hour 100 ppb 

98th percentile of 1-hour 
daily maximum 
concentrations, averaged 
over 3 years 

primary and 
secondary 1 year 0.053 ppm Annual Mean 

Ozone primary and 
secondary 8 hours 0.070 ppm 

Annual fourth-highest daily 
maximum 8-hour 
concentration, averaged over 
3 years 

PM2.5 

primary 

secondary 

primary and 
secondary 

1 year 

1 year 

24 hours 

12 μg/m3 

15 μg/m3 

35 μg/m3 

annual mean, averaged over 
3 years 
annual mean, averaged over 
3 years 
98th percentile, averaged 
over 3 years 

PM10 
primary and 
secondary 24 hours 150 μg/m3 

Not to be exceeded more 
than once per year on 
average over 3 years 

Sulfur Dioxide 
primary 1 hour 75 ppb 

99th percentile of 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations, 
averaged over 3 years 

secondary 3 hours 0.5 ppm Not to be exceeded more 
than once per year 

Source: USEPA, 2021a 
Notes: 
a. Primary Standards: the levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. Each state 

must attain the primary standards no later than three (3) years after that state’s implementation plan is approved by the USEPA. 
b. Secondary Standards: the levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 

effects of a pollutant. Concentrations are expressed first in units in which they were promulgated. 
μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter of 

less than 2.5 micrometers; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 micrometers; ppb = part(s) per billion; ppm = 
part(s) per million; USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency 

When a region or area meets NAAQS for a criteria pollutant, that region or area is classified as “attainment” 
for that pollutant. When a region or area fails to meet NAAQS for a criteria pollutant, that region or area is 
classified as “nonattainment” for that pollutant. In cases of nonattainment, the affected state, territory, or 
local agency must develop a state implementation plan for USEPA review and approval. The Proposed 
Action would occur in an area that meets the NAAQS for all criterial pollutants and is therefore in attainment. 

The CAA requires that USEPA draft general conformity regulations that are applicable in nonattainment 
areas or in designated maintenance areas (i.e., attainment areas that were reclassified from a previous 
nonattainment status and are required to prepare a maintenance plan for air quality). Because the Proposed 
Action would occur in an attainment area, general conformity does not apply. 

Title I of the CAA Amendments of 1990 (Public Law 101-549) requires the federal government to reduce 
emissions from the combustion of fuels for transportation, utilities, and industries as well as to curb 
emissions from industrial and commercial sources to address urban air pollution problems of ozone, carbon 
monoxide, and PM10. Under Title I, the federal government is tasked with developing the technical guidance 
that states need to control stationary sources of pollutants. Title I also allows the USEPA to define 
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boundaries of nonattainment areas. Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires state and local 
agencies to implement permitting programs for major stationary sources. 

Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires state and local agencies to implement permitting programs 
for major stationary sources. A major stationary source is defined under Title V as a facility (e.g., plant, 
Base, activity) that has the potential to emit more than 100 tons annually of any one criteria air pollutant, 10 
tons per year (tpy) of a hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tpy of any combination of hazardous air pollutants; 
however, lower pollutant-specific “major source” permitting thresholds apply in nonattainment areas. The 
purpose of the permitting rule is to establish regulatory control over large, industrial-type activities and 
monitor their impact on air quality. 

Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration regulations also define air pollutant emissions from 
proposed major stationary sources or modifications to be “significant” if a proposed project’s net emission 
increase meets or exceeds the rate of emissions listed in 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(23)(i); or (1) a proposed project 
is within 10 kilometers (km) of any Class I area (wilderness area greater than 5,000 acres or national park 
greater than 6,000 acres). 

3.4.1.2 Greenhouse Gases 

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions are generated by 
both natural processes and human activities. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere helps regulate 
the earth’s temperature and contribute to global climate change. GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide, 
methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and several hydrocarbons and chlorofluorocarbons. Each GHG has an 
estimated global warming potential, which is a function of its atmospheric lifetime and its ability to absorb 
and radiate infrared energy emitted from the earth’s surface. The global warming potential of a particular 
gas provides a relative basis for calculating its carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) or the amount of CO2e to 
the emissions of that gas. Carbon dioxide has a global warming potential of 1 and is therefore the standard 
by which all other GHGs are measured. The GHGs are multiplied by their global warming potential, and the 
resulting values are added together to estimate the total CO2e. 

The USEPA regulates GHG primarily through a permitting program known as the GHG Tailoring Rule. This 
rule applies to GHG emissions from larger stationary sources. Additionally, the USEPA promulgated a rule 
for large GHG emission stationary sources, fuel and industrial gas suppliers, and carbon dioxide injection 
sites if they emit 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2e per year (40 CFR § 98.2[a][2]). 

Existing Conditions 

3.4.2.1 Regional Climate 

The climate in Montgomery, Alabama, is considered humid subtropical. The average temperature for the 
year is 65 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The warmest month is July, with an average temperature of 81°F, and 
the coolest month is January, averaging 46°F. Average annual rainfall is 53 inches per year, with rain 
occurring approximately 108 days of the year (US Climate Data, 2021). 

3.4.2.2 Maxwell AFB 

Maxwell AFB is located in Montgomery County, Alabama, which is located within the Columbus (Georgia)-
Phenix City (Alabama) Interstate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR). Among Alabama regulatory 
authorities, this AQCR is referred to as the Alabama State Capital-Columbus (Georgia) Interstate AQCR. 
This is a colloquial term and has no effect on the management of air resources. The AQCR is in attainment 
for all criteria pollutants. Furthermore, a search of the Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
for the term “Maxwell” did not produce any air permit documentation associated with the Base. 

Maxwell AFB does not have a Title V permit and is considered a minor source. Current levels of emissions 
from stationary sources at the Base do not exceed major-source permitting thresholds to trigger the 
requirement for a covered source permit. 

February 2022 3-12 



   
 

  

  

        
    

           
     

    

  

  
          

   
  

   

  

  
  

           
  

    
  

   
    

            
  

   

     
  

     
         

  

       
     

    

    
    

 
          

             
         

       
  

        
 

   
     

  

Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 
Final 

3.4.2.3 Greenhouse Gases 

The GHG Tailoring Rule requires reporting of GHG data and other relevant information from larger GHG 
emission sources, fuel and industrial gas suppliers, and carbon dioxide injection sites in the US. Since no 
air permits are associated with Maxwell AFB, it is presumed that stationary sources on the Base do not 
emit 25,000 metric tons or more. Therefore, the GHG Tailoring Rule is not applicable. 

3.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Definition of Resource 

Biological resources include native or invasive plants and animals; sensitive and protected floral and faunal 
species; and the habitats, such as wetlands, forests, and grasslands, in which they exist. Habitat can be 
defined as the resources and conditions in an area that support a defined suite of organisms. The ROI for 
biological resources is Maxwell AFB. 

The following federal statutes form the regulatory framework for the evaluation of biological resources. 

3.5.1.1 Endangered Species Act 

The ESA established protection over and conservation of threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend. Sensitive and protected biological resources include plant and animal 
species listed as threatened, endangered, or special status by USFWS. Under the ESA, an “endangered 
species” is defined as any species in danger of extinction throughout all, or a large portion, of its range. A 
“threatened species” is defined as any species likely to become an endangered species in the foreseeable 
future. USFWS maintains a list of species considered to be candidates for possible listing under the ESA. 
The ESA also allows the designation of geographic areas as critical habitat for threatened or endangered 
species. Although candidate species receive no statutory protection under the ESA, USFWS has attempted 
to advise government agencies, industry, and the public that these species are at risk and may warrant 
protection under the ESA. 

3.5.1.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC § 703) (MBTA) makes it unlawful for anyone to take 
migratory birds or their parts, nests, or eggs unless permitted to do so by regulations. Per the MBTA, “take” 
is defined as “pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” (50 CFR § 10.12). Birds protected 
under the MBTA include nearly all species in the US with the exception of nonnative/human-introduced 
species and some game birds. 

EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, requires all federal agencies to 
follow a prescribed set of actions to further implement MBTA. EO 13186 directs federal agencies to develop 
a Memorandum of Understanding with USFWS that promotes the conservation of migratory birds. 

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107-314, 116 Stat. 2458) provides 
the Armed Forces certain exemptions from the incidental take of migratory birds during authorized military 
readiness activities. Congress defined military readiness activities as all training and operations of the US 
armed forces that relate to combat and the adequate and realistic testing of military equipment, vehicles, 
weapons, and sensors for proper operation and suitability for combat use. Further, in October 2012, the 
Authorization of Take Incidental to Military Readiness Activities was published in the Federal Register (in 
accordance with 50 CFR § 21.15), authorizing incidental take during military readiness activities unless 
such activities may result in significant adverse effects on a population of a migratory bird species. 

In December 2017, the US Department of the Interior issued M-Opinion 37050, which concluded that the 
take of migratory birds from an activity is not prohibited by the MBTA when the underlying purpose of that 
activity is not the take of a migratory birds, eggs, or nests. On 11 August 2020, the US District Court, 
Southern District of New York, vacated M-37050. Thus, incidental take of migratory birds is again prohibited. 
The interpretation of the MBTA remains in flux, and additional court proceedings are expected. 
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3.5.1.3 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 USC §§ 668–668c) (BGEPA) prohibits actions to 
“take, possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell, purchase or barter, transport, export or import, at any 
time or any manner, any bald eagle [or any golden eagle], alive or dead, or any part, nest, or egg thereof.” 
Further, the BGEPA defines “take” as "pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, 
molest or disturb," and “disturb” is defined as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that 
causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available, injury to an eagle, a decrease 
in productivity by substantially interfering with the eagle’s normal breeding, feeding or sheltering behavior, 
or nest abandonment by substantially interfering with the eagle’s normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior.” The BGEPA also prohibits activities around an active or inactive nest site that could result in 
disturbance to returning eagles. 

Existing Conditions 

3.5.2.1 Regional Biological Setting 

Maxwell AFB occurs within the East Gulf Coast physiographic region, just south of the Appalachian 
Mountain foothills. The region is characterized by low, rolling hills and shallow valleys with a gradual slope 
toward the Gulf of Mexico. Local topography is generally flat and the average elevation at Maxwell AFB is 
168 feet above MSL. 

Maxwell AFB is located within the Level III Central Great Plains and Level IV Broken Red Plains ecoregions. 
The Central Great Plains are characterized by a combination of cropland, pasture, woodland, and forest 
(USEPA, 2021b). Formerly grassland, it is now a transitional prairie with tallgrass in the east and shortgrass 
in the west. In the south scattered low trees and shrubs are dominant. However, most of the ecoregion is 
now cropland. The Broken Red Plains are a majority of rangeland and some cropland, with grasses and 
shrubs common. Upland vegetation is honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), due to increased pressure 
from cattle grazing, and is also characterized by a transition of tallgrass to shortgrass (USEPA, 2021b). 

The vegetation communities at Maxwell AFB are split between two fragmented groups: the bottomland and 
floodplain forest community, and the floodplain marsh community (Maxwell AFB, 2019). The urban forest 
areas consist of hardwoods and hardwood-dominated lowland areas (wetlands or floodplains), with 
maintained grassy areas of varying species. Open space is maintained around the airfield, and these 
mowed grass areas have become pseudo-meadow habitats. Dominant field species include crimson clover 
(Trifolium incarnatum), Kentucky tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), low-hop clover (Trifolium campestre), 
bahia grass (Paspalum notatum), and crabgrass. Other dominant vegetation in the wetland areas and along 
the shores of open waters include soft rush (Juncus effusus), red maple (Acer rubrum), floating seed box 
(Ludwigia peploides), alligator weed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), buttonbush (Cephalanthus 
occidentalis), bald cypress (Taxodium distichum), and black willow (Salix nigra). The habitat occurring in 
the vicinity of the Proposed Action is highly disturbed. 

Little suitable habitat for endemic wildlife occurs within the Maxwell AFB boundaries. Most of the Base has 
been developed with approximately 71 acres remaining undeveloped (Maxwell AFB, 2019). The landscape 
surrounding the Base is mostly developed, except for the area around the Alabama River. Some natural 
habitats occur along the river as well as some grazing and agricultural lands. These areas all occur within 
the floodplain of the Alabama River and experience periodic flooding (Maxwell AFB, 2019). 

Due to the high levels of urban development and fragmented vegetation within and surrounding Maxwell 
AFB, any wildlife species inhabiting the area is expected to be highly adapted to developed and disturbed 
areas. The most common species observed on Maxwell AFB include the eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus 
carolinensis), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), American crow 
(Corvus brachyrhynchos), Carolina wren (Thryothorus ludovicianus), tufted titmouse (Baeolophus bicolor), 
American robin (Turdus migratorius), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), yellow-bellied slider 
(Trachemys scripta scripta), and the river cooter (Pseudemys concinna). All are widespread throughout the 
region. 
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Bald eagles, protected under the BGEPA, are known to nest near Maxwell AFB property, and individuals 
may use the installation in a transient manner, or for foraging along adjacent waters. There are no 
documented nesting locations on Maxwell AFB property (Maxwell AFB, 2019). 

3.5.2.2 Threatened and Endangered Species and/or Species of Concern 

A list of threatened and endangered species and/or species of concern that could potentially be found in 
the ROI was provided by the USFWS in a letter dated December 1, 2021 (Table 3-5). Currently, there is 
no designated critical habitat for any federally protected species on Maxwell AFB (USFWS, 2021). Sightings 
of the wood stork have occurred on Maxwell AFB in the past, but these sightings have been outside of the 
vicinity of the Proposed Action, where there is more suitable habitat. 

Table 3-5 
Federally and State-Listed Species with the Potential to Occur Within the ROI 

Species Federal Statusa Habitat on 
Maxwell AFB 

Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) Threatened Yes 
Southern Clubshell (Pleurobema decisum) Threatened No 
Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) Candidate No 
Georgia Rockcress (Arabis georgiana) Threatened No 
Alabama Canebrake Pitcher Plant (alabamensis ssp. 
Alabamensis) Endangered No 

Source: USFWS, 2021 

3.5.2.3 Invasive Species and Noxious Weeds 

EO 13112, Invasive Species, defines invasive species as “an alien species whose introduction does or is 
likely to cause economic or environmental harm to human health.” Invasive species are highly adaptable 
and oftentimes displace native species, having high reproduction rates, resistance to disturbances, lack of 
natural predators, efficient dispersal mechanisms, and the ability to out-compete native species. A noxious 
weed is any plant designated by a Federal, State or county government as injurious to public health, 
agriculture, recreation, wildlife or property 

No federally listed noxious weeds have been documented on Maxwell AFB (Maxwell AFB, 2019), and only 
one state-listed weed, alligator weed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), is known to occur. Other invasive 
species on Maxwell AFB include bamboo (Phyllostachys aurea), Bradford pear (Pyrus calleryana), China 
berry (Melia azedarach), Chinese tallow tree (Triadica sebifera), Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense), 
Chinese lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata), dallasgrass (Paspalum dilatatum), Japanese privet (Ligustrum 
japonicum), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense), Kudzu 
(Pueraria montana), Mimosa (Albizia julibrissin), European starling (Sturnus vularis ), and House sparrow 
(Passer domesticus ) (Maxwell AFB, 2019). 

3.6 WATER RESOURCES

Definition of Resource 

Water resources are vulnerable to contamination and quality degradation. For this reason, the Clean Water 
Act of 1972 (33 USC § 1251, et seq.) (CWA) was enacted to protect these valuable, irreplaceable resources. 
The CWA set the national policy objective to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the Nation’s waters.” The CWA provides the authority to establish water quality standards, 
control discharges into surface and subsurface waters (including groundwater), develop waste treatment 
management plans and practices, and issue permits for discharges. A National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit under Section 402 of the CWA is required for discharges into navigable 
waters. USEPA oversees the issuance of NPDES permits at federal facilities as well as water quality 
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regulations (CWA Section 401) for both surface and groundwater. The CWA also regulates the discharge 
of pollutants seaward for three miles. 

The ROI for water resources is Maxwell AFB. 

3.6.1.1 Surface Water 

The USEPA defines surface waters as waters of the US, primarily lakes, rivers, estuaries, coastal waters, 
and wetlands. Jurisdictional waters, including surface water resources, as defined in 33 CFR § 328.3, are 
regulated under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Manmade 
features not directly associated with a natural drainage, such as upland stock ponds and irrigation canals, 
are generally not considered jurisdictional waters. 

3.6.1.2 Floodplains 

Floodplains are areas of low-level ground along rivers, stream channels, or coastal waters that provide a 
broad area to inundate and temporarily store floodwaters. In their natural vegetated state, floodplains slow 
the rate at which the incoming overland flow reaches the main water body. Floodplains are subject to 
periodic or infrequent inundation due to rain or melting snow. Risk of flooding typically hinges on local 
topography, the frequency of precipitation events, and the size of the watershed above the floodplain. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) evaluates and maps flood potential, which defines 
the 100-year (regulatory) floodplain. The 100-year floodplain is the area that has a 1-percent chance of 
inundation by a flood event in a given year. Federal, state, and local regulations often limit floodplain 
development to passive uses, such as recreational and preservation activities, to reduce the risks to human 
health and safety. 

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, provides guidelines that agencies should carry out as part of their 
decision-making process on projects that have potential impacts to or within the floodplain. This EO requires 
that federal agencies avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated 
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain 
development wherever there is a practicable alternative. 

3.6.1.3 Wetlands 

The CWA regulates discharges of pollutants in surface waters of the US. Section 404 of the CWA 
established a program to regulate the discharge of dredged and fill material into waters of the US, including 
wetlands. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) defines wetlands as “those areas that are 
inundated or saturated with ground or surface water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and 
that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated 
soil conditions” (Environmental Laboratory, 1987). Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, 
and similar areas (33 CFR Part 328). 

Federal protection of wetlands is also covered under EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, the purpose of 
which is to reduce adverse impacts from the destruction or modification of wetlands. This EO directs federal 
agencies to provide leadership in minimizing the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands. 

Existing Conditions 

3.6.2.1 Surface Water 

Maxwell AFB is located west of the city of Montgomery in Montgomery County, Alabama, adjacent to the 
Gun Island Chute channel of the Alabama River. This area of Montgomery County is located in the northern 
portion of the Coastal Plain, consisting of four additional subsections: the terraces, the Black Prairie, the 
Chunnenuggee Hills, and the flood plains (Knowles et al., 1963). The waters of Montgomery County drain 
north and northwest into two rivers: the Alabama River and Tallapoosa River (Knowles et al., 1963). The 
Alabama River forms the portion of the Gun Island Chute seen on the northern boundary of the Base. 
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3.6.2.2 Groundwater 

Groundwater is defined by the area below ground in which water is stored. In Montgomery County, large 
water withdrawals began in the late 1800s for industrial, irrigation, domestic, and stock use purposes. The 
Eutaw formation aquifer supplies water to the city of Montgomery and surrounding areas. The Gordo 
formation also supplies large amounts of municipal water to the metropolitan area. Most groundwater in 
Montgomery County is a result of artesian conditions, as opposed to water-table conditions, though both 
are present. The Gordo formation is characterized primarily by clay, sand, gravel, and lignite. The Eutaw 
formation consists primarily of clay, chalk, sandstone, sand, gravel, and limestone. With an average annual 
precipitation of more than 50 inches, Montgomery County relies heavily on groundwater resources 
(Knowles et al., 1963; Maxwell AFB, 2019). 

3.6.2.3 Floodplains 

Maxwell AFB is situated between two floodplains (Figure 3-3). The Alabama River to the north and the 
Westend Ditch to the south and west have areas of FEMA-identified flood risk. While much of the Base is 
located outside of the FEMA-identified special flood hazard area, several buildings in the north and east 
portions of the Base are located within Zone AE, a 100-year flood zone; 100-year flood zones are subject 
to regulation by FEMA Buildings along the northwest boundary of the Base are located in Zone X, which is 
known as the 500-year flood zone is not subject to regulation by FEMA, though a risk of inundation is still 
present (FEMA, 2015). 

Additional flooding concerns can be exacerbated by severe storms resulting in flash flooding, runoff, and 
oversaturated soils. Developed nonporous surfaces, such as runways and helipads, increase flood risk by 
increasing the volume and flow rate of stormwater in localized areas. Drainage from the Base flows north 
into the Alabama River, increasing risk of flooding during high-volume precipitation events. 

Under the Proposed Action, no activities would occur in the 100-year floodplain subject to EO 11988. Only 
the proposed munitions storage area would be located in an area identified as prone to potential flooding 
(Zone X); however, this area is not subject to regulation under EO 11988. 

3.6.2.4 Wetlands 

Small pockets of wetlands are naturally occurring in and around the floodplains on Maxwell AFB. Areas 
north and east of the Base are primarily categorized as areas of low-lying agriculture and wetlands lying 
adjacent to the Alabama River (Maxwell AFB, 2019). Additional wetlands are located in the northern portion 
of the Base on the golf course. However, no wetlands are located on airfields or within the Proposed Action 
areas. The nearest wetland to a proposed project location is approximately 985 feet away (Figure 3-4). 
Because there are no wetlands or waters of the US within or in the vicinity of the Proposed Action areas, 
this EA does not discuss this resource further. 
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Figure 3-3 Floodplains at Maxwell AFB 
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Figure 3-4 Wetlands Near the Proposed Action Areas at Maxwell AFB 
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3.7 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Definition of Resource 

Geological resources consist of surface and subsurface materials and their properties. 

Soils are the unconsolidated materials overlying bedrock or other parent material. Soils typically are 
described in terms of their complex type, slope, and physical characteristics. Differences among soil types 
in terms of their structure, elasticity, strength, shrink-swell potential, and erosion potential affect their 
abilities to support certain applications or uses. In appropriate cases, soil properties must be examined for 
their compatibility with construction activities or types of land use. 

Topography is the change in elevation over the surface of a land area and is influenced by factors including 
human activity, underlying geologic material, seismic activity, climatic conditions, and erosion. 

Prime farmland is protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 USC 4201, et seq) (FPPA) 
and is defined as land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing 
food, feed, forage, giver, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses. The intent of the FPPA is 
to minimize the extent that federal programs contribute to the unnecessary conversion of farmland to 
nonagricultural uses. The FPPA also ensures that federal programs are administered in a manner that, to 
the extent practicable, will be compatible with private, state, and local government programs and policies 
to protect farmland. The implementing procedures of the FPPA require federal agencies to evaluate the 
adverse effects (direct and indirect) of their activities on prime and unique farmland and farmland of 
statewide and local importance, and to consider alternative actions that could avoid adverse effects. 

The ROI for geological resources is Maxwell AFB. 

Existing Conditions 

3.7.2.1 Regional Geology 

Maxwell AFB is in the East Gulf Coastal Plain ecoregion within the Alluvial-deltaic plain. The Base is 
underlain by alluvium deposits of the Alabama River and the Eutaw formation. Alluvium deposits are 
composed of sand, gravel, silt, and clay; Eutaw formation consists of two sandy units separated by a clay 
unit (Knowles et al., 1963). 

3.7.2.2 Topography 

The Maxwell AFB is located south of the Appalachian Mountains. The topography is generally level with 
elevations averaging 168 feet above MSL. Elevation ranges from 80 to 650 feet and is generally flat in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Action (Maxwell AFB, 2019). 

3.7.2.3 Soils 

Nine main soil types are found on Maxwell AFB, three of which are in the vicinity of the Proposed Action 
areas: Anthroportic Udorthents-Urban land-Annemaine (AuA); Anthroportic Udorthents-Urban land (AuB); 
and Pits-Udorthents (PiD) (Figure 3-5 and Table 3-6). 
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Figure 3-5 Soil Types on Maxwell AFB 
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Table 3-6 
Maxwell AFB Soil Types 

Soil Unit Soil Name 
AnB Annemaine-Anthroportic Udorthents- Minor Roanoke 
AuA Anthroportic Udorthents- Urban land- Annemaine 
AuB Anthroportic Udorthents- Urban land 
BmA Bama Fine Sandy Loam 
LsE Luverne- Smithdale- Minor Bibb 
PiD Pits and Udorthents 
Rb Roanoke Silt Loam 
RcB Riverview- Chewacla- Buncombe 
WbB Wickham- Urban Land- Anthroportic Udorthents 
WdA Wickham- Minor Roanoke 
W Water 

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, 2021 

AuA soils are moderately well drained and occur on flat ground with 0–3-percent slopes; parent material 
includes human-transported material and clayey fluviomarine deposits. Similarly, AuB soils are moderately 
well drained and occur on flat ground with 0–3-percent slopes; parent material includes human-transported 
material. PiD soils are poorly drained and occur on ground with 0–5-percent slopes; parent material includes 
loamy fluviomarine deposits derived from sedimentary rock (United States Department of Agriculture, 
2021). 

The Proposed Action would occur within the footprint of prior construction activities. The soil types that 
would be affected have already been previously disturbed and developed. 

3.7.2.4 Prime Farmland 

There is one soil type classified as prime farmland (United States Department of Agriculture, 2021) found 
on the outskirts of the west and southwest sides of the Base and away from the Proposed Action areas. 
Therefore, the Proposed Action would not affect prime farmland. 

3.8 LAND USE

Definition of Resource 

Land use refers to real property classifications that indicate either natural conditions or the types of human 
activity occurring on a parcel. In many cases, land use descriptions are codified in local zoning laws; 
however, no nationally recognized convention or uniform terminology has been adopted for describing land 
use categories. As a result, the meanings of various land use descriptions, labels, and definitions vary 
among jurisdictions. 

The foremost factor affecting a proposed action in terms of land use is its compliance with any applicable 
land use or zoning regulations. Other relevant factors include existing land use at the project site, the types 
of land use on adjacent properties and their proximity to a proposed action, the duration of a proposed 
activity, and its “permanence.” 

The ROI for land use is Maxwell AFB and its environs. 

Existing Conditions 

Comprising approximately 2,251 acres, Maxwell AFB is located in the northwestern portion of the city of 
Montgomery, Alabama. Although the Base originally was developed in rural Montgomery County, the state 
of Alabama and its cities have been steadily growing in size and population, resulting in Maxwell AFB being 
annexed from Montgomery County to now reside fully within Montgomery city limits. Maxwell AFB is 
bordered on the north-northeast by the Gun Island Chute channel of the Alabama River, on the east by 
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downtown Montgomery and its surrounding areas, and on the south-southwest by the Westend Ditch 
(Maxwell AFB, 2009). 

Maxwell AFB is located approximately 6 miles northeast of Montgomery Regional Airport, just west of 
Interstate 65 and east of US Highway 31. The northeastern and eastern sides of the Base are bordered by 
the Alabama River. North of the Base is primarily agricultural, industrial, and open space, including a sod 
farm. The western side of the Base is bordered primarily by commercial and industrial land uses, with two 
small areas of open space and residential. Directly south of the Base is a mix of commercial, industrial, and 
residential areas (including a mobile home park). The current baseline noise contours only extend off Base 
to the north, where it overlaps with industrial and open space. No noise sensitive receptors such as schools 
and churches are located within the current noise contours. 

The Base is largely developed with buildings and facilities. Housing, a golf course, and the principal 
academic buildings associated with Air University occupy the eastern portion of the Base. Hangars, 
administrative offices, and other support buildings make up the south-central portion. Runways, taxiways, 
and landing fields are located on the western side of the Base, and a federal prison camp lies to the north. 
Near the western boundary, beyond the airfield, is a large open area for recreational activities. 

3.9 SOCIOECONOMICS

Definition of Resource 

Socioeconomics is the relationship between economics and social elements, such as population levels and 
economic activity. There are several factors that can be used as indicators of economic conditions for a 
geographic area, such as demographics, median household income, unemployment rates, percentage of 
families living below the poverty level, employment, and housing data. Data on employment identify gross 
numbers of employees, employment by industry or trade, and unemployment trends. Data on industrial, 
commercial, and other sectors of the economy provide baseline information about the economic health of 
a region. Socioeconomic data are typically presented at county, state, and national levels to characterize 
baseline socioeconomic conditions in the context of regional, state, and national trends. 

The ROI for socioeconomics includes Maxwell AFB and surrounding environs, which incorporate parts of 
Montgomery County. 

Existing Conditions 

3.9.2.1 Population 

The population of Montgomery County has decreased over the past 10 years (2010–2019), which is 
significantly different from the increase in population for the state of Alabama seen statewide (Table 3-7). 
The population of the city of Montgomery decreased by 3.4 percent; Montgomery County decreased by 1.3 
percent. During the same period, Alabama’s statewide population increased by 2.6 percent and the US 
population increased by 6.3 percent (USCB, 2021a). 

Table 3-7 
Population in the Maxwell AFB Region of Influence as Compared to Alabama and the United

States (2010–2019) 

Geographic Area 2010 2019 Percent Total Growth 
2010–2019 (negative) 

City of Montgomery 205,501 198,525 (3.4) 
Montgomery County 229,375 226,486 (1.3) 
Alabama 4,780,125 4,903,185 2.6 
United States 308,758,105 328,239,523 6.3 

Source: USCB, 2021a 
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Maxwell AFB has a population of more than 7,000 active duty, reserve, civilian, and contractor personnel 
(Maxwell AFB, 2021a). 

3.9.2.2 Employment 

The annual average labor force of Montgomery County in 2020 was 107,103 persons, with an average 
unemployment rate of 7.8 percent (8,368 unemployed individuals) (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021a). The 
County average unemployment rate was slightly higher than the Alabama statewide unemployment rate of 
5.9 percent. Both Montgomery County and the state of Alabama have lower unemployment rates than the 
national average of 8.1 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021b). 

Data and information on the region’s largest employers show that employment is dominated by government 
employment. Most residents are employed by Maxwell AFB and the State of Alabama. Other large 
employers in the region include the public school systems, Baptist health, and Hyundai motor manufacturing 
(Montgomery Area Chamber of Commerce, 2021). With 7,000 military civilians and contractors, the Maxwell 
AFB has a substantial impact on the economy in Montgomery County. 

3.9.2.3 Housing 

The USCB data show that homeowner vacancy rates in Montgomery County align with the state and 
national averages. Rental vacancy rates are slightly below the state average, yet substantially higher than 
the national average (Table 3-8). There are 105,314 total housing units in Montgomery County, with 
approximately 16,450 vacant, 52,039 owner-occupied, and 36,825 renter-occupied units. Montgomery 
County’s housing occupancy rate of 84.4 percent is 1.4-percent higher than the state average and 3.5-
percent lower than the US average (USCB, 2021b). 

Table 3-8 
Montgomery County Housing (2019) 

Description Montgomery County Alabama US 
Total Units 105,314 2,284,922 139,686,209 
Occupied Housing Units 84.4% 83.0% 87.9% 
Owner-occupied 52,039 1,305,223 78,724,862 
Renter-occupied 36,825 592,353 44,077,990 
Vacant Units 16,450 387,346 16,883,357 
Homeowner Vacancy Ratea 1.4% 1.4% 1.5% 
Rental Vacancy Rateb 9.4% 9.7% 6.0% 
Median Valuec $134,300 $154,000 $240,500 

Source: USCB, 2021b 
Notes: 
a Homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant “for sale.” 
b Rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant “for rent.” 

Median value of owner-occupied units. 

3.9.2.4 Schools 

Montgomery Public Schools (MPS) consists of 53 schools: 28 traditional elementary schools, 10 traditional 
middle schools, 5 traditional high schools, and 10 magnet schools. MPS also has alternative schools, 
special education centers, and technical high schools (MPS, 2021). 

Dependents residing on and around the Maxwell AFB have access to multiple options in Montgomery 
County. Those living on base have access to the Maxwell AFB Elementary/Middle School system, which 
was established in 1963 for permanent dependents living on Base and is offered for pre-K through eighth 
grade (Department of Defense Education Activity, 2021). Secondary students (grades 9 through 12) living 
on Base are provided with school bus service and are zoned to attend Carver Senior High School (Maxwell 
AFB, 2021a). 
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3.10 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN

Definition of Resource 

Several EOs direct federal agencies to address disproportionate environmental and human health effects 
in minority and low-income populations and to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks to 
children. 

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations, pertains to environmental justice issues and relates to various socioeconomic groups and 
disproportionate impacts that could be imposed on them. This EO requires that federal agencies’ actions 
substantially affecting human health, or the environment do not exclude persons, deny persons’ benefits, 
or subject persons to discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin. EO 12898 was enacted 
to ensure the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national 
origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. Consideration of environmental justice concerns includes race, ethnicity, and the 
poverty status of populations in the vicinity of a proposed action. 

EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, states that each 
federal agency “(a) shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety 
risks that may disproportionately affect children; and (b) shall ensure that its policies, programs, activities, 
and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or 
safety risks.” 

For the purposes of this analysis, minority populations are defined as Alaska Natives and American Indians, 
Asians, Blacks or African Americans, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders or persons of Hispanic origin 
(of any race); low-income populations include persons living below the poverty threshold as determined by 
the USCB; and youth populations are children under the age of 18 years. 

Minority, low-income, and youth populations that could be disproportionately impacted by the project are 
addressed for Maxwell AFB by comparing the city of Montgomery and Montgomery county as the ROI to 
the State of Alabama and the United States. 

The ROI is the city of Montgomery and Montgomery County. 

Existing Conditions 

In 2019, the percent of minority populations living in the ROI was almost double the percent of minority 
populations living in Alabama and substantially higher than that of the US (Table 3-9) (USCB, 2021a). 
However, the percent of Hispanic or Latino populations living in the ROI and the state was substantially 
lower than that of the US. 

Table 3-9 
Total Population and Populations of Concern 

Geographical
Unit 

Total 
Population 

Percent 
Minority 

Percent 
Hispanic or

Latinoa 

Percent 
Youthb 

Percent 
Elderlyc 

Percent 
below 

Poverty 
Montgomery 
City 198,525 67.6% 3.7% 23.8% 14.3% 20.6% 

Montgomery 
County 226,486 66.7% 3.7% 23.4% 15.6% 15.8% 

Alabama 4,903,185 33.7% 4.6% 22.2% 17.3% 15.5% 
United States 328,239,523 39.3% 18.5% 22.3% 16.5% 10.5% 

Source: USCB, 2021a 
Notes: 
a Hispanic and Latino denote a place of origin. 
b Percent youth are all persons under the age of 18. 

Percent elderly are all persons over the age of 65. 
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Upon analyzing youth populations, the ROI, state, and US percentages are within 1 percent of each other. 
However, the percent of elderly populations living in the ROI is slightly lower than both the state and US. 
The state is slightly higher in its percent of elderly population than that of the US (USCB, 2021a). 

The percent of populations living in poverty in the city of Montgomery are double the national average and 
about 5 percent higher than that of the county and state (USCB, 2021a). 

3.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Definition of Resource 

Cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object considered 
important to a culture or community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other purposes. These resources 
are protected and identified under several federal laws and EOs. Cultural resources include the following 
subcategories: 

• Archaeological (i.e., prehistoric or historic sites where human activity has left physical evidence of 
that activity, but no structures remain standing); 

• Architectural (i.e., buildings, structures, groups of structures, or designed landscapes that are of 
historic or aesthetic significance); and 

• Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) (i.e., resources of traditional, religious, or cultural 
significance to Native American tribes). 

Significant cultural resources are those that have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) or determined to be eligible for listing. To be eligible for the NRHP, properties must be 50 years 
old and have national, state, or local significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering, or culture. They must possess sufficient integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association to convey their historical significance, and meet at least one of four 
criteria for evaluation: 

• Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history 
(Criterion A); 

• Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); 

• Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, method of construction, represent the work of 
a master, possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction (Criterion C); and/or 

• Have yielded or be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history (Criterion D). 

Properties that are less than 50 years old can be considered eligible for the NRHP under Criteria 
Consideration G if they possess exceptional historical importance. Those properties must also retain 
historic integrity and meet at least one of the four NRHP criteria (Criteria A, B, C, or D). The term “historic 
property” refers to National Historic Landmarks and NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible cultural resources. 

Federal laws protecting cultural resources include the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1960, 
as amended (16 USC § 469), the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC § 1996), the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (16 USC §§ 470aa–470mm), the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC § 3001, et seq.), the NHPA, as amended 
through 2016, and associated regulations (36 CFR Part 800). The NHPA requires federal agencies to 
consider effects of federal undertakings on historic properties prior to making a decision or taking an action 
and integrate historic preservation values into their decision-making process. Federal agencies fulfill this 
requirement by completing the NHPA Section 106 consultation process, as set forth in 36 CFR Part 800. 
NHPA Section 106 also requires agencies to consult with federally recognized American Indian tribes with 
a vested interest in the undertaking. NHPA Section 106 requires all federal agencies to seek to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to historic properties (36 CFR § 800.1[a]). 
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Existing Conditions 

For cultural resources analysis, the ROI is defined by the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The APE is defined 
as the “geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in 
the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist,” (36 CFR § 800.16[d]) and thereby 
diminish their historic integrity. The direct and indirect APE for this EA is 50 meters and 800 meters around 
each project location, respectively (Figure 3-6). For the purposes of this EA, project locations are defined 
as the buildings identified for activities under the Proposed Action. 

3.11.2.1 Archaeological Properties 

In the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), the Air Force has identified potential sites 
for eligibility on the National Historic Register (NHRP). Three archaeological sites (1Mt93, 1Mt200, 1Mt279) 
are present on the East Golf Course. Only site 1Mt200 is determined to be NHRP-eligible and is preserved 
in accordance with the ICRMP. This site is not within proximity to any activities under the Proposed Action 
(Maxwell AFB, 2017). 

3.11.2.2 Traditional Cultural Properties 

No TCPs within the Proposed Action areas or Base have been identified (Maxwell AFB, 2017). 

3.11.2.3 Architectural Resources 

Many of Maxwell AFB’s buildings and military family housing are considered historic and are registered with 
the NRHP. Of the 487 facilities on Base, 152 are NRHP listed and 101 buildings are NRHP eligible (Maxwell 
AFB, 2017). Maxwell has two historic districts: the Senior Officers‘ Quarters Historic District and the 
Chennault Circle District. The remaining properties are individually eligible (Maxwell AFB, 2017). Both 
historic districts are located outside the direct and indirect APE for the Proposed Action. 

NRHP-listed properties include 150 post-World War I houses and garages within the Senior Officers‘ 
Quarters Historic District and two individual properties—Building 800 (the Head Quarters Major Command 
known as Austin Hall) and Building 836 (post-World War I barracks). The Senior Officers‘ Quarters Historic 
District and Buildings 800 and 836 were listed oin the NRHP on March 2, 1988. Both Buildings 800 and 
836 are within the indirect APE of the Proposed Action. 

Four of the five buildings associated with Proposed Action were constructed within the last 50 years and, 
therefore, are not eligible for listing on the NRHP (Table 3-10). Building 1048 was constructed in 1955 but 
Maxwell AFB had previously determined it to be not eligible for listing on the NRHP (Maxwell AFB, 2002). 
In a letter dated 28 January 2022, the Alabama Historical Commission agreed that Building 1048 is not 
eligible (Appendix A). No NRHP-listed or eligible buildings are located with the direct APE. In addition to 
NRHP-listed Buildings 800 and 836, 12 eligible buildings, mainly associated with the historic flight line, are 
within the indirect APE. 

Table 3-10 
Construction Dates of Buildings Included in the Proposed Action 

Building Year Built 
Building 1048 – Squadron Ops 1955 
Building 1050 – Squadron Ops 1980 
Building 1052 – Squadron Ops 1987 
Building 1054 – Squadron Ops 1993 
Building 1455 – Simulator Facility 2005 
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Figure 3-6 Direct and Indirect APE for Cultural Resources 

February 2022 3-28 



   
 

  

    

  

    
       

       
   

   
   

   
          

  

   
             

   
 

         
   

  

          
  

   

   

   

     

  

   
  

  

   
         

           
   

    
  

  
       

     
  

   
 

           
 

   
   

Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 
Final 

3.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES

Definition of Resource 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC § 9601) 
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) and the Toxic 
Substances Control Act (15 USC § 2601, et seq., as implemented by 40 CFR Part 761), defines hazardous 
materials (HAZMAT) as any substance with physical properties of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or 
toxicity that might cause an increase in mortality, serious irreversible illness, and incapacitating reversible 
illness, or that might pose a substantial threat to human health or the environment. The Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA) is responsible for the enforcement and implementation of federal laws 
and regulations pertaining to worker health and safety under 29 CFR Part 1910. OSHA also includes the 
regulation of HAZMAT in the workplace and ensures appropriate training in their handling. 

The Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 
USC § 6901) (RCRA), which was further amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 
1984, defines hazardous wastes as any solid, liquid, contained gaseous, or semi-solid waste, or any 
combination of wastes, that pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the 
environment. In general, both HAZMAT and hazardous wastes include substances that, because of their 
quantity, concentration, physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, might present substantial danger 
to public health and welfare or the environment when released or otherwise improperly managed. 

Under AFPD 32-70, Environmental Considerations in Air Force Programs and Activities, the Air Force is 
committed to performing the following actions: 

• Cleaning up environmental damage resulting from its past activities,

• Meeting all environmental standards applicable to its present operations,

• Planning its future activities to minimize environmental impacts,

• Responsibly managing the irreplaceable natural and cultural resources it holds in public trust, and

• Eliminating pollution from its activities wherever possible.

AFI 32-7044, Storage Tank Compliance, implements AFPD 32-70 and identifies compliance requirements 
for underground storage tanks (USTs) and aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), and associated piping, that 
store petroleum products and hazardous substances. Evaluation of HAZMAT and hazardous wastes 
focuses on USTs and ASTs as well as the storage, transport, and use of pesticides, fuels, oils, and 
lubricants. Evaluation might also extend to generation, storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous 
wastes when such activity occurs at or near the project site of a proposed action. In addition to being a 
threat to humans, the improper release of HAZMAT and hazardous wastes can threaten the health and 
wellbeing of wildlife species, botanical habitats, soil systems, and water resources. In the event of HAZMAT 
or hazardous waste release, the extent of contamination will vary based on type of soil, topography, weather 
conditions, and water resources. 

AFI 32-7086, Hazardous Materials Management, establishes procedures and standards that govern 
management of HAZMAT throughout the Air Force. It applies to all Air Force personnel who authorize, 
procure, issue, use, or dispose of HAZMAT, and to those who manage, monitor, or track any of those 
activities. 

Through the Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) initiated in 1980, a subcomponent of the Defense 
ERP that became law under SARA (formerly the Installation Restoration Program), each DOD installation 
is required to identify, investigate, and clean up hazardous waste disposal or release sites. Remedial 
activities for ERP sites follow the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments under the RCRA Corrective 
Action Program. The ERP provides a uniform, thorough methodology to evaluate past disposal sites, control 
the migration of contaminants, minimize potential hazards to human health and the environment, and clean 
up contamination through a series of stages until it is decided that no further remedial action is warranted. 
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Description of ERP activities provides a useful gauge of the condition of soils, water resources, and other 
resources that might be affected by contaminants. It also aids in identification of properties and their 
usefulness for given purposes (e.g., activities dependent on groundwater usage might be foreclosed where 
a groundwater contaminant plume remains to complete remediation). 

Toxic substances might pose a risk to human health but are not regulated as contaminants under the 
hazardous waste statutes. Included in this category are asbestos-containing materials (ACMs), lead-based 
paint (LBP), radon, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The presence of special hazards or controls over 
them might affect, or be affected by, a proposed action. Information on special hazards describing their 
locations, quantities, and condition assists in determining the significance of a proposed action. 

3.12.1.1 Asbestos 

AFI 32-1052, Facility Asbestos Management, provides the direction for asbestos management at Air Force 
installations. This instruction incorporates by reference applicable requirements of 29 CFR Part 669, 29 
CFR § 1910.1025, 29 CFR § 1926.58, 40 CFR § 61.3.80, CAA Section 112, and other applicable AFIs and 
DOD Directives. AFI 32-1052 requires bases to develop an asbestos management plan to maintain a 
permanent record of the status and condition of ACM in installation facilities, as well as to document 
asbestos management efforts. 

3.12.1.2 Lead-Based Paint 

OSHA, USEPA, and other agencies have determined that human exposure to lead presents an adverse 
health risk. Sources of exposure to lead are dust, soils, and paint. In 1978, the Consumer Product Safety 
Act (as implemented by 16 CFR Part 1303), established the maximum lead content in paint of 0.06 percent 
by weight (down from the original 1973 maximum of 0.5 percent). DOD implemented a ban on LBP use in 
1978; however, it is possible that facilities constructed 1978 or earlier may contain LBP. 

3.12.1.3 Radon 

The US Surgeon General defines radon as an invisible, odorless, and tasteless gas, with no immediate 
health symptoms, that comes from the breakdown of naturally occurring uranium inside the earth. Radon 
that is present in soil can enter a building through small spaces and openings, accumulating in enclosed 
areas such as basements. USEPA and the US Surgeon General have evaluated the radon potential around 
the country to organize and assist building code officials in deciding whether radon-resistant features are 
applicable in new construction. Radon zones can range from 1 (high) to 3 (low). Each zone designation 
reflects the average short-term radon measurement that can be expected in a building without the 
implementation of radon control methods. 

Existing Conditions 

The ROI for this resource is Maxwell AFB. 

3.12.2.1 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

Hazardous materials are used at Maxwell AFB for aircraft operations support and maintenance, including 
petroleum, oils, and lubricants management and distribution. Types of hazardous substances found on 
Maxwell AFB include hydraulic fluid, engine oil, Jet Propellant (JP)-8 and other fuels, brake fluid, antifreeze, 
solvents, filters, mercury, corrosive liquids, paints, paint thinner, adhesives, batteries, light bulbs, scrap 
metal, used tires, medical waste, and contaminated solids. 

Hazardous materials that have historically been used and stored in and around Buildings 1455, 1456, 1048, 
1050, 1052, and 1054 include substances necessary for aircraft maintenance and refueling, as well as 
cleaners and solvents (Maxwell AFB, 2018). 

Hazardous and toxic substances used on Maxwell AFB are tracked by the Environmental, Safety, and 
Occupational Health Management Information System. Hazardous and toxic substances disposal 
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procedures are identified in the Maxwell AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan (Maxwell AFB, 2015), 
and all wastes are disposed of in compliance with all federal, state, and local regulations. In addition, the 
Oil and Hazardous Material Spill/Prevention and Response Plan provides guidance and procedures to 
respond to hazardous material spills and any associated airborne releases (Maxwell AFB, 2015). 

USEPA considers Maxwell AFB a large-quantity generator. Hazardous waste at Maxwell AFB is 
accumulated at one approved 90-day storage area, Building 1057, and 13 initial accumulation points 
throughout the Base (Maxwell AFB, 2020). Activities on Base, including aircraft maintenance and support, 
civil engineering, and printing operations, have been identified as primary contributors to hazardous waste 
streams. Basic processes and waste-handling procedures for general and aircraft maintenance activities 
are identified in the Maxwell AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan (Maxwell AFB, 2020). 

3.12.2.2 Environmental Restoration Program Sites 

The purpose of the ERP is to identify, investigate, and clean up contamination resulting from previous Air 
Force activities in order to protect human health and the environment (Maxwell AFB, 2018). Maxwell AFB’s 
ERP manages 44 sites and is overseen by the Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
(ADEM). These sites include former landfills, dump areas, former fire training areas, USTs, the tank farm, 
and a groundwater plume. Eight of these sites require further investigation or remediation under CERCLA 
(Maxwell, 2021d). 

A review of the Maxwell AFB ERP open site summary, as illustrated in Figure 3-7, found no active ERP 
sites in the Proposed Action areas. Building 1048 is within a closed ERP site (SS-006/ST0004) related to 
the former Fire Station Underground Storage Area (UST) area. The UST was removed in 1989, impacted 
soils excavated, and properly disposed. This area is still undergoing long-term monitoring for groundwater 
contamination (Maxwell, 2021d). There are no construction restrictions related to closed ERP sites, 
including SS-006 (Maxwell AFB, 2020b). 

3.12.2.3 Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint 

The State of Alabama requires that structures potentially containing asbestos be surveyed by an Alabama 
licensed inspector prior to renovation or demolition, and that the state be notified of the demolition plans. 
Additionally, Alabama Administrative Code, 335-3-11-05, Certification Of Asbestos Abatement Contractors, 
requires that any party involved in an asbestos removal project be ADEM certified. ADEM enforces the 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart A) and National 
Emission Standard for Asbestos (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M). Four the five buildings that would be 
renovated under the Proposed Action were built in the 1980s, and friable asbestos were banned for use in 
1976 by the USEPA. Building 1048 was constructed in 1955. No asbestos survey has been completed on 
that building to date. 

LBP is known to occur in buildings constructed prior to its ban by the USEPA in 1978. It can enter the body 
through inhalation or consumption of lead dust or LBP chips. LBP also presents a hazard when it 
contaminates soil surrounding a site where LBP has deteriorated or been improperly removed (Alabama 
Public Health, 2020). The USEPA’s Renovation, Repair, and Painting Rule requires that any party 
completing renovation, repair, and painting projects that disturb LBP in primary schools, childcare facilities, 
and residences built before 1978, be certified by the USEPA or a USEPA-authorized state. The rule also 
requires that those parties use certified LBP renovation supervisors and workers that are trained by USEPA-
approved training providers to follow lead-safe practices (USEPA, 2020b). Alabama is a USEPA-authorized 
state and abides by USEPA regulations, as well as the Alabama Lead Reduction Act of 1997. This act 
created the Alabama Lead Contractors Certification Program and establishes standards for certifying 
contractors or firms that conduct LBP inspections and risk assessments, as well as abatement and 
renovation activities (Alabama Public Health, 2020). 
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Figure 3-7 Environmental Restoration Sites at Maxwell AFB 

February 2022 3-32 



   
 

  

  

 
  

     

  

 
  

    

 
          

        
    

 
         

     

  

   

   

     
        

   
        

  

   

   
          

  
             

        
     

    
       

 
  

   
    

  

   
           

  

Environmental Assessment for MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell AFB, Alabama 
Final 

3.12.2.4 Radon 

The USEPA radon zone for Montgomery County, Alabama, is Zone 3 (low); however, radon potential 
throughout the county can vary (USEPA, 2021c). 

3.13 INFRASTRUCTURE, TRANSPORTATION, AND UTILITIES

Definition of Resource 

Infrastructure consists of the systems and structures that enable a population in a specified area to function. 
The availability of infrastructure and its capacity to support more users, including residential and commercial 
expansion, are generally regarded as essential to the economic growth of an area. 

The infrastructure components include utilities, solid waste management, sanitary and storm sewers, and 
transportation. Utilities include electrical, natural gas, potable water supply, sanitary sewage/wastewater, 
and communications systems. Solid waste management primarily relates to the availability of landfills to 
support a population’s residential, commercial, and industrial needs. Sanitary and storm sewers (also 
considered utilities) include those systems that collect, move, treat, and discharge liquid waste and 
stormwater. Transportation is defined as the system of roadways, highways, and transit services in the 
vicinity of the Base that potentially could be affected by a proposed action. 

The ROI for this resource is Maxwell AFB. 

Existing Conditions 

3.13.2.1 Potable Water Supply 

Montgomery Water Works and the Sanitary Sewer Board provide potable water to Maxwell AFB, with the 
water sourced from the Talpoosa River and several groundwater wells around Montgomery County. The 
Maxwell AFB drinking-water system provides water for domestic, irrigation, and fire protection, and includes 
delivery to the privately owned housing units. There is currently no limitation on the volume of provided 
water. 

3.13.2.2 Sanitary Sewer System 

Wastewater at Maxwell AFB is collected at Building M1313 and pumped north of the Base via a force main 
to the Towassa Water Pollution Control Plant (Maxwell AFB, 2015). There are 43 miles of sewer mains 
throughout Maxwell AFB and the Gunter Annex. Industrial wastewater initially passes through an oil-water 
separator, with used oils recycled and sludge disposed of at an approved area. There are four industrial 
waste discharge points that connect to the main that flows to the Towassa plant. The overall condition of 
the wastewater collection system is degraded and will need repairs in the future (Maxwell AFB, 2015). 

Stormwater runoff at Maxwell AFB is drained by overland flow to a variety of diversion structures, including 
inverts, stormwater channels, and open ditches. The underground stormwater lines measure 55 miles in 
length and there are 10 primary discharge points, with the majority of these points flowing into the Alabama 
River. In recent years there has been significant localized flooding problems on Base due to the inadequate 
capacity of the stormwater collection system, which was not bult to withstand the current needs of a base 
this size (Maxwell AFB, 2015). 

3.13.2.3 Solid Waste Management 

Municipal and residential solid waste generated at Maxwell AFB is collected by the City of Montgomery and 
disposed of at the North Montgomery landfill. Maxwell AFB generates approximately 9,900 tons of solid 
waste a year. 
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3.13.2.4 Transportation 

Maxwell AFB is located west of the city of Montgomery. Maxwell Boulevard connects the Base to downtown 
Montgomery. Maxwell Boulevard runs west-east along the southern boundary of Maxwell AFB, where it 
transitions to Bell Street. The road network at Maxwell AFB consists of 3.9 million square feet of pavement 
and about 35 miles of asphalt. Maxwell AFB also has over 6.8 million square feet of paved parking lots. 

Maxwell AFB has three access control points across the Base: Day Street, Kelly Street, and Maxwell 
Boulevard. The average traffic count at each gate on Maxwell AFB is shown in Table 3-11. 

Table 3-11 
Annual Average Daily Traffic Counts near Maxwell AFB Gates (2020)a 

Gate Location Average Inbound Vehicles 
Per Daya 

Average Outbound Vehicles
Per Day 

Kelly Street 1,741 1,143 
Day Street 2,931 3,473 
Maxwell Boulevard 4,800 2,683 

Source: Maxwell AFB, 2019 
a Traffic data are a daily average from January 2020 to December 2020. 

3.13.2.5 Electricity and Natural Gas 

Alabama Power provides electricity to Maxwell AFB through the electrical grid, with the substation located 
next to the Base medical center. Alabama Power owns the primary lines on Maxwell AFB, and Cooperative 
Utility Services owns the secondary lines. There are overhead and underground lines on Base. 

The Alabama Gas Corporation distributes natural gas to the Base. The distribution system is owned by the 
Air Force, and there are 27 miles of gas mains throughout Maxwell AFB. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

4.1 AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS 

Evaluation Criteria 

Management of the airspace used for military training focuses on ensuring safe, effective, and efficient 
operations, while balancing the military’s need to accomplish realistic training and testing with the need to 
minimize potential impacts of such activities on the environment and surrounding communities. 

The analysis of airspace management and operations presents the potential effects to civilian and military 
air traffic within the local region of influence around Maxwell AFB under the Proposed Action. This may also 
affect users of any local training areas or SUA due to scheduling pressure from the MH-139 FTU squadron. 

Since no modifications or additions are proposed for the current airspace structures, the impact analysis 
focuses on changes in annual airfield and airspace operations. Impacts on air traffic were assessed for the 
potential to disrupt existing air traffic patterns and systems, change existing levels of air traffic, and to 
exceed the capacity of the current air traffic controllers. Factors used to assess the impacts of the additional 
squadron of MH-139 aircraft on air traffic include consideration of the Proposed Action’s potential to result 
in an increased number of flights such that they could not be accommodated within established operational 
procedures and flight patterns; a requirement for an airspace modification; or an increase in air traffic that 
might increase collision potential between military and civilian operations. In addition, the analysis evaluated 
the potential for conflicts with civil aviation and underlying airfields. 

Proposed Action 

4.1.2.1 Airfield 

Prior to the beddown of the MH-139, the Air Force anticipates removing the 908 AW C-130H aircraft from 
Maxwell AFB. The Proposed Action would stand up a new MH-139 FTU squadron at Maxwell AFB and 
remove the C-130Hs. Table 4-1 shows the average annual sorties and airfield operations under the 
Proposed Action with existing conditions for comparison. Under the Proposed Action, the MH-139 squadron 
would fly slightly less than double the number of C-130 sorties annually and would also fly slightly less than 
double the number of C-130 airfield operations annually. There is no change anticipated to the other aircraft 
types (Civil Air Patrol and transient). 

Table 4-1 
Average Annual Sorties and Airfield Operations at Maxwell AFB 

Aircraft 
Existing Proposed Action 

Sorties Airfield 
Operationsa Sorties Airfield 

Operationsa 

C-130H 946 5,504 (b) (b) 
MH-139 (b) (b) 1,760 10,560 
Civil Air Patrol 587 1,386 587 1,386 
Transients (all types) 437 3,144 437 3,114 

TOTAL 1,970 10,034 2,784 15,060 
Source: Maxwell AFB, 2019; Cardno, 2021 
Notes: 
a An operation is one takeoff or one landing. A closed pattern includes two airfield operations. 
b Not applicable. 

The Proposed Action may result in adverse impacts to the local airspace environment, but the impacts 
would be minimal. Under the Proposed Action, Maxwell AFB would have an additional 5,026 operations 
per year on average. The great majority of these would occur as a result of closed pattern operations within 
Maxwell AFB’s own Class D airspace, and therefore would not greatly affect other users of the national 
airspace system. Additionally, the MH-139 would fly an average of about 814 more sorties per year than 
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that of the C-130H aircraft being replaced. These additional soties would generate additional events 
requiring coordination between Maxwell Air Traffic Control Tower and Montgomery Approach. Since this 
would amount to a just few occurrences per day, this increase would be considered minor and related 
impacts would be small. Montgomery Regional Airport alone saw an average of 169 operations per day for 
calendar year 2020, making the proposed increase in traffic they would control due to the Proposed Action 
a minor increase. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at 
Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects to airspace would be anticipated to occur under 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 

4.1.2.2 Training Airspace 

Of the new sorties that would occur under the Proposed Action, about three sorties per week would use the 
SUA and ranges at Fort Benning, Georgia (R-3002 and Benning MOA). This number of sorties would be 
small when compared to the large volume of training activities already in those airspaces. In addition to the 
sorties using Fort Benning, an average of 20 sorties per week would go to Fort Rucker (Rose Hill MOA). 
This increase of sorties (average of about four per weekday) would be small with respect to impact to civil 
and other military training activities in the area(s). 

The addition of this MH-139A training activity to these existing training areas would be of small enough 
volume to have a less-than-significant impact on the airspace or the other users. When considered with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative 
effects to training-related airspace would be anticipated to occur under implementation of the Proposed 
Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building renovations would be performed. The C-130 
divestiture action would not occur. Regionally, Maxwell AFB contributes a small percentage of overall air 
traffic. There would be no change to airspace management under the No Action Alternative, and therefore 
no effects. 

4.2 NOISE 

Evaluation Criteria 

This analysis quantifies the anticipated noise from aircraft activity within the airfield environments under the 
Proposed Action derived by utilizing the operational data developed, as directed by AFI 32-1015, Integrated 
Installation Planning. The impacts under the Proposed Action (quantified as DNL, see Section 3.2.1) are 
compared directly to those in the baseline, also described in Section 3.2. Noise from the Proposed Action 
could impact other resource areas, such as biological resources, land use, and socioeconomics. Those 
impacts are addressed in their respective sections of this document. 

Proposed Action 

Prior to the beddown of the MH-139, the Air Force anticipates removing the 908 AW C-130H aircraft from 
Maxwell AFB. The Proposed Action would stand up a new MH-139 FTU squadron at Maxwell and remove 
the C-130Hs.(see Table 4-1). Figure 4-1 depicts the resultant 65 to 85 dBA DNL contours in 5-dB 
increments for the proposed average daily flight operations at Maxwell AFB compared to the baseline. The 
Proposed Action contours are shown in broken/dashed lines, and the baseline contours are in similarly 
colored solid lines. In general, the noise contours would be smaller in total under the Proposed Action than 
they are under the existing conditions. The small area of the 65 dBA DNL contour that exits northwest on 
the extended runway 33 centerline would be removed under the Proposed Action, as would the noticeable 
area around the C-130 trim pad (north of the line area). This would occur as a result of this particular noise 
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Figure 4-1 Noise Contours (dBA DNL) for Maxwell AFB 
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source (C-130 trim work with engines running on the trim pad) being eliminated with the Proposed Action. 
The one area of increase would occur at the south end of the contours, on the west side of the runway, as 
a result of the area to the west being used by MH-139 for hover work under the Proposed Action. 

Note that the major contributor to the noise contours at Maxwell AFB is and would continue to be transient 
jets; in particular, the transient fighter aircraft such as F-15, F-16, and F-18. Under the existing conditions, 
the C-130 noise contributions do not significantly influence the fighter jet contours in areas where they 
operate (the exception being the trim pad, which is further from where the jet noise registered at the 65 
DNL level). This would remain true under the Proposed Action. Even the concentrated MH-139 hover work 
would only move the contours a small amount. 

Table 4-2 shows the acreage inside each noise contour, divided by on-Base and off-Base areas, under 
existing conditions and Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, all of the total contour areas would 
shrink a small amount. The small areas where the 65 DNL contour leaves the Maxwell AFB property would 
decrease by about two-thirds to less than an acre. When considered with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects to the noise 
environment would be anticipated to occur under implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Table 4-2 
Acreage Within Noise Contours at Maxwell Air Force Base 

Noise 
Level 
(dBA 
DNL) 

Existing Proposed Action 

On Base 
(acres) 

Off Base 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

On Base 
(acres) 

Off Base 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

65+ 136.51 1.94 138.45 117.44 0.62 118.05 
70+ 127.57 0 127.57 114.46 0 114.46 
75+ 58.41 0 58.41 10.23 0 10.23 
80+ 12.36 0 12.36 2.28 0 2.28 
85+ 0.23 0 0.23 0.22 0 0.22 

Source: Cardno, 2021 
Note: 
dBA = A-weighted decibel; DNL = Day-Night Average Sound Level 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building renovations would be performed. The C-130 
divestiture action would not occur. Transient aircraft would remain unchanged from current conditions. No 
significant impacts to noise would be anticipated. 

4.3 SAFETY 

Evaluation Criteria 

Personnel and public safety impacts for a proposed action are analyzed with respect to flight and ground 
operational protocols to determine the associated risks and the Base’s capacity for risk management and 
emergency response to manage that risk. 

Impacts on safety are assessed according to the potential to increase or decrease safety risks on personnel, 
the public, and property. An impact on safety would be considered significant if it would cause a major 
variance of the following from baseline conditions of the affected environment: 

• Substantially increase risks associated with the safety of construction personnel, contractors, 
military personnel, or the local community; 

• Substantially hinder the ability to respond to an emergency; or 
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• Introduce a new health or safety risk for which the Base is not prepared or does not have adequate 
management and response plans in place. 

Proposed Action 

4.3.2.1 Ground Safety 

Negligible, temporary, adverse impacts on ground safety would be expected under the Proposed Action. 
To support the MH-139 FTU mission, Maxwell AFB would require new construction as well as modification 
of existing facilities. Construction may expose personnel to risks from heavy equipment operation, 
hazardous materials, and potentially noisy and confined environments. To minimize health and safety risks, 
contractors would be required to maintain site-specific health and safety programs that follow all applicable 
regulations. Maxwell AFB personnel would review these programs prior to work beginning to ensure 
contractors take appropriate measures to reduce the potential health and safety risks. Current operational 
processes and procedures would continue. 

Therefore, impacts to ground safety associated with ground operations and construction would be less than 
significant under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2.2 Explosives Safety 

The Proposed Action would involve a shift in procedures, since the routine training armament of the MH-
139 is different than that of the C-130H, in that the MH-139 has training sorties requiring use of door-
mounted guns. This change, however, is not anticipated to cause an impact to explosives safety, since the 
Air Force has longstanding safety procedures and programs for the storage, transportation, and loading of 
small arms ammunition. Maintenance and delivery of weapons systems will continue to be accomplished 
by trained and qualified maintenance personnel, in accordance with Air Force instructions, and all ordnance 
would be handled in accordance with explosives safety standards and detailed published technical data. 

Accordingly, there would be no significant impact to explosives safety under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2.3 Flight Safety 

Minor, permanent, adverse impacts to flight safety would be expected under the Proposed Action. The MH-
139 aircraft would fly more sorties and would require more airfield operations than the C-130H, which could 
increase the frequency of exposure to incidents, such as BASH events. As a new aircraft, the MH-139 does 
not have a military mishap rate history. It is, however, based on an existing civilian helicopter (AW-139) that 
has been flying for nearly 20 years, with more than 1,100 manufactured, and is operated by dozens of 
military forces in other countries. Because it is of a mature design and common and consistent use 
worldwide, there is no reason to expect it would experience problems typical of new aircraft. 

Maxwell AFB has an established Mishap Response Plan that guides actions to be taken immediately 
following a mishap, including procedures to communicate all hazards with local first responders. The plan 
also ensures proper assembly and use of an interim safety board in the event of an aircraft, ground, or 
weapons mishap. 

Maxwell AFB would continue to abide by its BASH plan, ensuring best practices for integrated wildlife 
damage management, in which a variety of management techniques are applied simultaneously. These 
techniques include wildlife hazard monitoring, wildlife strike avoidance, habitat modification and prevention, 
harassment, alteration of human activities, and legal take. Additionally, Maxwell AFB safety policies and 
procedures, designed to ensure that aircraft mishap potential is reduced to the lowest possible level, would 
continue under the Proposed Action. 

Therefore, impacts to flight safety would be less than significant under the Proposed Action. 
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When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects to safety would be anticipated to occur under implementation of the Proposed 
Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building renovations would be performed. The C-130 
divestiture action would not occur. Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to safety 
(ground, explosives, and flight) at Maxwell AFB. 

4.4 AIR QUALITY 

Evaluation Criteria 

The CAA Section 176(c), General Conformity, requires federal agencies to demonstrate that their proposed 
activities would conform to the applicable state implementation plans for attainment of the NAAQS. General 
Conformity applies particularly to nonattainment and maintenance areas. If the emissions from a federal 
action proposed in a nonattainment area exceed annual de minimis thresholds identified in the rule, a formal 
conformity determination is required of that action. The thresholds are more restrictive as the severity of 
the nonattainment status of the region increases. 

This section discusses the potential effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on air quality within the 
ROI. The proposed project area (the Columbus-Phenix City Interstate AQCR) is in an attainment or 
unclassifiable area for all NAAQS (40 CFR § 81.334). For attainment area criteria pollutants, the project air 
quality analysis used the USEPA’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting threshold of 250 
tpy as an initial indicator of the local significance of potential impacts to air quality. These indicators only 
provide a clue to the potential impacts to air quality. In the context of criteria pollutants for which the ROI is 
in attainment, the analysis compared the annual net increase in emissions estimated for the Proposed 
Action to the 250-tpy PSD permitting threshold. The PSD permitting threshold represents the level of 
potential new emissions below which a new or existing minor non-listed stationary source may acceptably 
emit without triggering the requirement to obtain a permit. Thus, if the intensity of any net emissions increase 
for a project alternative is below 250 tpy in the context of an attainment criteria pollutant, the indication is 
the air quality impacts would not be significant for that pollutant.. 

The environmental impact methodology for air quality impacts presented in this EA is derived from AF 
Manual 32-7002, Environmental Compliance and Pollution Prevention (February 2020). The air analysis for 
aircraft operations factors in the engine types used in the aircraft, the time spent at or below 3,000 feet 
above ground level at specific engine power settings, the emission factors associated with those flight 
modes, and other relevant details. These data are then input into the Air Force’s Air Conformity Applicability 
Model (ACAM), which is used for the analysis of fixed-wing aircraft. ACAM (version 5.0.16b) provides 
estimated air emissions from proposed federal actions for fixed-wing aircraft for each specific criteria and 
precursor pollutant, as defined in the NAAQS. Assumptions of the model, methods, and detailed and 
summary results are provided in Appendix B of this EA. ACAM was also used to provide emissions 
estimates for construction activities and increased personnel under the Proposed Action. 

Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would be expected to have short-term and long-term minor impacts 
on air quality. Air quality impacts from construction would be short term, local, direct, and minor in nature. 
Emissions during operational activities from personnel and aircraft would be expected to be long-term 
indefinite actions and were modeled out indefinitely. While the heating season in Alabama is short, minor 
impacts from heating sources from the added square footage would be expected to be long term and are 
likewise modeled out indefinitely. 
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Table 4-3 presents annual estimated air emissions for the Proposed Action compared to the PSD permitting 
threshold of 250 tpy for attainment area criteria pollutants. The table presents the annual results over the 
duration of the project as well as the steady-state calculation representing the net change in emissions 
projected out indefinitely (shown as 2025 on Table 4-3). 

Table 4-3 
Proposed Action Estimated Emissions Compared to PSD Permitting Thresholds 

Year Pollutant Action Emissions 
(ton/yr) 

Insignificance Indicator 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance 
(yes or no) 

2022 

VOC 0.343 250 No 
NOx 2.031 250 No 
CO 2.491 250 No 
SOx 0.006 250 No 
PM10 0.222 250 No 
PM2.5 0.082 250 No 

Pb 0 25 No 
NH3 0.002 250 No 

CO2e 542.5 (a) (a) 

2023 

VOC -4.544 250 No 
NOx -7.661 250 No 
CO -4.111 250 No 
SOx -0.58 250 No 
PM10 -0.356 250 No 
PM2.5 -0.31 250 No 

Pb 0 25 No 
NH3 0.013 250 No 

CO2e -801 (a) (a) 

2024 

VOC -12.378 250 No 
NOx 32.207 250 No 
CO -7.251 250 No 
SOx -0.298 250 No 
PM10 0.252 250 No 
PM2.5 0.344 250 No 

Pb 0 25 No 
NH3 -0.006 250 No 

CO2e -2144.1 (a) (a) 

2025 (Steady 
State) 

VOC -12.447 250 No 
NOx 32.207 250 No 
CO -7.252 250 No 
SOx -0.298 250 No 
PM10 0.252 250 No 
PM2.5 0.344 250 No 

Pb 0 25 No 
NH3 -0.006 250 No 

CO2e -2144.2 (a) (a) 
Notes: 
a Not applicable. 
CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; NH3 = ammonia; NOx = nitrogen oxide; Pb = lead; PM2.5 = particulates 

equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter; PM10 = particulates equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter; PSD = Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration; SOx = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compound 

As demonstrated in Table 4-3, estimated total annual emissions would not exceed the PSD permitting 
threshold for any criteria pollutant or precursor for any of the years presented. Therefore, impacts from the 
Proposed Action on regional air quality would be expected to be minor, and no adverse impacts would be 
expected to occur. Based on the ACAM modeling (Appendix B), the net change in emissions associated 
with this project are anticipated to be negative after 2022. This reduction in emissions would be attributed 
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partially to the reduction of support personnel as the MH-139 would require a support staff of 489 versus 
the C-130 support staff of approximately 532 personnel. Another factor is the type of aircraft associated 
with the Proposed Action. When comparing the C-130 to the MH-139, the MH-139 is a much smaller aircraft 
and the amount of horsepower (and thus emissions) required for propulsion is much lower. 

Emissions for CO2e do not have a regulatory threshold; however, estimated emissions for CO2e are 
presented to demonstrate that CO2e emissions would also be low when compared to GHG emissions of 
25,000 metric tons or more associated with large GHG sources. 

Assumptions of the model, methods, and detailed and summary results are provided in the Air Quality 
Model Report. 

When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on and off Maxwell 
AFB, no significant cumulative effects to air quality would be expected to occur under the Proposed Action. 
Construction activities would be short term and localized in nature, and their potential impacts on air quality 
would not last beyond the construction period. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Air quality in the Proposed Action areas would remain 
unchanged from current conditions, and no significant impacts to air quality would be anticipated. 

4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Evaluation Criteria 

The level of impact on biological resources is based on the following: 

• Importance (i.e., legal, commercial, recreational, ecological, or scientific) of the resource; 

• Proportion of the resource that would be affected relative to its occurrence in the region; 

• Sensitivity of the resource to the proposed activities; and 

• Duration of potential ecological ramifications. 

The potential impacts on biological resources would be considered adverse if species or habitats of high 
concern would be negatively affected over relatively large areas. Impacts would also be considered adverse 
if estimated disturbances cause reductions in population size or distribution of a species of high concern. 

As a requirement under the ESA, federal agencies must provide documentation that ensures that the 
agency’s Proposed Actions would not adversely affect the existence of any threatened or endangered 
species. The ESA requires that all federal agencies avoid “taking” federally threatened or endangered 
species (which includes jeopardizing the habitat of threatened or endangered species). Section 7 of the 
ESA establishes a consultation process with USFWS that ends with USFWS concurrence or a 
determination of the risk of jeopardy from a federal agency’s proposed project. 

Proposed Action 

The areas designated for proposed construction and renovation activities under the Proposed Action are 
generally adjacent to existing facilities and are either paved or graveled areas maintained to be generally 
free of vegetation with the exception of relatively small areas of fragmented native plant communities. Due 
to the lack of intact native vegetation in the areas proposed for development under the Proposed Action 
and the minimal vegetation clearing associated with construction, demolition, and renovation activities that 
would occur under the Proposed Action, no significant impacts to vegetation would be anticipated to occur. 
When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects to vegetation would be expected to occur under the Proposed Action. 
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There is limited suitable habitat for wildlife in the Proposed Action areas. The developed portion of Maxwell 
AFB, in which the projects proposed under the Proposed Action would be located, supports relatively 
common wildlife species such as small mammals and migratory birds. Wildlife, and especially avian 
species, utilizing small undeveloped areas between buildings for foraging and breeding would normally be 
sensitive to increased noise impacts from military aircraft. However, operations have been ongoing at 
Maxwell AFB for decades and are now part of the natural noise environment. The noise and movement 
temporarily caused by construction, demolition, and renovation activities would have negligible short-term 
impacts on wildlife, including migratory birds. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects to wildlife would be expected 
to occur under Proposed Action. 

4.5.2.1 Threatened and Endangered Species 

As noted in Section 3.5.2, no federally listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the 
Proposed Action areas, and no federally designated critical habitat is present on the Base. Maxwell AFB 
would continue to abide by its BASH plan, ensuring best practices for integrated wildlife damage 
management, in which a variety of management techniques are applied simultaneously. These techniques 
include wildlife hazard monitoring, wildlife strike avoidance, habitat modification and prevention, 
harassment, alteration of human activities, and legal take. 

All projects under the Proposed Action would be sited in the vicinity of existing infrastructure. Suitable 
habitat for special-status species is not located in the vicinity of the Proposed Action areas. When 
considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects to special-status species would be expected to occur under the Proposed 
Action. 

4.5.2.2 Invasive Species 

None of the construction, demolition, or renovation projects associated with the Proposed Action would 
have the potential to directly impact invasive species. In order to limit the potential for introduction of 
invasive species, equipment and off-Base vehicles would be required to be cleaned prior to use on Base. 
Fill dirt, straw, and any plantings would also be checked for evidence of invasive nonnative plants. When 
considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects related to invasive species would be expected to occur under the Proposed 
Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Biological resources in the Proposed Action areas would 
remain unchanged from current conditions, and no significant impacts to biological resources would be 
anticipated. 

4.6 WATER RESOURCES 

Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for potential impacts on water resources are based on water availability, quality, and use; 
existence of floodplains; and associated regulations. Adverse impacts to water resources would occur if the 
Proposed Action results in at least one of the following: 

• Reduced water availability or supply to existing users; 

• Overdraft of groundwater basins; 

• Exceedance of safe annual yield of water supply sources; 
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• Adversely affected water quality; 

• Endangered public health by creating or worsening health hazard conditions; or 

• Violation of established laws or regulations adopted to protect sensitive water resources. 

Proposed Action 

4.6.2.1 Surface Water and Stormwater 

Surface water and stormwater have the potential to be affected by any construction or renovation projects 
due to water contamination or runoff from project materials. Under the Proposed Action, internal renovations 
would be unlikely to adversely affect surface water and stormwater as these areas have already been 
disturbed and no further impervious surfaces would be expected to result from renovations. The 
construction from external additions to Building 1455 poses opportunity for groundwater contamination. 
Under the Proposed Action, Building 1455 would experience an overall increase in its footprint due to 
additions required to accommodate administrative requirements. Additionally, the new munitions storage 
area would introduce approximately 3,200 feet of impervious surfaces near Building 1206, raising the 
potential to increase surface water, stormwater, or runoff contamination of groundwater resources. 
However, a significant increase of impermeable surfaces would be not expected, as the prefabricated 
buildings would be placed adjacent to an already disturbed portion of the Base. All other renovation, 
construction, and demolition activities would occur in previously disturbed and impermeable areas. A 
significant increase in impermeable surfaces would not be expected under the Proposed Action. When 
considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects related to surface water and stormwater would be expected to occur under 
the Proposed Action. 

4.6.2.2 Groundwater 

Proposed renovation projects under the Proposed Action would have the potential to impact groundwater. 
Groundwater is impacted when contaminated water seeps down through the ground and enters 
underground reserves. Project renovation, construction, and demolition would introduce potential 
contamination points, as increased construction materials have the potential to produce debris. The 
construction from external additions to Building 1455 poses opportunity for groundwater contamination. 
Long-term effects of groundwater contamination would not be expected as the changes to the environment 
are minimal and much of the Proposed Action involves pre-existing infrastructure. When considered with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative 
effects related to groundwater would be expected to occur under the Proposed Action. 

4.6.2.3 Floodplains 

According to 2015 Effective Flood Insurance Rate Map panels, FEMA has identified areas of the 100-year 
floodplain throughout Maxwell AFB, specifically in the northern and south-southwestern portions of the 
Base, correlating to the Alabama River and Westend Ditch, respectively. As the Proposed Action would 
consist of the renovation, demolition, and construction of existing structures, proximity of the structures to 
a floodplain is of important consideration. Under the Proposed Action, none of the proposed project areas 
would be located within the identified floodplain; the closest proposed project, the munitions storage facility, 
is approximately 850 feet west of the nearest 100-year floodplain. All other projects are 1,000 feet or more 
from the 100-year floodplain. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions on Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects related to floodplains would be expected to occur 
under the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
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The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Water resources in the Proposed Action areas would remain 
unchanged from current conditions, and no significant impacts to water resources would be anticipated. 

4.7 SOILS 

Evaluation Criteria 

Protection of soils is considered when evaluating potential impacts of a proposed action. Effects on soils 
would be considered adverse if a proposed action alters the soil composition, structure, or function of the 
soil. The degree of adverse effects depends on the quantity of material deposited locally, stability of the 
residual components, the soil chemical conditions, and the sensitivity of the environment to chemicals of 
concern. 

Proposed Action 

Demolition and construction activities under the Proposed Action would occur either within existing facilities 
or previously disturbed land. The prefabricated added storage facilities would be located on an already 
paved covered storage area. There will be no change to the geological resources or soils because of the 
Proposed Action. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on 
Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects related to soils would be expected to occur under 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Soils in the Proposed Action areas would remain unchanged 
from current conditions, and no significant impacts to geological resources, including soils, would be 
anticipated. 

4.8 LAND USE 

Evaluation Criteria 

Potential impacts on land use are based on the level of land use sensitivity in areas potentially affected by 
a proposed action as well as compatibility of the action with existing conditions. In general, a land use 
impact would be considered adverse if it meets at least one of the following: 

• Inconsistency or noncompliance with existing land use plans or policies; 

• Precluded the viability of existing land use; 

• Precluded continued use or occupation of an area; 

• Incompatibility with adjacent land use to the extent that public health or safety is threatened; or 

• Conflicted with planning criteria established to ensure the safety and protection of human life and 
property. 

Additionally, land use in relation to airfields pose further risks and restrictions to ensure safety of aircraft 
operations and flight crew personnel. Land use in and around airfields are restricted to uses that do not 
have adverse effects in the vicinity of an airfield (Maxwell AFB, 2009); restricted uses include those that 

• release substances into that air that could reduce or impair visibility (i.e., smoke, steam, dust); 

• produce light emissions, either direct or indirect, that would affect a pilot’s vision; 

• produce electrical emissions; 
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• attract birds, waterfowl, or present other BASH hazards; or 

• construct structures within 10 feet of aircraft approach-departure and/or transitional surfaces. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, renovation, construction, and demolition activities would occur at various 
buildings within the central portion of Maxwell AFB, adjacent to the airfield. Most areas utilized by the 
beddown of MH-139 aircraft would occur in areas currently utilized by the existing C-130 aircraft. However, 
additions to Building 1455, the demolition of Building 1048, and the construction of a new building would 
minimally alter the overall footprint of those structures. Prefabricated structures for the new munitions 
storage area and weapons storage area would be added to areas of previously disturbed land and would 
not affect the overall safety or use of the airfield. Temporary trailers to provide space for personnel during 
construction would be located on previously disturbed land to provide space. 

As Maxwell AFB currently hosts aircraft, a slight decrease to the noise environment would occur under the 
implementation of the Proposed Action. Utilizing the DOD NOISEMAP program, Maxwell AFB develops 
noise contours to indicate average noise exposure levels from aircraft operations. As shown in Section 
4.2.2, the amount of acreage of land under the 65 dBA contour would decrease from 138.45 acres to 118.05 
acres. 

All additional usage of airfields and runways outside of Maxwell AFB would occur on existing regional and 
federal airfields. The small increase of operations to those airports would not impact the overall noise 
environment or underlying land use. No change to existing land use or land use compatibility under the 
Proposed Action would occur. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions on Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects related to land use would be expected to occur 
under the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Land use in the Proposed Action areas would remain 
unchanged from current conditions, and no significant impacts to land use would be anticipated. 

4.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 

Evaluation Criteria 

Consequences to socioeconomic resources were assessed in terms of the potential impacts of a proposed 
action on the local economy. The level of impacts from expenditures associated with a proposed action are 
assessed in terms of direct impacts on the local economy and related impacts on other socioeconomic 
resources (e.g., housing, employment). The magnitude of potential impacts can vary greatly depending on 
the location of an action. For example, implementation of an action that creates 10 employment positions 
might be unnoticed in an urban area but might have significant impacts in a rural region. In addition, if 
potential socioeconomic changes from a proposed action result in substantial shifts in population trends or 
in adverse effects on regional spending and earning patterns, such changes may be considered adverse. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, employment at Maxwell AFB would change. Switching from the C-130 program 
to the MH-139 would reduce overall staffing from 532 personnel down to 489 personnel. Ultimately, this 
would be a slight reduction in employment and population in the region and would represent a reduction of 
0.61 percent of the Maxwell AFB population. Adequate housing, employment, and education resources 
exist within the area. There would be no adverse impacts on the socioeconomics of the region as a result 
of the Proposed Action. 
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Under the Proposed Action, renovations of existing buildings would result in a temporary increase of 20 to 
50 construction personnel. The temporary increase would have no significant impact on the socioeconomic 
condition in the region. 

When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects related to socioeconomics would be expected to occur under the Proposed 
Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. No change in the workforce would occur. 

4.10 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 

Evaluation Criteria 

Environmental justice analysis applies to potential disproportionately and adverse effects on minority, low-
income, and youth populations. Environmental justice issues could occur if an adverse environmental or 
socioeconomic consequence to the human population fell disproportionately upon minority, low-income, or 
youth populations. See Section 3.10 for a comparison of the local ethnicity and poverty status to state and 
national data, which was used to determine if the Proposed Action could disproportionately affect these 
populations. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, the decrease in the number of personnel at Maxwell AFB to support the removal 
of the C-130 program and introduction of the MH-139 program would not have a significant impact on the 
area population. 

Under the Proposed Action, noise levels would decrease slightly from the change of the C-130 program to 
the MH-139 program, as discussed in Section 4.2. No noise sensitive locations were identified in the vicinity 
the noise contours presented in Sections 3.2 and 4.2. Noise impacts off Base would be reduced. Therefore, 
minor beneficial impacts to the minority, low-income, or youth populations under the Proposed Action would 
be anticipated. 

When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects related to environmental justice and protection of children would be expected 
to occur under the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur, resulting in no reduction of personnel. There would be no 
impact to minority, low-income, or youth populations. 

4.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse impacts on cultural resources might include physically altering, damaging, or destroying all or part 
of a resource; altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the resource’s 
significance; introducing visual or audible elements that are out of character with the property or alter its 
setting; neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed; or the sale, transfer, or 
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lease of the property out of agency ownership (or control) without adequate enforceable restrictions or 
conditions to ensure preservation of the property’s historic significance. For the purposes of this EA, an 
impact is considered significant if it alters the integrity of a NRHP-listed, eligible, or potentially eligible 
resource or potentially impacts TCPs. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, multiple construction projects would occur. Internal renovations to Buildings 
1050, 1052, and 1054, an addition to Building 1455, and the demolition of Building 1048 would support the 
beddown of new aircraft at Maxwell AFB. These buildings have been evaluated and are not eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. 

Construction projects would not likely affect cultural resources as these projects would be located in areas 
of the Base that are already heavily disturbed. No NRHP-listed or eligible buildings are located within the 
direct APE. Multiple NRHP-listed and eligible buildings associated with the demolition of Building 1048 are 
within the indirect APE. However, the demolition of Building 1048 would have no impacts on those buildings. 
When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects to cultural resources would be anticipated to occur under implementation of 
the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Cultural resources would remain unchanged from current 
conditions, and no significant impacts to cultural resources would be anticipated. 

4.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES

Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts on hazardous materials management are considered adverse if a proposed action results in 
noncompliance with applicable federal and state regulations or increases the amounts generated or 
procured beyond current waste management procedures and capacities. Impacts on ERP sites would be 
considered adverse if a proposed action disturbs (or creates) contaminated sites resulting in negative 
effects on human health or the environment. 

Proposed Action 

4.12.2.1 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

The use of certain hazardous materials would be required under the Proposed Action, including paints, 
welding gases, solvents, preservatives, sealants, and pesticides. Additionally, hydraulic fluids and 
petroleum products, such as diesel and gasoline, would be used in construction and demolition vehicles. 
Construction contractors would be responsible for monitoring exposure to hazardous materials. Adherence 
to the Maxwell AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan would minimize impacts from the handling and 
disposal of hazardous substances and ensure compliance with state and federal hazardous materials 
regulations (Maxwell AFB, 2020). Therefore, short-term, negligible-to-minor, adverse impacts would be 
anticipated from the use of hazardous materials and petroleum products during construction and renovation 
projects associated with the Proposed Action. 

The relocation and operation of the 10 Boeing MH-139 to Maxwell AFB would result in the generation of 
hazardous wastes. Maxwell AFB has the capacity and established protocols to properly handle these 
materials and wastes in accordance with all applicable federal regulations governing the storage of 
hazardous materials and the disposal of hazardous waste. When considered with other past, present, and 
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reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on hazardous 
materials and wastes would be expected from the Proposed Action. 

Hazardous materials that have historically been used and stored in and around Buildings 1455, 1456, 1048, 
1050, 1052, and 1054 include substances necessary for aircraft maintenance and refueling, as well as 
cleaners and solvents (Maxwell AFB, 2018). The renovations of these buildings would not be expected to 
impact the environment surrounding the facility footprints. Building 1460, where the additional munitions 
storage facility would be located, has a paved and covered storage area that allows for adequate clean-up 
of spillage should any occur. However, munitions storage would be the only activity intended for that 
location. 

4.12.2.2 Environmental Restoration Program Sites 

There are currently eight active ERP sites on Maxwell AFB (Maxwell AFB, 2021d). Construction activities 
for the Proposed Action would not take place on any of these sites (see Figure 3-7). Building 1048 is within 
a closed ERP site (SS-006). This area is still undergoing long-term monitoring for groundwater 
contamination (Maxwell, 2021d). There are no construction restrictions related to closed ERP sites, 
including SS-006 (Maxwell 2020b). In the event contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered, the 
construction contractor would be responsible for management and disposal of all contaminated 
media. Contaminated media would be containerized pending analysis and disposal. When considered with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative 
effects on ERP sites would be expected from the Proposed Action. 

4.12.2.3 Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint 

Due to the age of some of the facilities that would be demolished or renovated under the Proposed Action, 
it is possible that ACMs would be encountered; asbestos may be present in Building 1048 because of its 
1955 date of construction. Construction contractors would be responsible for monitoring exposure to 
asbestos. Current Air Force practice is to remove exposed friable asbestos and manage other ACMs in 
place, depending on the potential threat to human health. If encountered, friable asbestos would be 
removed by licensed contractors and disposed of in a local asbestos-permitted landfill. 

Policies and procedures documented in the Maxwell AFB Asbestos Management Plan to manage, identify, 
and assess ACMs would be followed (Maxwell AFB, 2021b). This includes notifying the ADEM Air Quality 
Division at least 10 work days before the work begins. 

When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no 
significant cumulative effects on ACMs would be expected. 

LBP, while no longer used at Maxwell AFB, may be present in buildings proposed for demolition and 
renovation, specifically Building 1048, under the Proposed Action. LBP removal and disposal would be 
conducted in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations, and all paint waste generated from paint 
removal operations under the Proposed Action would be containerized, sampled, and analyzed to 
determine if the waste meets the definition of hazardous waste. When considered with other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on LBPs would 
be expected. 

In the event that either asbestos or LBP is encountered, the Maxwell AFB Asbestos Management and 
Operations Plan (Maxwell AFB, 2021b) and Maxwell AFB Lead-Based Paint Management Plan (Maxwell 
AFB, 2021c) provide guidance on their proper handling and disposal. 

4.12.2.4 Radon 

There is a low potential for radon to pose a health hazard at Maxwell AFB. As such, no impact from radon 
would be anticipated under the Proposed Action. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects from radon would be expected. 
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No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur. Impacts to HAZMAT, ERP sites, and toxic substances on 
Maxwell AFB would remain unchanged from current conditions, and no significant impacts to HAZMAT, 
ERP sites, and toxic substances would be anticipated. 

4.13 INFRASTRUCTURE, TRANSPORTATION, AND UTILITIES 

Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts on infrastructure from a proposed action are evaluated for their potential to disrupt or improve 
existing levels of service in the ROI, generate additional requirements for energy or water consumption, 
and impact resources such as sanitary sewer systems and solid waste management. 

Adverse transportation impacts would occur if a proposed action results in a substantial increase in traffic 
that would cause a decrease in the level of service, a substantial increase in the use of the connecting 
street systems or mass transit, or if on-Base parking demand would not be met by projected supply. Adverse 
impacts related to utilities/services would occur if a proposed action requires more than the existing 
infrastructure could provide or requires services in conflict with adopted plans and policies for the area. 

Proposed Action 

4.13.2.1 Potable Water Supply 

Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the potable water supply system would occur during 
construction, when existing lines are connected to new buildings or capped as appropriate. Since the 
current staffing level would be a net decrease of 43 people, no impacts would be expected to on-Base 
water demand. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at 
Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on the water supply would be expected. 

4.13.2.2 Sanitary Sewer System 

Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer system would occur under the Proposed 
Action when existing lines are connected to new buildings or capped as appropriate. Since the current 
staffing level would be a net decrease of 43 people from existing conditions, no impacts would be expected 
to the on-Base sanitary sewer. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on the sanitary sewer system would be 
expected. 

4.13.2.3 Solid Waste Management 

Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on solid waste management may occur under the Proposed Action. 
The USEPA guidance on estimating solid waste resulting from construction and demolition projects 
indicates that approximately 4.39 pounds per square foot of debris would be generated for each square 
foot of construction activity, and approximately 158 pounds per square foot would be generated from the 
demolition of existing facilities; this formula can be applied to the construction of both buildings and 
impervious surfaces. Using this formula, solid waste generated from all construction projects under the 
Proposed Action would be anticipated to be approximately 143 tons and 300 tons, respectively. Contractors 
would be required to comply with federal, state, and local regulations for the collection and disposal of the 
solid waste, and all solid waste generated would be collected and transported off Base for disposal or 
recycling in accordance with Air Force Manual 32-7002. 

No long-term impacts on solid waste management would be anticipated under the Proposed Action 
because the projects would not appreciably change the amount of solid waste generated on the Base from 
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everyday functions. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on solid waste management would be expected. 

4.13.2.4 Transportation 

Maxwell AFB roadways would experience temporary impacts on transportation and circulation from 
construction-related traffic (i.e., heavy construction equipment and construction-worker vehicles) during 
construction projects related to the Proposed Action. These projects would be expected to occur over the 
2-year period from FY 2022 through FY 2024, with the construction schedule for each proposed building 
being roughly 12 to 18 months. On-Base traffic levels would be anticipated to increase during these 
activities, with potential impacts determined by the amount of construction occurring simultaneously. 
Construction vehicle entry through Maxwell AFB’s three primary gates may result in minor delays between 
the peak hours of 7 am and 4 pm; however, the overall potential impact on traffic at Maxwell AFB would be 
temporary and minor. Construction equipment and vehicle staging would occur on previously developed or 
disturbed areas; therefore, potential impacts to parking in the vicinity of the Proposed Project areas would 
be temporary and minor. 

Since the current staffing level would be a net decrease of 43 people from existing conditions, no impacts 
would be expected to traffic levels on Base. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on transportation would be 
expected. 

4.13.2.5 Electricity and Natural Gas 

Potential short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the electrical distribution system could occur during 
construction and demolition activities under the Proposed Action as a result of temporary electrical service 
interruptions, rerouting aboveground or underground electrical lines, or when a proposed facility is 
connected to the Base’s electrical distribution system. 

Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the electrical distribution system could occur under the Proposed 
Action because the operation of newly constructed buildings may increase the demand on the system; 
however, energy-efficient construction to decrease energy consumption consistent with EO 13693, 
Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next Decade, and cessation of operations in outdated and 
inefficient buildings proposed for demolition would decrease the demand. Therefore, net changes in long-
term demand would be anticipated to be minimal. The electrical system would have the capacity required 
to meet new demands. When considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on the electrical distribution system would be 
expected. 

Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the natural gas supply system would occur during construction 
and demolition activities when existing lines would be connected to new buildings or capped, as 
appropriate. Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts would occur because the operation of new buildings 
would increase the demand on the natural gas supply system. Because of staff reductions associated with 
the Proposed Action, overall natural gas demand would be reduced. When considered with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Maxwell AFB, no significant cumulative effects on 
the natural gas supply system would be expected. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building construction activities would be performed. 
The C-130 divestiture action would not occur Impacts to infrastructure, transportation, and utilities on 
Maxwell AFB would remain unchanged from current conditions, and no significant impacts to infrastructure, 
transportation, and utilities would occur. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Larry Gissentanna 
NEPA Program Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Gissentanna, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. William Straw 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
3003 Chamblee Tucker Rd 
Atlanta, GA 30341 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Straw, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Craig Litteken 
Chief- Regulatory Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 2288 
Mobile, AL 36628 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Litteken, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Lance LeFleur 
Director 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
1400 Coliseum Blvd 
Montgomery, AL 36110-2400 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. LeFleur, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Jim Byard 
Alabama Department of Community and Economic Affairs (ADECA) 
PO Box 5690 
Montgomery, AL  36103-5690 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Byard, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 



 

 

 

 

   

effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Christopher Blankenship 
Commissioner 
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
64 North Union Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Blankenship, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Chuck Sykes 
Director 
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
64 North Union Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Sykes, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Art Faulkner 
Director 
Alabama Emergency Management 
PO Box 2160 
Clanton, AL 35046-2160 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Faulkner, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Honorable Todd Strange 
Mayor 
City of Montgomery 
PO Box 1111 
Montgomery, AL 36101 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Honorable Strange, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Robert Smith 
Director of Planning and Development 
City of Montgomery Planning Department 
103 North Perry St 
Montgomery, AL 36104 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Smith, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Joe Greene 
Vice President, Military and Federal Affairs 
Montgomery Area Chamber of Commerce 
41 Commerce Street 
Montgomery, AL 36101 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Greene, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Greg Clark 
Executive Director 
Central Alabama Regional Planning and Development Commission 
430 South Court Street 
Montgomery, AL  36104, AL 36104 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Clark, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Brian Hendry 
Community Planner, Airports Div. 
Federal Aviation Administration 
100 W. Cross St., Suite B 
Jackson, MS 39208 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Hendry, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Phil Perry 
Montgomery Regional Airport 
4445 Selma Highway 
Montgomery, AL 3, AL 36108 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Perry, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 



 

 

 

 

   

effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Stephen McCormic 
Governmental Affairs Director 
Alabama Department of Industrial Relations 
649 Monroe Street 
Montgomery, AL 3, AL 36130 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. McCormic, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Michael Churchman 
Executive Director 
Alabama Environmental Council 
2027 Second Avenue North 
Birmingham, AL 35203 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Churchman, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Robert Hastings 
Conservation Chairman 
Sierra Club 
PO Box 395 
Doubler Springs, AL 35553 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Hastings, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. Taking into 
account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the appropriate resource 
and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force seeks consultation 
with your office.  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached maps, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 



 

 

 

 

   

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA also will examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal.  

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Attachments: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


 
   
   

 

 

   
 

 
 

   

  
 

 

    
    

       
  

 
     

   

   
   

    
       

      
  

   
     

  
   

  
   

   
  

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021 

Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Mr. Bill Pearson 
Daphne Field Office Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 4 Alabama Ecological Services Field Office 
1208-B Main Street 
Daphne, AL 36526         

MEMORANDUM FOR: U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Pearson, 

The purpose of this letter is twofold: to give you an opportunity to review and comment on a 
proposed action in which the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may have an interest; and 
to invite the USFWS to participate in consultation with Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB) pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

Taking into account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the 
appropriate resource and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force 
seeks consultation with your office. Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, we request additional information 
on what listed, proposed, and candidate species or designated or proposed critical habitats may be in the 
action area. Location maps are attached for your review. This information and your comments on the 
proposed action will help us develop the scope of our environmental review. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 



 
   

   
  

 
   

    

   
 

   
   

   
    

 

  
     
 

   
   

    

        
    

 
    

             

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached document, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions  and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA will also examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA.  

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal. 

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 Cannon Street, Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954.. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


 
   
   

 

 

 
   

 

  

   

  
 

 

    
    

       
  

 
     

   

   
   

    
       

      
  

   
     

  
   

  
   

   
  

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

October 19 2021 

Mr. Gregory Rollins 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Montgomery, AL 36112-0000 

Ms. Roxanne Hinzman 
Chief – Division of Planning and Permitting 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1875 Century Blvd., Sute 200 
Atlanta, GA 30345 

MEMORANDUM FOR: U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Dear Mr. Pearson, 

The purpose of this letter is twofold: to give you an opportunity to review and comment on a 
proposed action in which the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may have an interest; and 
to invite the USFWS to participate in consultation with Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB) pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

Taking into account various environmental concerns, the Air Force is engaging early with the 
appropriate resource and regulatory agencies as it formulates the undertaking. Accordingly, the Air Force 
seeks consultation with your office. Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, we request additional information 
on what listed, proposed, and candidate species or designated or proposed critical habitats may be in the 
action area. Location maps are attached for your review. This information and your comments on the 
proposed action will help us develop the scope of our environmental review. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 



  
   

   
  

 
    

    

 
    

 
   
   

   
    

 
 
   

     
  

 
     

   
    

  
          

      
 

    
  

 
                    
 
 
 
 
 
       
 

 
  

 
 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached document, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions  and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. A summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives is 
included with this letter as Attachment 1. 

The EA will assess the potential environmental consequences associated with the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alternative. Potential impacts identified during the initial planning stages include 
effects on noise, safety, air quality, infrastructure/utilities, hazardous materials, soils, land use, biological 
and cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. The EA will also examine the cumulative effects 
when combined with past, present, and any reasonably foreseeable future actions. In support of this 
process, we request your input in identifying general or specific issues or areas of concern you believe 
should be addressed in the EA. 

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA when the document is completed. 
Please inform us if additional copies are needed or if someone else within your agency other than you 
should receive the Draft EA. 

Please reach out to my point of contact, provided below, on any issues or concerns you have in 
the development of this EA. We ask your assistance in identifying any issues or concerns of which we 
may be unaware, particularly those that may be affected by this proposal. 

The Air Force point of contact for Environmental Planning is Jon Sawyer. Please send him your 
comments and concerns to 400 Cannon Street, Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email or phone at 
jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil or 334-953-3954.. I look forward to receiving any input you may have 
regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment: 
1) Summary of the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

mailto:jon.sawyer.ctr@us.af.mil


  

 
 

  

       
           

            
    
    

    
         
              
              

 

  

    
      

  
            

             
          

  

    

        
     

   
  

   

         
          

             
   

     

Attachment 
Summary Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

On 20 November 2020, the Secretary of the Air Force announced Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama, 
as the preferred location to host the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf Formal Training Unit (FTU). Maxwell AFB 
is the headquarters of Air University (AU), a major component of the Air Education and Training Command 
(AETC) and is the Air Force’s center for Joint Professional Military Education (PME). The host wing for 
Maxwell is the 42d Air Base Wing (42 ABW). 

The MH-139 FTU’s mission is to train pilots in providing security and support for the nation’s intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) fields. The MH-139 mission is slated to replace the mission of the Air Force’s aging 
C-130H Hercules aircraft of the 908th Airlift Wing (908 AW) currently at Maxwell AFB. The divestiture of the 
C-130H aircraft is anticipated to occur in fiscal year (FY) 2022 and is not included as part of the this specific 
NEPA process. 

1.1.1 Location 

As shown in Figure 1, Maxwell AFB is located in the city of Montgomery, in southern Alabama, and 
encompasses approximately 2,527 acres, with most of the land being improved or developed. 
Approximately 700 acres are occupied by buildings, structures, pavements, and landscaped resident 
housing. Aircraft runways, taxiways, and adjacent airfield account for 880 acres. Gunter Annex of Maxwell 
AFB is located on the east side of the city of Montgomery, approximately 5 miles from Maxwell AFB. Gunter 
Annex consists of 377 acres that are fully developed into housing, industrial, academic, and administrative 
facilities. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE ACTION 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command FTU at Maxwell AFB 
for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters to provide modern capability gaps training in the areas 
of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support Air Force Global Strike Command 
(AFGSC’s) ICBM missions. 

1.3 NEED FOR THE ACTION 

The AFGSC has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with Boeing MH-139 to 
satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of the UH-1N Huey in the 
areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of AFGSC’s ICBM missions. Other 
mission capabilities include civil search and rescue, airlift support, National Capital Region missions, 
survival school, and test support. 
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU at Maxwell AFB. Under the 
Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of FY 2023, with the remainder to be 
delivered in FY 2024. A total of ten (10) MH-139 helicopter aircraft would bed down at Maxwell AFB; eight 
(8) aircraft would serve as the primary aircraft inventory; and two (2) as backup aircraft inventory. 

The MH-139 program would re-purpose the existing C-130 airspace (i.e., low-level/local training routes). 
The MH-139 program would capitalize on the Fort Rucker AFB airspace operations areas (on the north side 
of the Fort Rucker complex and south of Maxwell AFB out to the 30-minute ring of distance) for unprepared 
landing areas. As shown in Figure 2, the Proposed Action would utilize the following heliports associated 
with Fort Rucker: 

• Cairns Army Airfield – 75 nautical miles (nm) 

• Skelly Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

• Stinson Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

Additionally, the MH-139 program is proposing to utilize both the Gunnery ranges at Fort Benning (owned 
by the U.S. Army and approximately 90 nm east of Maxwell) and Camp Shelby (owned by the Mississippi 
National Guard F-16 unit, approximately 165 nm west-southwest of Maxwell AFB). Fort Benning would be 
designated as the primary range, with Camp Shelby as the secondary range. Fort Benning usage would be 
three sorties per week (day and/or night), approximately 2 hours per sortie. 

In addition, the MH-139 program would use the following airports/runways in the Maxwell AFB area: 

• Florala Municipal Airport (K0J4) – 80 nm 

• South Alabama Regional Airport at Bill Benton Field (K79J) – 64 nm 

• Troy Municipal Airport (KTOI) – 36 nm 

The FTU would require 3,722 flight hours annually to facilitate the 
requirements that AFGSC has levied for training. A total of 1,370 
sorties would be required, with 532 going to the municipal airports 
and 838 going to Fort Rucker AFB. The 532 sorties to the 
municipal airports would be distributed equally on an annual 
basis to all of the airports listed above. 

2.1.1 Facilities 

To support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 aircraft, the Proposed Action would include demolition, 
construction, and renovation activities. 

The MH-139 would mostly utilize areas currently occupied by the C-130 scheduled to leave Maxwell AFB 
(the C-130 divestiture will be analyzed under a separate NEPA action). The following buildings are 
proposed for renovation as part of the Proposed Action (see Figure 3): 

• Building 1455 – Simulator Facility (approximately 30,000 square feet) 

• Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054 – Squadron Operations Facility (approximately 25,000 square feet) 

For Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054, the renovations would occur within the facilities; it is not anticipated 
that additions would be made to the footprint, nor is it anticipated that the renovation construction activities 
would impact the environment surrounding the facility footprint. 

A sortie is defined as a single military 
aircraft flight from initial takeoff 
through final landing. 
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Figure 2. Location of Airfields 
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Figure 3. Locations of Proposed Activities 
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Building 1455 renovations also would include an addition to the building, increasing its overall footprint. 
Construction at Building 1455 includes the following: 

• Demolishing existing one-story storage area at the southeast corner of hangar area. 

• Constructing an interior second floor (approximately 4 feet above first-floor level) with 
multipurpose, mission planning, training rooms, as well as building support spaces and 
mechanical mezzanines. 

• Constructing a building addition to the one-story portion of the building to accommodate 
administrative position requirements. 

Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a new 3,800-square-foot building to accommodate 
administrative functions. In addition, a weapons storage area would be required as part of the Proposed 
Action (approximately 3,200 square feet). The weapons storage facility would be a prefabricated Armag 
Multiplex Armory located at Building 1460, which is a paved and covered storage area. A munitions storage 
area would be required as part of the Proposed Action (approximately 3,000 square feet). The munitions 
storage facilities would consist of three prefabricated Armags located near Building 1206. 

2.1.2 Personnel 

In order to provide adequate support for the beddown of the MH-139 aircraft, Maxwell AFB would require 
up to 489 personnel, a partial replacement from the current staffing. Associated personnel would consist of 
active duty (AD), reserve full-time (FT), reserve part-time (PT), contractors, and civilians (Table 1). The 
current staffing level of the C-130 personnel (532 personnel) would be reduced with the replacement of the 
MH-139 FTU. 

Table 1. 
Proposed Personnel 

Unit Personnel 
MH139 Maintenance Group 212 
MH139 Maintenance Group 46 
MH139 Aircraft Maintenance Squadron 77 
MH139 Maintenance Squadron 89 
MH139 Operations Group 209 
MH139 Operations Group 17 
MH139 Operations Support Squadron 34 
MH139 Operations Squadron 158 
MH139 Airlift Wing 53 
MH139 Airlift Wing OL: FM00 15 

TOTAL 489 
Note: 
OL=operating location 
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2.2 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

NEPA and the CEQ regulations mandate the consideration of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed 
Action. “Reasonable alternatives” are those that also could be utilized to meet the purpose of and need for 
the Proposed Action. The NEPA process is intended to support flexible, informed decision-making; the 
analysis provided by this EA and feedback from the public and other agencies will inform decisions made 
about whether, when, and how to execute the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1, represents the Air Force’s preferred alternative. No 
other alternatives met the purpose and need for the action. 

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark, enabling decisionmakers to compare the 
magnitude of the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action. NEPA requires an EA to analyze 
the No Action Alternative. No action means that an action would not take place at this time, and the resulting 
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared with the effects of allowing the proposed 
activity to go forward. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building renovations would be performed. The C-130 
divestiture action would still occur since it is not part of the Proposed Action. 
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Attachment 
Summary Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

On 20 November 2020, the Secretary of the Air Force announced Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama, 
as the preferred location to host the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf Formal Training Unit (FTU). Maxwell AFB 
is the headquarters of Air University (AU), a major component of the Air Education and Training Command 
(AETC) and is the Air Force’s center for Joint Professional Military Education (PME). The host wing for 
Maxwell is the 42d Air Base Wing (42 ABW). 

The MH-139 FTU’s mission is to train pilots in providing security and support for the nation’s intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) fields. The MH-139 mission is slated to replace the mission of the Air Force’s aging 
C-130H Hercules aircraft of the 908th Airlift Wing (908 AW) currently at Maxwell AFB. The divestiture of the 
C-130H aircraft is anticipated to occur in fiscal year (FY) 2022 and is not included as part of the this specific 
NEPA process. 

1.1.1 Location 

As shown in Figure 1, Maxwell AFB is located in the city of Montgomery, in southern Alabama, and 
encompasses approximately 2,527 acres, with most of the land being improved or developed. 
Approximately 700 acres are occupied by buildings, structures, pavements, and landscaped resident 
housing. Aircraft runways, taxiways, and adjacent airfield account for 880 acres. Gunter Annex of Maxwell 
AFB is located on the east side of the city of Montgomery, approximately 5 miles from Maxwell AFB. Gunter 
Annex consists of 377 acres that are fully developed into housing, industrial, academic, and administrative 
facilities. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE ACTION 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command FTU at Maxwell AFB 
for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters to provide modern capability gaps training in the areas 
of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support Air Force Global Strike Command 
(AFGSC’s) ICBM missions. 

1.3 NEED FOR THE ACTION 

The AFGSC has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with Boeing MH-139 to 
satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of the UH-1N Huey in the 
areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of AFGSC’s ICBM missions. Other 
mission capabilities include civil search and rescue, airlift support, National Capital Region missions, 
survival school, and test support. 
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU at Maxwell AFB. Under the 
Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of FY 2023, with the remainder to be 
delivered in FY 2024. A total of ten (10) MH-139 helicopter aircraft would bed down at Maxwell AFB; eight 
(8) aircraft would serve as the primary aircraft inventory; and two (2) as backup aircraft inventory. 

The MH-139 program would re-purpose the existing C-130 airspace (i.e., low-level/local training routes). 
The MH-139 program would capitalize on the Fort Rucker AFB airspace operations areas (on the north side 
of the Fort Rucker complex and south of Maxwell AFB out to the 30-minute ring of distance) for unprepared 
landing areas. As shown in Figure 2, the Proposed Action would utilize the following heliports associated 
with Fort Rucker: 

• Cairns Army Airfield – 75 nautical miles (nm) 

• Skelly Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

• Stinson Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

Additionally, the MH-139 program is proposing to utilize both the Gunnery ranges at Fort Benning (owned 
by the U.S. Army and approximately 90 nm east of Maxwell) and Camp Shelby (owned by the Mississippi 
National Guard F-16 unit, approximately 165 nm west-southwest of Maxwell AFB). Fort Benning would be 
designated as the primary range, with Camp Shelby as the secondary range. Fort Benning usage would be 
three sorties per week (day and/or night), approximately 2 hours per sortie. 

In addition, the MH-139 program would use the following airports/runways in the Maxwell AFB area: 

• Florala Municipal Airport (K0J4) – 80 nm 

• South Alabama Regional Airport at Bill Benton Field (K79J) – 64 nm 

• Troy Municipal Airport (KTOI) – 36 nm 

The FTU would require 3,722 flight hours annually to facilitate the 
requirements that AFGSC has levied for training. A total of 1,370 
sorties would be required, with 532 going to the municipal airports 
and 838 going to Fort Rucker AFB. The 532 sorties to the 
municipal airports would be distributed equally on an annual 
basis to all of the airports listed above. 

2.1.1 Facilities 

To support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 aircraft, the Proposed Action would include demolition, 
construction, and renovation activities. 

The MH-139 would mostly utilize areas currently occupied by the C-130 scheduled to leave Maxwell AFB 
(the C-130 divestiture will be analyzed under a separate NEPA action). The following buildings are 
proposed for renovation as part of the Proposed Action (see Figure 3): 

• Building 1455 – Simulator Facility (approximately 30,000 square feet) 

• Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054 – Squadron Operations Facility (approximately 25,000 square feet) 

For Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054, the renovations would occur within the facilities; it is not anticipated 
that additions would be made to the footprint, nor is it anticipated that the renovation construction activities 
would impact the environment surrounding the facility footprint. 

A sortie is defined as a single military 
aircraft flight from initial takeoff 
through final landing. 
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Figure 3. Locations of Proposed Activities 
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Building 1455 renovations also would include an addition to the building, increasing its overall footprint. 
Construction at Building 1455 includes the following: 

• Demolishing existing one-story storage area at the southeast corner of hangar area. 

• Constructing an interior second floor (approximately 4 feet above first-floor level) with 
multipurpose, mission planning, training rooms, as well as building support spaces and 
mechanical mezzanines. 

• Constructing a building addition to the one-story portion of the building to accommodate 
administrative position requirements. 

Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a new 3,800-square-foot building to accommodate 
administrative functions. In addition, a weapons storage area would be required as part of the Proposed 
Action (approximately 3,200 square feet). The weapons storage facility would be a prefabricated Armag 
Multiplex Armory located at Building 1460, which is a paved and covered storage area. A munitions storage 
area would be required as part of the Proposed Action (approximately 3,000 square feet). The munitions 
storage facilities would consist of three prefabricated Armags located near Building 1206. 

2.1.2 Personnel 

In order to provide adequate support for the beddown of the MH-139 aircraft, Maxwell AFB would require 
up to 489 personnel, a partial replacement from the current staffing. Associated personnel would consist of 
active duty (AD), reserve full-time (FT), reserve part-time (PT), contractors, and civilians (Table 1). The 
current staffing level of the C-130 personnel (532 personnel) would be reduced with the replacement of the 
MH-139 FTU. 

Table 1. 
Proposed Personnel 

Unit Personnel 
MH139 Maintenance Group 212 
MH139 Maintenance Group 46 
MH139 Aircraft Maintenance Squadron 77 
MH139 Maintenance Squadron 89 
MH139 Operations Group 209 
MH139 Operations Group 17 
MH139 Operations Support Squadron 34 
MH139 Operations Squadron 158 
MH139 Airlift Wing 53 
MH139 Airlift Wing OL: FM00 15 

TOTAL 489 
Note: 
OL=operating location 
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2.2 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

NEPA and the CEQ regulations mandate the consideration of reasonable alternatives to the Proposed 
Action. “Reasonable alternatives” are those that also could be utilized to meet the purpose of and need for 
the Proposed Action. The NEPA process is intended to support flexible, informed decision-making; the 
analysis provided by this EA and feedback from the public and other agencies will inform decisions made 
about whether, when, and how to execute the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1, represents the Air Force’s preferred alternative. No 
other alternatives met the purpose and need for the action. 

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Analysis of the No Action Alternative provides a benchmark, enabling decisionmakers to compare the 
magnitude of the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action. NEPA requires an EA to analyze 
the No Action Alternative. No action means that an action would not take place at this time, and the resulting 
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared with the effects of allowing the proposed 
activity to go forward. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU would not be located at Maxwell AFB. No 
additional sorties for the MH-139 would occur and no building renovations would be performed. The C-130 
divestiture action would still occur since it is not part of the Proposed Action. 
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Larry Gissentanna 
NEPA Program Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

William Straw 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
3003 Chamblee Tucker Rd 
Atlanta, GA 30341 

Craig Litteken 
Chief- Regulatory Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 2288 
Mobile, AL 36628 

Lance LeFleur 
Director 
Alabama Department of Environmental 
Management 
1400 Coliseum Blvd 
Montgomery, AL 36110-2400 

Jim Byard 
Alabama Department of Community and 
Economic Affairs (ADECA) 
PO Box 5690 
Montgomery, AL 36103-5690 

Christopher Blankenship 
Commissioner 
Alabama Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources 
64 North Union Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

Chuck Sykes 
Director 
Alabama Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources 
64 North Union Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

Brian Hastings 
Director 
Alabama Emergency Management 
PO Box 2160 
Clanton, AL 35046-2160 

Robert Smith 
Director of Planning and Development 
City of Montgomery Planning Department 
103 North Perry St 
Montgomery, AL 36104 

Brenda King 
Military and Community Development 
Montgomery Area Chamber of Commerce 
41 Commerce Street 
Montgomery, AL 36104 

Greg Clark 
Executive Director 
Central Alabama Regional Planning and 
Development Commission 
430 South Court Street 
Montgomery, AL 36104, AL 36104 

Brian Hendry 
Community Planner, Airports Div. 
Federal Aviation Administration 
100 W. Cross St., Suite B 
Jackson, MS 39208 

Phil Perry 
Montgomery Regional Airport 
4445 Selma Highway 
Montgomery, AL 3, AL 36108 

Stephen McCormic 
Governmental Affairs Director 
Alabama Department of Industrial 
Relations 649 Monroe Street 
Montgomery, AL 3, AL 36130 

Pat Byington 
President 
Alabama Environmental Council 
PO Box 2114 
Birmingham, AL 35201 

Robert Hastings 
Conservation Chairman 
Sierra Club 
PO Box 395 
Doubler Springs, AL 35553 

Bill Pearson 
Daphne Field Office Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 4  
Alabama Ecological Services Field Office 
1208-B Main Street 
Daphne, AL 36526 
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Roxanna Hinzman 
Chief - Division of Planning and Permitting 
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service 
1875 Century Blvd, Ste 200 
Atlanta, GA 30345 

Martha Williams 
Commission Chairperson 
Alabama Indian Affairs Commission 
771 S Lawrence St, Ste 106 
Montgomery, AL 336130 

Bryant Celestine 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
571 State Park Road 56 
Livingston, TX 77351 

Samantha Robinson 
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town of the Creek 
Nation 
101 East Broadway 
Wetumka, OK 74883 

David Cook 
Kialegee Tribal Town of the Creek Nation of 
Oklahoma 
PO Box 332 
Wetumka, OK 74883 

Kenneth Carleton 
Tribal Archaeologist 
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
PO Box 6257 
Choctaw, MS 39350 

Corain Lowe-Zepeda 
Cultural Preservation Manager 
Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
PO Box 580 
Okmulgee, OK 74447 

Carolyn White 
Tribal Administrator 
Poarch Band of Creek Indians 
5811 Jack Spring Rd 
Atmore, AL 36502 

Ian Thompson 
Director, Historic Preservation Department 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
PO Box 1210 
Durant, OK 74702 

Terry Clouthier 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 
PO Box 188 
Okemah, OK 74859 

LeeAnne Wofford 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Alabama Historical Commission 
468 South Perry Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

Air University Library 
600 Chennault Circle, 
Montgomery, AL, 36112 and at the 

Juliette Hampton Morgan Memorial Library 
245 High Street 
Montgomery, AL, 36104. 
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Lisa D. Jones 

Executive Director ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

Tel: 334-242-3184 468 South Perry Street 
Fax: 334-242-1083 Montgomery, Alabama 36130-0900 

December 8, 2021 

Kevin Groppe 

Environmental Assessment Services, LLC 

350 Hills St. Suite 112 

Richland, VA 99354 

Re:  AHC 22-0016 

MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base 

Montgomery County 

Dear Mr. Groppe: 

Upon review of the above-referenced submission, we request a cultural resources assessment of the proposed 

undertaking, to include a revised National Register of Historic Places assessment of any building that was 

previously evaluated more than five years ago. 

Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office does not constitute consultation with Tribal Historic 

Preservation Offices, other Native American tribes, local governments, or the public. If archaeological materials 

are encountered during construction, the procedures codified at 36 CFR 800.13(b) will apply. Archaeological 

materials consist of any items, fifty years old or older, which were made or used by man. These items include 

but are not limited to, stone projectile points (arrowheads), ceramic sherds, bricks, worked wood, bone and 

stone, metal, and glass objects. The federal agency or the applicant receiving federal assistance should contact 

our office immediately. If human remains are encountered, the provisions of the Alabama Burial Act (Code of 

Alabama 1975, §13A-7-23.1, as amended; Alabama Historical Commission Administrative Code Chapter 460-X-

10 Burials) should be followed. This stipulation shall be placed on the construction plans to ensure contractors 

are aware of it. 

We appreciate your commitment to helping us preserve Alabama’s historic archaeological and architectural

resources. Should you have any questions, please contact Amanda McBride at 334.230.2692 or 

Amanda.McBride@ahc.alabama.gov. Have the AHC tracking number referenced above available and include it 

with any future correspondence. 

Sincerely, 

Lee Anne Wofford 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

LAW/EDS/law 

THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
www.ahc.alabama.gov 

www.ahc.alabama.gov
mailto:Amanda.McBride@ahc.alabama.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Larry Gissentanna 
NEPA Program Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

Dear Mr. Gissentanna, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.10564439 

RY.E.1056443971 71 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:43:10 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. William Straw 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
3003 Chamblee Tucker Rd 
Atlanta, GA 30341 

Dear Mr. Straw, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971 

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:44:00 -06'00'

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Craig Litteken 
Chief- Regulatory Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 2288 
Mobile, AL 36628 

Dear Mr. Litteken, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.105644397 

RY.E.1056443971 1 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:44:30 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Lance LeFleur 
Director 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
1400 Coliseum Blvd 
Montgomery, AL 36110-2400 

Dear Mr. LeFleur, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971 

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:44:55 -06'00'

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Kenneth Boswell 
Alabama Department of Community and Economic Affairs (ADECA) 
PO Box 5690 
Montgomery, AL 36103-5690 

Dear Mr. Boswell, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  
Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.105644397 

RY.E.1056443971 1 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:45:19 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Christopher Blankenship 
Commissioner 
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
64 North Union Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

Dear Mr. Blankenship, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971 

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:45:43 -06'00'

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Chuck Sykes 
Director 
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
64 North Union Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130 

Dear Mr. Sykes, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:46:10 -06'00'RY.E.1056443971 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Brian Hastings 
Director 
Alabama Emergency Management 
PO Box 2160 
Clanton, AL 35046-2160 

Dear Mr. Hastings, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  
Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.105644397 

RY.E.1056443971 1 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:46:33 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Robert Smith 
Director of Planning and Development 
City of Montgomery Planning Department 
103 North Perry St 
Montgomery, AL 36104 

Dear Mr. Smith, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:46:55 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Joe Greene 
Vice President, Military and Federal Affairs 
Montgomery Area Chamber of Commerce 
41 Commerce Street 
Montgomery, AL 36104 

Dear Mr. Greene, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:47:18 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Greg Clark 
Executive Director 
Central Alabama Regional Planning and Development Commission 
430 South Court Street 
Montgomery, AL 36104, AL 36104 

Dear Mr. Clark, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971 

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:47:44 -06'00'

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Brian Hendry 
Community Planner, Airports Div. 
Federal Aviation Administration 
100 W. Cross St., Suite B 
Jackson, MS 39208 

Dear Mr. Hendry, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.105644397 

RY.E.1056443971 1Date: 2021.12.10 14:48:11 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Cliff Altizer
Montgomery Regional Airport 
4445 Selma Highway 
Montgomery, AL 3, AL 36108 

Dear Mr. Altizer, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:48:36 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Stephen McCormic 
Governmental Affairs Director 
Alabama Department of Industrial Relations 
649 Monroe Street 
Montgomery, AL 3, AL 36130 

Dear Mr. McCormic, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

ROLLINS.GREGO Digitally signed by 
ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971

RY.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:49:03 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Pat Byington 
President 
Alabama Environmental Council 
PO Box 2114 
Birmingham, AL 35201 

Dear Mr. Byington, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  

Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.105644397 

RY.E.1056443971 1 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:49:31 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Robert Hastings 
Conservation Chairman 
Sierra Club 
PO Box 395 
Doubler Springs, AL 35553 

Dear Mr. Hastings, 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Format 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions. Other mission capabilities 
include civil search and rescue, airlift support, and National Capital Region missions, as well as survival 
school and test support. 

In accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and the 
Air Force NEPA regulations, Maxwell AFB is providing an electronic copy of the Draft EA and Proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for review and comment. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide comments on the Draft EA and Proposed FONSI within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and 
concerns to 400 Cannon Street Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I 
look forward to receiving any input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for 
your assistance in this effort. 

     Sincerely,  
ROLLINS.GREGOR Digitally signed by 

ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.1056443971
Y.E.1056443971 Date: 2021.12.10 14:50:00 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment: 
1) Draft Environmental Assessment
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Mr. Bill Pearson 
Daphne Field Office Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 4 Alabama Ecological Services Field Office 
1208-B Main Street 
Daphne, AL 36526 

Dear Mr. Pearson 

Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB) requests concurrence with a no effect determination per Section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act regarding a proposal by the United States Air Force (USAF) to beddown 
MH-139 helicopters at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. The United States Air Force (Air 
Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air 
Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions.  

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf Formal Training Unit at 
Maxwell AFB. Under the Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of fiscal 
year (FY) 2023, with the remainder to be delivered during FY 2024. A total of 10 MH-139 helicopter 
aircraft would be beddown at Maxwell AFB; 8 aircraft would serve as the primary aircraft inventory and 
2 as backup. The MH-139 mission is slated to replace the mission of the Air Force’s aging C-130H 
Hercules aircraft of the 908th Airlift Wing (908 AW) currently at Maxwell AFB. The divestiture of the C-
130H aircraft is anticipated to occur during FY 2022. As part of the Proposed Action, nultiple buildings 
would be renovated and one building would be demolished and replaced with new construction. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached document, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. 



  

 

A list of threatened and endangered species and/or species of concern that could potentially be 
found in the project area was obtained from the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation 
service and is provided below. Currently, there is no designated critical habitat for any federally protected 
species on Maxwell AFB. Sightings of the wood stork have occurred on Maxwell AFB in the past, but 
these sightings have been outside of the vicinity of the Proposed Action, where there is more suitable 
habitat. 

Species Federal Statusa Habitat on 
Maxwell AFB 

Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) Threatened Yes 
Gopher Tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) Threatened No 
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) Endangered No 
Georgia Rockcress (Arabis georgiana) Threatened No 
Alabama Canebrake Pitcher Plant (alabamensis ssp. 
Alabamensis) 

Endangered No 

No federally listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the Proposed Action 
areas, and no federally designated critical habitat is present on the base. Maxwell AFB would continue to 
abide by its BASH plan, ensuring best practices for integrated wildlife damage management, in which a 
variety of management techniques are applied simultaneously. These techniques include wildlife hazard 
monitoring, wildlife strike avoidance, habitat modification and prevention, harassment, alteration of 
human activities, and legal take. All projects under the Proposed Action would be sited in the vicinity of 
existing infrastructure. Suitable habitat for special-status species is not located in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Action areas. 

I am requesting your written concurrence with our no effect determination. Included in this 
transmittal is an electronic copy of the Draft EA. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide your response within 30 days of receipt of this letter to Benjamin 
Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and concerns to 400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I look forward to receiving any 
input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort.  

     Sincerely,  

Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.10564439 

RY.E.1056443971 71 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:42:33 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment:  
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil


 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
42D AIR BASE WING (AETC) 

MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE ALABAMA 

22 December 2021 

Gregory E. Rollins, Director 
42d Civil Engineer Squadron 
400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 

Ms. Roxanna Hinzman 
Chief - Division of Planning and Permitting 
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd, Ste 200
Atlanta, GA 30345

Dear Ms. Hinzman 

Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB) requests concurrence with a no effect determination per Section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act regarding a proposal by the United States Air Force (USAF) to beddown 
MH-139 helicopters at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. The United States Air Force (Air 
Force) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air 
Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an Air Force Reserve Command Formal 
Training Unit at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey Wolf medium-lift helicopters. The Air Force 
Global Strike Command has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey helicopters with the 
Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the capability gaps of 
the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in support of Air 
Force Global Strike Command’s intercontinental ballistic missile missions.  

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf Formal Training Unit at 
Maxwell AFB. Under the Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of fiscal 
year (FY) 2023, with the remainder to be delivered during FY 2024. A total of 10 MH-139 helicopter 
aircraft would be beddown at Maxwell AFB; 8 aircraft would serve as the primary aircraft inventory and 
2 as backup. The MH-139 mission is slated to replace the mission of the Air Force’s aging C-130H 
Hercules aircraft of the 908th Airlift Wing (908 AW) currently at Maxwell AFB. The divestiture of the C-
130H aircraft is anticipated to occur during FY 2022. As part of the Proposed Action, nultiple buildings 
would be renovated and one building would be demolished and replaced with new construction. 

Certain existing facilities at Maxwell AFB would require renovation, addition, or demolition to 
support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 helicopters. As shown in the attached document, several 
renovation projects would occur, including renovations/additions of Building 1455 (approximately 30,000 
square feet), Buildings 1048, 1050, 1052, and 1054 (approximately 18,000 square feet). In addition to 
these renovations, a pre-fabricated munitions and weapons storage facilities (approximately 3,200 square 
feet) would be installed on currently paved land. In conjunction with renovations to existing buildings, 
Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. 



  

 

A list of threatened and endangered species and/or species of concern that could potentially be 
found in the project area was obtained from the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation 
service and is provided below. Currently, there is no designated critical habitat for any federally protected 
species on Maxwell AFB. Sightings of the wood stork have occurred on Maxwell AFB in the past, but 
these sightings have been outside of the vicinity of the Proposed Action, where there is more suitable 
habitat. 

Species Federal Statusa Habitat on 
Maxwell AFB 

Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) Threatened Yes 
Gopher Tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) Threatened No 
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) Endangered No 
Georgia Rockcress (Arabis georgiana) Threatened No 
Alabama Canebrake Pitcher Plant (alabamensis ssp. 
Alabamensis) 

Endangered No 

No federally listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the Proposed Action 
areas, and no federally designated critical habitat is present on the base. Maxwell AFB would continue to 
abide by its BASH plan, ensuring best practices for integrated wildlife damage management, in which a 
variety of management techniques are applied simultaneously. These techniques include wildlife hazard 
monitoring, wildlife strike avoidance, habitat modification and prevention, harassment, alteration of 
human activities, and legal take. All projects under the Proposed Action would be sited in the vicinity of 
existing infrastructure. Suitable habitat for special-status species is not located in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Action areas. 

I am requesting your written concurrence with our no effect determination. Included in this 
transmittal is an electronic copy of the Draft EA. The document can also be found at 
www.maxwell.af.mil. Please provide your response within 30 days of receipt of this letter to Benjamin 
Mark, NEPA Program Manager. Please send him your comments and concerns to 400 Cannon Street 
Maxwell AFB, AL, 36112, or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. I look forward to receiving any 
input you may have regarding this endeavor. Thank you in advance for your assistance in this effort.  

     Sincerely,  

Digitally signed byROLLINS.GREGO ROLLINS.GREGORY.E.105644397 

RY.E.1056443971 1 
Date: 2021.12.10 14:51:06 -06'00' 

GREGORY E. ROLLINS, GS-14, DAFC 
Director, 42d Civil Engineer Squadron

Attachment:  
1) Draft Environmental Assessment

https://2021.12.10
mailto:benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil
www.maxwell.af.mil
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Kevin Groppe 

From: MARK, BENJAMIN S CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE <benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil> 
Sent: Friday, January 21, 2022 11:08 AM
To: Kevin Groppe
Cc: SAWYER, JON B CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE
Subject: FW: Environmental Assessment 
Signed By: benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil 

Hi Kevin, 

Few minutes ago, I received the following comments from the Montgomery Area Chamber of Commerce office. Please 
make sure to review this forwarded email, and keep it for the records. 

Best regards. 

Benjamin Mark 

DSN: 493‐7155 
Phone: 334‐953‐7155 
Cell: 908‐285‐4787 

From: Brenda King <bking@montgomerychamber.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 21, 2022 9:44 AM 
To: MARK, BENJAMIN S CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE <benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil> 
Subject: [URL Verdict: Neutral][Non‐DoD Source] Environmental Assessment 

Your letter is addressed to Mr. Joe Greene who retired from the Chamber. I will provide a name as soon as we 
have a replacement – for now, you can forward to me if you need anything from the military side. 
The Montgomery Area Chamber of Commerce submits a negative reply for this assessment. No comments or 
concerns for this MH‐139 Beddown at Maxwell. 

Thanks. 

Brenda King 
Senior Manager, Military Affairs 

O 334 230 8361 C 334 315 3035 

1 
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Kevin Groppe 

From: MARK, BENJAMIN S CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE <benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, January 6, 2022 7:48 AM
To: Kevin Groppe
Cc: SAWYER, JON B CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE
Subject: FW: [Non-DoD Source] Environmental Assessment - MH 139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base 
Signed By: benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil 

Hello Kevin, 

Happy New Year! 

I hope you had a wonderful and meaningful holiday season. 

Please see my forwarded email from Mr. Robert W. Hastings’ (i.e., Montgomery Conservation Group Chairperson) 
comment on your MW‐139 Bedddown project’s EA (draft) document for your review and records. 

Please note that this is the first comment that I received so far on your EA (draft) document. 

In fact, I am surprised for Mr. Hastings’ quick review and comment on this document. Because I kept this document for 
public review both at Maxwell AFB and Montgomery County Libraries on December 23, 2021 (i.e., just day before 
Christmas Eve). However, it appears that public did review your EA document during the Christmas Holiday season! 

Best wishes, 

Benjamin Mark 
DSN: 493‐7155 
Phone: 334‐953‐7155 
Cell: 908‐285‐4787 

From: Robert Hastings <bhastings6601@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 6:17 PM 
To: MARK, BENJAMIN S CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE <benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Environmental Assessment ‐MH 139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base 

Benjamin Mark: 

I have examined the Environmental Assessment for MH 139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Montgomery, AL, with special attention to issues such as air quality, water resources, and biological resources. 
Since the project is located entirely within the boundaries of Maxwell Air Force Base, I see no additional threat 
to the local environment. 

On behalf of the Montgomery Group of the Sierra Club, I offer no objections to this project. 

Robert W. Hastings 

1 
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Montgomery Group Co-Chair & 
Conservation Chair 
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Kevin Groppe 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

COOKS, JAMI L CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE <jami.cooks.ctr@us.af.mil> 
Friday, January 14, 2022 4:28 PM
Karen D. Downen 

Cc: 
Subject: 

SAWYER, JON B CTR USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE; Kevin Groppe 
RE: Re: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama 

Ms. Downen, 

We have received your inquiry regarding the Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH‐139 Beddown at Maxwell 
Air Force Base, Alabama. We are working to obtain the requested information and will provided it as soon as possible. 

Kind regards, 

Jami Cooks 
Environmental Specialist 
Maxwell‐Gunter AFB 
Vectrus – 42 CES/CEIE 
400 Cannon St, Bldg 1060 
Maxwell AFB, AL 36112 
Office: 334‐953‐6417 

From: Karen D. Downen <kdownen@choctawnation.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2022 3:19 PM 
To: PREWITT, CHRISTINE D GS‐14 USAF AETC 42 MSG/DD <christine.prewitt.1@us.af.mil> 
Cc: Lindsey Bilyeu <lbilyeu@choctawnation.com>; Misty Madbull <mmadbull@choctawnation.com>; COOKS, JAMI L CTR 
USAF AETC 42 CES/CEIE <jami.cooks.ctr@us.af.mil> 
Subject: [URL Verdict: Unknown][Non‐DoD Source] Re: Environmental Assessment for the Proposed MH‐139 Beddown 
at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama 

Mrs. Prewitt: 

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks the USAF, Maxwell AFB, for undated correspondence, received in our office 28 
December 2021, regarding the above referenced project. Montgomery County, Alabama, and Camp Shelby, Mississippi, 
in Perry and Forrest counties, lie within our area of historic interest. 

The original consultation letter, over your signature, dated 15 October 2021, was received in our office on October 22, 
2021. That letter advised us to direct all comments to Ms. Jami Cooks. Our email to Ms. Cooks, November 4, 2021, 
requesting additional information, is attached. There are ancestral Choctaw sites in the vicinity, and additional 
information is needed to make any determination of Effect to Historic Properties. 

To date, the Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department has not received the information requested. 
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The FONSI, included on the CD with your most recent letter, does not appear to address any of the information 
requested by our office, in November. 

Our office requests continued 106 consultation to address these matters. 

For your convenience, the information requested on 4 November is listed below: 

“The Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department has carefully reviewed the documents and maps provided. To 
aid in our Section 106 review, please provide the following additional information: 

1. For demolition and construction activities at Maxwell AFB, please provide maximum depths of ground disturbance, 
including disturbances associated with equipment access. 

2. For impacts at Camp Shelby, please identify the specific area of the gunnery range to be used, and provide full copies 
of CR surveys conducted within that APE, for our review. 

3. If no CR surveys have taken place within the selected area, please conduct a Phase I survey to meet MDAH standards, 
and provide a full copy of the final report to our office.” 

We do request that you advise your Commander, Colonel Mentzer, of the status of the Choctaw Nation’s request, to 
avoid confusion, and to prevent inadvertent destruction of important cultural resources. 

The Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department looks forward to receiving the requested information. If you have 
any questions, please contact me. 

Respectfully yours, 

Karen Denham Downen, BFA, MHP 
Graduate Certificate in Native American Studies 
Section 106 Reviewer 
Historic Preservation Department 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1210, Durant, OK 74702 
Desk Phone: 580‐642‐7896 
Cell Phone: 580‐916‐2670 
kdownen@choctawnation.com 
www.choctawnation.com 
www.choctawnationculture.com 

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you have received this message in 
error, you are hereby notified that we do not consent to any reading, dissemination, distribution or copying of 
this message. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and 
destroy the transmitted information. Please note that any view or opinions presented in this email are solely 
those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the Choctaw Nation.  
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Temperature 
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Dothan airport gets $1M from infrastructure bill
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SABLE RILEY 
sriley@dothaneagle.com 

The Dothan Regional 
Airport has $1,038,167 
coming its way to mod-
ernize and improve safety 
as part of the Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law passed 
by Congress. 

Adam Hartzog, the air-
port’s director, and the 
Dothan-Houston County 
Airport Authority only 
learned about the grant 
last week, but Hartzog said 
the board has plenty of 
planned projects the grant 
could fund; most involve 
LED lighting retrofitting. 

ture Grant program, one 
of three new aviation 
programs created by the 
Bipartisan Infrastructure 
Law. The law provides $15 
billion over five years for 
this program. 

A couple of the airport’s 
priority projects include 
upgrading the runway 
lighting to high-intensity 
LED lights and converting 
taxiway lights to LED’s. 

The U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s Federal 
Aviation Administration 
(FAA) will award an esti-
mated $28.2 million to Al-
abama’s 70 airports from 

be invested in runways, 
taxiways, safety and sus-
tainability projects, as well 
as terminal, airport-tran-
sit connections and road-
way projects. This is the 
first of five annual rounds 
of funding Alabama air-
ports will receive. 

“The Bipartisan Infra-
structure Law has given 
us a once-in-a-genera-
tion opportunity to build 
safer and more sustainable 
airports that connect in-
dividuals to jobs and com-
munities to the world,” 
Transportation Secretary 
Pete Buttigieg said. “With 

can get to work on proj-
ects that have waited for 
years, modernizing their 
infrastructure and build-
ing a better America.” 

Alabama airports can 
submit projects they wish 
to use the funds on for 
FAA review in the coming 
weeks. The FAA encour-
ages airports to priori-
tize projects that increase 
airport safety, equity and 
sustainability. The agency 
also plans to conduct out-
reach with the minority 
business community on 
these opportunities at 

airports across the nation. 
In addition to Dothan 

Regional, the following 
commercial airports in 
Alabama are expected to 
receive funding during the 
first year of the Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law: 
• Birmingham-Shut-

tlesworth in Birmingham: 
$5,601,026 
• Huntsville Inter-

national in Huntsville: 
$4,224,449 
• Mobile Regional in 

Mobile: $2,699,719 
• Mobile Downtown in 

Mobile: $1,083,801 

• Montgomery Re-
gional in Montgomery: 
$1,920,386 

The FAA estimates the 
backlog of airport mod-
ernization and safety proj-
ects totals $43.6 billion. 

Sable Riley is a Dothan 
Eagle staff writer and can 
be reached at sriley@ 
dothaneagle.com or 
334.712.7915. Support 
her work and that of 
other Eagle journalists 
by purchasing a digital 
subscription today at 
dothaneagle.com. 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND 

PROPOSED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR 
PROPOSED MH-139 BEDDOWN, MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE, ALABAMA 

ADraft Environmental Assessment (EA) and proposed Finding of No Signifcant 
Impact (FONSI) have been prepared to analyze the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The EA, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and Air Force 
regulations implementing NEPA, evaluates potential impacts of the alternative 
actions on the environment including the No Action Alternative. Based on this 
analysis, the Air Force has prepared a proposed FONSI. 

The Draft EA and proposed FONSI, dated December 2021, are available 
for review at the following locations: Air University Library (Building 1405) 
located at 600 Chennault Circle, Montgomery, AL, 36112, and at the Juliette 
Hampton Morgan Memorial Library located at 245 High Street, Montgomery, 
AL, 36104. 

Electronic copies of the documents can also be found on the Maxwell AFB 
website at https://www.maxwell.af.mil/About-Us/Community-Support/. You 
are encouraged to submit comments through January 23, 2022. Please 
provide any comments within 30 days of the date of this Notice of Availability. 
Please submit any comments in writing to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program 
Manager, Maxwell-Gunter AFB, 400 Cannon Street, Montgomery, AL 36112, 
or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. 

The Air Force is aware of the potential impact of the ongoing coronavirus 
(COVID-19) pandemic on the usual methods of access to information and 
ability to communicate, such as the mass closure of local public libraries and 
challenges with the suffciency of an increasingly-overburdened internet. The 
Air Force seeks to implement appropriate additional measures to ensure that 
the public and all interested stakeholders have the opportunity to participate 
fully in this EA process. Accordingly, please do not hesitate to contact us 
directly at the email address or telephone number provided above; we are 
available to discuss and help resolve issues involving access to the Draft EA 
and Proposed FONSI, or the ability to comment. 

PRIVACY ADVISORY NOTICE 

This Draft EA and proposed FONSI are provided for public comment 
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
President’s Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 
§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, the Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force 
decision-making, allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for 
the Air Force to accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on 
the Air Force’s analysis of environmental effects. 

Public comment allows the Air Force to make better, informed decisions. 
Letters or other written or oral comments provided may be published in 
the EA. As required by law, comments provided will be addressed in the 
EA and made available to the public. Providing personal information is 
voluntary. Any personal information provided will be used only to identify 
your desire to make a statement during the public comment portion of 
any public meetings or hearings or to fulfll requests for copies of the EA 
and associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled to develop 
a mailing list for those requesting copies of the EA; however only the 
names of the individuals making comments and specifc comments will 
be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will not be 
published in the EA. 

“I didn’t plan on getting 
it in the first place, but we 
will do what is responsi-
ble and best for the airport 
and for the Wiregrass and 
put the money to its best 
use to improve infrastruc-
ture,” Hartzog said on 
Monday. 

The money comes from 
the Airport Infrastruc-

funding made available by this new funding, urban, 
the Bipartisan Infrastruc- regional and rural airports 
ture Law. The money can across the country now 
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Community raising stink
about chicken waste stench

LOCALA2 | SUNDAY, DECEMBER 26, 2021 DOTHAN EAGLE 

Drought update: Alabama a little drier at end of 2021 
ASSOCIATED PRESS dry, compared to about 24% which are mostly rural farm-

BIRMINGHAM — The at the same time last year. land and forests and don’t 
state of Alabama is ending All or parts of about two include the state’s major 
2021 a little drier than a year dozen counties in north Al- cities. The most arid regions 
ago, with more than one- abama are abnormally dry, have dried out only recently, 
third of the state either ab- and more than a dozen coun- since the entire state was 
normally dry or experiencing ties have the same problem drought-free three months 
a moderate drought. in west Alabama. More than ago. 

An assessment released a half-dozen counties in Conditions in the South-
Thursday by the U.S. western Alabama near the east are much better than in 
Drought Monitor showed Mississippi line are experi- the West, where an extreme, 
that parts of northern and encing a moderate drought, long-lasting drought is kill-
western Alabama haven’t according to the analysis. ing vegetation and making 
received enough rainfall. More than 26,000 peo- wildfires more common in 
About 35% of the state is too ple live in the afected areas, multiple states. 

Friday’s numbers 
The Dothan Eagle will not give out lotto numbers over the phone. 

FLORIDA: flalottery.com Pick 2 Evening: 4-0, Fire- Fireball: 5 
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Cash Ball: 2 Pick 2 Midday: 8-9, Fire- Fireball: 8 

Fantasy 5: 1-3-5-13-36 ball: 8 Pick 5 Evening: 3-8-3-3-6, 

Jackpot Triple Play: 17-22- Pick 3 Evening: 5-8-9, Fire- Fireball: 5 

32-38-40-44 ball: 5 Pick 5 Midday: 1-1-5-7-8, 

Mega Millions: 16-17-25-36- Pick 3 Midday: 5-9-9, Fire- Fireball: 8 

37, Mega Ball: 16, Mega- ball: 8 

plier: 2 Pick 4 Evening: 0-3-1-8, 

GEORGIA: galottery.com or Cash 4 Midday: 3-2-4-8 7-7-0 
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Cash 3 Midday: 1-8-2 Cash Ball: 2 Mega Millions: 16-17-25-36-

37, Mega Ball: 16, Mega-Cash 3 Night: 8-0-7 Fantasy 5: 9-14-15-32-36 
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Cash 4 Evening: 3-5-2-8 Georgia FIVE Evening: 8-5-

PUBLIC NOTICE 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND 

PROPOSED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR 
PROPOSED MH-139 BEDDOWN, MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE, ALABAMA 

ADraft Environmental Assessment (EA) and proposed Finding of No Signifcant 
Impact (FONSI) have been prepared to analyze the potential impacts of the 
proposed MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB), Alabama. 

The EA, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and Air Force 
regulations implementing NEPA, evaluates potential impacts of the alternative 
actions on the environment including the No Action Alternative. Based on this 
analysis, the Air Force has prepared a proposed FONSI. 

The Draft EA and proposed FONSI, dated December 2021, are available 
for review at the following locations: Air University Library (Building 1405) 
located at 600 Chennault Circle, Montgomery, AL, 36112, and at the Juliette 
Hampton Morgan Memorial Library located at 245 High Street, Montgomery, 
AL, 36104. 

Electronic copies of the documents can also be found on the Maxwell AFB 
website at https://www.maxwell.af.mil/About-Us/Community-Support/. You 
are encouraged to submit comments through January 23, 2022. Please 
provide any comments within 30 days of the date of this Notice of Availability. 
Please submit any comments in writing to Benjamin Mark, NEPA Program 
Manager, Maxwell-Gunter AFB, 400 Cannon Street, Montgomery, AL 36112, 
or by email at benjamin.mark.ctr@us.af.mil. 

The Air Force is aware of the potential impact of the ongoing coronavirus 
(COVID-19) pandemic on the usual methods of access to information and 
ability to communicate, such as the mass closure of local public libraries and 
challenges with the suffciency of an increasingly-overburdened internet. The 
Air Force seeks to implement appropriate additional measures to ensure that 
the public and all interested stakeholders have the opportunity to participate 
fully in this EA process. Accordingly, please do not hesitate to contact us 
directly at the email address or telephone number provided above; we are 
available to discuss and help resolve issues involving access to the Draft EA 
and Proposed FONSI, or the ability to comment. 

PRIVACY ADVISORY NOTICE 

This Draft EA and proposed FONSI are provided for public comment 
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
President’s Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 
§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, the Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force 
decision-making, allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for 
the Air Force to accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on 
the Air Force’s analysis of environmental effects. 

Public comment allows the Air Force to make better, informed decisions. 
Letters or other written or oral comments provided may be published in 
the EA. As required by law, comments provided will be addressed in the 
EA and made available to the public. Providing personal information is 
voluntary. Any personal information provided will be used only to identify 
your desire to make a statement during the public comment portion of 
any public meetings or hearings or to fulfll requests for copies of the EA 
and associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled to develop 
a mailing list for those requesting copies of the EA; however only the 
names of the individuals making comments and specifc comments will 
be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will not be 
published in the EA. 

THE DECATUR DAILY 

DECATUR — Janice Wil-
liams thought something 
was dead near her Morgan 
County home based on the 
smell, but she couldn’t de-
cide what it was. 

“I thought the dogs might 
have killed an armadillo. I 
searched the yard for an ar-
madillo,but then I found out 
where the smell was coming 
from,” she said. 

The stench, according to 
the Decatur Daily, is from 
something called “benefi-
cial food waste byproducts,” 
which is applied as fertil-
izer to land near where she 
lives. The sludge contains 
particles of dead chickens, 
along with other waste from 
rendering and processing 
plants. 

Williams lives near Hid-
den Valley Farm, which is 
owned by Georgia-based 
Recyc Systems Southeast, a 
division of Arkansas-based 
Denali Water Solutions. The 
farm has been the subject 
of numerous citizen com-
plaints to the Alabama De-
partment of Environmental 
Management since Denali 
began spreading poultry 
sludge on the land last year. 

Statewide, ADEM has re-
ceived 51 citizen complaints 
about Denali in the last year, 
almost all involving odor. 
Twenty involved Hidden 
Valley Farm, but others in-
volved Denali operations 

in Jeferson, Clay, Jackson, 
Barbour, Cullman, Rus-
sell, Etowah and Marshall 
counties, the newspaper 
reported. 

Rickey Turner, senior 
project manager at Denali, 
said the company provides 
an important service that 
saves money for poultry 
processors, disposes of 
waste that would otherwise 
fill landfills and helps farm-
ers. 

“It’s a lack of education,” 
he said of Denali’s critics. 
“As an industry we don’t 
really counteract. Every sin-
gle time we try to rebuttal, it 
always gets misrepresented. 
We’re always made out to be 
the bad guy.” 

ADEM has notified De-
nali of regulation violations 
a total of six times this year 
on farms in Morgan, Russell, 
Etowah, Blount, Clay and 
Marshall counties. It also 
issued a cease-and-desist 
order and fined the com-
pany for alleged violations in 
northern Jeferson County. 

Public concern over the 
sludge application led to 
the recent formation of a 
group called Alabama Waste 
Sludge Awareness, which 
had its inaugural meet-
ing Dec. 2 in Guntersville. 
About 50 people attended, 
and most had stories about 
the smells emanating from 
farms used by Denali. 

Ken Thompson, who lives 

near the Morgan County 
farm,is one of several neigh-
bors who has filed com-
plaints with ADEM. 

“Another great week of 
chicken death up here,” 
he wrote in a July 23 com-
plaint. “Thanks ADEM for 
the smell of death up here 
at our homes in Cullman 
County. … Looking forward 
to a weekend and running 
to the car so you don’t puke 
when the smell overtakes 
you.” 

Nelson Brooke of Black 
Warrior Riverkeeper, which 
is fighting for additional 
state oversight of the prac-
tice, said strict regulations 
are needed because poultry 
processors and waste dis-
tributors like Denali have 
an economic incentive to 
over-apply sludge on farm-
land, which increases the 
smell. 

Turner said extensive 
testing requirements are 
unnecessary because the 
chicken sludge is merely 
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and that’s all it is. It’s 95% 
water,” he said. 
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1.1 Air Quality 

This document serves as the administrative record back-up of the air quality analysis conducted for 
the Environmental Assessment for the MH-139 Beddown at Maxwell Air Force Base in Aalabama.  

1.1.1 Project Calculations and Assumptions 

This section includes a discussion of calculations used for the air quality analyses presented in the Air 
Quality sections of the Environmental Assessment. A Record of Air Analysis precedes the detailed Air 
Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) Report for the Proposed Action. The detailed ACAM report includes 
a general description of the project, the calculations used to estimate emissions, and timeline assumptions 
made for each phase of the project, as well as ongoing emissions once the project is completed. 

Key ACAM input data assumptions and notes are provided, as follows: 

 Renovations for buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054 are minor updates that occur within the footprint 
of the existing facility. Because of the minor nature of the renovations, construction activities 
associated with these buildings were not included in the model. 

 Renovations for building 1455 include full interior demolition of approximately 22,350 sq ft in the 
southeast corner of the hangar area (referred to as the nose bay).  The area is to be constructed 
as an interior second floor approximately 4 ft above the ground surface. Because this is an 
extensive demolition and remodel, this construction activity was included in the model using the 
following inputs: 

o 22,350 sq ft was input as demolition. 

o 1,600 sq ft of grading was assumed to accommodate the proposed 1,400 sq ft addition. 

o Construction was estimated at 23,750 sq feet to encompass both the 22,350 sq ft 
reconstruction of the nose bay as well as the 1,400 sq ft addition. 

 The proposed action included demolition of building 1048 and replacement with a 3,800 sq ft 
office structure. 

o The existing building 1048 is estimated at 2,800 sq ft based off of aerial photography. 

o It is presumed that approximately 5,000 sq ft of grading will occur to accommodate the 
new 3,800 sq ft structure. 

 The start date for all activities is presumed to be Q2 of 2022 and it is presumed that 
construction/renovation will be substantially complete during Q4 2023 

 Construction phase emissions for the alternatives are included for demolition, grading, 
excavation, construction/renovation, architectural coating.  Paving is not included in the 
calculations and it is presumed that sidewalks, parking lots, and driveways will remain 
substantially the same as their current configuration. 

 For grading, depth for grading area is assumed to be 0.5 feet. Volumes of materials hauled in 
and hauled out (in cubic yards) were estimated using the assumed depth and graded area. 

 Emissions for building renovations were estimated in ACAM as a construction and default inputs 
were not changed. 

 It is presumed that one MH-139 will arrive at the installation at the beginning of Q4 2023.  The 
remaining MH-139s are slated to arrive in 2024, however to remain conservative, it was 
presumed that all remaining helicopters will arrive Q1, 2024. 

 It is presumed that all C-130s will be removed from the facility Q3 2023 concurrent with the arrival 
of the first MH-139. 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

   
 

 

 

 For the purpose of conservative modeling, it is presumed that the entire support staff for the MH-
139 arrives concurrent with the arrival of the first MH-139.  There are two months of overlap with 
C-130 support staff before all C-130 support staff are removed from the model. 

 It is presumed that there will be an estimated 1,760 sorties annually and that the sorties will be 
divided equally among 8 aircraft. 

 It is presumed that 3,560 closed patterns will occur annually and that the closed patterns will be 
divided equally among 8 aircraft. 

 The C-23B aircraft was chosen as the surrogate to the MH-139 based on engine number and 
type. The C-23B is powered by two PT6A-65AR turboshaft engines rated at 1424 hp each which 
are the closest match to the PT6C-67C in terms of engine family and horsepower. 

o Default inputs for taxi/idle out, take off, climb out, approach, and Taxi/idle in were 
changed from C-23B defaults.  The values input were taken from AIR EMISSIONS 
GUIDE FOR AIR FORCE MOBILE SOURCES, Table 2-4. The updated inputs 
represent the deAir fault times for Military Helicopters. 

1.1.2 Regulatory Comparisons 

The Council on Environmental Quality defines significance in terms of context and intensity in 40 CFR § 
1508.27. This requires that the significance of the action be analyzed with respect to the setting of the 
proposed alternatives and based relative to the severity of the impact. The Council on Environmental 
Quality National Environmental Policy Act regulations (40 CFR § 1508.27[b]) provide 10 key factors to 
consider in determining an impact’s intensity. 

For this air quality analysis, the annual net increase in emissions for each project alternative was compared 
to the PSD permitting threshold of 250 tpy for criteria pollutants (except for lead which is 25 tpy). The PSD 
permitting threshold was used as an indicator of the significance of potential impacts to air quality. If the 
increases in emissions from proposed action alternatives are below the applicable PSD permitting 
thresholds for each criteria pollutant, it would indicate that the air quality impacts for each of the pollutants 
are not likely to be significant. 

1.1.3 References 

CALEED. California Air Emissions Estimator Model. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05_appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4 Accessed March 5, 2021 

USEPA. 2010. 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, Revisions to the General Conformity Regulations. 75 FR 14283, 
EPA-HQ-OAR-2006-0669; FRL-9131-7. 24 March. 

USEPA. 2021a. NAAQS Table. https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table. Accessed March 
08, 2021. 

USEPA. 2021b. General Conformity: De minimis Tables. https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de-
minimis-tables. Accessed March 08, 2021. 

https://www.epa.gov/general-conformity/de
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default




 

Summary Air Conformity Applicability Model Reports 

Record of Air Analysis (ROAA) Environmental Assessment for MH-
139 Beddown at Maxwell FFB, Alabama 

(For General Conformity Applicability Determination and National Environmental Policy Act Air Quality 
Assessment) 



     

 
 

 

 
 

    

 

  

    
     

    

 
   

   
 

  
  

  

  
   

  
   

 

  
   
   

   
 

    
   

 

  

AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 
RECORD OF AIR ANALYSIS (ROAA) 

1. General Information: The Air Force’s Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) was used to perform 
an analysis to assess the potential air quality impact/s associated with the action in accordance with the Air Force 
Manual 32-7002, Environmental Compliance and Pollution Prevention; the Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP, 32 CFR 989); and the General Conformity Rule (GCR, 40 CFR 93 Subpart B).  This report provides a 
summary of the ACAM analysis. 

a. Action Location: 
Base: MAXWELL-GUNTER AFB 
State: Alabama 
County(s): Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

b. Action Title: MH-139 Beddown, Maxwell AFB, Alabama 

c. Project Number/s (if applicable): W9127820D0039/W9127820F0404 

d. Projected Action Start Date: 4 / 2022 

e. Action Description: 

The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU at Maxwell AFB. Under the 
Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of FY 2023, with the remainder to be 
delivered in FY 2024. A total of ten (10) MH-139 helicopter aircraft would be beddown at Maxwell AFB; eight 
(8) aircraft would serve as the primary aircraft inventory and two (2) as backup aircraft inventory. 

The MH-139 program would re-purpose the existing C-130 airspace (i.e., low-level/local training routes). The 
MH-139 program would capitalize on the Fort Rucker AFB airspace operations areas (on the north side side of 
the Fort Rucker complex and south of Maxwell AFB out to the 30-minute ring of distance) for unprepared 
landing areas. The Proposed Action would utilize the following heliports associated with Fort Rucker: 

• Cairns Army Airfield – 75 nautical miles (nm) 
• Skelly Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 
• Stinson Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

Additionally, the MH-139 program is proposing to utilize the Gunnery range (Camp Shelby owned by the 
Mississippi National Guard F-16 unit approximately 165 nm west-southwest of Maxwell AFB), as well as the 
following airports/runways in the Maxwell AFB area: 

• Florala Municipal Airport (K0J4) – 80 nm 
• South Alabama Regional Airport at Bill Benton Field (K79J) – 64 nm 
• Troy Municipal Airport (KTOI) – 36 nm 

The FTU would require 3,722 flight hours annually, to facilitate the requirements that AFGSC has levied for 
training. A total of 1,370 sorties would be required, with 532 going to the municipal airports and 838 going to 
Fort Rucker AFB. The 532 sorties to the municipal airports would be distributed equally on an annual basis to 
all of the airports listed above. 

To support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 aircraft, the Proposed Action would include demolition, 
construction, and renovation activities. 
The MH-139 would mostly utilize areas currently occupied by the C-130, scheduled to leave Maxwell AFB (C-
130 divesture will be analyzed under a separate NEPA action). The following buildings are proposed for 
renovation as part of the Proposed Action: 

• Building 1455 – Simulator Facility (approximately 30,000 square feet) 



    

 
   

    
 

  
   

 

    
    

 
  

   

  
   

 

  

 
 

   
 

 
 

  
 

     

AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 
RECORD OF AIR ANALYSIS (ROAA) 

• Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054 – Squadron Operations Facility (approximately 25,000 square feet) 

For Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054, the renovations would occur within the facilities; it is not anticipated that 
additions would be made to the footprint, nor is it anticipated that the renovation construction activities would 
impact the environment surrounding the facility footprint. 

Building 1455 renovations also would include an addition to the building, increasing its overall footprint. 
Construction at Building 1455 includes the following: 

• Demolishing existing one-story storage area at the southeast corner of hangar area. 
• Constructing an interior second floor (approximately 4 feet above first-floor level) with multipurpose, mission 
planning, training rooms, as well as building support spaces and mechanical mezzanines. 
• Constructing a building addition to the one-story portion of the building to accommodate administrative 
position requirements. 

Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. In addition, a weapons storage area would be required as part of the Proposed Action 
(approximately 3,200 square feet). The weapons storage facility would be a prefabricated Armag Multiplex 
Armory located at Building 1460, which is a paved and covered storage area. A munitions storage area would 
be required as part of the Proposed Action (approximately 3,000 square feet). The munitions storage facilities 
would consist of three prefabricated Armags located near Building 1206 

Alternative 2 consists of a similar proposed scope, however the action would be located at Kirtland AFB in 
New Mexico. However, after evaluation of the alternative it was concluded that Alternative 2 would not meet 
the required schedule and therefore does not meet the selection standards. Because Alternative does not meet 
the selection standards it was not included in further evaluation, as such, this alternative was not modeled within 
ACAM. 

f. Point of Contact: 
Name: Ryan Sauter 
Title: Senior Scientist 
Organization: Environmental Assessment Services, LLC 
Email: ryan.sauter@easbio.com 
Phone Number: 651.341.9955 

2. Air Impact Analysis:  Based on the attainment status at the action location, the requirements of the General 
Conformity Rule are: 

_____ applicable 
__X__ not applicable 

Total net direct and indirect emissions associated with the action were estimated through ACAM on a calendar-year 
basis for the start of the action through achieving “steady state” (i.e., net gain/loss upon action fully implemented) 
emissions.  The ACAM analysis used the latest and most accurate emission estimation techniques available; all 
algorithms, emission factors, and methodologies used are described in detail in the USAF Air Emissions Guide for 
Air Force Stationary Sources, the USAF Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, and the USAF Air 
Emissions Guide for Air Force Transitory Sources. 

“Insignificance Indicators” were used in the analysis to provide an indication of the significance of potential impacts 
to air quality based on current ambient air quality relative to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQSs). These insignificance indicators are the 250 ton/yr Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) major 
source threshold for actions occurring in areas that are “Clearly Attainment” (i.e., not within 5% of any NAAQS) 
and the GCR de minimis values (25 ton/yr for lead and 100 ton/yr for all other criteria pollutants) for actions 

mailto:ryan.sauter@easbio.com


AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 
RECORD OF AIR ANALYSIS (ROAA) 

occurring in areas that are “Near Nonattainment” (i.e., within 5% of any NAAQS).  These indicators do not define a 
significant impact; however, they do provide a threshold to identify actions that are insignificant.  Any action with 
net emissions below the insignificance indicators for all criteria pollutant is considered so insignificant that the 
action will not cause or contribute to an exceedance on one or more NAAQSs.  For further detail on insignificance 
indicators see chapter 4 of the Air Force Air Quality Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) Guide, Volume 
II - Advanced Assessments. 

The action’s net emissions for every year through achieving steady state were compared against the Insignificance 
Indicator and are summarized below. 

Analysis Summary: 

2022 
Pollutant Action Emissions (ton/yr) 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 
NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 
VOC 0.343 
NOx 2.031 
CO 2.491 
SOx 0.006 
PM 10 0.222 
PM 2.5 0.082 
Pb 0.000 
NH3 0.002 
CO2e 542.5 

INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

250 
250 
250 
250 
250 
250 
25 

250 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

2023 
Pollutant Action Emissions (ton/yr) 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 
NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 
VOC -4.544 
NOx -7.661 
CO -4.111 
SOx -0.580 
PM 10 -0.356 
PM 2.5 -0.310 
Pb 0.000 
NH3 0.013 
CO2e -801.0 

INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

250 
250 
250 
250 
250 
250 
25 

250 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

2024 
Pollutant Action Emissions (ton/yr) 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 
NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 
VOC -12.378 
NOx 32.207 
CO -7.251 
SOx -0.298 
PM 10 0.252 
PM 2.5 0.344 
Pb 0.000 
NH3 -0.006 
CO2e -2144.1 

     
     

  
 

 

 
 

   
  

   

   
  

   

   
  

   

INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

250 
250 
250 
250 
250 
250 
25 

250 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
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AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 
RECORD OF AIR ANALYSIS (ROAA) 

2025 - (Steady State) 
Pollutant Action Emissions (ton/yr) INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 
NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 
VOC -12.447 250 No 
NOx 32.207 250 No 
CO -7.252 250 No 
SOx -0.298 250 No 
PM 10 0.252 250 No 
PM 2.5 0.344 250 No 
Pb 0.000 25 No 
NH3 -0.006 250 No 
CO2e -2144.2 

None of estimated annual net emissions associated with this action are above the insignificance indicators, 
indicating no significant impact to air quality.Therefore, the action will not cause or contribute to an exceedance 
on one or more NAAQSs.No further air assessment is needed. 

Ryan Sauter, Senior Scientist DATE 

https://NAAQSs.No
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DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

1. General Information 

- Action Location 
Base: MAXWELL-GUNTER AFB 
State: Alabama 
County(s): Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Action Title: MH-139 Beddown, Maxwell AFB, Alabama 

- Project Number/s (if applicable): W9127820D0039/W9127820F0404 

- Projected Action Start Date: 4 / 2022 

- Action Purpose and Need: 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish an AFRC FTU at Maxwell AFB for Boeing MH-139 Grey 
Wolf medium-lift helicopters to provide modern capability gaps training in the areas of speed, range, endurance, 
payload, and survivability in support AFGSC’s ICBM missions 

The Air Force Global Strike Command (AFGSC) has identified the need to replace Bell UH-1N Twin Huey 
helicopters with Boeing MH-139 to satisfy mission requirements. The Grey Wolf helicopter closes the 
capability gaps of the UH-1N Huey in the areas of speed, range, endurance, payload, and survivability in 
support AFGSC’s ICBM missions. Other mission capabilities include civil search and rescue, airlift support, 
National Capital Region missions, as well as survival school and test support. 

- Action Description: 
The Air Force is proposing to locate the Boeing MH-139A Grey Wolf FTU at Maxwell AFB. Under the 
Proposed Action, the first aircraft would arrive in the fourth quarter of FY 2023, with the remainder to be 
delivered in FY 2024. A total of ten (10) MH-139 helicopter aircraft would be beddown at Maxwell AFB; eight 
(8) aircraft would serve as the primary aircraft inventory and two (2) as backup aircraft inventory. 

The MH-139 program would re-purpose the existing C-130 airspace (i.e., low-level/local training routes). The 
MH-139 program would capitalize on the Fort Rucker AFB airspace operations areas (on the north side side of 
the Fort Rucker complex and south of Maxwell AFB out to the 30-minute ring of distance) for unprepared 
landing areas. The Proposed Action would utilize the following heliports associated with Fort Rucker: 

• Cairns Army Airfield – 75 nautical miles (nm) 
• Skelly Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 
• Stinson Stagefield Army Heliport (22AL) – 75 nm 

Additionally, the MH-139 program is proposing to utilize the Gunnery range (Camp Shelby owned by the 
Mississippi National Guard F-16 unit approximately 165 nm west-southwest of Maxwell AFB), as well as the 
following airports/runways in the Maxwell AFB area: 

• Florala Municipal Airport (K0J4) – 80 nm 
• South Alabama Regional Airport at Bill Benton Field (K79J) – 64 nm 
• Troy Municipal Airport (KTOI) – 36 nm 

The FTU would require 3,722 flight hours annually, to facilitate the requirements that AFGSC has levied for 
training. A total of 1,370 sorties would be required, with 532 going to the municipal airports and 838 going to 
Fort Rucker AFB. The 532 sorties to the municipal airports would be distributed equally on an annual basis to 
all of the airports listed above. 



   
 

    
   

 

  
    

 
   

    
 

  
   

 

    
    

 
  

   

  
   

 

 

  

  

  
   

  
   

  
  

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

To support the beddown and mission of the MH-139 aircraft, the Proposed Action would include demolition, 
construction, and renovation activities. 
The MH-139 would mostly utilize areas currently occupied by the C-130, scheduled to leave Maxwell AFB (C-
130 divesture will be analyzed under a separate NEPA action). The following buildings are proposed for 
renovation as part of the Proposed Action: 

• Building 1455 – Simulator Facility (approximately 30,000 square feet) 
• Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054 – Squadron Operations Facility (approximately 25,000 square feet) 

For Buildings 1050, 1052, and 1054, the renovations would occur within the facilities; it is not anticipated that 
additions would be made to the footprint, nor is it anticipated that the renovation construction activities would 
impact the environment surrounding the facility footprint. 

Building 1455 renovations also would include an addition to the building, increasing its overall footprint. 
Construction at Building 1455 includes the following: 

• Demolishing existing one-story storage area at the southeast corner of hangar area. 
• Constructing an interior second floor (approximately 4 feet above first-floor level) with multipurpose, mission 
planning, training rooms, as well as building support spaces and mechanical mezzanines. 
• Constructing a building addition to the one-story portion of the building to accommodate administrative 
position requirements. 

Building 1048 would be demolished and replaced with a 3,800 sq. ft. new building to accommodate 
administrative functions. In addition, a weapons storage area would be required as part of the Proposed Action 
(approximately 3,200 square feet). The weapons storage facility would be a prefabricated Armag Multiplex 
Armory located at Building 1460, which is a paved and covered storage area. A munitions storage area would 
be required as part of the Proposed Action (approximately 3,000 square feet). The munitions storage facilities 
would consist of three prefabricated Armags located near Building 1206 

Alternative 2 consists of a similar proposed scope, however the action would be located at Kirtland AFB in 
New Mexico. However, after evaluation of the alternative it was concluded that Alternative 2 would not meet 
the required schedule and therefore does not meet the selection standards. Because Alternative does not meet 
the selection standards it was not included in further evaluation, as such, this alternative was not modeled within 
ACAM. 

- Point of Contact 
Name: Ryan Sauter 
Title: Senior Scientist 
Organization: Environmental Assessment Services, LLC 
Email: ryan.sauter@easbio.com 
Phone Number: 651.341.9955 

- Activity List: 
Activity Type Activity Title 

2. Aircraft C-130 Removal 
3. Aircraft First MH-139A arrival 
4. Aircraft Remainder of MH-139A aircraft arrive in FY2024 
5. Construction / Demolition Building 1455 Renovation and addition 
6. Construction / Demolition Building 1048 Demolition and Reconstruction 
7. Personnel C-130 Support staff removal 
8. Personnel MH-139 Support Staff Arrival 

mailto:ryan.sauter@easbio.com


 

 

 
    

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

   
 
 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

Emission factors and air emission estimating methods come from the United States Air Force’s Air Emissions Guide 
for Air Force Stationary Sources, Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, and Air Emissions Guide for 
Air Force Transitory Sources. 

2. Aircraft 

2.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Remove 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Activity Title: C-130 Removal 

- Activity Description: 
The MH-193 program would re-purpose the existing C-130 airspace. 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 10
 Start Year: 2023 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: Yes
 End Month: N/A
 End Year: N/A 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC -22.532841 
SOx -2.638762 
NOx -49.499948 
CO -38.744803 
PM 10 -2.047862 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 -1.851188 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e -6662.0 

- Activity Emissions  [Flight Operations (includes Trim Test & APU) part]: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC -20.457717 
SOx -1.790799 
NOx -9.310180 
CO -31.489559 
PM 10 -1.294707 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 -1.127186 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e -5430.3 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC -2.075124 
SOx -0.847962 
NOx -40.189768 
CO -7.255244 
PM 10 -0.753155 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 -0.724002 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e -1231.7 

2.2 Aircraft & Engines 



 
 

 
 

 

        

 

 

  

  

 

 

 
   

  

 

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

2.2.1 Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 

- Aircraft & Engine 
Aircraft Designation: WC-130H 
Engine Model: T56-A-15 
Primary Function: Transport - Bomber 
Aircraft has After burn: No 
Number of Engines: 4 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 
Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 
Original Aircraft Name: 
Original Engine Name: 

2.2.2 Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 
Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 794.00 24.15 1.07 3.90 32.00 0.83 0.75 3234 
Approach 1185.00 14.26 1.07 4.40 22.20 0.97 0.87 3234 
Intermediate 1825.00 0.58 1.07 9.20 2.40 0.51 0.46 3234 
Military 2302.00 0.46 1.07 9.30 2.10 0.50 0.45 3234 
After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 

2.3 Flight Operations 

2.3.1 Flight Operations Assumptions 

- Flight Operations 
Number of Aircraft: 9 
Number of Annual LTOs (Landing and Take-off) cycles for all Aircraft: 946 
Number of Annual TGOs (Touch-and-Go) cycles for all Aircraft: 1806 
Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 12 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 
Taxi/Idle Out [Idle] (mins): 9.2 (default) 
Takeoff [Military] (mins): 0.4 (default) 
Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 (default) 
Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 1.2 (default) 
Approach [Approach] (mins): 5.1 (default) 
Taxi/Idle In [Idle] (mins): 6.7 (default) 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 
after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 
flight profile was used) 

- Trim Test 
Idle (mins): 12 (default) 
Approach (mins): 27 (default) 
Intermediate (mins): 9 (default) 
Military (mins): 12 (default) 
AfterBurn (mins): 0 (default) 



 

    

  

  

  
   

   
   

   

 
  

 
 

    

  

  

  
   

   
 

   

 
  

 
 

     

 
 

  

  

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

2.3.2 Flight Operations Formula(s) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for LTOs per Year 
AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * LTO / 2000

 AEMPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 
TIM: Time in Mode (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
LTO: Number of Landing and Take-off Cycles (for all aircraft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for LTOs per Year 
AELTO = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF

 AELTO: Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 
 AEMIDLE_IN: Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 
 AEMIDLE_OUT: Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 
 AEMAPPROACH: Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs)
 AEMCLIMBOUT: Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs)
 AEMTAKEOFF: Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for TGOs per Year 
AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * TGO / 2000

 AEMPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 
TIM: Time in Mode (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
TGO:  Number of Touch-and-Go Cycles (for all aircraft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for TGOs per Year 
AETGO = AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF

 AETGO: Aircraft Emissions (TONs)
 AEMAPPROACH: Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs)
 AEMCLIMBOUT: Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs)
 AEMTAKEOFF: Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 
AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000

 AEPSPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 
TD: Test Duration (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 



   
   

  
 

   

  

 
 

  

   
  

 
         

   

 
 

 
  

  

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
NA: Number of Aircraft 
NTT: Number of Trim Test 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 
AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN

 AETRIM: Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 
AEPSIDLE: Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs)

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE: Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSMILITARY: Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSAFTERBURN: Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

2.4 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) 

2.4.1 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Assumptions 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) (default) 
Number of APU 

per Aircraft 
Operation Hours 

for Each LTO 
Exempt 
Source? 

Designation Manufacturer 

1 1 No GTCP 85-180L 

2.4.2 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emission Factor(s) 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emission Factor (lb/hr) 
Designation Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

GTCP 85-180L 272.6 0.493 0.289 1.216 3.759 0.131 0.037 910.8 

2.4.3 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Formula(s) 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions per Year 
APUPOL = APU * OH * LTO * EFPOL / 2000

 APUPOL: Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions per Pollutant (TONs) 
APU: Number of Auxiliary Power Units 
OH:  Operation Hours for Each LTO (hour) 
LTO: Number of LTOs

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hr) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

2.5 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) 

2.5.1 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Assumptions 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- AGE Usage 
Number of Annual LTO (Landing and Take-off) cycles for AGE: 946 



   
  

 
  

 
 

 

         
     

 

    
   

 
  

 
 

 
 

  

 

 

 
    

 

   

 
  

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) (default) 
Total Number of 

AGE 
Operation Hours 

for Each LTO 
Exempt 
Source? 

AGE Type Designation 

1 1 No Air Compressor MC-1A - 18.4hp 
1 1 No Air Conditioner MA-3D - 120hp 
1 11 No Generator Set A/M32A-86D 
1 1 No Heater H1 
1 3 No Hydraulic Test Stand MJ-2A 
1 10 No Light Cart NF-2 
1 0.25 No Start Cart A/M32A-60A 

2.5.2 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emission Factor(s) 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emission Factor (lb/hr) 
Designation Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

MC-1A - 18.4hp 1.1 0.267 0.008 0.419 0.267 0.071 0.068 24.8 
MA-3D - 120hp 7.1 0.053 0.050 4.167 0.317 0.109 0.105 161.7 
A/M32A-86D 6.5 0.294 0.046 6.102 0.457 0.091 0.089 147.0 
H1 0.4 0.100 0.011 0.160 0.180 0.006 0.006 8.9 
MJ-2A 0.0 0.190 0.238 3.850 2.460 0.083 0.076 172.0 
NF-2 0.0 0.010 0.043 0.110 0.080 0.010 0.010 22.1 
A/M32A-60A 0.0 0.270 0.306 1.820 5.480 0.211 0.205 221.1 

2.5.3 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Formula(s) 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emissions per Year 
AGEPOL = AGE * OH * LTO * EFPOL / 2000

 AGEPOL:  Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emissions per Pollutant (TONs) 
AGE:  Total Number of Aerospace Ground Equipment 
OH:  Operation Hours for Each LTO (hour) 
LTO: Number of LTOs

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hr) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

3. Aircraft 

3.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Activity Title: First MH-139A arrival 

- Activity Description: 
The first MH-139A Grey Wolf arrival is scheduled for the 4th quarter of 2023. 

The MH-139 helicopter is powered by two PT6C-67C turboshaft engines rated at 1750 hp each. The ACAM 
model does not include MH-139 aircraft within the Aircraft Activity module. Therefore, the C-23B aircraft was 
chosen as the surrogage based on engine number and type. 



 
 

 
  

 

   
 
 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

        

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 10
 Start Year: 2023 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: Yes
 End Month: N/A
 End Year: N/A 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 1.272731 
SOx 0.292698 
NOx 10.223633 
CO 4.072268 
PM 10 0.287766 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 0.274650 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e 576.5 

- Activity Emissions  [Flight Operations (includes Trim Test & APU) part]: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.526295 
SOx 0.087868 
NOx 0.462327 
CO 2.121153 
PM 10 0.042736 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 0.038496 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e 265.6 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.746436 
SOx 0.204830 
NOx 9.761307 
CO 1.951115 
PM 10 0.245030 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 0.236154 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e 311.0 

3.2 Aircraft & Engines 

3.2.1 Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 

- Aircraft & Engine 
Aircraft Designation: C-23B 
Engine Model: PT6A-65AR 
Primary Function: General - Turboprop 
Aircraft has After burn: No 
Number of Engines: 2 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 
Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 
Original Aircraft Name: 
Original Engine Name: 

3.2.2 Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 
Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 



 
 

 

  

  

 

 
   

  

 

 

    

  

  

  
   

   
   

   

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

Idle 131.43 53.66 1.07 1.89 166.43 1.23 1.11 3234 
Approach 339.89 3.31 1.07 4.59 20.86 0.74 0.67 3234 
Intermediate 570.64 0.72 1.07 6.69 6.72 0.29 0.26 3234 
Military 633.06 0.53 1.07 7.08 5.36 0.26 0.23 3234 
After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 

3.3 Flight Operations 

3.3.1 Flight Operations Assumptions 

- Flight Operations 
Number of Aircraft: 1 
Number of Annual LTOs (Landing and Take-off) cycles for all Aircraft: 220 
Number of Annual TGOs (Touch-and-Go) cycles for all Aircraft: 445 
Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 12 

- Default Settings Used: No 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 
Taxi/Idle Out [Idle] (mins): 8 
Takeoff [Military] (mins): 2.27 
Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 
Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 4.53 
Approach [Approach] (mins): 6.8 
Taxi/Idle In [Idle] (mins): 7 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 
after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 
flight profile was used) 

- Trim Test 
Idle (mins): 12 
Approach (mins): 27 
Intermediate (mins): 9 
Military (mins): 12 
AfterBurn (mins): 0 

3.3.2 Flight Operations Formula(s) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for LTOs per Year 
AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * LTO / 2000

 AEMPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 
TIM: Time in Mode (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
LTO: Number of Landing and Take-off Cycles (for all aircraft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for LTOs per Year 
AELTO = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 



 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

    
 

  
 
   
 
   
    
    
  
    
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
     

 
 

  
   
 
   
    
    
   
  
    
 

 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

AELTO: Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 
 AEMIDLE_IN: Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 
 AEMIDLE_OUT: Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 
 AEMAPPROACH: Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs)
 AEMCLIMBOUT: Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs)
 AEMTAKEOFF: Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for TGOs per Year 
AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * TGO / 2000 

 AEMPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 
TIM: Time in Mode (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
TGO:  Number of Touch-and-Go Cycles (for all aircraft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for TGOs per Year 
AETGO = AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF

 AETGO: Aircraft Emissions (TONs)
 AEMAPPROACH: Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs)
 AEMCLIMBOUT: Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs)
 AEMTAKEOFF: Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 
AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

AEPSPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 
TD: Test Duration (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
NA: Number of Aircraft 
NTT: Number of Trim Test 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 
AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN

 AETRIM: Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 
AEPSIDLE: Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs)

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE: Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSMILITARY: Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSAFTERBURN: Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

3.4 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) 

3.4.1 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Assumptions 
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- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) (default) 
Number of APU 

per Aircraft 
Operation Hours 

for Each LTO 
Exempt 
Source? 

Designation Manufacturer 

3.4.2 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emission Factor(s) 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emission Factor (lb/hr) 
Designation Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

3.4.3 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Formula(s) 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions per Year 
APUPOL = APU * OH * LTO * EFPOL / 2000

 APUPOL: Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions per Pollutant (TONs) 
APU: Number of Auxiliary Power Units 
OH:  Operation Hours for Each LTO (hour) 
LTO: Number of LTOs

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hr) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

3.5 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) 

3.5.1 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Assumptions 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- AGE Usage 
Number of Annual LTO (Landing and Take-off) cycles for AGE: 220 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) (default) 
Total Number of 

AGE 
Operation Hours 

for Each LTO 
Exempt 
Source? 

AGE Type Designation 

1 10 No Air Compressor MC-1A - 18.4hp 
1 1 No Air Conditioner MA-3D - 120hp 
1 11 No Generator Set A/M32A-86D 
1 1 No Heater H1 
1 3 No Hydraulic Test Stand MJ-2A 
1 10 No Light Cart NF-2 
1 0.25 No Start Cart A/M32A-60A 

3.5.2 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emission Factor(s) 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emission Factor (lb/hr) 
Designation Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

MC-1A - 18.4hp 1.1 0.267 0.008 0.419 0.267 0.071 0.068 24.8 
MA-3D - 120hp 7.1 0.053 0.050 4.167 0.317 0.109 0.105 161.7 
A/M32A-86D 6.5 0.294 0.046 6.102 0.457 0.091 0.089 147.0 
H1 0.4 0.100 0.011 0.160 0.180 0.006 0.006 8.9 
MJ-2A 0.0 0.190 0.238 3.850 2.460 0.083 0.076 172.0 
NF-2 0.0 0.010 0.043 0.110 0.080 0.010 0.010 22.1 
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A/M32A-60A 0.0 0.270 0.306 1.820 5.480 0.211 0.205 221.1 

3.5.3 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Formula(s) 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emissions per Year 
AGEPOL = AGE * OH * LTO * EFPOL / 2000

 AGEPOL:  Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emissions per Pollutant (TONs) 
AGE:  Total Number of Aerospace Ground Equipment 
OH:  Operation Hours for Each LTO (hour) 
LTO: Number of LTOs

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hr) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

4. Aircraft 

4.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Activity Title: Remainder of MH-139A aircraft arrive in FY2024 

- Activity Description: 
Nine additional aircraft will be added in 2024 however only 7 of the MH-139A will be primary, the other two 
will be considered to be backup aircraft inventory.  One is already modeled as arriving in Q4 2023 so this input 
will include data for the 7 remaining primary aircarft. 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 1
 Start Year: 2024 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: Yes
 End Month: N/A
 End Year: N/A 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
VOC 8.909118 
SOx 2.048889 
NOx 71.565434 
CO 28.505873 
PM 10 2.014364 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

PM 2.5 1.922547 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e 4035.7 

- Activity Emissions  [Flight Operations (includes Trim Test & APU) part]: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 3.684068 
SOx 0.615079 
NOx 3.236288 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 0.269469 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
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CO 14.848069 CO2e 1859.0 
PM 10 0.299153 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 5.225050 
SOx 1.433810 
NOx 68.329146 
CO 13.657804 
PM 10 1.715210 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 1.653078 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.000000 
CO2e 2176.7 

4.2 Aircraft & Engines 

4.2.1 Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 

- Aircraft & Engine 
Aircraft Designation: C-23B 
Engine Model: PT6A-65AR 
Primary Function: General - Turboprop 
Aircraft has After burn: No 
Number of Engines: 2 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 
Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 
Original Aircraft Name: 
Original Engine Name: 

4.2.2 Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 
Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 131.43 53.66 1.07 1.89 166.43 1.23 1.11 3234 
Approach 339.89 3.31 1.07 4.59 20.86 0.74 0.67 3234 
Intermediate 570.64 0.72 1.07 6.69 6.72 0.29 0.26 3234 
Military 633.06 0.53 1.07 7.08 5.36 0.26 0.23 3234 
After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 

4.3 Flight Operations 

4.3.1 Flight Operations Assumptions 

- Flight Operations 
Number of Aircraft: 7 
Number of Annual LTOs (Landing and Take-off) cycles for all Aircraft: 1540 
Number of Annual TGOs (Touch-and-Go) cycles for all Aircraft: 3115 
Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 12 

- Default Settings Used: No 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 
Taxi/Idle Out [Idle] (mins): 8 
Takeoff [Military] (mins): 2.27 
Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 
Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 4.53 



 
 
  
 
 

 
   

  
 

  
  
 
  
 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  

 
   
 
   
    
    
    
    
 

 
 

 

  
  

 
 

 
 

    
 

  
 
   
 
   
    
    
  
    
 

 
 

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

Approach [Approach] (mins): 6.8 
Taxi/Idle In [Idle] (mins): 7 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 
after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 
flight profile was used) 

- Trim Test 
Idle (mins): 12 
Approach (mins): 27 
Intermediate (mins): 9 
Military (mins): 12 
AfterBurn (mins): 0 

4.3.2 Flight Operations Formula(s) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for LTOs per Year 
AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * LTO / 2000 

 AEMPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 
TIM: Time in Mode (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
LTO: Number of Landing and Take-off Cycles (for all aircraft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for LTOs per Year 
AELTO = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF

 AELTO: Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 
 AEMIDLE_IN: Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 
 AEMIDLE_OUT: Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 
 AEMAPPROACH: Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs)
 AEMCLIMBOUT: Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs)
 AEMTAKEOFF: Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for TGOs per Year 
AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * TGO / 2000 

 AEMPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 
TIM: Time in Mode (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
TGO:  Number of Touch-and-Go Cycles (for all aircraft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for TGOs per Year 
AETGO = AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 



 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

     
 

 
  
   
 
   
    
    
   
  
    
 

 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 
  

 

   
  

 

 
  

         
 

 
 

 

 
  
  

 
   

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

AETGO: Aircraft Emissions (TONs)
 AEMAPPROACH: Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs)
 AEMCLIMBOUT: Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs)
 AEMTAKEOFF: Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 
AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

AEPSPOL: Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 
TD: Test Duration (min) 
60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 
FC: Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 
1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 
EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 
NE:  Number of Engines 
NA: Number of Aircraft 
NTT: Number of Trim Test 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 
AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN

 AETRIM: Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 
AEPSIDLE: Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs)

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE: Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSMILITARY: Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 
AEPSAFTERBURN: Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

4.4 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) 

4.4.1 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Assumptions 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) (default) 
Number of APU 

per Aircraft 
Operation Hours 

for Each LTO 
Exempt 
Source? 

Designation Manufacturer 

4.4.2 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emission Factor(s) 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emission Factor (lb/hr) 
Designation Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

4.4.3 Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Formula(s) 

- Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions per Year 
APUPOL = APU * OH * LTO * EFPOL / 2000 

 APUPOL: Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions per Pollutant (TONs) 
APU: Number of Auxiliary Power Units 
OH:  Operation Hours for Each LTO (hour) 
LTO: Number of LTOs

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hr) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 



  

 

   
  

 
  

 
 

 

         
     

 

    
   

 
  

 
 

 
 

  

 

 
    

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

4.5 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) 

4.5.1 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Assumptions 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- AGE Usage 
Number of Annual LTO (Landing and Take-off) cycles for AGE: 1540 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) (default) 
Total Number of 

AGE 
Operation Hours 

for Each LTO 
Exempt 
Source? 

AGE Type Designation 

1 10 No Air Compressor MC-1A - 18.4hp 
1 1 No Air Conditioner MA-3D - 120hp 
1 11 No Generator Set A/M32A-86D 
1 1 No Heater H1 
1 3 No Hydraulic Test Stand MJ-2A 
1 10 No Light Cart NF-2 
1 0.25 No Start Cart A/M32A-60A 

4.5.2 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emission Factor(s) 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emission Factor (lb/hr) 
Designation 

MC-1A - 18.4hp 
Fuel Flow 

1.1 
VOC 
0.267

SOx 

 0.008
NOx 

 0.419
CO 

 0.267
PM 10 

 0.071
PM 2.5 

 0.068 
CO2e 
24.8 

MA-3D - 120hp 7.1 0.053 0.050 4.167 0.317 0.109 0.105 161.7 
A/M32A-86D 6.5 0.294 0.046 6.102 0.457 0.091 0.089 147.0 
H1 0.4 0.100 0.011 0.160 0.180 0.006 0.006 8.9 
MJ-2A 0.0 0.190 0.238 3.850 2.460 0.083 0.076 172.0 
NF-2 0.0 0.010 0.043 0.110 0.080 0.010 0.010 22.1 
A/M32A-60A 0.0 0.270 0.306 1.820 5.480 0.211 0.205 221.1 

4.5.3 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Formula(s) 

- Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emissions per Year 
AGEPOL = AGE * OH * LTO * EFPOL / 2000

 AGEPOL:  Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) Emissions per Pollutant (TONs) 
AGE:  Total Number of Aerospace Ground Equipment 
OH:  Operation Hours for Each LTO (hour) 
LTO: Number of LTOs

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hr) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

5. Construction / Demolition 

5.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 



 
 

    
 

 
   
   

  
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  
  

 
 

     
  
 
 
  
   

 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

   
 

 
 

  
   
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

- Activity Title: Building 1455 Renovation and addition 

- Activity Description: 
Construction at building 1455 includes: 
-Demolition of  an existing single story storage area at the southeast corner of the hangar area (Nose Bay, 
approximatley 22,350 sq ft). 
-Construction of an interior second floor with multipurpose, mission planning, training rooms, as well as 
building    support spaces and mechanical mezzanines (former Nose Bay, approximately 22,350 sq ft) 
-Construction of a building addition to the one-story portion of the building to accommodate administrative 
position requirements (approximately 1,400 sq ft). 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 4
 Start Month: 2022 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: False
 End Month: 1
 End Month: 2024 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 

VOC 0.737735 
SOx 0.007276 
NOx 2.761939 
CO 3.377230 
PM 10 0.196167 

Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 
PM 2.5 0.114378 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.002402 
CO2e 701.7 

5.1 Demolition Phase 

5.1.1 Demolition Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 4
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2022 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 1
 Number of Days: 0 

5.1.2 Demolition Phase Assumptions 

- General Demolition Information 
Area of Building to be demolished (ft2): 22350 
Height of Building to be demolished (ft): 14 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 
Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 
Hours Per Day 

Concrete/Industrial Saws Composite 1 8 



 
 

 

 

  
  
 

        
 

 

  
 

        
 

 

 
  

 
   

 
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

          

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
   
  
   
   
 

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1 1 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 2 6 

- Vehicle Exhaust 
Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 
Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

5.1.3 Demolition Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 
Concrete/Industrial Saws Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0410 0.0006 0.2961 0.3743 0.0148 0.0148 0.0037 58.556 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.1919 0.0024 1.3611 0.7352 0.0536 0.0536 0.0173 239.51 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0383 0.0007 0.2301 0.3598 0.0095 0.0095 0.0034 66.884 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

5.1.4 Demolition Phase Formula(s) 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 
PM10FD = (0.00042 * BA * BH) / 2000 

PM10FD: Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 
0.00042:  Emission Factor (lb/ft3) 
BA: Area of Building to be demolished (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building to be demolished (ft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 



  
  

   
 

  

   

  
   

   
 
  

  

 

  
 

  

  

  

     
   

  

  
 

  
  

 
  

 

DETAIL AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY MODEL REPORT 

CEEPOL: Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 
NE:  Number of Equipment 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours)

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
VMTVE = BA * BH * (1 / 27) * 0.25 * (1 / HC) * HT

 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
BA: Area of Building being demolish  (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building being demolish (ft) 
(1 / 27):  Conversion Factor cubic feet to cubic yards ( 1 yd3 / 27 ft3) 
0.25:  Volume reduction factor (material reduced by 75% to account for air space) 
HC: Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 
(1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 
NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

5.2 Site Grading Phase 

5.2.1  Site Grading Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 4
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2022 
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- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 1
 Number of Days: 0 

5.2.2  Site Grading Phase Assumptions 

- General Site Grading Information 
Area of Site to be Graded (ft2): 1600 
Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 0 
Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 0 

- Site Grading Default Settings
 Default Settings Used: Yes 

Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 
Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 
Hours Per Day 

Graders Composite 1 6 
Other Construction Equipment Composite 1 8 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1 6 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 1 7 

- Vehicle Exhaust 
Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 
Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

5.2.3  Site Grading Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 
Graders Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0806 0.0014 0.4657 0.5731 0.0217 0.0217 0.0072 132.92 
Other Construction Equipment Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0507 0.0012 0.2785 0.3488 0.0105 0.0105 0.0045 122.61 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.1919 0.0024 1.3611 0.7352 0.0536 0.0536 0.0173 239.51 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0383 0.0007 0.2301 0.3598 0.0095 0.0095 0.0034 66.884 
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- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

5.2.4  Site Grading Phase Formula(s) 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 
PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000

 PM10FD: Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 
20: Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 
ACRE: Total acres (acres) 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000

 CEEPOL: Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 
NE:  Number of Equipment 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours)

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT

 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
HAOnSite: Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 
HAOffSite: Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 
HC: Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 
(1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
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WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 
NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

5.3 Building Construction Phase 

5.3.1  Building Construction Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 5
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2022 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 18
 Number of Days: 0 

5.3.2  Building Construction Phase Assumptions 

- General Building Construction Information
 Building Category: Office or Industrial 

Area of Building (ft2): 23750 
Height of Building (ft): 14

 Number of Units: N/A 

- Building Construction Default Settings
 Default Settings Used: Yes 

Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 
Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 
Hours Per Day 

Cranes Composite 1 6 
Forklifts Composite 2 6 
Generator Sets Composite 1 8 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 1 8 
Welders Composite 3 8 

- Vehicle Exhaust 
Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 
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- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

- Vendor Trips 
Average Vendor Round Trip Commute (mile): 40 (default) 

- Vendor Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

5.3.3  Building Construction Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 
Cranes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0797 0.0013 0.5505 0.3821 0.0203 0.0203 0.0071 128.81 
Forklifts Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0274 0.0006 0.1265 0.2146 0.0043 0.0043 0.0024 54.457 
Generator Sets Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0340 0.0006 0.2783 0.2694 0.0116 0.0116 0.0030 61.069 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0383 0.0007 0.2301 0.3598 0.0095 0.0095 0.0034 66.884 
Welders Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0260 0.0003 0.1557 0.1772 0.0077 0.0077 0.0023 25.661 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

5.3.4 Building Construction Phase Formula(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

CEEPOL: Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 
NE:  Number of Equipment 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours)

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 
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- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
VMTVE = BA * BH * (0.42 / 1000) * HT

 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
BA: Area of Building (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building (ft) 
(0.42 / 1000):  Conversion Factor ft3 to trips (0.42 trip / 1000 ft3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 
NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vender Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTVT = BA * BH * (0.38 / 1000) * HT

 VMTVT: Vender Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
BA: Area of Building (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building (ft) 
(0.38 / 1000):  Conversion Factor ft3 to trips (0.38 trip / 1000 ft3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVT: Vender Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 
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5.4 Architectural Coatings Phase 

5.4.1 Architectural Coatings Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 10
 Start Quarter: 4
 Start Year: 2023 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 3
 Number of Days: 0 

5.4.2  Architectural Coatings Phase Assumptions 

- General Architectural Coatings Information 
 Building Category: Non-Residential 

Total Square Footage (ft2): 23750
 Number of Units: N/A 

- Architectural Coatings Default Settings
 Default Settings Used: Yes 

Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

5.4.3  Architectural Coatings Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

5.4.4  Architectural Coatings Phase Formula(s) 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = (1 * WT * PA) / 800

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
1:  Conversion Factor man days to trips ( 1 trip / 1 man * day) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
PA:  Paint Area (ft2) 
800:  Conversion Factor square feet to man days ( 1 ft2 / 1 man * day) 
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VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Off-Gassing Emissions per Phase 
VOCAC = (AB * 2.0 * 0.0116) / 2000.0

 VOCAC:  Architectural Coating VOC Emissions (TONs) 
BA: Area of Building (ft2) 
2.0:  Conversion Factor total area to coated area (2.0 ft2 coated area / total area) 
0.0116:  Emission Factor (lb/ft2) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

6. Construction / Demolition 

6.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Activity Title: Building 1048 Demolition and Reconstruction 

- Activity Description: 
Demolition of existing 2,800 sq ft structure and replacment with a 3,800 sq ft structure to accomodate 
administrative functions. 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 4
 Start Month: 2022 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: False
 End Month: 11
 End Month: 2023 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 

VOC 0.271581 
SOx 0.004029 
NOx 1.278405 
CO 1.703938 
PM 10 0.106724 

Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 
PM 2.5 0.048702 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.001126 
CO2e 390.1 

6.1 Demolition Phase 

6.1.1 Demolition Phase Timeline Assumptions 
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- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 4
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2022 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 1
 Number of Days: 0 

6.1.2 Demolition Phase Assumptions 

- General Demolition Information 
Area of Building to be demolished (ft2): 2800 
Height of Building to be demolished (ft): 14 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 
Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 
Hours Per Day 

Concrete/Industrial Saws Composite 1 8 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1 1 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 2 6 

- Vehicle Exhaust 
Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 
Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

6.1.3 Demolition Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 
Concrete/Industrial Saws Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0410 0.0006 0.2961 0.3743 0.0148 0.0148 0.0037 58.556 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.1919 0.0024 1.3611 0.7352 0.0536 0.0536 0.0173 239.51 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0383 0.0007 0.2301 0.3598 0.0095 0.0095 0.0034 66.884 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
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VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 
LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

6.1.4 Demolition Phase Formula(s) 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 
PM10FD = (0.00042 * BA * BH) / 2000 

PM10FD: Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 
0.00042:  Emission Factor (lb/ft3) 
BA: Area of Building to be demolished (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building to be demolished (ft) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

CEEPOL: Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 
NE:  Number of Equipment 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours)

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
VMTVE = BA * BH * (1 / 27) * 0.25 * (1 / HC) * HT

 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
BA: Area of Building being demolish  (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building being demolish (ft) 
(1 / 27):  Conversion Factor cubic feet to cubic yards ( 1 yd3 / 27 ft3) 
0.25:  Volume reduction factor (material reduced by 75% to account for air space) 
HC: Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 
(1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
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WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 
NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

6.2 Site Grading Phase 

6.2.1  Site Grading Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 5
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2022 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 1
 Number of Days: 0 

6.2.2  Site Grading Phase Assumptions 

- General Site Grading Information 
Area of Site to be Graded (ft2): 5000 
Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 400 
Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 325 

- Site Grading Default Settings
 Default Settings Used: Yes 

Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 
Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 
Hours Per Day 

Graders Composite 1 6 
Other Construction Equipment Composite 1 8 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1 6 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 1 7 

- Vehicle Exhaust 
Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 
Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

- Worker Trips 
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Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

6.2.3  Site Grading Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 
Graders Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0806 0.0014 0.4657 0.5731 0.0217 0.0217 0.0072 132.92 
Other Construction Equipment Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0507 0.0012 0.2785 0.3488 0.0105 0.0105 0.0045 122.61 
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.1919 0.0024 1.3611 0.7352 0.0536 0.0536 0.0173 239.51 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0383 0.0007 0.2301 0.3598 0.0095 0.0095 0.0034 66.884 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

6.2.4  Site Grading Phase Formula(s) 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 
PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000 

PM10FD: Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 
20: Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 
ACRE: Total acres (acres) 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

CEEPOL: Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 
NE:  Number of Equipment 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours)

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
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VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT

 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
HAOnSite: Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 
HAOffSite: Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 
HC: Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 
(1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 
NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

6.3 Building Construction Phase 

6.3.1  Building Construction Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 6
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2022 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 17
 Number of Days: 0 

6.3.2  Building Construction Phase Assumptions 

- General Building Construction Information
 Building Category: Office or Industrial 

Area of Building (ft2): 3800 
Height of Building (ft): 14 
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 Number of Units: N/A 

- Building Construction Default Settings
 Default Settings Used: Yes 

Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 
Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 
Hours Per Day 

Cranes Composite 1 4 
Forklifts Composite 2 6 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 1 8 

- Vehicle Exhaust 
Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

- Vendor Trips 
Average Vendor Round Trip Commute (mile): 40 (default) 

- Vendor Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

6.3.3  Building Construction Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 
Cranes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0797 0.0013 0.5505 0.3821 0.0203 0.0203 0.0071 128.81 
Forklifts Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0274 0.0006 0.1265 0.2146 0.0043 0.0043 0.0024 54.457 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 
Emission Factors 0.0383 0.0007 0.2301 0.3598 0.0095 0.0095 0.0034 66.884 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
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HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

6.3.4 Building Construction Phase Formula(s) 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000

 CEEPOL: Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 
NE:  Number of Equipment 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours)

 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 
VMTVE = BA * BH * (0.42 / 1000) * HT

 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
BA: Area of Building (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building (ft) 
(0.42 / 1000):  Conversion Factor ft3 to trips (0.42 trip / 1000 ft3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVE: Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
WD: Number of Total Work Days (days) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 
NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Vender Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTVT = BA * BH * (0.38 / 1000) * HT

 VMTVT: Vender Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
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BA: Area of Building (ft2) 
BH: Height of Building (ft) 
(0.38 / 1000):  Conversion Factor ft3 to trips (0.38 trip / 1000 ft3) 
HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

VPOL = (VMTVT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTVT: Vender Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

6.4 Architectural Coatings Phase 

6.4.1 Architectural Coatings Phase Timeline Assumptions 

- Phase Start Date
 Start Month: 10
 Start Quarter: 1
 Start Year: 2023 

- Phase Duration
 Number of Month: 2
 Number of Days: 0 

6.4.2  Architectural Coatings Phase Assumptions 

- General Architectural Coatings Information
 Building Category: Non-Residential 

Total Square Footage (ft2): 3800
 Number of Units: N/A 

- Architectural Coatings Default Settings
 Default Settings Used: Yes 

Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

- Worker Trips 
Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

6.4.3  Architectural Coatings Phase Emission Factor(s) 

- Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
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MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

6.4.4  Architectural Coatings Phase Formula(s) 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 
VMTWT = (1 * WT * PA) / 800

 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
1:  Conversion Factor man days to trips ( 1 trip / 1 man * day) 
WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 
PA:  Paint Area (ft2) 
800:  Conversion Factor square feet to man days ( 1 ft2 / 1 man * day) 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTWT: Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM: Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

- Off-Gassing Emissions per Phase 
VOCAC = (AB * 2.0 * 0.0116) / 2000.0

 VOCAC:  Architectural Coating VOC Emissions (TONs) 
BA: Area of Building (ft2) 
2.0:  Conversion Factor total area to coated area (2.0 ft2 coated area / total area) 
0.0116:  Emission Factor (lb/ft2) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

7. Personnel 

7.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Remove 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Activity Title: C-130 Support staff removal 

- Activity Description: 
The support staff for the C-130 flight operations will be phased out during transition to operatoin of the MH-
139 FTU. 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 12
 Start Year: 2023 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: Yes 
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 End Month: N/A
 End Year: N/A 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC -1.186273 
SOx -0.008011 
NOx -1.012053 
CO -13.428447 
PM 10 -0.023142 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 
PM 2.5 -0.021123 
Pb 0.000000 
NH3 -0.073680 
CO2e -1168.4 

7.2 Personnel Assumptions 

- Number of Personnel 
Active Duty Personnel: 250

 Civilian Personnel: 250 
Support Contractor Personnel: 32 
Air National Guard (ANG) Personnel: 0

 Reserve Personnel: 0 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Average Personnel Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Personnel Work Schedule 
Active Duty Personnel: 5 Days Per Week (default)

 Civilian Personnel: 5 Days Per Week (default) 
Support Contractor Personnel: 5 Days Per Week (default) 
Air National Guard (ANG) Personnel: 4 Days Per Week (default)

 Reserve Personnel: 4 Days Per Month (default) 

7.3 Personnel On Road Vehicle Mixture 

- On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 37.55 60.32 0 0.03 0.2 0 1.9 
GOVs 54.49 37.73 4.67 0 0 3.11 0 

7.4 Personnel Emission Factor(s) 

- On Road Vehicle Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

7.5 Personnel Formula(s) 

- Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel for Work Days per Year 
VMTP = NP * WD * AC 
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 VMTP: Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles/year) 
NP:  Number of Personnel 
WD:  Work Days per Year 
AC: Average Commute (miles) 

- Total Vehicle Miles Travel per Year 
VMTTotal = VMTAD + VMTC + VMTSC + VMTANG + VMTAFRC

 VMTTotal: Total Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTAD: Active Duty Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTC: Civilian Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTSC: Support Contractor Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTANG:  Air National Guard Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTAFRC: Reserve Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

- Vehicle Emissions per Year 
VPOL = (VMTTotal * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTTotal: Total Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM:  Personnel On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

8. Personnel 

8.1 General Information & Timeline Assumptions 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

- Activity Location 
County: Montgomery 
Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

- Activity Title: MH-139 Support Staff Arrival 

- Activity Description: 
The MH-139 AFB would require 489 presonnel,  a partial replacement from the current staffing.  Associated 
personnel would consist of active duty, reserve full-time, reserve part-time, contractors, and civilians 

- Activity Start Date
 Start Month: 10
 Start Year: 2023 

- Activity End Date
 Indefinite: Yes
 End Month: N/A
 End Year: N/A 

- Activity Emissions: 
Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 1.090390 PM 2.5 0.019415 
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SOx 0.007363 
NOx 0.930252 
CO 12.343065 
PM 10 0.021272 

Pb 0.000000 
NH3 0.067725 
CO2e 1074.0 

8.2 Personnel Assumptions 

- Number of Personnel 
Active Duty Personnel: 225

 Civilian Personnel: 225 
Support Contractor Personnel: 39 
Air National Guard (ANG) Personnel: 0

 Reserve Personnel: 0 

- Default Settings Used: Yes 

- Average Personnel Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Personnel Work Schedule 
Active Duty Personnel: 5 Days Per Week (default)

 Civilian Personnel: 5 Days Per Week (default) 
Support Contractor Personnel: 5 Days Per Week (default) 
Air National Guard (ANG) Personnel: 4 Days Per Week (default)

 Reserve Personnel: 4 Days Per Month (default) 

8.3 Personnel On Road Vehicle Mixture 

- On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 37.55 60.32 0 0.03 0.2 0 1.9 
GOVs 54.49 37.73 4.67 0 0 3.11 0 

8.4 Personnel Emission Factor(s) 

- On Road Vehicle Emission Factors (grams/mile) 
VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.294 000.002 000.221 003.370 000.006 000.006  000.023 00325.374 
LDGT 000.376 000.003 000.389 004.772 000.008 000.007  000.024 00418.504 
HDGV 000.739 000.005 000.983 014.997 000.018 000.016  000.045 00770.173 
LDDV 000.101 000.003 000.131 002.585 000.004 000.004  000.008 00316.802 
LDDT 000.237 000.004 000.371 004.398 000.007 000.006  000.008 00448.891 
HDDV 000.458 000.013 004.584 001.678 000.167 000.154  000.028 01498.941 
MC 002.697 000.003 000.706 013.124 000.026 000.023  000.054 00394.164 

8.5 Personnel Formula(s) 

- Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel for Work Days per Year 
VMTP = NP * WD * AC

 VMTP: Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles/year) 
NP:  Number of Personnel 
WD:  Work Days per Year 
AC: Average Commute (miles) 
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- Total Vehicle Miles Travel per Year 
VMTTotal = VMTAD + VMTC + VMTSC + VMTANG + VMTAFRC

 VMTTotal: Total Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTAD: Active Duty Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTC: Civilian Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTSC: Support Contractor Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTANG:  Air National Guard Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 
 VMTAFRC: Reserve Personnel Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

- Vehicle Emissions per Year 
VPOL = (VMTTotal * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000

 VPOL: Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 
 VMTTotal: Total Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds
 EFPOL: Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

VM:  Personnel On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 
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