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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISPOSAL OF K. I. SAWYER AIR FORCE BASE, MICHIGAN 

a. Lead Agency:  U.S. Air Force 

b. Cooperating Agency:    Federal Aviation Administration 

c. Proposed Action:   Disposal of K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base (AFB), Marquette County, 
Michigan 

d Inquiries on this document may be directed to:  Mr. William A. Myers, Chief of Conservation 
and Planning Division, HQ AFCEE/ECP, 3207 North Road, Brooks Air Force Base, Texas, 
78235-5363, (210) 536-3869 

e. Designation:  Final Environmental Impact Statement 

f. Abstract:  Pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, K. I. Sawyer AFB 
was closed in September 1995. This Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act to analyze the potential 
environmental consequences of the disposal and reasonable alternatives for reuse of the 
base.  The document includes analyses of community setting, land use and aesthetics, 
transportation, utilities, hazardous materials and hazardous waste management, geology 
and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, and 
environmental justice. 

Four reuse alternatives were examined:  a Proposed Action that features air cargo, regional 
aircraft maintenance, regional passenger, and general aviation uses of the runway with an 
industrial component being developed in the military family housing area; an International 
Wayport Alternative that consists of international passenger, air cargo, and aircraft 
maintenance uses, as well as regional passenger and general aviation uses, and a large 
residential area; a Commercial Aviation Alternative that proposes a regional commercial 
airport with an Upper Peninsula vocational/educational training facility; and a Recreation 
Alternative that would retain more than 80 percent of the base for public facilities/ 
recreation land uses.  All alternatives include industrial, institutional, commercial, and 
residential uses. A No-Action Alternative, which would entail no reuse of the base 
property, was also evaluated. 

Potential environmental impacts are increased aircraft and traffic-related noise levels, traffic, 
and emissions of air pollutants over closure baseline conditions.  Roadway improvements 
may be needed to prevent unacceptable traffic congestion.  Increased air pollutant 
emissions would not affect the region's attainment status.  Redevelopment activities could 
alter drainage patterns and increase erosion, which could be mitigated through proper 
engineering designs.  Wetlands could be lost due to implementation of the reuse 
alternatives.  If avoidance of wetland impacts is not viable, mitigation in the form of 
replacement, restoration, or enhancement is possible.  Cultural resources could be impacted 
by conveyance to a nonfederal entity.  Preservation covenants within disposal documents 
for Air Force fee-owned land could eliminate or reduce these effects to a nonadyerse level. 
Potential environmental justice impacts to low-income populations and/or minority 
populations could occur from increased surface traffic noise.  Impacts associated with the 
Proposed Action would be greater than those associated with the International Wayport, 
Commercial Aviation, and Recreation alternatives.  Remediation of contaminated sites is and 
will continue to be the responsibility of the Air Force. 
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SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base (AFB), Michigan, was one of the bases 
recommended by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission for closure. The Commission's recommendations were 
accepted by the President and submitted to Congress on July 2, 1993. As 
Congress did not disapprove the recommendations in the time given under 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-510, Title XXIX), the recommendations have become law.  K. I. Sawyer 
AFB was closed in September 1995. 

The Air Force is required to comply with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) in the implementation of the base disposal and reuse.  The Air 
Force must now make a series of interrelated decisions concerning the 
disposition of base property. This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has 
been prepared to provide information on the potential impacts resulting from 
disposal and proposed reuse of the base property. The Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) is a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS, 
and it will make decisions on its own and assist the Air Force in making 
related decisions concerning K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Several alternative reuse 
concepts are studied to identify the range of potential direct and indirect 
environmental consequences of disposal and reuse. 

After completion and consideration of this EIS, the Air Force will prepare 
decision documents stating the terms and conditions under which the 
dispositions will be made. These decisions may affect the environment by 
influencing the nature of the future use of the property. 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The land within the K. I. Sawyer AFB boundary encompasses approximately 
4,923 acres, including the airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional 
(medical and educational), commercial, residential, public facilities/ 
recreation, and agricultural (forested) areas. The Air Force has fee simple 
(unconditional) ownership of approximately 56 percent (2,762 acres) of the 
lands within the base boundary. The remaining 44 percent (2,161 acres) 
have been leased (2,001 acres from state of Michigan and county of 
Marquette) or permitted (160 acres from the Department of the Interior) for 
Air Force use for a limited duration. The Air Force must terminate or 
surrender its limited rights to the 44 percent of the base property when the 
Air Force has fulfilled its legal obligations pursuant to the leases and permits. 
The remaining 56 percent (Air Force fee-owned property) will be available 
for disposal or reuse.  Because the Air Force decision on whether and how 
to dispose of the Air Force fee-owned property may influence how the other 
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44 percent of the base property will be reused, the EIS analyzes the 
environmental effects of the overall reuse of all of the base property. The 
Proposed Action and alternatives evaluated in this EIS consider all of the 
area within the base boundary. 

A Proposed Action and four alternatives are assessed in this EIS for the 
purpose of evaluating potential environmental impacts resulting from the 
subsequent use of this land. The Air Force has based the Proposed Action 
on information including the community's reuse concept presented by the 
K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority. The K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion 
Authority was formed as a redevelopment authority in September 1993 by 
the state of Michigan. To encompass the range of possible reuses, the Air 
Force developed four other alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative, 
for analysis. 

Proposed Action. The Proposed Action centers on support for a mixed use 
airport with aviation activities including general aviation, regional 
maintenance and commercial passenger, and air cargo components.  Under 
the Proposed Action a total of 65,088 aircraft operations are expected by 
2015.  Other major uses include industrial and aviation support.  The 
industrial area would include most of the military family housing and areas 
west of the runway.  The plan also incorporates institutional, commercial, 
residential, public facilities/recreation, and military uses.  The 18-hole golf 
course would be retained for public use and 422 housing units would be 
used for permanent residences. 

The following alternatives to the Proposed Action are also being considered: 

• The International Wayport Alternative centers on support for a 
mixed use airport with international and regional aircraft activities 
including maintenance, commercial passenger, air cargo, and 
general aviation components.  Under this alternative a total of 
100,000 operations would be expected by 2015.  Other uses 
include aviation support, industrial, institutional, commercial, 
residential, public facilities/recreation, and agriculture.  The 18-hole 
golf course would be retained for public use, and 1,471 housing 
units would be used for permanent residences.  Agricultural uses 
would consist of timber production. 

• The focus of the Commercial Aviation Alternative is to provide a 
regional commercial airport along with an Upper Peninsula 
vocational/educational training facility including public safety 
activities. Aircraft operations with this alternative would be 60,900 
by 2015.  Under this alternative most of the central part of the base 
would be used for training, with 653 housing units being utilized by 
students and instructors.  Other uses include industrial, commercial, 
residential, public facilities/recreation, and agricultural (timber 
production). The 18-hole golf course would be retained for public 
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SCOPE OF STUDY 

use, and 390 housing units would be used for permanent and 
seasonal resort residences. 

• Under the Recreation Alternative, there would be no aviation reuse 
of the airfield. The focus of this alternative would be on restoration 
and conservation of natural resources for a regional multi-use 
recreation area.  Most of the base would be used for winter sports, 
such as cross country skiing and snowmobiling, with the hospital 
being reused as an interpretive center or museum.  Other uses 
include industrial, institutional, commercial, and residential. The 
18-hole golf course would be retained for public use, and 
approximately 112 housing units would be reused for seasonal 
housing. 

• The No-Action Alternative would leave the property in caretaker 
status with no reuse. 

Other Land Use Concepts.  Five other land use concepts have been 
identified as being possible components of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives under consideration. The Michigan Army National Guard 
(MANG) has expressed interest in portions of K. I. Sawyer AFB as a 
headquarters for the 107th Combat Engineering Battalion.  The MANG 
activities would include vehicle maintenance, arms proficiency, and driving 
skills practice. Although no formal proposal has been received, public 
interest has been expressed for a correctional institution (prison) at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB as a possible other land use concept.   Interest has also been 
expressed for a sawmill that would process softwoods and would be located 
at the Weapons Storage Area. The final two other land use concepts 
consist of waste to energy (solid waste incinerators) facilities that would 
utilize the base heating plant. 

Marquette County Airport.  Under the Proposed Action, International 
Wayport Alternative, and Commercial Aviation Alternative, it is assumed 
that the aircraft operations at Marquette County Airport would be relocated 
to K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Closure of the airport and reuse are assessed in the 
EIS for the purpose of evaluating potential environmental impacts.  Since 
there is no aviation component for K. I. Sawyer AFB under the Recreation 
Alternative or the No-Action Alternative, it is assumed that, under these 
alternatives, aircraft operations at Marquette County Airport would remain 
unchanged. This, then, represents the No-Action Alternative for the airport. 

The Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB 
was published in the Federal Register on October 28, 1993.  Issues related 
to the disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB were identified during an ensuing 
scoping period.  A public scoping meeting was held on May 17, 1994 at the 
Gwinn High School Auditorium in Gwinn, Michigan. The comments and 
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concerns expressed at this meeting and in written correspondence received 
by the Air Force, as well as information from other sources, were used to 
determine the scope and direction of studies and analyses required to 
accomplish this EIS. 

This EIS discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
Proposed Action and alternatives, as well as with interim activities (e.g., 
interim outleases).  In order to establish the context in which these 
environmental impacts may occur, potential changes in population and 
employment, land use and aesthetics, transportation, and utility services are 
discussed as reuse-related influencing factors.  Issues related to current and 
future management of hazardous materials and wastes are also discussed. 
Potential impacts to the physical and natural environment are evaluated for 
geology and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, 
and cultural resources. These impacts may occur as a direct result of 
disposal and reuse actions or as an indirect result of changes to the local 
communities.  Finally this EIS discusses the potential environmental justice 
impacts to disproportionately high low-income populations and minority 
populations. 

The baseline against which the Proposed Action and alternatives are 
analyzed consists of the conditions projected at base closure in 1995. 
Although the baseline assumes a closed base, a reference to preclosure 
conditions is provided in several sections (e.g., air quality and noise) to allow 
a comparative analysis over time.  This will assist the Air Force decision 
maker and other agencies that may be making decisions relating to disposal 
and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB in understanding potential long-term trends in 
comparison to historic conditions when the installation was active. 

Concurrently with the preparation of the EIS, the Air Force conducted two 
other studies in support of the disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB.  The 
Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) provides information on the condition 
of property to be disposed of in compliance with the federal Community 
Environmental Response Facilitation Act, Public Law 102-42, 42 U.S. Code 
(U.S.C.) Section 9620(h).  An EBS is required by Department of Defense 
policy before any property can be sold, leased, transferred, or acquired. The 
Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study (SIAS) describes the economic 
impacts expected in the region as a result of the closure, disposal, and reuse 
of K. I. Sawyer AFB. This document, although not required by NEPA, will 
assist the local community in planning for the transition of the base from 
military to civilian use.  The EIS uses population and employment projections 
from the SIAS to support the analysis of potential environmental impacts to 
biophysical resources. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

PROPOSED ACTION 

This EIS considers environmental impacts of the Air Force's disposal of the 
installation and portrays a variety of potential land uses to cover reasonable 
future uses of the property and facilities by others. Alternative scenarios, 
including the general approach of the most likely community's proposed 
plan, were used to group reasonable land uses and to examine the 
reasonably foreseeable environmental effects of likely reuse of K. I. Sawyer 
AFB. 

Potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and reasonable 
alternatives are briefly described below.  Reuse-related factors include 
projections of the reuse activities that would likely influence the biophysical 
environment, including ground disturbance, socioeconomic factors, and 
infrastructure demands, and are summarized in Table S-1. The employment 
and population trends are depicted in Figures S-1 and S-2.  Potential impacts 
of the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives over the 20-year study 
period are summarized in Table S-2.  Impacts for air quality are summarized 
over a 10-year period due to the speculative nature of projecting pollution 
concentrations far in the future. 

Mitigations and Pollution Prevention.  Options for mitigating potential 
environmental impacts that might result from the Air Force disposing of 
property or from the implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives 
by property recipients are presented and discussed.  Since most potential 
environmental impacts would result directly from the reuse by others, the 
Air Force would not typically be responsible for implementing such 
mitigations.  Responsibility for these suggested mitigations, therefore, would 
be borne primarily by future property recipients or local governmental 
agencies.  In a few exceptional cases (e.g., wetlands or cultural resources 
protection), the Air Force could impose mitigation requirements on property 
recipients by lease restrictions or deed covenants.  Mitigation suggestions 
for affected resource areas, where appropriate, are summarized along with 
the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives in Table 
S-2.  However, the remediation of contamination sites under the Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) and other applicable regulatory programs is and 
will continue to be the responsibility of the Air Force. 

Local Community.  Redevelopment of the base property under the Proposed 
Action would result in an increase in employment and population in the 
Region of Influence (ROD, which consists of the counties of Marquette and 
Delta.  Most of the increases would affect the townships of Forsyth, Sands, 
and West Branch and the cities of Marquette, Ishpeming, and Negaunee. 
Reuse activities would increase employment levels by approximately 9,853 
direct jobs and 7,450 secondary jobs by 2015, resulting in a total ROI 
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ALTERNATIVE 1995 W 2000 2005 2015 

Proposed Action 63 4,654 8,871 17,303 

International Wayport Alternative 63 2,448 3,867 6,372 

Commercial Aviation Alternative 63 1,738 2,743 3,542 

Recreation Alternative 63 509 829 1,176 

at 
Si 
O 

1995 2000 Year 

»    70,000 Si 

1992 2000 
Year 

Reuse-Related 
Employment 
Effects (b) 

Reuse-Related 
Employment 
Effects (b> 

Total Region of 
Influence (ROI) 
Employment 
Including 
Reuse Effects 

EXPLANATION 
•'"""    Preclosure 
■"" Proposed Action 
  International Wayport Alternative 
— — Commercial Aviation Alternative 
  Recreation Alternative 
—— No-Action Alternative 
(a) The 1995 values represent total base-related employment 

under the closure baseline. 
(b) Employment effects include both direct and secondary 

employment and represent the change in employment 
relative to the No-Action Alternative. 

Reuse-Related 
Employment Effects 

Figure S-1 
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ALTERNATIVE 1995 2000 2005 2015 

Proposed Action 0 

International Wayport Alternative 0 

Commercial Aviation Alternative 0 

Recreation Alternative 0 

2,528 

1,411 

995 

351 

5,014 

2,309 

1,645 

592 

10,483 

4,056 

2,301 
863 

Reuse-Related 
Population 
Effects 

12,000 

Reuse-Related 
Population 
Effects 

2,000 - 

1992 1995 2000 Year 
2005 2015 

128,000 

124,000 

»)  120,000 c 
o 
S2  116,000 

"■  112,000 

108,000 

104,000 

100,000 I     '     '     I     '     '     ' 
1992 1995 

-i—i—i—r -!—i—i—r -i—i—i—r 

Total ROI Population 
Including Reuse 

2000 2005 2015 
Year 

EXPLANATION 
".w. Preclosure 
  Proposed Action 

  International Wayport Alternative 

— — Commercial Aviation Alternative 

  Recreation Alternative 

—— No-Action Alternative 

Note: 1995 represents closure conditions. Reuse-related population effects are the 
persons that would move into the ROI solely as a result of reuse. 

Reuse-Related 
Population Effects 

Figure S-2 
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employment of 81,368 in 2015. The Proposed Action would increase ROI 
population by about 10,483 persons, or 9 percent over the No-Action 
Alternative by 2015. 

Noticeable changes to on-base land uses would occur due to civilian 
redevelopment.  Proposed on-base land uses would generally be compatible 
with existing land uses surrounding the base, except for the proposed 
industrial area on the east side of the base. This proposed land use should 
be visually buffered from the off-base residential areas to the east. The 
aviation reuse of the airfield would be similar to preclosure conditions. The 
comprehensive plans of the local (affected) communities may require 
revision. The zoning ordinances of the local communities may also require 
revision except for those administered by Sands Township, which are 
consistent with the proposed land uses.  Under the Proposed Action the high 
visual sensitivity areas along Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would 
remain unchanged from the closure baseline. 

The Proposed Action would incorporate three new entry points to improve 
access to the west side of the base for the proposed new airport terminal 
and industrial areas.  Traffic associated with the Proposed Action would 
degrade County Road (CR) 553 from CR 480 to Southgate Drive to Level of 
Service (LOS) F by 2015.   Implementation of roadway improvements could 
improve the LOS to meet transportation planning criteria.  No airspace 
conflicts or air transportation impacts are expected under the Proposed 
Action. 

Utility consumption associated with the Proposed Action would represent an 
increase to the ROI demand and could be accommodated by existing and 
future systems capacities.  However, the wastewater treatment plant 
(WWTP) at K. I. Sawyer AFB may require modification to operate efficiently 
under reduced flows. The plant operator would continue to monitor 
effluents from the WWTP under the conditions of the discharge permit and 
make any necessary modification to ensure regulatory requirements are met. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. The quantities of 
hazardous materials and waste used and generated under the Proposed 
Action are expected to be greater than under closure conditions and similar 
to preclosure conditions. The responsibility for managing hazardous 
materials and wastes would shift from a single user to multiple, independent 
users.  Remediation of solid waste management unit (SWMU) and Area of 
Concern (AOC) sites would not be affected by reuse; however, site 
remediation, if required, could result in redevelopment delays or lease 
restrictions. 

Reuse activities are not expected to affect remediation under the IRP, which 
is proceeding according to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) regulations.  The Restoration 
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Advisory Board will continue to review and provide comments on proposed 
remedial actions and act as the liaison between the local community and the 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team during environmental 
restoration.  However, redevelopment of some properties may be delayed or 
land use restrictions may be required due to the extent and type of site 
contamination and by current and future IRP remediation activities.  Based 
on the results of IRP investigations, the Air Force may, where appropriate, 
place limits on land reuse through deed restrictions on conveyances and use 
restrictions on leases.  Prior to property disposal, existing underground 
storage tanks (USTs) not in conformance with current regulations or not 
required for reuse would be deactivated and removed in accordance with 
applicable regulations.  Unused aboveground storage tanks would be purged 
and assessed, and oil/water separators that would not be reused would be 
closed in accordance with applicable regulations.  New storage tanks 
required for reuse would be subject to all federal, state, and local 
regulations.  All polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) equipment and PCB- 
contaminated equipment has been removed from the base. All ordnance 
associated with the explosive ordnance disposal range and active and former 
grenade ranges, and spent bullets associated with the small arms firing 
range will be cleared prior to disposal. These sites and the former skeet 
range will be investigated to determine the presence or absence of 
contamination.  If contamination is found, disposal of this property may be 
delayed by site remediation. The small arms firing range would continue to 
be used as a firing range in accordance with applicable regulations. 

Asbestos-containing material (ACM) in such a condition that it poses a 
health risk will be abated prior to property disposal.  Proper management of 
ACM remaining in existing buildings will minimize the potential risk to human 
health and the environment.  Demolition or renovation of structures with 
ACM would be subject to applicable regulations and National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.  Increased pesticide usage because 
of reuse activities would be subject to the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and state guidelines.  Radon levels at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB are below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
recommended mitigation level of 4 picocuries per liter.  Medical/ 
biohazardous waste generated under this alternative would be disposed of in 
accordance with the Michigan Medical Waste Management Act.  Recipients 
of facilities constructed prior to or during 1978 would be notified that lead- 
based paint may exist on the premises.   Demolition or renovation activities 
for facilities containing lead-based paint would be subject to all applicable 
regulations. 

Natural Environment.  The Proposed Action would result in minor effects on 
geology, soils, and water resources from ground disturbance associated with 
facility construction, renovation, and demolition, and infrastructure 
improvements. There is sufficient water supply from sources in the ROI. 
However, the use of two on-base wells at K. I. Sawyer AFB may be 
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lowering the water levels at nearby lakes and affecting their use.  If the 
wells are determined to be the cause of the lowering lake levels, alternate 
water supplies, reducing the yield from the existing wells, or placing deed 
restrictions on use may need to be investigated. Air pollutant emissions 
generated by the Proposed Action would be greater than under the No- 
Action Alternative, but would remain below federal and state standards. 

Aircraft noise from the Proposed Action aviation activities would result in 
increased noise levels compared to closure conditions.  However, by 2015 
there would be 26,665 fewer acres exposed to a day-night average sound 
level (DNL) of 65 decibels (dB) or greater than under preclosure conditions. 
The number of people living in areas exposed to surface traffic noise levels 
of DNL 65 dB or greater would be 35 percent (184 persons) more than 
under the No-Action Alternative.  Proper land use planning could reduce the 
effects of surface traffic noise. 

Effects on biological resources would be minor under the Proposed Action. 
Development could result in impacts to 0 to 2.5 acres of wetlands in the 
west and central parts of the base.  Minimal impacts are expected, however, 
as ample opportunities exist for avoidance.  Impacts to wetlands could be 
mitigated through avoidance or replacement.  No federally or state-listed 
threatened and endangered species are expected to be impacted by the 
Proposed Action.  Disposal activities could affect historic properties that are 
potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  However, preservation covenants could be placed in the transfer 
documents for Air Force fee-owned land to reduce impacts associated with 
conveyance to a nonfederal entity. 

INTERNATIONAL WAYPORT ALTERNATIVE 

Local Community. Redevelopment of the base property under the 
International Wayport Alternative would result in an increase in employment 
and population in the ROI, compared to the No-Action Alternative.  Reuse 
activities would increase employment levels by approximately 3,844 direct 
jobs and 2,528 secondary jobs by 2015, resulting in a total ROI employment 
of 70,437 in 2015. The International Wayport Alternative would increase 
ROI population by about 4,056 persons, or 4 percent over the No-Action 
Alternative by 2015. 

Noticeable changes in on-base land uses would occur due to civilian 
redevelopment.  Proposed on-base land uses would generally be compatible 
with existing land uses surrounding the base, and the aviation reuse of the 
airfield would be similar to preclosure conditions. The comprehensive plans 
of the local communities may require revision. The zoning ordinances of the 
local communities may also require revision except for those administered by 
Sands Township, which are consistent with the proposed land uses.  Under 
the International Wayport Alternative the high visual sensitivity areas along 
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Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would remain unchanged from the 
closure baseline. 

The International Wayport Alternative would incorporate one new entry 
point to improve access to the west side of the base for the proposed new 
airport terminal. Traffic associated with the International Wayport 
Alternative would degrade CR 462 between the K. I. Sawyer AFB Main Gate 
and CR 553 to LOS F by 2015.  Implementation of roadway improvements 
could improve the LOS to meet transportation planning criteria.  No airspace 
conflicts or air transportation impacts are expected under the International 
Wayport Alternative. 

Utility consumption associated with the International Wayport Alternative 
would be less than under the Proposed Action and could be accommodated 
by existing and future systems capacities.  Impacts to the WWTP would be 
similar to those under the Proposed Action. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. The quantities of 
hazardous materials and waste used and generated under the International 
Wayport Alternative are expected to be greater than closure conditions and 
similar to those under the Proposed Action.  SWMU, AOC, and IRP site 
remediation could cause some delays in redevelopment or require some land 
use restrictions.  Other aspects of hazardous materials and waste 
management associated with this alternative would be similar to those 
discussed under the Proposed Action. 

Natural Environment. The International Wayport Alternative would result in 
minor effects on geology, soils, and water resources from ground 
disturbance associated with facility construction, renovation, and demolition, 
and infrastructure improvements. There is sufficient water supply from 
sources in the ROI.  However, the use of two on-base wells at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB may be lowering the water levels at nearby lakes and affecting their 
use.  If the wells are determined to be the cause of the lowering lake levels, 
alternate water supplies, reducing the yield from the existing wells, or 
placing deed restrictions on use may need to be investigated.  Air pollutant 
emissions generated by the International Wayport Alternative would be 
below federal and state standards. 

Aircraft noise associated with the International Wayport Alternative would 
be greater than under the Proposed Action.  However, by 2015 there would 
be 26,141 fewer acres exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater than under 
preclosure conditions. The number of people living in areas exposed to 
surface traffic noise levels of DNL 65 dB or greater would be 26 percent 
(136 persons) more than under the No-Action Alternative.  Proper land use 
planning could reduce the effects of surface traffic noise. 
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Effects on biological resources are minimal under the International Wayport 
Alternative.  Development could result in impacts to 2 to 8.5 acres of 
wetlands in the west and central parts of the base.  Minimal impacts are 
expected, however, as ample opportunities exist for avoidance.  Impacts to 
wetlands could be mitigated through avoidance or replacement.  No federally 
or state-listed threatened and endangered species are expected to be 
impacted by the International Wayport Alternative.  Disposal activities could 
affect historic properties that are potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
However, preservation covenants could be placed in the transfer documents 
for Air Force fee-owned land to reduce impacts associated with conveyance 
to a nonfederal entity. 

COMMERCIAL AVIATION ALTERNATIVE 

Local Community.  Redevelopment of the base property under this 
alternative would result in an increase in employment and population in the 
ROI.  Reuse activities would increase employment levels by approximately 
2,176 direct jobs and 1,366 secondary jobs by 2015, resulting in a total ROI 
employment of 67,607 in 2015.  The Commercial Aviation Alternative 
would increase ROI population by approximately 2,301 persons, or 
2 percent over the No-Action Alternative by 2015. 

Noticeable changes in on-base land uses would occur due to civilian 
redevelopment.  Proposed on-base land uses would generally be compatible 
with each other and with off-base land uses. The aviation reuse of the 
airfield would be less than under preclosure conditions.  The comprehensive 
plans of the local communities may require revision. The zoning ordinances 
of the local communities may also require revision except for those 
administered by Sands Township, which are consistent with the proposed 
land uses.  Under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, the high visual 
sensitivity areas along Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would remain 
unchanged from the closure baseline. 

Under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, no new access points would be 
required and no significant effects on roadway transportation are expected. 
No airspace conflicts or air transportation impacts are expected under the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative. 

Utility consumption associated with the Commercial Aviation Alternative 
would be less than under the Proposed Action and could be accommodated 
by existing and future systems capacities.  Impacts from the WWTP would 
be similar to those under the Proposed Action. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.  The quantities of 
hazardous materials and waste used and generated under the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative would be greater than under closure conditions but less 
than under the Proposed Action.  SWMU, AOC, and IRP site remediation 
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could cause some delays in redevelopment or require some land use 
restrictions.  Other aspects of hazardous materials and waste management 
associated with this alternative would be similar to those discussed under 
the Proposed Action. 

Natural Environment. The Commercial Aviation Alternative would result in 
minor effects on geology, soils, and water resources from ground 
disturbance associated with facility construction, renovation, and demolition, 
and infrastructure improvements. There is sufficient water supply from 
groundwater sources in the ROI.  However, the use of two on-base wells at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB may be lowering the water levels at nearby lakes and 
affecting their use.  If the wells are determined to be the cause of the 
lowering lake levels, alternate water supplies, reducing the yield from the 
existing wells, or placing deed restrictions on use may need to be 
investigated. Air pollutant emissions generated by this alternative would be 
less than under the Proposed Action and would be below federal and state 
standards. 

Aircraft noise from Commercial Aviation Alternative aviation activities would 
result in increased noise levels when compared to closure conditions. 
However, by 2015 there would be 26,964 fewer acres exposed to DNL 65 
dB or greater than under preclosure conditions. The number of people living 
in areas exposed to surface traffic noise levels of DNL 65 dB or greater 
would be 21 percent (112 persons) more than under the No-Action 
Alternative.  Proper land use planning could reduce the effects of surface 
traffic noise. 

Effects on biological resources would be minimal under the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative.  Development could result in impacts to 0 to 9.5 acres 
of wetlands in the west and central parts of the base.  Minimal impacts are 
expected, however, as ample opportunities exist for avoidance.  Impacts to 
wetlands could be mitigated through avoidance or replacement.  No federally 
or state-listed threatened and endangered species are expected to be 
impacted by the Commercial Aviation Alternative.  Disposal activities could 
affect historic properties that are potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
However, preservation covenants could be placed in the transfer documents 
for Air Force fee-owned land to reduce impacts associated with conveyance 
to a nonfederal entity. 

RECREATION ALTERNATIVE 

Local Community.  Redevelopment of the base property under this 
alternative would result in an increase in employment and population in the 
ROI.  Reuse activities would increase employment levels by approximately 
806 direct jobs and 370 secondary jobs by 2015, resulting in a total ROI 
employment of 65,241 in 2015.  The Recreation Alternative would increase 
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ROI population by approximately 863 persons, or 0.8 percent over the 
No-Action Alternative by 2015. 

Noticeable changes in on-base land uses would occur due to civilian 
redevelopment.  Proposed on-base land uses would generally be compatible 
with each other and with off-base land uses. The land uses proposed under 
the Recreation Alternative would generally be compatible with the 
comprehensive plans of the local townships.  However, Marquette County 
and Forsyth Township would need to modify their comprehensive plans to 
include the small amount of industrial development proposed for this 
alternative.  Forsyth Township would need to rezone to take into account 
the proposed land uses under its jurisdiction.  West Branch and Sands 
townships would not need to rezone for the proposed land uses.  Under the 
Recreation Alternative the high visual sensitivity areas along Silver Lead 
Creek and the golf course would remain unchanged from the closure 
baseline. 

Under the Recreation Alternative no new access points would be required 
and no significant effects on roadway transportation are expected.  No 
airspace conflicts or air transportation impacts are expected under the 
Recreation Alternative. 

Utility consumption associated with the Recreation Alternative would be less 
than under the Proposed Action and could be accommodated by existing and 
future systems capacities.  Impacts from the WWTP would be similar to the 
Proposed Action. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.  The quantities of 
hazardous materials and waste used and generated would be greater than 
under closure conditions but less than under the Proposed Action and other 
reuse alternatives.  SWMU, AOC, and IRP site remediation could cause some 
delays in redevelopment or require some land use restrictions.  Other 
aspects of hazardous materials and waste management associated with this 
alternative would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action 
except there would be no reuse of the small arms firing range and no 
generation of medical/biohazardous waste. 

Natural Environment. The Recreation Alternative would result in the fewest 
effects on geology, soils, and water resources from ground disturbance 
associated with facility construction, renovation, and demolition, and 
infrastructure improvements compared to the Proposed Action and other 
reuse alternatives. There is sufficient water supply from sources in the ROI. 
However, the use of two on-base wells at K. I. Sawyer AFB may be 
lowering the water levels at nearby lakes and affecting their use.   If the 
wells are determined to be the cause of the lowering lake levels, alternate 
water supplies, reducing the yield from the existing wells, or placing deed 
restrictions on use may need to be investigated.  Air pollutant emissions 
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generated by this alternative would be less than under the Proposed Action, 
and would be below federal and state standards. 

Under this alternative there would be no noise associated with aircraft 
operations. The number of people living in areas exposed to surface traffic 
noise levels of DNL 65 dB or greater would be 7 percent (39 persons) more 
than under the No-Action Alternative.  Proper land use planning could reduce 
the effects of surface traffic noise. 

Effects on biological resources would be minimal under the Recreation 
Alternative.  Development could result in impacts to 0 to 2.5 acres of 
wetlands in the central portion of the base because of industrial 
development.  Minimal impacts are expected, however, as ample 
opportunities exist for avoidance.  Impacts to wetlands could be mitigated 
through avoidance or replacement.  No federally or state-listed threatened 
and endangered species are expected to be impacted by the Recreation 
Alternative.  Overall, this alternative would have the fewest effects on 
biological resources compared to the Proposed Action and other reuse 
alternatives.  Disposal activities could affect historic properties that are 
potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP.  However, preservation covenants 
could be placed in the transfer documents for Air Force fee-owned land to 
reduce impacts associated with conveyance to a nonfederal entity. 

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Local Community.  The only Air Force activities associated with the No- 
Action Alternative would be caretaker maintenance of the Air Force fee- 
owned property by the Air Force Base Disposal Agency Operating Location 
(OL). The other property owners would be responsible for maintenance of 
their own properties.  Caretaker activities would generate approximately 50 
direct and 13 secondary jobs throughout the 20-year analysis period. There 
would be no land use impacts from the No-Action Alternative.  No effects on 
utilities or on road, air, or railroad transportation are expected. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.   Small quantities 
and various types of hazardous materials and pesticides would be used for 
this alternative.  All materials and waste would be managed and controlled 
by the OL and caretaker team in accordance with applicable regulations. 
SWMU, AOC, and IRP site remediation would continue to occur at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB, with the OL providing utilities support and security for these 
actions.  Storage tanks would be removed or maintained in place according 
to required standards. ACM would be managed in accordance with Air 
Force policy to protect human health and the environment.  Pesticide usage 
would continue to be managed in accordance with FIFRA and state 
guidelines.  Facilities that were constructed during or prior to 1978 may 
contain lead-based paint and would be secured. 
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Natural Environment. The No-Action Alternative would not cause adverse 
effects on geology, soils, water resources, air quality, noise, or biological 
resources. This alternative could have an overall beneficial effect on 
biological resources as a result of the reduction in human activity, noise, and 
ground disturbance compared to preclosure conditions. Adequate caretaker 
maintenance would preclude the deterioration of any important historic 
properties. 

Environmental Justice.  The No-Action Alternative would not cause any 
effects to Environmental Justice. 

OTHER LAND USE CONCEPTS 

Other independent land uses are analyzed in terms of their effects on 
employment, population, and the environment when combined with the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. The five independent land use concepts 
analyzed in this EIS are the MANG, a correctional institution, a sawmill, a 
waste to energy/recycling facility, and a waste to energy/environmental 
support operations facility.  Impacts on the local community and the 
environment, if these proposals are implemented, are summarized in 
Table S-3. 

Michigan Army National Guard. The MANG expressed interest in utilizing 
portions of the base property as a headquarters for the 107th Combat 
Engineering Battalion.  This proposal would involve an average of 30 
weekend drills per year, each consisting of approximately 150 people. 
Activities would include vehicle maintenance, use of the rifle range, and 
driver skills training. The only potential additional effects associated with 
this concept in conjunction with the alternatives would be the small amounts 
of hazardous materials used and waste generated and effects on wetlands. 
All hazardous materials and wastes would be handled in accordance with 
applicable federal, state, and local regulations by qualified personnel. There 
are 5 acres of wetlands within the area proposed for this concept. 
However, this area could be avoided during the driver skills training. 

Correctional Institution.  This concept involves approximately 273 acres in 
the northwest portion of the base and would include construction of 
500,000 square feet of one- and two-story buildings within a fenced 
compound.  Construction would begin 5 years after closure.  This concept 
would involve 250 full-time employees and up to 1,600 inmates. The only 
potential additional effects associated with this concept in conjunction with 
the Proposed Action and alternatives would be to local traffic, hazardous 
materials used and waste generated, geology and soils, water resources, and 
wetlands. The increased traffic generated from this concept may affect the 
LOS near the base; however, implementation of road improvements could 
reduce traffic congestion. The hazardous materials used and wastes 
generated would be handled in accordance with applicable federal, state, 
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and local regulations by qualified personnel.  Construction of the correctional 
institution would increase soil erosion, which may increase sediment loading. 
Implementation of appropriate mitigation measures would reduce the short- 
term effect from construction-related soil erosion. The wetlands along the 
eastern boundary of the proposed correctional institution site could be 
avoided. 

Sawmill. The sawmill concept would include approximately 142 acres, or 
3 percent of the base area, for use as a sawmill including a dry kiln and 
planing mill.  The facility would require construction of a sawmill, boiler, 
planing mill, and dry kiln. Total facility construction would be approximately 
25,000 square feet, requiring 2 acres to be disturbed. The sawmill would 
employ approximately 90 personnel at the base and would process between 
45 and 75 million board-feet of timber annually. Timber for the mill would 
be obtained from the northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan, the Upper 
Peninsula, and northeast Wisconsin, and would consist of spruce, balsam, 
pine, hemlock, and tamarack.  The only potential additional effects at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB associated with this concept in conjunction with the 
Proposed Action and alternatives would be from the small amounts of 
hazardous materials used and waste generated, and effects to water 
resources and wetlands.  All hazardous materials and wastes would be 
handled in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations by 
qualified personnel.  Construction of the sawmill would increase soil erosion 
which may increase sediment loading.  Implementation of appropriate 
mitigation measures would reduce the short-term effect from construction- 
related soil erosion. There are wetlands within the area proposed for this 
concept.  However, this area could be avoided during construction activities. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling. This concept would include the use of Buildings 
417, 419, and 735, and the base heating plant for use as a recycling center 
and waste to energy facility utilizing municipal solid waste as a fuel source. 
Initially this concept would receive approximately 35 tons per day of 
municipal solid waste from the Marquette area.  Recyclable material such as 
glass, plastics, aluminum, ferrous metals, precious metals, and rags would 
be removed from the municipal solid waste and would be recycled at this 
facility. This concept should reduce the amount of municipal solid waste 
going to landfills by 85 percent. This concept would employ approximately 
50 personnel at the base.  The only potential additional effects associated 
with this concept in conjunction with the Proposed Action and alternatives 
would be from the small amounts of hazardous materials used and waste 
generated and effects to air quality.  All hazardous materials and wastes 
would be handled in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations by qualified personnel.  Compliance with applicable federal and 
state permit requirements and conditions would preclude adverse impacts 
from criteria and hazardous air pollutant emissions during operations. 
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Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations. This proposed land use 
concept would involve reuse of Building 540, heating plant, Building 824, 
Building 643, and Building 826.  Under this concept, a waste to energy 
incineration system would be placed into operation at the base heating plant. 
The system would be fueled by solid municipal waste, used tires, and other 
materials, including sawdust, wood chips, construction waste, and some 
industrial waste.  Up to 1,200 tons per day of waste material could be 
processed by the plant.  Some new construction within the heating plant 
area would be required for chipping and waste storage areas.  Other 
operations associated with this land use concept would be handling and 
temporary storage of hazardous materials and wastes collected from cleanup 
or spill response activities, tank removal/installation, and construction 
services. Additionally, approximately 5,000 to 10,000 gallons per day of 
sanitary waste from septic systems would be brought to the base WWTP for 
processing. This concept would employ approximately 100 personnel. The 
only potential additional effects associated with this concept in conjunction 
with the Proposed Action and alternatives would be from the hazardous 
materials used and waste generated and effects to air quality. All hazardous 
materials and wastes would be handled in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations by qualified personnel.  Compliance with 
applicable federal and state permit requirements and conditions would 
preclude adverse impacts from criteria and hazardous air pollutant emissions 
during operations. 

MARQUETTE COUNTY AIRPORT REUSE 

The Proposed Action, International Wayport Alternative, and Commercial 
Aviation Alternative assume relocation of aircraft operations from Marquette 
County Airport to K. I. Sawyer AFB.  With K. I. Sawyer AFB serving as a 
regional airport, the Marquette area would not need a second airport at the 
existing Marquette County Airport site.  No definite plans for the closure and 
reuse of Marquette County Airport have been developed by the K. I. Sawyer 
Base Conversion Authority or any other local agency.  Based on 
conversations with local officials and airport representatives, it was assumed 
that the airport could be developed for a combination of industrial, 
institutional (educational and government), commercial, residential, and 
public facilities/recreation uses.  Potential impacts from development of the 
airport are listed below. 

Local Community.  Reuse activities associated with the industrial, 
institutional (education and government), commercial, residential, and public 
facilities/recreation development at Marquette County Airport would 
generate new jobs in the Negaunee and Marquette areas and could 
potentially increase local population. 

Closure and reuse of the Marquette County Airport would require an update 
to the Negaunee Township Comprehensive Plan to reflect proposed uses. 
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Depending upon the final development selected, the township would need to 
ensure that the proposed land uses are consistent with zoning for the airport 
property. The types of uses assumed to occur with reuse of the airport are 
generally compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

No significant effects on roadway transportation are expected. The reuse of 
Marquette County Airport as a non-aviation-related facility would not impact 
regional air transportation or airspace.  All of the local utility purveyors have 
sufficient design capacities to meet the needs of reuse development at this 
site. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.  The hazardous 
materials expected to be used at the site would be associated with 
industrial, institutional, commercial, residential, and public facilities/ 
recreation uses. All hazardous materials used and waste generated would 
be handled in accordance with applicable regulations.  Contaminated site 
remediation at the airport could cause some delays in redevelopment or 
require some land use restrictions.  Because of the construction date of 
some of the facilities at the airport, there is the potential for them to contain 
ACM and lead-based paint.  Any demolition or renovation of facilities at the 
airport should be monitored to minimize the potential risk to human health 
and the environment. 

Natural Environment.  Effects of reuse of the site on the regional geology 
and soils and water resources would be minimal, and would primarily result 
from ground disturbance associated with facility construction, renovation, 
demolition, and infrastructure improvement.  Air pollutant emissions 
generated by reuse of the airport should not affect the region's attainment 
status. 

With the relocation of aircraft operations from Marquette County Airport, 
noise generated by airport-related activities would be eliminated. There may 
be some increase in noise levels along U.S. 41 from increased traffic related 
to reuse of the site.  Because the anticipated disturbance at Marquette 
County Airport would be mostly in previously disturbed areas, development, 
demolition, or new construction impacts would be minimal.   Designation of 
some areas as recreation/open space would encourage regrowth of native 
vegetation and would benefit the vegetation communities.  No impacts to 
threatened or endangered species are expected from the reuse of Marquette 
County Airport, since no listed species are known to be present at this time. 
Development could result in impacts to wetlands on the property.  However, 
development in wetlands would be subject to state and/or federal permits 
which should preclude impacts. The site contains no known cultural 
resources. 
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SAWMILL TIMBER HARVESTING ACTIVITIES 

This section summaries the environmental consequences of timber 
harvesting activities for the proposed sawmill at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
Harvesting activities could occur in the Lower Peninsula of Michigan, the 
Upper Peninsula of Michigan, and in northeast Wisconsin.  The timber to be 
harvested would consist of softwoods. 

The results of the analysis conducted for the proposed sawmill at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB concluded that the timber harvest could be increased 
within the procurement area to meet the needs of the proposed sawmill. 
The net annual growth rate of the softwood species to be utilized by the 
proposed sawmill is 97 million cubic feet, and the current estimated harvest 
within the procurement area is approximately 79 million cubic feet. 
Therefore, the proposed sawmill estimated maximum requirement of 
75 million board feet (6.4 million cubic feet) would utilize approximately 
35 percent of the annual growth. 

Effects from timber harvesting activities and the extent to which they may 
occur depends on the timing of the harvest, amount of timber harvested, the 
harvesting method, where the harvest takes place, and the changes that 
result from the timber harvest.  Most of the effects can be avoided or 
minimized through compliance with existing regulations; applications of 
appropriate forest best management practices; and adherence to forest 
management plans, where applicable. 

Timber harvesting activities overall would not change land use since the area 
is managed for timber. Timber harvesting would increase impacts to 
recreational and visual resources within the procurement area.  Clearcutting, 
which represents 62 percent of the expected harvest method, would have 
the greatest effects on recreational and visual resources.  Increased truck 
traffic from timber hauling would not affect the level of service on regional 
roads. Approximately 44 miles of dirt roads per year would be created into 
the timber harvest area.  With increased equipment use for timber harvesting 
activities there would be the potential for fuel, antifreeze, and lubricant leaks 
from the equipment.  In addition, the use of pesticides would also increase 
as more areas are prepared for revegetation. Timber harvesting activities 
would increase soil disturbance especially during the construction of logging 
roads. The soil disturbance could lead to increased sedimentation in water 
resources which could create localized impacts.  No air quality impacts are 
anticipated from the timber harvesting activities.  Increased noise levels 
could affect nearby recreational resources if harvesting occurs during peak 
recreational periods. The increased timber harvesting could impact biological 
resources within the procurement area.  Most impacts would be associated 
with the loss of habitat for wildlife species including threatened and 
endangered species.  Most impacts to threatened and endangered species 
would be avoided through consultation requirements under the Endangered 
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Species Act.  Much of the timber procurement area has not been surveyed 
for cultural resources.  Increased ground disturbance from harvesting 
activities could impact unidentified prehistoric and historic sites on state and 
private lands. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Local community resources (i.e., community setting, land use and 
aesthetics, transportation, and utilities) were identified as influencing factors 
only and would not disproportionately affect low-income populations and 
minority populations.  Under the Proposed Action there would be no effects 
to low-income populations and minority populations analyzed for 
Environmental Justice for the following natural resources:  hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste management, geology and soils, water 
resources, air quality, aircraft-related noise, biological resources, and cultural 
resources. A summary of Environmental Justice impacts are provided in 
Table S-4. 

Proposed Action.  Under the Proposed Action, increased surface traffic noise 
would occur as a result of reuse in one disproportionate block numbering 
area (BNA).  These impacts would affect approximately 42 additional 
residents by 2015 along State Highway (SH) 35 between CR 553 and 
Marshall Drive, within BNA 25. 

International Wayport Alternative.  Under the International Wayport 
Alternative, increased surface traffic noise as a result of reuse would be the 
same as for the Proposed Action, except only 31 additional residents by 
2015 would be affected along SH 35. 

Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Under the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative, increased surface traffic noise as a result of reuse would be the 
same as for the Proposed Action, except only 29 additional residents by 
2015 would be affected along SH 35. 

Recreation Alternative.   Under the Recreation Alternative, surface traffic 
noise impacts would not occur in any disproportionate BNA. 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The Draft EIS (DEIS) for disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB was made available for 
public review and comment in November 1995.  A public hearing was held 
in Gwinn, Michigan, on November 29, 1995, at which the Air Force 
presented the findings of the DEIS.  Public comments received both verbally 
at the public meeting and in writing during the response period have been 
reviewed and are addressed by the Air Force in Chapter 9 of this EIS.   In 
addition, the text of the EIS itself has been revised, as appropriate, to reflect 
the concerns expressed in the public comments.  The responses to the 
comments in Chapter 9 indicate the relevant sections of the EIS that have 
been revised. 
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SUMMARY OF CHANGES FROM THE DEIS TO THE FEIS 

Based on more recent studies or comments from the public, the following 
sections of the EIS have been updated or revised: 

• Sections 3.4.5 and 4.4.5, Biological Resources, have been revised 
to include additional biological data for the lakes southeast of K. I. 
Sawyer AFB. 

• Sections 3.6 and 4.6, Sawmill Timber Procurement Area, have been 
revised to include data regarding the Kirtland's warbler. 
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CHAPTER 1 
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 



1.0   PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) examines the potential for 
impacts to the environment as a result of the disposal and reuse of 
K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base (AFB), Michigan, as well as with interim 
activities (e.g., interim outleases) that may be allowed by the Air Force 
before final disposal of the base. This document has been prepared in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA. 
Appendix A presents a glossary of terms, acronyms, and abbreviations used 
in this document. 

1.1       PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR 

Due to the changing international political scene and the resultant shift 
toward a reduction in defense spending, the Department of Defense (DOD) 
must realign and reduce its military forces pursuant to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA) of 1990 (Public Law [P.L.] 101-510, 
Title XXIX).   DBCRA established new procedures for closing or realigning 
military installations in the United States. 

DBCRA established an independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (hereafter "Commission") to review the Secretary of Defense's 
base closure and realignment recommendations.  After reviewing these 
recommendations, the 1993 Commission forwarded its recommended list of 
base closures and realignments to the President, who accepted the 
recommendations and submitted them to Congress on July 2, 1993.  Since 
Congress did not disapprove the recommendations within the time period 
provided under DBCRA, the recommendations have become law. 

Because K. I. Sawyer AFB was on the Commission's list, the decision to 
close the base is final.  K. I. Sawyer AFB was closed in September 1995. 

To fulfill the requirement of reducing defense expenditures, the Air Force 
plans to dispose of excess and surplus real property and facilities at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB.  DBCRA requirements relating to disposal of excess and 
surplus property include: 

• Environmental restoration of the property as soon as possible with 
funds made available for such restoration 

• Consideration of the local community's conceptual planning prior to 
Air Force decision making regarding disposal of the property 

• Compliance with specific federal property disposal laws and 
regulations. 
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The Air Force action, therefore, is to dispose of K. I. Sawyer AFB property 
and facilities.  Usually this action is taken by the Administrator of General 
Services.  However, DBCRA required the Administrator to delegate to the 
Secretary of Defense the authorities to utilize excess property, dispose of 
surplus property, convey airport and airport-related property, and determine 
the availability of excess or surplus real property for wildlife conservation 
purposes. The Secretary of Defense has since redelegated these authorities 
to the respective Service Secretaries. 

1.2       DECISIONS TO BE MADE 

The purpose of this EIS is to provide information for interrelated decisions 
concerning the disposition of K. I. Sawyer AFB. The EIS is to provide the 
decision maker and the public the information required to understand the 
future potential environmental consequences of disposal as a result of reuse 
options at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

After completion of this EIS, the Air Force will issue a Record of Decision 
(ROD) on the disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB. The ROD will document the Air 
Force's decisions on the following: 

• The methods of disposal available to the Air Force 
• The terms and conditions of reuse. 

The methods of disposal granted by the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 and the Surplus Property Act of 1944 and 
implemented in the Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR) are: 

• Transfer to another federal agency 
• Public benefit conveyance to an eligible entity 

Negotiated sale to a public body for a public purpose 
Competitive sale by sealed bid or auction. 

• 

In addition, amendments in the National Defense Authorization Act for 1994 
(P.L. 103-160), Chapter XXIX, authorize conveyances of surplus property to 
local redevelopment authorities at discounted prices when a public benefit 
will result. 

The EIS considers environmental impacts of the Air Force's disposal of that 
portion of the base property unconditionally owned by the Air Force.  The 
real estate portion unconditionally owned by the Air Force comprises 
approximately 56 percent (2,762 acres) of the base land (Figure 1.2-1). The 
remaining 44 percent (2,161 acres) of base land (non-fee-owned property) 
currently controlled by the Air Force has been acquired for limited durations 
from numerous individuals and agencies, including the state of Michigan, 
county of Marquette, and the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI).  This 
area includes approximately 2,001 acres of state and approximately 
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160 acres of DOI property. The Air Force must surrender its limited rights 
to this property when the land is no longer needed for military purposes and 
after legal obligations relating to the Air Force's use of the property have 
been satisfied.  Because the Air Force decision on whether and how to 
dispose of the Air Force fee-owned property may influence how the other 
44 percent of the base property will be reused, the EIS analyzes the 
environmental effects of the overall reuse of all of the base property. The 
Proposed Action and alternatives evaluated in this EIS consider all of the 
area within the base boundary.  Under the lease agreement with the state of 
Michigan, the Air Force could be required to return the state leased land at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB to its natural condition upon termination of the lease, if 
requested by the designated state authority and if facilities and 
infrastructure are not utilized or needed in the future by the state.  This land 
includes open forested areas as well as areas developed by the Air Force 
within the central portion of the base.  Under the Proposed Action and 
alternatives analyzed in this EIS, various ranges of facility demolition and 
land restoration were assumed, to cover requests by the state of Michigan 
to return portions of the base to its natural condition.  Under the Recreation 
Alternative, approximately 80 percent of the base would be restored to its 
natural condition, which is an area greater than that owned by the state. 

The EIS portrays, as alternatives, a variety of potential land uses to cover 
reasonable future uses of the property and facilities by others.  Five 
alternative scenarios were used to group reasonable land uses and to 
examine the environmental effects of redevelopment of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
This methodology was employed because, although the disposal will have 
few, if any, direct effects, future use and control of use by others will create 
indirect effects. This EIS, therefore, seeks to analyze reasonable 
redevelopment scenarios to determine the potential indirect environmental 
effects of Air Force decisions. 

1.3       DISPOSAL PROCESS AND REUSE PLANNING 

DBCRA requires compliance with NEPA (with some exceptions) in the 
implementation of the base closures and realignments.  Among the issues 
that were excluded from NEPA compliance are: 

• The selection of installations for closure or realignment 
• Analysis of closure impacts. 

The Air Force goal is to dispose of its 2,762 acres of K. I. Sawyer AFB 
property through transfer and/or conveyance to other government agencies 
or private parties.  The Proposed Action in the EIS reflects the community's 
goal for base reuse, which is to redevelop the disposal property as an 
aviation, industrial, and commercial complex. 
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For the purpose of conducting the environmental analysis, the Air Force has 
based the Proposed Action on plans developed by the K. I. Sawyer Base 
Conversion Authority. The Air Force has also considered additional 
reasonable alternatives in order to provide the decision maker with multiple 
options regarding ultimate property disposition.  In all cases, the impacts of 
long- or short-term leasing have been identified to cover the range of 
potential reuse options for the base.  Subject to the terms of transfer or 
conveyance, the recipients of the property, planning and zoning agencies, 
and elected officials will ultimately determine the reuse of the property. 
Four alternatives to the Proposed Action have been identified, which include 
two aviation and one non-aviation reuse and a No-Action Alternative, which 
would not involve reuse. The Air Force has also evaluated five independent 
land use concepts that could be implemented individually or in combination 
with any alternative. 

The Secretary of the Air Force (or his/her designee) has full discretion in 
determining how the Air Force will dispose of its 2,762 acres of Air Force 
fee-owned property.  DBCRA requires the Air Force to comply with federal 
property disposal laws and FPMR (41 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
101-47).  Another provision of the act requires the services to consult with 
the Governor and heads of local governments, or equivalent political 
organizations for the purpose of considering any plan for the use of such 
property by the local community concerned. Accordingly, the Air Force is 
working with state authorities and the K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion 
Authority to meet this requirement. 

Generally, the Administrator of the General Services Administration (GSA) 
has authority to dispose of excess and surplus real property belonging to the 
federal government. With regard to closure bases, however, the DBCRA 
requires the GSA Administrator to delegate disposal authority to the 
Secretary of Defense.  FPMR, which govern property disposal methods 
associated with base closure, allow the Secretary of Defense to dispose of 
closure property by transfer to another federal agency, by public benefit 
conveyance, by negotiated sale to state or local government, and by public 
sale at auction or by sealed bid. These methods, or a combination of them, 
could be used to dispose of Air Force fee-owned property at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB. 

Property transfers are usually made by deed when the property is legally 
suitable for conveyance. However, for some parcels, near-term deed 
conveyance is not lawful initially under the requirements of Section 120 
(h)(3) of the Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), because they may contain hazardous wastes for 
which necessary levels of remedial action have not yet been taken.  The Air 
Force attempts to support the community's rapid redevelopment of the base 
by transferring parts of such property by long-term leases in furtherance of 
eventual deed conveyance.  Such leases are accompanied by a contractual 
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commitment between the parties for the Air Force to convey deed title to 
the property as soon as it can legally do so.  Land reuses, whether by short- 
term or long-term leases or by deed, and their resulting environmental 
impacts, generally are not affected by the form of conveyance.  However, 
the differences in the legal relationships of the parties are of significant 
concern to the Air Force. Where the Air Force is the landlord, it is 
potentially exposed to legal liability to third parties or to applicable regulatory 
enforcement actions resulting from improper environmental conditions or 
actions occurring on the leased property by its tenants, and thus the Air 
Force has incentive to assure that its lessees comply with all legal regulatory 
requirements as well as the environmentally protective restrictive provision 
of the lease. The contractual nature of lease restrictions makes them easier 
and faster to enforce than deed covenants. 

Provisions of DBCRA and FPMR require that the Air Force first notify other 
DOD departments that K. I. Sawyer AFB is scheduled for disposal.  Any 
proposals from these departments for the transfer of Air Force fee-owned 
property at K. I. Sawyer AFB are given priority consideration. 

Pursuant to the McKinney Act {42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] § 11411), the Air 
Force was required to provide the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) with information regarding properties being disposed of 
at closing installations.  HUD would then make a determination about the 
suitability of these properties for homeless assistance programs and report 
the suitability and potential availability of those installation facilities in the 
Federal Register.  Although the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and 
Homeless Assistance Act of 1994 amended DBCRA of 1990 by eliminating 
the McKinney Act's application to base closures, the K. I. Sawyer Base 
Conversion Authority has chosen to proceed with the process outlined under 
the McKinney Act. 

Under the provisions of the McKinney Act, properties advertised by HUD in 
the Federal Register will be held only for the purpose of assisting the 
homeless for a period of 60 days from the date of the Federal Register 
publication.  During this time, homeless providers will be able to express 
written interest to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) 
in the properties being advertised. This 60-day period is also effective for 
each subsequent publication of the property in the Federal Register. 

HHS must receive completed applications for McKinney Act properties 
within 90 days from the date the expression of interest was received.  HHS 
then has to make a determination of approval within 25 days of receiving 
the completed application.  If approved, the property will be assigned to 
HHS from the Air Force when it becomes surplus.  HHS will then transfer 
the property, at no cost, to the approved homeless provider. 
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Prior to making property available for use to assist the homeless, the Air 
Force may consider other federal uses and other important national needs. 
In deciding the disposition of surplus property, a priority of consideration will 
be given to uses which assist the homeless, unless it is determined that a 
competing request for the property that serves one of the public benefits 
specified under 40 U.S.C. § 484(k) is so meritorious and compelling as to 
outweigh the needs of the homeless. 

During the screening period, the Air Force Base Conversion Agency (AFBCA) 
consulted with representatives of the homeless and conducted outreach.  In 
summer 1994, a homeless assistance provider meeting was held for the 
communities surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB.  No interest in base housing 
was expressed during this meeting and no other requests have been 
received. 

Native American tribes have potential statutory rights relating to both 
"excess" and "surplus" federal real property.  Excess real property may be 
transferred to DOI pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 483(a)(1) under the following 
three conditions:  (1) DOI requests the property; (2) Air Force approves the 
DOI request based on an evaluation of criteria contained in the FPMR at 41 
CFR Part 101-47; and (3) DOI pays fair market value for the land or obtains 
a fair market value waiver from the Office of Management and Budget. 
Former reservation property that was utilized by a military department for 
military basing purposes may be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior 
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 483(a)(2), after the property becomes excess to the 
needs of the DOD. 

Under the provisions of the Indian Self Determination Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior may contract with a tribe to execute certain functions of DOI in 
providing services to the members of the tribe.  For the execution of these 
contracts, the tribe may use available federal facilities under the control of 
DOI.  Moreover, DOI may request the transfer of excess or surplus federal 
real or personal property to DOI for these purposes (25 U.S.C. § 450j[f][3]). 

Surplus federal real property may be transferred to Native American tribes 
under one of the public benefit conveyance authorities if the tribe is eligible 
for such public benefit or reduced cost transfer.  Notwithstanding the 
aforementioned disposal methods. Native American tribes may also acquire 
surplus federal real property by public sale much like any other private 
entity. 

Until property can be disposed of by deed, the Air Force may execute 
interim or long-term leases to allow reuse to begin as quickly as possible. 
The Air Force would structure the leases to provide the lessees with 
maximum control over the property, consistent with the terms of the final 
disposal.  Restrictions on reuse and access may be necessary to ensure 
protection of human health and the environment and to allow 
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implementation of required remedial actions.  In most cases, compliance 
with environmental laws does not interfere with reuse of some parts of the 
base.  Environmental analysis in the EIS encompasses those possible interim 
or long-term leasing decisions. 

Certain activities inherent in the development or expansion of an airport 
constitute federal actions that fall under the statutory and regulatory 
authority of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The FAA generally 
reviews these activities through the processing and approval of an Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP).  Goals of the ALP review system are to:  (1) determine 
its effectiveness in achieving safe and efficient utilization of airspace, 
(2) assess factors affecting the movement of air traffic, and (3) establish 
conformance with FAA design criteria. The FAA approval action may also 
include other specific elements, such as preparation of the Airport 
Certification Manual (Part 139); the Airport Security Plan (Part 107); the 
location, construction, or modification of an air traffic control (ATC) tower, 
terminal radar approach control (TRACON) facility, other navigational and 
visual aids, and facilities; and establishment of instrument approach 
procedures. 

In view of its possible direct involvement with the disposal of K. I. Sawyer 
AFB, the FAA is serving as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the 
EIS.  If surplus property is conveyed to a local agency for airport purposes, 
the FAA will be the federal agency that would enforce deed covenants 
requiring the property to be used for airport purposes.  Additionally, the FAA 
may later provide airport improvement program grants to the airport sponsor 
(local agency taking title). The FAA also has special expertise and the legal 
responsibility to make recommendations to the Air Force for the disposal of 
surplus property for airport purposes.  The Surplus Property Act (recodified 
at 49 U.S.C § 47151) authorizes disposal of surplus real and related 
personal property for airport purposes and requires the FAA to certify that 
the property is necessary, suitable, and desirable for an airport. 

The potential environmental impacts of airport development must be 
assessed prior to commitment of federal funding, in accordance with NEPA 
and FAA Orders 1050.1D, Policies and Procedures for Considering 
Environmental Impacts, and 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook. 
Environmental impacts must be assessed prior to authorization of plans of 
local agencies for the development of the entire area in which the airport is 
located.  Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act 
(recodified at 49 U.S.C, Subtitle I, Section 303) provides that the Secretary 
of Transportation shall not approve any program or project that requires the 
use of any publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance or land 
of an historic site of national, state, or local significance as determined by 
the officials having jurisdiction thereof unless there is no feasible and 
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prudent alternative to the use of such land, and such program or project 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use. 

Compliance with FAA regulations requires the preparation of a proposed 
airport development plan. This EIS presents the assessment of potential 
environmental impacts of available plans.  If a reuse proponent has 
developed only conceptual plans for the airport area, the environmental 
impacts of that plan are analyzed. The FAA may then use this document to 
complete their NEPA requirements. This EIS also provides environmental 
analysis to aid FAA decisions on funding requests for airport development 
projects.  The new owners would be required to prepare a final ALP and 
submit it to the FAA, as appropriate, for approval. 

1.4       ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS PROCESS 

NEPA established a national policy to protect the environment and ensure 
that federal agencies consider the environmental effects of actions in their 
decision making. The CEQ is authorized to oversee and recommend national 
policies to improve the quality of the environment, and has published 
regulations that describe how NEPA should be implemented.  The CEQ 
regulations encourage federal agencies to develop and implement procedures 
that address the NEPA process in order to avoid or minimize adverse effects 
on the environment.  Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061, Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process (EIAP), addresses implementation of NEPA as part 
of the Air Force planning and decision-making process. 

NEPA, CEQ regulations, FAA Orders 1050.1D and 5050.4A, and AFI 
32-7061 provide guidance on the types of actions for which an EIS must be 
prepared.  Once it has been determined that an EIS must be prepared, the 
proponent must publish a Notice of Intent (NOD to prepare an EIS. This 
formal announcement signifies the beginning of the scoping period, during 
which the major environmental issues to be addressed in the EIS are 
identified. A Draft EIS (DEIS) is prepared, which includes the following: 

• A statement of the purpose of and need for the action 

• A description of the Proposed Action and alternatives, including the 
No-Action Alternative 

• A description of the environment that would be affected by the 
Proposed Action and alternatives 

• A description of the potential environmental consequences of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives, and potential mitigation 
measures. 
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The DEIS is filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
is circulated to the interested public and government agencies for a period of 
at least 45 days for review and comment.  During this period, a public 
hearing will be held so that the proponent can summarize the findings of the 
analysis and receive input from the affected public. At the end of the 
review period, all substantive comments received must be addressed. A 
Final EIS (FEIS) is produced that contains responses to comments, as well as 
changes to the document, if necessary. 

The FEIS is then filed with U.S. EPA and distributed in the same manner as 
the DEIS. Once the FEIS has been available for at least 30 days, the Air 
Force may publish its ROD for the action. 

1.4.1 Scoping Process 

The scoping process identifies the significant environmental issues relevant 
to disposal and reuse, and provides an opportunity for public involvement in 
the development of the EIS. The NOI (Appendix B) to prepare an EIS for 
disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB was published in the Federal Register on 
October 28, 1993.  Notification of public scoping was also made through 
local media, as well as through letters to federal, state, and local agencies 
and officials, and interested groups and individuals. 

The scoping period for the disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB began on October 
28, 1993.  A public meeting was held on May 17, 1994 at the Gwinn High 
School, Gwinn, Michigan, to solicit comments and concerns from the 
general public on the disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
Approximately 36 people attended the meeting.  Representatives of the Air 
Force presented an overview of the meeting's objectives, agenda, and 
procedures, and described the process and purpose for the development of a 
disposal and reuse EIS.  In addition to verbal comments, written comments 
were received during the scoping process. These comments, as well as 
information from the local community during initial scoping meetings in 
November 1993 and February 1994, experience with similar programs, and 
NEPA requirements, were used to determine the scope and direction of 
studies/analysis to accomplish this EIS. 

1.4.2 Public Comment Process 

The DEIS was made available for public review and comment in November 
1995.  Copies of the DEIS were made available for review in local libraries 
and provided to those requesting copies (Appendix C).  At a public hearing 
held on November 29, 1995, the Air Force presented the findings of the 
DEIS and invited public comments.  All comments were reviewed and 
addressed, when applicable, and have been included in their entirety in this 
document.  Responses to the comments offering new, or changes to, data 
and questions about the presentation of data are also included.  Comments 
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simply stating facts or opinions, although appreciated, did not require 
specific responses.  Chapter 9, Public Comments and Responses, more 
thoroughly describes the comment and response process. 

1.5       CHANGES FROM THE DEIS TO THE FEIS 

The text of this EIS has been revised, when appropriate, to reflect concerns 
expressed in public comments. These changes range from typographical 
corrections to amendments of reuse plans. The responses to the comments 
indicate the relevant sections of the EIS that have been revised.  Based on 
more recent studies or comments from the public, the following sections of 
the EIS have been updated or revised: 

• Sections 3.4.5 and 4.4.5, Biological Resources, have been revised 
to include additional biological data for the lakes southeast of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

• Sections 3.6 and 4.6, Sawmill Timber Procurement Area, have been 
revised to include data regarding the Kirtland's warbler. 

1.6       ORGANIZATION OF THIS EIS 

This EIS is organized into the following chapters and appendices:  Chapter 2 
provides a description of the Proposed Action, reasonable alternatives to the 
Proposed Action, and other land use concepts that have been identified for 
reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB property.  Chapter 2 also briefly discusses 
alternatives eliminated from further consideration.  Finally, Chapter 2 
provides a comparative summary of the effects of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives with respect to effects on the local community and the natural 
environment.  Chapter 3 presents the affected environment under the 
baseline conditions of base closure, providing a basis for analyzing the 
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives.  When needed for 
analytical comparisons, a preclosure reference is provided for certain 
resource areas.  It describes a point in time at or near the closure 
announcement, and depicts an active base condition.  The results of the 
environmental analysis are presented in Chapter 4 and form the basis for the 
summary table at the end of Chapter 2.   Chapter 5 lists individuals and 
organizations consulted during the preparation of the EIS; Chapter 6 
provides a list of the document's preparers; Chapter 7 contains references; 
Chapter 8 contains an index; and Chapter 9 contains the Public Comments 
and Responses to the DEIS. 

In addition to the main text, the following appendices are included as part of 
this document in Volume II: 

•   Appendix A - a glossary of terms, acronyms, and abbreviations used 
in this document 
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• Appendix B - the NOI to prepare this disposal and reuse EIS 

• Appendix C - a list of individuals and organizations who were sent a 
copy of the FEIS 

• Appendix D - an Installation Restoration Program (IRP) bibliography 
and site descriptions 

• Appendix E - a description of the methods used to evaluate the 
impacts of base reuse on resources of the local community and the 
environment 

• Appendix F - a list of environmental permits held by K. I. Sawyer 
AFB 

• Appendix G - a list of storage tanks, oil/water separators, pesticide 
storage, and solid waste management units (SWMUs) and Areas of 
Concern (AOCs) at K. I. Sawyer AFB 

• Appendix H - Air Force policy regarding management of asbestos- 
containing material (ACM) at bases that are closing, and results of 
the K. I. Sawyer AFB asbestos survey 

• Appendix I - air quality analysis methods and air emissions inventory 
for K. I. Sawyer AFB 

• Appendix J - a detailed description of issues and assumptions 
related to noise effects 

• Appendix K - biological resources 

• Appendix L - Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 

• Appendix M - agency letters and certifications regarding conditions 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB relevant to its disposal and subsequent reuse 

• Appendix N - influencing factors and environmental impacts by land 
use category. 

1.7       FEDERAL PERMITS, LICENSES, AND ENTITLEMENTS 

Representative federal permits, licenses, and entitlements that may be 
required of recipients of K. I. Sawyer AFB for purposes of redevelopment are 
presented in Table 1.7-1. The table is presented for illustrative purposes only, 
and does not include state or local permits, licenses, or entitlements that may 
be required. 
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CHAPTER 2 
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE 

PROPOSED ACTION 



2.0   ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1        INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the Proposed Action, reasonable alternatives to the 
Proposed Action, and the No-Action Alternative.   In addition, potential 
conveyance of K. I. Sawyer AFB properties and facilities from the Air Force 
to other agencies is described as independent reuse options that are not part 
of a complete reuse plan. The potential environmental impacts of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives are summarized in table form at the end of 
this section. 

An AFBCA Operating Location (OL) has been established at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB. The responsibilities of the OL and its caretaker personnel include 
coordinating post-closure activities with the active force closure activities, 
establishing a caretaker force to maintain Air Force-controlled properties 
after closure, and serving as the Air Force local liaison to community reuse 
groups until lease termination, title surrender, or disposal (as appropriate) of 
the Air Force-controlled property has been completed.   For the purposes of 
environmental analysis, it was assumed that this team would consist of 
approximately 50 people at the time of closure, conceptually composed of 
10 Air Force employees and 40 caretaker personnel. The OL, as used in this 
document, may refer to either the AFBCA or supporting maintenance 
personnel. 

A private property parcel of approximately 143 acres is within the outer 
boundary at K. I. Sawyer AFB (see Figure 1.2-1).  This parcel has been left 
in its natural condition and contains forest and portions of Silver Lead Creek. 
Because this property is a private parcel outside the control of the Air Force, 
it is not included within the reuse plans. 

In order to address the range of potential environmental impacts of disposal 
and reuse, a Proposed Action, three conceptual reuse alternatives, and a 
No-Action Alternative have been developed: 

• The Proposed Action centers on support for a mixed use airport 
with civilian aviation activities including maintenance, commercial 
passenger, general aviation, and air cargo components. Total flight 
operations would be approximately 65,088 by 2015.  Other major 
uses would include industrial and public facilities/recreation.  The 
plan also incorporates institutional, commercial, residential, and 
military land uses. 

• The International Wayport Alternative centers on support for a 
mixed use airport with civilian aviation activities including 
maintenance, commercial passenger, general aviation, and air cargo 
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components.  Total flight operations would be approximately 
100,000 by 2015. The plan also incorporates industrial, 
institutional, commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and 
agricultural (forest) land uses. 

• The Commercial Aviation Alternative focuses on a regional 
commercial airport and institutional training including public safety 
activities. Total flight operations would be 60,900 by 2015.  Other 
major land uses would be public facilities/recreation and agriculture 
(forest). Smaller areas are proposed for industrial, institutional, 
commercial, and residential uses. 

• The Recreation Alternative features extensive public facilities/recreation 
land uses. The remaining portions of the base would be redeveloped for 
industrial, institutional, commercial, and residential uses. This 
alternative does not include any airfield or aviation support uses. 

• The No-Action Alternative would result in K. I. Sawyer AFB being 
placed in caretaker status with only maintenance activities taking 
place on the base. 

In order to accomplish impact analysis, a set of general assumptions was 
made for each of the alternatives. These assumptions include employment 
and population changes arising from implementation of each reuse plan, 
consistent land use designations for similar reuse options, proportion of 
ground disturbance anticipated for each land use type, transportation and 
utility effects of each proposal as a function of increased population growth 
due to redevelopment, and anticipated phasing of the various elements of 
each reuse plan (as measured at the closure baseline and at the baseline plus 
5, 10, and 20 years).  Details regarding the generation of these assumptions 
are found in Appendix E, Methods of Analysis.  Specific assumptions 
developed for individual reuse plans are identified in the discussion of each 
proposal within Sections 2.2 and 2.3. 

During the development of alternatives addressed in the EIS, the Air Force 
considered the compatibility of future land uses with current site conditions 
that may restrict reuse activities to protect human health and the 
environment. These conditions include potential contamination from past 
releases of hazardous substances and Air Force efforts to remediate the 
contamination under the IRP.  IRP remediation at K. I. Sawyer AFB and other 
environmental studies may result in lease/deed restrictions that limit reuse 
options at certain locations within the base. Additionally, the Air Force may 
retain access rights to these sites to implement IRP remediation (e.g., 
temporary easement for access to monitoring wells). 
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2.2       DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

Section 2905(b)(2)(E) of DBCRA requires the Air Force, as part of the 
disposal process, to consult with the applicable state governor, heads of 
local governments, or equivalent political organizations for the purposes of 
considering any plan for the use of such property by the concerned local 
community.  DOD policy is to encourage timely community reuse planning 
by offering to use the community's plan for reuse or development of land 
and facilities as the Air Force's Proposed Action in the EIS. 

The K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority was formed as a redevelopment 
authority in September 1993 by the state of Michigan and given authority to 
redevelop K. I. Sawyer AFB. The K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority 
has seven civilian committee members representing businesses, residents, 
labor, and utility services from Alger, Delta, Dickinson, Marquette, and 
Menominee counties; one person from the Marquette County Board of 
Commissioners representing Marquette County; and three township 
supervisors representing Sands, Forsyth, and West Branch townships. 

The K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority contracted with a consulting 
firm to assess existing land, facilities, and infrastructure on K. I. Sawyer AFB 
and evaluate their potential for airport and non-aviation uses.  In March 
1995, a Base Reuse Plan, was submitted to the Air Force by the K. I. 
Sawyer Base Conversion Authority  (Greiner, Inc., 1995).  This plan 
addressed the following: 

• Goals, objectives, and strategies 
• Preliminary land uses for the year 2000 
• Types of aviation uses. 

As part of the reuse plan, the K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority has 
accepted a proposal for use of portions of the base by a local Native 
American organization. The areas approved for reuse are within the aviation 
support and residential land uses.  Light industrial use is proposed for the 
aviation support land use while approximately 422 housing units, the 
preschool, and shoppette would be utilized within the residential area. 

The Air Force has used the community's plan in the development of the 
Proposed Action. This reuse plan (Figure 2.2-1) focuses on a civilian airport 
with air cargo, aircraft maintenance, general aviation, and regional air carrier 
service.  Non-aviation areas would include industrial, institutional (medical 
and educational), commercial, residential, and public facilities/recreation 
uses.  A small military component would include the U.S. Army Reserve and 
Michigan Army National Guard (MANG). 

The acreage associated with each land use category is provided in Table 
2.2-1. 
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Table 2.2-1.  Land Use Acreage - Proposed Action 

Land Use Acreage 

Airfield 
Aviation support 
Industrial 
Institutional 

Medical 
Educational 

Commercial 
Residential 
Public facilities/recreation 
Military 
Total 

1,397 
455 

1,476 

16 
8 

43 
152 

1,183 
193 

4,923 

Consistent with the K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority plan, the 
following types of assumptions were developed to supplement the Proposed 
Action: 

Industrial land uses 

Projected fleet mix and flight operations 

Closure of Marquette County Airport and transfer of operations to 
K. I. Sawyer AFB 

Airport boundary 

Amount of development (i.e., demolition, new construction) 

Acreages of each land use disturbed by construction and demolition 
activities 

Phasing of plans for reuse 

Project-related employment and population projections 

Traffic generation 

Projected utility use 

Underground aircraft hydrant fueling system would be abandoned. 
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The amount of potential development through 2015, including demolition, 
retention, and new construction for each land use under the Proposed 
Action, is provided in Table 2.2-2.  It should be noted, however, that 
existing (retained) facilities may not be fully utilized during the 20-year study 
period. 

Table 2.2-2. Facility Development - Proposed Action 

Existing 
Facility          Ne\ 

Retention       Cor 

Existing 
Facility 

Demolition 
N Facility 
istruction 

Land Use (thousands of square feet c f flooi ■ space) 

Airfield 0 0 0 

Aviation support 
Industrial 

2 
2,199 

478 
808 

228 
3,601 

Institutional 
Medical 0 120 0 

Educational 13 43 0 

Commercial 0 310 0 

Residential 0 802 0 
Public facilities/recreation                      0 582 0 

Military 
Total 

0 
2,214 

60 
3,203 

0 
3,829 

The acreage within each land use that is assumed to be disturbed by 
construction of facilities, infrastructure improvements, or other operational 
activities under the Proposed Action is provided in Table 2.2-3 for three 
phases of development:   1995-2000, 2000-2005, and 2005-2015. The 
sections below describe activities associated with each land use category. 

2.2.1  Airfield 

The airfield comprises 1,397 acres, or 28 percent of the base area, and 
would include the 12,300-foot by 300-foot runway, taxiways, and runway 
protection zones (RPZs). 

The RPZs are areas at the ends of the runway that are kept free of 
development, except for navigational aids, for added safety during aircraft 
arrivals and departures. The existing operational apron is adequate for use 
by the projected aircraft.  Within the airfield land use, an area has been 
included for the addition of a crosswind runway.  Construction of the 
crosswind runway would take place between 2015 and 2020. 
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Table 2.2-3. Acres Disturbed - Proposed Action 

Acres Disturbed (by phase) 
Land Use 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total 

Airfield 0 0 0 0 
Aviation support 14 14 28 56 
Industrial 155 155 310 620 
Institutional 

Medical 0 0 0 0 
Educational 1 0 0 1 

Commercial 0 0 0 0 
Residential 1 1 2 4 
Public facilities/recreation 0 0 0 0 
Military 0 0 0 0 
Total 171 170 340 681 

A preliminary airport plan (Figure 2.2-2) for the civilian reuse of the aviation 
facilities as a primarily commercial transport airport at K. I. Sawyer AFB was 
developed to serve the central Upper Peninsula region. The concept is 
based on Marquette County Airport closing and the transfer of existing air 
services and operations from the airport to K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

The airport layout characteristics related operations (e.g., runway/taxiway 
dimensions, separations, clearances) were developed using the FAA Airport 
Design Advisory Circular 150/5300-13. The airport area in this layout 
includes aviation and non-aviation land uses that may generate revenue for 
financial support of the airport. The following major improvements to the 
airfield would occur: 

• Provision for crash, fire, and rescue facilities 

• Construction of a new passenger terminal on the west side of the 
main runway north of the alert aprons 

• Modification of the lighting system and approach aids 

• Retention of very high-frequency omnidirectional range (VOR) 
facilities. 

Additional airport improvements would be made to meet FAA requirements. 
The airfield and aviation support areas would likely be conveyed to an airport 
authority, which would manage the development and operation of the 
airfield in accordance with the FAA and state regulations. The existing 
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Underground aircraft hydrant fueling system would be abandoned in place or 
removed. 

Projected annual aircraft operations related to the aviation activities at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB are provided in Table 2.2-4 for 2000, 2005, and 2015. 
An operation is defined as one aircraft landing or one takeoff.  Based on 
historic weather and wind patterns, up to 70 percent of the projected 
aircraft operations would use Runway 01, while the remaining 30 percent 
would use Runway 19.  Projected annual aircraft operations would include 
general aviation, regional commercial passenger, air cargo, and maintenance. 
Projected transient aircraft operations are assumed to be in support of these 
four major aviation user groups and are included in the operations 
projections totals.  It was assumed that a small number of military aircraft, 
mostly Canadian, would continue to use the airfield as a fueling point 
between the East and West coasts. A full-service Fixed Base Operator 
(FBO) would be established at the airport to provide general aviation 
services. 

According to federal law, all non-military jet traffic operating in the United 
States weighing more than 75,000 pounds must conform to Stage 3 noise 
standards by 2000. Therefore, in each of the planning years, all jet aircraft 
projected to operate from K. I. Sawyer AFB will meet Stage 3 noise 
standards. The remaining aircraft, which include the multi-engine piston and 
turboprop aircraft utilized by the regional air carriers mostly transferring from 
Marquette County Airport, are not subject to Stage 3 regulations. 

For analysis purposes, 94 percent of the aircraft operations in each of the 
planning years are projected to occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; 
the remaining 6 percent would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

The flight tracks utilized by K. I. Sawyer AFB aircraft to transition to and 
from the area airspace will be eliminated upon closure.  New flight tracks 
consisting of a straight arrival/departure path to each end of the main 
runway would be instituted. Additionally, a closed left and right traffic 
pattern would be created. 

2.2.2   Aviation Support 

The aviation support area encompasses 455 acres, or 9 percent of the base 
property, and consists of three parcels. The first parcel, east of the runway, 
includes the existing ATC tower, the flight simulator, an eight-bay fire 
station, aircraft maintenance hangars, and storage buildings.  The ATC 
tower operation would continue, with operation and maintenance being 
provided by the K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority. The second parcel, 
southeast of the runway, includes the aircraft fuel storage area. 
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Table 2.2-4.  K. I. Sawyer AFB Projected Flight Operations - Proposed Action 
Page 1 of 2 

Year       Operation Function Percent Fleet Mix"1 
Annual 

Operations'" 

2000      Air cargo Cargo 3 
2 

757(c) 

MD-11,C) 

1,500 
1,000 

1 747-400(cl 500 

Aircraft maintenance Maintenance 0.7 
0.7 

Beech 1900 
ATR-42 

300 
300 

Regional Air carrier 6 
0.6 
18 

Beech 1900 
Saab 340 
ATR-42 

2,552 
232 

8,352 

1 ATR-72 464 

General aviation Private aircraft 51 
11 

2 
2 

Single engine 
Multi-engine 
Turboprop 
Turbojet 

23,700 
5,000 
1,000 
1,000 

Military Transient 0.3 
0.1 

CF-5 
CT-33 

96 
13 

0.1 CF/FA-18 25 
0.2 CT-114 70 
0.2 F-16 50 

0.1 UH-1 
Total 

34 
46,188 

2005      Air cargo Cargo 2 
2 

757(cl 

MD-11<C) 

1,000 
1,000 

2 747-400(c) 1,000 

Aircraft maintenance Maintenance 0.6 
0.6 

Beech 1900 
ATR-42 

300 
300 

0.2 ATR-72 150 

Regional Air carrier 5 
1 

Beech 1900 
Saab 340 

2,600 
650 

17 
1 

ATR-42 
ATR-72 

9,100 
650 

General aviation Private aircraft 51 
12 

3 
2 

Single engine 
Multi-engine 
Turboprop 
Turbojet 

26,500 
6,300 
1,300 
1,000 

Military Transient 0.1 
0.1 

CF-5 
CT-33 

96 
13 

0.1 CF/FA-18 25 

0.1 CT-114 70 

0.1 F-16 50 
0.1 UH-1 

Total 
34 

52,138 

Notes:  (a) Typical projected air cargo and regional aircraft types. 
(b) An aircraft operation is one takeoff or one landing. 
(c) Aircraft with Stage 3 engines. 
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Table 2.2-4. K. I. Sawyer AFB Projected Flight Operations - Proposed Action 
Page 2 of 2 

Year       Operations Function Percent      Fleet Mix'"1 

Notes:   (a)  Typical projected air cargo and regional aircraft types. 
(b) An aircraft operation is one takeoff or one landing. 
(c) Aircraft with Stage 3 engines. 

Annual 
Operations161 

2015      Air cargo Cargo 1 757,cl 500 
2 MD-11(C| 1,000 
2 747-400'01 1,500 

Aircraft maintenance Maintenance 0.2 Beech 1900 150 
0.7 ATR-42 450 
0.5 ATR-72 300 

Regional Air carrier 4 Beech 1900 2,325 
2 Saab 340 1,085 

16 ATR-42 10,540 
2 ATR-72 1,550 

General aviation Private aircraft 52 Single engine 34,000 
13 Multi-engine 8,500 
3 Turboprop 1,700 
1 Turbojet 1,200 

Military Transient 0.1 CF-5 96 
0.1 CT-33 13 
0.1 CF/FA-18 25 
0.1 CT-114 70 
0.1 F-16 50 
0.1 UH-1 

Total 
34 

65,088 

The third parcel, west of the southern end of the airfield, includes the north 
alert apron and adjacent vacant land.  Reuse of this parcel would include a 
new 25,500-square-foot commercial passenger terminal, which would be 
constructed north of the existing alert apron.  A new access road and 
188,000 square feet of parking would also be constructed for the new 
terminal.  New aviation fuel storage tanks would be installed in the aviation 
support area.  As part of the reuse development of the base, the K. I. 
Sawyer Base Conversion Authority has accepted a proposal for use of 
portions of the base by a local Native American organization within the 
aviation support land use for light industrial use. The existing aviation 
support facilities would be 70 percent utilized by 2015. 

2.2.3   Industrial 

The industrial area is 1,476 acres, or 30 percent of the base property, and 
includes eight parcels. Three parcels west of the airfield would be used for 
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light industrial with supporting commercial activities.  Two parcels east of 
the airfield, including the Weapons Storage Area, would also be used for 
light industrial and commercial activities. Three parcels in the east and 
southeast portions of the base would be used for heavy industrial 
development. The existing housing units would be demolished to allow for 
this reuse. All industrial development would begin in 1995 and would be 
70 percent complete by 2015. 

2.2.4 Institutional 

The institutional land use encompasses 24 acres, or 1 percent of the base 
property, and includes medical and educational uses in two parcels.  The 
medical land use includes the base hospital, which would be reused as a 
medical clinic within the first 5 years after closure. 

The educational parcel includes the Jack and Jill Center, Youth Center, and 
Child Development Center, which would continue with the same uses. The 
educational land use would be 100 percent complete by 2000. 

2.2.5 Commercial 

Commercial uses comprise 43 acres, or 1 percent of the base, in three 
parcels east of the airfield. The northernmost parcel includes the 
Accounting and Finance and four other administrative buildings.  The center 
parcel includes three small buildings. The southern parcel includes base 
engineering, Scheduled Airlines Ticket Office, the education center, 
personnel office building, and Wing Headquarters.  Reuse would include 
office and back office uses.  Commercial development would be 100 percent 
complete by 2015. 

2.2.6 Residential 

Residential areas cover 152 acres, or 3 percent of the base, in one parcel. 
This parcel, adjacent to Gate 3, includes 422 housing units, the preschool, 
and shoppette. These residential units are projected to be 100 percent 
occupied by 2015. 

2.2.7 Public Facilities/Recreation 

The public facilities/recreation area includes 1,183 acres, or 24 percent of 
the base property. The golf course, community recreation areas near Little 
Trout Lake, ball fields, and indoor facilities, such as the bowling center, 
gymnasium, and swimming pool, would be retained for public use.   In 
addition, the small arms firing range in the southern portion of the base 
would continue to be used for small arms training.  No demolition or new 
construction is proposed for the recreation area.  Public facilities/recreation 
reuse would commence immediately after base reuse is initiated. 
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2.2.8 Military 

Military land use would occupy 193 acres, or 4 percent of the base, in three 
parcels west of the airfield. These parcels would be used by the MANG and 
the U.S. Army Reserve for operations, training, and storage of equipment. 
Reuse would commence immediately after base closure. 

2.2.9 Employment and Population 

By 2015, the Proposed Action would generate site-related employment of 
9,903 direct jobs (Table 2.2-5). A total of 1,182 persons would live on 
base. 

Table 2.2-5. Site-Related Employment and Population - Proposed Action 

Closure 2000 2005 2015 

Direct employment 
On-base population 

50 
0 

2,718 
295 

5,114 
591 

9,903 
1,182 

2.2.10 Transportation 

Existing access roads to base property would continue to be used (see 
Figure 2.2-1).  In addition, a new base access road utilizing an old section of 
County Road (CR) 553 would be constructed from CR 553 to the new 
passenger terminal and adjacent industrial area.  Also, a new access road 
from CR 553 to the industrial parcel in the northwest corner of the base 
would be constructed.  Based on land use and employment projections, this 
alternative would generate an average of 33,950 vehicle trips daily by 2015. 
Most vehicular traffic would occur during daylight hours. 

2.2.11 Utilities 

By 2015, the projected activities associated with the Proposed Action would 
generate the following total utility usage: 

• Water - 2.4 million gallons per day (MGD) 
• Wastewater - 0.8 MGD 
• Solid waste - 21 tons per day 
• Electricity - 151 megawatt-hours (MWH) per day 
• Natural gas - 1.3 million cubic feet (MMCF) per day. 
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2.3       DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.3.1     International Wayport Alternative 

The land uses presented in the International Wayport Alternative 
(Figure 2.3-1) provide a framework for development of a comprehensive 
reuse plan based on a multipurpose airport with international and regional 
aircraft maintenance, commercial passenger, air cargo, and general aviation 
services.  Non-aviation uses would consist of industrial, institutional (medical 
and educational), commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and 
agriculture. The acreage associated with each land use category is provided 
in Table 2.3-1. 

Table 2.3-1. Land Use Acreage - International Wayport Alternative 

Land Use Acreage 

Airfield ^>055 

Aviation support 617 
Industrial 495 

Institutional 
Medical 24 

Educational 138 
Commercial 64 
Residential 538 

Public facilities/recreation 1,118 
Agriculture 874 
Total 4,923 

The following types of assumptions were used to develop the International 
Wayport Alternative: 

• Land uses and land use acreage 

• Projected fleet mix and flight operations 

• Closure of Marquette County Airport and transfer of operations to 
K. I. Sawyer AFB 

• Airport boundary 

• Amount of development (i.e., demolition, new construction) 

• Acreages of each land use disturbed by construction and demolition 
activities 
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• Phasing of plans for reuse 

• Project-related employment and population projections 

• Traffic generation and required access points 

• Projected utility use. 

The amount of potential development through 2015, including demolition, 
retention, and new construction for each land use under the International 
Wayport Alternative, is provided in Table 2.3-2.  It should be noted, 
however, that existing (retained) facilities may not be fully utilized during the 
20-year study period. 

Table 2.3-2.  Facility Development - International Wayport Alternative 

Existing 
Facility 

Demolition 

Existing 
Facility 

Retention 
New Facility 
Construction 

Land Use (thousands of square feet of floor space) 

Airfield 0 0 0 

Aviation support 152 742 446 

Industrial 13 472 701 

Institutional 
Medical 0 120 0 

Educational 0 701 0 

Commercial 32 288 13 

Residential 1 2,844 0 

Public facilities/recreation 0 50 0 

Agriculture 
Total 

1 
199 

1 
5,218 

0 
1,160 

The acreage within each land use, which is assumed to be disturbed by 
construction of facilities, infrastructure improvements, or other operational 
activities under the International Wayport Alternative, is provided in 
Table 2.3-3 for three phases of development:   1995-2000, 2000-2005, and 
2005-2015. The sections below describe activities associated with each 
land use category. 

2.3.1.1   Airfield.  The airfield comprises 1,055 acres, or 21 percent of the 
base area, and would contain a 12,300-foot by 200-foot runway, taxiways, 
a new crosswind runway and taxiway, and RPZs. The crosswind runway 
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Table 2.3-3. Acres Disturbed - International Wayport Alternative 

Acres Disturbed (by phase) 
i    2000-2005    2005-2015   Total 

0 
17 
29 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

47 

Land Use 1995-21 

Airfield 0 
Aviation support 36 
Industrial 34 
Institutional 

Medical 0 
Educational 0 

Commercial 1 
Residential 0 
Public facilities/recreation 0 
Agriculture 88 
Total 159 

94 94 
21 74 
58 121 

0 0 
0 0 
1 3 
0 0 
0 0 
0 88 

174 380 

would be constructed after 2005. The existing operational apron is 
adequate for use by the projected aircraft. 

A preliminary airport plan (Figure 2.3-2) for the civilian reuse of the aviation 
facilities at K. I. Sawyer AFB was developed around the concept of an 
international wayport. The international wayport concept is based on 
several well positioned international airports being developed in rural, 
unpopulated areas of North America that have major sections of unused 
airspace. The proposed K. I. Sawyer AFB International Wayport would 
provide an international transfer point for both scheduled passengers and air 
cargo flights from major cities located in eastern Europe and Asia. 

The airport layout characteristics related to large international aircraft 
operations (e.g., runway/taxiway dimensions, separations, clearances) were 
developed using the FAA Airport Design Advisory Circular 150/5300-13. 
The airport area in this layout includes aviation and non-aviation land uses 
that may generate revenue for financial support of the airport. The following 
major improvements to the airfield would occur: 

• Construction of a 6,500-foot by 100-foot crosswind runway and 
associated taxiway.  Acquisition of off-base avigation easements to 
support use of crosswind runway 

• Construction of a new passenger terminal on the west side of the 
main runway north of the alert aprons 
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• Installation of Category III Precision Instrument Landing System 
(ILS) and Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPIs) on Runway 
01/19 

• Retention or replacement of the Radar Approach Control (RAPCON) 
facility and installation of an automated international weather 
observation station. 

Additional airport improvements would be made to meet FAA requirements. 
The airfield and aviation support areas would likely be conveyed to an airport 
authority, which would manage the development and operation of the 
airfield in accordance with the FAA and state regulations. The existing 
underground aircraft hydrant fueling system would be abandoned in place or 
removed. 

Projected annual aircraft operations related to the aviation activities at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB are provided in Table 2.3-4 for 2000, 2005, and 2015. 
Based on historic weather and wind patterns, up to 70 percent of the 
projected aircraft operations would use Runway 01, while the remaining 
30 percent would use Runway 19.  Aircraft operations on the crosswind 
runway would be 30 percent on Runway 12 and 70 percent on Runway 30. 
Projected annual aircraft operations include general aviation, commercial 
passenger, air cargo, and maintenance.  Projected transient aircraft 
operations are assumed to be in support of these four major aviation user 
groups and are included in the operations projections totals.   It was assumed 
that a small number of military aircraft, mostly Canadian, would continue to 
use the airfield as a fueling point between the East and West coasts.  A full- 
service FBO would be established at the airport to provide general aviation 
services. 

According to federal law, all non-military jet traffic operating in the United 
States weighing more than 75,000 pounds must conform to Stage 3 noise 
standards by 2000. Therefore, in each of the planning years, all jet aircraft 
projected to operate from K. I. Sawyer AFB will meet Stage 3 noise 
standards. The remaining aircraft, which include the multi-engine piston and 
turboprop aircraft utilized by the regional air carriers mostly transferring from 
Marquette County Airport, are not subject to Stage 3 regulations. 

For analysis purposes, 85 percent of the aircraft operations in each of the 
planning years are projected to occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; 
the remaining 15 percent would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

The flight tracks utilized by K. I. Sawyer AFB aircraft to transition to and 
from the area airspace will be eliminated upon closure.  New flight tracks 
consisting of a straight arrival/departure path to each end of the main 
runway and crosswind runway would be instituted.  Additionally, a closed 
left and right traffic pattern would be created for each runway. 
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Table 2.3-4.  K. I. Sawyer AFB Projected Flight Operations - International Wayport Alternative 
Page 1 of 2 

Year       Operations Function Percent      Fleet Mix1"1 

Notes:  (a) Typical projected international and regional aircraft types. 
(b) An aircraft operation is one takeoff or one landing. 
(c) Aircraft with Stage 3 engines. 

Annual 
Operations(b) 

2000      International wayport Air cargo 1 747-400<c) 600 
3 MD-11(C) 1,200 
3 757,cl 1,200 

Air carrier 4 747-400(c) 2,000 
1 MD-11(el 500 
9 757(c) 4,000 

Maintenance 0.6 747-400(c) 250 
0.6 MD-11<C| 250 

2 757lc' 500 

Regional Air carrier 4 737-400 2,000 
3 S-2000 1,512 
0 Metro 3,4 0 

General aviation Private aircraft 53 Single engine 23,700 
11 Multi-engine 5,000 
2 Turboprop 1,000 
2 Turbojet 1,000 

Military Transient 0.2 CF-5 96 
0.1 CT-33 13 
0.1 CF/FA-18 25 
0.2 CT-114 70 
0.1 F-16 50 
0.1 UH-1 

Total 
34 

45,000 
2005      International wayport Air cargo 3 747-400(0) 1,900 

5 MD-11<C' 3,800 
5 757(c» 3,800 

Air carrier 4 747-400,el 3,130 
2 MD-11<C) 1,222 
9 757<c> 6,260 

Maintenance 0.7 747-400(c> 500 
0.7 MD-11(C> 500 

1 757<c> 1,000 
Regional Air carrier 4 737-400 3,000 

8 S-2000 6,000 
8 Metro 3,4 6,000 

General aviation Private aircraft 37 Single engine 26,500 
9 Multi-engine 6,300 
2 Turboprop 1,300 
1 Turbojet 1,000 

Military Transient 0.1 CF-5 96 
0.1 CT-33 13 
0.1 CF/FA-18 25 
0.1 CT-114 70 
0.1 F-16 50 
0.1 UH-1 

Total 
34 

72,500 
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Table 2.3-4.  K. 1. Sawyer AFB Projected Right Operaf ons - International Wayport Alternative 
Page 2 of 2 

Annual 
Year       Operations                                 Function Percent Fleet Mix"1 Operations'" 

2015      International wayport                Air cargo 3 747-400(cl 2,600 
5 MD-11<C| 5,200 
5 757,c) 5,200 

Air carrier 5 747-400(cl 4,800 
2 MD-11<cl 1,600 
9 757,c> 9,600 

Maintenance 0.7 747-400(c) 750 
0.7 MD-11(C) 750 

1 757(':, 1,500 

Regional                                   Air carrier 5 737-400 5,000 
9 S-2000 8,656 
9 Metro 3,4 8,656 

General aviation                         Private aircraft 34 Single engine 34,000 
8 Multi-engine 8,500 
2 Turboprop 1,700 
1 Turbojet 1,200 

Military                                       Transient 0.1 CF-5 96 
0.1 CT-33 13 
0.1 CF/FA-18 25 
0.1 CT-114 70 
0.1 F-16 50 
0.1 UH-1 34 

Total 100,000 

Notes:   (a) Typical projected international and regional aircraft types. 
(b) An aircraft operation is one takeoff or one landing. 
(c) Aircraft with Stage 3 engines. 

2.3.1.2 Aviation Support. The aviation support area encompasses 
617 acres, or 13 percent of the base property, and consists of two parcels. 
The first parcel is located east of the runway. This parcel includes the ATC 
tower, aircraft fuel storage area, the flight simulator, eight-bay fire station, 
aircraft maintenance hangars, and storage buildings. 

Aircraft maintenance operations and air cargo handling would be located in 
the existing B-52 aircraft maintenance complex, which contains over 
200,000 square feet of floor space and is in the central portion of the 
aprons east of the main runway. This area includes eight large aircraft 
maintenance hangars and six associated aircraft parts and equipment 
storage buildings. Aviation-compatible manufacturing uses may also be 
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located within this parcel. The base operations building and an apron east 
of the runway would be utilized by the aircraft fueling contractor and the 
airfield maintenance staff. New aviation fuel storage tanks would be 
installed in the aviation support area. 

The second parcel, west of the southern end of the airfield, includes the 
alert aprons.  Reuse of this parcel would include construction of a new 
65,000-square-foot commercial passenger terminal in the vicinity of the 
existing alert aprons. A new access road and parking lot would be 
constructed to support the proposed passenger terminal. The southern alert 
apron could be used to park aircraft such as cargo carriers. 

The aviation support facilities would be approximately 40 percent utilized by 
2015. 

2.3.1.3 Industrial. The proposed industrial area is approximately 495 acres, 
or 10 percent of the base property, and includes four parcels.  One parcel 
surrounds the southern portion of the airfield and contains the Weapons 
Storage Area. The second parcel includes the maintenance and storage 
buildings southeast of the main runway. The third industrial parcel includes 
the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) in the southeastern portion of the 
base. The fourth industrial parcel, west of the airfield runway, does not 
include any buildings. These industrial parcels would be utilized for 
diversified industrial use, such as manufacturing and warehousing.   Industrial 
development would begin in 1995 and would be approximately 70 percent 
complete by 2015. 

2.3.1.4 Institutional. The institutional land use is approximately 162 acres, 
or 3 percent of the base property, and includes both medical and educational 
land uses distributed throughout the southeastern quadrant of the base. 

The medical land use includes the base hospital, which would be reused as a 
medical clinic within the first 5 years after closure. 

The educational land use includes five separate parcels, which would be 
used for vocational/technical training and support, and public educational 
purposes for approximately 500 students.  The first parcel, west of the 
hospital, includes the communications facility and an administrative building, 
and could be used for vocational classroom and administrative functions. 
The second parcel, immediately south of the hospital, includes a dormitory 
complex that would be used to house up to 375 students. The third parcel 
includes 198 housing units and would be utilized for married students and 
instructor housing.  A fourth parcel includes the small arms firing range, 
which would be used for security and public safety training. The fifth parcel 
includes the K. I. Sawyer AFB Elementary School, which would continue to 
be utilized by the Gwinn Area Community Schools for public educational 
purposes. The educational reuse would be 100 percent complete by 2000. 
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2.3.1.5 Commercial.  Commercial uses comprise 64 acres, or 1 percent of 
the base, in two parcels. The first parcel is in the central portion of the base 
and includes the Commissary, Base Exchange, theater, and library-  Reuse 
would include neighborhood commercial development and office uses or 
uses such as telecommunications, casino gaming, or a conference center. 
The second parcel, in the residential area, would include the service station, 
Child Care Center, Youth Center, and chapel.  Reuse would be similar to 
present uses.  Commercial development would be 100 percent complete by 
2015. 

2.3.1.6 Residential.  Residential areas cover 538 acres, or 11 percent of 
the base, in three parcels. Two parcels are in the central portion of the base 
and include the Visiting Officers' Quarters (VOQ) and Visiting Airmen's 
Quarters (VAQ), which would continue to be used for residential uses to 
house up to 385 people. These units would be 100 percent occupied by 
2000. The other parcel includes 1,471 housing units, which would be 
utilized for permanent residential housing. These residential units are 
projected to be 100 percent occupied by 2015. 

2.3.1.7 Public Facilities/Recreation.  The public facilities/recreation area 
includes 1,118 acres, or 23 percent of the base property. The golf course, 
community recreation areas near Little Trout Lake, ball fields, and indoor 
facilities such as the bowling center, gymnasium, and swimming pool would 
be retained for public use.  The Silver Lead Creek riparian area would be 
used for recreational purposes.  No demolition or new construction is 
proposed for the recreation areas.   Public facilities/recreation reuse would 
commence immediately after base closure. 

2.3.1.8 Agriculture. Agricultural land occupies 874 acres, or 18 percent of 
the base, surrounding the northern section of the airfield. The area would 
be used for timber production that would commence immediately after base 
closure.  It is anticipated that timber production may occur at least once 
within the 20-year analysis period. 

2.3.1.9 Employment and Population.   By 2015, the International Wayport 
Alternative would generate site-related employment of 3,894 direct jobs 
(Table 2.3-5).  A total of 5,433 persons would reside in the dormitories and 
the residences. 

Table 2.3-5.  Site-Related Employment and Population - International 
Wayport Alternative 

Closure 2000 2005        2015 
Direct employment                          50 1,539 2,386       3,894 
On-base population1" 0 3,181 4,082        5,433 

Note:  (a)  Includes students. 
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2.3.1.10 Transportation.   Existing access roads to base property would 
continue to be used (see Figure 2.3-1).  In addition, a new base access road 
would be constructed from CR 553 to the new passenger terminal and 
industrial area.  Based on land use and employment projections, this 
alternative would generate an average of 30,400 vehicle trips daily by 2015. 
Most vehicular traffic would occur during the daylight hours. 

2.3.1.11 Utilities.  By 2015, the projected activities associated with the 
International Wayport Alternative would generate the following total utility 
usage: 

• Water - 0.9 MGD 
• Wastewater - 0.8 MGD 
• Solid waste - 21 tons per day 
• Electricity - 133 MWH per day 
• Natural gas -1.1 MMCF per day. 

2.3.2     Commercial Aviation Alternative 

The Commercial Aviation Alternative (Figure 2.3-3) proposes a regional 
commercial airport with an Upper Peninsula vocational/educational training 
facility. Areas are proposed for airfield, aviation support, industrial, 
institutional (educational), commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, 
and agriculture uses. The total acreage for each land use category is shown 
in Table 2.3-6. 

Table 2.3-6.  Land Use Acreage - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Land Use  Acreage 

Airfield 51° 
Aviation support 325 

Industrial 494 

Institutional 
Educational 546 

Commercial 25 
Residential 147 

Public facilities/recreation 1 '387 
Agriculture 1 '4^9 
Total         4-923 
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The following types of assumptions were used to develop the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative: 

• Land uses and land use acreage 

• Projected fleet mix and flight operations 

• Closure of Marquette County Airport and transfer of operations to 
K. I. Sawyer AFB 

• Airport boundary 

9   Amount of development (i.e., demolition, new construction) 

• Acreages of each land use disturbed by construction and demolition 
activities 

« Phasing of plans for reuse 

• Project-related employment and population projections 

• Traffic generation and required access points 

• Projected utility use. 

The amount of development through 2015, including existing facility 
demolition, facility retention, and new facility construction for each land use 
under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, is provided in Table 2.3-7. 
Existing (retained) facilities may not be fully utilized during the 20-year study 
period. 

Table 2.3-8 summarizes acreages assumed to be disturbed by construction 
or other operational activities during each phase of development. The 
sections below describe activities associated with each land use category. 

2.3.2.1   Airfield. The airfield comprises 510 acres, or 10 percent of the 
base area, and would contain the southern portion of the 12,300-foot by 
300-foot runway, taxiways, and RPZs.  The existing operational apron is 
adequate for use by the projected aircraft. 

A preliminary airport plan (Figure 2.3-4) for the civilian reuse of the aviation 
facilities at K. I. Sawyer AFB was developed around the concept of general 
aviation airport with commercial service. The annual aircraft operations 
projections assume the transfer of all Marquette County Airport operations 
to K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
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Table 2.3-7.  Facility Development - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Existing Existing 
Facility Facility New Facility 

Demolition Retention Construction 

Land Use (thousands of square feet of floor space) 

Airfield 0 0 0 

Aviation support 139 430 55 

Industrial 15 411 164 

Institutional 
Educational 84 2,323 0 

Commercial 32 137 3 

Residential 0 666 0 

Public facilities/recreation 1,326 8 0 

Agriculture 41 2 0 

Total 1,637 3,977 222 

Table 2.3-8. Acres Disturbed - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Land Use 
Acres Disturbed (by phase) 

1995-2000    2000-2005    2005-2015 Total 

Airfield 0 0 0 0 

Aviation support 2 2 5 9 

Industrial 21 1 7 29 

Institutional 
Educational 4 3 4 11 

Commercial 1 0 0 1 

Residential 0 0 0 0 
Public facilities/recreation 61 0 0 61 

Agriculture 148 0 0 148 

Total 237 6 16 259 

The airport layout characteristics related to commercial and general aviation 
aircraft operations (e.g., runway/taxiway dimensions, separations, 
clearances) were developed using the FAA Airport Design Advisory Circular 
150/5300-13. The airport area in this layout includes aviation and aviation 
support land uses that may generate revenue for financial support of the 
airport. The following major improvements to the airfield would occur: 
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• Designation of a 6,500-foot by 100-foot south section of existing 
runway as a visual flight rule (VFR) runway 

• Painting and marking of existing runway pavement to conform to 
aviation runway marking standards 

• Construction of a new passenger terminal on the east side of the 
north apron 

• Installation of Category I Precision ILS and PAPIs on Runway 01/19 
and retention of the VOR facility 

• Retention or replacement of the RAPCON facility and installation of 
an automated international weather observation station. 

Additional airport improvements would be made to meet FAA requirements. 
The airfield and aviation support areas would likely be conveyed to an airport 
authority, which would manage the development and operation of the 
airfield in accordance with the FAA and state regulations. The existing 
underground aircraft hydrant fueling system would be abandoned in place or 
removed. 

Projected annual aircraft operations related to the aviation activities at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB are provided in Table 2.3-9 for 2000, 2005, and 2015.   Based 
on historic weather and wind patterns, up to 70 percent of the projected 
aircraft operations would use Runway 01, while the remaining 30 percent 
would use Runway 19. 

Projected annual aircraft operations include commercial passenger and 
general aviation.   Projected transient aircraft operations are assumed to be in 
support of these two major aviation user groups and are included in the 
operations projections totals. A full-service FBO would be established at the 
airport to provide general aviation functions and services. 

For analysis purposes, 90 percent of the aircraft operations in each of the 
planning years are projected to occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; 
the remaining 10 percent would occur between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

The flight tracks utilized by K. I. Sawyer AFB aircraft to transition to and 
from the area airspace will be eliminated upon closure.  New flight tracks 
consisting of a straight arrival/departure path to each end of the main 
runway would be instituted.  Additionally, a closed-end left and right traffic 
pattern would be created at each end of the runway. 

2.3.2.2 Aviation Support.  The aviation support area encompasses 
325 acres, or 7 percent of the base property, and consists of one parcel 
east of the runway.  This parcel includes the ATC tower, aircraft fuel 
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Table 2.3-9.  K. I. Sawyer AFB Projected Flight Operations - Commercial Aviation Alternative 
Annual 

Year Operations Function Percent Fleet Mix'"' Operations"11 

2000 Regional Air carrier 6 Beech 1900 2,552 
1 Saab 340 232 

20 ATR-42 8,352 
1 ATR-72 464 

General aviation Private aircraft 56 Single engine 23,700 
12 Multi-engine 5,000 

2 Turboprop 1,000 
2 Turbojet 

Total 
1,000 

42,300 

2005 Regional Air carrier 5 Beech 1900 2,600 
1 Saab 340 650 

19 ATR-42 9,100 
1 ATR-72 650 

General aviation Private aircraft 55 Single engine 26,500 
13 Multi-engine 6,300 

3 Turboprop 1,300 
3 Turbojet 

Total 
1,000 

48,100 

2015 Regional Air carrier 4 Beech 1900 2,325 
2 Saab 340 1,085 

17 ATR-42 10,540 
2 ATR-72 1,550 

General aviation Private aircraft 56 Single engine 34,000 
14 Multi-engine 8,500 

3 Turboprop 1,700 
2 Turbojet 

Total 
1,200 

60,900 

Notes: (a)   Typical projected air carrier aircraft types. 
(b)   An aircraft operation is one takeoff or one landing. 

storage area, flight simulator, eight-bay fire station, some aircraft 
maintenance hangars, and storage buildings. 

Aircraft maintenance facilities would be located in the west end of the 
existing B-52 aircraft maintenance complex, which contains over 200,000 
square feet of floor space and is in the central portion of the aprons east of 
the main runway.  This area includes two of the eight large aircraft 
maintenance hangars and associated aircraft parts and equipment storage 
buildings. The base operations building and associated apron east of the 
runway would be utilized by the aircraft fueling contractor and the airfield 
maintenance staff.  New aviation fuel storage tanks would be installed in the 
aviation support area. 
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Included within the aviation support area would be a new 40,000-square- 
foot commercial passenger terminal, which would be constructed east of 
and adjacent to the existing northern apron. The aviation support facilities 
would be approximately 100 percent utilized by 2015. 

2.3.2.3 Industrial. The industrial area covers 494 acres, or 10 percent of 
the base property, in four parcels. The first parcel, west of the runway, 
contains the alert aprons. The second parcel includes the Weapons Storage 
Area and storage buildings. Anticipated industrial uses include warehousing, 
storage, and manufacturing activities. The third and fourth parcels include 
the WWTP and heating plant.  Industrial development would begin in 1995 
and would be approximately 55 percent complete by 2015. 

2.3.2.4 Institutional.  The institutional (educational) land use covering 
546 acres, or 11 percent of the base, is divided into five parcels. The first 
two parcels, in the center portion of the base, contain the VAQ, VOQ, two 
dormitory complexes, a flight simulator, storage facilities, base hospital, and 
the education center buildings. These parcels would be developed for an 
institutional vocational/technical training center for approximately 1,500 
students. The types of training activities that could take place include 
search and rescue, heat and sewage plant operations, golf course 
management, forestry management, child care, hospital aid, and mining 
skills. The two dormitory complexes would house up to 760 students. The 
third parcel, in the southeast portion of the base consists of 653 housing 
units, which would be utilized by married students and instructors. The 
fourth parcel, southwest of Gate 3, would use the existing Youth Center, 
the Child Care Center, and the chapel. The fifth parcel, in the southern 
portion of the base, includes the small arms firing range.  The range would 
be used for public safety training.  No new construction is planned and 
educational reuse would be complete by 2015. 

2.3.2.5 Commercial. The area proposed for commercial reuse covers 
25 acres, or less than 1 percent of the base acreage, in the central portion 
of the base. This area would be reused for neighborhood retail and office 
space.  Commercial development could begin soon after closure and would 
be 40 percent complete by 2015. 

2.3.2.6 Residential. The residential land use encompasses 147 acres, or 
3 percent of the base, within two parcels. The first parcel is east of Little 
Trout Lake and includes 198 housing units that would be reused for 
permanent residences. The second parcel is south of the golf course and 
contains 192 units, which would be renovated for seasonal resort housing. 
Development would be initiated immediately after closure and would be 
100 percent complete by 2015. 

2.3.2.7 Public Facilities/Recreation.  The proposed public facilities/ 
recreation area consists of 1,387 acres, or 28 percent of the base property. 
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This area is northeast and southwest of the airfield. The reuse for this area 
would be similar to that described in the Proposed Action. The residential 
units within this land use would be demolished after closure. The Silver 
Lead Creek riparian area would be used for recreational purposes. 

2.3.2.8 Agriculture.  The agricultural land, which is in the northern half of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB, covers 1,489 acres, or 30 percent of the base. The 
existing runways and taxiways within this area would be retained. This area 
would be utilized for timber production, which would commence immediately 
after closure. It is anticipated that timber harvesting may occur at least 
once within the 20-year analysis period. 

2.3.2.9 Employment and Population. By 2015, the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative would generate a total of 2,226 direct jobs (Table 2.3-10). A 
total of 3,680 persons would reside on base property. 

Table 2.3-10.  Site-Related Employment and Population 
Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Closure 2000 2005 2015 
Direct employment 50 1,085 1,700 2,226 
On-base population"" 0 920 1,840 3,680 
Note:  (a)  Includes students. 

2.3.2.10 Transportation.  Existing transportation access points to the base 
property would be used and no new access would be provided (see 
Figure 2.3-3).  Based on land use and employment projections, this 
alternative would generate an average of 20,700 vehicle trips daily by 2015. 
Most vehicular traffic would occur during daylight hours. 

2.3.2.11 Utilities. By 2015, the projected activities associated with the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative would generate the following total utility 
usage: 

• Water - 0.7 MGD 
• Wastewater - 0.6 MGD 
• Solid waste - 14 tons per day 
• Electricity - 94 MWH per day 
• Natural gas - 0.9 MMCF per day. 

2.3.3     Recreation Alternative 

The focus of the Recreation Alternative (Figure 2.3-5) is restoration and 
conservation of natural resources for a regional multi-use recreation area. 
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Over 80 percent of the base would therefore be utilized for public 
facilities/recreation activities. The remaining portions of base property 
would be developed for industrial, institutional (educational), commercial, 
and residential uses. The total acreage for each land use category is shown 
in Table 2.3-11. 

Table 2.3-11.  Land Use Acreage - Recreation Alternative 

Land Use Acreage 

Industrial ^97 
Institutional 

Educational 67 
Commercial 13 
Residential 60 

Public facilities/recreation 3,986 
Total 4'923 

The types of assumptions developed in support of the analysis for the 
Recreation Alternative were similar to those used for the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative, except for deletion of the aviation component.  The 
existing (retained) facilities may not be fully utilized during the 20-year study 
period. 

The amount of development through 2015, including existing facility 
demolition, facility retention, and new facility construction for each land use 
under the Recreation Alternative, is provided in Table 2.3-12. 

Table 2.3-12.  Facility Development - Recreation Alternative 

Existing Existing 
Facility Facility New Facility 

Demolition Retention Construction 

Land Use (thousands of square feet of floor space) 

Industrial 200 984 46 

Institutional 
Educational 64 411 0 

Commercial 47 46 0 

Residential 0 346 0 

Public facilities/recreation 3,094 225 0 

Total 3,405 2,012 46 
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Table 2.3-13 summarizes acreages assumed to be disturbed by construction 
or other operational activities during each phase of development. The 
sections below describe activities associated with each land use category. 

Table 2.3-13. Acres Disturbed - Recreation Alternative 

Acres Disturbed (by phase) 

Land Use 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total 

Industrial 2 2 3 7 

Institutional 
Educational 1 1 1 3 

Commercial 1 0 0 1 

Residential 0 0 0 0 
Public facilities/recreation 95 95 0 190 

Total 99 98 4 201 

This alternative incorporates the general concept of the Air Force lease 
agreement with the state of Michigan.  Upon termination of the lease, the 
Air Force could be required to return state-leased land at K. I. Sawyer AFB 
(approximately 41 percent of the base) to its natural condition, if requested 
by the designated state authority and if the facilities and infrastructure are 
not utilized or needed in the future by the state.  Under this alternative, 
approximately 80 percent of the base would be restored to its natural 
condition, and up to 65 percent of the facilities would be demolished. 
Although some state land may not be designated for restoration under this 
alternative, a larger area than that owned by the state would be restored. 

2.3.3.1 Industrial. The proposed industrial land use area covers 797 acres, 
or about 16 percent of the base property, in two parcels. The first parcel is 
along the eastern and southern portions of the airfield and includes the alert 
apron, fire stations, maintenance, and storage facilities.  Industrial uses 
would include light industrial, manufacturing, storage, and warehousing. 
Under this reuse, the heating plant would be converted to an electric 
generating facility. The second parcel, adjacent to Silver Lead Creek, 
contains the WWTP.  The WWTP and heating plant would be reused within 
the first 5 years after closure. The other industrial use areas would be 
5 percent utilized by 2015. 

2.3.3.2 Institutional.  The institutional (educational) land use area covers 
67 acres, or 1 percent of the base property, in two parcels. The first parcel, 
west of Avenue B, contains a communications building and a security 
building. The facilities, which could accommodate approximately 250 
students, would be used for research and training for the timber or mining 
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industry. A parcel south of the first parcel includes a dormitory complex, 
the chapel, and the recreation center. The reuses for these facilities would 
remain the same in support of the training activities.  Institutional reuse 
would be approximately 80 percent complete by 2015. 

2.3.3.3 Commercial. The commercial area includes 13 acres, or less than 
1 percent of the area, in the central portion of the base. This area includes 
the Commissary, Base Exchange, and other retail facilities, which would be 
developed for neighborhood retail and office uses.  Commercial uses could 
include back offices, such as telecommunications or order processing 
divisions of financial companies, and casino gaming.  Development would be 
approximately 75 percent complete by 2015. 

2.3.3.4 Residential. The residential reuse area encompasses 60 acres, or 
1 percent of the area, and includes two parcels. The first parcel is 
southwest of the golf course and consists of a dormitory complex that could 
house up to approximately 375 people and would be reused for visitor 
lodging.  The second parcel, east of Little Trout Lake, contains 112 units 
that would be used for seasonal housing. The residential units would be 
100 percent occupied by 2015. 

2.3.3.5 Public Facilities/Recreation.  The public facilities/recreation area 
contains most of the undeveloped regions of the base, and includes most of 
the airfield.  The existing runways and taxiways within this area would be 
retained.  This area, covering 3,986 acres or about 81 percent of the base 
property, would be used for regional recreational activities, with emphasis 
on winter sports such as cross-country skiing and snowmobiling. The Silver 
Lead Creek riparian area would be set aside for natural resource 
conservation. The golf course would be retained and utilized for cross- 
country skiing in the winter. The hospital would be reused as an interpretive 
center, cultural center, or museum, and could include space for small 
conferences or retreats. The two mobile home parks would be converted to 
publicly administered seasonal recreation vehicle use. The housing units 
within the public facilities/recreation area would be demolished, with reuse 
of all other facilities within this land use occurring within 10 years after 
closure. 

2.3.3.6 Employment and Population.  By 2015, the Recreation Alternative 
would include a total site-related employment of 856 direct jobs 
(Table 2.3-14). A total of 938 persons would reside on base, of which 
25 percent would be year-round residents and the remainder seasonal 
residents or visitors. 

2.3.3.7 Transportation.  The existing transportation access points to the 
base property would be used and no new access would be provided.  Based 
on land use and employment projections, this alternative would generate an 
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Table 2.3-14.  Site-Related Employment and Population - 
Recreation Alternative 

 Closure 2000 2005 2015 

Direct employment                      50              405            631 856 
On-base population'" 0 232 465 938 
Note: (a)  Includes students. 

average of 6,200 daily vehicle trips by 2015.  Most vehicular traffic would 
occur during the daylight hours. 

2.3.3.8 Utilities.  By 2015, the projected activities associated with the 
Recreation Alternative would generate the following utility usage: 

• Water - 0.2 MGD 
• Wastewater - 0.1 MGD 
• Solid waste - 4 tons per day 
• Electricity - 21 MWH per day 
• Natural gas - 1.0 MMCF per day. 

2.3.4     No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would result in the federal government retaining 
ownership of the Air Force fee-owned property after closure.  Non-fee- 
owned property would return to the lessee upon mutually agreed termination 
of the lease. The base property would not be put to further use, but would 
be preserved (i.e., placed in a condition intended to limit deterioration and 
ensure public safety).  All base property would be placed in caretaker status. 
The Air Force would be responsible for caretaker activities on Air Force fee- 
owned land; it is assumed that the property owners would also maintain 
their property in caretaker status.  Caretaker activities would consist of base 
resource protection, grounds maintenance, operation of existing utilities as 
necessary, and building care.  No other military activities/missions are 
anticipated to be performed on the property. 

The future land uses and levels of maintenance on base property would be 
as follows: 

• Maintain structures to limit deterioration. 

• Isolate or deactivate utility distribution lines on base. 

• Provide limited maintenance of roads to ensure access. 

• Provide limited grounds maintenance of open areas to eliminate fire, 
health, and safety hazards. 
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2.3.5     Other Land Use Concepts 

In compliance with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, the Air Force has solicited proposals from other federal agencies 
regarding their interest in acquiring any lands or facilities identified for 
disposal at K. I. Sawyer AFB. To date, a formal proposal for federal 
conveyance for K. I. Sawyer AFB has been identified for the MANG along 
with three proposals from private parties (Figure 2.3-6).  In addition to these 
proposals, public interest was expressed for a correctional facility (prison) at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

This section describes land use concepts that are not part of any integrated 
reuse plan, but could be initiated on an individual basis. These concepts 
could include proposed federal transfers and conveyances to non-federal 
agencies and private parties. They are independent of one another and 
could be implemented individually or in combination with any of the reuse 
plans. The MANG land use concept has been included within the K. I. 
Sawyer Base Conversion Authority reuse plan.  However, the land approved 
by the community for use by the MANG is slightly different from that 
requested by this organization. The section below describes the land 
requested by the MANG and private parties. 

2.3.5.1 Michigan Army National Guard. The MANG has expressed an 
interest in utilizing portions of the base property as a headquarters for the 
107th Combat Engineering Battalion of the Upper Peninsula, which currently 
includes 900 Guard members.  Activities would involve an average of 30 
weekend drills per year, each consisting of approximately 150 people. The 
MANG would utilize the vehicle maintenance shop (Building 608), which has 
20 bays and a paint booth, for vehicle and equipment maintenance; the 
readiness crew facility (Building 104) for dormitory and dining facilities; the 
rifle range; and an area west of the main runway for driving skills practice 
with bulldozers, dump trucks, and other industrial equipment.  It is 
anticipated that these vehicles would not be used to move earth, and that 
the only ground disturbance would be from their movement during training. 
The MANG activities would utilize existing base utility systems and demands 
would be negligible. The MANG anticipates relocating to the base within the 
first 5 years after closure. 

2.3.5.2 Correctional Institution.  The correctional institution concept would 
include approximately 273 acres, or nearly 6 percent of the total base area, 
for development of a maximum security correctional facility.  Construction 
of the correctional facility is proposed to begin 5 years after closure and 
would be complete by 2015. 

The correctional institution would occupy the northwest portion of the base 
in the undeveloped area west of the runway. The correctional facility would 
include living quarters, and administrative, maintenance, and warehousing 
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facilities.  Total facility construction would be approximately 500,000 
square feet and consist of one- and two-story buildings sited within a fenced 
compound, surrounded by a buffer zone.  The prison would house 1,600 
inmates and provide jobs for approximately 250 full-time employees. 

Access to the correctional institution would be provided via CR 553 west of 
the site.  Based on land use and employment projections, average daily 
traffic to and from the site would be approximately 650 by 2015 when the 
prison would be fully operational. 

The area within this land use concept assumed to be disturbed by 
construction of facilities, infrastructure improvements, or other operational 
activities is 161 acres during the period from 2000 to 2005.   By 2015, the 
projected activities associated with the correctional institution would 
generate the following on-base utility demands: 

• Water - 0.35 MGD 
• Wastewater - 0.3 MGD 
• Solid waste - 3.2 tons per day 
• Electricity - 12 MWH per day 
• Natural gas - 0.12 MMCF per day. 

Existing utility distribution systems would need to be extended to provide 
adequate service to the proposed new facilities.  The correctional institution 
would use the existing utility systems on base (i.e., WWTP and water 
supply). 

2.3.5.3 Sawmill. The sawmill concept would include approximately 
142 acres, or 3 percent of the base area, for use as a sawmill including a 
dry kiln and planing mill.  Construction of the sawmill and its operation 
would occur within the first 5 years following closure. 

The sawmill would occupy an area in the southern portion of the base and 
would include the Weapons Storage Area and Building 441 north of Avenue 
A. The facility would require construction of a sawmill, boiler, planing mill, 
and dry kiln.  Total facility construction would be approximately 25,000 
square feet, requiring 2 acres to be disturbed during the period from 1995 to 
2000.  In addition, Building 331 within the Weapons Storage Area would be 
modified to allow for conveyor entry into the building.  The sawmill would 
also require aboveground storage tanks to provide fuel for mobile equipment 
with a total storage capacity of 10,000 gallons. 

When fully operational, the sawmill would employ approximately 90 persons 
at the base and would process between 45 and 75 million board feet of 
timber annually. The proposed sawmill is a high-tech mill that uses 
15 percent less roundwood than conventional models to produce the same 
output. Timber for the mill would be obtained from the northern Lower 
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Peninsula of Michigan, the Upper Peninsula, and northeast Wisconsin, and 
would consist of spruce, balsam, pine, hemlock, and tamarack. 

Access to the site would be provided through the Main Gate and Gate 2, 
with average daily traffic to the site anticipated at 380 vehicles when the 
sawmill is fully operational.  In addition, the existing rail spur on base would 
be utilized for incoming timber and outgoing lumber.  By 2000, the projected 
activities associated with this concept would generate the following on-base 
utility demands using the existing base utility system: 

• Water-0.1 MGD 
• Wastewater-0.1 MGD 
• Solid waste - 2 tons per day 
• Electricity - 3 MWH per day 
• Natural gas - 0.04 MMCF per day. 

Indirect Activities Associated with Sawmill Implementation.   For purposes of 
this EIS, it is estimated that 75 million board feet of timber could be 
potentially processed at the proposed mill.   It is further assumed that this 
requirement would be procured from new sources within the timber 
procurement area for the sawmill.  However, it is likely that some of the 
demand for the sawmill may be offset by a decrease in timber demand from 
other sources. 

The types of activities associated with management of forest resources to 
provide forest products are described in this section. These include the 
silvicultural systems employed, new road construction, logging methods, site 
preparation activities, reforestation, and stand maintenance activities. The 
systems discussed below are those that are likely to be used for timber 
harvesting activities associated with the proposed sawmill. 

Silvicultural systems.  Silviculture is defined as the use of ecological, 
economic, and social knowledge to manipulate a forest ecosystem to 
achieve specific sustainable benefits (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1992e). 
Silvicultural systems are most commonly classified according to the 
reproductive method employed on a given stand, since this method has a 
decisive influence on the form and treatment of the stand (Jaakko Poyry 
Consulting, Inc., 1992e). The reproductive method refers to the method of 
carrying out the tree cutting (felling) which removes a mature timber crop. 
This method is guided by the type of regeneration (i.e., seeding or planting) 
to be accomplished, which will ultimately determine the type of forest to be 
produced. The two major management methods used include even-aged 
and uneven-aged management. 

Even-aged management systems have been subdivided into clearfelling, 
shelterwood, and seed tree methods. Thinning may be used as an 
intermediate step to achieve management goals under any of these 
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even-aged systems. The ultimate goal of these methods is the creation of 
timber stands of essentially the same age (although not necessarily of a 
single species).  Clearfelling is defined as the removal of all trees from an 
area in a single cut to produce an even-aged stand.  For purposes of 
discussion, clearfelling includes the following classifications, based on the 
size and shape of the cut: 

• Clearcutting - a clearfelled area greater than 5 acres 

• Block cutting - a clearfelled area less than 5 acres and regular 
(usually square) in shape 

• Patch cutting - a clearfelled area less than 5 acres and irregular in 
shape. These cuts are generally more aesthetically pleasing than 
block cuts 

• Strip cutting - a clearfelled area generally the width of the effective 
seeding distance of standing trees for a species.  Strip cuts are 
generally 300 feet wide by 1,200 feet long. 

Shelterwood cutting is used to supply seed or provide an environment 
conducive to sprouting, along with shelter for a regenerating stand.  This 
system requires at least two cuts prior to final harvest: the initial cuts are 
used to stimulate reproduction through increasing seed production, and/or 
encourage sprouting, while at the same time supplying increased light to 
new seedlings or sprouts. The remaining larger trees provide shelter from 
the effects of excessive fluctuations in moisture, temperature, and, in some 
cases, insect pests to the regenerating stand (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, 
Inc., 1992e).  Once the stand is successfully regenerated, the sheltering 
trees are removed. 

Seed tree cutting is similar to shelterwood cutting, except that fewer 
residual trees are left on the stand.  Seed trees can be evenly distributed 
over a cutover stand, or left in groups. The purpose of utilizing seed trees is 
to regenerate (reseed) the stand using these residuals.  Once sufficient 
seedling stocking is achieved, the seed trees are removed. 

As discussed above, thinning is not a silvicultural system; it is an 
intermediate cutting to increase diameter growth on residual trees, salvage 
trees that have died or are declining, reduce the rotation age, alter the 
species composition, or to increase stand vigor (i.e., remove trees to reduce 
pathogens or increase wind-firmness in the residual stand).  Thinning may be 
from below (i.e., leaving the larger trees) or above (removal of larger trees to 
release the most promising smaller trees from competition). 

Assuming the entire sawmill timber harvest would come from new sources 
within the harvest procurement area, it is estimated that 7,000 acres per 
year, or 100 percent of the total procurement area would be harvested using 
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even-aged management systems. Of this total, approximately 4,300 acres 
would be clearcut annually, while 2,700 acres would be subjected to 
thinning activities.  It should be noted, however, that other even-aged and 
uneven-aged management systems may be utilized in the procurement used 
depending on site-specific conditions. 

Uneven-aged management systems involve the application of a combination 
of actions to simultaneously maintain a dominant forest cover, enable 
recurring regeneration of desirable species, and provide for orderly growth 
and development of trees through a wide range of diameters and age 
classes. This silvicultural system is most applicable to shade tolerant 
species (i.e., those which grow under the shade of other trees).  For 
purposes of analysis, it is assumed that no uneven-aged management would 
occur as an indirect result of sawmill implementation. 

Road Construction.  In order to provide access to potential harvest areas in 
the timber procurement area, it has been assumed that new road 
construction would be required in both Michigan and Wisconsin.   As 
mentioned previously, specific harvest areas within the procurement area are 
not known, and therefore specific locations of new road construction cannot 
be determined.  In order to estimate road construction, several assumptions 
were made, based on planning reports conducted within the Lake States 
region (George Banzhaf & Company, 1995a; Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 
1992c).  One of the main factors used to determine new road construction 
requirements was distance from maintained road (i.e.,  plowed or graded at 
least once each year).  Another factor to consider is that once a road is 
constructed, that road can be used in subsequent years to access adjacent 
sites, reducing future road construction requirements.  Therefore, the 
amount of road construction would likely be higher in the first year of 
proposed activity than in subsequent years.  Based on an annual harvest 
area of 7,000 acres, it is estimated that 44 miles of dirt road would be 
constructed (or upgrades of nonmaintained roadways) each year of the 
15-year analysis period.  Based on an estimate of 70 acres per harvest area, 
less than 0.5 miles of road would be constructed at each site. 

Logging Methods.  In general, standing timber is removed from the stump by 
either a chain saw, feller buncher, or harvester.  Once removed from the 
stump (or felled) the usable portions of the tree (which can include up to the 
entire stem, limbs, and foliage) are separated from those portions not to be 
utilized. These processes are called delimbing and topping.  Bucking occurs 
when usable wood fiber is separated for transport (i.e., long logs are bucked 
for transportation to the mill).   Delimbing, topping, and bucking can occur 
either at the stump or at roadside, depending on the felling system used. 
Once prepared for transport, the tree is carried either on or above the ground 
to a landing via skidder or other heavy equipment where it is loaded onto 
logging trucks for transportation to a mill. 
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The major activities associated with logging include felling, delimbing and 
topping, bucking, off-road transport, and hauling of usable forest products. 
Ground disturbance associated with logging activities is dependent on the 
individual site characteristics, i.e., slope, soil moisture, temperature (frozen 
ground conditions), and residual ground cover; as well as the type of felling 
and transport equipment used, and the location of delimbing, topping, and 
bucking activities. 

For purposes of analysis within this EIS, the following assumptions have 
been made: 

• Each new area would be harvested using a mechanical harvester 
and two skidders. 

• Seventy-five  percent of the wood would be hauled in Michigan, 
where trucking weights are substantially higher than in Wisconsin. 

• A total of 230 operating days would occur in a given year (allowing 
for a 5 day per week operation with a 6-week down period during 
spring). 

Based on these assumptions, the number of annual logging truck trips (round 
trips) is estimated at approximately 4,500 (or 20 round trips per day), with 
an average of approximately 585,000 truck-miles driven annually (2,543 
truck-miles per day).  Harvesters are expected to operate a total of 10,800 
hours per year, while skidders would operate a total of 21,600 hours per 
year. 

Site Preparation.   In order to be successful, many silvicultural systems 
require the application of associated management techniques to prepare a 
site as a seed bed; to reduce the density of competing plants; to fend off 
diseases, insect, and animal predation; and to optimize growth and yield of 
the stand.  Competition for light, space, nutrients, and water can severely 
affect the success of an individual timber plantation early in its development. 
The main emphasis of site preparation is to prepare a seed or seedling bed 
which is free from agents that would compete with planting and young tree 
growth.  Additional benefits include reduction of vegetation and forest debris 
that could eventually fuel destructive wildfires, development of browse and 
cover for wildlife, improvement of recreation potential on a site, and other 
non-timber production goals.  The types of activities associated with site 
preparation are discussed below. 

Several methods of site preparation are employed in the Great Lake States. 
The primary tools used to prepare a site prior to seeding or planting include 
mechanical methods, prescribed burning, and chemical (herbicide) 
application.  These tools may be used independently or in conjunction with 
one another to optimize site conditions. 
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• Mechanical site preparation methods involve the use of hand and 
power tools and/or heavy equipment, depending on site 
characteristics.  Mechanical site preparation activities occurring near 
surface waters are regulated in both Wisconsin and Michigan. 

• Prescribed burning involves the planned use of fire to remove 
competing vegetation and forest floor debris. The use of prescribed 
burning on state and private lands in Michigan and Wisconsin 
requires procurement of a burning permit prior to onset of activities. 

• Chemical treatment includes the use of pesticides to control 
competing vegetation, insects, and disease, and to enhance tree 
growth.  Chemicals can be applied either from the ground or 
aerially.  Applicators of chemicals are required to follow U.S. EPA 
regulations which include qualifications for applicators and specific 
instructions carried on pesticide container labels, including those 
restricting use of pesticides near surface water sources, and proper 
transportation and disposal methods. 

For purposes of analysis within this EIS, it is assumed that one or more of 
the site preparation methods identified above would be used in new timber 
procurement activities. 

Reforestation.  Reforestation is the establishment of a new tree crop, either 
through natural or artificial means, and generally occurs after harvest and 
site preparation activities have taken place.   For purposes of this analysis, 
reforestation would occur on all areas that are subject to clearcutting, 
totaling 4,300 acres. Areas subjected to thinning would generally not 
require reforestation.  It is unknown what percent of reforestation would 
come from natural (i.e., seeding from adjacent forests) or artificial means 
(i.e., planting seeds or seedlings on the site). 

Stand maintenance.  Stand maintenance activities can be similar to those 
utilized for site preparation; however, these activities generally occur 
between the time the stand is reforested and prior to the final cut of the 
area. Therefore, while the methods used can include the  mechanical, 
prescribed burning, or chemical treatment activities described under site 
preparation, an additional constraint is to preserve the timber stand that has 
emerged since reforestation occurred. Additional stand maintenance 
activities may include precommercial thinnings (i.e., removal of small trees 
to reduce stand density prior to their growing to a commercially valuable 
size). 

2.3.5.4 Waste to Energy/Recycling. This concept would include the use of 
warehouse facilities (Buildings 417 and 419), the Solid Waste Center 
(Building 735), and the base heating plant for use as a recycling center and 
waste to energy facility utilizing municipal solid waste as a fuel source. 
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Construction of the initial pilot system would begin within the first 5 years 
following closure. 

Initially, approximately 35 tons per day of municipal solid waste would be 
shipped from the Marquette area to Building 735 where the waste would be 
cleaned and sorted.  Recyclable material such as glass, plastics, aluminum, 
ferrous metals, precious metals, and rags would be removed from the 
municipal solid waste and would be recycled at this facility.  In addition to 
recycling, any hazardous materials (e.g., batteries, paints) would be removed 
and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. After recyclable 
materials are removed, the remaining organic and cellulosic material would 
be compressed into briquettes to be burned in a processing plant for energy 
self-sufficiency or to be sold. The briquettes may be stored for use as fuel 
or for later conversion into compost.  Other materials that would be burned 
in the processing facility include construction debris, yard waste, sludge, 
medical and some industrial waste, and tires. The actual materials that can 
be incinerated would be based on the air quality permit issued by the state 
of Michigan. This concept should reduce the amount of municipal solid 
waste going to landfills by 85 percent.  With the exception of assembly of 
the processing unit, no new construction or building modification is 
anticipated. This concept would also require the use of two aboveground 
tanks for the storage of water. 

This concept would employ approximately 50 persons at the base and would 
operate 24 hours a day.   In addition, approximately 20 to 30 visitors per 
week are anticipated for tours of the operation or for training.  Access to the 
site would be provided through the Main Gate and Gate 2, with average 
daily traffic to the site anticipated at 300 vehicles when the plant is fully 
operational.   In addition, the existing rail spur on base could be utilized for 
incoming waste.   By 2000, the projected activities associated with this 
concept would have a water demand of 0.004 MGD, a wastewater 
generation of 0.001 MGD, and a natural gas demand of 0.04 MMCF per 
day.  Because this concept is waste to energy, solid waste would be 
reduced at local landfills, and the operation would generate 1 megawatt of 
electricity. 

2.3.5.5 Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  This proposed 
land use concept would involve reuse of the Education Center (Building 
540), Heating Plant, Hobby Shop (Building 824), Base Exchange (Building 
643), and Service Station (Building 826).  Construction and operation of this 
concept would begin within the first 5 years following closure. 

Under this concept, a waste to energy incineration system would be put into 
operation at the base heating plant after the base closes.  This system 
would be fueled by solid municipal waste, used tires, and other materials 
including sawdust, wood chips, construction waste, and some industrial 
waste. The actual materials that can be incinerated would be based on the 
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air quality permit issued by the state of Michigan.  Up to a total of 1,200 
tons per day of waste material could be processed by the plant. Waste 
materials would be primarily delivered by truck; the on-base rail spur could 
also be used.  Electricity generated by the facility would be sold to a utility 
company and heat would be provided to on-base facilities.  Ash from the 
incineration process would be taken to an enclosed facility for recovery of 
ferrous materials; the remainder would be taken to a landfill for disposal or 
utilized as aggregate in road base and other construction materials. Some 
new construction within the heating plant area would be required for 
chipping and waste storage areas. This concept may also require the use of 
tanks to store fuel for equipment. 

Other operations associated with this land use concept would be handling 
and temporary storage of hazardous materials and wastes collected from 
cleanup or spill response activities, tank removal/instajlation, and 
construction services.  Additionally, approximately 5,000 to 10,000 gallons 
per day of sanitary waste from septic systems would be brought to the base 
WWTP for processing. 

When fully operational, this concept would employ approximately 100 
persons and the waste to energy incineration system would operate 24 
hours per day.  Deliveries of waste materials, hazardous materials, and 
sanitary waste would take place during regular working hours.  Access to 
the site would be provided through the Main Gate, with average daily traffic 
to the site anticipated at 500 vehicles when the plant is fully operational. 
By 2000, the projected activities associated with this concept would have a 
water demand of 0.5 MGD, wastewater generation of 0.002 MGD, and a 
natural gas demand of 0.04 MMCF per day.  Because this concept is waste 
to energy, the amount of solid waste sent to local landfills would be reduced 
and the operation would generate 39 megawatts of electricity. 

2.3.6     Closure and Reuse of the Marquette County Airport 

The Proposed Action, International Wayport Alternative, and Commercial 
Aviation Alternative call for the closure of Marquette County Airport and the 
relocation of its activities to K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Retention of commercial 
aviation activities at K. I. Sawyer AFB under the above reuse alternatives 
would preclude the need for another commercial airport facility in the county 
of Marquette; therefore, it was assumed that Marquette County Airport 
would close under these reuse options.  For the EIS analysis it was also 
assumed that Marquette County Airport operations would phase over to K. I. 
Sawyer AFB during the first 5 years following base closure in September 
1995.  Closure of Marquette County Airport would make a total of 670 
acres of airport-owned property available for redevelopment (Figure 2.3-7). 
In addition to the airport-owned property, another 90 acres are covered by 
avigation easements and 70 acres are leased.  The airport facilities consist 
of the main terminal building; fire and rescue facility; an old terminal facility; 
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and 12 hangar, maintenance, and storage facilities.  These existing facilities 
total approximately 110,000 square feet.  In addition, the airport property 
includes an industrial park along U.S. Highway (U.S. #) 41 that is mostly 
undeveloped. 

No definite plans for the potential reuse of Marquette County Airport have 
been developed.  Based on conversations with local officials and airport 
representatives, the Air Force has made the following assumptions regarding 
reuse of the airport: 

• Most of the existing facilities are expected to be reused except for 
some of the older hangar and maintenance facilities, which have 
little insulation. Total facility demolition is expected to be 
approximately 20,000 square feet. 

• The reuse of existing aprons, runways, taxiways, roads, and 
parking lots is expected to be maximized to reduce overall 
redevelopment cost and rubble disposal problems. 

• No firm suggestions or recommendations have been made for each 
reuse. The development of the airport could include a combination 
of residential, public facilities/recreation, institutional (education and 
government), commercial, and industrial uses.  The industrial and 
commercial areas are expected to be located in the existing 
industrial park area and throughout the hangar and maintenance 
areas. The main terminal could be used for commercial (e.g., office) 
or institutional (e.g., education, government purposes).  The 
remainder of the open areas around the main and crosswind 
runways could be developed for residential uses, with the land 
around the wetlands on the site being converted to public 
facilities/recreation uses.  It was assumed that employment for the 
site is expected to be less than the peak of approximately 400 
airport employees in 1991. 

• Good land use planning would minimize impacts on traffic, noise, 
and air quality. 

By 2015, the projected activities associated with potential reuse of 
Marquette County Airport could generate the following on-site demands: 

• Water - 0.07 MGD 
• Wastewater - 0.06 MGD 
• Solid waste - 3.2 tons per day 
• Electricity - 14 MWH per day 
• Natural gas - 0.47 MMCF per day. 
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2.4       ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

To date, no other reuse proposals have been submitted to the Air Force for 
K. I. Sawyer AFB, nor has the Air Force identified other potential reuse 
alternatives. 

2.5       INTERIM USES 

Interim uses include predisposal short-term uses of the base facilities and 
property.  Predisposal interim uses are conducted under lease agreements 
with the Air Force. The terms and conditions of the leases would be 
arranged to ensure that the predisposal interim uses do not prejudice future 
disposal and reuse plans of the base. The continuation of interim uses 
beyond disposal would be arranged through agreements with the new 
property owner(s).  If an interim use becomes viable for K. I. Sawyer AFB, a 
use substantially similar to those analyzed in the FEIS after public review 
would be authorized without further environmental analysis.  In some cases, 
separate environmental analysis to cover the action may be required. 

A zero baseline representing conditions at the point of closure is used for the 
environmental analysis.  Predisposal interim uses are not considered in the 
baseline conditions used for the environmental analysis because the baseline 
captures the future conditions at the point of closure and does not 
presuppose a decision of continued interim uses at that time. 

2.6       OTHER FUTURE ACTIONS IN THE REGION 

The closure and potential reuse of Marquette County Airport as a non- 
aviation facility was an action identified as possibly contributing to a 
potential cumulative impact on the disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

2.7       COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

A summary comparison of the reuse-related factors and environmental 
impacts, along with their potential mitigation, for each biophysical resource 
affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives over the 20-year study 
period is presented in Tables 2.7-1 and 2.7-2, respectively.  Impacts for air 
quality are summarized over a 10-year period due to the speculative nature 
of predicting pollutant emissions and concentrations far into the future under 
changing regulatory and climatic conditions (see Section 4.4.3).  Reuse- 
related factors are nonbiophysical elements, such as population, 
employment, land use, aesthetics, public utility systems, and transportation 
networks, that directly impact the environment. These activities have been 
analyzed to determine their effects on the environment.  Impacts to the 
environment are described briefly in the Summary and discussed in detail in 
Chapter 4.  Table 2.7-3 presents reuse-related factors and environmental 
impacts of other transfers and independent land use concepts.  A summary 
of Environmental Justice Impacts is provided in Table 2.7-4. 
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CHAPTFR 3 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 



3.0   AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1       INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the environmental conditions of K. I. Sawyer AFB and 
its Region of Influence (ROD as it would be at the time of base closure. The 
information provided serves as a baseline from which to identify and 
evaluate environmental changes resulting from disposal and reuse of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB. Although this EIS focuses on the biophysical 
environment, some nonbiophysical elements are addressed. The 
nonbiophysical elements (influencing factors) of population and employment, 
land use and aesthetics, transportation networks, and public utility systems 
in the region and local communities are addressed. This chapter also 
describes the storage, use, and management of hazardous materials and 
waste found on base, including storage tanks, asbestos, pesticides, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), radon, medical/biohazardous waste, 
ordnance, and lead-based paint.  The status of the IRP is also described.   In 
addition, the chapter describes the pertinent natural resources of geology 
and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and 
cultural resources.   Finally, the chapter provides the demographic analysis 
for Environmental Justice. 

The ROI to be studied will be defined for each resource area affected by the 
Proposed Action and alternatives.  The ROI determines the geographical area 
to be addressed as the Affected Environment.  Although the base boundary 
may constitute the ROI limit for many resources, potential impacts 
associated with certain issues (e.g., air quality, utility systems, water 
resources) transcend these limits. 

The baseline conditions assumed for the purposes of analysis are the 
conditions projected at base closure in September 1995.   Impacts 
associated with disposal and/or reuse activities may then be addressed by 
comparing projected conditions under various reuses to closure conditions. 
A reference to preclosure conditions is given where appropriate (e.g., air 
quality) to provide a comparative analysis over time.  Data used to describe 
the preclosure reference point are those that depict conditions as close as 
possible to the closure announcement date. This will assist the decision 
maker and agencies in understanding potential long-term impacts in 
comparison to conditions when the installation was active. 

3.2       LOCAL COMMUNITY 

K. I. Sawyer AFB is in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan in a rural, sparsely 
populated section of Marquette County, approximately 20 miles south of 
Marquette and 5 miles north of Gwinn, Michigan (Figure 3.2-1). The base 
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property encompasses 4,923 acres, which includes Air Force fee-owned 
land, and land leased from the state of Michigan and county of Marquette 
(see Figure 1.2-1). The acreage for each type of land interest is presented in 
Table 3.2-1. An additional 291 acres of land adjacent to the base property 
consist of various aviation easements (239 acres) and easements for 
railway, utility, and road access (52 acres). 

Table 3.2-1. Air Force Real Estate Interests on K. I. Sawyer AFB 

Interest Type Acreage Percent of Base 
Air Force fee-owned 2,762 56 
Lease 2,001 41 
Public domain 160 3 
(Department of the 
Interior) 
Total 4,923 100 

The topography of K. I. Sawyer AFB and the surrounding area of the Upper 
Peninsula consists of rolling hills with numerous lakes and streams 
(Figure 3.2-2).  Elevations at the base vary only 194 feet, from 
approximately 1,066 feet above mean sea level (MSL) near Silver Lead 
Creek in the southeastern portion of the base to 1,260 feet above MSL near 
the northern base boundary. The base is surrounded by forest with the 
Escanaba River State Forest bordering three sides of the base.  Marquette 
County and the surrounding areas along Lake Superior are popular resort 
areas, offering fishing, hunting, boating, skiing, snowmobiling, camping, and 
other recreational opportunities. 

The climate in the Upper Peninsula is dominated by continental polar air 
masses, characterized by cold winters and short, mild summers and is 
influenced considerably by the proximity of Lake Superior.  As a 
consequence of the cool expanse of Lake Superior in the summer, there is 
rarely a long period of hot weather.   In the winter, cold periods are tempered 
by the waters if the lake is unfrozen.   However, winds blowing across the 
lake pick up moisture and cause cloudy weather throughout the winter, as 
well as frequent periods of snow flurries, which are intensified near the 
upslope areas. The coolest month of the year is January, with a mean 
monthly temperature of 12 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), and the warmest month 
of the year is July, with a mean monthly temperature of 64°F.  Precipitation 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB averages 34 inches annually, and is evenly distributed 
throughout the year.  Snowfall in the region occurs mainly from late October 
through April and averages approximately 135 inches. 
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The principal roadway serving K. I. Sawyer AFB is CR 553, a north-south 
rural road adjacent to the west boundary of the base, which connects the 
base with Marquette 20 miles to the north and State Highway (SH) 35 at 
Gwinn 5 miles to the south.   U.S. 41, approximately 15 miles east of K. I. 
Sawyer AFB, connects Marquette with the city of Escanaba to the south. 

Commercial airports near K. I. Sawyer AFB are in Marquette and Escanaba, 
which are approximately 28 miles north and 55 miles south of the base, 
respectively.  Freight rail service to K. I. Sawyer AFB is provided by the 
Chicago and Northwestern railroad, which provides service between Chicago 
and Ishpeming; there is no passenger rail service. The railroad spur that 
connects the base with the main rail line is owned by Chicago and 
Northwestern and is kept operational. 

Installation Background. The site that is currently K. I. Sawyer AFB was 
first established as K. I. Sawyer County Airport in 1949, as a municipal 
airport for Marquette County.  On January 24, 1955, the U.S. Government 
signed a 99-year lease establishing K. I. Sawyer AFB at the site of the 
county airport.  The county airport was named in honor of Kenneth Ingalls 
Sawyer, a former Marquette County Highway Department Superintendent. 
Joint use between the county and the U.S. Government began in 1955, and 
the site was transferred to Air Force control in 1956.  Non-military 
operations ceased in 1957. 

On January 8, 1956, K. I. Sawyer AFB became the home of the 473rd 
Fighter Group, a unit of the Eastern Air Defense Force (Air Defense 
Command).  In October 1959, the 473rd Fighter Group became the 56th 
Fighter Group and was host to two major tenants:  the Sault Ste. Marie Air 
Defense Sector and the 4042nd Strategic Wing, a Strategic Air Command 
(SAC) unit that formed the basis for the present day bomb wing. 

In February 1963, the 4042nd Strategic Wing was discontinued and the 
410th Bombardment Wing, now called the 410th Bomb Wing, was 
activated.  Since 1963, the Wing has conducted operations using the B-52H 
Stratofortress and the KC-135A Stratotanker.  In June 1992, K. I. Sawyer 
AFB came under the control of Air Combat Command (ACC) with the 
disestablishment of SAC. 

3.2.1    Community Setting 

The area surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB is a popular Michigan resort and 
vacation area with mostly small, unincorporated communities dispersed 
throughout county townships. The ROI for employment and population 
effects for communities potentially affected by base disposal and reuse 
comprises the two counties of Marquette and Delta.  However, the effects 
of reuse are not expected to occur proportionately between both counties. 
Rather, greater population and employment effects from closure and reuse 
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of the base are projected to occur in Marquette County.  Since the base is 
within three townships in Marquette County, most of the population effects 
will be localized in this area, i.e., Forsyth, Sands, and West Branch 
townships. The cities of Marquette, Ishpeming, and Negaunee also are 
expected to experience some effects of closure and reuse. These 
communities are highlighted in the analysis, as appropriate. 

Total employment in the ROI was measured at 52,162 in 1991, was 
estimated at 53,450 in 1992 (NPA Data Services, Inc., 1993), and is 
projected to decline to 53,159 at base closure in 1995.  Overall employment 
in the ROI increased 1.5 percent annually between 1970 and 1991. The 
national and state average growth rates for employment were 1.3 percent 
and 2.0 percent, respectively, during the same period.  Major employment 
sectors in the ROI are government, services, and retail trade.  In 1991, 
government provided 26.2 percent of the jobs in the ROI. 

Population in the ROI was about 109,500 in 1991, was estimated at 
112,161 in 1992 (NPA Data Services, Inc., 1993), and is projected to 
decline to 103,322 at base closure.  Population in Marquette County was 
about 71,400 in 1991, was estimated at 73,185 in 1992, and is projected 
to be 64,005 at base closure.   Populations in Forsyth, Sands, and West 
Branch townships were estimated at 9,059, 2,783, and 2,314, respectively, 
in 1992 and are projected to be 3,268, 1,469, and 651, respectively, at 
base closure. The base has two principal support communities, the 
unincorporated community of Gwinn and the city of Marquette.   Population 
effects in Gwinn are not analyzed separately, but are included in the Forsyth 
Township analysis.  The city of Marquette had an estimated 1992 
population of 22,689, which is projected to be 22,322 at base closure. 
Ishpeming and Negaunee had estimated 1992 populations of 7,433 and 
4,895, respectively; these figures are projected to be 7,493 and 4,868, 
respectively, by base closure. 

Delta County's 1991 population was about 38,100, was estimated at 
38,976 in 1992, and is projected to be 39,317 in 1995.  Most of the 
population effects in Delta County are expected to be felt by secondary 
workers and their families as a result of changes in procurement spending by 
the base. 

Total off-base housing units in the ROI numbered 47,172 in 1990, having 
increased at an average of 162 units (0.4 percent) annually since 1980. 
West Branch Township experienced the greatest rate of increase in housing 
stock (3.3 percent) in the ROI.  Growth of Sands Township housing stock 
was second largest in the ROI, at 2.0 percent.  Forsyth Township and the 
cities of Marquette, Ishpeming, and Negaunee all experienced housing stock 
declines of 0.1 to 0.4 percent annually, due to demolition of older units and 
removal of mobile homes.  Delta County showed an average annual increase 
in housing stock of 0.6 percent.  The overall "flat" trend in the ROI housing 
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stock is consistent with the decreases in population between 1980 and 
1990. 

The estimated base-related employment in 1992 consisted of 4,567 direct 
(U.S. Air Force, 1992b) and 1,171 secondary jobs.   By September 1995, 
employment associated with the base is expected to decrease to 50 direct 
employees, all associated with caretaker activities of the OL. These jobs are 
expected to create an additional 13 secondary jobs as a result of direct 
worker and procurement spending. 

3.2.2   Land Use and Aesthetics 

This section describes the land uses and aesthetics for the base property 
and the surrounding areas of K. I. Sawyer AFB at base closure.  Projected 
land uses in the vicinity of the base at closure are assumed to be similar to 
existing land uses. The ROI includes the base property and potentially 
affected adjacent properties within the jurisdiction of Sands, Forsyth, and 
West Branch townships in Marquette County. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB property is owned by the U.S. Government (Air Force and 
DOI), state of Michigan, and Marquette County, and is within the jurisdiction 
of Sands, Forsyth, and West Branch townships (Figure 3.2-3). 

3.2.2.1   Land Use 

Land Use Plans and Regulations. The comprehensive plan for a jurisdiction 
represents the official position on long-range development and resource 
management.  The position is expressed in goals, policies, plans, and actions 
regarding the physical, social, and economic environments, both now and in 
the long term. 

Of the three townships within the base ROI, only Forsyth and West Branch 
have comprehensive plans.  Since Sands Township does not have a 
comprehensive plan, the Marquette County Comprehensive Plan (revised 
February 1991) serves as the planning guideline.  The county comprehensive 
plan advocates concentrated development and consideration of Air 
Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) noise and safety policies for 
development in the vicinity of the base. 

The Forsyth Township Comprehensive Plan (1976) policies support the 
maintenance of open space outside of the Gwinn urban corridor along 
SH 35, which is 2 miles south of the base.  Development within the aircraft 
noise contours associated with K. I. Sawyer AFB is discouraged. 

The West Branch Township Comprehensive Plan (1990) identifies resource 
production land uses for the areas northeast of the base.  Residential 
development within the base aircraft noise contours is discouraged. The 
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areas east of the base surrounding Big Trout, Engman, and Sporley lakes, 
which are outside the noise contours, are identified for seasonal and rural 
residential development. 

Zoning.  Zoning is the division of jurisdictions into districts within which 
permissible uses are prescribed and restrictions on building height, density, 
layout, and other requirements are defined.  Zoning is designated to achieve 
various community development goals, including implementation of 
comprehensive plans.  K. I. Sawyer AFB property falls within the zoning 
jurisdictions of the Sands, Forsyth, and West Branch townships 
(Figure 3.2-4). 

After the announcement of base closure, Sands Township rezoned the base 
property within its jurisdiction from public uses, which reflected the military 
use of the base, to categories that anticipate civilian reuse of the property. 
Sands Township is also in the process of amending the 1973 zoning 
ordinance.  The draft zoning ordinance is expected to be adopted prior to 
base closure in September 1995.  The draft zoning ordinance is intended to 
ensure that the civilian reuse of the base is consistent with the zoning 
categories.  As rezoned, most of the base property within Sands Township 
has been identified for industrial uses (see Figure 3.2-4).  The industrial 
zoning allows, through special approval or special use permit, for an airport, 
higher education institutions, warehousing, manufacturing, experimental 
laboratories, research and development, fuel storage, and other similar uses. 
This area, as rezoned, includes the airfield and its associated taxiways and 
aprons, and flightline facilities.  Immediately to the east, in the central 
portion of the base, the area is zoned for general commercial uses, which 
allow diversified businesses, such as professional offices, retail, and service 
establishments.  This commercial zoning also allows recreation facilities, 
light manufacturing, and institutional uses by special approval or special use 
permit. The area surrounding the golf course, hospital, and WWTP is zoned 
for restricted commercial uses, such as professional offices, retail, and 
service establishments, which allows institutional and public facilities/ 
recreation uses by special approval or special use permit. 

The southern portion of the base in Forsyth Township is predominantly 
zoned for public uses (governmental) with two small parcels zoned for 
agriculture and open space.   In the West Branch Township Interim Zoning 
Ordinance (1993), the base property has been zoned for public uses.  Air 
Force policy within local zoning designations is typically not enforced 
because of federal jurisdiction.  However, if the base property were 
conveyed to private ownership, the local zoning designations would be 
applicable. 

Off-base zoning designations within Sands Township north and west of the 
base are predominantly for recreation and forestry uses.  Land along CR 553 
north of the base is zoned for single-family residential and agricultural uses. 
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with areas west of the base zoned for public facilities/recreation.  The 
privately owned parcel west of the military family housing area is zoned for 
restricted commercial uses.   Most of the land immediately to the south and 
west of the base is zoned for open space under the Forsyth Township 
Zoning Ordinance (1990).   Seasonal dwellings are allowed in the open space 
zoning with a conditional use permit.  Areas adjacent to the southeast and 
east base boundary are zoned for timber management and limited residential 
uses. The area east of the base in West Branch Township is zoned 
predominantly for agricultural uses; this zoning category allows recreation 
activities and large lot (greater than 5 acres), single-family dwellings. The 
area surrounding Sporley and Engman lakes, east of the base, is zoned for 
residential uses, allowing single-family and mobile homes, and recreational 
uses on 20,000-square-foot or larger lots.  The area surrounding Big Trout 
Lake is zoned for recreational use, which allows seasonal resorts and lodges 
by conditional use permit.   No permanent residences are allowed under this 
zoning. 

On-Base Land Use.  On-base land use is described by nine land use 
categories shown in Figure 3.2-5.  A privately owned tract is adjacent to the 
family housing area. 

The base property, totaling 4,923 acres, includes the following existing land 
uses and acreages: 

Land Use Acreage 
Airfield 1,195 
Aviation support 315 
Industrial 378 
Institutional (medical) 17 
Institutional (educational) 43 
Commercial 72 
Residential 647 
Public facilities/recreation 518 
Agriculture (forest) 1,738 
Total 4,923 

The airfield land use bisects the base from north to south and includes the 
12,300-foot runway, primary taxiway, operational apron, power check pad, 
and the associated approach zones at both ends of the runway. 

The aviation support land use areas contain the aircraft alert apron, ATC 
tower, fire station, maintenance hangars, and readiness crew training 
facility.   Most of the aviation support facilities are along the east side of the 
airfield, with the exception of the alert apron, transmitter, and readiness 
crew facility. 
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The industrial areas are separated into three general areas.  The first is in the 
south-central portion of the base, and includes the base supply warehousing, 
civil engineering complex, shop areas, security police kennels, fuel 
storage/management, vehicle maintenance areas, WWTP, and Weapons 
Storage Area.  The second area is the explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) 
range and former landfill in the northeast quadrant of the base, east of the 
airfield.  The third industrial area is the grenade range on the west side of 
the airfield. 

Institutional land uses are separated into two categories:  medical and 
educational.  The medical land use consists of the base hospital adjacent to 
the golf course.   Educational land use occurs in five areas on base:   (1) the 
education center in the central portion of the base, (2) the flight simulator in 
the central portion of the base, (3) a security police obstacle course 
northwest of the golf course, (4) a training area west of the airfield, and 
(5) the K. I. Sawyer Elementary School, adjacent to the military family 
housing area, in the southeastern portion of the base. 

The main commercial land use areas are located throughout the central part 
of the base and include the Base Exchange and Commissary shops, and 
administrative office buildings associated with headquarters and operations. 
Other commercial land uses include the military family housing support 
office and a service station/convenience store in the military family housing 
area. 

There are four residential areas on K. I. Sawyer AFB. Three of these areas 
are centrally located and include the Airmen's, Noncommissioned Officers' 
(NCO), and Officers' dormitory complexes.  The dormitory complexes can 
accommodate up to 844 persons.  The fourth area includes military family 
housing in the southeastern part of the base.  This area includes permanent 
housing for 1,653 families and temporary housing for up to 35 families in 
buildings that range from single-family to eight-unit townhouses.   In 
addition, the housing area has two mobile home parks containing 200 
spaces for privately owned mobile homes. 

Public facilities/recreation land uses include the indoor recreation buildings 
such as the bowling center and gymnasium, and outdoor recreation facilities 
such as the golf course, designated skiing and hiking areas, skeet range, ball 
fields, and the picnic area adjacent to Little Trout Lake.  The chapel, Child 
Care Center, and Youth Center within the military family housing area are 
within this land use designation. 

The agriculture (forest) lands consist of undeveloped areas throughout the 
base, which are used for timber production, recreation, and/or safety 
buffers. 
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Leases and Easements.  The Air Force typically outgrants real estate and 
facilities to other agencies and private individuals for use of the base 
property. At K. I. Sawyer AFB, the branch banking facility is leased to First 
National Bank.   Other major outgrants are to Michigan Bell Telephone 
Company, K. I. Sawyer AFB Housing, Forsyth School District, and the Alger- 
Marquette Community Action Board (Table 3.2-2). 

In addition, the Air Force holds ingrants with agencies and private individuals 
to use property outside the base boundaries. These are primarily avigation 
and right-of-way easements (Table 3.2-3).   Major base avigation easements 
include approximately 239 acres at the north end of the runway.  In 
addition, there are approximately 52 acres of road, railroad, and sanitary 
sewer easements.   Ingrants also include property leased from DOI and the 
state of Michigan. 

Adjacent Land Use.   K. I. Sawyer AFB is located on the Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan and is surrounded by the Escanaba River State Forest, except for a 
privately owned area northeast of the base (Figure 3.2-6).  The forest 
includes both public (county and state) and private land adjacent to the base 
in Sands, Forsyth, and portions of West Branch townships.   Forested, 
county-owned land east, west, and south of the base is utilized for timber 
production and recreation uses.   East of the base, an elementary school is 
located adjacent to the military family housing area.   In addition, several 
seasonal dwellings are adjacent to lakes east of the base.   Land uses north 
of the base consist of rural single-family homes, a mobile home park, and a 
church.  The private property that is surrounded by the base is in the 
southeast portion, west of the military family housing area, and is forested 
and bisected by two road rights-of-way. 

Air Force Policies Affecting Adjacent Land Uses.  The Air Force has 
developed the AICUZ program to minimize development that is incompatible 
with aviation operations in areas on and adjacent to military airfields.  The 
AICUZ land use recommendations are based on (1) land uses compatible 
with exposure to aircraft noise and (2) safety considerations.   Recommended 
compatible land uses are derived from data on noise contours (Noise Zones) 
and safety zones (Accident Potential Zones [APZs]).   Noise Zones and APZs 
are delineated specifically for each base, using operational information 
derived from the base mission.   Municipalities with jurisdiction over adjacent 
lands may zone this land in accordance with AICUZ recommendations, but 
they are not required to do so.  An AICUZ report for K. I. Sawyer AFB was 
issued in 1978 and revised in 1993 (U.S. Air Force, 1993a).  The 
comprehensive plans for West Branch and Forsyth townships and Marquette 
County (representing Sands Township) all incorporate AICUZ policies. 

AICUZ noise contours are based on standard noise ratings that are 
calculated from types of aircraft, number of daily aircraft operations, time of 
day flown, aircraft flight patterns, power settings, air speeds, altitudes, and 
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Table 3.2-2.  Inventory of Easement Agreements, Licenses, Permits, 
October 1993 (Outgrants) 

and Leases in Effect, 

Document Number Expiration Date Description Responsible Party 

KIS-1-89-0001 

KIS-1 -90-0002 
KIS-1-91-0001 
KIS-1-91-0002 

KIS-3-87-0001"" 
AF 20(6131-10 
AF 20(6131-11 

AF 20(6131-18 

AF 20(6131-183 

AF 20(6131-26 

AF 20(6131-27 

AF 20(6131-391 

AF 20(6131-65 

AF 20(6131-66 

AF 20(6131-67 

AF 20(6131-182 

DA20064ENG4238 
DACA-45-1-75-6052 

August 14, 1994 Remote telephone equipment 

October 6, 1995 Bus shelter 
January 31, 1996 Office space 
August 9, 1996 Automated Teller Machine next to 

shoppette 
September 30, 1994 Building 745 and Shooting Range 
April 27, 2013 Armed Services Housing 
April 27, 2013 Armed Services Housing 

October 24, 2015 

October 24, 2015 

September 1, 2013 

September 1, 2013 

August 7, 2016 

July 27, 2014 

July 27, 2014 

July 27, 2014 

October 24, 2015 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

Armed Services Housing 

February 29, 2012        K. I. Sawyer Elementary School 
October 31, 1994        Joint Military Services Credit Union 

DACA-45-1-77-6087 August 19, 1995 Office space for Union 

DACA-45-1-79-6245 April 30, 2004 Bank 
DACA-45-3-76-6112la) September 30, 1995 Instrument cable to trailer 

DACA-45-3-84-6143'8' September 30, 1996 Telephone line 

DACA-45-4 81-6101 January 31, 1995 Defense fuels supply point 

Not given Not given 

Not given Not given 

Headstart program use of Buildings 
209-211 
Portion of Building 726 

Michigan Bell Telephone 
Company 
Marquette County Transit 
K. I. Sawyer AFB 
First National Bank 

Sawyer Sportsman Club 
K. I. Sawyer Housing, Inc. 
K. I. Sawyer Housing #2, 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
K. 
Inc 
Forsyth School District 
Joint Military Services 
Credit Union 
National Federation of 
Federal Employees Local 
1256 
First National Bank 
Michigan Bell Telephone 
Company 
Michigan Bell Telephone 
Company 
Escanaba Fuels Supply 
Point 
Alger-Marquette 
Community Action Board 
K. I. Sawyer Base 
Conversion Authority 

Sawyer Housing #8, 

Sawyer Housing #10, 

Sawyer Housing #3, 

Sawyer Housing #4, 

Sawyer Housing #11, 

Sawyer Housing #5, 

Sawyer Housing #6, 

Sawyer Housing #7, 

I. Sawyer Housing #9, 

Note:  (a) Lease has not been finalized. 
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Table 3.2-3.  Inventory of Easement Agreements, Licenses, Permits, 
October 1993 (Ingrants) 

and Leases in Effect, 

Document Number Expiration Date Description Responsible Party 

KIS-4-88-0001 

KIS-5-90-0002 
K1S-9-90-0001 

COE80-38-005-3 
DA20064ENG4238 

January 1, 1995 

September 30, 1995 
September 23, 1995 

December 31, 1995 
June 30, 2054 

DACA-45-5-92-00142   August 31, 1995 

KIS-9-92-0003 
KIS-9-91-0001 

Not given 

Not given 

Not given 

Not given 

May 18, 1997 
October 9, 1996 

Perpetual 

Perpetual 

Not given 

Not given 

Commander's Land Mobile 
Radio system 
Antenna tower in Ishpeming 
Right of Entry for 
environmental testing 
Emergency storage 
Use as Air Force Base 
Commander's land mobile radio 

Purge well near Avenue BB 
Right of entry to private 
property 
291 acres avigational and 
right-of-way easements 
(Tab D 5-1) 
160 acres public domain 
(Tab D 5-1) 
Lease of space on an antenna 
tower that is owned by 
Northern Michigan University, 
on top of a building owned by 
Marquette Housing Authority 
Groundwater extraction well 

National Weather Service 

Michigan National Guard 
Beico, Inc. 

Department of the Army 
State of Michigan 
Goetz Communications 
Corporation 
Beico, Inc. 
Marquette County 

Various property owners 

Department of the Interior 

Northern Michigan 
University, Marquette 
Housing Authority 

Beico, Inc. 

climatic conditions.  A day-night weighted average sound level (DNL) is used 
to describe the noise environment.  Noise contours for preclosure conditions 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB are presented and discussed in Section 3.4.4. 
According to the 1993 AICUZ report, a total of 27,089 acres of land were 
exposed to aircraft noise levels of DNL 65 decibels (dB) and above, and off- 
base land uses within this contour include predominantly forested and open 
space lands, with some industrial, commercial, residential, and public 
facilities/recreation uses. 

The AICUZ delineates areas at both ends of the runway where the 
probability of aircraft accidents is highest, based on the locations of past 
aircraft accidents at various locations.  The risk of accidents is so high in the 
areas at the immediate ends of the runway (known as the Clear Zones) that 
the Air Force has a program to acquire easements to preclude most land 
uses.  At K. I. Sawyer AFB, both Clear Zones are entirely within base 
property (Figure 3.2-7).  The Clear Zone at the north end of the runway 
includes airfield and agricultural (forest) land uses.  The Clear Zone at the 
south end of the runway includes airfield, aviation support, and industrial 
land uses, and overlies two storage igloos, a weapon shop, and the 
readiness crew facility. 
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Certain land use restrictions are recommended in lower risk areas, identified 
as APZ I and APZ II.   Industrial, agricultural, recreation, and vacant land uses 
are compatible with APZ I, but all residential uses and land uses with a high 
concentration of people, such as commercial and institutional, are 
discouraged.  At K. I. Sawyer AFB, the APZ I at the south end of the airfield 
encompasses both on-base and off-base property, overlying a portion of the 
Weapons Storage Area and primarily undeveloped forested land.  The APZ I 
at the north end of the runway overlies forested land and three single-family 
residences. 

The Air Force identifies APZ II as having a lower accident potential than 
APZ I, allowing low-density residential (a maximum of two units per acre) 
and nonresidential uses (maximum of 20 percent building coverage per 
acre), in addition to those uses listed for APZ I.  The APZ Ms at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB encompass mostly forested land, with two single-family residences 
located within the northern APZ II. 

The AICUZ program applies only to military airfields.   Similar criteria are 
established by the FAA for civilian airports.  After the closure of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB, FAA criteria will apply if the airport converts to civilian 
activities. 

Closure Baseline.   In September 1995, the installation was closed and the 
military activities on base was terminated.  The OL will continue to 
coordinate the disposal activities of the base property, serve as the U.S. Air 
Force liaison supporting community reuse, and establish a caretaker force to 
assure resource protection, grounds maintenance, utility operations, and 
building care for base facilities. 

3.2.2.2 Aesthetics.   Visual resources include natural and man-made 
features that give a particular environment its aesthetic qualities.  Criteria 
used in the analysis of these resources include visual sensitivity, which is 
the degree of public interest in a visual resource and concern over adverse 
changes in its quality.  Visual sensitivity is categorized in terms of high, 
medium, or low levels. 

High visual sensitivity exists in areas where views are rare, unique, or in 
other ways special, such as in remote or pristine environments.   High visual 
sensitivity views would include landscapes that have landforms, vegetative 
patterns, water bodies, or rock formations of unusual or outstanding quality. 

Medium visual sensitivity areas are more developed than those of high 
sensitivity, and the presence of motorized vehicles and other evidence of 
modern civilization is commonplace.  These landscapes generally have 
features containing varieties in form, line, color, and texture, but tend to be 
more common than high visual sensitivity areas. 
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Low visual sensitivity areas tend to have minimal landscape features, with 
little change in form, line, color, and texture. 

Opened in 1955, K. I. Sawyer AFB is one of the newer Air Force bases in 
the United States.  Since the mid-1980s, there has been an active program 
to maintain and update base facilities.  Consequently, most of the facilities 
are in good condition.  Generally, the base structures have a standard 
architectural character, with little variation. 

The area surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB is characterized by forested, rolling 
hills and numerous streams, wetlands, and lakes.  Vegetation in the area is 
mainly mixed forests, including redpine and jackpine.  Poorly drained areas 
include American larch, black spruce, and aspen. The changes in the 
topography and vegetation contribute to distinct areas of differing visual 
sensitivity. 

On base, areas of high visual sensitivity include the Silver Lead Creek, Little 
Trout Lake, Stump Lake riparian area, and the golf course (Figure 3.2-8). 
The developed or cleared portions of the base generally exhibit medium and 
low visual sensitivity.   High visual sensitivity areas off base include the 
region surrounding the West Branch of the Chocolay River, and around Big 
Trout, Silver, Engman, Sporley, Wilson, and Martin lakes, and Big Creek. 

3.2.3   Transportation 

Transportation addresses roadways, airspace and air transportation/air 
traffic, and other modes of transportation.  The ROI for the transportation 
analysis includes the existing principal road, air, rail, and waterway networks 
in the local communities of Marquette, Gwinn, Skandia, and Little Lake, with 
emphasis on the immediate area surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

3.2.3.1   Roadways.  The evaluation of the existing roadway conditions 
focuses on capacity, which reflects the ability of the network to serve the 
traffic demand and volume.   Capacity is stated in terms of vehicles per hour 
(VPH), and is the maximum number of vehicles that can be effectively 
processed by a segment of roadway or intersection during 1 hour.   Roadway 
capacity is a function of several factors including the number of lanes, lane 
and shoulder width, traffic control devices (e.g., traffic signals), and percent 
trucks.  For two-lane roads, capacity analysis is conducted for both 
directions; for multilane highways, capacity analysis considers a single 
direction only. 

To determine how well a section of roadway operates, capacity is compared 
to the volume of traffic carried by the section. These traffic volumes may 
be distinguished as (1) average annual daily traffic (AADT), the total two- 
way volume averaged for a full year; (2) average daily traffic (ADT), the total 
two-way traffic averaged for a period of time less than 1 year; and 
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(3) peak hour volume (PHV), the amount of traffic that occurs in the typical 
peak hour. True AADTs can only be estimated by counting traffic 
continuously throughout the year on a section of roadway, a practice which 
is done for only 50 to 100 sites in a typical state due to equipment costs. 
However, ADTs from counts of shorter duration (e.g., 24 to 48 hours) are 
much more plentiful. These ADTs are factored using data available from the 
continuous- count sites to develop estimates of AADT for each short-count 
site.  AADT estimates in this section were developed by applying factors to 
short counts (ADTs), since no continuous-count locations are within the 
study area. 

An assessment of PHVs and roadway capacity is conducted to establish the 
Level of Service (LOS) during the peak hour. The LOS scale ranges from A 
to F, with each level defined by a range of volume-to-capacity ratios.  LOS 
values of A, B, and C are considered good operating conditions where minor 
or tolerable delays are experienced by motorists.  LOS D and E represent 
acceptable but below average conditions.  LOS F represents an unacceptable 
situation of unstable stop-and-go traffic. Table 3.2-4 presents the LOS 
designations and their representative volume-to-capacity ratios for the 
typical two-lane highway found in the study area. These levels are more 
fully described in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research 
Board, 1985). 

Existing roads and highways within the ROI are described at three levels: 
(1) regional, representing the major links within the Marquette area; (2) local, 
representing community roads; and (3) on-base roads. 

Regional. The region surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB is served by a network 
of state and county highways (Figure 3.2-9).  Marquette, Michigan, 20 miles 
north of the base, is the major population center in this region.  SH 28 is the 
main two-lane east-west highway providing regional access between Sault 
Ste. Marie, Michigan, 140 miles to the east, and Marquette.  U.S. 41, a 
two-lane north-south highway, connects Marquette to Escanaba, Michigan, 
55 miles to the south.  SH 35, a local two-lane north-south highway, 
connects the community of Gwinn, just south of the base, to Negaunee and 
Escanaba. 

Local.   Figure 3.2-10 identifies the general local road network in the 
immediate vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB at the time of base closure.  CR 553, 
a two-lane undivided highway with a speed limit of 55 miles per hour, 
connects SH 35 in Gwinn to the city of Marquette. The AADT on CR 553, 
just north and south of the base, is 6,300.  CR 480, a two-lane undivided 
highway, connects U.S. 41 to CR 553 just south of Marquette and 10 miles 
north of the base.  Other key roads in the ROI include CR 456, which 
connects SH 35 and the community of Little Lake to U.S. 41, and CR 545, a 
north-south road just east of the base, which connects CR 460 to CR 456. 
Both of these are two-lane undivided highways. 
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Table 3.2-4. Road Transportation Levels of Service 

Criteria (Volume/Capacity) 
LOS      Description     Two-Lane Highway 

Free flow with users unaffected by 0-0.10 
presence of other users of roadway 
Stable flow, but presence of the users 0.11 -0.23 
in traffic stream becomes noticeable 
Stable flow, but operation of single 0.24-0.39 
users becomes affected by interactions 
with others in traffic stream 
High density, but stable flow; speed 0.40-0.57 
and freedom of movement are severely 
restricted; poor level of comfort and 
convenience 
Unstable flow; operating conditions at 0.58-0.94 
capacity with reduced speeds, 
maneuvering difficulty, and extremely 
poor levels of comfort and convenience 
Forced breakdown flow with traffic Greater than 0.94 
demand exceeding capacity; unstable 
stop-and-go traffic  

LOS = Level of Service 
Source:  Compiled from Transportation Research Board, 1985. 

On-Base.  Figure 3.2-11 shows the locations of the gates that provide 
access to K. I. Sawyer AFB and the on-base street network.  Access to 
K. I. Sawyer AFB is provided by three gates. The Main Gate (Gate 1) is 
accessed from CR 462, which intersects CR 553 approximately 0.5 mile 
west of the gate.  Gate counts show an AADT traffic volume of 5,580 at 
this location.  Gate 2, with an AADT of 1,840, is accessed from CR 460, 
which connects to U.S. 41 south of the community of Skandia (see 
Figure 3.2-10).  Gate 3, which serves the military family housing area, is 
seldom used and access is from Sporley Lake Road. The Main Gate and 
Gate 2 are open 24 hours, and Gate 3 is open from 6:30 a.m. to 12:30 a.m. 

Key on-base roads that lead to the gates are Freedom Boulevard (Main Gate) 
and Fifth Street (Gate 2). 

Preclosure Reference.  Capacity analyses were conducted on the 
surrounding roadways. The preclosure (1992) PHVs, capacities, and LOS on 
key community roadways are shown in Table 3.2-5. All of the roadways in 
the ROI experience an LOS of C or better. The segment with the most 
congestion is CR 553, south of Marquette. This section, together with CR 
480 west of CR 553, carries most of the heavy truck volume. These trucks 
haul iron ore from the mines west of Marquette to the harbor and return 
with crushed limestone. Trucks southbound from Marquette on CR 553 
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Table 3.2-5.  Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and LOS 

Preclosure (1992) Closure (1995) 
Capacity1"1 Traffic"" Traffic"" 

Roadway Segment (PHV) (PHV) LOS (PHV) LOS 

Local 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 2,050 650 C 40 A 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 2,050 200 B 10 A 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 2,050 160 A 150 A 

CR480 West of CR 553 1,750 440 C 350 B 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 2,050 280 B 300 B 

CR553 Marquette city limits to 
CR480 

2,050 645 C 450 B 

CR 553 CR 480 to CR 462 2,050 670 C 400 B 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 2,050 730 C 400 B 

CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 2,050 420 B 300 B 

CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 1,700 100 A 100 A 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 1,700 25 A 50 A 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 1,700 195 B 150 A 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 1,700 60 A 50 A 

Regional 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 2,050 710 C 700 C 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 2,050 470 C 450 B 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 2,050 250 B 250 B 

SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 2,050 280 B 150 A 

SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 2,050 80 A 100 A 

Notes:      Rolling terrain, 20 percent no passing, 60-40 directional split, and peak hour factor of 0.9 used in all capacity 
calculations. 
(a)    For two-lane highways, PHV and capacity are two-way. 
CR      = County Road 
LOS    = Level of Service 
PHV    = peak-hour volume 
SH       = State Highway 
U.S.# = U.S. Highway 

travel uphill grades, and this section has been approved for the addition of a 
truck lane in 1995. 

Closure Baseline.  Upon closure of K. I. Sawyer AFB (September 1995), 
traffic in the vicinity of the base will decrease.  Traffic generated by the 
base will be associated with the OL and caretaker, with the Main Gate and 
Gate 2 being the only access points. Table 3.2-5 shows the projected 
closure PHV and LOS for the key roadways in the ROI.  The LOS of all 
roadways would either remain the same or would improve from preclosure 
to closure.   Based on population projections and discussions with the 
Marquette County Highway Department, a growth factor of 1 percent per 
year was assumed for the years prior to closure. 
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3.2.3.2 Airspace/Air Traffic.  Airspace is a finite resource that can be 
defined vertically and horizontally, as well as temporally, when describing its 
use for aviation purposes.  As such, it must be managed and utilized in a 
manner that best serves the competing needs of commercial, general, and 
military aviation interests.  The FAA is responsible for the overall 
management of airspace and has established different airspace designations 
that are designed to protect aircraft while operating to or from an airport, 
transitioning en route between airports, or operating within "special use" 
areas identified for defense-related purposes.  Rules of flight and ATC 
procedures have been established that govern how aircraft must operate 
within each type of designated airspace. All aircraft operate under either 
instrument flight rules (IFR) or VFR. 

The type and dimension of individual airspace areas established within a 
given region and their spatial and procedural relationships to one another are 
contingent upon the different aviation activities conducted in that region. 
When any significant change is planned for this region (such as airport 
expansion, a new military flight mission, etc.), the FAA will reassess the 
airspace configuration to determine if such changes will adversely affect 
(1) ATC systems and/or facilities, (2) movement of other air traffic in the 
area, or (3) airspace already designated and used for other purposes 
(i.e., restricted areas). 

The ROI selected for this airspace analysis is an area within a 20-nautical 
mile (nm) radius of K. I. Sawyer AFB from the surface up to 12,000 feet 
above MSL. The ROI encompasses the different airspace areas that are 
associated with normal operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Airspace within and 
immediately surrounding this ROI is under the jurisdiction of the Minneapolis 
Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC), which is operated by the FAA.   In 
the vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB, the base RAPCON has been delegated the 
responsibility of providing approach and departure control to all IFR aircraft. 
Aircraft operations at other airfields within the ROI, as well as flyover traffic, 
are managed by ATC airspace operating procedures in order to minimize 
potential airspace conflicts with traffic from K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Airspace 
above 12,000 feet MSL in the ROI is controlled by Minneapolis ARTCC and 
is not affected by operations from K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Preclosure Reference.  An understanding of the ROI airspace/air traffic 
environment and its use under the preclosure reference is necessary to help 
determine its capability and capacity to assimilate future aviation activities 
into the National Airspace System.  The same constraints and 
considerations, such as terrain, runway alignments, and other air traffic 
flows, would apply under alternate aviation uses of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Airspace designated for ATC purposes around K. I. Sawyer AFB consists of 
low-altitude federal airways (Victor Airways), military training routes (MTRs), 
transition areas, control zones, and military operations areas (MOAs). 
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Figure 3.2-12 depicts each of the designated ATC airspace areas in the 
K. I. Sawyer AFB ROI.   Navigational aids at K. I. Sawyer AFB include a very 
high-frequency omnidirectional range tactical air navigation (VORTAC) 
system and approach surveillance radar.  Although the navigational aids are 
generally well maintained and in good condition, most of the equipment is 
not compatible with FAA standards. 

The K. I. Sawyer AFB RAPCON controls airspace that is delegated to the 
base by Minneapolis ARTCC. K. I. Sawyer AFB provides ATC services to 
arriving and departing aircraft, as well as aircraft practicing approaches, for 
K. I. Sawyer AFB and the private airports of Bonnie, Johnson, and 
Lesterson. 

The traffic patterns, instrument approaches, and departure procedures used 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB under preclosure conditions represent the airspace 
requirements for IFR aircraft operating at the base and'transitioning between 
the base and the en route airspace system.   In 1992, a total of 87,235 
operations were conducted by both transient and based aircraft at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB (Table 3.2-6). 

Table 3.2-6.  K. 1. Sa wyer AFB Air craft Operal tions, 1992 

Aircraft Operations 
Assignment Type Day Night Total 

Aircraft based at K. 1. Sawyer AFB 

Transients 
Total 

B-52H 
KC-135A 
T-37B 

28,908 
13,140 
36,135 

328 
78,511 

3,212 
1,460 
4,015 

37 
8,724 

32,120 
14,600 
40,150 

365 
87,235 

Note:  An aircraft operation is one takeoff or one landing. 

The orderly flow of the base IFR aircraft is predicated on the use of 
instrument procedures and traffic patterns or other directions from ATC to 
maintain proper sequencing and separation.   Primary published IFR arrival 
and departure flight paths for K. I. Sawyer AFB are shown on Figures 3.2-13 
and 3.2-14, respectively. 

Defense-related airspace within the 20-nm ROI includes a VFR MTR 
(VR 1628-1636/VR 1646-1666), which consists of a northwest/southeast 
route passing to the south of K. I. Sawyer AFB. These routes are used by 
DOD and associated Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard units for low- 
altitude navigation and tactical training in VFR weather conditions at 
altitudes below 10,000 feet above MSL and at airspeeds in excess of 
250 knots.   In addition to the VFR MTR routes, the Hiawatha MOA located 

K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 3-29 



EXPLANATION 
O       Public Use Airport 

©       Restricted/Private Use Airport 

:'     ')    Control Zone 

Transitional Airspace 

0   1.75   3.5        7 Nautical Miles 4* 

Airspace Region 
YVery High Frequency Omnidirectional Range       ftz |nf i. ipnpp 

Tactical (VORTAC) Air Navigation System ul «»'"Ciiwc 

_       Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range- 
Distance Measuring Equipment 

111111111   Military Operations Area (MOA) 

 Federal Airway 

■■^^    Region of Influence (ROI) ———~"~"—————— 

— — — Military Training Route Figure 3.2-12 

3-30 K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 



EXPLANATION 

»    Flight Paths for K.I. Sawyer AFB 

(^3      U.S. Highway 

©      State Highway 

[38)      County Road 

ru  i 
0     2      4 8 Miles 

o Restricted/Private Use Airport 

Public Use Airport 

Primary IFR Arriving 
Aircraft Flight Paths 

 County Line 

C & NW       Chicago and Northwestern 

4P Figure 3.2-13 

K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 3-31 



Lake Superior 

EXPLANATION 

»    Flight Paths for K. I. Sawyer AFB 

££3      U.S. Highway 

(35)      State Highway 

|38]      County Road 

O Restricted/Private Use Airport 

Public Use Airport 

Primary IFR Departing 
Aircraft Flight Paths 

 County Line 

C & NW       Chicago and Northwestern 

run 
0      2       4 8 Miles 1P Figure 3.2-14 

3-32 K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 



20 nm east of the base is predominantly utilized by K. I. Sawyer AFB aircraft 
for training activities. 

Of the four airports within the ROI, only Marquette County Airport is public. 
The other three (Bonnie, Johnson, and Lesterson) are restricted-use, grass- 
strip, private airports, and aircraft operations occur only during VFR weather 
conditions.  Marquette County Airport has ILS runway approach procedures. 
Marquette County Airport consists of a 6,500-foot runway, and commercial 
service is provided by three air carriers. Aircraft operating at the four 
airports are generally unaffected by flight operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
Aircraft within the ROI generally contact K. I. Sawyer AFB approach control 
when approaching an area airport or transitioning through the base airspace. 
Activity levels at Marquette County Airport for 1992 and 1995 are 
illustrated in Table 3.2-7. 

Table 3.2-7.  Projected Aircraft Operations for Civil Public-Use Airports in 
the Vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB 

Annual Operations 
Airport 1992 1995(" 

Marquette County 
Commercial operations 9,000 10,600 
General aviation operations 25,000 27,100 

Total 34,000 37,700 

Note:  (a)  Projected annual operations from Airport Master Plan. 
Source: Greiner, Inc., 1991. 

Closure Baseline.  Upon termination of flight operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB, 
all designated ATC airspace areas and published instrument procedures 
would be canceled and the areas would revert to the control of the 
Minneapolis ARTCC. The RAPCON, ATC, and navigational aids at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB could be removed from operational service pending reuse 
requirements for these facilities.   It is not likely that the airspace ROI would 
be used by Minneapolis ARTCC for new IFR or VFR transit routes because 
removal of the K. I. Sawyer AFB RAPCON would eliminate radar coverage in 
the vicinity of the base.  VFR aircraft operating from the surrounding public 
and private airports could transit freely throughout the airspace surrounding 
the base without any tower communication requirements or concerns with 
military aircraft operations.  In addition, the closure of K. I. Sawyer AFB 
would eliminate the need for the Hiawatha MOA; therefore, this restricted 
airspace area could be removed from the FAA airspace control system. 

3.2.3.3 Air Transportation.  Air transportation includes passenger travel by 
commercial airline and charter flights, business and recreational travel by 
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private (general) aviation, and priority package and freight delivery by 
commercial and air carriers. 

Marquette County Airport provides scheduled passenger service for the ROI. 
Airports in Iron Mountain (approximately 70 miles southwest of Marquette), 
Escanaba (Delta County Airport), and Hancock/Houghton Airport (see 
Figure 3.2-9) also provide passenger service to the western Upper Peninsula; 
however, the number of passengers from the ROI using these airports is 
very small.  In 1992, Marquette County Airport recorded approximately 
40,000 passengers boarded. There is no scheduled air cargo service at 
Marquette County Airport. 

Marquette County Airport will experience a decrease in passenger traffic 
after closure of K. I. Sawyer AFB, primarily because of the loss of 
base-related traffic.  This decrease should not affect the air carriers that 
service the region. 

3.2.3.4 Other Transportation Modes. The Chicago and Northwestern 
railroad provides freight service to K. I. Sawyer AFB via a rail spur. The 
tracks are seldom used, but are maintained and are in good condition. 

Marquette Harbor is the major port in the ROI for exporting iron ore and 
importing coal and limestone.  According to the 1992 Harbor Master Dock 
Report, the Presque Isle unloading dock in the upper harbor is the only dock 
that exports iron ore.   In 1992, 287 vessels exported 7,497,842 tons of 
ore.  This dock also served 54 vessels importing 1,424,441 tons of coal and 
12 vessels importing 264,936 tons of limestone.  The limestone is used in 
the local iron ore mines to produce iron pellets. The dock at the city of 
Marquette Board of Light and Power imported 123,382 tons of coal and 
330,655 tons of limestone on 23 vessels.   Marquette Harbor would not be 
affected by base closure. 

3.2.4    Utilities 

The utility systems addressed in this analysis include the facilities and 
infrastructure used for: 

• Potable water pumping, treatment, storage, and distribution 

• Wastewater collection and treatment 

• Solid waste collection and disposal 

• Energy generation and distribution, including the provision of 
electricity and natural gas. 
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The ROI for utilities is made up of the service areas of each utility provider 
servicing the base and local community. The major attributes of utility 
systems in the ROI are processing, distribution, and storage capacities and 
related factors, such as average daily consumption and peak demand, 
required in making a determination of adequacy of such systems to provide 
services in the future. 

Projected utility use at the time of closure (1995) was developed based on 
discussions with the purveyors, historic consumption patterns, and 
systemwide average annual growth rates.  All projections were adjusted to 
reflect the decrease in demand associated with the base closure and are 
presented in Table 3.2-8. 

Table 3.2-8.  Estimated Utility Demand in the ROI 

Preclosure Closure 
 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Water consumption (MGD)W                        4~Ö7 4~15 3~i 2.79 
Wastewater treatment (MGD)W                   4.45 4.44 4.19 3.13 
Solid waste (tons/day)                              148.11 139.04 135.34 124.95 
Electrical consumption (MWH/day)            1,148 1,129 1,105 939.5 
Natural gas consumption                           10.31 10.14 9.68 8.44 
(MMCF/day)   
Note:   (a)  These figures do not account for farm residences or commercial/industrial activities outside 

town or city limits. 
MGD     = million gallons per day 
MMCF   = million cubic feet 
MWH     = megawatt-hours 

3.2.4.1  Water Supply. The ROI for water supply consists of K. I. Sawyer 
AFB and the areas served by the city of Marquette and Forsyth Township. 
The combined capacity of these service areas can produce 11.3 MGD of 
water.  West Branch and Sands township residents obtain water from 
private wells. 

On-Base.  K. I. Sawyer AFB obtains water for domestic and industrial uses 
from four on-base wells with a combined capacity of 3 MGD.  Water is 
stored on base in four storage facilities:  a large underground reservoir 
(approximately 500,000 gallons), an in-ground tank of 15,000 gallons, and 
two 200,000-gallon elevated towers. Total storage capacity of these 
facilities is 915,000 gallons.  Average daily consumption in 1992 was 
approximately 1.0 MGD.  The golf course is irrigated with water from Silver 
Lead Creek.  However, plans are under way to connect the golf course 
sprinkler system to the main water system. 
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Off-Base.  The city of Marquette obtains its water from Lake Superior and its 
average daily consumption was 2.67 MGD in 1992, with a pumping 
capacity of 9 MGD. The city is planning construction of a 7-MGD filtration 
plant by 1998.  Forsyth Township operates five wells, and in 1992 supplied 
an estimated 0.40 MGD to the residents of Gwinn, Austin, Princeton, and 
New Swanzy. The system has a 1.3-MGD capacity and 250,000 gallons of 
storage.  Residents located outside the urban areas rely on private wells for 
water. 

Preclosure Reference. Average daily potable water consumption in the ROI 
is presented in Table 3.2-8. The average daily water use for the base has 
been 25 percent of the potable water consumed in the ROI. 

Closure Baseline.  Potable water consumption in the ROI is projected to be 
2.79 MGD by 1995. Water consumption at K. I. Sawyer AFB will decrease 
as the drawdown of personnel occurs from 1993 to closure.  Demand from 
continuing operations of the OL and caretaker will be approximately 
0.02 MGD, or less than 1 percent of the ROI. 

3.2.4.2 Wastewater.  The ROI for wastewater treatment consists of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB and the areas served by the city of Marquette and Forsyth 
Township.  The combined system capacity in these service areas can treat 
up to 8.4 MGD.  West Branch and Sands townships use private septic 
systems to process their wastewater flows. 

On-Base. Wastewater generated on K. I. Sawyer AFB is collected and 
processed by the 2.5-MGD capacity tertiary treatment plant on base. 
Average daily flows of 0.9 MGD are discharged to the Silver Lead Creek 
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
from the state of Michigan.  Industrial wastes are pretreated in an aeration 
lagoon prior to mixing with the base's domestic wastewater and treatment 
in the plant.  Septic systems provide backup service to six lift stations and 
also to the Main Gate facility.  Sludge from the treatment process is pumped 
through a two-stage gravity-thickening system and disposed of on forest 
lands. 

Off-Base.  The city of Marquette provides wastewater treatment to residents 
of the city and portions of Marquette and Chocolay townships (east of 
Marquette Township). The city's WWTP has a capacity of 5.5 MGD and 
had average daily flows of 3.17 MGD in 1992.   In 1994, the city stopped 
processing leachate from the county landfill. The city found that the 
biological oxygen demand from leachate was consuming the remaining 
organic loading capacity at the plant (see Section 3.2.4.3).  Forsyth 
Township operates a three-cell lagoon with a design capacity of 0.4 MGD, 
and treats wastewater from approximately 1,000 customers and two 
schools.  Residents located outside the urban areas rely on septic systems to 
treat domestic wastewater. 
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Preclosure Reference.  Table 3.2-8 presents wastewater generation in the 
ROI.  In 1992, the on-base flow constituted about 20 percent of the 
wastewater generated in the ROI. 

Closure Baseline. As the drawdown of base personnel proceeds, on-base 
wastewater flows will decrease to less than 0.01 MGD, or less than 
1 percent of the ROI. Wastewater generation in the ROI is projected to be 
3.13 MGD. 

3.2.4.3 Solid Waste.  The ROI for solid waste disposal consists of waste 
disposal facilities that serve Marquette County. 

On-Base.  Solid waste generated at K. I. Sawyer AFB is taken off base by a 
commercial hauler and disposed of in the Marquette County landfill in Sands 
Township, Michigan.  Medical wastes are hauled off base by private 
contractors. 

Off-Base.  Solid waste disposal in Marquette County is handled by a 53-acre 
landfill site in Sands Township operated by the Marquette County Solid 
Waste Management Authority.  Prior to disposal, solid wastes are 
transported to a processing facility, where various materials are removed for 
recycling or recovery.  Remaining materials are processed by a baler and 
placed in landfill cells. The landfill has an expected life span of 23 years. A 
redesign of the landfill is being studied that would add 8 years to its life 
span.  Leachate from the landfill and liquids recovered during the material 
processing are collected and taken to the K. I. Sawyer AFB WWTP for 
disposal.  The base has a renewable agreement with the county to take the 
leachate for 6 months. 

Preclosure Reference. Table 3.2-8 presents the amount of solid waste 
disposed of in the ROI.  K. I. Sawyer AFB disposed of approximately 
17.2 tons per day in 1992. This amount constituted approximately 
12 percent of the solid waste disposed of in the ROI. 

Closure Baseline. As the drawdown of base personnel proceeds, solid waste 
generation at closure is estimated at 0.15 ton per day, or less than 
1 percent of the ROI.  Solid waste disposal in the ROI is estimated to be 
124.95 tons per day in 1995. 

3.2.4.4 Energy. The ROI for energy consists of the local service areas for 
the Upper Peninsula Power Company (UPPCO), the Marquette Board of Light 
and Power, Michigan Gas Company, and Michigan Consolidated Gas 
Company.   UPPCO's service area includes the cities of Ishpeming and 
Negaunee, Forsyth Township, and the base. The Marquette Board of Light 
and Power serves the city of Marquette and portions of the county. The 
Board also provides electricity to Alger Delta Cooperative Electric 
Association for distribution within the county. 
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Electricity 

On-Base.  Electricity is provided to K. I. Sawyer AFB by UPPCO.   It is 
delivered to K. I. Sawyer AFB through one substation with an 11,200- 
kilovolt-ampere capacity.  Peak electrical demand on that substation in 1992 
was 9,100 kilowatts. 

Off-Base.  UPPCO and the city provide electrical power to customers in the 
Marquette area.  UPPCO had electrical sales of 492 MWH/day in 1992 in the 
Marquette area and sold 2,172 MWH/day to 46,430 customers within its 
entire service area. The Marquette Board of Light and Power service area 
had sales of 656 MWH/day. 

Preclosure Reference. Table 3.2-8 presents electrical consumption in the 
ROI.  K. I. Sawyer AFB consumed approximately 156.11 MWH/day in fiscal 
year 1992. This amount constituted approximately 14 percent of the 
electricity consumed in the ROI. 

Closure Baseline.  As the drawdown of base personnel proceeds, electrical 
consumption in the ROI is expected to decrease to an estimated 
939.5 MWH/day in 1995.   Electrical consumption at K. I. Sawyer AFB from 
closure operations is estimated to be about 15 MWH/day, or approximately 
2 percent of electricity consumed in the ROI. 

Natural Gas 

On-Base.  Natural gas is provided to the base by Michigan Gas Company 
through a high-pressure gas line entering near the Main Gate.  A central 
heating plant provides high-temperature water to 1.6 million square feet of 
floor space at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  This plant used 177 MMCF of natural gas 
in 1992, in addition to coal, wood, and fuel oil for heating on-base facilities. 
In addition to high-temperature water, natural gas is supplied to the base 
housing units. 

Off-Base.  Michigan Gas Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
Southwestern Michigan Gas Enterprises, Inc., serves 13 counties and 
89,000 customers in the Upper and Lower peninsulas of Michigan.  In the 
Marquette area the company serves 14,000 customers including the base. 
The company sold 9.72 MMCF/day of natural gas in 1992.  Michigan 
Consolidated Gas Company provides natural gas to 1,210 customers in 
Forsyth Township and Gwinn.  In 1992, 0.59 MMCF/day of natural gas was 
consumed in this area. 

Preclosure Reference.  Table 3.2-8 presents natural gas consumption in the 
ROI under preclosure conditions.  K. I. Sawyer AFB consumed approximately 
1.03 MMCF/day in 1992. This amount constituted less than 10 percent of 
the natural gas consumed in the ROI in 1992. 
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Closure Baseline. As the drawdown of base personnel proceeds, natural gas 
consumption in the ROI is expected to decrease to 8.44 MMCF/day.  Natural 
gas consumption at K. I. Sawyer AFB from closure operations is estimated 
to be about 0.09 MMCF/day, or approximately 1 percent of the amount 
consumed in the ROI. 

3.3       HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Hazardous materials and hazardous waste management activities at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB are governed by specific environmental regulations.  For 
the purpose of the following analysis, the term hazardous waste or 
hazardous materials will mean those substances defined as hazardous by 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq., as amended, and the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6992, as amended.  In general, this includes 
substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, or physical, 
chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present substantial danger to 
public health or welfare or the environment when released into the 
environment. The state of Michigan defines hazardous substances under 
Section 3(P) of the Michigan Environmental Response Act (MERA) 307, 
Michigan compiled laws 299.603IP), which is enforced by the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). 

Transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by the U.S. DOT 
regulations within 49 CFR.  State regulations regarding transporting 
hazardous waste are addressed in Part 4 of the Michigan Hazardous Waste 
Management rules, R299.9401-R299.9412. 

Treatment and disposal of nonhazardous waste, including wastewater, is 
discussed in Section 3.2.4, as part of utilities. 

The ROI for hazardous materials and waste encompasses all geographic 
areas that are exposed to the possibility of a release of a hazardous 
substance.  The ROI for IRP sites is within the existing base boundary, with 
the exception of groundwater contamination plumes that extend beneath the 
parcel of private property west of the military family housing area and the 
plume that may extend to off-base property at the north end of the base. 
Specific geographic areas affected by past and current hazardous waste 
operations, including remediation activities, are presented in detail below. 

The preclosure reference for the purpose of this analysis is December 1992. 
This date represents conditions of full mission operation prior to initiation of 
drawdown activities. 
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3.3.1    Hazardous Materials Management 

Preclosure Reference.  K. I. Sawyer AFB receives, stores, and utilizes large 
quantities of hazardous materials.  The most commonly utilized hazardous 
materials include aviation and motor fuels, various grades of petroleum 
products, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, solvents, paints, thinners, and 
compressed gases.   Hazardous materials are delivered to base supply 
(Building 727), the heating plant (Building 521), the supply and equipment 
warehouse (Building 522), the base supply open storage area (Facilities 702 
through 705), or the Contract Operated Civil Engineering Supply Systems 
(COCESS) in Building 421.  From these points, the materials are distributed 
to the workplaces where they are used, with the exception of bulk fuel 
deliveries (see Section 3.3.4) and solvents for three Safety Kleen cleaning 
stations, located at the pavements and ground facility (Building 530), auto 
hobby shop (Building 824), and the vehicle maintenance facility 
(Building 608). 

The base Bioenvironmental Engineer reviews and approves all procurement 
of hazardous materials utilized on K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

The Oil and Hazardous Substances Spill Prevention and Response Plan (U.S. 
Air Force, 1993e) implemented by the Environmental Management Flight 
(410 CES/DEV) provides guidance for storage and handling of hazardous 
substances at K. I. Sawyer AFB. The plan also provides contingency plans 
identifying key personnel, responsibilities, and facility-specific procedures to 
follow in the event of a hazardous substance spill. 

A repository of Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for all hazardous 
materials utilized on base is managed by the base Bioenvironmental 
Engineer.  MSDSs are also available at base supply, and each workplace has 
an MSDS for each hazardous material utilized or stored at that location. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB complies with the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 11001 et seq., reporting 
requirements by submitting annual emergency response and extremely 
hazardous substances updates to the Marquette County Local Emergency 
Planning Committee. These updates are provided by the Disaster 
Preparedness Element of the Readiness Flight (410 CES/CEX). 

Closure Baseline.  At base closure, only the OL and caretaker will be using 
hazardous materials.  All parties will be responsible for managing these 
materials in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations to protect 
employees from occupational exposure to hazardous materials, and to 
protect the public health of the surrounding community.  This would include 
adhering to the EPCRA requirements set forth under the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), Title III, of 1986. 
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The OL and caretaker will be responsible for the safe storage and handling of 
all hazardous materials used in conjunction with preventive and regular 
facility maintenance activities, grounds maintenance, and water and 
wastewater treatment.  Hazardous materials may include paint, thinner, 
solvents, corrosives, ignitables, pesticides, and miscellaneous materials 
associated with vehicle and machinery maintenance (motor oils/fuels). 
These materials will be delivered to the base in compliance with the federal 
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA) under 49 CFR. 

3.3.2   Hazardous Waste Management 

Preclosure Reference.  Operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB currently produce 
wastes defined as hazardous by RCRA (42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq.), U.S. EPA 
implementing regulations (40 CFR 261-265), and by the Michigan 
Administrative Code (R299.9101 to R299.11107), Hazardous Waste 
Management Rules. 

The Environmental Compliance Office oversees the management of 
hazardous wastes at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  The base is currently operating 
under an RCRA Interim Part B permit.   Under this permit, hazardous wastes 
are transferred to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) 
(Building 417).  Hazardous wastes generated on base are collected in drums 
at satellite accumulation points located at various industrial and flightline 
facilities (Table 3.3-1). Additionally, 28 waste oil collection points are 
located throughout the base (Appendix G). These collection points may be 
an underground storage tank (UST), an oil/water separator, or single 
55-gallon drums. The waste oil is picked up and disposed of off base by a 
contractor.  The Plan for Management of Recoverable and Waste Liquid 
Petroleum (U.S. Air Force, 1990a) was implemented in 1990, and provides 
guidelines for the collection, storage, recycling, or disposal of recoverable 
and waste petroleum products generated at K. I. Sawyer AFB that are 
considered nonhazardous under the Michigan Recycling and Reuse Laws, 
Michigan compiled laws annotated Chapter 319 §§ 311-316. 

Satellite accumulation points can store up to 55 gallons of hazardous waste, 
or 1 quart of acutely hazardous or extremely hazardous waste for an 
indefinite period of time.  All satellite accumulation points are regularly 
inspected by the Environmental Management Flight.  Upon reaching the 
criteria limits, wastes are transferred to the DRMO storage facility 
(Building 417).   DRMO utilizes a permitted contractor for disposal of these 
wastes to a permitted facility off base.   Prior to off-base disposal, DRMO 
personnel inspect and manifest all hazardous waste in accordance with 
applicable waste management and transportation requirements. 

On average, 36,000 pounds of RCRA and non-RCRA wastes were generated 
by operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB in 1992 and 1993.  RCRA wastes are 
considered hazardous due to their physical and chemical characteristics and 
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Table 3.3-1.  Hazardous Waste Accumulation Points (November 1993) 

Building Number of Sites Description 

Satellite Accumulation Points (up to 55 gallons) 
304 Surveillance Inspection Shop 

311 Surveillance Inspection Shop 

321 Conventional Munitions Shop 

323 Missile Assembly Shop 

331 Missile Assembly Shop 

400 Weapons Release Shop 

402 Aircraft Support Storage 

404 Equipment Calibration Shop 

406 Fuels Management 

408 Paint Shop 

438 Refueling Vehicle Maintenance 

441 Munitions Trailer Maintenance 

530 Heavy Equipment Maintenance 

608 2 Vehicle Maintenance 

609 Vehicle Maintenance 

627 Dock 9 - AGE Shop 

663 2 Dock 3 - Tire Shop 

664 1 Dock 4 - Aircraft Maintenance 

665 5 Dock 5 - Aircraft Maintenance 

667 8 Dock 7 - Aircraft Maintenance 

725 2 Bomber/Tanker Support 

740 2 Engine Shop 

824 1 Auto Hobby Shop 

850 1 Hospital 

Accumulation Point (1-year storage) 
417 1 DRMO 

AGE       = aerospace ground equipment 
DRMO   = Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 

their potential to harm humans and the environment.  Non-RCRA wastes are 
defined as wastes excluded from hazardous waste regulation and include 
recyclable wastes (except for sludge or listed wastes).  Non-RCRA waste 
constituted approximately 6,000 pounds, or 17 percent of all waste 
generated by the base.  In addition, approximately 16,000 pounds of waste 
oil were generated between 1991 and 1993 and were disposed of as 
recyclable material under Chapter 319 §§ 311-316. 
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In an attempt to identify the presence or absence of contamination at RCRA- 
regulated facilities at K. I. Sawyer AFB, U.S. EPA conducted a Preliminary 
Review/Visual Site Inspection (PR/VSI) in 1992 and base personnel 
conducted similar studies in 1993 and 1994. These studies were initiated 
to identify and collect data on areas of known or potential hazardous 
substance releases, known as SWMUs and AOCs, and to determine which 
SWMUs and AOCs pose a threat to human health and the environment. 
These surveys identified 112 SWMUs and 14 AOCs, at K. I. Sawyer AFB; 
site descriptions are provided in Appendix G. The need for further 
investigation and/or remediation actions for these sites is currently being 
addressed by the U.S. EPA, MDEQ, and the base. The inactive lime pits at 
Buildings 608 (SWMU 80) and 610 {SWMU 57) were remediated in summer 
1994. The lime pit at Building 610 is considered a closed site, while SWMU 
80 remains open because the results of soil sampling to determine the 
presence of contamination at Building 608 have not been finalized. 

Closure Baseline.  At the time of base closure, all of the hazardous waste 
generated by base functions will have been collected from all designated 
satellite accumulation points and DRMO and disposed of off site at a 
permitted facility in accordance with RCRA.  Hazardous waste generated by 
the OL and caretaker will be tracked to ensure proper identification, storage, 
transportation, and disposal, as well as implementation of waste 
minimization programs. 

The closure of K. I. Sawyer AFB will not affect the remediation and closure 
activities of SWMUs and AOCs identified during the PR/VSIs.   Such 
activities will continue in accordance with appropriate regulations to protect 
human health and the environment.  Remedial activities could continue past 
the September 1995 closure date. 

3.3.3   Installation Restoration Program Sites 

The IRP is an Air Force program to identify, characterize, and remediate past 
environmental contamination on its installations.  Although widely accepted 
at the time, procedures followed prior to the mid-1970s for managing and 
disposing of many wastes often resulted in contamination of the 
environment. The program has established a process to evaluate past 
disposal sites, control the migration of contaminants, and control potential 
hazards to human health and the environment.  Section 211 of SARA, 
codified as the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP), of which 
the Air Force IRP is a subset, ensures that the DOD has the authority to 
conduct its own environmental restoration programs.  The DOD coordinates 
IRP activities with the U.S. EPA and appropriate state agencies. 

Prior to passage of SARA and the establishment of the National Contingency 
Plan (NCP) for hazardous waste sites, Air Force IRP procedures followed 
DOD policy guidelines mirroring the U.S. EPA's Superfund program.  Since 
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SARA was passed, many federal facilities have been placed on a federal 
docket and the U.S. EPA has been evaluating their waste sites for possible 
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL). The U.S. EPA has not 
proposed K. I. Sawyer AFB for listing on the NPL; however, the base is 
being reevaluated for possible NPL listing according to the U.S. EPA's 
revised scoring criteria. 

The K. I. Sawyer AFB Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) has been 
established to provide an avenue for public input to the environmental 
restoration of the Air Force property to be disposed of.  Comments received 
by the RAB will be addressed by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Cleanup Team (BCT) and may be incorporated into the BRAC Cleanup Plan. 
The participants of the BCT include the U.S. EPA, MDEQ, AFBCA 
Environmental Coordinator, and local technical consultants.  The BRAC 
Cleanup Plan for the base contains the status, management and response 
strategy, and action items related to the K. I. Sawyer AFB ongoing 
environmental restoration and associated compliance programs. 

Ongoing activities at identified IRP sites may delay or limit some proposed 
land uses at or near those sites.  Future land uses by the recipients on a 
site-specific level may be, to a certain extent, limited by the severity of 
contamination or level of remediation effort at these IRP sites.  Reasonably 
foreseeable land use constraints are discussed in this EIS.  Regulatory review 
as required by the Air Force programs will also ensure that any site-specific 
land use limitations are identified and considered.  A representation of the 
IRP management process followed by K. I. Sawyer AFB is shown in 
Figure 3.3-1. 

The original IRP was divided into four phases, consistent with CERCLA: 

• Phase I:  Problem Identification and Records Search 
• Phase II:  Problem Confirmation and Quantification 
• Phase III:  Technology Development (TD) 
• Phase IV:   Corrective Action. 

After SARA was passed in 1986, the IRP was realigned to incorporate the 
terminology used by the U.S. EPA and to integrate the new requirements in 
the NCP. The result was the creation of three action stages: 

• Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI) 
• Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
• Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA). 

The PA portion of the first stage under the NCP is comparable to the original 
IRP Phase I and consists of a records search and interviews to determine 
whether potential problems exist.  A brief SI that may include soil and water 
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Figure 3.3-1 
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sampling is performed to give an initial characterization or confirm the 
presence of contamination at a potential site. 

An Rl is similar to the original Phase II and consists of additional fieldwork 
and evaluations to assess the nature and extent of contamination.  It 
includes a risk assessment and determines the need for site remediation. 

The original IRP Phase IV has been replaced by the FS and the RD within the 
third stage. The FS documents the development, evaluation, and selection 
of alternatives to remediate the site. The selected alternative is then 
designed (RD) and implemented (RA).  Long-term monitoring is often 
performed in association with site remediation to ensure future compliance 
with contaminant standards or achievement of remediation goals. The 
Phase III portion of the IRP process is not included in the normal SARA 
process. TD under SARA is done under separate processes, including the 
Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation program. The Air Force has an 
active TD program in cooperation with the U.S. EPA to find solutions to 
problems common to Air Force facilities. 

The closure of K. I. Sawyer AFB will not affect ongoing IRP activities. 
These IRP activities, managed by the OL, will continue in accordance with 
federal, state, and local regulations to protect human health and the 
environment, regardless of the disposal decision.  The establishment of the 
RAB allows for joint involvement in the IRP by the Air Force, federal and 
state regulators, and the local community.  The Air Force will retain any 
necessary interests (e.g., easements) in order to perform operations and 
maintenance on all remediation systems. 

The public may keep abreast of the IRP at K. I. Sawyer AFB through various 
sources of information including the viewing of IRP documents contained in 
the Administrative Record at the Peter White Public Library in Marquette. 
The Air Force will present the results of RI/FS to the RAB, which will include 
a discussion of alternatives being considered.  The RAB will also be informed 
of cleanup methods being selected and will have the opportunity to provide 
comments. The BCT will consider any comments before final acceptance of 
methods selected. 

Preclosure Reference.   Because the Air Force began the IRP process at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB in 1984, prior to terminology and procedural changes, 
both phases and stages are contained in the IRP Administrative Record.  The 
Phase I - Records Search was published in September 1985 and initially 
identified 15 potential contamination sites (Figure 3.3-2):  five landfills 
(Sites LF-08, LF-09, LF-10, LF-11, LF-12); three waste discharge areas 
(Sites DP-01, DP-02, DP-03); two fire training areas (Sites FT-06, FT-07); 
two petroleum, oil, and lubricant (POL) storage areas (Sites ST-04, OT-13); 
two hazardous substance storage facilities (Sites OT-14, OT-15); and the 
DRMO Storage Yard (Site SS-05). Thirteen of these sites were scored using 
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the Hazard Assessment Ranking Methodology (HARM) to assess their 
potential for contamination and to establish investigation priorities.  These 
13 sites were then recommended for further investigations to assess 
possible soil and groundwater contamination.  Although not HARM scored or 
considered for additional evaluation. Sites OT-14 and OT-15 were retained 
as IRP sites. A description of each site's location and contamination is 
provided in Table 3.3-2; detailed site descriptions appear in Appendix D. A 
Decision Document was approved by the Air Force in 1990 supporting the 
transfer of the Wells Terminal Annex (Site OT-13), approximately 55 miles 
south of K. I. Sawyer AFB, to the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). The 
DLA is now responsible for remediation of the Wells Terminal Annex; 
therefore, no reference to this site appears in Figure 3.3-2, Table 3.3-2, or 
Appendix D. 

In 1986 and 1987, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) conducted a Phase II, 
Stage 1 Confirmation/Quantification Study. The study consisted mainly of 
an initial hydrogeologic survey at four areas on base in which the USGS 
installed monitoring wells and collected samples to characterize the nature 
and extent of soil and groundwater contamination.  Hydrogeological models 
were also developed to determine area groundwater characteristics. The 
study concluded that the investigations did not fully identify the extent of 
groundwater contamination and that the installation of additional monitoring 
wells was needed at all sites. Additionally, the area of groundwater 
contamination associated with the POL Storage Area (Site ST-04) was 
recommended for additional studies to determine if fuels were floating on 
the water table and to determine the amount of fuels retained in the soils. 
Groundwater in the central portion of the base was identified as containing 
elevated levels of trichloroethylene (TCE) and benzene. This led to the 
installation of additional monitoring wells, including six east of Silver Lead 
Creek, to define the contamination plume boundary and its downgradient 
migration. As a result, a Phase II, Stage 2 study was implemented in late 
1987 to better determine the extent of groundwater contamination, as well 
as to conduct supplemental studies of various sites. 

Based on the recommendations of the 1987 Phase II, Stage 2 Study, a pilot- 
scale free product recovery study was conducted from November 1990 to 
January 1991 at one of the POL storage areas (Site ST-04).  The 12-week 
study compared an active (pump and treat) system and a passive (skimmer) 
system for the removal of floating hydrocarbon contaminants from the 
groundwater surface. The study identified potential sources of 
contamination, determined the extent of the free product, and recommended 
soil vapor extraction as a likely method of treating the contaminated soils. 
The study also recommended additional investigations to further delineate 
the extent of groundwater contamination and determine if the active system 
was more effective for removing contaminants from the groundwater than 
the passive system. 
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Ongoing monitoring of the Central Base TCE Plume resulted in a 1990 
Decision Document recommending that an interim RA be conducted to 
control migration of the plume to protect two drinking water wells located 
east of Silver Lead Creek and downgradient from the plume.  In 1991 an 
additional Decision Document, supported by a subsequent Environmental 
Assessment, addressed the construction of a pump-and-treat system to 
remediate contaminated groundwater and prevent further downgradient 
migration. The system was constructed in 1993 and began operating in 
1994. The system will operate as an interim program.  Fourteen wells 
extract water from both the upper aquifers and a lower, confined aquifer. 
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are then removed from the water by 
passing it through an air stripper.  The air stripper is located at Building 
7140, near the intersection of Fifth Street and Avenue BB. 

Nine sites, consisting of the soil remediation site (Site ST-16), Avenue G 
JP-4 Spill (Site SS-17), six storage tank sites (Sites ST-18, ST-19, ST-20, 
ST-22, ST-23, and ST-24), and several underground vaults associated with 
Site ST-21, were added to the K. I. Sawyer AFB IRP in summer 1992 as a 
result of the basewide UST removal project conducted in 1991 and 1992. 
The addition of these sites and the transfer of the Wells Terminal Annex to 
the DLA in 1990 brought the number of IRP sites at K. I. Sawyer AFB to 24. 

The Soil Remediation Area (Site ST-16) was a stockpile of petroleum- 
contaminated soils that was created during the removal and/or replacement 
of USTs at Sites ST-18 to ST-24.  Due to state regulations and local landfill 
restrictions on petroleum-contaminated soils, remediation of the stockpiled 
soils was conducted on site in late 1993 by low-temperature thermal 
treatment (desorption).  Thermal treatment of petroleum-contaminated soils 
at the Soil Remediation Area (Site ST-16) has been completed; however, site 
closure procedures have not been determined. 

In 1991 an RI/FS for the five landfill sites was initiated to characterize on- 
site contamination, including further characterization of groundwater 
previously identified during the Phase II studies.  Activities conducted under 
the RI/FS included the installation of additional monitoring wells and the 
sampling of soils and groundwater.   Preliminary RI/FS findings in September 
1992 were inconclusive.  As a result, groundwater monitoring and soil 
sampling activities are continuing.  However, an No Further Action Decision 
Document (NFADD) for Hardfill Area 2 (Site LF-12) was submitted to ACC, 
and later to state and federal regulators.  The NFADD was based on soil 
sampling in 1991 during the RI/FS and similar sampling in 1986 and 1987 
as part of the Phase II investigations, which failed to detect any suspected 
contaminants. 

Additional NFADDs were submitted in September 1991 for Building 744 
(Site OT-14) and Building 707 (Site OT-15) since no evidence of a release 
was identified.  Sites OT-14 and OT-15 were originally identified during the 
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Phase I - Records Search, and were retained as IRP sites but never 
recommended for further evaluation.  All NFADDs received regulator 
approval in spring 1994 and the sites have been closed. 

Two Operable Units (OUs) were established in 1991.  A number of IRP sites 
were grouped by similar contaminants or by geographic location to help 
accelerate or provide separate remediation activities.  OU-1 consists of three 
adjacent sites:  Drainage Pond No. 1 (Site DP-01), the POL Storage Area 
(Site ST-04), and the DRMO Storage Yard (Site SS-05).  In August 1991, 
the base submitted NFADDs to SAC to remove Drainage Pond No. 1 (Site 
DP-01) and the DRMO Storage Yard (Site SS-05) from the K. I. Sawyer AFB 
IRP process.   Phase II groundwater sampling for organics was conducted in 
1986 and 1987, and all sample results were below detection levels for 
organic contaminants at these sites.  However, ACC has recently reopened 
the sites for investigation as part of the OU-1 RI/FS initiated in 1993.  OU-2 
consists of four sites associated with TCE and benzene groundwater 
contamination in the central base area:  Drainage Pond No. 2 (Site DP-02), 
the Avenue G JP-4 Spill (Site SS-17), the Base Exchange Service Station 
USTs (Site ST-18), and the Building 709 USTs (Site ST-19).   Investigations 
to identify the sources of groundwater contamination for OU-2 sites were 
initiated in summer 1994. 

An interim RA is in progress at Site DP-02 (the central base groundwater 
pump and treatment system).   Pilot study soil bioventing systems were 
installed as interim RAs at the POL Storage Area (Site ST-04) and the DRMO 
Storage Yard (Site SS-05) in 1992, and at Fire Training Area No. 1 (Site 
FT-06) and No. 2 (Site FT-07) in 1993 to remove organics from the soils. 
The capacity of this system to treat fuel-contaminated soils is being 
assessed; a final RA will be conducted following the completion of an RI/FS. 

In the 1994 Rl report for Sites FT-06 and FT-07, groundwater contamination 
in excess of MERA standards was confirmed at both sites.  Site FT-06 was 
found to have TCE and tetrachloroethylene (PCE) in the groundwater that is 
moving in an easterly direction.  TCE and benzene were identified moving in 
an easterly direction away from Site FT-07.   Decision documents for these 
sites are scheduled to be submitted to regulators in summer 1995. These 
decision documents are likely to recommend additional groundwater 
investigations at Site FT-06 to determine the extent of contamination, as 
well as installation of a soil vapor extraction system as a means of soil 
remediation.   Recommendations for Site FT-07 are likely to include 
continued groundwater monitoring and soil treatment by soil vapor 
extraction.  Installation of soil vapor extraction systems are scheduled for 
fiscal year 1996 following regulator approval. 

In 1994, base personnel identified the presence of cadmium and 
perchloroethylene at the Material Drying Beds in the central portion of the 
base adjacent to the WWTP.   As a result, the area was included in the IRP 
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as Site DP-25; an RI/FS is scheduled to determine the extent of 
contamination. This site is believed to have received industrial wastes such 
as solvent, petroleum hydrocarbons, and heavy metals. 

An RA at Site DP-03 was conducted in 1994.   In addition, USTs and 
contaminated soils were removed from Site ST-22 in 1992.  An NFADD has 
been approved for ST-22 and approval for DP-03 is expected in 1995. 

Closure Baseline. The closure of K. I. Sawyer AFB will not affect the 
ongoing IRP activities, which will continue in accordance with U.S. EPA, 
state, and local regulatory agency regulations to protect human health and 
the environment, regardless of the alternative chosen for reuse. The BCT 
establishes joint involvement in the IRP among the U.S. Air Force, and 
federal and state regulators. The RAB involves the local community in the 
IRP process in an advisory capacity. 

IRP remedial activities will continue well past the September 1995 closure 
date for K. I. Sawyer AFB. The schedule for future IRP activities is 
presented in Table 3.3-3. The Air Force will oversee coordination of the 
contractors and assure that U.S. EPA, MDEQ, and local regulatory agency 
concerns are addressed. The Air Force will retain easements in order to 
perform operations and maintenance on all remediation and monitoring 
systems.   Funding for the restoration activities at closure installations was 
authorized by Congress in 1991 specifically for that purpose.  It is 
anticipated that future authorization acts will continue to fund environmental 
restoration activities at closing installations. 

Prior to the transfer of any property at K. I. Sawyer AFB, the Air Force must 
also comply with the provisions of CERCLA § 120(h).   CERCLA § 120(h) 
requires that, before property can be transferred from federal ownership, the 
United States must provide notice of specific hazardous substance activities 
and conditions on the property and, when there have been any such 
hazardous substance activities, include in the deed a covenant warranting 
that all RAs necessary to protect human health and the environment with 
respect to any hazardous substance remaining on the property have been 
taken before the date of such transfer.  For all government transfers of this 
property by deed, a covenant will warrant that any additional RA found to 
be necessary after the date of such transfer shall be conducted by the U.S. 
Government. The combination of these requirements may delay parcel 
disposition or conveyance and affect reuse. 

The Air Force is committed to the identification, assessment, and 
remediation of the contamination from hazardous substances at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB. This commitment will ensure the protection of public health, as well 
as restoration of the environment.  Additionally, the Air Force will work 
aggressively with the regulatory community to ensure that parcel disposition 
or conveyance occurs on Air Force fee-owned land at the earliest reasonable 
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date so as not to impede the economic redevelopment of the area through 
reuse of K. i. Sawyer AFB.  Quantification of those delays based on the 
conceptual plans for all redevelopment alternatives and what is currently 
known at this stage of the IRP is not possible. 

3.3.4   Storage Tanks 

USTs are subject to RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6991, and U.S. EPA implementing 
regulations 40 CFR 280. These regulations were mandated by the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984.  In Michigan, USTs are 
regulated under the State Underground Storage Tank Act, Public Act 423 of 
1984, as amended.  The MDEQ and the Fire Marshal Division of the State 
Police enforce the regulations set forth under this act.  Additionally, leaking 
USTs are regulated under the Michigan Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
Act, Public Act 478 of 1988, as amended. 

Management of aboveground storage tanks is conducted using the 
Flammable and Combustible Liquids code provisions of the National Fire 
Protection Association guidelines. The Michigan Fire Marshal is authorized 
to enforce these guidelines, which are adopted by reference under Act 207, 
the Michigan Fire Protection Code. 

Preclosure Reference.  Storage tanks at K. I. Sawyer AFB are listed in 
Appendix G.  Sixty-nine USTs are in place at K. I. Sawyer AFB, of which 44 
are regulated by the MDEQ. With the exception of the 2,000-gallon waste 
oil USTs at Facilities 521 and 664, and a 4,000-gallon JP-4 UST in the POL 
yard (Facility 405), the remaining 41 USTs are double-walled with 
automated leak detection and spill, overfill, and corrosion protection 
installed, thus, meeting 1998 federal tank standards.  Storage tanks of less 
than 1,000 gallons or tanks used for domestic heating fuel are not regulated 
by the state. 

The Underground Storage Tank Management Plan (U.S. Air Force, 1990c) 
outlines K. I. Sawyer AFB's program to meet federal and state laws 
governing the testing, upgrading, and replacement of USTs. The base plans 
to remove all USTs not in compliance with 1998 standards. 

All known heating oil USTs associated with military family housing units 
were removed during the conversion to natural gas in 1990, with the 
exception of 13 heating oil USTs that remained in place among the 
temporary lodging facilities until their removal in 1994.   Eleven heating oil 
USTs at facilities that have been converted to propane or natural gas were 
removed in 1994.  An additional five active heating oil USTs are scheduled 
for removal and their associated facilities are scheduled to be converted to 
either natural gas or propane in 1995.  A detailed inventory of USTs is 
provided in Appendix G. 
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Aboveground storage tanks are subject to regulation under the Clean Water 
Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1278) oil pollution provisions.  The operation and 
construction of aboveground storage tanks are also subject to National Fire 
Protection Association fire codes and the Uniform Fire Code. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB has 147 aboveground storage tanks on base. An 
inventory of these storage tanks is provided in Appendix G.  Five 
aboveground storage tanks are inactive; 20 are associated with emergency 
power generators and range in size from 100 to 500 gallons. 

The POL storage yard is in the southern portion of the base and contains 
five aboveground storage tanks with a total capacity of 3,255,000 gallons; 
they range in size from 210,000 gallons to 1,575,000 gallons (see 
Appendix G). The POL yard is utilized mainly for storage and distribution of 
JP-4, although diesel fuel and propylene glycol (deicing fluid) are also stored 
there. A 6-inch pipeline operated by the National Pipeline Company supplied 
JP-4 to K. I. Sawyer AFB.  The pipeline originates approximately 55 miles 
south of the base at the Wells Terminal Annex at Escanaba, Michigan, which 
is operated by DLA.  Operation of the pipeline ceased in June 1994 with the 
reduction of aircraft activity on base.  The JP-4 supplied by the pipeline was 
stored at the POL yard and eventually transferred to 20 50,000-gallon USTs 
located at four flightline pumphouses that serviced 40 aircraft fueling 
hydrants.  The POL yard and flightline hydrant fueling system are operated 
by the Fuels Management Branch.  The USTs associated with the flightline 
hydrant fueling system are exempt from regulations under 40 CFR 280 
because they were constructed in place as part of the system. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB operates 13 oil/water separators, which range in size from 
20 to 67,000 gallons and are located throughout the industrial areas.  An 
inventory of these oil/water separators is provided in Appendix G. 

Closure Baseline.  USTs that meet state regulations will be removed unless 
identified to support specific reuse activities.   USTs that do not meet current 
regulations will be deactivated and removed prior to disposal by deed. The 
aboveground storage tanks will be emptied, purged of fumes to minimize fire 
hazards, and secured (safeguarded against trespassing) at base closure. 
These operations will be monitored by the Fire Marshal Division of the 
Michigan State Police.  If not identified for reuse, sections of the hydrant 
fueling system located under parking aprons or taxiways are anticipated to 
be purged of product and closed in place. All oil/water separators will be 
pumped and cleaned of any contaminants. 

3.3.5   Asbestos 

Asbestos-containing building material abatement is regulated by the 
U.S. EPA, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the 
Michigan Department of Public Health, and the MDEQ-Air Quality Division 
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(MDEQ-AQD). Asbestos fiber emissions into ambient air are regulated in 
accordance with Section 112 (42 U.S.C. 7412) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), 
which establishes the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP). The NESHAP regulations address the demolition or 
renovation of buildings with ACM.  The Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), 15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq., and the Asbestos Hazard Emergency 
Response Act (AHERA), P.L. 99-519 and P.L. 101-637, provide the 
regulatory basis for handling ACM in kindergarten through 12th grade school 
buildings. AHERA and OSHA regulations cover worker protection for 
employees who work around or abate ACM. 

Asbestos emissions are managed under the Michigan Air Pollution Control 
Rules (R336.1101 et seq.) and enforced by MDEQ-AQD. 

Renovation or demolition of buildings with ACM has a potential for releasing 
asbestos fibers into the air. Asbestos fibers could be released due to 
disturbance or damage from various building materials, such as pipe and 
boiler insulation, acoustical ceilings, sprayed-on fireproofing, and other 
material used for soundproofing or insulation. 

Preclosure Reference. The current Air Force practice is to manage or abate 
ACM in active facilities and remove any ACM that has been identified as a 
hazard to human health, following regulatory requirements, prior to facility 
demolition.  Removal of ACM occurs when there is a potential for asbestos 
fiber release that would affect the environment or human health. The Air 
Force policy concerning the management of ACM for base closures can be 
found in Appendix H. 

An asbestos survey of 121 facilities was conducted at K. I. Sawyer AFB in 
August and September 1992. The survey included the Child Care Center, 
Youth Center, airmen's dormitories, and industrial facilities.  ACM was found 
in 108 buildings surveyed; the survey results, by facility, are summarized in 
Appendix H. 

An asbestos survey of 78 military family housing units at K. I. Sawyer AFB 
was conducted during summer 1994. This survey consisted of a visual 
inspection and sampling of each type of military family housing unit.  ACM 
was found in each unit surveyed. 

The Asbestos Management Plan and the Asbestos Operations Plan (U.S. Air 
Force, 1992a) describe identification, abatement, and disposal of ACM at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB. The plans also outline responsibility assignments and 
procedures to provide for proper management of ACM.  The implementation 
of these plans was the responsibility of base Civil Engineering. 
Bioenvironmental Engineering supports Civil Engineering by conducting site 
surveys, bulk sampling, and air monitoring.   Bioenvironmental Engineering 
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personnel also monitor asbestos abatement projects, which were performed 
by the on-base asbestos abatement team or by an outside contractor. 

Closure Baseline. Asbestos will be abated, as necessary, to protect human 
health.  Beyond that, an analysis will be conducted to determine the cost 
effectiveness of removing ACM versus the impacts of ACM on the market 
value of the property, when sale of the Air Force property is planned.  ACM 
will be removed if a building is, or is intended to be, used as a school or 
child care facility.  Exposed friable asbestos identified to be a health hazard 
will be abated in accordance with Air Force policy (Appendix H), and 
applicable health laws, regulations, and standards. 

3.3.6   Pesticide Usage 

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 
7 U.S.C. 136-136y regulates the registration and use of pesticides. 
Pesticide management activities are subject to federal regulations contained 
in 40 CFR 162, 165, 166, 170, and 171.  State regulations are promulgated 
under Act 171, the Pesticide Control Act of 1976 (as amended).   Pest 
management activities at K. I. Sawyer AFB was conducted in accordance 
with Air Force regulations and management recommendations, which follow 
FIFRA. 

Preclosure Reference.   Pesticides were stored at the Pest Management Shop 
(410 CES/DEME-PM) (Building 414) and was applied by DOD and state- 
certified applicators; the base entomologist were responsible for overseeing 
all pesticide application on base.  The base entomologist implemented the 
Pest Management Program at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  The Pest Management 
Shop conducted basewide weed abatement, performed monthly inspections 
of dining halls, provided routine termite inspections, and inspected the 
hospital and child care facilities, as necessary.  Pesticide usage was 
seasonal, although most was applied during the spring and summer; 
broadleaf herbicides were used during the late spring and early summer. 
Pesticides were mixed at the Pest Management Shop.   Following a pesticide 
application, spray equipment tanks were triple rinsed with the rinsate 
disposed of by application; hand sprayers were also rinsed and the rinse 
waters discharged to the sanitary sewer for treatment at the WWTP.   On- 
base pesticide application practices were regularly inspected by the base 
Bioenvironmental Engineer.  Additional inspections include biennial Medical 
Entomological and annual Environmental Compliance Assessment and 
Management Program reviews by ACC.  Herbicides, fungicides, and 
fertilizers were applied to the golf course in spring and summer; any 
additional weed abatement measures are provided by the Pest Management 
Shop on an as-needed basis.  An inventory of pesticides commonly used at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB is presented in Appendix G. 
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All pesticides used by the Pest Management Shop have been procured 
through base supply, usually in a single bulk purchase. The majority of 
pesticides have been stored at the Pest Management Shop; additional 
herbicides, fungicides, and fertilizers were stored in a shed at the golf course 
grounds maintenance compound (Building 786) in the form of weed and 
feed formulas, which do not require a certification for application. The 
majority of pesticides used on base were for grounds and golf course 
maintenance and basewide pest management, although household pesticides 
were available at the Base Exchange (Building 632). 

Closure Baseline. At base closure, pesticides will continue to be used on an 
as-needed basis for pest management and grounds maintenance. The OL 
will be responsible for managing the continued application of pesticides and 
ensuring that all applications are conducted in accordance with applicable 
regulations. 

3.3.7   Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

Commercial PCBs are industrial compounds produced by chlorination of 
biphenyls.   PCBs persist in the environment, accumulate in organisms, and 
concentrate in the food chain.  PCBs are used in electrical equipment, 
primarily in capacitors and transformers, because they are electrically 
nonconductive and stable at high temperatures. 

The disposal of these compounds is regulated under the federal TSCA, 
which banned the manufacture and distribution of PCBs with the exception 
of PCBs used in enclosed systems.   By federal definition, PCB equipment 
contains 500 parts per million (ppm) PCBs or more, whereas PCB- 
contaminated equipment contains PCB concentrations of 50 ppm or greater 
but less than 500 ppm. The U.S. EPA, under TSCA, regulates the removal 
and disposal of all sources of PCBs containing 50 ppm or more; the 
regulations are more stringent for PCB equipment than for PCB-contaminated 
equipment. The MDEQ enforces a federal PCB compliance monitoring 
program under a cooperation agreement with the U.S. EPA. 

Preclosure Reference. The Environmental Management Office was 
responsible for the management of PCBs at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Testing of all 
PCB-oil-containing equipment, including capacitors, regulators, oil switches, 
and transformers, was conducted in 1986 using chlorinol field test kits.  All 
electrical equipment identified as containing concentrations of PCBs above 
50 ppm was then sampled by a laboratory to verify the initial test results. 
Additional laboratory sampling was conducted in 1993 on all PCB-oil- 
containing equipment remaining in service following the 1986 PCB survey. 
Following the 1993 sampling, all PCB-oil-containing equipment at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB was removed or retrofilled; therefore, no PCB equipment 
or PCB-contaminated equipment remains at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
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Closure Baseline. There is no federally regulated PCB or PCB-contaminated 
equipment at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

3.3.8 Radon 

Radon is a naturally occurring, colorless, and odorless radioactive gas that is 
produced by radioactive decay of naturally occurring uranium.  Uranium 
decays to radium, of which radon gas is a by-product.  Radon is found in 
high concentration in rocks containing uranium, such as granite, shale, 
phosphate, and pitchblende. Atmospheric radon is diluted to insignificant 
concentrations.  Radon that is present in soil, however, can enter a building 
through small spaces and openings, accumulating in enclosed areas, such as 
basements. The cancer risk caused by exposure, through the inhalation of 
radon, is currently a topic of concern. 

There are no federal or state standards regulating radon exposure at the 
present time.  The U.S. EPA offers a pamphlet, "A Citizen's Guide to Radon" 
(U.S. EPA, 1992a), which offers advice to persons concerned about radon in 
their homes.   U.S. Air Force policy requires implementation of the Air Force 
Radon Assessment and Mitigation Program (RAMP) to determine levels of 
radon exposure of military personnel and their dependents.  The U.S. EPA 
has made testing recommendations for both residential structures and 
schools.  For residential structures, using a 2- to 7-day charcoal canister 
test, a level between 4 and 20 picocuries per liter (pCi/l) should lead to 
additional screening within a few years.   For levels of 20 to 200 pCi/l, 
additional confirmation sampling should be accomplished within a few 
months.   If the level is in excess of 200 pCi/l, the structure should be 
evacuated immediately.  Schools are to use a 2-day charcoal canister test; if 
readings are 4 to 20 pCi/l, a 9-month school year survey is required.  If all 
readings are below 4 pCi/l, no further action is recommended.  Table 3.3-4 
summarizes the recommended radon surveys and action levels. 

Preclosure Reference.  A radon screening survey was conducted at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB in May 1988 by the base Bioenvironmental Engineer.  The 
survey consisted of 34 samples taken from military family housing units, 
billeting, airmen's dormitories, and the Child Care Center. All samples 
resulted in radon levels below the U. S. EPA's recommended mitigation level 
of 4 pCi/l. Therefore, a detailed assessment survey was not needed and 
mitigation activities were not necessary or advised. 

Closure Baseline. Radon screening sample results were all below 4 pCi/l; 
therefore, no further action is necessary. 

3.3.9 Medical/Biohazardous Waste 

Disposal of medical waste is regulated under 40 CFR Part 259, Standards 
for the Tracking and Management of Medical Waste. The state regulates 
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Table 3.3-4.  Recommended Radon Surveys and Mitigations 

Facility 

School 

School 

U. S. EPA Action 
Level"1 Recommendation 

Residential      4 to 20 pCi/l 

Residential       20 to 200 pCi/l 

Additional screening. 
Expose detector for 1 year.  Reduce 
radon levels within 3 years if 
confirmed high readings exist 
Perform follow-up measurements. 
Expose detectors for no more than 
6 months 

Residential       Above 200 pCi/l      Follow-up measurements.  Expose 
detectors for no more than 1 week. 
Immediately reduce radon levels 

Two-Day Weekend Measurement 
4 to 20 pCi/l Confirmatory 9-month survey. 

Alpha track or ion chamber survey 
Greater than 20        Diagnostic survey or mitigation 
pCi/l   

Notes:      Congress has set a national goal for indoor radon concentration equal to the 
outdoor ambient levels of 0.2 to 0.7 pCi/l. 
(a)       For levels below 4 pCi/l, no further action is recommended. 
EPA     = Environmental Protection Agency 
pCi/I    = picocuries per liter 

Source:    U.S. EPA, 1992b. 

medical waste under the Michigan Medical Waste Management Act, 
Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Chapter 333 - Public Health Code Part 
138. 

Preclosure Reference.  K. I. Sawyer AFB operated a 15-bed hospital 
{Building 850) that provided inpatient services, such as general surgery, 
radiology, maternity and obstetrics, family practice, flight surgeon, and an 
extended hours clinic, as well as outpatient care. The dental clinic is in the 
same facility and both provided services to active duty military personnel 
and their dependents, as well as military retirees and their dependents. 

The Medical Waste Minimization Plan identified, managed, and provided 
waste minimization guidelines for medical wastes generated at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB.  The 410th Medical Group was responsible for implementation of the 
plan. 

The hospital and dental clinic generated approximately 1,000 pounds of 
medical waste monthly. The waste was properly bagged, boxed, and 
disposed of off base by a contractor on a weekly basis.  Hospital personnel 
disposed of expired pharmaceuticals using the Military Item Disposal 
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Instructions and Military Environmental Information Source guidelines 
published by the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency. 

Photochemical wastes were generated at four locations on base. The 
radiology laboratory, dental clinic (Building 850), Combat Camera (Building 
601), and the Non-Destructive inspection (NDI) Laboratory (Building 725) 
generated photochemical wastes and also processed these wastes using 
silver recovery units. The silver recovery units removed silver from 
photographic developing solution through a cartridge system; the silver is 
then sold through DRMO, and the remaining solution was discharged to the 
sanitary sewer. 

Closure Baseline. The hospital and dental clinic will be inactive; therefore, 
no biohazardous waste will be generated at base closure.  Existing 
biohazardous waste will be processed and removed prior to closure in 
accordance with appropriate federal and state regulations. 

3.3.10 Ordnance 

Preclosure Reference.  K. I. Sawyer AFB operates an EOD range, a 
40-millimeter (mm) grenade range, and a small arms firing range.  Two 
former grenade ranges and an inactive skeet range are also on base. 

The EOD range consists of a circular area with a 1,250-foot radius in the 
northeast portion of the base (see Figure 3.3-2). The range has been utilized 
for both burning and detonation of unserviceable ordnance since the early 
1970s and operates under a RCRA Interim Part X permit status.   Burning 
operations are conducted by using a "burn kettle" located in the center of 
the range.  Ordnance was placed into the kettle and destroyed using diesel 
fuel as an ignition source.  Materials disposed of by burning include small 
arms ammunition, smoke grenades, flares, impulse cartridges, and jet engine 
starter cartridges.   Burning operations ceased in 1991, with the exception of 
a single burn conducted in February 1993.   Burn residue was disposed of 
through DRMO. 

Ordnance disposal, by way of detonation, was conducted by digging a 
blasting pit in the center of the range, placing an explosive charge on the 
unserviceable munitions, and detonating the charge. All surface residue is 
then collected and disposed of through DRMO and the pit is backfilled. 
Materials destroyed through detonation consist mainly of flares and bomb 
fuses.  Ordnance disposal took place on a quarterly basis until 1992. 

The small arms firing range is on Scorpion Street in the southern portion of 
the base and consists of an outdoor rifle range (Building 5023), the M-60 
machine gun range (Building 868), and an administrative classroom facility 
(Building 866).  The rifle range has been in operation since the mid-1950s 
and is used almost daily for qualifying Air Force personnel in small arms 
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proficiency.  The range is also used by local National Guard Units, DOI, 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) rangers, and other 
organizations. The range is 100 yards long, with a number of wooden 
ricochet baffles and earthen berms on both sides and at the back of the 
range, and has 18 enclosed firing bays across the front. 

The machine gun range is adjacent to the rifle range and has only two firing 
pits.  The range is also enclosed by earthen berms and was constructed in 
1988. 

A 40-mm practice grenade range in the northwest portion of the base was 
used by the 410th Security Police Squadron during the summer months to 
qualify approximately 120 security personnel on a 40-mm grenade launcher. 
Only inert practice grenades loaded with a colored spotting charge were 
used at the range. The range impact zone is approximately 1,000 feet in 
length, with an additional 500-foot safety zone. The range began operation 
in 1980. 

There are two former grenade ranges in the southern portion of the base. 
One former grenade range is directly south of the Air Launch Cruise Missile 
storage area.  Practice hand grenades, as well as 40-mm practice grenades, 
were believed to have been used during security police training. This range 
was deactivated in 1985, and a partial range decontamination project 
covering a 16-acre area was conducted in 1984 to accommodate the 
expansion of the Air Launch Cruise Missile storage area (U.S. Air Force, 
1985).  The other former grenade range was east of the small arms firing 
range and south of Scorpion Street. This range was active from 1979 to 
1982. When this range was deactivated, all practice grenades were cleared 
from the area and hauled to an on-base landfill.  Additionally, a skeet range 
in the wooded area at the north end of Avenue G was in operation during 
the 1980s. 

Except for the partial decontamination of the former grenade range, none of 
the previously mentioned ranges have been cleared of ordnance; clearance 
status of these ranges is unknown.  However, all ordnance-related sites 
were identified as SWMUs or AOCs during the 1992 PR/VSI and by base 
personnel in 1994, and will be investigated to determine the presence or 
absence of remaining ordnance or related contamination, and remediated if 
necessary. 

Closure Baseline. All accumulated ordnance will be properly packaged and 
transported off base for utilization or disposal by other Air Force units. The 
EOD range, grenade range, and former grenade range will be cleared of all 
unexploded ordnance. The small arms firing range will be inspected and 
certified as cleared of unexploded ordnance prior to property disposal by 
deed. 
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3.3.11 Lead-Based Paint 

Human exposure to lead has been determined to be an adverse health risk 
by agencies such as OSHA and U.S. EPA.  Sources of exposure to lead are 
dust, soils, and paint. Waste containing levels of lead exceeding a maximum 
concentration of 5.0 milligrams per liter (mg/l) as determined using the 
U.S. EPA Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure that simulates the 
leaching behavior of landfill wastes, is defined as hazardous under 
40 CFR 261.  If a waste is classified as hazardous, disposal must take place 
in accordance with U.S. EPA and state hazardous waste rules. 

In 1973, the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) established a 
maximum lead content in paint of 0.5 percent by weight in a dry film of 
newly applied paint; in 1978, under the Consumer Product Safety Act 
(P.L. 101-608 as implemented by 16 CFR 1303), the CPSC lowered the 
allowable lead level in paint to 0.06 percent. The Act also restricted the use 
of lead-based paints in nonindustrial facilities.   In 1989, the U.S. EPA 
established a cleanup criterion for lead in soil of 500 to 1,000 ppm total lead 
when the possibility of child contact exists.  Specific cleanup levels are 
based on the characteristics of individual sites. The Lead-Based Paint 
Poisoning Prevention Act, 42 U.S.C. 4821 et seq., as amended by the 
Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992, requires that 
lead-based paint hazards in federal housing facilities be identified and 
eliminated.  In 1993, the federal OSHA, under 29 CFR 1926, extended the 
permissible exposure limit for general industrial workers of 50 micrograms 
per cubic meter (//g/m3) of air to include workers in the construction field. 

To ensure that any threat to human health and the environment from lead- 
based paints has been identified, the residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard 
Reduction Act (Title X), effective January 1, 1995, and Air Force policy 
require that a lead-based paint survey of high-priority facilities be conducted 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  High-priority facilities consist of facilities or portions of 
facilities frequented by children under the age of seven, and include military 
family housing, transient lodging facilities, DOD-maintained day care centers 
and elementary schools, and playgrounds.  The survey will be conducted in 
accordance with the Air Force Guide for Lead-Based Paint investigations or 
based on HUD protocols.  Lead-based paint identified on housing units 
constructed prior to 1960 will be abated in a manner that will permanently 
eliminate the lead-based paint hazards (i.e., paint removed from surface, 
painted surface material replaced).  Finally, lead-based paint survey results 
and a lead-based paint warning statement will be provided to recipients prior 
to property transfer, in accordance with P.L. 102-550 Title X, Sections 
1013 and 1018. 

Preclosure Reference. In early 1991, a partial survey of military family 
housing units at K. I. Sawyer AFB identified the presence of lead-based 
paint. The survey consisted of windowsill and door frame paint samples 
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taken from a cross-section of 33 housing units; only partial abatement 
occurred following the survey. The base housing office notified all new 
residents that lead-based paint may exist in that housing unit. 

An additional lead-based paint survey was completed in September 1994. 
The survey covered 179 housing units, Child Care Center, hospital, pediatric 
ward, and Youth Center using an X-ray fluorescence spectrometer, which 
utilizes a radioactive source that allows for testing to be conducted in place 
without disturbing the painted surface.  Additionally, HUD protocols were 
followed that required the testing of all painted components (walls, ceiling, 
windowsills, baseboards, shelves, etc.) in each room. All housing units 
were constructed prior to or during 1978; therefore, the physical condition 
of painted components was visually inspected for all remaining housing 
units.  Results from the survey indicated the presence of lead-based paint in 
the Child Care Center, pediatric ward, and Youth Center.  Of the 179 
housing units surveyed, 74 percent contained lead-based paint. 

Closure Baseline. The results for all lead-based paint surveys will be made 
available to all potential recipients of base property.  In accordance with the 
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act and Air Force policy, lead-based 
paint hazards will be abated from any housing structure constructed prior to 
1960.  Surfaces identified as containing lead-based paint in housing 
constructed between 1960 and 1978 will be identified to potential recipients 
prior to facility disposal. 

3.4       NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

This section describes the affected environment for natural resources: 
geology and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, 
and cultural resources. 

3.4.1    Geology and Soils 

Geology and soils include those aspects of the natural environment related 
to the earth, which may affect or be affected by the proposed base disposal 
and reuse.  These features include physiography, geologic units and their 
structure, the presence/availability of mineral and related natural resources, 
the potential for natural hazards, and soil conditions and capabilities. Water 
resources, which are related to geology and soils, are described in 
Section 3.4.2. 

In general, the ROI for geology is the regional geologic setting (to provide 
context) and specific features on the base (to determine impacts); the ROI 
for soils is the base area. 
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3.4.1.1   Geology 

Physiography.  K. I. Sawyer AFB is within the Superior Uplands 
physiographic province (Engineering-Science, 1985) of the north-central 
North American Craton.  The physiography of the area is a slightly rolling 
plain, somewhat dissected by stream and river channels, with average 
elevations of 1,100 feet above MSL.  On-base topography varies 
approximately 194 feet, which is caused by relict glacial features 
(e.g., kettles), dissection along drainages, and man-made changes to natural 
topography. 

Geology. There are two general geologic units underlying the base:  glacial 
deposits at the surface and Cambrian-Precambrian (greater than 500 million 
years old) sedimentary and metamorphic rocks. There are no known 
significant structural features (e.g., faults, folds, etc.) underlying the base. 

The glacial deposits at and around the base are composed of ground moraine 
and outwash plain deposits (Gair and Thaden, 1968; Martin, 1957). These 
deposits are generally unstratified or poorly stratified sands, with variable 
but often small amounts of gravel, silt, and other particles.  Locally, silt and 
clay layers are also found. The base is underlain by up to 300 feet of these 
deposits, which were the result of the Pleistocene glaciations that began 
approximately 2 million years ago and ended approximately 11,000 years 
ago.  Holocene alluvium, which is younger than the glacial deposits and 
occurs locally along Silver Lead Creek, is composed of glacial deposits that 
have been transported and reworked by recent erosional action (U.S. 
Geological Survey, 1987). 

Underlying the glacial deposits is Cambrian-Precambrian bedrock.   Because 
there are limited subsurface data (e.g., well logs) that reach down to the 
bedrock in the area, published interpretations of the uppermost bedrock 
units underlying the base have suggested several possibilities:  Cambrian 
limestones and sandstones (Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Co., 1989), the Upper 
Precambrian (800 million years to 1.7 billion years ago) Jacobsville 
Sandstone (Twenter, 1981), or the Archaean (lower Precambrian, older than 
2.7 billion years old) Compeau Creek Gneiss (Grannemann, 1984; Doonan 
and VanAlstine, 1982).  Yet other studies indicate that some or all of these 
units are found below the glacial deposits at the base (U.S. Geological 
Survey, 1987). 

Natural Resources.  Marquette County has contained some of the most 
significant known reserves of iron ore in North America, with over 500 
million tons of iron ore being extracted since 1844 (Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources, 1978).  In addition, the Upper Peninsula has been mined 
for copper ore, and to a lesser extent, gold, silver, and other ores (Fountain, 
1992). 
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The Marquette iron District, which includes numerous large open pit and 
subsurface iron mines, is within 10 miles northwest of the base; the district 
is centered on the towns of Negaunee and Ishpeming. The Gwinn district, 
which includes numerous inactive shaft mines, is less than 2 miles south of 
the base, near Gwinn.   Because of the uncertainty of the underlying bedrock 
unit, the likelihood of mineral resources under the base is unknown. 
However, the most recent regional studies indicate that the base does not 
contain economic reserves of ore. 

There are no mineral, oil and gas, or other similar leases for base property. 
For portions of the base leased to the Air Force, mineral or other rights are 
not part of the agreements. 

Sand dunes are important natural landform resources in Michigan (as 
recreation areas), as well as sources of economic deposits of sand.  There 
are no sand dune deposits on K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Marquette County also contains dolomite resources, large quantities of sand 
and gravel resources, and some crushed rock resources (Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources, 1978).  The glacial deposits on the base 
could supply sand and gravel. Although the quality of the deposits has not 
been evaluated in detail, the unsorted nature of the glacial sediments 
suggests moderate to poor quality sand and gravel resources. 

Natural Hazards. The base is located in Seismic Hazard Zone 0 (International 
Conference of Building Officials, 1991), which indicates the region has a low 
potential of sustaining major damage from a large earthquake.  As a result, 
seismic safety is not a factor in design requirements from the Uniform 
Building Code for structures in the area. 

Based on the local geology, there is little potential for ground collapse from 
sinkholes, landslides, liquefaction, or related natural hazards. 

3.4.1.2 Soils. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly Soil 
Conservation Service) has not yet published a Soil Survey for Marquette 
County, but they have completed mapping of the base in preparation for 
publication (U.S. Department of Agriculture, unpublished). The soils on base 
are generally sands and fine sands, with smaller areas of loamy sands, sandy 
loams, and organic (peat and muck) soils.  Since much of the base has been 
modified during development, it is classified as disturbed (i.e., original soil 
characteristics have been destroyed). The organic soils are located along 
Silver Lead Creek, Stump Lake, and Little Trout Lake.  The soils on base are 
shown on Figure 3.4-1 and selected characteristics are shown on 
Table 3.4-1. 

The use of the soils on base can be summarized in two general groups: the 
organic soils in the Silver Lead Creek area and the upland areas on the 
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EXPLANATION 

Soil Boundary 

—- - —    Base Boundary 

Soils Distribution 

Disturbed 

Y//A Gray|ing 

Alcona* 

Keweenaw and 
ü£3k3   Kalkaska* 

Rousseau* 

Stream Channel 
Complexes 
Stream 
Channels/Ponded 

Croswell 

run  $ 
n   q?;n   1 «in 3R00 Feet ^ W 0   950   1900 

* Includes soil complexes containing these and other soils. 
(Table 3.4-1) 
Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, unpub. 

Figure 3.4-1 
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remainder of the base.  The organic soils have severe restrictions on 
suitability for sanitary facilities, building development, and use as 
construction material. The upland areas have severe restrictions on sanitary 
facilities, are poor sources of gravel and topsoil, and have limited capability 
as water management areas, but generally have minimal restrictions on 
building sites (restrictions increase with slope) and are good sources of road 
fill and sand. 

The base contains no mappable units of prime farmland soil.  Some of the 
soil complexes (see Table 3.4-1) may contain small amounts of soils suitable 
as prime farmland, but in quantities too small to map individually (Evon, 
1993). 

There are several locations on K. I. Sawyer AFB where soils are likely to be 
contaminated. These areas are under investigation under the IRP and facility 
assessment process to determine the extent of contamination.  Descriptions 
and locations of these areas are found in Section 3.3, Hazardous Materials 
and Hazardous Waste Management. 

3.4.2   Water Resources 

Water resources include those portions of the natural environment related to 
surface water and groundwater. These water considerations include 
drainage/runoff, permanent surface water features, drinking water quality, 
water quality effects associated with effluent and non-point source (storm 
water runoff), NPDES requirements, floodplains, water supply capacity 
(surface or groundwater), and aquifer characteristics.  Wetlands are 
considered as part of the biological resources analysis (Section 3.4.5.4, 
Sensitive Habitats), and existing water contamination associated with base 
operations is considered as part of the hazardous materials and hazardous 
waste management analysis (Section 3.3). 

The ROI for surface water is the drainage system/watershed in which the 
base is located; the ROI for groundwater is the local aquifer(s) being used by 
the base. 

3.4.2.1   Surface Water.   Figure 3.4-2 shows the primary surface and 
groundwater hydrology characteristics at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   Most of the 
base is in the Chocolay River Basin; portions of the western side of the base 
slope toward tributaries of the Escanaba River, which ultimately flows into 
Lake Michigan. The primary surface water features on base are associated 
with Silver Lead Creek, which flows northeast from Stump Lake at the south 
end of the base.  Silver Lead Creek flows into the Chocolay River, which 
flows into Lake Superior.  The north end of the base slopes toward Big 
Creek, which also flows into the Chocolay River. 
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EXPLANATION 
 ' '"""   Surface Drainage Divide 

<dj      Surface Water 

0       NPDES Sampling Location 

Generalized Surface Flow 

Surface Hydrology 
Creek 

—      Base Boundary 

ru  i 
0   950   1900 3800 Feet 

Note: No 100-year floodplains are shown. The 
^f |^   only potential floodplain areas are small zones 

immediately adjacent to Silver Lead Creek. 
Figure 3.4-2 
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K. I. Sawyer AFB has submitted an application for reissue of the expired 
1988 NPDES permit for effluent discharge from its WWTP into Silver Lead 
Creek and disposal of effluent sludge.  The application for renewal of the 
permit has not yet been reviewed by the MDEQ; however, K. I. Sawyer AFB 
is authorized to operate under the expired permit. The base continues to 
meet all sampling, analysis, and reporting requirements established in the 
original permit. 

The base operates under an Air Force nationwide permit for storm water 
runoff into surface waters and coordinates related issues with the MDEQ. 

The base has not been mapped in detail for 100-year floodplains; however, 
the high permeability and infiltration rates of the soils are such that flooding 
is unlikely.  The only possible floodplain area is along Silver Lead Creek, 
Stump Lake, and Little Trout Lake, and flooding is very short term before 
water infiltrates the ground (U.S. Geological Survey, 1987).   Mapping of 
soils by the Natural Resources Conservation Service indicates that only small 
portions of soil complexes mapped along the creek are occasionally or 
frequently flooded (U.S. Department of Agriculture, unpublished); therefore, 
the 100-year floodplains along the creek are expected to be in the immediate 
vicinity of the streambed. 

3.4.2.2 Groundwater.  The groundwater hydrology of the area is generally 
divided into two water-bearing units:  the unconsolidated glacial deposits 
and the bedrock. The base obtains its drinking water supply from the glacial 
aquifer. 

Groundwater at the base varies from surface level to over 100 feet, 
depending on topography. The two primary water supply wells extract 
water from the lower water-bearing glacial unit, at approximately 140 feet. 
Water levels in other base wells (e.g., monitoring wells) are somewhat 
deeper; the depth to the water table is relative to the elevation of the site 
(Engineering-Science, 1992).  Historical data from the base have shown no 
substantial change in groundwater levels since two wells were installed in 
1959, indicating that the aquifer supply has been adequate for water 
demands. The location of wells is important for water supply; some wells 
have produced little or no water (U.S. Geological Survey, 1987). The 
groundwater at the base generally flows north toward Lake Superior. 

The groundwater in glacial deposits at the base is identified as a single 
aquifer in the western part of the base, and as two aquifers in the eastern 
part of the base (U.S. Geological Survey, 1987). The two eastern aquifers 
consist of an upper, unconfined aquifer separated by a till layer from a 
lower, confined aquifer. 

Limited information on groundwater in bedrock under the base is available. 
In general, the two geological units underlying the base are Cambrian and 
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Precambrian sedimentary rocks that have low to moderate quantities of 
available water; the Precambrian metamorphic rocks contain little or no 
water. 

Beginning in the late 1980s, the lakes and ponds southeast of K. I. Sawyer 
AFB have been experiencing lower water levels which are affecting the 
recreational uses and adjacent residential land uses (e.g., fishing, boating, 
and swimming). The cause of the lower lake levels is unknown, but three 
areas were investigated by the USGS. The possible causes investigated 
included cumulative drought conditions; use of two K. I. Sawyer AFB 
domestic use water wells (Wells No. 9 and No. 10) near the McDonald 
Elementary School that were installed in 1989; or a combination of the 
drought and K. I. Sawyer AFB wells. The USGS water depletion survey 
focused on Martin, Sporley, Engman, and Provost lakes, which are 
southeast of the base. The results of the statistical analyses and 
groundwater flow modeling were inconclusive. The statistical analyses 
indicate water levels quickly rise in response to precipitation, but provide no 
evidence to suggest that levels change in response to groundwater 
withdrawal at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Groundwater flow model results suggest 
that water levels in the lakes may decline as a result of groundwater 
withdrawals or reduction in recharge (Weaver et al., 1995).   In April 1995, 
the use of wells No. 9 and No. 10 was reduced.  The wells are used 
periodically to circulate the water in the vacant family housing to ensure 
water does not become stagnant and to avoid water main freeze-up. 
However, the lake levels east of the base have continued to decline. 

3.4.2.3 Water Quality.  Recent water quality data from the base and older 
data from published sources (Doonan and VanAlstine, 1982; Grannemann, 
1979; Grannemann, 1984; Huffman, 1986; Twenter, 1981; Wiitala et al., 
1967) indicate that water from glacial deposits is good to satisfactory, if 
somewhat hard.  Water from bedrock is harder.  Iron content may be up to 
5.0 mg/l in both sources. 

Drinking water samples from the base water supply system have shown no 
levels of contaminants exceeding Michigan or U.S. EPA drinking water 
standards.   IRP studies (Section 3.3) have identified some groundwater 
contamination near one drinking water supply well, although no drinking 
water analyses have identified any contamination. The contamination was 
found at a relatively shallow level (the well pumps water from deeper in the 
aquifer).  As a safety precaution, this well is normally closed, and is only 
used during peak demand periods. 

The base has several septic tanks; however, all but one are back-up systems 
for lift stations on the sewer system. The only septic tank in regular use is 
located at the Main Gate Visitor's Center, and its volume of use is low.  As 
a result, septic tanks on base have minimal effect on water quality. 

3-76 K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 



3.4.3   Air Quality 

Air quality in a given location is described by the concentration of various 
pollutants in the atmosphere, generally expressed in units of ppm or fjg/m3. 
Air quality is determined by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into 
the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing 
meteorological conditions. The significance of a pollutant concentration is 
determined by comparing it to federal and state ambient air quality 
standards. These standards represent the maximum allowable atmospheric 
concentrations that may occur and still protect public health and welfare, 
with a reasonable margin of safety. The federal standards are established 
by the U.S. EPA and termed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). The state of Michigan has adopted the NAAQS as their 
representative air quality standards. The NAAQS are presented in 
Table 3.4-2. 

The main pollutants of concern are ozone (03), carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), and 
particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10).  N0X 

include all oxide species of nitrogen.  NOx are of concern because of their 
potential contribution to ozone formation.   Only that portion of total NO„ 
that is measurable as N02 is subject to the NAAQS.  The previous NAAQS 
for paniculate matter were based upon total suspended paniculate (TSP) 
levels; they were replaced in 1987 by ambient standards based only on the 
PM10 fraction of TSP. 

Lead is not addressed in this EIS because there are no known lead emission 
sources included in the reuse alternatives.  Lead concentrations are 
monitored in a number of high population density areas throughout the 
United States, and all sites meet the quarterly primary and secondary 
standard of 1.5 //g/m3. 

The existing air quality of the affected environment is defined by air quality 
data and emissions information.  Air quality data are obtained by examining 
air quality monitoring records collected by the MDEQ-AQD from monitoring 
stations in the surrounding area.  Information on pollutant concentrations 
measured for short-term (24 hours or less) and long-term (annual) averaging 
periods is extracted from the monitoring station data in order to characterize 
the existing air quality background of the area.   Emission inventory 
information for the affected environment was obtained from the MDEQ-AQD 
and from K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Inventory data are separated by pollutant and 
reported in tons per year in order to describe the baseline conditions of 
pollutant emissions in the area. 

Identifying the ROI for an air quality assessment requires knowledge of the 
pollutant types, source emission rates and release parameters, the proximity 
relationships of project emission sources to other emission sources, and 
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Table 3.4-2.  National and Michigan Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Averaging 
Time 

National/Michigan Standards1"1 

Pollutant Primary'"'111 Secondary1"'"1 

Ozone 1-Hour 0.12 ppm  (235 //g/m3) Same as Primary 
Standard 

Nitrogen dioxide Annual 0.053 ppm  (100//g/m3) Same as Primary 
Standard 

Carbon monoxide 8-Hour 9 ppm (10,000 //g/m3) — 

1-Hour 35 ppm  (40,000 //g/m3) — 

Sulfur dioxide Annual 80 //g/m3  (0.03 ppm) — 

24-Hour 365//g/m3  (0.14 ppm) — 

3-Hour — 1,300 //g/m3 

(0.5 ppm) 

PM10 Annual 50 //g/m3,d Same as Primary 
Standard 

24-Hour 150 //g/m3 Same as Primary 
Standard 

Lead Quarterly 1.5//g/m3 Same as Primary 
Standard 

Notes:      (a)    Standards, other than those for ozone and those based on annual averages or arithmetic 
means, are not to be exceeded more than once per year.  The ozone standard is attained when 
the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations 
above the standard is equal to or less than one. 

(b) Concentrations are expressed first in the units in which they were promulgated.   Equivalent 
units given in parentheses are based upon on a reference temperature of 25 degrees Centigrade 
and a reference pressure of 760 millimeters of mercury (1,013.2 millibar); ppm in this table 
refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

(c) Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to 
protect public health. 

(d) Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from 
any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

(e) Calculated as arithmetic mean. 
figlrr? = micrograms per cubic meter 
PM10   = particulars matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
ppm    = parts per million 

Source:   Clean Air Act, Title 42 U.S. Code Sections 7401-7671 

local and regional meteorological conditions.   For inert pollutants (all 
pollutants other than ozone, its precursors, and N02), the ROI is generally 
limited to an area extending a few miles downwind from the source. 

Ozone is a secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by photochemical 
reactions of previously emitted pollutants, or precursors.  Ozone precursors 
are mainly VOCs in the form of hydrocarbons and NOx.   By U.S. EPA 
definition, VOCs are compounds containing carbon (excluding CO), carbon 
dioxide (C02), carbonic acid, metallic carbides, metallic carbonates, and 
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ammonium carbonate.  VOCs do not include methane or other nonreactive 
methane and ethane derivatives.  NOx is the designation given to the group 
of all oxygenated nitrogen species, including nitrous oxide (N20), nitric oxide 
(NO), N02, nitrogen trioxide (N03), nitrogen tetroxide (N204), nitric anhydride 
(N206), and nitrous anhydride (N203).  Although all of these compounds can 
exist in air, only N20, NO, and N02 are present in any appreciable quantities. 

The ROI for ozone may extend much farther downwind than the ROI for 
inert pollutants.  In the presence of solar radiation, the maximum effect of 
precursor emissions on ozone levels usually occurs several hours after they 
are emitted and, therefore, many miles from the source.  Ozone and its 
precursors transported from other regions can also combine with local 
emissions to produce high local ozone concentrations.  Ozone 
concentrations are generally the highest during the summer months and 
coincide with periods of maximum solar radiation.   Maximum ozone 
concentrations tend to be regionally distributed because precursor emissions 
are homogeneously dispersed in the atmosphere. 

Like ozone, N02 emissions are also regionally distributed.  N02 is formed 
primarily by the conversion of NO to N02 in the presence of oxygen (either 
during combustion or in the atmosphere).  NO is produced by fuel 
combustion in both stationary and mobile sources, such as automobiles and 
aircraft. The amount of NO produced is dependent upon the combustion 
temperature and the rate of exhaust gas cooling.  Higher temperatures and 
rapid cooling rates produce greater quantities of NO. Where higher NO 
concentrations and temperatures exist, some of the NO is immediately 
oxidized to N02.  The amount of immediate N02 combustion generation 
generally varies from 0.5 to 10 percent of the NO present (U.S. EPA, 1971). 
The remaining unconverted NO is oxidized to N02 in the atmosphere 
primarily through photochemical secondary reactions initiated by the 
presence of sunlight. These photochemical reactions may take place hours 
after the initial NO release and many miles from the original source, 
dependent upon the prevailing meteorological conditions. 

Air quality effects of ozone precursors and N02 emissions from the reuse- 
related construction and operational activities would include the existing 
airshed surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB, i.e., the Upper Michigan Air Quality 
Control Region (Figure 3.4-3).  However, due to the large size of the control 
region and the relative sparsity of emissions source data from this area, the 
analysis focuses on the effects within Marquette County.  Reuse-related 
emissions of VOC, NOx, and N02 are compared to emissions generated 
within Marquette County. Air quality effects of the inert pollutants (CO, 
S02, and PM10) are limited to the more immediate area of reuse-related 
sources, such as K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

The federal CAA, most recently amended in November 1990, dictates that 
project emission sources must comply with the air quality standards and 
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regulations that have been established by federal, state, and county 
regulatory agencies. These standards and regulations focus on (1) the 
maximum allowable ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from project 
emissions, both separately and combined with other surrounding sources, 
and (2) the maximum allowable emissions from the project. 

Prior to the 1990 CAA Amendments, federal regulation of hazardous air 
emissions was very limited.  Section 112, as amended in 1990, requires 
U.S. EPA to regulate a greatly expanded list of hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs).  Additionally, U.S. EPA must publish a list of all categories and 
subcategories of emission sources of HAPs. After identifying and listing 
sources of HAPs, U.S. EPA must promulgate emission standards that are 
equivalent to maximum achievable control technology (MACT).  By 2000, it 
is expected that final U.S. EPA regulations will control HAP emissions and 
require adoption of costly control measures for most medium- and large- 
sized sources of HAPs. 

3.4.3.1   Regional Air Quality.   K. I. Sawyer AFB is located on a plateau 
approximately 600 feet higher than the surrounding area, with Lake Superior 
12 miles to the north and Lake Michigan 40 miles to the south.  Weather 
conditions at K. I. Sawyer AFB are influenced by continental polar air 
masses and maritime effects from Lake Superior and Lake Michigan.  The 
polar air masses cause a sharp reduction in temperature and the formation of 
clouds and some precipitation.  Lake Superior and Lake Michigan increase 
the precipitation and moderate the temperature in the K. I. Sawyer AFB 
vicinity, resulting in cooler summer and warmer winter temperatures. 

There are really only two seasons at K. I. Sawyer AFB:  winter and summer. 
Springs and autumns are short transitional periods that are a combination of 
summer and winter.  Summers at K. I. Sawyer AFB are short and mild.  July 
is the warmest month, with an average high of 76°F and an average low of 
53°F with an occasional drop to near freezing associated with the passage 
of a cold continental polar air mass.  Winters are characterized by mostly 
cloudy skies with snow and sleet.  January is the coldest month, with an 
average high temperature of 20 °F and an average low of 3°F.  Springs are 
highly variable and can start as early as April or as late as mid May.  The 
number and severity of snow storms decreases, with summer-like weather 
between storms.  Snowfall normally occurs from October to April and 
averages about 135 inches per year.  Precipitation averages 34 inches per 
year and is evenly distributed throughout the year.  Windspeed averages 
6.8 knots and occurs primarily from the south-southwest. 

According to U.S. EPA guidelines, an area with air quality better than the 
NAAQS is designated as being in attainment; areas with worse air quality 
are classified as nonattainment areas.  An area is considered to be in 
attainment of an NAAQS (except for ozone and standards based upon 
annual average or annual arithmetic means) if the standards for the pollutant 
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are not exceeded more than once per year.  An area is considered to be in 
attainment for ozone if maximum hourly concentration exceeds the standard 
on no more than one day per calendar year.  Pollutants in an area may be 
designated as unclassified when there is a lack of data for the U.S. EPA to 
form a basis of attainment status. An area designated as unclassified is 
assumed to be in attainment.  Marquette County is designated by the U.S. 
EPA as being in attainment of the NAAQS for all criteria pollutants (Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources, 1992). 

New or modified major stationary sources in the area of K. I. Sawyer AFB 
would be subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review to 
ensure that these sources are constructed without significant adverse 
deterioration of the clean air in the area.  Emissions from any new or 
modified source must be controlled using best available control technology 
(BACT). The air quality impacts in combination with other PSD sources in 
the area must not exceed the maximum allowable incremental increases 
identified in Table 3.4-3.  Certain national parks and wilderness areas are 
designated as Class I areas, where any appreciable deterioration in air quality 
is considered significant.  Class II areas are those where moderate, well 
controlled industrial growth could be permitted.  Class III areas allow for 
greater industrial development.  The area surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB is 
designated by the U.S. EPA as Class II.  The Seney National Wildlife Refuge, 
a Class I area, is 55 miles to the east of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Table 3.4-3.  Maximum Allowable Pollutant Concentration Increases under PSD Regulations 

Averaging 
Maximum Allowable Increment (//g/m3 

Pollutant Time Class I Class II    Class III 

Nitrogen dioxide                         Annual 2.5 25 50 
Sulfur dioxide                             Annual 2 20 40 

24-hour 5 91 182 
3-hour 25 512 700 

PM1C Annual 4 17 34 
24-hour 8 30 60 

Note:       Class I areas are regions in which the air quality is intended to be kept pristine, such as national parks and 
wilderness areas.  All other lands are initially designated Class II.  Individual states have the authority to 
redesignate Class II lands as Class III to allow maximum industrial use. 
//g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
PM10   = paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
PSD    = Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

Source:   40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 51 and 52, as revised June 3, 1993. 

In addition to the requirements for PSD review, Title V of the CAA now 
requires a permit for sources with the following characteristics: 

Potential to emit 10 tons or more of a single HAP in a 1 -year period 
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• Potential to emit 25 tons or more of HAPs in a 1 -year period 

• Potential to emit 100 tons or more of any criteria pollutant in a 
1 year period 

• Required to meet New Source Performance Standards 

• Located in a nonattainment area. 

The permitting authority must notify an adjoining state if one of the above 
sources is within 50 miles of that state or could affect the air quality of that 
state. The affected states then have the opportunity to make 
recommendations concerning the terms and conditions of the permit that 
would be issued to the source. 

There are numerous monitoring stations around K. I. Sawyer AFB; however, 
ambient air quality is not measured within the boundaries of the base.  The 
nearest PM10 monitoring stations, operated by the Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company, are located 12 miles north of K. I. Sawyer AFB. The Champion 
International Mill operates two air quality monitoring stations (Champion 1 
and 2) in Dickinson County, approximately 47 miles southwest of K. I. 
Sawyer AFB. The Mead Paper Company operates two monitoring stations 
(CR 414 and 444).  CR 414 is approximately 40 miles south-southeast of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB while CR 444 is approximately 26 miles east-southeast of 
the base. The maximum concentrations of the pollutants measured at these 
stations are presented in Table 3.4-4.  None of the measured ambient 
conditions exceeded the NAAQS. 

Preclosure Reference.   Preclosure pollutant concentrations due to aircraft 
emissions in the immediate area of the base runways were estimated with 
the Emission and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) (Segal, 1988a, 
1988b, 1991), a U.S. EPA-approved air dispersion model.   EDMS was 
developed jointly by the FAA and the Air Force specifically for the purpose 
of generating airport and air base emission inventories and for calculating the 
concentrations caused by these emissions as they disperse downwind. The 
EDMS model uses U.S. EPA aircraft emission factors and information on 
peak and annual landing and takeoff cycles to produce an emissions 
inventory report for aircraft operations. 

The results of the EDMS modeling for preclosure conditions at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB are provided in Table 3.4-5. The values in Table 3.4-5 represent the 
maximum concentrations, which occurred in the vicinity of the runways as a 
result of civilian and military aircraft operations, during 1992. The sum of 
all aircraft-related pollutant concentrations plus background concentrations is 
less than the applicable standards, except for PM10, which exceeds the 
24-hour NAAQS. 
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Table 3.4-4.  Existing Air Quality in Area around K. I. Sawyer AFB 

Maximum Concentration by Year1" 

Averaging Time 

ppm U/g/m3) 

Pollutant/Station 1990 1991 1992 

Ozone 
CR444 1-Hour ND ND 0.114 (226.9) 

Champion Site 1 0.087 (173.1) 0.104(207.0) 0.091 (181.1) 

Champion Site 2 0.086(171.1) 0.083 (165.2) 0.092 (183.1) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Champion Site 1 Annual 0.007(13.4) 0.007 (13.4) 0.007 (13.4) 

Champion Site 2 0.005 (9.6) 0.005 (9.6) 0.006(11.5) 

Carbon Monoxide 
8-Hour ND ND ND 

1-Hour ND ND ND 

Sulfur Dioxide 
CR414 Annual 0.0083 (22) 0.009 (24) 0.0019 (5) 

Champion Site 1 0.0034 (9) 0.0034 (9) 0.0034 (9) 

Champion Site 2 0.0034 (9) 0.0034 (9) 0.0034 (9) 

CR414 24-Hour 0.153 (405) 0.130 (344) 0.012 (32) 

Champion Site 1 0.014(36) 0.011 (28) 0.009 (24) 

Champion Site 2 0.008 (21) 0.009 (23) 0.008 (20) 

CR414 3-Hour 0.336(891) 0.389 (1,031) 0.079 (210) 

Champion Site 1 0.021 (56) 0.020 (54) 0.022 (57) 

Champion Site 2 0.022 (58) 0.041 (108) 0.018(49) 

PM^0» 
Presque Isle Annual 13 14 10 

Northside, Lakeshore (Arithmetic) 16 15 12 

Lakeshore Blvd 1 16 17 12 

Lakeshore Blvd 2 13 14 9 

Presque Isle 24-Hour 61 103 29 

Northside, Lakeshore 78 134 53 

Lakeshore Blvd 1 64 134 50 

Lakeshore Blvd 2 61 114 27 

Notes-     (a)    The CR 414 and CR 444 monitoring sites are located in Delta County, while the Champion Site 1 and 
Site 2 monitoring sites are located in Dickinson County.  The PM10 monitoring sites are located 12 miles 
north of K. I. Sawyer AFB in the city of Marquette. 

(b)    PM,0 concentrations are presented in units of fjglm3 only. 
//g/m3   =    micrograms per cubic meter 
ND        -    no data 
PM,0    =    paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
ppm     =    parts per million 
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Table 3.4-5. Air Quality Modeling Results for Preclosure Conditions in the 
Vicinity of the Runways at K. I. Sawyer AFB U/g/m3) 

Averaging Maximum Background 
Pollutant Time Impact"1 Concentration"" NAAQS 
Carbon monoxide                    8-hour 310.0 5,000.0 10,000 

1-hour 443.0 20,000.0 40,000 
Sulfur dioxide                           Annual 3.6 11.7 80 

24-hour 14.6 103.7 365 
3-hour 32.8 279.3 1,300 

PM10                                        Annual 32.1 13 50 
24-hour 128.4 76 150 

Notes:     (a)    Maximum impact in all cases occurred at a receptor located 700 meters south of the south end of the 
runway. 

(b)    Background concentrations assumed to equal the mean of maximum concentrations measured during 
the period from 1990-1992 (refer to Table 3.4-4) except for carbon monoxide.  The background 
carbon monoxide concentration was assumed to be equal to half of the NAAQS. 

pglm3     = micrograms per cubic meter 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
PM10       = paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 

Closure Baseline.  It can be reasonably assumed that pollutant 
concentrations in the region surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB at base closure 
would be less than concentrations experienced under preclosure conditions 
due to the implementation of regional air emission control measures and the 
reduction of sources.   Pollutant concentrations in the area of the base itself 
would be lower than the preclosure levels due to the reduction or elimination 
of numerous emission sources associated with normal base activities (e.g., 
all Air Force aircraft and aerospace ground activities would be eliminated). 
The closure would also reduce the number of motor vehicles operating in the 
surrounding area.  Emissions associated with military vehicles would be 
eliminated, with the exception of those vehicles associated with the OL and 
caretaker activities. 

3.4.3.2 Air Pollutant Emission Sources 

Preclosure Reference.  The K. I. Sawyer AFB and Marquette County 
emissions inventories representative of preclosure conditions are presented 
in Table 3.4-6.  The base inventory information is for 1992. Themost 
recent point source emission inventory representative of preclosure 
conditions in Marquette County was completed in 1992.  The most recent 
area and mobile source information for Marquette County is for 1990. The 
base emissions presented in Table 3.4-6 are based on inventory calculations 
for direct sources associated with the base. The primary direct emission 
sources include aircraft flying operations, aerospace ground equipment 
(AGE), aircraft ground operations, heating and power production, and 
government-owned vehicles. 
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Table 3.4-6.  1992 Preclosure Emissions Inventory for K. I. Sawyer AFB (tons per day) 

Source NOx CO S02 PM10 VOC 

Aircraft flying operations"1 

Military 
Civilian 

Aircraft ground operations"51 

Military 
Aerospace ground 
equipment10' 

0.340 
0.001 

0.251 
0.105 

1.757 
0.010 

1.196 
0.225 

0.037 
0.000 

0.026 
0.004 

0.413 
0.000 

0.027 
0.006 

1.249 
0.001 

0.771 
0.015 

Heating and power 0.190 0.189 0.342 0.001 0.004 
production'* 
Motor vehicles'81 0.034 0.161 -- - 0.015 
Surface coating"1                                  -- - - " 0.010 
Fuel evaporation losses'"1                     - - ~ " 0.129 
Solvent degreasinglhl                            - - - " 0.009 
Base Total 0.921 3.538 0.409 0.447 2.203 
Notes:   (a)    Aircraft flying operation emissions were estimated using the Emission and Dispersion 

Modeling System model and 1992 aircraft operation data from K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
(b) Aircraft ground operation emissions were estimated using the methods of Fagin (1988) and 

1992 runup/testing data from K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
(c) Aerospace ground equipment emissions were estimated using average aerospace ground 

equipment emission factor information from Loring and Wurtsmith AFBs and 1992 data on 
B-52, KC-135, and T-37 aircraft operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

(d) Heating and power production emissions were estimated using emission factors from U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's AP-42 document and 1992 fuel use data from the K. I. 
Sawyer AFB heat plant. 

(e) Motor vehicle emissions were estimated using emission factors from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's MOBILE 5A program and 1992 fuel use data for government-owned 
vehicles at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   Mileage was estimated using the assumption of 20 miles per 
gallon for gasoline-fueled vehicles and 10 miles per gallon for diesel-fueled vehicles. 

(f) Surface coating emissions were estimated using the methods of Fagin (1988) and 1992 
paint, primer, and thinner use data from K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

(g) Fuel evaporation losses were estimated using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
TANKS2 program (breathing losses) and AP-42 emission factors (filling, evaporation, and 
spillage losses) and 1992 fuel use and storage data from K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

(h)    Solvent degreasing emissions were estimated using the methods of Fagin (1988) and 1992 
solvent use data from K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

CO       = carbon monoxide 
NO*      = nitrogen oxides 
PM,0    = paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
S02      = sulfur dioxide 
VOC     = volatile organic compound 

Fuel evaporation losses and surface coatings also contribute substantially to 
the amount of VOC emissions released at K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

The only point source emissions reported for Marquette County are for 
permitted major stationary sources within the county (Michigan Department 
of Natural Resources, 1993). Area and mobile source emissions data are 
only available from the 1990 Interim Inventory of the U.S. EPA Graphical 
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Aerometric Data System (EG ADS).  Data were extracted from EG ADS by 
use of the Base Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator 
developed to support air emission calculations for the base realignment and 
closure environmental impact process.  Emissions from Marquette County 
point sources, not including K. I. Sawyer AFB point sources, are as follows: 
NOx 1,557.3 tons per day, CO 30.5 tons per day, S02 1,093.4 tons per 
day, PM10 171.5 tons per day, and VOCs 6.2 tons per day.  Emissions from 
Marquette County area and mobile sources are:  NOx 1.2 tons per day, CO 
21.3 tons per day, and VOCs 6.4 tons per day. Area and mobile source 
emissions of S02 and PM10 were not reported in EGADS. 

Although the K. I. Sawyer AFB emission inventory shown in Table 3.4-6 
provides a preclosure reference to the primary base-related emissions, the 
inventory does not consider off-base air emissions from employee vehicle 
commuting sources related to K. I. Sawyer AFB.  In addition, the inventory 
data presented in Table 3.4-6 are difficult to compare to emissions from 
future reuse scenarios that require calculation by different forecasting 
methods. Therefore, Table 3.4-7 provides the total base-related emissions 
associated with both direct sources and employee vehicle sources using the 
same forecasting methods as applied to the reuse alternatives.  Appendix I 
describes the consistent methodology used to recalculate K. I. Sawyer AFB 
preclosure emissions for direct comparison with projected reuse-related 
emissions. 

Table 3.4-7. Total Base-Related Emissions from Direct 
and Indirect Sources (tons per day) 

NOx CO so2 PM10 voc 
Preclosure (1992)         1.23 
Closure (1995)             0.041 

5.86 
0.062 

0.41 
0.068 

0.45 
0.000 

2.42 
0.003 

CO       =    carbon monoxide 
N0X      =    nitrogen oxides 
PM10    =    particulate matter equal to or 1 
S02      =    sulfur dioxide 

ess than 10 microns in diameter 

VOC     =    volatile organic compound 

Closure Baseline. The base-related emissions for K. I. Sawyer AFB at base 
closure in 1995 were estimated by calculating the direct emissions and 
employee vehicle emissions associated with OL and caretaker activities (see 
Table 3.4-7).  The reduction in base-related emissions from preclosure 
conditions reflects the loss of Air Force sources due to reduced on-base 
activities, reduced heating and power requirements, and the reduction in 
population associated with K. I. Sawyer AFB at the time of closure. 
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3.4.4   Noise 

The ROI for noise sources at K. I. Sawyer AFB is defined using FAA- 
developed land use compatibility guidelines. The area most affected by 
noise due to the base disposal and reuse is limited to the area in and around 
the base within the DNL 65 dB contour.  The ROI includes, but is not limited 
to, the communities of Marquette, Sands, Harvey, Gwinn, Little Lake, and 
Skandia. 

Noise is usually defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes 
with speech communication and hearing, is intense enough to damage 
hearing, or is otherwise annoying. The characteristics of sound include 
parameters such as amplitude, frequency, and duration.  Sound can vary 
over an extremely large range of amplitudes. The dB, a logarithmic unit that 
accounts for the large variations in amplitude, is the accepted standard unit 
for the measurement of sound.  Table 3.4-8 presents examples of typical 
sound levels.  Different sounds may have different frequency contents. 
When measuring sound to determine its effects on a human population, 
A-weighted sound levels (dB) are typically used to account for the frequency 
response of the human ear.  A-weighted sound levels represent adjusted 
sound levels.  The adjustments established by the American National 
Standards Institute (1983) are applied to the frequency content of sound. 

Noise levels often change with time; therefore, to compare levels over 
different time periods, several descriptors were developed that take into 
account this time-varying nature. These descriptors are used to assess and 
correlate the various effects of noise on man and animals, including land-use 
compatibility, sleep interference, annoyance, hearing loss, speech 
interference, and startle effects. 

DNL was developed to evaluate the total community noise environment. 
DNL (sometimes abbreviated as Ldn) is the average A-weighted acoustical 
energy during a 24-hour period with a 10 dB adjustment added to the 
nighttime levels (between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). This adjustment is an 
effort to account for the increased sensitivity to nighttime noise events. 
DNL was endorsed by the U.S. EPA for use by federal agencies and has 
been adopted by HUD, FAA, and DOD. 

DNL is an accepted unit for quantifying human annoyance to general 
environmental noise, which includes aircraft noise. The Federal Interagency 
Committee on Urban Noise developed land-use compatibility guidelines for 
noise in terms of DNL (U.S. DOT, 1980).  Table 3.4-9 provides FAA- 
recommended DNL ranges for various land use categories based upon the 
committee's guidelines.  The FAA guidelines were used in this study to 
determine noise impacts (FAA, 1989b). 
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Table 3.4-8. Comparative Sound Levels 

Common Outdoor 
Sound Levels 

Jet Flyover at 1,000 feet 

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck at 50 feet 

Noisy Urban Daytime 

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet 

Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

Sound Level 
(dB) 

110 

100 

■90 

•80 

■70 

60 

■50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

Common Indoor 
Sound Levels 

Rock Band 

Inside Subway Train (New York) 

Food Blender at 3 feet 

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Shouting at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next Room 

Small Theater, Large Conference 
Room (Background) 

Library 

Bedroom at Night 

Concert Hall (Background) 

Broadcast and Recording Studio 

Threshold of Hearing 
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Table 3.4-9.  Land Use Compatibility with Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Levels 
Page 1 of 2 

Land Use 

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) in Decibels 
Below 65      65-70      70-75       75-80       80-85      Over 85 

Residential 
Residential, other than mobile homes 
and transient lodgings 

N" N(al N 

Recreational 
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator 
sports 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters 
Nature exhibits and zoos 
Amusement parks, resorts, and camps 
Golf courses, riding stables, and water 
recreation  . 

Y (e) 

N N 

Mobile home parks Y N N N N N 

Transient lodgings Y N(" N(.) N(" N N 

Public Use 
Schools Y NM Nw N N N 

Hospitals and nursing homes Y 25 30 N N N 

Churches, auditoriums, and concert Y 25 30 N N N 
halls 
Governmental services Y Y 25 30 N N 

Transportation Y Y y(M Y^i Y<<» yW 

Parkinq Y Y ylW Y<<=) YW) N 

Commercial Use 
Office, business, and professional Y Y 25 30 N N 

Wholesale and retail-building materials, Y Y y[b) Ytci yU) N 
hardware, and farm equipment 
Retail trade-general Y Y 25 30 N N 

Utilities Y Y Y«>) Y<<=> Y<<n N 

Communication Y Y 25 30 N N 

Manufacturing and Production 
Manufacturing, general Y Y Y<>» Y^) Y<<<) N 

Photographic and optical Y Y 25 30 N N 

Agriculture (except livestock) and Y Y«) Y<"> Y<w Y<M Y<w 
forestry 
Livestock, farming and breeding Y Y«> Y<s> N N N 

Mining and fishing, resource Y Y Y Y Y Y 
production and extraction   

N N N N N 
Y N N N N 

Y Y N N N 
Y 25 30 N N 

Letters in parentheses refer to notes (see next page). The designations contained in this table do not constitute a federal 
determination that any use of land covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable under federal, state, or local law. 
The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties 
and specific noise contours rests with the local authorities.  FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to 
substitute federally determined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally 
determined needs and values in achieving noise compatible land uses. 

Key 

Y (Yes) Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions. 
N (No) Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited. 
25, 30, or 35 Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve Noise Level Reduction (NLR) 

of 25, 30, or 35 dB must be incorporated into design and construction of structure. 
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Table 3.4-9.  Land Use Compatibility with Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Levels 
Page 2 of 2 

Notes 

(a) Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to 
indoor NLR of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual 
approvals.  Normal residential construction can be expected to provide an NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction 
requirements are often stated as 5, 10, or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical 
ventilation and closed windows year round.  However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise 
problems. 

(b) Measures to achieve an NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these 
buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 

(c) Measures to achieve an NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these 
buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 

<d)     Measures to achieve an NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these 
buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 

(e) Land use compatible, provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 

(f) Residential buildings require an NLR of 25 dB. 

(g) Residential buildings require an NLR of 30 dB. 

(h) Residential buildings not permitted. 

Source:  FAA, 1989b.  _^___ 

DNL is used in this report because it is the noise descriptor recognized by 
the FAA and Air Force for airfield environments.  DNL is sometimes 
supplemented with other metrics, primarily the equivalent sound level (L«,). 
The L«, is the equivalent, steady-state level that would contain the same 
acoustical energy as the time-varying level during the same time interval. 
Occasionally, the sound exposure level (SEL) is used to supplement DNL, 
especially where sleep disturbance is a concern.  The SEL value represents 
the A-weighted sound level integrated over the entire duration of the noise 
event and referenced to a duration of 1 second.  When an event lasts longer 
than 1 second, the SEL value will be higher than the highest sound level 
during the event.  SEL is used in this report when discussing sleep 
disturbance effects. 

Appendix J provides additional information about the measurement and 
prediction of noise.  This appendix also provides more information on the 
units used in describing noise, as well as information about the effects of 
noise, such as annoyance, sleep and speech interference, health effects, and 
effects on animals. 
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3.4.4.1   Existing Noise Levels. Typical noise sources in and around airfields 
usually include aircraft, surface traffic, and other human activities.  Military 
aircraft operations and surface traffic on local streets and highways are the 
existing primary sources of noise in the vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB.  In 
airport analyses, areas with DNLs above 65 dB are often considered in land- 
use compatibility planning and impact assessment; therefore, the contours 
of DNLs greater than 65 dB are of particular interest.  Contours above DNL 
65 dB are modeled and analyzed in 5-dB intervals. 

Preclosure Reference.  Aircraft noise at K. I. Sawyer AFB occurs during 
aircraft engine warmup, maintenance and testing, taxiings, takeoffs, 
approaches, and landings.  Noise contours for preclosure aircraft operations 
(see Table 3.2-6) were modeled using information on aircraft types; runway 
use; runup locations; takeoff and landing flight tracks; aircraft altitude, 
speeds, and engine power settings; and number of daytime (7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) operations. The noise 
contours for 1993 are shown in Figure 3.4-4.  Only those contours equal to 
or above DNL 65 dB are shown.  Approximately 27,089 acres and 3,424 
residents were exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater. 

Surface vehicle traffic noise levels for roadways in the vicinity of K. I. 
Sawyer AFB were analyzed using the Federal Highway Administration's 
Highway Noise Model (Federal Highway Administration, 1978). This model 
incorporates vehicle mix, traffic volume projections, and speed to generate 
DNL.  The noise levels are then presented as a function of distance from the 
centerline of the nearest road.  The results of the modeling for surface traffic 
are presented in Table 3.4-10.  At preclosure, 153 people would reside in 
areas exposed to surface traffic noise levels of DNL 65 dB or greater. The 
actual distances to the DNLs may be less than those presented in the table 
because the screening effects of intervening buildings, terrain, and walls 
were not accounted for in the modeling. 

Appendix J contains the data used in the surface traffic analysis. These 
data include AADTs, traffic mix, and speeds. 

Closure Baseline. The projected noise levels for the closure baseline were 
calculated using the surface traffic projections at base closure (Appendix J). 
The results of the modeling for the roadways analyzed are presented in 
Table 3.4-10.  At closure, 182 people would reside in areas exposed to 
surface traffic noise levels of DNL 65 dB or greater.  Again, the actual 
distances to the DNLs may be less than those presented in the table because 
the model does not account for screening effects of intervening buildings, 
terrain, and walls. 

At closure it is assumed that there would be no aircraft operations and, 
therefore, there would be no areas impacted by aircraft noise. 
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EXPLANATION 
— 65 —   DNL Noise Contour (in 5 dB intervals) 

 Base Boundary 

Preclosure Aircraft 
Noise Contours 

ru  i    as 
D 4.500   9.000      18.000 Feet ^W Map Source: U.S. Geological Survey 1984. 

Figure 3.4-4 
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Table 3.4-10.  Distance to DNL from Roadway Centerline for the 
Preclosure Reference and Closure Baseline 

Distance Number Distance Number Distance Number 
(feet) of (feet) of (feet) of 

Roadway Segment DNL 65dB Residents DNL 70dB Residents DNL 75dB Residents 

Preclosure 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR480 West of CR 553 80 0 40 0 20 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 60 11 30 0 (a) NA 
CR553 Marquette city limits 

to CR 480 
80 3 40 0 20 0 

CR 553 CR 480 to CR 462 80 33 40 0 20 0 
CR 553 CR 462 to Southgate 

Drive 
90 0 40 0 20 0 

CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 
35 
U.S. 41 to CR 460 

60 0 30 0 (a) NA 

CR545 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 30 3 20 0 (a) NA 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 90 100 40 3 20 0 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 50 0 30 0 20 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit 

Lake Access 
20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

Closure 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR480 West of CR 553 80 0 40 0 20 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 60 11 30 0 (a) NA 

CR 553 Marquette city limits 
to CR 480 

90 3 40 0 20 0 

CR 553 CR 480 to CR 462 90 22 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate 

Drive 
100 0 50 0 20 0 

CR 553 Southgate Drive to SH 
35 
U.S. 41 to CR 460 

70 0 30 0 (a) NA 

CR 545 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 30 3 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 100 134 50 6 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 60 0 30 0 20 0 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 50 0 20 0 (a) NA 

SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit 
Lake Access 

20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

Note:   (a) Contained within the roadway. 
CR = County Road 
dB = decibel 
DNL = day-night average sou nd level 
NA = not applicable 
SH = State Highway 
U.S.*   = U.S. Highway 
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3.4.4.2 Noise-Sensitive Areas. The preclosure ROI for K. I. Sawyer AFB 
includes noise-sensitive receptors, such as residences and the base hospital, 
that are within the DNL 65 dB contour. The modeled contours (see 
Figure 3.4-4) indicate that there are approximately 27,089 acres containing 
3,424 residents exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater. Approximately 133 of 
these residents, primarily in the Gwinn area, live within areas impacted by 
noise in the DNL 75-79 dB range (U.S. Air Force, 1993c).  Section 3.2.3, 
Land Use and Aesthetics, describes land uses on and near the base. 

3.4.5   Biological Resources 

Biological resources include the native and introduced plants and animals in 
the project area.  For discussion purposes, these are divided into vegetation, 
wildlife (including aquatic fauna), threatened and endangered species, and 
sensitive habitats. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB is surrounded by forested land, much of it within the 
Escanaba River State Forest.  Although approximately 35 percent of the 
base is forested, human activities have resulted in development of over half 
of the total base acreage to support military operations.  Substantial portions 
of this developed area are maintained as lawns, athletic fields, and other 
landscaping, including a 168-acre golf course.  Silver Lead Creek, which 
flows northeastward across the base, has associated riparian, wetland, and 
aquatic habitats, including Little Trout Lake. 

The ROI used for discussion of biological resources is the base and the 
contiguous lands and surface waters.  This includes the area within which 
potential impacts could occur and provides a basis for evaluating the level of 
impact.   Information on the affected environment has been obtained through 
plans, maps, and reports on file with the base, informal consultation with 
state and federal agencies, literature review, a biological survey 
(June 1994), and surveys conducted by the Michigan Natural Features 
Inventory in 1993 and 1994. The surveys conducted by the biologist for 
the Michigan Natural Features Inventory included surveys for high quality 
natural communities and federally and state-listed plants and animals. 
On-base wetlands were identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) during fall 1993.  Scientific names of species reported from K. I. 
Sawyer AFB, including those mentioned in the text, are provided in 
Appendix K. 

3.4.5.1   Vegetation.  The Upper Peninsula of Michigan is within the 
hemlock-white pine-northern hardwoods region of the eastern deciduous 
forest (Braun, 1950).  Natural vegetation on lands surrounding and including 
K. I. Sawyer AFB is a mixture of forest types including pine communities on 
sand plains, northern hardwood communities in deeper soils, aspen 
communities in disturbed areas, and bogs and swamps in depressions and 
along the margins of streams. 
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K. i. Sawyer AFB covers approximately 4,923 acres, less than half of which 
is forested (Figure 3.4-5).  No old growth forests are present on K. I. 
Sawyer AFB or the surrounding land (Koss, 1994).  On-base forests are 
dominated by stands of jack pine, red pine, and aspen, and are managed for 
timber production and wildlife, especially white-tailed deer (U.S. Air Force, 
1993d). These forests contain a low, continuous understory of late low 
blueberry, sand cherry, and bracken fern.  Many of the jack pine forests on 
base have been cut and replanted in accordance with the K. I. Sawyer AFB 
Forest Management Plan (U.S. Air Force, 1993d).  For this reason individual 
stands are generally of one age.  Forest on state-owned land that surrounds 
the base is managed in accordance with the state of Michigan forest 
management plans and policy for managing state forest lands (Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources, 1991). 

Northern hardwood forests occur on the far northern and northeastern part 
of the base.  Dominant species include sugar maple, red oak, and paper 
birch. The understory is primarily saplings of the same species as are found 
in the overstory and low-growing herbs.  Small pockets of aspen-dominated 
communities occur on previously disturbed sites. 

Wooded swamps and bogs containing American larch and black spruce with 
a thick layer of sphagnum moss, Labrador tea, and pale laurel are found in 
low-lying areas and along the margins of slow-flowing streams on the 
eastern side of the base. 

Over half of the total base area is maintained, landscaped, or developed. 
Some small stands of trees are present in and around the golf course and 
the housing area. These areas are mapped as landscaping because they are 
maintained similar to landscaped areas. 

Grasslands on K. I. Sawyer AFB are present where forests have been 
cleared.  Some of these areas, including approximately 240 acres of 
grassland adjacent to the runway, are mowed and maintained periodically 
(U.S. Air Force, 1991e).  Other grassland areas are not maintained. 

During the surveys conducted by the Michigan Natural Features Inventory, 
two state special concern plants (the fir clubmoss and James' monkey- 
flower) were discovered along Silver Lead Creek. The fir clubmoss was 
found in a moist borrow pit on a slope above Silver Lead Creek on the 
eastern portion of the base.  Relatively few occurrences of this species have 
been documented in the western Upper Peninsula, and none have been 
previously identified in Marquette County. The James' monkey-flower was 
found in a very localized colony in a small portion of Silver Lead Creek, just 
inside the north base boundary.  No previous records of the James' monkey- 
flower have been documented in the western Upper Peninsula.  The dry- 
mesic (dry-moist) northern forest along the northeast portion of Silver Lead 
Creek provides the cool seepages required by this plant.  The dry-mesic 
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northern forest has been classified by the Michigan Natural Features 
Inventory as a natural community. 

3.4.5.2 Wildlife.   Forest areas on K. I. Sawyer AFB are contiguous with 
surrounding forest lands and contain species typical of pine forests.   Forest 
understory species, as well as lawns and landscape plantings, provide 
abundant habitat for songbirds on the base (U.S. Air Force, 1991d).   Open 
areas along the runway are attractive to migratory waterfowl and sea gulls. 
Species reported on K. I. Sawyer AFB and species observed in the June field 
surveys are included in Appendix K. 

The jack pine habitat has very little diversity and the understory does not 
provide large amounts of cover. Therefore, forested areas on the base 
provide only fair habitat for white-tailed deer, flying squirrels, foxes, bobcat, 
black bear, and cottontail rabbits.  Ruffed and sharp-tailed grouse are found 
in grassland areas, especially along the runway.  Wetlands and open water 
associated with Silver Lead Creek and Little Trout Lake constitute habitat for 
migratory waterfowl such as mallard, black duck, wood duck, and blue- 
winged teal.  Habitat for amphibians and reptiles, including American toad, 
spring peeper, wood frog, spotted salamander, wood turtle, and smooth 
green snake is most prevalent along the Silver Lead Creek riparian corridor. 
A large number of native and introduced fish species occur on K. I. Sawyer 
AFB.  Rainbow and brook trout occur in Silver Lead Creek, and rainbow trout 
are stocked in Little Trout Lake (U.S. Air Force, 1991d). 

During the surveys conducted by the Michigan Natural Features Inventory, 
the frigga fritillary (state special concern) was recorded within a small bog 
near Little Trout Lake.  The frigga fritillary is a butterfly that is confined to 
bog habitats in the Upper Peninsula. The small bog near Little Trout Lake is 
the only habitat on base that can support this butterfly. 

3.4.5.3 Threatened and Endangered Species. A letter requesting a 
sensitive species list for the project area was sent to the USFWS as 
recommended by the federal Endangered Species Act.  The MDNR was 
consulted for information on state rare and protected species occurring in 
the vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Agency responses are contained in 
Appendix M.  The Michigan Natural Features Inventory conducted surveys 
for protected species during 1993 and 1994.  No federally or state-listed as 
threatened or endangered species were discovered during these surveys, but 
three state-listed species of special concern were found.  Two of these are 
plants (fir clubmoss and James' monkey-flower); the third is the frigga 
fritillary butterfly. 

State- or federally listed sensitive species reported in the vicinity of K. I. 
Sawyer AFB are included in Table 3.4-11.   Federally listed species that may 
be present in surrounding areas include the bald eagle (state- and federally 
listed as threatened), which has been observed foraging on base over Little 
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Table 3.4-11.  Federal or State Sensitive Species Reported in the Vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB 

Name 
Status 

Federal       State 
Narrow-leaved gentian 

(Gent/ana linearis) 

Fir clubmoss 
(Huperzia selago) 

James' monkey-flower 
(Mimulus glabratus var. 
jamesii) 

Frigga fritillary 
(Boloria frigga) 

Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

«inland's warbler 
(Dendroica kirtlandii) 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus) 

Common loon 
[Gavia immer) 

Gray wolf 
[Cam's lupus) 

Habitat and Distribution 
T Occurs in bogs, wet meadows, and wet 

woods throughout the region, primarily in 
siliceous and granitic soils (Fernald, 1950). 
This species is known to occur in the vicinity 
of the base (Weise, 1993) 

SC        Frequently occurs at periphery of sandy 
borrow pits, in ditches, lakeshore swales, wet 
scrapes, and conifer swamps; rarely on acidic, 
igneous rock or calcareous coast cliffs.  Has 
been found along Silver Lead Creek 

SC        Found in colonies primarily along stream 
edges, springs, and seeps.  Has been found 
along Silver Lead Creek 

SC        A butterfly that inhabits open, sedgy 
sphagnum bogs.  Has been observed in the 
bog near Little Trout Lake 

T Nests along lakes and rivers around the base. 
Has been recorded foraging over Little Trout 
Lake 

E Nests in dense stands of young jack pine in 
the Lower Peninsula. This species is not 
expected to breed on base 

E This species has been reintroduced into 
Michigan.  Normally found in open country 
such as grasslands, at river mouths, and 
along the shorelines of large bodies of water. 
Requires cliffs for nesting, therefore, an 
unlikely breeder on base (closest recorded 
breeding observed in Alger County, Pictured 
Rocks National Lakeshore) 

SC        Nests along shorelines of freshwater lakes or 
ponds.   Has been recorded during summer 
months foraging on Little Trout Lake 

E Wide-ranging species through densely 
vegetated forests. This species has been 
recorded in the vicinity of the base and could 
cross base boundaries 

E     = endangered 
SC  = special concern 
T     = threatened 
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Trout Lake and nests within 8 miles of the base; American peregrine falcon 
(state- and federally listed as endangered), which has not been reported on 
base but has been reintroduced in Alger County and could possibly forage 
within the vicinity of Little Trout Lake and Silver Lead Creek (Weise, 1994); 
gray wolf (state- and federally listed as endangered), which is known to be 
in the area, and although not recorded on base, could possibly cross base 
property within suitable habitat in some of the less disturbed forested areas 
surrounding the runway and the northern extent of Silver Lead Creek; and 
Kirtland's warbler (state- and federally listed as endangered), an extremely 
rare species, which is found in stands of young Jack pine.  A single male 
Kirtland's warbler was observed singing in 1984 within 2 miles of the base, 
but this species has not been observed in the vicinity since then and is not 
expected on the base (Koss, 1994).  State-listed species include the 
common loon (a state species of special concern), which has been reported 
on base in Little Trout Lake during the summer; and the narrow-leaved 
gentian (state-listed as threatened), which may be found in wet meadows, 
woodlands, and bogs on the base. 

3.4.5.4 Sensitive Habitats.  Sensitive habitats usually include wetlands, 
plant communities that are unusual or of limited distribution, and important 
seasonal use areas for wildlife (e.g., migration routes, breeding areas, crucial 
summer/winter habitat).  The MDNR considers sensitive habitats in the 
vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB to include wetlands and open water habitats; 
ecologically critical and regionally uncommon forest types such as old- 
growth oak forests, or stands with abundant snags (large, dead trees); 
wintering habitats for deer; and mosaic habitats of forest and grasslands, 
wetlands, or open water that provide maximal habitat and wildlife diversity 
(Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 1991). 

The only sensitive habitats that occur on K. I. Sawyer AFB are wetlands. 
Most of the wetland habitat on base is associated with Little Trout Lake and 
Silver Lead Creek.  Little Trout Lake, which covers over 10 acres, is fed by 
Silver Lead Creek.   During the summer, the lake, which is stocked with fish, 
is used as a recreation area and has a sandy beach, a picnic and day use 
area, and rental paddle boats and canoes.  A small bog near Little Trout Lake 
supports the frigga fritillary butterfly, a Michigan species of special concern. 
Within the Silver Lead Creek riparian area there are several swampy areas 
with large pools of water, one of which contains the fir clubmoss, a 
Michigan species of special concern.  Another sensitive habitat on K. I. 
Sawyer AFB includes three ponds, mapped as wetlands by the USFWS, 
which are located west of the runway.  Water lilies were the only plant life 
associated with these ponds.  Several man-made drainage ditches and other 
small wetlands within the airfield are regularly disturbed by ground 
maintenance activities (e.g., mowing) and are, therefore, considered to be of 
low quality. 
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The MDNR assumed administration of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(COE) Clean Water Act Section 404 wetlands program in August 1984, 
with the passage of Michigan's Goemaere-Anderson Wetland Protection Act 
(No. 203, Public Acts of 1979) and concurrence of the COE.  Michigan's 
Goemaere-Anderson Wetland Protection Act defines wetlands as land 
characterized by the presence of water at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support, and that, under normal circumstances, does support, 
wetland vegetation or aquatic life and is any of the following: 
(1) contiguous to the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair, an inland lake or pond, 
or a river or stream; (2) not contiguous as above and is more than 5 acres in 
size (assuming the inventory in that county is complete); and (3) not 
contiguous as above and less than 5 acres in size if the MDNR determines 
that protection of the area is essential to the preservation of the natural 
resources of the state from pollution, impairment, or destruction and the 
MDNR has so notified the owner.  The MDNR wetland definition follows 
USFWS criteria and is inclusive of wetlands defined by COE. 

The USFWS mapped the wetlands on K. I. Sawyer AFB in fall 1993 
(Figure 3.4-6).  Of the 117 acres of wetlands mapped, most are swampy or 
boggy areas lining Silver Lead Creek. The slow-flowing stream is frequently 
dammed by beavers. The flooding of the land associated with the creek has 
resulted in substantial development of hydrophytic vegetation in shallow 
areas.  Some smaller wetlands are associated with moist depressions near 
Silver Lead Creek. Thick mats of sphagnum moss support leatherleaf shrub. 
Cottonwood, speckled alder, black willow, American larch, and black spruce 
are common along the margins of swampy areas.  In deeper areas, there are 
large pools of water. The margins of the pools are frequently lined with 
water lilies, cattails, rushes, and duck weed. 

Habitat for threatened or endangered species is also considered sensitive. 
As discussed above, wetlands and open water habitats associated with Little 
Trout Lake and Silver Lead Creek provide the only known or probable 
habitats of threatened and endangered species on the base. 

3.4.6   Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic sites, structures, districts, 
artifacts, or any other physical evidence of human activity considered 
important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, 
religious, or any other reason.  Cultural resources have been divided for ease 
of discussion into three main categories:  prehistoric resources, historic 
structures and resources, and traditional resources.  Resources are defined in 
Appendix E, Methods of Analysis.  For the purposes of this analysis, 
paleontological remains, the fossil evidence of past plant and animal life, 
have been included within the cultural resources category. 
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The ROI for the analysis of cultural resources minimally includes all areas 
within the base boundaries, whether or not certain parcels would be subject 
to ground disturbance.  For this analysis, the ROI is synonymous with the 
Area of Potential Effect (APE) as defined by the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). The potential conveyance of federal property to a 
private party or nonfederal agency constitutes an undertaking, or a project 
that falls under the requirements of cultural resource mandates, because any 
historic properties located on that property would cease to be protected by 
federal law. 

Numerous laws and regulations require federal agencies to consider the 
effects of a proposed project on cultural resources. These laws and 
regulations stipulate a process for compliance, define the responsibilities of 
the federal agency proposing the action, and prescribe the relationship 
between other involved agencies (e.g., State Historic Preservation Office, 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation).  Methods used to achieve 
compliance with these requirements are presented in Appendix E. 

Only those potential historic properties determined to be significant under 
cultural resource legislation are subject to protection or consideration by a 
federal agency. The quality of significance in terms of applicability to 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) criteria and of integrity is 
discussed in Appendix E, Methods of Analysis.  Significant cultural 
resources, either prehistoric or historic in age, are referred to as "historic 
properties." 

In compliance with the NHPA, the Air Force has initiated the Section 106 
review process with the Michigan State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO).  A record and literature search was conducted, which revealed that 
one archaeological survey had been conducted on K. I. Sawyer AFB (Kachel, 
1990), which consisted of a pedestrian survey and shovel testing of 7 acres 
at the northwest corner of the base.  No cultural resources were discovered. 
No other surveys were conducted on the base or within 2 miles of the base 
prior to 1994. 

In May and June 1994, an archaeological Phase I survey incorporating 
shovel testing was conducted on K. I. Sawyer AFB (Commonwealth Cultural 
Resources Group, 1994b).  Three prehistoric sites (20MQ89, 20MQ90, and 
20MQ91) and four historic sites (20MQ88, 20MQ92, 20MQ93, and 
20MQ94) were discovered.  All three prehistoric and two of the historic 
sites were tested during a Phase II evaluation conducted in November 1994. 
These sites are described in Subsections 3.4.6.1 and 3.4.6.2, respectively. 

3.4.6.1   Prehistoric Resources. The physiography and climate of Michigan 
have supported a cultural chronology dating to the post-glacial late 
Pleistocene. Three major divisions of prehistory are generally represented in 
the region and consist of the Paleo-lndian Period (10,000 B.C. to 
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8000 B.C.), the Archaic Period, contemporary with and following the Paleo- 
Indian Period (8000 B.C. to 1000 B.C.), and the Woodland Period (ca. A.D. 
0 to A.D. 1600). 

Paleo-lndian Period.   Evidence of early Paleo-lndian (groups inhabiting the 
area between 10,000 and 8000 B.C.) is currently limited to the southern 
Lower Peninsula. The archaeological record for the Upper Peninsula begins 
with late Paleo-lndian groups. These people are thought to have been 
nomadic hunters who relied heavily upon large game, such as elk and 
caribou.   These groups represent the Big-Game Hunting Tradition that can 
be traced throughout North America. They also practiced "opportunistic 
exploitation of a variety of other resources" (Commonwealth Cultural 
Resources Group, 1994b) in this newly created boreal lake shore 
environment resulting from post-glacial lake recession. 

Archaic Periods.  Subsistence technologies expanded during the Early 
(ca. 8000 B.C. to 3000 B.C.) and Middle (ca. 3000 B.C. to 1200 B.C.) 
Archaic Periods, with a shift to more gathering activities in the rich, 
deciduous, forest-riverine environments of the Lower Peninsula.  Hunting 
emphasis shows a shift from primary big game hunting to fishing and other 
smaller game exploitation.   Early Archaic sites are virtually absent in the 
Upper Peninsula, although Early Archaic-like material has been identified in 
Marquette County. The Old Copper culture, "which is primarily identified as 
a mortuary complex, flourished during the Middle Archaic Period" 
(Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 1994b), represented by 
extensive aboriginal mining pits found along the spine of the Copper Range 
(Commonwealth Associates, Inc., 1980).  Material evidence for both periods 
is limited to scattered surface finds in the north.  During the Late Archaic 
Period, the area began experiencing environmental conditions similar to the 
present; however, it is unlikely that large populations could have supported 
themselves year-round on the western Upper Peninsula due to the scarcity 
of resources in the winter. 

Early and Middle Woodland Periods.   During the Woodland Period (ca. 
A.D. 0 to A.D. 1600), technological innovations, such as ceramics and new 
fishing implements, contribute to a centralization and increase in size of 
sites.   Early Woodland occupations are not well documented in the Upper 
Peninsula.  Middle Woodland Period (A.D. 0 to A.D. 500) sites represent the 
first widespread introduction of ceramics in the archaeological record. 
"Settlement and subsistence patterns suggest seasonal fishing, collecting, 
and hunting with an increasing emphasis on aquatic resources" 
(Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 1994b). 

Late Woodland Period. The Late Woodland Period lasted from ca. A.D. 500 
until European contact.   Beginning around A.D. 1000, the material culture 
reflects the influence of the Upper Mississippi River Basin and led to a mixed 
Late Woodland-Upper Mississippian assemblage (Franzen and Weston, 
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1973). The introduction of agriculture to the western Upper Peninsula and 
the large number of known Late Woodland and Upper Mississippian 
archaeological sites may indicate that the area supported a relatively large 
prehistoric population (Franzen and Weston, 1973). 

Native American cultures were dramatically affected by European influences, 
land use, and political control.  French explorers, traders, and Jesuit 
missionaries began making contact with Native Americans in the upper Great 
Lakes ca. 1650 (Cleland, 1972; Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 
1994b).  During this time, as political control of the area passed from French 
(pre-1760), to British (post-1760), and finally American (1769 to present) 
jurisdiction, the Native Americans changed in many respects as they became 
increasingly dependent upon European technologies (Commonwealth Cultural 
Resources Group, 1994b). 

Three prehistoric sites (20MQ89, 20MQ90, and 20MQ91) were discovered 
during the 1994 Phase I survey.  They included a small lithic scatter, a small 
domestic campsite containing ceramics (not a common occurrence for Upper 
Peninsula interior sites), and a relatively high-density lithic scatter, 
respectively.  Sites 20MQ90 and 20MQ91 are on small, well-drained 
terraces adjacent to Little Trout Lake, while 20MQ89 is in the swamplands 
that parallel Silver Lead Creek. 

Because all three sites exhibited little or no surface disturbance, there was 
an increased potential for intact subsurface features, such as hearths 
evidenced by the presence of fire affected rock.  A Phase II evaluation was 
recommended and implemented to assess the significance and integrity, as 
well as define the vertical and horizontal boundaries of each site.  Site 
20MQ89, a low-density lithic scatter produced neither diagnostic artifacts 
nor subsurface features.  Consequently, it is not recommended as eligible for 
listing in the NRHP.   Sites 20MQ90 and 20MQ91 contained subsurface 
features (hearths/fire pits) and a substantial number of artifacts, subsistence 
remains, and datable organic remains.  Both sites are located adjacent to 
wetland and/or swamp environments that are known to have prehistorically 
occurred within the headwaters of the region.  The potential to address 
research questions important to understanding the prehistory of the interior 
regions of the Upper Peninsula is evident, and the sites have been 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP.  The Michigan SHPO has 
concurred with the above determination. 

3.4.6.2 Historic Structures and Resources.  By the nineteenth century, the 
fur trade had dwindled and was replaced by mining and lumbering industries, 
particularly after Michigan became a state in 1837. The discovery of copper 
and iron (shipped on the Great Lakes and by rail to the industrial cities of 
Chicago, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, and Detroit) drew commerce and European 
immigrants (e.g., Welsh, French Canadians, Swedes, Germans, Finns, Irish, 
Italians, and Slavs) to the Upper Peninsula.  Major towns such as Marquette, 
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Negaunee, and Ishpeming developed around the mines.  "Iron mining 
remains the county's largest private-sector employer" (Commonwealth 
Cultural Resources Group, 1994b). 

Extensive stands of white pine and hardwoods provided lumber for the 
expanding railroads, as well as for housing and commercial structures. 
Sawmills and paper-making plants developed along the rivers.  As a result of 
the excessive logging, most of the virgin pine forests had been removed by 
the 1900s. Jack pine was harvested for paper pulp and blueberry fields 
were abundant. 

"A major factor in the economic development of the project area and its 
immediate environs was the founding of K. I. Sawyer AFB" (Commonwealth 
Cultural Resources Group, 1994b). The land currently occupied by K. I. 
Sawyer AFB was primarily farm and forest area.  In 1955, the federal 
government signed a 99-year lease for use of the K. I. Sawyer County 
Airport.  Under the control of the Air Force, an extensive expansion of the 
facilities was begun. The initial mission of the base, under the Air Defense 
Command, was defense of the Sault Ste. Marie sector from possible attack 
by the Soviet Union via the North Pole. The base was further expanded 
between 1958 to 1961 to accommodate SAC, whose mission was to 
maintain bombers and tankers on 24-hour alert. 

Four historic sites (20MQ88, 20MQ92, 20MQ93, and 20MQ94) were 
identified during the archaeological Phase I survey in May and June 1994. 
Historic Sites 20MQ88 and 20MQ92 are late-nineteenth- and/or early- 
twentieth-century homesteads.  Site 20MQ88 is comprised of a structural 
berm and root cellar depression and an associated trash dump, while Site 
20MQ92 includes two trash scatters and a structural berm.   Shovel testing 
at these two sites failed to reveal any undisturbed subsurface deposits or 
features that would provide stratified data to assess site usage through 
time.   Further investigation at these sites "would not produce additional 
information pertaining to the age and function of these sites beyond that 
already established" (Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 1994b). 
The Michigan SHPO has concurred that these sites are not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP. 

Sites 20MQ93 and 20MQ94 have been interpreted as a charcoal-producing 
"rural industrial complex" (Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 
1994b). At Site 20MQ93, a beehive-shaped kiln, an excavated ridge 
prepared for the construction of a second kiln, and the structural remains of 
a large storage facility were identified.  Shovel testing of the site resulted in 
the recovery of bottle glass that was deposited sometime during the first 
two decades of the twentieth century.  Site 20MQ94, approximately 
170 meters west of Site 20MQ93, consists of an excavated knoll similar to 
the one found at Site 20MQ93 and a clearing immediately south of the 
knoll. The excavated knoll had been faced with cut sandstone that was not 
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procured locally.  Recovered artifacts consisted of a variety of ceramics, 
nails, and glass including solarized glass (clear glass altered by exposure to 
the sun over time), which indicate an occupation between approximately 
1880 and 1915. Although there is some distance between the two sites, 
there is a dirt road leading from both to the Sands Railway Station. This 
suggests a functional link between the sites and transportation.  Further 
archaeological investigation may establish the connection between the sites 
and contribute to our understanding of the methods of construction and 
unusual materials employed at these locations.   Moreover, additional archival 
research has the potential to further develop the temporally and functionally 
historical context. 

A Phase II evaluation revealed that sites 20MQ93 and 20MQ94 were, at one 
time, part of a farmstead originally owned by the Goodman family of Sands 
Township.  Site 20MQ93 was confirmed as an abandoned charcoal kiln, 
which was operated until about 1915. The site also included the remnants 
of a large root cellar used to store potatoes after the farm shifted to potato 
production in the 1930s.  Both of these structural features were found to 
lack integrity.  Domestic artifacts recovered from site 20MQ94 occurred 
within plow zone sediments and appear to represent a disturbed trash 
deposit.  As a result, neither site is recommended as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP.  The Michigan SHPO has concurred with the above 
recommendations. 

None of the extant buildings or structures at K. I. Sawyer AFB predate 
1955; consequently, none of the facilities have attained the age of 50 years. 
However, the Air Force conducted an investigation of Cold War-era facilities 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB in order to evaluate whether they demonstrate 
exceptional significance, as recognized for properties less than 50 years old. 
The original inventory of 138 buildings was subject to review to ascertain 
the degree of integrity and presence of other evidence that would justify 
consideration for NRHP listing.  Following this initial phase of the study, the 
inventory was narrowed; of the 138 buildings originally examined, 51 were 
selected for a formal evaluation because of their association with the alert 
missions conducted at the base.  No further evaluation was deemed 
necessary for the 87 remaining facilities.  Upon completion of the 
investigation, none of the buildings or structures formally evaluated were 
identified as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  The Michigan SHPO has 
concurred with the above determinations. 

3.4.6.3 Traditional Resources.  Native American groups inhabiting the 
Upper Peninsula of Michigan at the time of European contact included 
Chippewas, Ottawas, and Menominee, all members of the Central 
Algonquian-language family. 

In December 1993, consultation was initiated with the following Native 
American groups to ascertain if they had any concern with or could identify 
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sacred areas within the K. I. Sawyer AFB environs:  Sault Ste. Marie 
Chippewa Tribal Council, Keweenaw Bay Tribal Council, Lac Vieux Desert 
Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Michigan, Hannahville Indian 
Community Council, and Bay Mills Executive Council. To date no groups or 
individuals have responded with any concerns. 

3.4.6.4 Paleontological Resources. No fossil resources have been identified 
on or near the base.  No listed or eligible National Natural Landmarks exist 
on K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

3.5       MARQUETTE COUNTY AIRPORT 

This section summarizes the affected environment at Marquette County 
Airport in its current operational state. The environmental consequences of 
the potential closure and reuse of this site are summarized in Section 4.5. 
The description of the affected environment is provided below for each of 
the resource categories discussed in this chapter. 

Community Setting.   Marquette County Airport lies within Negaunee 
Township, approximately 7 miles west of the city of Marquette, and 4 miles 
east of the city of Negaunee along U.S. 41 (Figure 3.5-1). The airport 
consists of 670 acres of property with avigation easements on 90 acres and 
leases on 70 acres.  The airport has one main terminal building and several 
maintenance hangars.  The facilities at the airport were constructed between 
the late 1950s and 1989.  At its peak in 1991, direct airport-related 
employment was estimated at 408, with a secondary employment of 386 
(Greiner, Inc., 1990, 1991).  However, employment at the airport has 
recently decreased to approximately 300, with the loss of administrative 
personnel from a regional airline operation. 

Land Use and Aesthetics.  The Negaunee Township Comprehensive Plan 
was prepared in 1966 (Negaunee Area Planning Commission).  The areas 
west, north, and east of the airport were identified as farm, rural, and 
forested, while the area south of the airport was identified for commercial 
development, with residential uses along U.S. 41. 

Negaunee Township is responsible for zoning around the airport, although 
Marquette County has adopted an airport zoning ordinance for the 
immediate vicinity (Greiner, Inc., 1990, 1991).   Most of the areas 
surrounding the airport have been zoned One-Family Residential (RC-1) by 
Negaunee Township.  This designation allows for businesses and mobile 
homes among single-family residences.  The area along U.S. 41 has been 
zoned as General Business (B-2), which allows for any business activity 
(i.e., commercial, industrial, entertainment).  The Marquette County Airport 
zoning ordinance regulates operations within the vicinity of the facility to 
maintain airport approaches and clearances (Greiner, Inc., 1990, 1991). 
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The land uses in the vicinity of the airport consist of single-family residences 
located along local roads, with scattered commercial and industrial 
development along U.S. 41 and in the vicinity of the airport entrance. 
North, east, and west of the airport, the majority of the land is undeveloped 
forest. The only other land use of any significance is single-family 
residences along the Township roads. 

South of the airport, the majority of the land is undeveloped forest except 
along U.S. 41 near the entrance to the airport. This area consists of 
commercial land uses that include a television station, gasoline station, 
restaurant, and motel.  South of U.S. 41, across from the airport entrance, 
are public facilities/recreation land uses that include the police and health 
department administrative facilities, and single-family residences. 

The area surrounding the airport is characterized by forested, rolling hills and 
numerous streams, wetlands, lakes, and some dispersed residential 
development.  Vegetation in the area is mainly mixed forest, which 
contributes to distinct areas of differing visual sensitivity.  On the airport 
property, areas of visual sensitivity include the wetland areas on the east 
and west end of the property, and the forested area along the northern 
boundary. The remainder of the property has been developed for airport 
uses. 

Transportation.  Access to the airport is provided by U.S. 41, the main four- 
lane, east-west highway providing regional access between Marquette and 
Negaunee.  SH 35, less than a mile east of the airport, is a two-lane 
highway providing access to Gwinn just south of the base and continuing 
southeast to Escanaba.   In the vicinity of the airport, the AADT on U.S. 41 
is 9,000 with an LOS of C. The LOS on U.S. 41 improves to B east and 
west of the airport.  At the intersection with U.S. 41, the AADT on SH 35 is 
3,900 with an LOS of D.  South of U.S. 41, the AADT on SH 35 is 2,300 
with an LOS of B (Michigan Department of Transportation, 1993). 

The airport provides commercial passenger, aircraft maintenance, and 
general aviation services, and has approximately 76 based aircraft.  The 
main airport runway is approximately 6,500 feet long and 150 feet wide. 
The airport also has a crosswind runway 3,000 feet long and 75 feet wide. 
In 1992, there were approximately 34,000 aircraft operations conducted at 
the airport with 40,000 passengers enplaned.  No scheduled air cargo 
service is provided at the airport (Greiner, Inc., 1990, 1991). A description 
of the airspace surrounding the airport is provided in Section 3.2.3, 
Transportation.  Airport radar service at Marquette County Airport is 
provided by equipment at K. I. Sawyer AFB through the Minneapolis ARTCC. 

Utilities.  The airport activity results in the consumption of water, electricity, 
and natural gas, and the generation of solid waste and wastewater.  Water 
to the airport is provided by the Negaunee Township water system. 
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electricity by the Marquette Board of Light and Power, and natural gas by 
the Michigan Gas Company.  The Negaunee WWTP receives domestic 
sanitary waste, and solid waste is taken to the Marquette County Landfill. 

In 1994, the average daily water use at the airport was 0.0043 MGD, the 
average daily wastewater generated was 0.0045 MGD, and the annual 
electrical use was 2,604,918 kilowatts.  No data were available on solid 
waste generation and natural gas consumption at the airport.  The Negaunee 
Township water system has a design capacity of 0.8 MGD, with an average 
daily water consumption within the service area of 0.12 MGD. The capacity 
of the Negaunee WWTP is 2 MGD, with an average daily demand of 
0.75 MGD.  Descriptions of Marquette Board of Light and Power, Michigan 
Gas Company, and Marquette County Landfill are provided in Section 3.2.4, 
Utilities. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.  General aviation 
and aviation support activities require the use of a number of hazardous 
materials including aviation fuels, glycols, POL, solvents, paints, thinners, 
hydraulic fluids, degreasers, corrosives, heavy metals, and reactives. 
Hazardous wastes generated by the use of these materials include waste 
fuels, POL, solvents, thinners, and paints. 

An environmental audit conducted in 1991 identified locations at Marquette 
County Airport where the release of aviation fuel or other hazardous 
substances may have resulted in the contamination of soils. The areas of 
potential contamination include the Simmons maintenance and ground 
support facilities, the bulk fuel storage area, airport septic tank system, the 
Capitol City Express facility, the U.S. Exec Air facility, the VORTAC, the 
MDNR hangar, the Marquette County Line Shack, an abandoned landfill 
northeast of the airport, and the fire training area.  An investigation to 
determine the type and extent of contamination at these sites is ongoing 
(Sunberg, Carlson and Associates, Inc., 1991). 

Aviation fuel for Marquette County Airport is stored in three 20,000-galion 
fiberglass USTs that meet all regulatory requirements.   In addition, there are 
other storage tanks on the airport property that are associated with some of 
the private operations.  No surveys for radon, lead-based paint, or asbestos 
have taken place at the airport.  No PCBs are on the airport property and 
pesticides are not used in grounds maintenance activities. 

Natural Environment 

Geology and Soils. The physiography of the area around Marquette County 
Airport is rolling plain dissected by stream and river channels, with an 
average elevation of 1,419 feet MSL. The geologic unit underlying the 
airport is surficial glacial deposits.   Underlying the glacial deposits is 
metamorphosed Precambrian rock. The underlying bedrock has not been 
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tested for mineral resources; however, one of the most significant mining 
districts in the region is 4 miles to the east in Negaunee.  No major 
earthquake faults or physical or geologic features are known to exist in the 
area, and the site is within a Seismic Hazard Zone 0.  Based on the local 
geology, there is little potential for ground collapse from sinkhole, landslides, 
liquefaction, or related natural hazards. 

Soils at Marquette County Airport include Michigamme, Au Gres sand, 
Evart/Winterfield, Carbondale/Tawas, Roscommon, Sayner-Rubicon, 
Histosols, Aquents, Croswell, Rubicon, and Greenwood/Dawson series. The 
airport property contains no prime or unique farmlands (Greiner, Inc., 1990, 
1991). 

Water Resources.  Marquette County Airport is in the Superior Lake River 
Basin. The primary surface water features on the site are associated with a 
drainage along the western boundary of the airport that flows southwest 
into the Carp River.  The airport has an NPDES permit for storm water runoff 
from the runways and apron areas.  Samples collected at a potable water 
well at the airport showed no signs of groundwater contamination.  The 
airport is not located within a 100-year floodplain (Sunberg, Carlson and 
Associates, Inc., 1991). 

Regionally, there are several different geologic units that are suitable 
aquifers for the development of domestic water supplies, although their 
potential is limited.  Well yields vary but generally range from 1 to 5 gallons 
per minute.  The depth to groundwater at the site is approximately 20 feet 
below the ground surface.  Water to the airport is supplied by the Negaunee 
Township water system.  Twenty-four wells exist in the vicinity of the site; 
four of these are within the airport property (Sunberg, Carlson and 
Associates, Inc., 1991). 

Air Quality.  The area surrounding Marquette County Airport is in attainment 
for all criteria pollutants.  For a description of the climate conditions and 
regional emission sources, see Section 3.4.3, Air Quality. 

An emissions inventory (Table 3.5-1) was calculated for Marquette County 
Airport using 1989 aircraft activity levels and employment obtained from the 
Marquette County Airport Master Plan Study (Greiner, Inc., 1990). 
Emissions were calculated for three sources:  aircraft flight operations, GSE, 
and commuting vehicles.  Aircraft flight and GSE emission factors were 
obtained from the most recent version of EDMS, with appropriate engine 
substitutions made where necessary.  Commuting vehicle emissions were 
calculated using emission factors from MOBILE5.0a.  Criteria pollutant 
emissions are presented below. 

Noise. A noise analysis for the Marquette County Airport was conducted as 
part of the Marquette County Airport Master Plan.  Approximately 31,894 
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3.5-1.  Emissions Inventory for Marquette County Airport, 1989 

Emissions, tons/day"' 

Source VOC NOx CO sox PM10 

Aircraft Flight Operations 0.02 0.01 0.87 0.00 0.00 
Ground Support Equipment 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 
Commuting Vehicles 0.01 0.03 0.19 0.00 0.00 

Total 0.04 0.04 1.08 0.00 0.00 

Note:   (a)      Emissions less than 0.005 tons/day are rounded to 0.00 tons/day. 
CO     = carbon monoxide 
NOx    = nitrogen oxide 
PM10   = paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
SOx    = sulfur oxide 
VOC   = volatile organic compound 

aircraft operations for 1989 were modeled and consisted of single- and twin- 
engine propeller aircraft and general aviation jet.  The analysis indicated that 
approximately 35 acres of the 307 total acres contained within the DNL 65 
to 70 dB range are off airport property (Greiner, Inc., 1990).  The 35 off-site 
acres are undeveloped and therefore the land use is compatible with the 
aircraft noise. The DNL 70 dB and greater noise contours were contained 
within the airport property. 

Biological Resources.  Most of the vegetation on Marquette County Airport 
property consists of landscaped areas with grasses, forbs, scattered shrubs, 
and small trees.  Vegetation in areas adjacent to the airport includes flat, 
cleared areas with regrowth of native grasses, shrubs, and small second- 
growth trees; a wetland area; and wooded areas dominated by conifers, 
similar to those surrounding K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Development of airport facilities and disturbance of land at the end of the 
runways has degraded the quality of habitat.  Small populations of a variety 
of common mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles have been identified 
and/or may be expected to occur in the vicinity of the airport.  Mammals 
include coyote, cottontail rabbit, woodchuck, raccoon, striped skunk, 
chipmunk, and other small rodents.  Whitetail deer are occasionally sighted 
in the area.  Bird species include barred owl, pileated woodpecker, raven, 
crow. Cooper's hawk, woodcock, and a variety of songbirds, including 
yellow-rumped warbler and song sparrow.  Waterfowl, including mallards 
and Canada goose, may be seasonal visitors to wetland areas on the 
property.  Amphibians and reptiles may include painted turtle, wood turtle, 
wood frog, spring peepers, five-lined skink, red-bellied snake, and common 
garter snake. 
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Based on recent consultation with MDNR, Marquette Regional Office, there 
are no federally or state-listed threatened or endangered species known to 
be present on the airport property (Hendrickson, 1995). 

Wetlands are the only sensitive habitat at the airport (Duncan, 1995). 
Wetlands are present in several locations at the airport (see Figure 2.3-7) 
and are subject to the provisions of the Goemaere-Anderson Wetland 
Protection Act. There are several areas of shrub and/or emergent vegetation 
as well as three areas of open water as described by the USFWS.  These 
three areas are at the west end of the main runway in the Clear Zone; south 
of the main runway; and south of Baldwin Kiln Lake, about halfway between 
the lake and the main runway.  Water from this third location flows south, 
then southwest, along an intermittent drainage toward the west end of the 
main runway.  From there, it flows through a wetland area of scrub shrub 
and emergent vegetation, then off the airport property, and eventually into 
the Carp River (see Figure 2.3-7). 

There is also a wetland area (described as a bog) north of the north end of 
the crosswind runway.  This area is not a contiguous wetland (i.e., it is not 
adjacent and contiguous to a body of water and is located more than 500 
feet from an inland lake or stream); therefore it is not subject to the 
Goemare-Anderson Wetland Protection Act (Greiner, Inc., 1991).  However, 
it is protected by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Cultural Resources. No cultural resources surveys have been conducted in 
support of Marquette County Airport activities (Greiner, Inc., 1990, 1991). 
During preparation of environmental documents for a proposed runway 
expansion project, the SHPO was contacted in accordance with the NHPA. 
At that time, the airport received a determination of "no historic properties 
found" from the SHPO (Greiner, Inc., 1991). 

3.6      SAWMILL TIMBER PROCUREMENT AREA 

One of the proposed reuses at K. I. Sawyer AFB is the establishment and 
operation of a softwood sawmill capable of producing 75 million board feet 
of lumber per year.  This land use concept is briefly described in 
Section 2.3.5, Other Land Use Concepts.  The timber processed in the 
sawmill is expected to be obtained from the northern Lower Peninsula of 
Michigan, the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, and northeast Wisconsin 
(Figure 3.6-1), with most of the harvest anticipated to occur in Michigan. 
This section summarizes the affected environment for the timber 
procurement area and includes a description of those resources likely to be 
affected.  Because utility use for timber harvesting activities is expected to 
be minimal, no impacts are anticipated, and therefore, this resource in not 
analyzed further.  The programmatic environmental consequences of the 
timber harvesting activities within this area are summarized in Section 4.6. 
The direct environmental consequences of sawmill operations at K. I. 
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Sawyer AFB are addressed under each resource in Sections 4.2 through 4.4 
as an other land use concept. 

3.6.1    Timber Resources 

The characteristics of the timber inventory, the factors affecting 
management of the individual softwood species, and the ownership of the 
timbered lands in the procurement area are discussed in this section. 

3.6.1.1 Timber Inventory. In order to evaluate the timber availability within 
the procurement area, a timber supply analysis for a sawmill at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB was prepared (George Banzhaf & Company, 1995b) and is summarized 
below. 

The region from which timber would be procured for the proposed sawmill 
extends from Marquette County for a distance of approximately 150 miles 
(air radius), throughout Michigan's Upper Peninsula, into the northern Lower 
Peninsula to the southeast, and northern Wisconsin to the southwest. The 
timber procurement area is heavily forested, with timberland comprising 
about 80 percent of the total land base in the Upper Peninsula and about 
70 percent in the other two areas.  Analysis of the timber resources in the 
proposed procurement area is summarized below. 

• The gross inventory of the required softwood species in the 
procurement area is 5.1 billion cubic feet, and net annual available 
growth is 97 million cubic feet. 

• Much of the resource is in the 10-inch and larger diameter classes, 
indicating that a high proportion of the total inventory will be 
suitable for harvest over the next 20 to 30 years. 

• Overall, the forest is growing at an average annual rate of 
2.5 percent, although this varies according to species.  Of the major 
species groups, the fastest growing type is the red/white pine, at 
3.7 percent per year. 

• "Availability factors" for the timbershed were developed to estimate 
the net resource available for industrial use.  Based on the 
distribution of species among ownership groups (e.g., private, state, 
federal), the average availability is about 75 percent, and ranges 
from about 66 to 77 percent by species. 

• There are a variety of wood-using industries in the timbershed, 
which together create an annual demand for industrial roundwood 
of about 4.5 million cords, or 354 million cubic feet. Approximately 
half of the total harvest is within 80 miles of Marquette, and about 
75 percent is within 120 miles.  Estimated harvest of the required 
softwood species is 78.8 million cubic feet, or 12 times the 
requirements of the proposed sawmill. 
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•   Pulpwood production increased significantly in the timbershed 
during the 1978-1993 period, due to incremental increases in 
demand caused by increased pulp production capacity in the region 
and due to the start-up of new composite board plants of various 
types. 

3.6.1.2 Softwood Characteristics.  In order to understand why certain 
silvicultural systems are used in forest management, it is necessary to 
understand how individual tree species respond, in terms of growth and 
vigor, to their surrounding environment. This relationship is known as 
silvics. The primary factors to consider for successful timber management 
include range of temperature, light, moisture, topography, soil condition, 
and, under extreme conditions, air movement.  The silvics of the timber 
resources within the proposed procurement area are discussed in this 
section.   Because the proposed sawmill would utilize softwoods (i.e., 
conifers), a brief description of the silvics of each major conifer type 
expected to be harvested in the timber procurement area is provided below. 

Black spruce (Picea mariana), also known as bog spruce and swamp spruce, 
is very tolerant of shade (i.e, it can grow well without direct sunlight).   Black 
spruce is found in wet organic soils, but can grow in coarse till and shallow 
soils over bedrock. The species produces good seed crops at intervals of 2 
to 6 years, and seed dissemination is effective up to about 260 feet.   Black 
spruce responds very well to release from competition (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, 1990).   Black spruce can be clearfelled using 
strip cuts, patch cuts (if natural regeneration is desired), or clearcuts. 
Clearcut sites are generally regenerated with artificial seeding where an 
adequate seedbed exists; planting can be used when the seedbed is not 
adequate.  Because of its susceptibility to dwarf mistletoe (a parasitic 
pathogen) and its general lack of wind firmness, shelterwood and seed tree 
systems are not employed on a large scale (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 
1992b). 

Balsam fir (Abies balsamea), also known as balsam, Canadian balsam, and 
eastern fir, is very tolerant of shade. The species occurs on a wide range of 
organic and inorganic glacial soils.  The balsam fir produces good cone crops 
every 2 to 4 years, and is capable of effectively disseminating seed to 
distances of 80 to 200 feet.   Balsam fir's response to release from 
competition is considered good (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, 1990).  It has been recommended that harvesting should be 
conducted using strip cuts or patch cuts.  Because balsam fir is managed 
primarily for pulpwood, and because of its susceptibility to spruce budworm 
infestation, conversion to other species to break up pure stands of balsam fir 
is practiced (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 1992b). 

Red pine (Pinus resinosa), also known as Norway pine, is a shade intolerant 
species (i.e., it requires almost full sunlight for its growth and development). 
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Natural stands are largely confined to sandy soils, generally formed from 
glacial or wind-borne deposits. The species can grow on dry, low fertility 
soils, but can also be found in other soils, such as along swamp borders. 
Red pine produces good seed crops at intervals of 3 to 7 years, and thinning 
has been shown to assist seed and cone production.  Effective dissemination 
of seeds from the tree is about 40 feet.  Red pine exhibits its best growth in 
even-aged groups or stands, and is well adapted to even-aged management 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 1990).  Even-aged 
management, using multiple commercial thinnings to obtain forest products, 
such as pulpwood, posts, poles, cabin logs, pilings, and small sawtimbers, 
has been recommended.   Because seed tree methods have been shown to 
be ineffective, clearfelling and replanting with bare-root or containerized 
seedlings or, where other multiple-use objectives are a high priority, 
shelterwood silvicultural systems are recommended (Jaakko Poyry 
Consultants, Inc., 1992b). 

Jack pine {Pinus banksiana), also known as scrub pine, Hudson Bay pine, 
and Banksian pine is a shade intolerant species and is found on sandy and 
loamy soils. Jack pine can grow on very dry, sandy or gravelly soils where 
other species cannot survive.  Jack pine cones usually produce seed every 
year.  Seed dissemination from the tree is generally limited to the tree height 
distance (about 40 feet).  Jack pine cones may open during hot weather, 
however; in many areas of its range, cones are dependent on fire before 
seeds are released. Jack pine is a pioneer species, taking advantage of 
burns or other exposed sites.   It will be succeeded by red pine fairly rapidly 
on all but the poorest, driest sites (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, 1990).   Even-aged management, using clearfelling (and replanting 
with bare-root or containerized seedlings) or seed tree silvicultural systems 
has been recommended for jack pine (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 
1992b). 

Eastern white pine (Pinus strobus), also called white pine and northern white 
pine, is moderately tolerant to shade.  White pine grows on nearly all the 
soils within its range, but generally competes best on well drained sandy 
soils.  On these soils, white pine regenerates naturally and competes easily. 
The species produces good seed crops every 3 to 5 years; seeds are wind 
disseminated at distances from 200 feet to more than 700 feet in the open. 
The response to release from competition is variable, depending on species 
age and size, and other site conditions.  In general the reaction to 
competition decreases with age and suppressed crown form (U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 1990).  White pine can be 
regenerated through several silvicultural methods including clearcutting, 
patch cutting, shelterwood, and group selection.  Natural seeding can be 
used if harvests are timed to coincide with good cone production years and 
if an adequate (mineral soil) site bed is prepared.  Artificial planting can also 
be used on certain sites (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 1992b). 
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Eastern hemlock {Tsuga canadensis), also known as Canada hemlock and 
hemlock-spruce, is very tolerant to shade. The species can be found on 
soils that are moist to very moist with good drainage.  Eastern hemlock 
exhibits good cone production for 2 of every 3 years, and the seeds 
generally fall within the tree height. When thinned, the response to release 
from competition is extremely good.  In the Great Lake States, uneven-aged 
management of eastern hemlock has not been successful (U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Forest Service, 1990). A two- or three-cut shelterwood 
system has been identified as the best even-aged management system for 
regenerating eastern hemlock because it promotes seed germination and 
early seedling development by reducing moisture stress. 

Tamarack (Larix laricina), also known as American larch, Alaska larch, and 
eastern larch, is very intolerant to shade. Tamarack is found on wet to 
moist organic soils, such as sphagnum peat or woody peat. The species 
produces good seed crops at intervals of 3 to 6 years, and seed 
dissemination is effective to about two tree heights. The response to 
release from competition of tamarack is considered poor.   Because of its 
intolerance to shade, its wind firmness, and because its seeds germinate 
better in the open, tamarack is best regenerated through clearcut or seed 
tree methods (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 1990). 
Artificial regeneration using tamarack is in the experimental stage due to the 
cost and difficulty of obtaining seed (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 
1992b). 

Northern white-cedar (Thuja occidentalis), also known as arborvitae and 
eastern white-cedar, is a shade tolerant species.  Northern white-cedar 
prefers cool, moist nutrient-rich sites, and is particularly well adapted to 
organic soils along drainages. The species produces good seed crops every 
2 to 5 years; seeds are wind disseminated usually from 150 to 200 feet.  As 
seeds are not viable in nature after 1 year, they should not be considered a 
reliable reforestation source after fire or clearcutting.  Northern white-cedar 
responds well to release from competition at all ages (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, 1990). White cedar is managed for wildlife 
value and wood products, such as posts, poles, and logs.  In planning mixed 
conifer stands, northern white cedar can be naturally regenerated from 
adjacent seed sources using strip or patch cuts, if the seedbed is prepared 
by burning (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 1992b). 

3.6.1.3 Timber Ownership in the Procurement Area.  Four major 
classifications of land ownership have been identified within the proposed 
timber procurement area (George Banzhaf and Company, 1995b). These 
include federal lands (i.e.. National Forests), state and county-owned lands, 
private industrial forest lands, and private nonindustrial forest lands.  Minor 
land ownership classifications include those held by Native American groups 
and farming interests, and these are not discussed below.  Each land 
ownership type exhibits different management approaches, as defined by 
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regulations or management practices.  Implementation of best management 
practices (BMPs) is integral to the planning associated with timber 
management activities on public lands and private industrial forest lands, and 
is largely incorporated into management of nonindustrial private forest lands. 

BMPs are the methods employed to prevent or reduce the environmental 
effects of timber management activities, and to increase the long-term 
health and vigor of the timber resource.  Specific BMPs may vary somewhat 
between ownership types and objectives, and site conditions.  A brief 
summary of ownerships and management practices including implementation 
of BMPs is discussed below.   BMPs provide many specific recommendations 
on how to avoid polluting the environment associated with forest lands from 
harvesting activities.  Some general BMPs include:  using biodegradable 
lubricants whenever practical; using buffer strips around water bodies to 
trap and filter out suspended sediments before they enter the water; 
planning road systems that minimize the number, width, and length of roads 
to limit the area of disturbance; minimizing the number of stream crossings; 
installing stream crossings using materials that are clean, nonerodible and 
nontoxic to aquatic life; locating timber collection areas outside of riparian 
management zones; avoiding operating equipment on slopes greater than 
30 percent that drain into water bodies; and applying chemicals only under 
favorable weather conditions.  Both the state of Michigan and Wisconsin 
have BMP manuals that go into detail on all of the applicable BMPs that 
could be used for timber harvesting activities (Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources, 1994; Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 
1995). 

National Forest System Lands. Timber production on National Forest system 
lands is largely managed in accordance with the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) (16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.), among other applicable 
laws and regulations. The NFMA stipulates the practices under which 
National Forest timber can be harvested or otherwise disposed of. 

The U.S. Forest Service generally employs commercial timber sales for 
timber harvest activities.  Other methods include administrative use, free 
use, and disposal of miscellaneous forest products; however, these other 
methods have only a minor effect on sawlog supplies.  Larger commercial 
timber sales generally are bid competitively through a sealed bid process. 
Sales are made on appraised volume, and once purchased, the buyer of a 
commercial sale has an obligation to cut and remove all designated trees 
within the contract area, unless the trees have been specified to be left 
standing. 

Timber sales on National Forest lands are generally subject to review under 
NEPA.  Environmental analysis occurs on a programmatic basis (i.e., through 
a National Forest Plan EIS) and through site-specific environmental 
assessments.  Sale areas are laid out in accordance with National Forest 
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guidelines, including those found in the Forest Service Directives and 
implemented within individual Forest Plans. Timber sale areas are 
determined by Forest Service resource personnel, who will set boundaries, 
identify skidding roads and trails, and mark individual trees or identify forest 
areas for harvest.  In addition to identifying the trees or areas, Forest 
Service personnel will determine the volume of timber designated for 
harvest. 

Timber sale contracts set the standards by which the performance of logging 
contractors is measured (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 1992d). 
Contractual provisions will generally include the application of BMPs 
regarding method of cutting, disposal of slash, environmental protection, 
and other practices. The buyer must generally procure and deliver a 
performance bond for a specified dollar amount prior to the onset of harvest 
operations.  Damage caused to forest resources or other contract violations 
by the buyer can be debited from that bond or corrections can be sought 
through other contractual means.  Forest Service timber sale administrators 
are responsible for inspecting harvested areas to ensure that contract 
specifications, including those preventing residual stand and environmental 
degradation, have been met. 

The National Forest system lands in Michigan and Wisconsin are all managed 
within the North Central Region (Region 6) of the Forest Service.  All or 
portions of the Hiawatha, Ottawa, Huron, and Manistee National Forest in 
Michigan, and the Nicolet and Chequamegon National Forests in Wisconsin 
are located within the proposed timber procurement area.  National Forest 
lands comprise 2.2 million acres, or about 16 percent of the total timber 
procurement area (George Banzhaf and Company, 1995b). 

Michigan State and Local Government-Held Lands.  State and local 
government controlled timber lands in Michigan and Wisconsin comprise 
over 2.1 million acres or about 16 percent of the procurement area.  State 
forests in Michigan include Copper Country, Escanaba River, Lake Superior, 
Mackinaw, Pere Marquette River, and Au Sable River. The state of Michigan 
has developed a Statewide Forest Resources Plan which requires the 
development of regional forest plans throughout forested areas of the state. 
State forests in Michigan are managed by MDNR, which applies a multiple 
use approach to their administration. The policy of the MDNR is to manage 
the state forests to yield a combination of products and services which best 
meets the physical, psychological, and spiritual needs of all the people now 
and in the future.   MDNR's objective is to identify management opportunities 
and provide for the combination of products, services, and amenities that 
will be of greatest public benefit (Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources, 1991). 

Michigan's State Forests are generally harvested through timber sale 
contracts, in a manner similar to that described for National Forest system 
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lands.  BMPs are incorporated into contract provisions, with a performance 
bond enforcement mechanism. 

The Michigan Sand Dune Protection and Management Act (Public Act 222) 
protects certain critical dune areas from damage and destruction resulting 
from activities associated with construction, recreation, and timber 
management. All such uses are controlled and regulated by a permit 
process (Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 1994). There are 
several protected dune areas within the timber procurement area. 

The Michigan Natural Rivers Act (Public Act 231, 1970) requires MDNR 
approval of plans for the location and construction of any utility or publicly 
provided facility, including roads, bridges, and culverts within a designated 
Natural River area. Tributaries to these waterways are also controlled. All 
development and land uses occurring within 400 feet of designated streams 
are regulated by a combination of prohibitions including state and local 
zoning ordinances (Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 1994). 

The Michigan Floodplain Regulatory Authority (Public Act 245) provides for 
a hydraulic review of stream crossing structures (i.e., bridges and culverts) 
to ensure that they have the capacity to withstand a 100-year flood event. 
This review occurs during the Act 346 review process.  Public Act 346 
establishes wetland water quality standards, and implementation procedures 
for the application of standards.  Under Section 7 of Public Act 346, a 
permit must be obtained prior to dredging, filling, or construction below the 
ordinary high water mark, which would interfere with natural flows. 
Permanent and temporary stream crossing construction is generally 
regulated under this Act. The Act is essentially a duplicate of Section 404 
of the federal Clean Water Act (Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 
1994). 

Wisconsin State and Local Government-Held Lands.  In Wisconsin, state 
forests make up 4 percent of all commercial forest land and in the 
procurement area these include the Northern Highland and American Legion. 
The state of Wisconsin uses a State Forest Resources Assessment to assist 
in planning forest management activities. The state has also developed a 
forest management plan that is used as a model by the counties in 
developing their 10-year management plans (S.28.11, Wisconsin Statutes 
[WS]) (Mays, 1995).  Wisconsin's county and municipal owned timberland is 
more extensive, occupying about 17 percent of commercial forest lands in 
the state.  Each county is responsible for development of a 10-year plan to 
guide forest management activities on those lands.  Currently, the counties 
are in the process of developing those plans for activities through the year 
2005.  County lands in Wisconsin are generally more intensively managed 
(i.e., oriented towards forest production) than other public lands in the state. 
Each of the counties having county-owned commercial forests has its own 
forester.  In addition, counties and municipalities receive technical assistance 
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from the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR).   Municipal 
lands in Wisconsin are managed for timber production, for educational 
purposes (i.e., school forest), and parkland (Mather, 1995). 

In Wisconsin, timber is disposed on state, county, and municipal lands 
through timber sale contracts.  In a manner similar to that described for 
National Forest system lands, a performance bond is collected and held until 
work is completed.  Any environmental or residual stand degradation would 
be repaired using performance bond funding.  Prior to harvesting timber in 
the state, approval must be obtained from the WDNR and designated by a 
forester (S.28.05(1), WS).  On county forests, timber sale appraisal methods 
must be approved by the WDNR (S.28.11 (6)(b)2, WS).  On municipal 
forests that are registered with the WDNR, no trees may be cut except 
those marked or designated for cutting by a WDNR forester. 

Pesticide sale, handling, and use are regulated under ATCP 29 (Wisconsin 
Administrative Code [WAC]).  The code regulates the registration, licensing, 
certification, storage, and manufacturing of pesticides.  Contingency plans 
for emergency response to hazardous substance spills, including those of 
pesticides, are regulated under S. 144.76(2), WS.   Dumping of waste oil is 
prohibited in Wisconsin (S.159.07[1m][b], WS). 

State law prohibits the depositing of logging slash into lakes or streams 
(S.26.12I6], WS).   Separate legislation regulates the depositing of 
deleterious substances (i.e., sand, stone, garbage, and sawdust) into 
navigable waters (S.29.29I3], WS).   Permits must be obtained to place 
structures into waterways, divert surface water, alter stream courses, grade 
topsoil from the banks of streams or lakes, remove material from 
streambeds, or construct or maintain bridges or culverts for crossings of 
navigable waters. 

Non-point-source water pollution regulations allow the WDNR to order the 
abatement of pollution which WDNR determines to be significant 
(S.144.025[2][u], WS).   Financial assistance is also available to implement 
BMPs on those sites determined to be critical sources of non-point pollution. 

Chapter NR 103 of the WAC, establishes wetland water quality standards 
and implementation procedures for the application of standards.   Under 
Wisconsin law, a Chapter 30 permit or a federal Section 404 permit must be 
obtained for forestry activities that could affect wetlands.  Forest 
management activities on state lands must include consideration of the NR 
103 standards. 

Wisconsin exempts most forestry practices from state laws regarding state 
listed endangered and threatened plants (S.29.415[4][c], WS).  However, 
take of threatened or endangered animal species is prohibited (NR 27, WAC) 
(Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 1995). 
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Private Nonindustrial Forest Lands.  Private nonindustrial forest lands in 
Michigan and Wisconsin comprise about 5.5 million acres, or over 
40 percent of the proposed timber procurement area.  Private nonindustrial 
forest lands include those non-public areas not owned by major commercial 
timber interests. 

By their nature, private nonindustrial lands are managed depending on the 
objectives of the individual landowner.   Private nonindustrial land 
management objectives in Michigan and Wisconsin are anticipated to be 
similar to those in Minnesota, where it was determined that smaller 
landowners (i.e., those holding less than 5,000 acres) that harvest timber 
were more likely to focus on the short-term economics associated with 
harvest alone, rather than the long-term goal of overall forest health (Jaakko 
Poyry Consultants, Inc., 1992c).  Nonindustrial private land owners in 
Minnesota were less likely to employ BMPs than any other major forest 
owning group.  On these lands, BMPs were adhered to about 92 percent of 
the time (George Banzhaf and Company, 1995b). 

Michigan has developed educational programs and a tax incentive system for 
private landowners to assist their timber management efforts. There is no 
definitive policy surrounding private industrial and nonindustrial forest land 
management (Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 1991). The 
Commercial Forest Act (CFA) (94, Public Act 1925) authorizes the MDNR to 
establish and maintain commercial forests and promulgate and enforce 
appropriate rules.   Under the CFA, private landowners can voluntarily enter 
their lands into a statewide commercial forest program that offers property 
tax incentives in exchange for participation.  Once in the program, holders of 
commercial forest land are required to develop a forest management plan. 
Included within the plan are a list of BMPs that can, but are not required to, 
be implemented. Withdrawal from the plan can result in the application of 
penalties and increased property taxes levied by state and local government. 
However, reauthorization of the CFA included a grace period when owners 
could withdraw without these penalties.  Changes in Michigan tax structure 
resulted in a reduction of lands included in the CFA program from 2.3 to 
2.1 million acres.  Regulations associated with protection of sand dunes. 
Natural Rivers, floodplains, and wetlands are described under Michigan State 
and Local Government-Held Lands.  Cultural resources on private lands are 
not generally afforded protection in Michigan. 

Wisconsin also provides tax incentives and educational assistance to private 
landowners to manage commercial forest lands. To be included in the tax 
incentive program, landowners must provide a forest management plan 
developed by a forester.   BMPs are included in the plan, but their 
implementation is voluntary.   In Wisconsin, a cutting notice must be filed 
with the applicable county clerk prior to harvesting operations on private 
timber lands (Wisconsin Statutes, S.26.03, WS).  Other state laws 
preventing degradation of surface waters, or fish and game; and those 
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associated with pesticides, sewage, refuse, mining, air, solid waste, and 
vehicles are described under Wisconsin State and Local Government 
Controlled lands.   For private lands in Wisconsin, those forestry activities 
requiring a Chapter 30 or Section 404 permit must comply with NR 103. 
For activities on private lands not requiring a Chapter 30 or Section 404 
permit, compliance with NR 103 standards is not required.   In addition to 
state regulations, local zoning ordinances can govern private forest 
management practices in Wisconsin.  Cultural resources (with the exception 
of graves) on private lands in Wisconsin are not provided specific protection 
(Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 1995). 

Private Industrial Forest Lands.  Private industrial forest lands in Michigan 
and Wisconsin comprise approximately 2.1 million acres, or over 15 percent 
of the timber procurement area.  Generally, the industrial forest lands are 
owned by timber product companies and are intensively managed for 
development of forest products.  Silvicultural practices are applied for direct 
sustained economic benefit, and multiple use factors are considered 
secondary (Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 1991).   In order to 
provide for sustained yield, those silvicultural practices associated with 
protection and maintenance of sustainable timber resources are employed, 
and therefore BMPs are generally applied.  Implementation of these BMPs 
results in the protection of those resources in the forest environment 
especially those associated with protection of soils and water resources.  In 
Minnesota, industrial forest land managers employ forest management BMPs 
on virtually all of their lands (Jaakko Poyry Consultants, Inc., 1994), and the 
same level of adherence is anticipated in Michigan and Wisconsin.   Owners 
of industrial private forest lands are subject to the same regulatory controls 
as nonindustrial private landowners. 

3.6.2 Land Use and Aesthetics 

Most of the acreage in the timber procurement area is forest land and is 
managed for timber harvesting; therefore, the land use associated with this 
area is considered agricultural. This area also provides for protection of 
natural resources and outdoor recreational activities.  BMPs on federal and 
state lands are implemented during timber harvesting activities so the visual, 
recreational, natural resource, and timber uses can be maintained.  On 
private lands, which are maintained for recreational use, BMPs are 
implemented to protect this resource. 

The timber procurement area is endowed with an abundance of natural 
resources and a wealth of outdoor recreational opportunities:  hiking, 
viewing scenery and wildlife, horseback riding, camping, boating, swimming, 
fishing, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, snowmobiling, and hunting.  A 
study conducted in Minnesota for a similar area found that walking and 
hiking, bicycling, fishing, and driving for pleasure account for half of the 
annual outdoor recreation activities.  Although summer is short, that is when 
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over half of all outdoor activities take place.  Conversely, winter recreational 
activities account for only about 19 percent of the recreation activity hours 
(Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1993). 

Agencies at all levels of government and the private sector form a 
partnership in providing recreation opportunities.   Each partner has its own 
goals and policies; some manage or provide recreation opportunities more 
intensively than others.  The recreational opportunities occur within national 
and state forests and parks, county and regional parks, USFWS wildlife 
areas, and on recreation trails (e.g., snowmobile trails) on both private and 
public lands.  Some recreational activities are regulated on a state level and 
require permits and/or instruction (i.e., hunting and fishing). 

The timber procurement area consists of forested and somewhat level to 
rolling terrain interspersed with numerous streams and lakes.  In the glacial 
lake plains region, the large stand size and relatively flat terrain do not 
typically allow for distance vistas.  Areas considered more visually sensitive 
are found along water bodies near roads, trails, and campsites that are 
accessible to the public.  Activities such as road and campground 
construction, timber harvest practices, and wildlife habitat improvements 
currently affect visual quality within the timber procurement area.   Because 
of the varied ownership patterns in the region, activities on adjacent private 
lands can have the same effect on the visual resource as those on federal 
and state lands.  Visual management guidelines are used in both federal and 
state forests to conserve aesthetic values (Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources, 1991). These guidelines assess the attractiveness and the 
sensitivity of a forest tract, and they assign a management objective to each 
tract based on its combined rating for attractiveness and sensitivity.  BMPs 
in visually sensitive areas may include the use of patch cuts and 
shelterwood regeneration systems and buffer areas around receptor sites 
(i.e., roadways). 

3.6.3   Transportation 

Principal access routes through the timber procurement area include federal, 
state, and county highways and roads, and maintained and unmaintained 
dirt/gravel roads.  Within the procurement area, the roads most affected 
would be the maintained and unmaintained dirt/gravel roads.  These roads 
provide access for emergencies, timber management, and pleasure, including 
hunting, fishing, camping, and snowmobiling activities.   Most of these roads 
were originally constructed as part of timber harvesting activities and may 
be maintained by federal and state landowners.   Many of these roads are not 
maintained because of lack of use or funding.   Because of the lack of funds, 
roads on private land are not typically maintained. 

Roads within the forest on public land are planned and developed to 
minimize the number, width, and length of the roads in order to limit 
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disturbance. These consist of temporary roads, permanent seasonal roads, 
and permanent all-season roads.  Temporary roads are the most common 
forest road and are designed and constructed for short-term use during 
specific projects such as timber harvesting.  Permanent seasonal roads are 
maintained as part of the permanent road system but are designed for use 
only when the ground is frozen or firm.  Permanent all-season roads are 
usually gravel surfaces and are designed for year-round use.  For roads 
constructed on public lands, BMPs are used in the design to reduce potential 
impacts on the quality of water in nearby rivers and streams (Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources, 1994; Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources, 1995).  These BMPs include avoiding water resources where 
possible, designing appropriate stream crossings where needed, and 
designing, constructing, and maintaining roads to ensure stable surfaces and 
restrict erosion. The use of BMPs for the construction of roads on private 
lands is voluntary.  However, state permits are required for construction 
across water bodies. 

Major transportation routes that could be used for hauling timber include 
U.S. 71 and 131 in the Lower Peninsula of Michigan; U.S. 2 and 41 and 
SH 2, 28, and 35 in the Upper Peninsula; and U.S. 8, 41, 51, and 141, and 
SH 17 and 64 in Wisconsin. Because of the rural nature of the timber 
procurement area, most of the roads provide an adequate LOS except in or 
near towns and cities where the road conditions drop to LOS D or F. 

3.6.4   Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management 

Hazardous materials and hazardous waste management activities associated 
within the timber procurement area include chemical management and spill 
management from timber harvesting activities. 

Common chemicals used in forest management within the timber 
procurement area include pesticides (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides) 
and fertilizers. These chemicals are used to control insects, unwanted 
vegetation and diseases, and to enhance tree growth (Michigan Department 
of Natural Resources, 1994).  Herbicides constitute the primary pesticide 
usage, the majority of which is limited to site preparation and roadside weed 
control, while insecticides and fungicides are not widely used.  In the past, 
both aerial and ground application techniques have been used.  Aerial 
spraying is on the decline and is not used at all on federal forests.  Federal 
law requires users to follow U.S. EPA labels on the chemical containers 
(Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 1995).  On public lands, the 
implementation of BMPs helps prevent misuse of common chemicals.  These 
BMPs include applying chemicals under favorable weather conditions, 
calibrating spray equipment to apply chemicals uniformly, using spot- 
injection spraying in riparian management zones, mixing chemicals away 
from riparian areas, rinsing equipment in areas that are part of the spray site, 
and disposing of chemical containers according to label instructions. 
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During harvesting, antifreeze, fuels, and lubricants associated with heavy 
equipment are utilized.  Any resulting spills are required to be reported to 
state's Department of Natural Resources.  On public lands, the 
implementation of BMPs helps prevent non-point source pollution from fuels, 
lubricants, and waste during forest management activities. These BMPs 
include using biodegradable lubricants whenever practicable, maintaining 
equipment regularly, designating specific areas for equipment maintenance 
(i.e., level terrain, away from streams), and collection and storage of 
hazardous wastes in leak-proof containers. 

3.6.5 Geology and Soils 

The timber procurement area has a history of glaciation. The topography 
varies from level, associated with swamps and lakes, to undulating and 
broken, associated with pitted outwashes and moraines.  Most of the area 
consists of low rolling hills, although some hills are more than 200 feet high. 
The soils and drainage patterns are typical of a glaciated area.  Sand and 
gravel soils are characteristic of both outwash and till deposits.  Loamy and 
silty soils occur in the glacio-lacustrine and ground morainal systems.  Peats 
and mucks are associated with lowland organic deposits. The abundance of 
rivers, lakes, and wetlands also is a result of the glacial action.  In addition 
many of the soils in the region are sandy in nature and have low compaction 
rates and high water permeability potentials.  Most soil disturbances within 
the procurement area caused by timber management activities and 
recreational development.  On public lands, the implementation of BMPs 
such as road stabilization minimize the impacts from soil erosion. 

Most of the bedrock in the timber procurement area is buried by deposits 
left from the repeated glaciation during the Pleistocene epoch.   In a number 
of places, however, especially in the western Upper Peninsula and along the 
shores of the Great Lakes in the north, bedrock protrudes through the glacial 
drift. 

3.6.6 Water Resources 

Forest and wetlands generally occur where annual precipitation exceeds 
annual evaporation (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1992). This means there 
is an excess of water in most forested regions within the procurement area. 
This excess helps to explain the abundance of lakes, streams, and wetlands 
in the area. These resources currently experience local impacts during 
harvesting activities.  Wetlands within the procurement area are addressed 
under Section 3.6.9, Biological Resources. 

The climate within the procurement area is temperate with 28 to 32 inches 
of precipitation annually.  Stream rates of flow and volume are highest 
during snowmeit and early summer, coinciding with precipitation patterns. 
Due to the low relief and recent glaciation, the streams are not cut deep 
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enough to cause severe bank instability.   However, localized conditions of 
instability exist.  On public lands, the implementation of BMPs helps 
minimize the effects of forest management activities. These BMPs include 
building culverts on stream crossings and establishing filter (buffer) strips 
near water bodies.  Implementation of BMPs on private land is voluntary. 

Rivers protected under the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act within the 
procurement area include the Pere Marquette and Au Sable in Michigan and 
the Wolf River in Wisconsin.  The use and development of lands along such 
designated rivers is controlled and regulated by a permit process. 

Designated state natural rivers within the Michigan portion of the 
procurement area include the Fox, Two Hearted, Pigeon, Jordan, Boardman, 
Rifle, Betsie, and White Rivers.  Eighteen other rivers in the procurement 
area are proposed for designation.  All activities within 400 feet of the state 
designated rivers are regulated through state and local zoning ordinances 
which protect the unique river values (Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources, 1994).  State designated wild rivers within Wisconsin include the 
Pike River, Pine River, and the Popple River.   Under WAC, timber harvesting 
is not permitted within 150 feet of the bank on lands owned by or under 
control of the state.   Beyond 150 feet, timber cutting must be done in 
accordance with guidelines established in the state's silvicultural and forest 
aesthetics handbook (Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 1995). 

3.6.7 Air Quality 

The timber procurement area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants. 
Sources of air emissions within the area include motor vehicles, small 
industrial facilities, and those associated with the forest industry, such as 
pulp mills and prescribed forest burning.  Section 3.4.3, Air Quality, provides 
a detailed description of the laws and regulations that pertain to air quality. 
Certain national parks and wilderness areas are designated Class I areas, 
where appreciable deterioration from new or modified stationary sources in 
air quality is considered significant.  Class II areas are those where 
moderate, well controlled industrial growth could be permitted.  Most of the 
timber procurement area is considered Class II as designated by the U.S. 
EPA. The Seney National Wildlife Refuge, 55 miles east of K. I. Sawyer 
AFB, and Isle Royale National Park in Lake Superior are Class I areas in or 
near the timber procurement area. 

3.6.8 Noise 

Noise within the forest in the timber procurement area is generated from 
several sources, which have varying degrees of intensity and duration. 
These include motor vehicle use on highways and forest roads, recreational 
vehicles on trails and traveling across country (e.g., motorcycles), activities 
associated with camping, seasonal dwellings, firearms during hunting 
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season, power boats on lakes and streams, snowmobiling, forest 
management activities, such as timber harvesting and road construction, and 
low-flying aircraft associated with both public and military uses. 

The distance that noise travels varies: 1/4 mile for sounds generated by 
normal activities around homes and campgrounds; 1 mile for chain saws; 
3 miles for diesel trucks traversing hilly terrain; and 20 miles for low-flying 
aircraft. There are times when these noise levels are objectionable and 
detract from the quiet kinds of activities or experiences desired by many 
forest users.  What is considered objectionable is dependent on the 
individual person and the type of activity.  Noise effects on wildlife are 
addressed under Section 3.6.9, Biological Resources. 

3.6.9    Biological Resources 

Original growth in much of the timber procurement area was burned, cleared 
during mining operations in the 1840s (particularly in an area of the western 
Upper Peninsula known as Copper Country), or harvested in the 1880s and 
1890s to support the building of cities in the Midwest.  There are some 
remnant stands of original growth, but most of the forested areas contain 
regrowth. 

Vegetation.  The procurement area encompasses a variety of habitats that 
can be broadly grouped into three types of vegetative communities: 
coniferous forests, deciduous forests, and nonforest.   Some of the habitats 
overlap, such as parts of the Upper Peninsula where coniferous and 
deciduous forests merge. 

Coniferous forest communities are represented by pine forests (red, white, 
and jack pine) and lowland conifers.  Red pine frequently occurs in the form 
of plantations, some of which were planted in the Lower Peninsula in the 
early 1900s.  In red pine stands less than 60 years old, the variety and 
number of animal species that are likely to be found are limited due to lack 
of vegetative variety, coupled with the absence of an understory due to 
shade and heavy needle accumulation.  Where the stands are older and have 
been thinned, there is better understory formation and, consequently, better 
habitat structure.  White pine forests tend to have a better understory 
throughout all stages than the red pine.  The increase in understory growth, 
in response to maturing and thinning of the trees, also tends to occur at an 
earlier age. 

Jack pine forests occur mostly on dry sandy plains and low sandy hills. 
Growth may vary from areas with pure jack pine to areas of jack pine mixed 
with oak, aspen, cherry, and other pines.   Natural jack pine stands vary in 
density from sparse to very dense and include a varied ground cover of 
grasses, forbs, and low shrubs.  Food availability and the vegetative 
structure of jack pine areas provide suitable habitat for a large population of 
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wildlife, including deer, hare, spruce grouse, and pine warbler. Young and 
intermediate age stands of jack pine are the preferred habitat of the 
endangered Kirtland's warbler. 

Lowland coniferous forests are dominated by northern white cedar, hemlock, 
tamarack, and balsam fir. Young stands, particularly where cedar is found, 
are preferred by deer for winter browse and also provide food and cover for 
spruce grouse, bobcat, and hare.  As the trees mature, the branches grow 
out of reach of browsing deer but, where the canopy is dense, they provide 
good thermal cover for wintering deer and nesting habitat for various birds 
including the blackburnian warbler, northern three-toed warbler, and black- 
throated green warbler.  Later, as they become overmature, these stands 
begin to lose their value as thermal cover.  Forests of this type can be 
difficult to regenerate because browsing by deer tends to limit the height of 
new growth. 

Deciduous forests include aspen/birch, northern hardwood, and lowland 
hardwood areas. The overstory in the aspen forest can range from stands 
composed entirely of aspen to mixtures of aspen with red maple and/or 
balsam fir where more moisture is available, or to aspen with oak and/or 
pines on drier sites. Young stands of aspen provide leafy browse for deer. 

Northern hardwood (beech/maple and oak) forests are typically found on 
morainal hills (glacier deposition) and dry sandy plains and hills.  Young 
stands provide moderate to dense ground cover and understory which, in 
turn, provides escape cover and nesting habitat.   Older stands provide food 
and habitat for mast {e.g., acorn) eating animals, such as squirrel, turkey, 
deer, blue jays, woodpeckers, and many other species.  Older trees also 
provide cavities, used as shelter by some animals.  Lowland hardwoods, 
similar to northern hardwoods, are more diverse with a more prevalent and 
varied ground cover. This forest type ranges from elm-ash in standing water 
to red maples on drier sites. 

Wildlife.  A variety of birds inhabit mature or old growth stands; pileated 
woodpeckers are considered representative of well stocked, mature or 
overmature forests where there are large snag trees.  The barred owl nests 
in large canopy trees and in snags with large cavities.  Downy woodpeckers 
are found in all timber types where there are small snag trees.  The ovenbird 
is associated with all mature, long-rotation, old growth and uneven aged 
timber stands. 

Other animals are more indicative of younger forest areas. The Lincoln's 
sparrow prefers areas of young, regenerating conifers; the song sparrow is 
most often found in young clearcut stands; and the black bear prefers 
forested areas well interspersed with early stages of forest succession. 
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Nonforest areas include grass/forb openings, shrub openings, savannah/ 
orchard, and pasture/old fields.  Openings in a forested environment are a 
very important habitat element for many wildlife species and provide forage 
for deer and other species; berries and seeds for birds; singing and roosting 
grounds for woodcock; and gathering places for other species.  Larger 
openings are used by grassland and grassland/woodland edge species, such 
as bluebirds, field sparrows, and flickers.  Nonforest areas also include 
wetlands and water (lakes, streams, rivers, and riparian areas). 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened, endangered, and species 
of concern in the counties within the proposed timber harvesting area are 
listed in Appendix K, Table K-2, as provided by the MDNR and WDNR. 
Included on the list are several species that may be present within the 
forested areas where timber harvesting could occur. The federal and state 
species listed as threatened and endangered that have been considered 
noteworthy in U.S. Forest Service Land Management EISs are discussed 
below. 

Kirtland's warbler (Dendroica kirtlandii) is federally and Michigan state listed 
as endangered.  The birds return to Michigan in the spring (after wintering in 
the Bahamas) and nest in young jack pine stands found on dry sandy plains. 
The Lower Peninsula is the only area where this species is known to nest. 

Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) are federally and state listed as 
threatened.  Numerous known nesting areas are within the procurement 
area; for example, there are 11 nesting territories within the Huron and 
Manistee national forests, Michigan, and 19 within the Nicolet National 
Forest, Wisconsin.   Bald eagles generally nest in tall, old growth trees that 
are near water bodies with productive fisheries. 

Peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) are listed as endangered by the federal 
government and the states of Michigan and Wisconsin.  They are found only 
as a migrant in the spring and possibly in the fall.  Osprey (Pandion 
haliaetus) are Michigan state listed as threatened.  Their habitat 
requirements are similar to those of the bald eagle, and known nesting 
territories exist in the Upper Peninsula, mainly along Pictured Rocks National 
Lake Shore. 

The gray wolf (Cam's lupus) is federally listed as endangered in part of its 
range and threatened in the rest of its range; it is state listed by both 
Michigan and Wisconsin as endangered, and efforts to restore populations 
are under way.  An attempt to reintroduce four wolves in the Upper 
Peninsula in 1974 was unsuccessful; other measures, such as establishing 
undisturbed habitat areas, are under consideration.   Occasional sightings of 
the animals or their sign within the proposed timber procurement area have 
been documented. 
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The karner blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis) is federally listed as 
endangered and Michigan listed as threatened.  In Wisconsin the species is 
considered a species of special concern and is found in Oconto, Shawano, 
and Menominee counties. This butterfly prefers prairie, oak savanna, and 
jack pine habitats with wild lupines. 

Pine martens (Martes americana) are Michigan state listed as endangered 
and Wisconsin state listed as threatened.  Once extirpated throughout the 
region, the pine marten has been successfully reintroduced in the Upper 
Peninsula and is also being reintroduced in the northern portion of the Lower 
Peninsula.  Preferred marten habitat is mature stands of hardwoods mixed 
with conifers, especially hemlock. 

Sensitive fish species include the lake sturgeon {Ac/penser fulvescens), a 
candidate species for federal listing, state listed by Michigan as threatened, 
and protected in Wisconsin.  Once abundant, the lake sturgeon is now 
considered rare throughout its range.  Its decline in numbers has been 
attributed to obstruction of traditional spawning waters by dams, over 
exploitation, and water pollution.  Other fish species include the greater 
redhorse (Moxostoma valenciennesi), state listed in Wisconsin as threatened; 
channel darter (Percina copelandii), state listed in Michigan as threatened; 
and river redhorse (Moxostoma carinatum), listed in both states as 
threatened. 

Sensitive Habitat.  Sensitive habitats within the procurement area include 
wetlands, plant communities that are unusual or of limited distribution, and 
important seasonal use areas for wildlife.  The regulations that pertain to 
wetlands and sensitive habitats are addressed in Section 3.6.1.3, Timber 
Ownership in the Procurement Area. 

Wetland areas are found in abundance throughout the proposed timber 
procurement area.  In the Nicolet National Forest alone there are 1,160 lakes 
(covering 42,000 acres), over 1,100 miles of streams, and over 400 natural 
spring ponds. When other wetland types, such as sedge meadow, marsh, 
shrub swamp, and bog, are included, wetlands account for approximately 
153,000 acres (23 percent) of that National Forest.  Similar types of 
wetland areas are found in the remainder of the procurement area.  In 
addition to nonforested wetland areas, forested wetlands may be present. 
Forested wetland areas in the region are dominated by lowland conifers and 
swamp hardwoods. 

Other sensitive habitats include those riparian zones that support an 
abundance of the threatened and endangered species, such as the narrow- 
leafed gentian or bald eagle.  Sensitive habitats also include those areas that 
support wide-ranging species, such as the endangered gray wolf and 
extreme habitat specialist like the Kirtland warbler which prefers young jack 
pine stands. 
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3.6.10 Cultural Resources 

The earliest archaeological sites in the procurement area date to the time 
following the recession of glacial ice.  Since that time, transitions in 
environment and the lifestyle of the people have occurred. The cultures of 
many peoples from Paleo-lndian hunters through woodland farmers to the 
period of written history (represented by traders, loggers, and settlers) may 
be represented on sites within the procurement area.  Section 3.4.6, 
Cultural Resources, provides a more detailed description of the laws and 
regulations that pertain to cultural resources. 

Within the procurement area most prehistoric sites can be found along lake 
shorelines and stream banks and riverbanks.  Few inland sites have been 
discovered.  Historic sites, such as logging and trader camps, can be found 
throughout the timber procurement area.  Based on information provided by 
the Michigan SHPO, the average site density consists of 1.1 site per 
640 acres for the western Upper Peninsula, 1.5 sites per 640 acres for the 
eastern Upper Peninsula, and between 2.9 and 4.3 sites per 640 acres for 
the upper Lower Peninsula. The actual density of sites is based on existing 
survey information.  Those areas, such as the western Upper Peninsula, 
which has had few surveys, will have a lower density than those areas 
where more surveys and ground-disturbing activities have identified 
significant sites.   In the Ottawa National Forest in the western Upper 
Peninsula, where over 60 percent of the area has been surveyed, site 
density is two sites per 640 acres which is a higher site density than for all 
of the western Upper Peninsula.  Data gathered for northeast Wisconsin 
showed site density of less than one site per 640 acres. 

Forest activities on federal lands are managed in accordance with the NHPA, 
which requires the identification of cultural resources prior to a federal 
undertaking.   Prior to timber sales, areas within federal lands with a high 
potential for cultural resources are surveyed.  For instance, in the Hiawatha 
National Forest, approximately 600,000 acres have been reviewed for 
cultural resources.  In this forest the average density for prehistoric sites is 
one per 1,500 acres and for historic sites is one per 300 acres.   For 
prehistoric sites the density in the Hiawatha National Forest is greatest for 
areas along lake shores and streams.   Because the NHPA applies only to 
federal undertakings, few if any surveys to identify cultural resources on 
state and private land have taken place. 

3.7       ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

3.7.1    Background 

Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice, was issued by the President 
on February 11,1994.   Objectives of the Executive Order as it pertains to 
this reuse and disposal document, include development of federal agency 
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implementation strategies, identification of low-income and minority 
populations where proposed Federal actions have disproportionately high 
and adverse human health and environmental effects and participation of 
low-income and minority populations.  Accompanying Executive Order 
12898 was a Presidential Transmittal Memorandum which referenced 
existing federal statutes and regulations to be used in conjunction with 
Executive Order 12898.  One of the items in this memorandum was the use 
of the policies and procedures of the NEPA.  Specifically, the memorandum 
indicates that, "Each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, 
including human health, economic and social effects, of Federal actions, 
including effects on minority communities and low-income communities, 
when such analysis is required by the NEPA 42 U.S.C. section 4321 et. 
seq." 

Environmental Justice is not a legal part of NEPA or this document, since an 
Executive Order and any attachment documents can neither amend a federal 
statute nor its implementing regulations.  However, an Environmental Justice 
analysis is included in this document since this EIS is the most logical place 
to consider existing Environmental Justice conditions and possible impacts 
from reuse and disposal. 

3.7.2   Demographic Analysis 

The demographic analysis provides information on the approximate locations 
of low-income and minority populations in the area potentially affected by 
the disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Although the ROI for population 
and economic effects consists of Marquette and Delta counties, most 
environmental impacts from disposal and reuse would occur within 
Marquette County.  In developing statistics for the 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing, the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, has identified small subdivisions used to group statistical census 
data.  In metropolitan and various non-metropolitan areas, these subdivisions 
are known as Census Tracts.  However, in a substantial number of non- 
metropolitan areas, these statistical subdivisions are referred to as block 
numbering areas (BNAs).  For Marquette County, these statistical 
subdivisions are BNAs.   Figure 3.7-1 shows the BNAs within Marquette 
County. 

Tables from the 1990 Census of Population and Housing were used to 
extract data on low-income and minority populations within the BNAs in 
Marquette County. The census reports both minority and poverty status. 
Minority populations included in the census are identified as Black, American 
Indian, Eskimo or Aleut, Asian or Pacific Islander, Hispanic, or other. 
Poverty status (used in this EIS to define low-income status) is reported as 
the number of families above or below poverty level ($12,764 for a family of 
four in 1989, as reported in the 1990 Census of Population and Housing). 
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In order to determine whether an individual BNA contains a 
disproportionately high low-income population or minority population, data 
for each BNA were compared to the data for the regional political jurisdiction 
surrounding the BNA.  For this analysis, this region of comparison (ROC) is 
defined as Marquette County. The environmental impact analysis indicates 
that any disproportionately high and adverse impacts would occur within 
Marquette County.  Based upon the 1990 Census of Population and 
Housing, Marquette County had a population of 72,669 persons.  Of this 
total, 8,477 persons, or 12.90 percent, were low income, and 3,056 
persons, or 4.21 percent, were minority. 

Marquette County is subdivided into 26 BNAs, of which 13 (BNA 1, 3, 5, 6, 
8, 10, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, and 25) have a higher percentage of low- 
income or minority population than the county as a whole (Table 3.7-1; also 
see Figure 3.7-1). These BNAs have, therefore, been determined to have 
disproportionately high low-income populations and minority populations, 
and may be subject to environmental justice analysis to determine whether 
disproportionately high and adverse effects are expected to impact them. 
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Table 3.7-1.  BNA in Marquette County 

Percent Disproportionately"" Percent Low Disproportionately'"1 

Minority High Income"" High 

United States 16.08 - 13.51 - 

Michigan 17.59 - 13.12 ~ 

Marquette County 4.21 — 12.81 

BNA in Marquette 
County 

1 4.28 Y 13.92 Y 

2 1.61 N 11.63 N 

3 4.51 Y 23.57 Y 

4 1.44 N 8.11 N 

5 7.04 Y 48.59 Y 

6 4.37 Y 30.40 Y 

7 2.66 N 12.69 N 

8 2.56 N 24.30 Y 

9 3.12 N 8.67 N 

10 55.95 Y 0 N 

11 4.00 N 6.44 N 

12 4.08 N 10.79 N 

13 2.59 N 10.10 N 

14 4.32 Y 10.37 N 

15 0.88 N 7.52 N 

16 2.39 N 13.17 Y 

17 1.55 N 13.75 Y 

18 0.77 N 9.32 N 

19 0.72 N 21.00 Y 

20 0.38 N 16.59 Y 

21 0.46 N 5.45 N 

22 1.25 N 9.41 N 

23 0.44 N 15.44 Y 
24'=' 12.86 Y 9.43 N 

25 6.97 Y 13.88 Y 

26 2.86 N 12.70 N 

Notes:      (a) A BNA is deemed to have a disproportionately high number of minority populations and/or low-income 
populations if the BNA's [ jercentage is higher than the Marquette County percentage. 

(b) Low income is defined as below poverty level ($12,764 for a family of four in 1989, as reported in the 
1990 Census of Population and Housing), 

(c)     BNA 24 consists of the area of K.I. Sawyer AFB.  Based on 1990 census data, BNA 24 is 
disproportionate because of a higher minority population than the county average.   However, since 
closure, the base population is zero; therefore, BNA 24 is not considered disproportionate in this 
environmental justice analysis. 

BNA =  block numbering area 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991. 
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4.0    ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1       INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the potential environmental consequences associated 
with the alternatives.  To provide the context in which potential 
environmental impacts may occur, discussions of potential changes to the 
local communities, including population, land use and aesthetics, 
transportation, and community and public utility services are included in this 
section.  In addition, issues related to current and future management of 
hazardous materials and wastes are discussed.  Impacts to the physical and 
natural environment are evaluated for geology and soils, water resources, air 
quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources.  These impacts 
may occur as a direct result of disposal and reuse activities or as an indirect 
result caused by changes within the local communities.  This chapter also 
provided an analysis of Environmental Justice.   Possible mitigation measures 
to minimize or eliminate the adverse environmental impacts are also 
presented. 

Cumulative impacts result from "the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency undertakes such other actions.   Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions 
taking place over a period of time" (Council on Environmental Quality, 
1978).   Under the reuse alternatives, there is the potential that Marquette 
County Airport operations could be relocated to K. I. Sawyer AFB, leaving 
the county airport property available for reuse.   Because Marquette County 
Airport is approximately 17 miles from K. I. Sawyer AFB, none of the ROIs 
for the resources addressed in this EIS affect the same geographical area 
except for air quality.   Neither the reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB or Marquette 
County Airport are expected to individually or cumulatively affect the 
attainment status or air quality standards within the ROI.   Because no 
potential cumulative impacts have been identified, cumulative impacts are 
not addressed in the following sections. 

Means of mitigating substantial adverse environmental impacts that may 
result from implementation of the alternatives by property recipients are 
discussed as required by NEPA.  Potential mitigation measures are described 
for those components likely to experience substantial and adverse changes 
under any or all of these alternatives.   Potential mitigation measures depend 
upon the particular resource affected.   In general, however, mitigation 
measures are defined in CEQ regulations as actions that include: 

(a)   Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking an action or certain 
aspect of the action 
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(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 
action and its implementation 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
affected environment 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the action 

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments. 

Mitigation measures that are clearly required by law or standard industry 
practices are generally considered to be part of the Proposed Action or 
alternatives and are taken into account in the description of impacts 
projected for each resource area.  Additional potential mitigation measures 
beyond those clearly required by law or standard practices are described for 
each resource area where appropriate.  Such measures include those the Air 
Force could implement, those the property recipients could implement, those 
discretionary mitigations or choices available to other governmental bodies 
(such as zoning, permit conditions, etc.), or lease and deed restrictions 
available to a possible primary recipient of the property, such as the 
redevelopment authority. 

For each resource area, suggested actions to mitigate substantial adverse 
environmental impacts will be described as follows, to the extent applicable: 

• A reasonable selection of feasible alternative mitigative actions will 
be identified and described. 

• The benefits derived from each of the alternative mitigations to the 
environmental impact will be described. 

• The burdens/costs associated with each of the mitigations will be 
described. 

• 

• 

The effectiveness and probability of adoption for each of the 
mitigations will be described. 

The party(ies) that could implement and enforce, if applicable, each 
action will be identified, especially non-Air Force entities. 

The Air Force will identify zoning and permitting, contracting, and other legal 
authorities and mechanisms for implementing mitigations. 

Since most potential environmental impacts would result directly from the 
reuse by others, full responsibility for these suggested mitigations would 
generally be borne by future property recipients or local government 
agencies.  However, the Air Force may place specific restrictions in leases or 
covenants in deeds that would limit the use of the property, alert transfers 
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to special concerns or legal requirements, or provide for notice and reporting 
demands before taking actions affecting the property. 

Alternatives are defined for this analysis on the basis of (1) plans of local 
communities and interested individuals, (2) general land use planning 
considerations, and (3) Air Force-generated plans to provide a broad range of 
reuse options.  Reuse scenarios considered in this EIS must be sufficiently 
detailed to permit environmental analysis.  Initial concepts and plans are 
taken as starting points for analysis of scenarios.  Available information on 
any reuse alternative is then supplemented with economic, demographic, 
transportation, and other planning data to provide a reuse scenario for 
analysis. 

4.2       LOCAL COMMUNITY 

This section discusses potential effects on local communities as a result of 
disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

4.2.1    Community Setting 

Socioeconomic effects will be addressed only to the extent that they are 
interrelated with the biophysical environment.  A complete assessment of 
socioeconomic effects is presented in the Socioeconomic Impact Analysis 
Study for Disposal of K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan.   Employment 
and population generated by the implementation of the Proposed Action and 
each alternative are discussed herein. The closure baseline projects 
employment levels of 50 direct and 13 secondary jobs for 1995 to remain 
constant through 2015 for the No-Action Alternative.  ROI population for 
the closure baseline and post-closure are estimated to be 103,322 for 1995 
and 114,895 for 2015. This represents an increase of approximately 
11,573, or 0.5 percent per year. 

This analysis recognizes the potential for community impacts arising from 
"announcement effects" stemming from information regarding the base's 
closure or reuse.  Such announcements may impact community perceptions 
and, in turn, could have important local economic effects.  An example 
would be the in-migration of people anticipating employment under one of 
the reuse options.  If it were later announced that the No-Action Alternative 
was chosen, many of the newcomers would leave the area to seek 
employment elsewhere.  Such an effect could, therefore, result in an initial, 
temporary increase in population followed by a decline in population as 
people leave the area. 

4.2.1.1   Proposed Action.   Reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB under the Proposed 
Action would generate 17,303 (9,853 direct and 7,450 secondary) jobs by 
2015 compared to 50 direct jobs and 13 secondary jobs projected under the 
No-Action Alternative.   Direct jobs would be located on base property and 
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secondary jobs would be created throughout the ROI.  Approximately 30 
percent of direct jobs and 5 percent of the secondary jobs are projected to 
be filled by in-migrating workers. Total employment in the ROI would be 
81,368 in 2015 under the Proposed Action, an increase of 27 percent over 
No-Action Alternative projections for that year.  ROI reuse-related 
employment growth is projected to average 2.2 percent annually between 
closure and 2015.  Figure 4.2-1 shows the effects of the Proposed Action 
on employment levels in the ROI. 

Population in the ROI would increase by 10,483 from closure to 2015 as a 
result of new employment generated by the Proposed Action (Figure 4.2-2). 
Thus, ROI population is expected to increase by an average of 1 percent per 
year between closure and 2015, to a total of 125,378; this figure 
represents an increase of 9 percent over No-Action Alternative projections 
for this year.  Most of the in-migrants are expected to locate in Forsyth 
Township and in the city of Marquette. 

4.2.1.2 International Wayport Alternative.   Reuse activities at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB under the International Wayport Alternative would generate 6,372 
(3,844 direct and 2,528 secondary) jobs by 2015 (Figure 4.2-1) compared 
to 50 direct jobs and 13 secondary jobs projected under the No-Action 
Alternative.  Approximately 30 percent of direct jobs and 5 percent of the 
secondary jobs are projected to be filled by in-migrating workers.  Total 
employment in the ROI would be 70,437 in 2015 under the International 
Wayport Alternative, an increase of 10 percent over No-Action Alternative 
projections for that year.   ROI reuse-related employment growth is projected 
to average 1.4 percent annually between closure and 2015. 

Population in the ROI would increase by 4,056 from closure to 2015 as a 
result of new employment generated by the International Wayport 
Alternative (Figure 4.2-2).  Thus, ROI population is expected to increase by 
an average of 0.7 percent per year between closure and 2015, to a total of 
118,951; this figure represents an increase of almost 4 percent over No- 
Action Alternative projections for that year.  The geographic distribution of 
employment and population growth would be similar to that discussed for 
the Proposed Action. 

4.2.1.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Reuse of the base under this 
alternative would generate 3,542 (2,176 direct and 1,366 secondary) jobs 
in the ROI by 2015 (see Figure 4.2-1) compared to 50 direct jobs and 13 
secondary jobs under the No-Action Alternative.  Approximately 30 percent 
of direct jobs and 5 percent of secondary jobs are projected to be filled by 
in-migrating workers.  Total employment in the ROI would be 67,607 by 
2015 under this alternative, an increase of 6 percent over the No-Action 
Alternative projections for that year.   ROI employment growth is projected to 
average 1.2 percent per year between closure and 2015.  The geographic 
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distribution of employment and population growth would be similar to that 
discussed for the Proposed Action. 

Population in the ROI is projected to increase by 2,301 persons between 
closure and 2015 as a result of this alternative (see Figure 4.2-2), an 
average annual rate of growth of 0.6 percent.  Total population in the ROI in 
2015 would reach 117,196 under this alternative, an increase of 2 percent 
over the No-Action Alternative projection for that year. 

4.2.1.4 Recreation Alternative.  Reuse of the base under the Recreation 
Alternative would generate 1,176 (806 direct and 370 secondary) jobs in 
the ROI by 2015 (see Figure 4.2-1) compared to 50 direct jobs and 13 
secondary jobs under the No-Action Alternative.  Approximately 32 percent 
of direct jobs and 5 percent of secondary jobs are projected to be filled by 
in-migrating workers.  Total employment in the ROI would be 65,241 by 
2015 under this alternative, an increase of 2 percent over the No-Action 
Alternative projection for that year.   ROI employment growth is projected to 
average 1 percent per year between closure and 2015.  The geographic 
distribution of employment and population growth would be similar to that 
discussed for the Proposed Action. 

Population in the ROI is projected to increase by 863 persons between 
closure and 2015 as a result of this alternative (see Figure 4.2-2), an 
average annual rate of growth of 0.6 percent.  Total population in the ROI in 
2015 would reach 115,758 under this alternative, an increase of 
0.8 percent over the No-Action Alternative projection for that year. 

4.2.1.5 No-Action Alternative.   Under the No-Action Alternative, only 
caretaker status activities would occur at the base.   It is estimated that the 
caretaker activities at K. I. Sawyer AFB would maintain approximately 50 
direct and 13 secondary jobs in Marquette and Delta counties through 2015. 
There would be no net increase in population as a result of the No-Action 
Alternative.   By 2015, total population in the ROI is expected to be 114,895 
and employment 64,065. 

4.2.1.6 Other Land Use Concepts. The independent land use concepts 
would be initiated on an individual basis and not as part of any integrated 
reuse alternatives.  The potential effects of these independent land use 
concepts are discussed in relation to their effects on the alternatives.  The 
net increase or decrease in employment described below is based on which 
land uses under the Proposed Action and alternatives would be replaced by 
the land use concept. 

Michigan Army National Guard.  The MANG has requested the use of 
portions of the base as a headquarters for the 107th Combat Engineering 
Battalion.  Activities would involve an average of 30 weekend drills per year. 
Direct employment for this land use concept is estimated at 50 full-time 

K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 4-7 



employees. The area requested for this proposal would increase the number 
of direct employees by 13 under the International Wayport Alternative, and 
by 43 under the Recreation Alternative, and decrease the number of 
employees by 59 under the Commercial Aviation Alternative. This proposal 
would not affect the Proposed Action because this concept was included 
within the community's reuse plan. 

Correctional Institution.   The correctional institution would include 
approximately 273 acres in the northwest portion of the base for 
development of a maximum security correctional facility.   Direct employment 
is estimated at 250 full-time employees. This represents a reduction of 
1,600 direct employees from the Proposed Action reuse of the same area. 
Under the other alternatives direct employment would increase by 250. 

Sawmill.  Direct employment for this land use concept is estimated at 90 
full-time employees.  Implementation of this concept in conjunction with the 
reuse alternatives would result in a net reduction in direct employment of 
120 under the Proposed Action and a net increase in employment of 28 
under the International Wayport Alternative, 72 under the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative, and 89 under the Recreation Alternative. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.   Direct employment for this land use concept is 
estimated at 50 full-time employees.   Implementation of this concept in 
conjunction with the reuse alternatives would result in a net reduction in 
direct employment of approximately 80 under the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.   Direct employment for 
this land use concept is estimated at 100 full-time employees. 
Implementation of this concept in conjunction with the reuse alternatives 
would result in a net reduction in direct employment of 49 under the 
Proposed Action, 184 under the International Wayport Alternative, 84 under 
the Commercial Aviation Alternative, and 131 under the Recreation 
Alternative. 

4.2.2    Land Use and Aesthetics 

This section discusses the alternatives relative to land use and zoning to 
determine potential impacts in terms of general plans, zoning, land use, and 
aesthetics.  Land use compatibility with aircraft noise is discussed in 
Section 4.4.4. 

4.2.2.1   Proposed Action 

Comprehensive Plans.   Since Sands Township does not have a 
comprehensive plan, the Marquette County comprehensive plan has been 
utilized as the township's planning guide for land use analysis.  The county 
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plan advocates concentrated development and consideration of noise and 
safety policies for development in the vicinity of the base. 

The Forsyth Township comprehensive plan provides for maintenance of open 
space, and the West Branch Township plan advocates natural resources 
development with residential development around lakes east of the base. 
Both townships discourage development within aircraft noise contours 
associated with K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Civilian development of the base under the Proposed Action would require 
modification of the comprehensive plans and the proposed land uses within 
the individual jurisdictions. Therefore, it is likely that Marquette County and 
Forsyth Township would update their comprehensive plans to include the 
proposed airfield, aviation support, and associated uses.  West Branch 
Township would update its comprehensive plan for the proposed industrial, 
institutional (educational), and residential uses. 

Zoning.  The zoning ordinances of Sands, Forsyth, and West Branch 
townships would be applicable when the base property is conveyed to 
private ownership.   Under the Proposed Action, airfield, industrial, 
institutional (educational), and residential use of the base property within 
Forsyth and West Branch townships would not be consistent with the 
zoning for public use of these areas. Therefore, it is likely that these 
townships would rezone the property to be consistent with the Proposed 
Action.  The proposed airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional 
(medical), commercial, public facilities/recreation, and military uses would be 
consistent with the zoning for Sands Township. 

Land Use. The Proposed Action would result in increases in the airfield, 
aviation support, industrial, and public facilities/recreation land uses, and 
decreases in the institutional (educational), commercial, and residential land 
uses over preclosure conditions.   In addition, military use of 193 acres 
would occur on the west side of the airfield, and the preclosure land use 
designation of agriculture (forest) would be eliminated. The institutional 
(medical) land use would be consistent with the proposed reuse of the base 
hospital. 

Changes in the land uses associated with the Proposed Action include 
conversion of existing aviation support, institutional (educational), and 
agricultural (forest) land to military uses by the MANG and U.S. Army 
Reserve.  Aviation support, industrial, institutional (educational), and public 
facilities/recreation land uses would be converted for the expansion of the 
airfield.  Aviation support, institutional (educational), commercial, residential, 
public facilities/recreation, and agricultural (forest) land uses would be 
converted to industrial development throughout the base.  Aviation support, 
industrial, commercial, residential, and agricultural (forest) land uses would 
be converted to public facilities/recreation land uses.   In addition, minor land 
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use changes would occur to incorporate aviation support, institutional 
(educational), and commercial parcels throughout the base. 

Aesthetics.   Under the Proposed Action, the high visual sensitivity area 
along Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would remain unchanged from 
preclosure conditions.  However, an area north of the family housing area 
that exhibits a high visual sensitivity would be developed for heavy industrial 
use. 

Compared to other alternatives, the Proposed Action could result in visual 
impacts to adjacent land with the conversion of 75 percent of the base to 
the more developed uses, such as industrial, and only 25 percent of the 
base remaining in the largely undeveloped public facilities/recreation land 
use. 

Mitigation Measures. The industrial uses in the eastern portion of the base 
could be sited so they are visually buffered from the retained on-base 
residences and the off-base residential uses to the east. The aviation 
support and industrial development west of the airfield could also be visually 
buffered from CR 553.  The property recipient could use fencing or 
landscaping, such as shrubs or trees, or a combination of these items when 
siting facilities.  The actual effectiveness and cost of these mitigations 
would depend on the type of fencing or landscaping used.  Typically, the 
use of large trees has been found most effective in buffering large industrial 
facilities from other incompatible uses, while fences and small shrubs have 
been effective in buffering smaller industrial complexes.   Depending on the 
type of industrial area developed at K. I. Sawyer AFB, a combination of this 
type of buffering could be utilized.  The use of indigenous conifers may be 
the most effective means of buffering industrial areas from residential areas. 

4.2.2.2 International Wayport Alternative 

Comprehensive Plans.  As under the Proposed Action, local comprehensive 
plans and policies would become applicable with reuse of the base. The 
International Wayport Alternative would require modification of the 
comprehensive plans of the local townships and the county.  Therefore, it is 
likely that Marquette County and Forsyth Township would update their 
comprehensive plans to include the proposed airfield, aviation support, and 
associated uses.  West Branch would update its comprehensive plan for the 
proposed residential and commercial uses. 

Zoning.  As under the Proposed Action, the zoning ordinances of Sands, 
Forsyth, and West Branch townships would be applicable when the base 
property is conveyed to private ownership.   Under the International Wayport 
Alternative, the proposed airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional, 
commercial, and residential uses would not be consistent with the zoning for 
public uses within Forsyth and West Branch townships.  Therefore, it is 

4-10 K- I- Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 



likely that these townships would rezone the property to these uses. The 
proposed airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional (medical and 
educational), commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and 
agricultural (forest) uses would be consistent with Sands Township zoning. 

Land Use. The International Wayport Alternative would result in increases in 
the aviation support, industrial, institutional (medical and educational), and 
public facilities/recreation land uses; while the airfield, commercial, 
residential, and agricultural (forest) land uses would decrease. 

Changes in the land uses associated with the International Wayport 
Alternative include conversion of individual industrial and institutional 
(educational) sites to agricultural use in the northern portion of the base. 
East of the airfield, commercial and industrial uses would be converted to 
aviation support.  Portions of the agricultural (forest) land south and west of 
the airfield would be converted to public facilities/recreation use.   Residential 
and commercial uses would be converted to institutional (educational) in the 
central and southern portion of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

The proposed land uses are generally compatible with the existing land uses 
surrounding the base, since the urban on-base land uses are generally 
buffered by agricultural (forest) and public facilities/recreation lands.  The 
residential land use in the southeastern portion of the base would be 
compatible with the existing residential development around the lakes east 
of the base. 

Aesthetics.   Under the International Wayport Alternative, the high visual 
sensitivity area along Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would remain 
unchanged from closure baseline conditions. 

Mitigation Measures.  No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

4.2.2.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Comprehensive Plans. As under the Proposed Action, local comprehensive 
plans would be applicable under reuse. The Commercial Aviation Alternative 
would require modification of the comprehensive plans of the local 
townships and the county.  Therefore, it is likely that Marquette County and 
Forsyth Township would update their comprehensive plans to include the 
proposed airfield, aviation support, and associated uses.  West Branch 
Township would update its comprehensive plan for the proposed 
institutional (educational) and residential land uses. 

Zoning.  As under the Proposed Action, local zoning of the townships would 
be applicable when the base property is conveyed to private ownership. The 
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proposed airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional (educational), and 
residential uses proposed in the Commercial Aviation Alternative would not 
be consistent with the zoning for public uses within Forsyth and West 
Branch townships. Therefore, it is likely that these townships would rezone 
the property to be compatible with these uses. The proposed airfield, 
aviation support, industrial, institutional (educational), commercial, and 
public facilities/recreation land uses would be consistent with Sands 
Township zoning. 

Land Use.  The Commercial Aviation Alternative would result in increases in 
aviation support, industrial, institutional (educational), and public 
facilities/recreation land uses.  Commercial, airfield, residential, and 
agricultural land uses would be reduced. 

Land use changes associated with the Commercial Aviation Alternative in 
the northern half of the base would include conversion to agriculture, 
including the airfield, for timber production.  In the southern half of the base, 
the alert apron southwest of the airfield would be converted to industrial 
land use.  In addition, two residential uses would remain the same as 
preclosure; the other residential areas would be converted to public 
facilities/recreation and institutional (educational).  In the central portion of 
the base, the industrial and public facilities/recreation uses would be 
converted to institutional (educational). 

The proposed land uses would be compatible with existing adjacent land 
uses since the on-base urban uses are generally buffered by agricultural 
(forest) and public facilities/recreation lands. 

Aesthetics.   Under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, the high visual 
sensitivity area along Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would remain 
unchanged from closure baseline conditions. 

Mitigation Measures.  No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

4.2.2.4  Recreation Alternative 

Comprehensive Plans. As under the Proposed Action, local comprehensive 
plans would be applicable under reuse of the base property. The land uses 
proposed under the Recreation Alternative are generally consistent with the 
comprehensive plans of the local townships.   However, it is likely that 
Marquette County and Forsyth Township would update their comprehensive 
plans to include the reuse development centrally located on base.  West 
Branch would not need to modify its comprehensive plan for this alternative. 
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Zoning.  As under the Proposed Action, the zoning of the townships would 
be applicable when the base property is conveyed to private ownership. The 
industrial and residential land uses proposed in the Recreation Alternative 
would not be consistent with the public use zoning within Forsyth 
Township. Therefore, it is likely that Forsyth Township would rezone the 
property to be compatible with this use.  The proposed industrial, 
institutional (educational), commercial, residential, and public facilities/ 
recreation land uses would be consistent with the Sands and West Branch 
townships zoning. 

Land Use. The Recreation Alternative would result in decreases in existing 
commercial and residential land uses; while the industrial, institutional 
(educational), and public facilities/recreation land uses would increase. 
Airfield, aviation support, institutional (medical), and agricultural (timber 
production) uses would be eliminated. 

Changes in land uses associated with the Recreation Alternative would 
include conversion of airfield and aviation support land uses to industrial and 
public facilities/recreation.  The flightline and Alert Complex would be 
converted to industrial use.  The residential uses in the southeastern portion 
of the base would be converted to public facilities/recreation.  The Weapons 
Storage Area and the surrounding agricultural (forest) area would be 
converted to public facilities/recreation land use. 

The proposed land uses would be compatible with existing adjacent land 
uses, since generally public facilities/recreation uses are proposed at the 
perimeter of the base. 

Aesthetics. Under the Recreation Alternative, the high visual sensitivity area 
along Silver Lead Creek and the golf course would be preserved in its natural 
state as public facilities/recreation land. 

Overall, the Recreation Alternative would result in beneficial aesthetic 
impacts to adjacent lands with the conversion of approximately 80 percent 
of the base to public facilities/recreation use; the land would be used in its 
natural state. 

Mitigation Measures. No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

4.2.2.5  No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative would not cause 
any physical changes in on-base land use from conditions at closure. 

Aesthetics.  The visual and aesthetic quality of base property and the 
surrounding areas would be enhanced under the No-Action Alternative, since 
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landscaped areas would receive less intensive maintenance and would be 
allowed to revert to a more natural condition. 

4.2.2.6 Other Land Use Concepts.  Impacts of the proposed independent 
land use concepts are evaluated for compatibility with land use plans and 
regulations, impacts to on- and off-base land uses, and general land use 
trends in the region. 

Michigan Army National Guard. This land use concept would be compatible 
with the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Under the Proposed Action this 
concept would remove the northern alert apron and Building 608 from 
civilian aviation support and industrial uses, respectively.  With the 
International Wayport Alternative, this concept would take the alert area and 
Building 608 out of civilian aviation support uses, and approximately 
100 acres out of proposed timber production.  Under the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative, the military use of Building 608 would be within an 
institutional (educational) land use.  In addition, military use of the alert area 
would replace civilian industrial development, and approximately 100 acres 
would be taken out of proposed timber production. This concept would be 
compatible with the Recreation Alternative, with military use of the alert 
area and Building 608 replacing proposed industrial development. 

Correctional Institution.  This concept would be compatible with the 
Proposed Action and all alternatives.  The correctional institution would 
replace 273 acres of proposed industrial and military development under the 
Proposed Action, and the same acreage of timber production under the 
International Wayport and Commercial Aviation alternatives.   Under the 
Recreation Alternative, this concept would replace 273 acres of recreation 
land use. 

Sawmill. The sawmill would be compatible with the Proposed Action and 
alternatives.  The sawmill would replace 121 acres of industrial, 12 acres of 
aviation support, and 9 acres of public facilities/recreation land uses under 
the Proposed Action.   It would replace 110 acres of industrial, 20 acres of 
aviation support, and 12 acres of public facilities/recreation land uses under 
the International Wayport Alternative; and replace 102 acres of industrial, 
20 acres of aviation support, and 20 acres of public facilities/recreation land 
uses under the Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Under the Recreation 
Alternative, 122 acres of public facilities/recreation land uses and 20 acres 
of industrial land uses would be replaced. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.  This land use concept would be consistent and 
compatible with the industrial use of the heating plant area under the 
Proposed Action and alternatives.  The waste to energy/recycling operation 
would replace 15 acres of industrial land uses under the Proposed Action.   It 
would replace 1 acre of aviation support and 14 acres of industrial land uses 
under the International Wayport Alternative; 14 acres of industrial and 
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1 acre of agricultural land uses under the Commercial Aviation Alternative; 
and 14 acres of industrial and 1 acre of public facilities/recreation land uses 
under the Recreation Alternative. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  This concept would 
generally be consistent and compatible with surrounding proposed uses 
under the Proposed Action and alternatives. The heating plant area is 
proposed for industrial use under the Proposed Action and alternatives. The 
industrial/administrative use of the service station, hobby shop, exchange 
store, and education center under this concept would be similar to their 
preclosure uses.  Use of these buildings under this concept would replace 
14 acres of industrial, 1 acre of commercial, and 3 acres of public/recreation 
land uses under the Proposed Action.  It would replace 14 acres of industrial 
and 4 acres of commercial land uses under the International Wayport 
Alternative; and 14 acres of industrial, 2 acres of institutional, and 2 acres 
of commercial land uses under both the Commercial Aviation and Recreation 
alternatives. 

4.2.3   Transportation 

The effects of the alternatives on each component of the transportation 
system, including roadways, airspace and air traffic, and other modes of 
transportation, are presented in this section.   Possible mitigation measures 
are discussed for those components likely to experience substantial adverse 
impacts under the alternatives. 

Roadways.  Reuse-related effects on roadway traffic were assessed by 
estimating the number of trips generated by each land use considering 
employees, visitors, residents, and service vehicles associated with 
construction and all other on-site activities for the Proposed Action and 
alternatives.   Principal trip-generating land uses included industrial, 
commercial, residential, and airport uses. 

The transportation analysis used the standard analysis techniques of trip 
generation, trip distribution, and traffic assignment.  Trip generation was 
based on applying the trip rates from the Trip Generation Manual (Institute 
of Transportation Engineers, 1991b) to the existing and proposed land uses 
to determine total daily trips.  Daily trips were distributed to and from the 
project site based on existing travel patterns for commuters and on the 
location of residences of base personnel.  It was assumed that the 
residential choices of reuse-related employees would correspond to those of 
current base personnel. 

Based on the results of the trip distribution analysis discussed above, trips 
were assigned to the surrounding roadway network along existing travel 
routes to the study area. 
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The increase in background traffic was obtained from the Marquette County 
Highway Department, and is based on projections of population and 
employment in the study area and surrounding region. This growth rate was 
assumed to be 1 percent per year. 

Traffic effects were determined based on the LOS changes for each of the 
key roadways. Analyses were conducted for each reuse alternative and the 
No-Action Alternative.  The latter alternative was included to identify the 
incremental impact of project-generated traffic over the traffic expected as a 
result of other growth in the Marquette region. 

Airspace/Air Traffic.  The airspace analysis examined the type and level of 
aircraft operations projected for the Proposed Action and International 
Wayport and Commercial Aviation alternatives, and compared them to the 
airspace configuration used under the preclosure reference.  The impact 
analysis considered the relationship of the projected aircraft operations to 
the operational capacity of the airport, using criteria established by the FAA 
for determining airport service volumes.   Potential effects on airspace use 
were assessed, based on the extent to which the Proposed Action and 
alternatives could (1) require modifications to the airspace structure or ATC 
systems and/or facilities; (2) restrict, limit, or otherwise delay other air 
traffic in the region; or (3) encroach on other airspace areas and uses. 

The FAA is ultimately responsible for evaluating the specific effects that the 
reuse of an airport would have on the safe and efficient use of navigable 
airspace by aircraft.  Such a study is based on details from the airport 
proponent's Airport Plan and consists of an airspace analysis, a flight safety 
review, and a review of the potential effect of the proposal on air traffic 
control and air navigation facilities.   Once this study is completed, the FAA 
can determine the actual requirements for facilities, terminal and en route 
airspace, and instrument flight procedures. 

Other Transportation Modes.   Because none of the alternatives assume 
direct use of the local railroads, effects on the rail system are expected to be 
minimal. 

4.2.3.1   Proposed Action 

Roadways. Traffic generated on the roads within the ROI as a result of the 
Proposed Action land uses and direct employment is estimated to be 33,950 
daily vehicle trips by 2015 (Table 4.2-1). This would represent an increase 
of 33,800 average daily trips over the No-Action Alternative for 2015.  By 
2015, approximately 70 percent of the total reuse-related trips would be 
generated by industrial uses.  Other major land uses include aviation 
support, commercial, and residential. 
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Table 4.2-1. Average Daily Trip Generation 

Year 

Proposed Action 
International Wayport Alternative 
Commercial Aviation Alternative 
Recreation Alternative 
No-Action Alternative 

2000 2005 2015 

8,900 17,250 33,950 

14,350 20,250 30,400 

7,300 12,900 20,700 

2,600 4,450 6,200 

150 150 150 

Note:  All values are rounded to the nearest 50.  Values represent average weekday trips. 

Regional.   By 2015, the traffic resulting from reuse would increase the 
afternoon PHV on U.S. 41 between SH 28 and SH 94 by 200 vehicles over 
the No-Action Alternative (Table 4.2-2).  This increase would not degrade 
the operating conditions on this segment.   Under the Proposed Action, the 
traffic generated by reuse on SH 35 from CR 553 to CR 456 through Gwinn 
would increase the PHV to 950 vehicles, representing an increase of 750 
vehicles over the No-Action Alternative.  This increase in traffic would 
degrade the operating conditions to LOS D, compared to LOS A under the 
No-Action Alternative.  All other key regional road segments would continue 
to operate at LOS B or better. 

Local.   By 2015, traffic resulting from reuse would increase the afternoon 
PHV on the segments of CR 553 between CR 480 and Southgate Drive to 
approximately 2,050 vehicles, an increase of 1,550 over the No-Action 
Alternative.  This increase would degrade the operating conditions on these 
segments of CR 553 to LOS F by 2015, compared to LOS C under the 
No-Action Alternative.  The section of CR 553 from Southgate Drive to 
SH 35 would degrade to LOS D by 2015, compared to LOS B under the 
No-Action Alternative.   CR 553 from the Marquette city limits to CR 480 
would degrade to LOS E by 2015, compared to LOS C under the No-Action 
Alternative. 

The afternoon PHV generated as a result of reuse on CR 480, west of 
CR 553, would increase by approximately 350 vehicles over the No-Action 
Alternative.  This increase would degrade the operating conditions on this 
segment of CR 480 to LOS D by 2015, compared to LOS B under the 
No-Action Alternative. 

By 2015, the traffic volume on CR 462, the main entrance to the base from 
CR 553 on the west, would show a significant increase under the Proposed 
Action.  The afternoon PHV would increase by 1,760 vehicles, and the 
operating conditions would degrade to LOS E.   Under the Proposed Action, 
CR 460 from Gate 2 (east base entrance) to CR 545 would operate at 
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Table 4.2-2.  Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and LOS on Key Roads - Proposed Action 

Segment Capacity 

1995 2000 2005 2015 

Roadway PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS 

Local 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 2,050 40 A 500 C 950 D 1,800 E 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 2,050 10 A 300 B 550 C 1,100 D 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 2,050 150 A 250 B 350 B 600 C 

CR480 West of CR 553 1,750 350 B 450 C 550 C 750 D 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 2,050 300 B 350 B 400 B 450 B 

CR 553 Marquette city limits to 
CR480 

2,050 450 B 700 C 900 D 1,300 E 

CR 553 CR 480 to CR 462 2,050 400 B 850 D 1,250 E 2,050 F 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate 
Drive 

2,050 400 B 850 D 1,300 E 2,050 F 

CR 553 Southgate Drive to 
SH 35 

2,050 300 B 500 C 650 C 950 D 

CR 545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 1,700 100 A 200 B 300 B 450 C 

CR 545 CR 460 to CR 456 1,700 50 A 100 A 150 A 300 B 

CR 456 SH 35 to CR 545 1,700 150 A 250 B 350 C 500 C 

CR 456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 1,700 50 A 150 A 200 B 350 B 

Regional 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 2,050 700 C 800 C 900 D 1,050 D 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 2,050 450 B 550 C 600 C 750 C 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 2,050 250 B 250 B 300 B 350 B 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 2,050 150 A 350 B 550 C 950 D 

SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake 
Access 

2,050 100 A 100 A 150 A 150 A 

New Access 
CR 553 to Industrial 
Northwest 

2,050 0 NA 200 A 350 B 650 C 

CR 553 to Industrial 
West 

2,050 0 NA 200 A 350 B 650 C 

CR 553 to Air Carrier 
Terminal 

2,050 0 NA 50 A 100 A 150 A 

CR 
LOS 
NA 
PHV 
SH 
U.S. #   = 

County Road 
Level of Service 
not applicable 
peak-hour volume 
State Highway 
U.S. Highway 
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LOS D by 2015, compared to LOS A under the No-Action Alternative. The 
proposed access points from CR 553 to the new air carrier terminal and 
industrial areas on the west side of the base would operate at LOS C or 
better. 

With or without reuse, all other key local road segments would operate at 
LOS C or better throughout the period of analysis. 

On-Base. As part of the eventual site development plan, internal circulation 
must accommodate reuse-related vehicular and pedestrian activities, and 
provide an acceptable LOS and adequate access from the local road 
network.  Redevelopment plans are expected to incorporate internal 
circulation requirements that meet local planning objectives and standards. 

Airspace/Air Traffic.  The Proposed Action would include air cargo, aircraft 
maintenance, regional commercial, and general aviation activities.  Under 
this alternative Marquette County Airport would be closed and relocated to 
K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Under the Proposed Action, the existing airport radar facility would remain in 
operation, ROI airspace management would be maintained, and expanded 
instrument approach services would be offered over those provided by 
Marquette County Airport.  The military ILS would be replaced with a 
Category III ILS and PAPIs would be installed.  The ATC tower would remain 
in use and the existing VOR approach to Runway 19 would be retained 
under the Proposed Action.  Traffic levels in the airspace ROI would not be 
high enough to warrant an FAA-operated ATC tower, necessitating a 
privately operated facility. 

Aircraft activity at the airport would be less than the preclosure level of 
87,235 by 2015, when aircraft operations would reach 65,088.  As the ROI 
represents a relatively unconstrained airspace area, the operations expected 
for the Proposed Action would have no adverse impact to airspace use. The 
single existing 12,300-foot runway (01/19) is capable of accommodating 
approximately 200,000 annual operations under FAA airport design 
guidelines.  With 65,088 aircraft operations by 2015, approximately 
32 percent of total airfield capacity would be utilized. 

Air Transportation.   Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in a 
new industrial and economic base in the region, which, in turn, would spur 
new growth in air travel demand.  The use of K. I. Sawyer AFB as a regional 
airport could have a minor effect on travelers residing in the southernmost 
and northwesternmost parts of the ROI.  The location of K. I. Sawyer AFB 
with respect to competing facilities may draw passengers from the southern 
edge of the ROI who currently use Delta County Airport (Escanaba) or Iron 
Mountain Airport.  Conversely, residents in the northwest edge of the ROI, 
especially those in Baraga County who currently use Marquette County 
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Airport, could find Hancock/Houghton Regional Airport more convenient. 
Because this effect is based on driving distance and the facilities in the ROI 
provide similar air service, the associated impacts would offset each other, 
and K. I. Sawyer AFB would not experience any measurable gain or loss in 
enplanements.  The use of K. I. Sawyer AFB instead of Marquette County 
Airport would not affect general aviation operations in the ROI because the 
proposed airport is capable of accommodating all types of general aviation 
aircraft.  Because there is no air cargo service currently at Marquette County 
Airport, the proposed air cargo would provide this service to the ROI under 
the Proposed Action. 

Mitigation Measures.  By 2015, the traffic resulting from reuse would most 
affect the intersection of CR 462 and CR 553, which provides access to the 
Main Gate.  Segments of CR 553 from CR 480 to Southgate Drive would 
operate at LOS F.  Various mitigation measures could be implemented to 
bring these segments to an acceptable LOS by 2015.  Actual mitigation 
measures would be developed by the Marquette County Road Commission. 
The mitigation selected by this agency would consider location, 
effectiveness, and cost of the improvements required to meet regional LOS 
recommendations.  These road improvements could include geometric 
improvements or signalization at the intersection of CR 553 and CR 480 and 
the addition of grade separation for the intersection of CR 553 and CR 462. 
The implementation of these measures to improve LOS would only require 
minor modification to the local road network and would not be expected to 
have adverse effects on the environment.  Other measures that could be 
implemented by the property recipient to reduce traffic on the road network 
include carpool and vanpool programs or flexible work schedules which 
would allow employees to travel to work during less congested hours.  The 
implementation of such programs at a site can be very effective, reducing 
vehicle trips during the peak periods by as much as 30 to 40 percent in 
relation to background conditions (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 
1993).   It is recommended that growth and traffic volumes be carefully 
monitored by the regional transportation agencies to determine the 
appropriate timing and location of each improvement. 

4.2.3.2  International Wayport Alternative 

Roadways. Traffic generated on the roads within the ROI as a result of the 
International Wayport Alternative land uses and direct employment is 
estimated to be 30,400 daily vehicle trips by 2015 (see Table 4.2-1).  This 
would represent an increase of 30,250 average daily trips over the No- 
Action Alternative for 2015.  By 2015, approximately 86 percent of the 
total reuse-related trips would be generated by aviation support, industrial, 
commercial, and residential uses.  Other land uses include institutional, 
public facilities/recreation, and agricultural (forest). 
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Regional.  By 2015, the traffic resulting from reuse would increase the 
afternoon PHV on U.S. 41 between SH 28 and SH 94 by 150 vehicles over 
the No-Action Alternative (Table 4.2-3). This increase would not degrade 
the operating conditions on this segment.  Under the International Wayport 
Alternative, the traffic generated by reuse on SH 35 from CR 553 to CR 456 
through Gwinn would increase the PHV to 750 vehicles, representing an 
increase of 550 vehicles over the No-Action Alternative. This increase in 
traffic would degrade the operating conditions to LOS C, compared to LOS 
A under the No-Action Alternative.  All other key regional road segments 
would continue to operate at LOS B or better. 

Local.  By 2015, traffic resulting from reuse would increase the afternoon 
peak hour traffic on the segments of CR 553 between CR 480 and 
Southgate Drive to approximately 1,700 vehicles, an increase of 1,200 over 
the No-Action Alternative.  This increase would degrade the operating 
conditions on these segments of CR 553 to LOS E by 2015, compared to 
LOS C under the No-Action Alternative.  The section of CR 553 from 
Southgate Drive to SH 35 will degrade to LOS C, compared to LOS B under 
the No-Action Alternative.  The LOS on CR 553 from the Marquette city 
limits to CR 480 would degrade to LOS D by 2015, compared to LOS C 
under the No-Action Alternative. 

The afternoon PHV generated as a result of reuse on CR 480, west of CR 
553, would increase by approximately 250 vehicles over the No-Action 
Alternative.  This increase would degrade the operating conditions on this 
segment of CR 480 to LOS C by 2015, compared to LOS B under the No- 
Action Alternative. 

By 2015, the traffic volume on CR 462, the main entrance to the base from 
CR 553 on the west, would show a significant increase under the 
International Wayport Alternative.  The afternoon PHV would increase by 
2,010 vehicles, and the operating conditions would degrade to LOS F. The 
proposed access point from CR 553 to the proposed new air carrier terminal 
would operate at LOS B with a PHV of 400 vehicles. 

With or without reuse, all other key local road segments would operate at 
LOS C or better throughout the period of analysis. 

On-Base.  As part of the eventual site development plan, internal circulation 
must accommodate reuse-related vehicular and pedestrian activities, and 
provide an acceptable LOS and adequate access from the local road 
network.  Redevelopment plans are expected to incorporate internal 
circulation requirements that meet local planning objectives and standards. 

Airspace/Air Traffic.  The International Wayport Alternative includes 
international passenger, air cargo, aircraft maintenance, regional commercial, 
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Table 4.2-3.  Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and LOS on Key Roads - International Wayport Alternative 

Segment Capacity 

1995 2000 2005 2015 

Roadway PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS 

Local 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 2,050 40 A 950 D 1,350 E 2,050 F 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 2,050 10 A 400 B 500 C 800 C 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 2,050 150 A 300 B 400 B 500 C 

CR480 West of CR 553 1,750 350 B 450 C 550 C 650 C 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 2,050 300 B 350 B 400 B 450 B 

CR553 Marquette city limits to 
CR480 

2,050 450 B 750 C 900 D 1,150 D 

CR 553 CR 480 to CR 462 2,050 400 B 950 D 1,200 E 1,700 E 

CR 553 CR 462 to Southgate 
Drive 

2,050 400 B 1,000 D 1,250 E 1,700 E 

CR 553 Southgate Drive to 
SH 35 

2,050 300 B 500 C 650 C 800 C 

CR 545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 1,700 100 A 200 B 300 B 400 C 

CR 545 CR 460 to CR 456 1,700 50 A 100 A 150 A 250 B 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 1,700 150 A 250 B 300 B 400 C 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 1,700 50 A 150 A 200 B 300 B 

Regional 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 2,050 700 C 800 C 900 D 1,000 D 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 2,050 450 B 550 C 600 C 700 C 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 2,050 250 B 300 B 300 B 350 B 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 2,050 150 A 400 B 550 C 750 C 

SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake 
Access 

2,050 100 A 100 A 150 A 150 A 

New Access 
CR 553 to Base 2,050 0 NA 200 A 250 B 400 B 

CR 
LOS 
NA 
PHV 
SH 

County Road 
Level of Service 
not applicable 
peak-hour volume 
State Highway 

U.S. #   =    U.S. Highway 

and general aviation activities.   Under this alternative, Marquette County 
Airport would be closed and relocated to K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

Under the International Wayport Alternative, the existing airport radar facility 
would continue operation, ROI airspace management would be maintained, 
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and expanded instrument approach services would be offered over those 
provided by Marquette County Airport. The military ILS would be replaced 
with a Category III ILS and PAPIs would be installed.  The existing VOR 
approach to Runway 19 would be retained for use. The ATC tower would 
remain in use under this alternative.  Traffic levels in the airspace ROI would 
be high enough to warrant an FAA-operated ATC tower by 2005.   It is 
possible that the FAA would decline to operate the ATC tower earlier in the 
planning period, necessitating a privately operated facility in the interim. 

Aircraft operations at the new international wayport would exceed the 
preclosure level of 87,235 by 2015, when aircraft operations would reach 
100,000.  As the ROI represents a relatively unconstrained airspace area, 
the change in operations because of this alternative would have no adverse 
impact.  The single existing 12,300-foot runway (01/19) and the proposed 
general aviation crosswind runway (12/30) are capable of accommodating 
approximately 300,000 annual operations under FAA airport design 
guidelines.  With 100,000 aircraft operations by 2015, approximately 
33 percent of total airfield capacity would be utilized. 

Air Transportation.   Implementation of the International Wayport Alternative 
would result in a new industrial and economic base in the region, which, in 
turn, would spur new growth in air travel demand.  With the closure of 
Marquette County Airport and the relocation of aircraft activity to K. I. 
Sawyer AFB, no changes in regional air transportation for the ROI are 
expected in the short term.  Because of K. I. Sawyer AFB's location relative 
to other airports in the Upper Peninsula, it is anticipated that K. I. Sawyer 
AFB would continue to draw traffic from the same population base as 
Marquette County Airport.  However, increased use of the airport under the 
international wayport concept could provide for more direct flights to 
domestic non-stop destinations, which may, in turn, draw passengers from 
other regional airports such as Escanaba or Iron Mountain. The facilities at 
the new airport proposed under this alternative would be able to 
accommodate this increased demand in commercial service and would 
provide international air cargo service to the ROI. The Marquette County 
Airport does not currently provide air cargo service.  The use of K. I. Sawyer 
AFB instead of Marquette County Airport would not affect general aviation 
operations in the region because the proposed airport is capable of 
accommodating all types of general aviation aircraft. 

Mitigation Measures.  By 2015, the traffic resulting from reuse would 
degrade the operating condition of the intersection of CR 462 and CR 553 
(main base access) to LOS F.  Various mitigation measures as described for 
the Proposed Action could be implemented to bring these segments to an 
acceptable LOS by 2015. 
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4.2.3.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Roadways. Traffic generated on the roads within the ROI as a result of the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative land uses and direct employment is 
estimated to be 20,700 average daily vehicle trips by 2015 (see 
Table 4.2-1). This would represent an increase of 20,550 average daily 
trips over the No-Action Alternative for 2015.  By 2015, approximately 
67 percent of the total reuse-related trips would be generated by 
institutional (educational) and aviation reuses.  Other land uses include 
commercial, industrial, public facilities/recreation, and agricultural (forest). 

Regional.  By 2015, traffic resulting from reuse would increase the 
afternoon PHV on U.S. 41 between SH 28 and SH 94 by 100 vehicles over 
the No-Action Alternative (Table 4.2-4).  This increase would not degrade 
the operating conditions on this segment.   PHV on SH 35 between CR 553 
and CR 456 would increase by 350 vehicles over the No-Action Alternative 
because of reuse activities. This increase would degrade operating 
conditions to LOS C by 2015, compared to LOS A under the No-Action 
Alternative.  All other key regional road segments would continue to operate 
at LOS B or better. 

Local.  Afternoon PHV generated by reuse on CR 462 (the main base 
access) would increase the PHV volumes in 2015 by 1,660 over the No- 
Action Alternative.  This traffic would degrade operating conditions to LOS 
E, compared to LOS A under the No-Action Alternative.  Reuse-related traffic 
on CR 480 west of CR 553 would increase the PHV by 200 vehicles, 
resulting in LOS C by 2015, compared to LOS B under the No-Action 
Alternative. 

Under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, traffic generated by reuse would 
increase the afternoon PHV in 2015 by up to 800 vehicles on CR 553 
between the Marquette city limits and Southgate Drive.  This increase would 
degrade the operating conditions on the CR 480 to Southgate Drive segment 
of CR 553 to LOS E by 2015, compared to LOS C under the No-Action 
Alternative.  The Marquette city limits to CR 480 segment of CR 553 would 
operate at LOS D by 2015, compared to LOS C under the No-Action 
Alternative.  With or without reuse, all other key local road segments would 
operate at LOS C or better throughout the period of analysis. 

On-Base.  As part of the eventual site development plan, internal circulation 
must accommodate reuse-related vehicular and pedestrian activities and 
provide an acceptable LOS and adequate access from the local road 
network.  Redevelopment plans are expected to incorporate internal 
circulation requirements that meet local planning objectives and standards. 

Airspace/Air Traffic.  The Commercial Aviation Alternative includes regional 
commercial and general aviation operations.   Under this alternative, 
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Table 4.2-4.  Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and LOS on Key Roads - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Segment Capacity 

1995 2000 2005 2015 

Roadway PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS 

Local 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 2,050 40 A 600 C 1,050 D 1,700 E 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 2,050 10 A 200 A 350 B 550 C 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 2,050 150 A 250 B 300 B 400 B 

CR480 West of CR 553 1,750 350 B 400 B 500 C 600 C 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 2,050 300 B 350 B 350 B 400 B 

CR 553 Marquette city limits 
to CR 480 

2,050 450 B 600 C 750 C 950 D 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 2,050 400 B 700 C 950 D 1,300 E 

CR 553 CR 462 to Southgate 
Drive 

2,050 400 B 700 C 950 D 1,300 E 

CR 553 Southgate Drive to 
SH 35 

2,050 300 B 400 B 500 C 650 C 

CR 545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 1,700 100 A 150 A 200 B 300 B 

CR 545 CR 460 to CR 456 1,700 50 A 50 A 100 A 150 A 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 1,700 150 A 200 B 250 B 350 B 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 1,700 50 A 100 A 150 A 200 B 

Regional 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 2,050 700 C 750 C 850 D 950 D 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 2,050 450 B 500 C 550 C 650 C 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 2,050 250 B 250 B 300 B 350 B 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 2,050 150 A 300 B 400 B 550 C 

SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake 
Access 

2,050 100 A 100 A 100 A 150 A 

CR 
LOS 
PHV 
SH 
U.S. #   = 

County Road 
Level of Service 
peak-hour volume 
State Highway 
U.S. Highway 

Marquette County Airport would be closed and relocated to K. I. Sawyer 
AFB. 

Under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, the existing radar facility at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB would be retained and the ATC tower would remain in 
use.  Traffic levels in the airspace ROI would not be high enough to warrant 
an FAA-operated ATC tower, which may necessitate a privately operated 
facility.  The military ILS would be replaced by a Category I ILS, and PAPIs 
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would be installed.  The existing VOR approach to Runway 19 would be 
retained for use. 

Aircraft operations at the airport by 2015 would be 60,900, less than the 
preclosure level of 87,235.  As the ROI represents a relatively unconstrained 
airspace area, the operations proposed for the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative would have no adverse impact to airspace use. The single 
proposed 6,500-foot runway (01/19) would be capable of accommodating 
approximately 200,000 annual operations under FAA airport design 
guidelines.  With 60,900 aircraft operations by 2015, approximately 
30 percent of the total airfield capacity would be utilized. 

Air Transportation.  The Commercial Aviation Alternative assumes the 
closure of Marquette County Airport and the transfer of operations to 
K. I. Sawyer AFB.  Impacts to air transportation would be the same as those 
discussed for the Proposed Action, except no air cargo service would be 
provided under the Commercial Aviation Alternative. 

Mitigation Measures.  As no highway segment would degrade to LOS F 
within the analysis period, no mitigation would be required for area 
roadways. 

4.2.3.4  Recreation Alternative 

Roadways.  Traffic generated on the roads within the ROI as a result of the 
Recreation Alternative land uses and direct employment is estimated to be 
6,200 daily vehicle trips by 2015 (see Table 4.2-1).  This would represent 
an increase of 6,050 average daily trips over the No-Action Alternative for 
2015.   By 2015, approximately 69 percent of the total reuse-related trips 
would be generated by residential and public facilities/recreation reuses. 
Other land uses include industrial, institutional (educational), and 
commercial. 

Regional.   By 2015, traffic resulting from reuse would not affect the 
afternoon PHV on U.S. 41 between SH 28 and SH 94 (Table 4.2-5).  LOS D 
for the segment between SH 28 and Skandia and LOS C between Skandia 
and SH 94 would occur with or without reuse-related activities.  All other 
key regional road segments would continue to operate at LOS B or better. 

Local. Reuse-related traffic on CR 480 west of CR 553 would increase the 
PHV by 50 vehicles. This increase would degrade the operating conditions 
to LOS C by 2015, compared to LOS B under the No-Action Alternative. 

Under the Recreation Alternative, traffic generated by reuse would increase 
the afternoon PHV in 2015 by up to 200 vehicles on CR 553 between the 
Marquette city limits and Southgate Drive.   Under the Recreation 
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Table 4.2-5.  Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and LOS on Key Ro< äds - Re »creation Alter native 

Segment Capacity 

1995 2000 2005 2015 

Roadway PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS 

Local 
CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 2,050 40 A 200 A 300 B 450 B 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 2,050 10 A 50 A 100 A 150 A 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 2,050 150 A 200 B 200 A 250 B 

CR480 West of  CR 553 1,750 350 B 400 C 400 C 450 C 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 2,050 300 B 300 B 350 B 400 B 

CR553 Marquette city limits 
to CR 480 

2,050 450 B 500 C 550 C 650 C 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 2,050 400 B 500 C 550 D 700 C 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate 
Drive 

2,050 400 B 500 C 550 D 700 C 

CR553 Southgate Drive to 
SH 35 

2,050 300 B 350 B 400 B 450 B 

CR 545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 1,700 100 A 100 A 150 A 150 A 

CR 545 CR 460 to CR 456 1,700 50 A 50 A 50 A 50 A 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 1,700 150 A 150 A 200 B 200 B 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 1,700 50 A 50 A 100 A 100 A 

Regional 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 2,050 700 C 750 C 800 C 900 D 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 2,050 450 B 500 C 500 C 550 C 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 2,050 250 B 250 B 300 B 300 B 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 2,050 150 A 200 A 200 A 250 B 

SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit 
Lake Access 

2,050 100 A 100 A 100 A 150 A 

CR 
LOS 
PHV 
SH 
U.S. #   = 

County Road 
Level of Service 
peak-hour volume 
State Highway 
U.S. Highway 

Alternative, the Marquette city limits to CR 480 segment of CR 553 would 
operate at LOS C with or without reuse. 

With or without reuse, all other key local road segments would operate at 
LOS B or better throughout the period of analysis. 

On-Base.  As part of the eventual site development plan, internal circulation 
must accommodate reuse-related vehicular and pedestrian activities and 
provide an acceptable LOS and adequate access from the local road 
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network.  Redevelopment plans are expected to incorporate internal 
circulation requirements that meet local planning objectives and standards. 

Airspace/Air Traffic.  This alternative does not include any aviation reuse at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB.  As a result, all existing navigational aids, airspace, and 
air traffic services associated with the base would be discontinued. 
Operations at Marquette County Airport would continue.  Although IFR radar 
coverage would be lost due to the possible decommissioning of the 
RAPCON, no impacts are anticipated due to the low volume of aircraft 
movements in the ROI.  No airspace or air traffic impacts would result from 
closure of the base. 

Air Transportation.  There would be no impact to the region's air 
transportation under the Recreation Alternative. 

Mitigation Measures. As no highway segment would degrade to LOS F 
within the analysis period, no mitigation would be required for area 
roadways. 

4.2.3.5  No-Action Alternative 

Roadways. This alternative would result in the base being placed in 
caretaker status.  Traffic generated on the roads within the ROI as a result 
of the No-Action Alternative is estimated to be 150 daily vehicle trips by 
2015 (see Table 4.2-1), and access to the base would be limited to the Main 
Gate. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the expected population growth and 
development unrelated to reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB would lead to traffic 
volume increases on local roadways through 2015.   It is projected that non- 
reuse-related traffic volumes on key roads would increase by 1 percent 
annually during the period of analysis.  The traffic volumes generated by the 
OL are assumed to remain the same over the 20-year analysis period. 

Table 4.2-6 presents the projected baseline PHV on key roads and the 
associated LOS that would result under the No-Action Alternative.  Under 
the No-Action Alternative, afternoon PHV by 2015 is projected to be 550 on 
CR 553 near the Marquette city limits, and 350 near Southgate Drive 
(Table 4.2-6).  These volumes would bring operating conditions to LOS C by 
2015.   Afternoon PHV by 2015 is projected to be 850 on U.S. 41 between 
SH 28 and Skandia, and 550 between Skandia and SH 94.  These volumes 
would bring operating conditions on U.S. 41 to LOS D and LOS C, 
respectively.  All other key road segments would operate at LOS B or better. 

In the absence of any civilian reuse of the base, traffic volume on base roads 
would be similar to closure conditions. 

4-28 K- I- Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 



Table 4.2-6.  Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and LOS on Key Roads - No-Action Alternative 

Segment Capacity 

1995 2000 2005 2015 

Roadway PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS PHV LOS 

Local 

CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 2,050 40 A 40 A 40 A 40 A 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 2,050 10 A 10 A 10 A 10 A 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 2,050 150 A 150 A 150 A 200 A 

CR480 West of CR 553 1,750 350 B 350 B 400 B 400 B 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 2,050 300 B 300 B 350 B 350 B 

CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 2,050 450 B 450 B 500 C 550 C 

CR 553 CR 480 to CR 462 2,050 400 B 400 B 450 B 500 C 

CR 553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 2,050 400 B 400 B 450 B 500 C 

CR 553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 2,050 300 B 300 B 350 B 350 B 

CR 545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 1,700 100 A 100 A 100 A 100 A 

CR 545 CR 460 to CR 456 1,700 50 A 50 A 50 A 50 A 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 1,700 150 A 150 A 150 A 200 B 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 1,700 50 A 50 A 50 A 50 A 

Regional 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 2,050 700 C 750 C 750 C 850 D 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 2,050 450 B 450 B 500 C 550 C 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 2,050 250 B 250 B 300 B 300 B 

SH 35 CR 553 to CR 456 2,050 150 A 150 A 150 A 200 A 

SH 35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 2,050 100 A 100 A 100 A 100 A 

CR County Road 
LOS Level of Service 
PHV peak-hour volume 
SH State Highway 
U.S. #   = U.S. Highway 

Airspace/Air Traffic.   Cessation of all air operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB and 
the possible decommissioning of the navigational equipment would have the 
same effects on airspace in the ROI as discussed for the Recreation 
Alternative. 

Air Transportation.  There would be no impact to the region's air 
transportation under the No-Action Alternative. 

4.2.3.6 Other Land Use Concepts.  Transportation effects are discussed for 
each independent land use concept.  The analysis considers the impact of 
the implementation of each of these plans in conjunction with the 
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alternatives. The proposals would not affect airspace, air transportation, or 
rail transportation. 

Michigan Army National Guard.  This proposal would generate approximately 
150 weekend trips, representing a 2.0 percent or less increase in traffic. 
The MANG would not affect the projected LOS on key road segments under 
the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Overall impacts and mitigations in 
conjunction with this concept would be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. 

Correctional Institution.  The major traffic generators for this land use 
concept would be the 250 full-time employees, plus visitors and service 
vehicles at the site. The correctional institution would generate 
approximately 50 vehicles per hour during the afternoon peak hour, resulting 
in a net reduction of 315 vehicles per hour under the Proposed Action. The 
reduction in trips may improve the LOS on both regional and local roads. 
Under the International Wayport and Commercial Aviation alternatives, the 
additional traffic from this land use concept could exacerbate conditions on 
local roads, some of which are projected to operate at LOS E and LOS F 
during peak hours by 2015.   For road segments that would operate at LOS F 
in conjunction with this concept appropriate mitigation measures would be 
similar to those described under the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Little 
or no effect to LOS on nearby key road segments is projected for this land 
use concept in combination with the Recreation Alternative. 

Sawmill.  The traffic generated from this land use concept would be from 
the 90 full-time employees and from truck transportation of lumber.  The 
sawmill would generate approximately 60 vehicles per hour during the 
afternoon peak hour, resulting in a net reduction in traffic under the 
Proposed Action and International Wayport Alternative.  The reduction in 
trips would have little effect on the LOS on both regional and local roads. 
There would be no net change in the traffic generated from implementation 
of this concept under the Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Little or no 
effect to LOS on nearby key road segments is projected for this land use 
concept in combination with the Recreation Alternative.   For road segments 
that would operate at LOS F in conjunction with this concept, appropriate 
mitigation measures would be similar to those described under the Proposed 
Action and alternatives.   Use of the existing rail line next to K. I. Sawyer 
AFB would result in a negligible increase in train use. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling. The traffic generated from this land use 
concept would be from the 50 full-time employees, visitors/trainees, and the 
transportation of municipal solid waste by truck.  The waste to energy/ 
recycling would generate approximately 50 vehicles per hour during the 
afternoon peak hour, resulting in a net reduction in traffic conditions 
presented for the Proposed Action and alternatives.  The reduction in trips 
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would have little effect on the LOS on both regional and local roads. Rail use 
associated with this concept would not affect regional rail transportation. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  The traffic generated 
from this land use concept would be from the 100 full-time employees and 
from the transportation of municipal solid waste and other wastes by truck. 
The waste to energy/environmental support operations proposal would 
generate approximately 70 vehicles per hour during the afternoon peak hour, 
resulting in a net reduction in the traffic conditions presented for the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. The reduction in trips would have little 
effect on the LOS on both regional and local roads.  Rail use associated with 
this concept would not affect regional rail transportation. 

4.2.4    Utilities 

Direct and indirect changes in future utility use for the Proposed Action and 
alternatives were estimated based on historic, preclosure, and per capita 
average daily use on K. I. Sawyer AFB and in the ROI.  These factors were 
applied to projections of numbers of future residents and employees 
associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Table 4.2-7 shows 
the projected changes in utility demand for 5, 10, and 20 years after 
closure.  The figures shown for the No-Action Alternative generally reflect 
the changes expected in utility use in the area without redevelopment of the 
base.  The Proposed Action and alternatives reflect growth anticipated with 
base reuse. 

4.2.4.1   Proposed Action.  Table 4.2-7 presents a summary of ROI utility 
demands and percentage increases associated with this alternative. 

Water Consumption.  The total average daily water demand in the ROI by 
2015 is expected to be 6.89 MGD, which includes a reuse-related average 
daily water demand of 3.79 MGD.  With the capacity to treat a total of 
11.3 MGD of water, the communities in the ROI would have adequate 
capacity to meet the demands associated with this alternative. 

Reuse-related average daily water demand on the base would total 
2.4 MGD, an increase of 2.38 MGD from the 0.02 MGD at closure. 
Approximately 2.06 MGD, or 86 percent, are expected to be used by 
industrial reuses.   Other reuse-related water demand includes residential and 
commercial. The base water system has the capability to process 
approximately 3.0 MGD.  Reuse of the on-base water system may require 
certain improvements depending on the type and location of development 
that occurs.   Once specific development proposals are identified, 
improvements can be designed. 

Wastewater.  The Proposed Action would increase the total projected 
wastewater flow in the ROI over the No-Action Alternative projections by 
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1.88 MGD, or 50.95 percent, to 5.57 MGD by 2015.  The ROI has a 
wastewater treatment capacity of 8.4 MGD. 

Wastewater flows on base would increase from 0.01 MGD in 1995 to 
0.8 MGD by 2015. The base WWTP has the capability to process up to 
2.5 MGD. Approximately 0.69 MGD, or 86 percent, is expected to be 
produced by industrial and residential reuses.   Prior to base reuse the WWTP 
may require modification to process the reduced wastewater flows, which 
would be less than under preclosure conditions.  New users would be 
required to obtain discharge permits from the operators of the existing 
WWTP.  The WWTP operator would monitor effluent from the plant to 
ensure the NPDES permit requirements are met. 

Solid Waste.  With the Proposed Action, solid waste disposal rates in the 
ROI would increase to 223.78 tons per day by 2015, compared to 
179.7 tons per day with the No-Action Alternative.  The life span of the 
Marquette County Landfill would be reduced by 4 years from this 
24.53 percent increase. 

Reuse-related solid waste generated on base, included in the amount above, 
would be 21 tons per day in 2015 compared to 0.15 ton per day at closure. 
Approximately 16.59 tons per day, or 79 percent, would be generated by 
industrial and residential reuses. 

Energy 

Electricity.   Reuse-related demands of 205.16 MWH per day would increase 
electrical consumption in the ROI to 1,351.26 MWH per day.  This increase 
of 17.90 percent over the No-Action Alternative projections would be 
adequately met by electrical purveyors. 

By 2015, this alternative would create an electrical demand on base of 151 
MWH per day, compared to 15 MWH per day at closure.  Approximately 
99.66 MWH per day, or 66 percent, of the electrical demand would be 
created by industrial reuses. The existing substation and distribution system 
may require upgrades depending on the timing and specific location of the 
proposed reuses.  Once specific proposals are identified, improvements can 
be negotiated with UPPCO.  Individual facilities would need to be metered, 
and appropriate utility corridors and easements would need to be 
established. 

Natural Gas.  The average daily natural gas demand in the ROI by 2015 is 
expected to be 12.62 MMCF per day, which includes a reuse-related 
average daily demand of 2.33 MMCF per day.  Natural gas demands in the 
ROI are forecast to be 10.29 MMCF per day by 2015 with the No-Action 
Alternative. This increase of 22.64 percent would be adequately met by the 
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supplies of Michigan Gas Company and Michigan Consolidated Gas 
Company. 

Reuse-related natural gas consumption on base would be 1.3 MMCF per day 
by 2015.  Approximately 0.98 MMCF per day, or 75 percent, would be 
consumed by industrial and residential reuses. The existing on-base natural 
gas distribution would require some changes to accommodate the reuse of 
the base, including the installation of individual gas meters at most facilities. 
Appropriate utility corridors and easements would also have to be 
established. 

Mitigation Measures.  No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under the Proposed Action; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

4.2.4.2 International Wayport Alternative. Table 4.2-7 presents a summary 
of ROI utility demands and percentage increases associated with this 
alternative. 

Water Consumption.  The total average daily water demand in the ROI by 
2015 is expected to be 4.58 MGD, which includes a reuse-related average 
daily water demand of 1.48 MGD.  With the capacity to treat a total of 
11.3 MGD of water, the communities in the ROI would have adequate 
capacity to meet the demands associated with this alternative. 

Reuse-related average daily water demand on the base would total 
0.90 MGD.  This is an increase of 0.88 MGD from the 0.02 MGD at closure. 
Approximately 0.76 MGD, or 85 percent, is expected to be used by 
institutional (educational) and residential reuses.  Other reuse-related water 
demand includes the golf course.  Reuse of the on-base water system may 
require certain improvements depending on the type and location of 
development that occurs.  Once specific development proposals are 
identified, improvements can be designed. 

Wastewater.  This alternative would increase the total projected wastewater 
flow in the ROI over the No-Action Alternative projections by 1.24 MGD, or 
33.60 percent, to 4.93 MGD by 2015.  The ROI has a wastewater 
treatment capacity of 8.4 MGD. 

Wastewater flows on base would increase from 0.01 MGD in 1995 to 
0.80 MGD by 2015.  The base WWTP has the capability to process up to 
2.5 MGD.  Approximately 0.696 MGD, or 87 percent, is expected to be 
produced by institutional (educational) and residential reuses.   Effects to the 
WWTP because of reduced flows under this alternative would be similar to 
the Proposed Action. 

Solid Waste.   With the International Wayport Alternative, solid waste 
disposal rates in the ROI would increase to 209.67 tons per day by 2015, 
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compared to 179.7 tons per day with the No-Action Alternative.  The life 
span of the existing Marquette County Landfill would be only slightly 
affected with this 16.68 percent increase. 

Reuse-related solid waste generated on base, included in the amount above, 
would be 21 tons per day in 2015 compared to 0.15 ton per day at closure. 
Approximately 14.28 tons per day, or 68 percent, would be generated by 
industrial and residential reuses. 

Energy 

Electricity.  Reuse-related demands of 153.84 MWH per day would increase 
electrical consumption in the ROI to 1,299.94 MWH per day. This increase 
of 13.42 percent over the No-Action Alternative projections would be 
adequately met by electrical purveyors. 

By 2015, this alternative would create an electrical demand on base of 
133 MWH per day, compared to 15 MWH per day at closure. 
Approximately 71 percent of the electrical demand would be created by the 
industrial and residential reuses.   Once specific proposals are identified, 
improvements can be negotiated with UPPCO.   Individual facilities would 
need to be metered, and appropriate utility corridors and easements would 
need to be established. 

Natural Gas.  The average daily natural gas demand in the ROI by 2015 is 
expected to be 11.75 MMCF per day, which includes a reuse-related 
average daily demand of 1.46 MMCF per day.  Natural gas demands in the 
ROI under the No-Action Alternative are forecast to be 10.29 MMCF per day 
by 2015.  This increase of 14.19 percent over the No-Action Alternative 
would be adequately met by the supplies of Michigan Gas Company and 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Company. 

Reuse-related natural gas consumption on base would be 1.1 MMCF per day 
by 2015.  Approximately 0.682 MMCF per day, or 62 percent, would be 
consumed by industrial and residential reuses.  The existing on-base natural 
gas distribution would require some changes to accommodate the reuse of 
the base, including the installation of individual gas meters at most facilities. 
Appropriate utility corridors and easements would also have to be 
established. 

Mitigation Measures.  No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

4.2.4.3  Commercial Aviation Alternative.  Table 4.2-7 presents a summary 
of ROI utility demands and percentage increases associated with this 
alternative. 
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Water Consumption.  The total average daily water demand in the ROI by 
2015 is expected to be 4.14 MGD, which includes a reuse-related average 
daily water demand of 1.04 MGD.  With the capacity to treat a total of 
11.3 MGD of water, the communities in the ROI would have adequate 
capacity to meet the demands associated with this alternative. 

Reuse-related average daily water demand on the base would total 
0.7 MGD.  This is an increase of 0.68 MGD from the 0.02 MGD at closure. 
Approximately 0.52 MGD, or 74 percent, is expected to be used by 
institutional (educational) and residential reuses.  Other reuse-related water 
demand includes the golf course.  Reuse of the on-base water system may 
require certain improvements depending on the type and location of 
development that occurs.  Once specific development proposals are 
identified, improvements can be designed. 

Wastewater.  This alternative would increase the total projected wastewater 
flow in the ROI over the No-Action Alternative projections by 0.86 MGD, or 
23.31 percent, to 4.55 MGD by 2015.  The ROI has a wastewater 
treatment capacity of 8.4 MGD. 

Wastewater flows on base would increase from 0.01 MGD in 1995 to 
0.6 MGD by 2015. The base WWTP has the capability to process up to 
2.5 MGD.  Approximately 0.46 MGD, or 77 percent, is expected to be 
produced by institutional (educational) and residential reuses.   Effects to the 
WWTP because of reduced flows under this alternative would be similar to 
the Proposed Action. 

Solid Waste.  With the Commercial Aviation Alternative, solid waste disposal 
rates in the ROI would increase to 199.08 tons per day by 2015, compared 
to 179.7 tons per day with the No-Action Alternative.  The life span of the 
existing Marquette County Landfill would be only slightly affected with this 
10.78 percent increase. 

Reuse-related solid waste generated on base, included in the amount above, 
would be 14 tons per day in 2015, compared to 0.15 ton per day at 
closure.  Approximately 10.22 tons per day, or 73 percent, would be 
generated by institutional (educational) and residential reuses. 

Energy 

Electricity.  Reuse-related demands of 105.61 MWH per day would increase 
electrical consumption in the ROI to 1,251.71 MWH per day. This increase 
of 9.21 percent over the No-Action Alternative projections would be 
adequately met by electrical purveyors. 

By 2015, this alternative would create an electrical demand on base of 
94 MWH per day, compared to 15 MWH per day at closure.  Approximately 

4.36 K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 



72 percent of the electrical demand would be created by the institutional 
(educational) and residential reuses.  Once specific proposals are identified, 
improvements can be negotiated with UPPCO.  Individual facilities would 
need to be metered and appropriate utility corridors and easements would 
need to be established. 

Natural Gas. The average daily natural gas demand in the ROI by 2015 is 
expected to be 11.37 MMCF per day, which includes a reuse-related 
average daily demand of 1.08 MMCF per day.  Natural gas demands in the 
ROI under the No-Action Alternative are forecast to be 10.29 MMCF per day 
by 2015. The increase of 10.50 percent would be adequately met by the 
supplies of Michigan Gas Company and Michigan Consolidated Gas 
Company. 

Reuse-related natural gas consumption on base would be 0.9 MMCF per day 
by 2015.  Approximately 0.66 MMCF per day, or 74 percent, would be 
consumed by industrial and institutional (educational) reuses.  The existing 
on-base natural gas distribution would require some changes to 
accommodate the reuse of the base, including the installation of individual 
gas meters at most facilities.  Appropriate utility corridors and easements 
would also have to be established. 

Mitigation Measures.  No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

4.2.4.4 Recreation Alternative.  Table 4.2-7 presents a summary of ROI 
utility demands and percentage increases associated with this alternative. 

Water Consumption.  The total average daily water demand in the ROI by 
2015 is expected to be 3.37 MGD, which includes a reuse-related average 
daily water demand of 0.27 MGD.  Within the ROI, the communities have a 
capacity to treat a total of 11.3 MGD of water and have adequate capacity 
to meet the demands associated with this alternative. 

Reuse-related average daily water demand on the base would total 
0.2 MGD.  This is an increase of 0.18 MGD from the 0.02 MGD at closure. 
Approximately 0.16 MGD, or 79 percent, is expected to be used by 
institutional (educational) and residential reuses.  Other reuse-related water 
demand includes the golf course.  Reuse of the on-base water system may 
require certain improvements depending on the type and location of 
development that occurs.  Once specific development proposals are 
identified, improvements can be designed. 

Wastewater.  This alternative would increase the total projected wastewater 
flow in the ROI over the No-Action Alternative projections by 0.21 MGD, or 
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5.69 percent, to 3.9 MGD by 2015. The ROI has a wastewater treatment 
capacity of 8.4 MGD. 

Wastewater flows on base would increase from 0.01 MGD in 1995 to 
0.1 MGD by 2015.  The base WWTP has the capability to process up to 
2.5 MGD.  Approximately 0.09 MGD, or 91 percent, is expected to be 
produced by institutional (educational) and residential reuses.  Effects to the 
WWTP because of reduced flows under this alternative would be similar to 
the Proposed Action. 

Solid Waste.  With the Recreation Alternative, solid waste disposal rates in 
the ROI would increase to 185.41 tons per day by 2015, compared to 
179.70 tons per day with the No-Action Alternative. The life span of the 
existing Marquette County Landfill would be only slightly affected with this 
3.18 percent increase. 

Reuse-related solid waste generated on base, included in the amount above, 
would be 4 tons per day in 2015, compared to 0.15 ton per day at closure. 
Approximately 2.8 tons per day, or 70 percent, would be generated by 
institutional (educational) and residential reuses. 

Energy 

Electricity.  Reuse-related demands of 25.59 MWH per day would increase 
electrical consumption in the ROI to 1,171.69 MWH per day.  This increase 
of 2.23 percent over the No-Action Alternative projections would be 
adequately met by electrical purveyors. 

By 2015, this alternative would create an electrical demand on base of 
21 MWH per day, compared to 15 MWH per day at closure.  Approximately 
67 percent of the electrical demand would be created by the institutional 
(educational) and residential reuses.  Once specific proposals are identified, 
improvements can be negotiated with UPPCO.  Individual facilities would 
need to be metered, and appropriate utility corridors and easements would 
need to be established. 

Natural Gas.  The Recreation Alternative would generate a demand of 
1.09 MMCF per day in the ROI by 2015.  Much of this demand is associated 
with the conversion of the existing heating plant to a natural gas-fired power 
plant. This increase in natural gas consumption of 10.59 percent over the 
No-Action Alternative would be adequately met by the supplies of Michigan 
Gas Company and Michigan Consolidated Gas Company. 

Reuse-related natural gas consumption on base would be 1.0 MMCF per day 
by 2015.  Approximately 0.87 MMCF per day, or 87 percent, would be 
consumed by industrial and residential reuses.  The existing on-base natural 
gas distribution would require some changes to accommodate the reuse of 
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the base, including the installation of individual gas meters at most facilities. 
Appropriate utility corridors and easements would also have to be 
established. 

Mitigation Measures.  No substantial adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required. 

4.2.4.5  No-Action Alternative.   Under the No-Action Alternative, utility use 
would be minimal in comparison to the other reuse alternatives (see 
Table 4.2-7). The disuse of a portion of the on-base utility systems, 
however, could result in their deterioration over the long term. This 
deterioration is not expected to cause any environmental impacts. The 
following ROI utility use is forecast using per capita factors developed from 
data provided by the utility providers in the study area and would occur 
without reuse of the base: 

• Water consumption in the ROI is projected to increase from 
2.79 MGD in 1995 to 3.10 MGD in 2015. 

• Wastewater generation in the ROI is projected to increase from 
3.13 MGD in 1995 to 3.69 MGD in 2015. 

• Solid waste generation in Marquette County is expected to increase 
from 124.95 tons per day in 1995 to 179.7 tons per day in 2015. 

• Electricity consumption in the ROI is projected to increase from 
939.5 MWH per day in 1995 to 1,146.1 MWH per day in 2015. 

• Natural gas consumption is expected to increase from 8.44 MMCF 
per day in 1995 to 10.29 MMCF per day in 2015. 

4.2.4.6 Other Land Use Concepts.  Changes in utility use are measured by 
land use and employment projections associated with a given plan.  Impacts 
of the proposed independent land use concepts are discussed below relative 
to each alternative. 

Michigan Army National Guard.   By 2015, this independent land use would 
result in utility demands of 0.01 MGD for water, 0.01 MGD for wastewater, 
0.03 ton per day for solid waste, 2 MWH per day for electricity, and 
0.01 MMCF per day for natural gas.  In combination with any of the 
alternatives, implementation of the MANG land use would result in a net 
increase in consumption.   Impacts would be similar to those described for 
each alternative. 

Correctional Institution.   By 2015, this independent land use concept would 
result in utility demands of 0.35 MGD for water, 0.3 MGD for wastewater, 
3.2 tons per day for solid waste, 12 MWH per day for electricity, and 
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0.12 MMCF per day for natural gas.  In combination with the Proposed 
Action, the correctional institution would result in a net increase in water 
usage and wastewater generation and a net decrease for all other utility 
requirements.  Under the remaining alternatives, this land use concept would 
result in a net increase for all utility consumption.   Impacts would be similar 
to those described for the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

Sawmill.  By 2015, this land use concept would result in utility demands of 
0.1 MGD for water, 0.1 MGD for wastewater, 2 tons per day for solid 
waste, 3 MWH per day for electricity, and 0.04 MMCF per day for natural 
gas.  In combination with the Proposed Action and International Wayport 
and Commercial Aviation alternatives, the sawmill would result in no net 
change in utility consumption. There would be a net increase in utility 
consumption under the Recreation Alternative.  Impacts would be similar to 
those described for each alternative. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.  By 2015, this land use concept would result in 
utility demands of 0.004 MGD for water, 0.001 MGD for wastewater, and 
0.04 MMCF per day of natural gas.   Because this concept is a waste to 
energy operation, solid waste to local landfills would be reduced and the 
operation would generate electricity.   Impacts would be similar to those 
described for each alternative, except there would be a reduction in solid 
waste to Marquette County Landfill and in electrical use within the ROI. 
Based on similar waste to energy facilities, the ash waste generated from 
the incineration process should be below accepted contaminant levels and 
could be transported to Marquette County Landfill for disposal. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.   By 2015, this land use 
concept would result in utility demands of 0.5 MGD for water, 0.002 MGD 
for wastewater and 0.04 MMCF per day of natural gas.  Because this 
concept is a waste to energy operation, solid waste to local landfills would 
be reduced and the operation would generate electricity.  Impacts would be 
similar to those described for each alternative, except there would be a 
reduction in solid waste to Marquette County Landfill and in use of 
electricity.   Based on similar waste to energy facilities, the ash waste 
generated from the incineration process should be below accepted 
contaminant levels and could be transported to Marquette County Landfill 
for disposal. 

4.3       HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

This section addresses the potential impacts of existing contaminated sites 
on the various reuse options, and the potential for environmental impacts 
caused by hazardous materials/waste management practices associated with 
the reuse options.  Hazardous materials/wastes, IRP sites, storage tanks, 
asbestos, pesticides, PCBs, radon, medical/biohazardous wastes, ordnance, 
and lead-based paint are discussed within this section. 
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The U.S. Air Force is committed to the remediation of all contamination at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB due to past Air Force activities. The OL will remain after 
base closure to coordinate remediation activities.  Delays or restrictions in 
disposal and reuse of property may occur due to the extent of contamination 
and the results of both the risk assessment and remedial designs determined 
for contaminated sites.  Examples of conditions resulting in land use 
restrictions would be the capping of landfills and the constraints from 
methane generation and cap integrity, as well as the location of long-term 
monitoring wells.  These conditions would have to be considered in the 
layout of future development.  Options to recipients include creation of 
parks, greenbelts, or open spaces over these areas. 

Regulatory standards and guidelines have been applied in determining the 
impacts caused by hazardous materials/waste. The following criteria were 
used to identify potential impacts: 

• Accidental release of friable asbestos or lead-based paint during the 
demolition or modification of a structure 

• Generation of 100 kilograms (or more) of hazardous waste in a 
calendar month, resulting in increased regulatory requirements 
under MERA 307 

• New operational requirements or service for all UST and tank 
systems 

• Any spill or release of a reportable quantity of a hazardous material 

• Manufacturing of any compound that requires notifying the 
pertinent regulatory agency 

•    Exposure of the environment or public to any hazardous material 
through release or disposal practices. 

4.3.1    Proposed Action 

4.3.1.1   Hazardous Materials Management.  The hazardous materials likely 
to be utilized for activities occupying the proposed land use zones are 
identified in Table 4.3-1. The types and quantities of hazardous materials 
used would be similar to those used by the base prior to closure.  The 
quantity of hazardous materials utilized under the Proposed Action would 
increase over the baseline conditions at closure due to an increase in airfield, 
aviation support, and industrial land uses, and, to a lesser degree, 
institutional, commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and military 
land uses. The specific chemical compositions and exact use rates are not 
known. 
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Table 4.3-1.  Hazardous Material Usage by Land Use - Proposed Action 

Land Use 

Airfield 

Aviation support 

Industrial 

Institutional 
(medical) 

Institutional 
(educational) 
Commercial 

Residential 

Public facilities/ 
recreation 

Military 

Operation Process 

Aircraft refueling; utilization of clear 
zones, runways, and taxiways 

Operations associated with aircraft 
maintenance, air cargo, transportation- 
related industries, and warehousing; 
manufacturing; administrative offices; 
governmental administrative services; 
airport terminal parking; cargo, 
commercial passenger terminal, 
corporate, and private aviation support 
facilities (e.g., air traffic control tower, 
fuel storage area, fire station), military 
transient aircraft 
Activities associated with diversified 
industrial uses; supporting commercial 
activities, warehousing, and offices 

Hospital/clinic, X-ray unit 

Preschool, Youth Center, Child Care 
Center 
Activities associated with offices and 
back offices 
Utilization/maintenance of single- 
family and multi-family units, 
landscaping, shoppette, preschool 
activities 
Maintenance of existing recreational 
facilities, including indoor (gymnasium, 
swimming pool, bowling center) and 
outdoor (Little Trout Lake, small arms 
firing range, golf course, ball fields) 
facilities 
Michigan Army National Guard and 
U.S. Army Reserve 

Hazardous Materials 

Aviation fuels, glycols, hydraulic 
fluids, POL 
Aerosols, aviation fuels, batteries, 
corrosives, degreasers, glycols, 
heating oils, hydraulic fluids, 
ignitables, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, plating chemicals, POL, 
reactives, solvents, thinners 

Aerosols, cleaners, corrosives, 
degreasers, heating oil, hydraulic 
fluids, ignitables, motor fuels, 
paints, pesticides, plating 
chemicals, POL, solvents, thinners 
Heating oils, household products, 
pharmaceuticals, radiological 
sources 
Heating oils, household products, 
paints, pesticides, POL, thinners 
Heating oils, household products, 
paints, pesticides, thinners 
Cleaners, fertilizers, household 
products, motor fuels, oils, 
pesticides 

Aerosols, chlorine, cleaners, 
fertilizers, heating oils, motor fuels, 
paints, pesticides, POL, small arms 
ammunition, solvents, thinners 

Batteries, cleaners, corrosives, 
glycols, household products, 
ignitables, paint, motor fuels, POL, 
small arms ammunition, solvents, 
thinners 

POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
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If the Proposed Action were implemented, each separate organization would 
be responsible for the management of hazardous materials according to 
applicable regulations.  Additionally, each organization would have to comply 
with the EPCRA by notifying the Marquette County Local Emergency 
Planning Committee of the use of extremely hazardous materials. 
Management of hazardous materials would be in accordance with all 
applicable regulations, and no unacceptable impacts would result. 

4.3.1.2 Hazardous Waste Management.  Hazardous wastes under the 
Proposed Action would be generated from the hazardous materials and the 
processes that utilize these materials (see Table 4.3-1).  Generated wastes 
would include POL, fuels, solvents, batteries, paints, and thinners. 

Activities associated with the Proposed Action would lead to an increase in 
the amount of hazardous waste generated compared to the closure baseline. 
This increase would occur largely from the airfield, aviation support, and 
industrial land uses.   However, hazardous wastes would not create any 
unacceptable impacts if managed in accordance with all applicable 
regulations.   In addition, each owner/operator would be required to obtain 
the appropriate permits for generation and disposal of hazardous waste. 

Upon disposal of parcels, hazardous wastes would fall under the control of 
each property recipient.  The presence of numerous independent owners/ 
operators on the base would change the regulatory requirements.  Once the 
responsibilities of hazardous waste management are allocated to the 
individual organizations, proficiency with handling and spill responses for 
those materials is required by OSHA regulations (29 CFR).   Mutual aid 
agreements with surrounding communities may require additional scrutiny 
and training of emergency staff. 

Disposal may be delayed, and reuse of some K. I. Sawyer AFB properties 
may be restricted based on the investigation and subsequent remediation of 
SWMUs and AOCs that are determined to pose a threat to human health or 
the environment. 

4.3.1.3 Installation Restoration Program. The U.S. Air Force is committed 
to continue IRP activities at K. I. Sawyer AFB under DERP.   Coordination and 
management of these activities will be the responsibility of the OL. 

The type of development that is appropriate for property adjacent to or over 
an IRP site may be limited by the risk to human health and the environment 
posed by contaminants at the site.   For example, residential development 
over an IRP landfill is generally not appropriate.  The risk posed by IRP sites 
is measured by a risk assessment that analyzes the types of substances 
present at a site and the potential means by which the public and the 
environment may be exposed to them.  The RD, or blueprint for remediating 
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the IRP site, considers the results of the risk assessment and the 
geographical extent of the contamination. 

Disposal by deed may be delayed, and reuse of some K. I. Sawyer AFB 
properties may be restricted by the extent and type of contamination at IRP 
sites and by current and future IRP remediation activities (Figure 4.3-1). 
Based on the results of IRP investigations, the Air Force may, where 
appropriate, place limits on land reuse through deed restrictions on 
conveyances and use restrictions on leases. The Air Force may also retain 
right of access to other properties to inspect monitoring wells or conduct 
other remedial activities. The IRP sites within each land use area for the 
Proposed Action are discussed below and summarized in Table 4.3-2. 

Table 4.3-2. IRP Sites within Land Use Areas - Proposed Action 

Proposed Land Use IRP Sites 

Airfield 

Aviation support 

Industrial 

Institutional (medical) 
Institutional (educational) 
Commercial 

Residential 
Public facilities/recreation 

Military 

FT-06, FT-07, LF-08, LF-10, LF-12, OT-14, Fire Training Area 
1 TCE and PCE Plume, Fire Training Area 2 TCE and Benzene 
Plume 
DP-03, FT-07, SS-17, ST-04, ST-16, ST-21, Central Base TCE 
Plume, Central Base Benzene Plume, POL Area Benzene Plume, 
JP-4 Free Product Plume 
DP-01, DP-03, DP-25, SS-05, ST-20, ST-23, ST-24, Central 
Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene Plume, POL Area 
Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume 
Central Base TCE Plume 
None 
OT-15, ST-19, Central Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene 
Plume 
None 
DP-02, LF-08, LF-09, LF-10, LF-11, ST-18, ST-22, Central 
Base TCE Plume, POL Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product 
Plume, BX Service Station Benzene Plume 
None  __^__ 

BX = Base Exchange 
IRP = Installation Restoration Program 
PCE = tetrachloroethylene 
POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
TCE = trichloroethylene 

Airfield.  Current remediation activities at Sites FT-06 and FT-07, including 
remediation of the associated groundwater plumes, should not result in any 
impacts to flight operations.  However, delays in property disposal by deed 
may occur as a result of ongoing remediation and long-term monitoring 
activities.  Remediation of Site LF-08 should not impact flight operations. 
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Remediation and long-term monitoring of Site LF-10 should be completed 
prior to construction of the crosswind runway.   Site LF-12 and Site OT-14 
have been approved by regulators for no further action; therefore, no reuse 
impacts are anticipated at these sites. 

Aviation Support.   Delays in property disposal by deed and implementation 
of land use restrictions may result from IRP investigations, remediation 
activities, and long-term monitoring associated with six sites within this land 
use area.   Delays and restrictions may occur at Sites FT-07 and ST-04, 
where soil bioventing is under way, and the Central Base TCE Plume, where 
a groundwater pump-and-treat system is in place.   Similar impacts could 
result from long-term monitoring and remediation of the Central Base 
Benzene, POL Area Benzene, and JP-4 Free Product plumes, which also 
underlie the aviation support land use area.   Ongoing investigations and 
possible remediation activities for Sites ST-16, SS-17, and ST-21 could 
delay property transfer.   Contaminated soils have been removed from Site 
DP-03; the site has been recommended for no further action, and no impacts 
to reuse are anticipated. 

Industrial.   Delays in property disposal by deed may occur as a result of 
remediation of Sites DP-25, ST-20 (eastern portion of base), ST-23, and 
ST-24.   Bioventing is under way at Sites DP-01 and SS-05 and should not 
impact reuse; however, if additional site remediation is required, such 
activities could delay property disposal by deed.  Land use restrictions or 
delays in property disposal by deed could also result from remedial activities 
or long-term monitoring associated with the Central Base TCE, Central Base 
Benzene, POL Area Benzene, and JP-4 Free Product plumes.   Contaminated 
soils have been removed from Site DP-03; the site has been recommended 
for no further action, and no impacts to reuse are anticipated. 

institutional (Medical).  Some land use restrictions may result from 
monitoring and remediation activities associated with the Central Base TCE 
Plume; however, these activities should not impact reuse of the base 
hospital (Building 850). 

Institutional (Educational).  There are no IRP sites within the proposed 
institutional (educational) land use area. 

Commercial.  Site OT-15 has been approved for no further action; therefore, 
no impacts to reuse are anticipated from this site.   Delays in property 
disposal by deed may result from remedial activities at Site ST-19.   Both 
land use restrictions and delays in property disposal by deed may result from 
remediation and long-term monitoring activities associated with TCE and 
benzene groundwater contamination in the central base area. 

Residential.  There are no IRP sites within the proposed residential land use 
area. 
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Public Facilities/Recreation.   Remediation activities and long-term monitoring 
activities associated with seven IRP sites and four groundwater 
contamination plumes could result in some delays in property disposal by 
deed and reuse, as well as land use restriction.  However, based on the 
overall acreage and anticipated reuse activities associated with this land use, 
impacts due to IRP activities would be considered minor.  Site ST-22 has 
been approved for no further action; therefore, no reuse impacts from this 
site are anticipated. 

Military.  There are no IRP sites within the proposed military land use area. 

Determination of future base land uses will be, to a certain extent, 
dependent upon a regulatory review of the remedial design of the IRP sites. 
This review will identify current monitoring well locations and future land 
use limitations as a result of their presence. The regulatory review process 
includes notifying the FAA of construction and locations of any monitoring 
wells within the airfield.  The RAB will review and provide comments on 
proposed remedial actions and act as the liaison between the local 
community and the Air Force during environmental restoration. 

4.3.1.4 Storage Tanks.  Aircraft flight and maintenance operations, as well 
as industrial and other land use activities, considered under the Proposed 
Action would require both USTs and aboveground storage tanks.  Reused 
and new USTs and aboveground storage tanks that would be required by 
the new owners/operators would be subject to all applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations. These regulations include acceptable leak detection 
methodologies, spill and overfill protection, cathodic protection, secondary 
containment for the tank systems, including the piping and liability 
insurance.   Oil/water separators and aboveground storage tanks to be reused 
would be managed in accordance with applicable regulations and would 
cause no impacts.  USTs that would not be used to support reuse activities 
would be closed in conformance with Subpart G of the Michigan UST 
regulations.  Aboveground storage tanks not used to support reuse activities 
would be emptied, purged of fumes to preclude fire hazards, and secured. 
Oil/water separators that would not be reused would be pumped and 
cleaned and closed in accordance with applicable regulations.   If closed in 
place, drained, washed, and capped in accordance with the National Fire 
Protection Association rules, Chapter 30, the hydrant fueling system would 
not impact flight operations.  However, if removal is required for reuse, the 
hydrant fueling system would impact the reuse of the former SAC 
operational apron, as well as the infrastructure adjacent to the on-base fuel 
transfer line. 

4.3.1.5 Asbestos.  Renovation and demolition of existing structures with 
ACM may occur with reuse development.   Such activities would be subject 
to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations to minimize the potential 
risks to human health and the environment.   Consequently, no impacts 
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would occur as a result of implementation of the Proposed Action.  Property 
recipients would be advised, to the extent known, of the type, condition, 
and amount of ACM within any real property conveyed. 

4.3.1.6 Pesticides.  Pesticide usage associated with the Proposed Action 
would increase from amounts used under closure baseline conditions, as a 
result of the increase in aviation support, industrial, institutional, 
commercial, residential, and public facilities/recreation land uses. 
Management practices would be subject to FIFRA and state regulations; 
therefore, no unacceptable impacts are anticipated. 

4.3.1.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls.  All federally and state-regulated PCB 
equipment and PCB-contaminated equipment have been removed and 
properly disposed of.  Therefore, these materials would not create any 
impacts. 

4.3.1.8 Radon. Since all radon screening survey results were below 
U.S. EPA's recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/l, there would be no 
impact on reuse activities. 

4.3.1.9 Medical/Biohazardous Waste.   Biohazardous materials generated 
with the reuse of the hospital would be subject to conformance with the 
Michigan Medical Waste Management Act. The proposed reuse of the base 
hospital as a clinic should not result in an appreciable change in the 
generation rates of waste products or disposal requirements from preclosure 
conditions.   Biomedical wastes generated under the Proposed Action would 
not represent any unacceptable impacts when managed under all applicable 
regulations. 

4.3.1.10 Ordnance. The EOD range and the active and former grenade 
ranges will be cleared of unexploded ordnance, and the small arms firing 
range will be cleared of spent bullets prior to property disposal. These 
facilities and the former skeet range (Figure 4.3-1) have been identified as 
AOCs (Appendix G) and will be investigated to determine the presence or 
absence of contamination.  Should contaminated soil be identified, property 
disposal and reuse may be delayed by subsequent investigations or 
remediation at the EOD, grenade, and small arms firing ranges.  However, 
because of the overall size and reuse activities associated with the 
recreation and agricultural land use areas, these delays could be considered 
minor impacts. 

If the small arms firing range is reused, the earthen berm at the back of the 
range could become contaminated with lead from spent bullets.  This would 
not create an impact to reuse and would not create any unacceptable 
impacts if the range were properly maintained (i.e., bullets removed and 
properly disposed of on a regular basis). 
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Any unserviceable ordnance will be transported to other DOD facilities for 
disposal prior to property transfer. 

4.3.1.11 Lead-Based Paint. The Proposed Action would involve the 
occupation, demolition, and renovation of existing structures that may 
contain lead-based paints.  Occupants of facilities constructed prior to or 
during 1978 would be advised of this condition if no survey of these 
facilities has been conducted.  Results of lead-based paint surveys of military 
family housing and high-priority facilities would be disclosed to new 
occupants, and lead-based paint would be abated as necessary in 
accordance with Air Force policy.  Demolition or renovation activities would 
be subject to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations to minimize 
potential risks to human health and the environment. 

4.3.1.12 Mitigation Measures.  Because all users would be required to 
comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding use, 
storage, and handling of hazardous substances, these activities would not 
result in substantial environmental impacts, and no mitigation measures 
would be required.  The IRP is an ongoing process that will continue 
regardless of base reuse with remedial measures being implemented as part 
of the ROD for remediation of the IRP site(s).  The following measures are 
provided as a way of further reducing the potential for release of hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste into the environment and for the 
implementation of reuse on or near IRP sites. 

A cooperative planning body for hazardous materials and waste management 
could be established with the support of the new individual reuse recipients 
on the base.   Establishment of such a body could reduce the costs of 
environmental compliance training, health and safety training, and waste 
management, and could increase recycling, minimize waste, and assist in 
mutual aid spill responses.   Implementation of such a planning body would 
be the responsibility of all property recipients (i.e., individual owners/ 
operators). 

The scheduling of collection days for household products such as paints, 
pesticides, and cleaners could mitigate publicly owned treatment works and 
storm water discharge concerns.  Articles in the local papers and classes 
offered by community educational groups could increase public awareness 
of recycling, appropriate use of pesticides, waste minimization, and waste 
disposal.  Collection of household products could provide a proper means of 
disposal of collected items and reduce the amount of hazardous substances 
released to the environment by placement in domestic landfills, through 
storm water systems, or by other illicit means.   Implementation of disposal 
of these substances as regulated hazardous waste would be the 
responsibility of the state or county.   Recycling household waste by the 
property recipients could follow the recommendations of the Michigan Solid 
Waste Management Act. 
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Reuser should follow the recommendation of the Bi-National Program to 
Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin which was signed by Governor 
Engler of Michigan and six other governments in October 1991. The 
program included the federal governments of the United States and Canada; 
the states of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan; and the Province of 
Ontario.  The goal of the program is to commit to zero discharge of 
environmentally persistent toxic chemicals within the Lake Superior Basin by 
initiating pollution prevention measures.  Under this program, the 
governments will ensure that their respective regulatory programs are 
compatible with the attainment of the goal and fair to dischargers on both 
sides of the basin. 

All of the IRP sites may not need to be remediated; however, all of them 
must be addressed and properly closed out.  A proactive land use planning 
approach to reuse would require coordination and enforcement among the 
OL, the RAB, and redevelopment authorities in order to reduce potential 
delays in reuse or redevelopment.  Land use impacts could be mitigated by 
implementing a phased construction schedule.   Such an approach would 
allow for base redevelopment to begin in areas without !RP sites; areas with 
IRP sites would be developed in a later project phase.  Phased 
redevelopment would allow for IRP site remediation with minimal impacts to 
redevelopment.   Redevelopment activities could be coordinated between the 
OL and redevelopment authorities in order to identify existing and future 
locations of groundwater monitoring wells.  This would allow for 
coordinating right-of-egress or establishing easements, as well as preventing 
redevelopment conflicts with existing monitoring wells.   Mitigation measures 
implemented during construction activities could prevent impacts to nearby 
IRP sites.   For example, excessive surface water runoff as a result of 
construction activities may degrade a landfill cap or erode and transport 
(spread) contaminated soils. 

Active coordination between the OL and the appropriate jurisdiction's 
planning department could identify the presence of IRP sites that could limit 
certain land uses (e.g., landfills).  Determination of future land uses would 
be, to a certain extent, dependent on the level of remediation conducted at 
individual IRP sites.  Areas of restricted land use at IRP sites could be 
incorporated into the redevelopment plans as greenbelts, parks, or 
landscaped open spaces. 

The presence of lead-based paint will be disclosed to recipients of military 
family housing (high-priority facilities); the recipients of facilities constructed 
prior to or during 1978 and not previously surveyed for lead-based paint, will 
be notified that lead-based paint may be present.   Coordination of lead- 
based paint removal in conjunction with construction or renovation activities 
could further minimize the risk to human health and the environment. 
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Coordination of ACM removal or management in conjunction with 
construction or renovation activities could reduce the number of potential 
exposures from asbestos. The management of removal of ACM in property 
disposal by deed would be the responsibility of the property recipient. 

4.3.2   International Wayport Alternative 

4.3.2.1 Hazardous Materials Management.  The hazardous materials likely 
to be used for activities occupying the proposed land use zones are 
identified in Table 4.3-3. The types of hazardous materials would be similar 
to those used by the base prior to closure as well as those utilized under the 
Proposed Action. The quantity of hazardous materials utilized under the 
International Wayport Alternative would increase over the baseline 
conditions at closure due to an increase in airfield, aviation support, 
industrial, institutional, and commercial land uses, and, to a lesser degree, 
residential, public facilities/recreation, and agricultural land uses. The 
amounts of hazardous materials utilized during aircraft flight and 
maintenance activities would increase substantially over those used under 
the Proposed Action.   However, hazardous materials used during industrial 
processes under the International Wayport Alternative are anticipated to be 
considerably less than those utilized by industrial processes under the 
Proposed Action, although specific chemical compositions and exact use 
rates are not known.  Management of hazardous materials under all 
applicable regulations, as discussed under the Proposed Action, would not 
result in any unacceptable impacts. 

4.3.2.2 Hazardous Waste Management.   Hazardous wastes under the 
International Wayport Alternative would be generated from the hazardous 
materials and the processes that utilize these materials (Table 4.3-3). 
Generated wastes would include POL, fuels, solvents, batteries, paints, and 
thinners.  Under the International Wayport Alternative, hazardous waste 
management control, activities, and regulatory requirements from these 
generated wastes would be similar to those under the Proposed Action. 

Activities associated with the International Wayport Alternative would lead 
to an increase in the amount of hazardous waste generated when compared 
to the closure baseline.  This increase would occur primarily from the 
airfield, aviation support, industrial, and institutional land uses and to a 
lesser extent from residential and public facilities/recreation land uses. 
Although the International Wayport Alternative would generate more 
aviation-related hazardous waste than the Proposed Action, the amounts of 
hazardous waste would be similar because more industrial-related hazardous 
waste would be generated under the Proposed Action.  Management of 
waste utilizing all applicable regulations would preclude any unacceptable 
impacts under this alternative.   In addition, each owner/operator would be 
required to obtain the appropriate permits for generation and disposal of 
hazardous waste. 
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Table 4.3-3.  Hazardous Material Usage by Land Use - International Wayport Alternative 

Land Use 

Airfield 

Aviation support 

Industrial 

Institutional 
(medical) 

Institutional 
(educational) 

Commercial 

Residential 

Public facilities/ 
recreation 

Operation Process Hazardous Materials 

Agriculture 

Aircraft refueling; utilization of clear 
zones, runways, and taxiways 
Operations associated with aircraft 
maintenance, air cargo, transportation- 
related industries, and warehousing; 
manufacturing; administrative offices; 
governmental administrative services; 
commercial passenger terminal, airport 
terminal parking; cargo, corporate, and 
private aviation support facilities (e.g., 
air traffic control tower, fuel storage 
area, fire station) 
Activities associated with diversified 
industrial uses; manufacturing, 
warehousing, and offices 

Hospital/clinic, X-ray unit, and medical 
training operations 

Vocational and technical training 
facilities, public education, security 
and public health training, student 
housing, administration 

Activities associated with offices, 
retail, service industries, service 
station, restaurants, youth/child care, 
telecommunication, casino gaming, 
conference center 
Utilization/maintenance of single- 
family and multi-family units, and 
landscaping 
Maintenance of existing recreational 
facilities, including indoor (gymnasium, 
swimming pool, bowling center) and 
outdoor facilities (Little Trout Lake, 
golf course, ball fields) 
Timber harvesting 

Aviation fuels, glycols, hydraulic 
fluids, POL 
Aerosols, aviation fuels, batteries, 
corrosives, degreasers, glycols, 
heating oils, hydraulic fluids, 
ignitables, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, plating chemicals, POL, 
reactives, solvents, thinners 

Aerosols, cleaners, corrosives, 
degreasers, heating oil, hydraulic 
fluids, ignitables, motor fuels, 
paints, pesticides, plating 
chemicals, POL, solvents, thinners 

Heating oils, household products, 
pharmaceuticals, radiological 
sources 
Cleaners, corrosives, fertilizers, 
heating oils, household products, 
ignitables, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, small arms 
ammunition, solvents, thinners 

Aerosols, batteries, cleaners, 
corrosives, heating oils, household 
products, ignitables, motor fuels, 
paints, pesticides, POL, solvents, 
thinners 
Cleaners, fertilizers, household 
products, motor fuels, oils, 
pesticides 
Aerosols, chlorine, cleaners, 
fertilizers, heating oils, household 
products, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, solvents, thinners 

Motor fuels, pesticides, POL 

POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
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Disposal by deed may be delayed and reuse of some K. I. Sawyer AFB 
properties may be restricted based on the investigation and subsequent 
remediation of SWMUs and AOCs that are determined to pose a threat to 
human health or the environment. 

4.3.2.3  Installation Restoration Program.  The IRP sites within each land 
use area for the International Wayport Alternative are identified in 
Figure 4.3-2 and summarized in Table 4.3-4.  The continued IRP activities 
and the type of appropriate development for property adjacent to IRP sites 
would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action. 

Table 4.3-4.  IRP Sites within Land Use Areas - International Wayport Alternative 

Proposed Land Use 
Airfield 

IRP Sites 
FT-06, FT-07, LF-10, OT-14, Fire Training Area 2 TCE and 
Benzene Plume 

Aviation support DP-01, DP-03, FT-07, SS-17, ST-04, ST-16, ST-21, ST-23, 
Central Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene Plume, POL 
Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume 

Industrial DP-25, LF-08, LF-12, SS-05, ST-24, POL Area Benzene Plume, 
JP-4 Free Product Plume 

Institutional (medical) Central Base TCE Plume 

Institutional (educational) OT-15, ST-19, Central Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene 
Plume 

Commercial ST-18, ST-20, ST-22, Central Base TCE Plume, BX Service 
Station Benzene Plume 

Residential POL Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume, BX 
Service Station Benzene Plume 

Public facilities/recreation DP-02, LF-08, LF-09, LF-12, Central Base TCE Plume, Central 
Base Benzene Plume, POL Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free 
Product Plume, BX Service Station Benzene Plume 

Agriculture FT-06, LF-10, LF-11, Fire Training Area 1 TCE and PCE Plume 

BX = Base Exchange 
IRP = Installation Restoration Program 
PCE = tetrachloroethylene 
POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
TCE = trichloroethylene 
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IRPSrte 

Benzene in Groundwater 

TCE in Groundwater 

Free Product Plume (JP-4) 

Ordnance Related Ranges 

TCE and PCE in Groundwater 

 Base Boundary 

Note: Plume boundaries not fully characterized. 

IRP Sites and Related 
Groundwater 
Contamination; EOD 
Range, Grenade Ranges, 
and Small Arms Firing 
Range - 
International Wayport 
Alternative 

Figure 4.3-2 
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Airfield.  Current remediation activities at Sites FT-06 and FT-07 and the 
groundwater plumes associated with these sites should not result in any 
impacts to flight operations.  However, delays in property disposal by deed 
may occur as a result of ongoing remediation and long-term monitoring 
activities.   Remediation of Site LF-10 would occur prior to construction of 
the crosswind runway, but land use restrictions could result in order to 
accommodate long-term monitoring activities.  Site OT-14 has been 
approved for no further action; therefore, no reuse impacts are anticipated. 

Aviation Support.  Delays in property disposal by deed and implementation 
of land use restrictions may result from IRP investigations, remediation 
activities, and long-term monitoring associated with eight sites within this 
land use area.  Delays and restrictions may occur at Sites DP-01, FT-07, and 
ST-04, where soil bioventing is under way, and the Central Base TCE Plume, 
where a groundwater pump-and-treat system is in place.  Similar impacts 
could result from long-term monitoring and remediation of the Central Base 
Benzene, POL Area Benzene, and JP-4 Free Product plumes, which also 
underlie the aviation support land use area.  Ongoing investigations and 
possible remediation activities for Sites ST-16, SS-17, ST-21, and ST-23 
could delay property disposal by deed.  However, impacts to reuse may be 
minor since buildout of aviation support facilities is anticipated to be slow. 
Site DP-03 has been recommended for no further action; therefore, no 
impacts to reuse from this site are anticipated. 

Industrial.  Delays in property disposal by deed may occur as a result of 
remediation of Sites DP-25, LF-08, and ST-24.  Land use restrictions could 
occur if fill debris remains in place and the landfill is capped.   Bioventing is 
under way for Site SS-05 and should not impact reuse; however, if 
additional site remediation is required, such activities could delay property 
reuse and disposal.   Land use restrictions or delays in property disposal by 
deed could also result from remedial activities or long-term monitoring 
associated with the POL Area Benzene and JP-4 Free Product plumes. 
Landfill LF-12 has been approved for no further action; therefore, no reuse 
impacts from this site are anticipated. 

Institutional (Medical).  Some land use restrictions may result from 
monitoring and remediation activities associated with the Central Base TCE 
Plume; however, these activities should not impact reuse of the base 
hospital (Building 850). 

Institutional (Educational).   Site OT-15 has been approved for no further 
action; therefore, no impacts to reuse are anticipated at this site.   Delays in 
property disposal by deed may result from remedial activities at Site ST-19. 
Both land use restrictions and delays in property disposal by deed may result 
from remediation and long-term monitoring activities conducted in 
association with TCE and benzene groundwater contamination in the central 
base area. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 4-55 



Commercial.  Remediation of Sites ST-18 (in the central base area) and 
ST-20 (in the military family housing area) may result in delays in reuse. 
Similar delays, as well as land use restrictions, may result from remediation 
and monitoring programs associated with the Central Base TCE Plume and 
the Base Exchange Service Station Benzene Plume.  No further action has 
been approved for Site ST-22 and no impacts to reuse from this site are 
anticipated. 

Residential.  Some land use restrictions may result from long-term 
groundwater monitoring programs and remediation activities associated with 
the POL Area Benzene, JP-4 Free Product, and Base Exchange Service 
Station Benzene plumes; however, these activities should not impact reuse 
of the VOQ and dormitories in the central portion of the base.  No IRP sites 
are within the proposed residential land use area in the southeast portion of 
the base. 

Public Facilities/Recreation.  Remediation activities and long-term monitoring 
activities associated with Sites DP-02, LF-08, and LF-09, and five 
groundwater contamination plumes could result in some delays in property 
disposal by deed and reuse, as well as land use restrictions.  However, 
based on the overall acreage and reuse activities associated with this land 
use, impacts due to IRP activities would be considered minor.   Landfill LF-12 
has been approved for no further action; therefore, no reuse impacts are 
anticipated. 

Agriculture.   Ongoing and future remediation activities and any long-term 
monitoring programs associated with Sites FT-06 (including the Fire Training 
Area 1 TCE and PCE plume), LF-10, and LF-11 could result in some delays in 
property disposal by deed and implementation of land use restrictions. 
However, these restrictions and/or delays would be considered only minor 
impacts, considering the total area proposed for agricultural reuse. 

4.3.2.4 Storage Tanks.  Aircraft flight and maintenance operations, as well 
as industrial, commercial, and other proposed land uses, under the 
International Wayport Alternative would require both USTs and aboveground 
storage tanks.   New and existing storage tanks would be required by new 
owners/operators and would be subject to the same federal, state, and local 
regulations discussed under the Proposed Action.  Oil/water separators to be 
reused would be managed in accordance with applicable regulations and 
would cause no impacts. 

Aboveground storage tanks not used to support reuse activities would be 
emptied, purged of fumes to preclude fire hazards, and secured.  Under this 
alternative, closure of USTs, aboveground storage tanks, and oil/water 
separators would be in accordance with applicable regulations similar to 
those discussed under the Proposed Action.  The hydrant fueling system 
would be closed in accordance with applicable regulations.   Impacts 
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associated with the closure of the hydrant fueling system would be similar 
to those discussed under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2.5 Asbestos.  Renovation and demolition of existing structures with 
ACM may occur with reuse development.  The square footage of facilities 
identified for demolition under the International Wayport Alternative is 
considerably less than under the Proposed Action; therefore, the amount of 
ACM removal and disposal would be less than similar activities under the 
Proposed Action.  Such activities would be subject to all applicable federal, 
state, and local regulations to minimize the potential risks to human health 
and the environment.  Consequently, no impacts would occur as a result of 
these activities.  Property recipients would be advised, to the extent known, 
of the type, condition, and amount of ACM within any real property 
conveyed. 

4.3.2.6 Pesticides.   Pesticide usage associated with the International 
Wayport Alternative would increase from amounts used under closure 
baseline conditions, as a result of the increase in aviation support, industrial, 
institutional, commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and 
agricultural land uses.  Pesticide usage could also increase over the amount 
used under the Proposed Action as a result of increased residential and 
agricultural land uses.   Management practices would be subject to FIFRA 
and state regulations; therefore, no unacceptable impacts are anticipated. 

4.3.2.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls.  All federally and state-regulated PCB 
equipment and PCB-contaminated equipment have been removed and 
properly disposed of; therefore, these materials would not create any 
impacts. 

4.3.2.8 Radon.  Since all radon screening survey results were below the 
U.S. EPA's recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/l, there would be no 
impact on reuse activities. 

4.3.2.9 Medical/Biohazardous Waste.  The amount of medical/biohazardous 
waste generated under the International Wayport Alternative would be 
similar to the quantity generated under the Proposed Action.  All medical/ 
biohazardous waste under this alternative would be managed as described 
for the Proposed Action.   Biomedical wastes generated under the 
International Wayport Alternative would not represent any unacceptable 
impacts when managed under all applicable regulations. 

4.3.2.10 Ordnance.  Management of ordnance-related facilities would be 
similar to that identified under the Proposed Action.  Because of the overall 
acreage and reuse activities associated with the recreational and agriculture 
land use areas, no impacts resulting from investigation or remediation of 
ordnance-related facilities are anticipated.   Remediation of the former skeet 
range should be completed prior to construction of the crosswind runway. 
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Reuse of the small arms firing range may be delayed in order to remove 
spent bullets and, if necessary, remediate contaminated soils.  Management 
under reuse of the small arms firing range would be similar to that identified 
under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2.11 Lead-Based Paint.  Management of lead-based paint under this 
alternative would be similar to that identified under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2.12 Mitigation Measures.  Measures for this alternative would be 
similar to those identified under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.3    Commercial Aviation Alternative 

4.3.3.1 Hazardous Materials Management.  The types of hazardous 
materials used under the Commercial Aviation Alternative are provided in 
Table 4.3-5, and would be similar to those used under the Proposed Action 
and International Wayport Alternative. The quantities used under this 
alternative would increase over the amounts used at closure due to the 
establishment of airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional, 
commercial, and residential land uses, and, to a lesser extent, recreational 
and agricultural land uses.  Quantities of hazardous materials utilized under 
this alternative would be less than the amounts used for the Proposed 
Action due to a decrease in flight operations and a 67 percent decrease in 
industrial land use acreage.  Hazardous material usage would also decrease 
compared to the International Wayport Alternative due to the substantial 
decrease in flight operations and associated aviation support activities. 
Management of these materials under all applicable regulations, as discussed 
under the Proposed Action, would not create any unacceptable impacts. 

4.3.3.2 Hazardous Waste Management.  Under the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative, hazardous wastes would be generated from the hazardous 
materials and processes used (see Table 4.3-5) and would include waste 
POL, solvents, corrosives, paints, and thinners.  Under the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative, hazardous waste management control, activities, and 
regulatory requirements from these generated wastes would be similar to 
those under the Proposed Action. 

Activities associated with the Commercial Aviation Alternative would lead to 
an increase in the amount of hazardous waste generated when compared to 
the closure baseline, but would be less than the amounts generated under 
the Proposed Action and International Wayport Alternative.  This is due to a 
decrease in flight operations, and aviation support and industrial activities. 
The hazardous waste generated under this alternative would be primarily 
from airfield, aviation support, industrial, and institutional uses. 
Management of waste utilizing all applicable regulations would preclude any 
unacceptable impacts under this alternative.   In addition, each owner/ 
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Table 4.3-5.  Hazardous Material Usage by Land Use - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Land Use 

Airfield 

Aviation support 

Industrial 

Institutional 
(educational) 

Commercial 

Residential 

Public facilities/ 
recreation 

Agriculture 

Operation Process 

Aircraft refueling; utilization of clear 
zones, runways, and taxiways 

Operations associated with aircraft 
maintenance, air cargo, transportation- 
related industries, and warehousing; 
manufacturing; administrative offices; 
governmental administrative services; 
commercial passenger terminal, airport 
terminal parking; corporate, and 
private aviation support facilities (e.g., 
air traffic control tower, fuel storage 
area, fire station) 

Activities associated with 
manufacturing, warehousing, storage, 
and corporate office 

Vocational training (search and rescue, 
heat and sewage plant management, 
golf course management, forestry 
management, mining operations), 
medical aid, Child Care Center, Youth 
Center, student housing 

Activities associated with 
neighborhood retail center, service 
industries, office space 

Utilization/maintenance of single- 
family units, multi-family units, 
landscaping, seasonal resort housing 

Maintenance of existing recreational 
facilities including outdoor (the golf 
course Little Trout Lake, all fields) and 
indoor (gymnasium, bowling center, 
swimming pool) facilities 

Hazardous Materials 

Aviation fuels, glycols, hydraulic 
fluids, POL 

Aerosols, aviation fuels, batteries 
corrosives, degreasers, glycols, 
heating oils, hydraulic fluids, 
ignitables, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, plating chemicals, POL, 
reactives, solvents, thinners 

Timber harvesting 

Aerosols, cleaners, corrosives, 
degreasers, heating oils, hydraulic 
fluids, ignitables, motor fuels, 
paints, pesticides, plating 
chemicals, POL, solvents, thinners 

Batteries, cleaners, corrosives, 
fertilizers, heating oils, household 
products, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, pharmaceuticals, POL, 
radiological sources, small arms 
ammunition, thinners, water 
softening chemicals 

Aerosols, corrosives, heating oils, 
household products, paints, 
pesticides, POL, thinners 

Cleaners, fertilizers, household 
products, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, thinners 

Aerosols, chlorine, cleaners, 
fertilizers, heating oils, household 
products, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, thinners 

Motor fuels, pesticides, POL 

POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
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operator would be required to obtain the appropriate permits for generation 
and disposal of hazardous waste. 

Disposal by deed may be delayed and reuse of some K. I. Sawyer AFB 
properties may be restricted based on the investigation and subsequent 
remediation of SWMUs and AOCs that are determined to pose a threat to 
human health or the environment. 

4.3.3.3 Installation Restoration Program. The IRP sites located within each 
land use area for the Commercial Aviation Alternative are identified in 
Figure 4.3-3 and summarized in Table 4.3-6. The continued IRP activities 
and the type of appropriate development for property adjacent to IRP sites 
would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action. 

Table 4.3-6.  IRP Sites within Land Use Areas - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Proposed Land Use IRP Sites 

Airfield 
Aviation support 

Industrial 

Institutional (educational) 

Commercial 
Residential 
Public facilities/recreation 

Agriculture 

None 
DP-01, DP-03, FT-07, SS-17, ST-04, ST-16, ST-21, Central 
Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene Plume, POL Area 
Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume 
DP-25, SS-05, POL Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product 
Plume 
OT-15, ST-18, ST-19, ST-20, ST-22, ST-23, ST-24, Central 
Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene Plume, POL Area 
Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume, BX Service Station 
Benzene Plume 
None 
None 
DP-02, LF-08, LF-09, LF-12, Central Base TCE Plume, POL 
Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume, BX Service 
Station Benzene Plume 
FT-06, FT-07, LF-10, LF-11, OT-14, Central Base TCE 
Plume, Central Base Benzene Plume, Fire Training Area 1 
TCE and PCE Plume, Fire Training Area 2 TCE and Benzene 
Plume 

BX = Base Exchange 
IRP = Installation Restoration Program 
PCE = tetrachloroethylene 
POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
TCE = trichloroethylene 

Airfield.  There are no IRP sites within the proposed airfield land use area. 
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Aviation Support.   Delays in property disposal by deed and implementation 
of land use restrictions may occur as a result of ongoing and future 
remediation and long-term monitoring of the Central Base TCE, Central Base 
Benzene, POL Area Benzene, and JP-4 Free Product plumes.   Similar impacts 
may result at Sites DP-01, FT-07, and ST-04 which are currently undergoing 
soil bioventing, and Sites ST-16 and ST-21.   Remediation of Site SS-17 
could impact reuse of the former SAC operational apron.   Site DP-03 has 
been recommended for no further action following a soil removal project; 
therefore, no impacts to reuse from this site are anticipated. 

industrial.   Delays in property disposal by deed and implementation of land 
use restrictions could occur as a result of ongoing and future remediation 
and long-term monitoring activities at Site SS-05 (undergoing soil 
bioventing) and the POL Area Benzene and JP-4 Free Product plumes.   IRP 
investigations and remediation may result in a delay in property disposal by 
deed for Site DP-25 at the WWTP.   No impacts from IRP remedial activities 
are anticipated to occur to reuse activities associated with the western and 
southern (former alert apron and former Weapons Storage Area, 
respectively) industrial reuse parcels. 

Institutional (Educational).   Remediation activities and long-term monitoring 
programs associated with seven IRP sites and five groundwater 
contamination plumes could result in land use restrictions and delays in 
reuse.  All sites and plumes are within the central base area, with the 
exception of Site ST-20, which is in the eastern portion of the base.   Sites 
OT-15 and ST-22 have been approved for no further action; therefore, no 
reuse impacts are anticipated. 

Commercial.  There are no IRP sites within the proposed commercial land 
use area. 

Residential.  There are no IRP sites within the proposed residential land use 
area. 

Public Facilities/Recreation.   Remediation of Sites LF-08 and LF-09, located 
in the south base area, and Site DP-02, located in the central base area, may 
result in delays in property disposal by deed and reuse.  Ongoing and future 
remediation activities associated with the Central Base TCE Plume, and 
future groundwater remediation of the POL Area Benzene, JP-4 Free 
Product, and Base Exchange Service Station Benzene plumes could result in 
land use restrictions and delays in property disposal by deed.  However, 
these restrictions and/or delays would be considered only minor impacts 
considering the total area proposed for recreational reuse.   Site LF-12 has 
been approved for no further action; therefore, no impacts to reuse are 
anticipated. 
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Agriculture.   Ongoing remediation at Sites FT-06 and FT-07 and the 
associated Fire Training plumes, and future remediation activities and any 
long-term monitoring programs associated with Sites LF-10, LF-11, and the 
Central Base TCE and Benzene plumes, could result in land use restrictions 
and delays in area reuse.  However, based on the overall size of the 
proposed agricultural land use area, impacts due to IRP activities would be 
considered minor.  Site OT-14 has been approved for no further action; 
therefore, no reuse impacts from this site are anticipated. 

4.3.3.4 Storage Tanks.  Industrial operations and facility heating 
requirements under the Commercial Aviation Alternative would require both 
USTs and aboveground storage tanks.  New and existing storage tanks 
would be required by the new owners/operators associated with industrial, 
institutional, and commercial land uses, and would be subject to the same 
federal, state, and local regulations discussed under the Proposed Action. 
Oil/water separators to be reused would be managed in accordance with 
applicable regulations. 

Aboveground storage tanks not utilized to support reuse activities would be 
emptied and purged of fumes to preclude fire hazards.  Under this 
alternative, closure of USTs, aboveground storage tanks, and oil/water 
separators would be in accordance with applicable regulations similar to 
those discussed under the Proposed Action. 

The hydrant fueling system would be closed in accordance with applicable 
regulations.   Impacts associated with the closure of the hydrant fueling 
system would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.3.5 Asbestos.  Renovation and demolition of existing structures that 
contain ACM may occur with reuse development. The square footage of 
facilities identified for demolition under the Commercial Aviation Alternative 
is approximately 25 percent less than under the Proposed Action and about 
eight times greater than under the International Wayport Alternative.  ACM 
abatement is subject to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations to 
minimize the potential risk to human health and the environment, and no 
impacts would occur as a result of their implementation under this 
alternative.   Property recipients would be advised, to the extent known, of 
the type, condition, and amount of ACM within any real property conveyed. 

4.3.3.6 Pesticides.  Under the Commercial Aviation Alternative, pesticide 
usage would increase over closure baseline conditions mainly due to an 
increase in aviation support, industrial, and institutional (educational) land 
uses, and to a lesser degree residential, public facilities/recreation, and 
agricultural land uses.   Management practices would be subject to FIFRA 
and state guidelines and, therefore, would not result in any unacceptable 
impacts. 
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4.3.3.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls. All federally and state-regulated PCB 
equipment and PCB-contaminated equipment have been removed and 
properly disposed of; therefore, these materials would not create any 
impacts. 

4.3.3.8 Radon.  Since all radon screening survey results were below 
U.S. EPA's recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/l, there would be no 
impacts on reuse activities. 

4.3.3.9 Medical/Biohazardous Waste.  The amount of medical/biohazardous 
waste generated by hospital aid training under this alternative would be less 
than under the Proposed Action.  Biomedical wastes generated would not 
represent any unacceptable impacts when managed under all applicable 
regulations. 

4.3.3.10 Ordnance.  Management of the EOD range, the active and former 
grenade ranges, small arms firing range, and former skeet range would be 
similar to those practices discussed under the Proposed Action.  No 
ordnance-related impacts to agricultural lands are anticipated because of the 
overall acreage and reuse activities associated with this land use.   However, 
investigation and remediation activities associated with the small arms firing 
range could delay property disposal.  Management under reuse of the small 
arms firing range would be similar to the Proposed Action. 

4.3.3.11 Lead-Based Paint.  Lead-based paint management practices under 
this alternative would be similar to those identified under the Proposed 
Action. 

4.3.3.12 Mitigation Measures.   Measures for this alternative would be 
similar to those identified under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.4    Recreation Alternative 

4.3.4.1   Hazardous Materials Management.  The types of hazardous 
materials used under the Recreation Alternative are provided in Table 4.3-7. 
These would be similar to materials used under the Proposed Action and 
other alternatives, with the exception of those materials utilized specifically 
for aviation-related activities.  The quantities utilized under this alternative 
would increase over the amounts utilized at closure, largely due to the 
establishment of industrial development.   Under the Recreation Alternative, 
the quantities of hazardous materials used would be less than under the 
Proposed Action, International Wayport Alternative, and the Commercial 
Aviation Alternative due to the absence of aircraft operations and fewer 
industrial and institutional activities.  Hazardous materials used under this 
alternative would be primarily associated with industrial, and, to a lesser 
degree, institutional, commercial, residential, and recreational land uses. 
Management of hazardous materials under all applicable regulations, as 
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Table 4.3-7.  Hazardous Material Usage by Land Use - Recreation Alternative 

Land Use 

Industrial 

Operation Process Hazardous Materials 

Institutional 
(educational) 

Commercial 

Residential 

Public 
facilities/recreation 

Activities associated with light 
industry and manufacturing, 
warehousing and storage, corporate 
offices 

Vocational training facilities, student 
housing, recreation center 

Activities associated with retail, office, 
service industries; casino gaming; 
telecommunications operations; 
restaurants; financial companies (order 
processing) 
Utilization/maintenance of single-family 
and multi-family units, dormitories/ 
apartments, landscaping 

Maintenance of existing indoor and 
outdoor recreational facilities including 
golf course, gymnasium, swimming 
pools, cultural center, recreational 
vehicle camping, and other 
recreational facilities 

Aerosols, cleaners, corrosives, 
degreasers, heating oils, hydraulic 
fluids, ignitables, motor fuels, 
paints, pesticides, plating 
chemicals, POL, reactives, 
solvents, thinners 

Aerosols, cleaners, corrosives, 
heating oils, household products, 
ignitables, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, solvents, thinners 

Heating oils, household products, 
paints, pesticides, thinners 

Cleaners, fertilizers, household 
products, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, thinners 

Aerosols, chlorine, cleaners, 
fertilizers, heating oils, household 
products, motor fuels, paints, 
pesticides, POL, thinners 

POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 

discussed under the Proposed Action, would not result in any unacceptable 
impacts. 

4.3.4.2 Hazardous Waste Management.   Hazardous wastes under the 
Recreation Alternative would be generated mostly from industrial-related 
hazardous materials and processes (see Table 4.3-7), and could consist of 
solvents, corrosives, plating waste, POL, fuels, paints, and thinners.  Under 
the Recreation Alternative, hazardous waste management control, activities, 
and regulatory requirements from these generated wastes would be similar 
to those under the Proposed Action. 

Activities associated with the Recreation Alternative would lead to an 
increase in the amount of hazardous waste generated when compared to the 
closure baseline due to the increase in industrial activities.   Hazardous waste 
generation under this alternative would be less than under the Proposed 
Action and International Wayport and Commercial Aviation alternatives due 
to the absence of aircraft operations and fewer industrial and/or institutional 
land use activities.  Management of waste utilizing all applicable regulations 
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would preclude any unacceptable impacts under this alternative. In addition, 
each owner/operator would be required to obtain the appropriate permits for 
generation and disposal of hazardous waste. 

Disposal by deed may be delayed and reuse of some K. I. Sawyer AFB 
properties may be restricted based on the investigation and subsequent 
remediation of SWMUs and AOCs that are determined to pose a threat to 
human health or the environment. 

4.3.4.3  Installation Restoration Program. The IRP sites located within each 
land use area for the Recreation Alternative are identified in Figure 4.3-4 and 
summarized in Table 4.3-8. The continued IRP activities and the type of 
appropriate development for property adjacent to IRP sites would be similar 
to those discussed under the Proposed Action. 

Table 4.3-8.  IRP Sites within Land Use Areas - Recreation Alternative 

Proposed Land Use IRP Sites 

Industrial 

Institutional (educational) 

Commercial 
Residential 
Public facilities/recreation 

DP-01, DP-25, SS-05, SS-17, ST-04, ST-16, ST-21, ST-23, 
ST-24, Central Base TCE Plume, Central Base Benzene 
Plume, POL Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 Free Product Plume 
OT-15, ST-18, ST-22, Central Base TCE Plume, Central Base 
Benzene Plume, BX Service Station Benzene Plume 
None 
Central Base TCE Plume 
DP-02, DP-03, FT-06, FT-07, LF-08, LF-09, LF-10, LF-11, LF- 
12, OT-14, SS-17, ST-19, ST-20, Central Base TCE Plume, 
Central Base Benzene Plume, POL Area Benzene Plume, JP-4 
Free Product Plume, BX Service Station Benzene Plume, Fire 
Training Area 1 TCE and PCE Plume, Fire Training Area 2 TCE 
and Benzene Plume 

BX = Base Exchange 
IRP = Installation Restoration Program 
PCE = tetrachloroethylene 
POL = petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
TCE = trichloroethylene 

Industrial.  Ongoing soil bioventing at Sites DP-01, SS-05, and ST-04, as 
well as continuing investigations at six additional IRP sites within the 
industrial land use zone, may delay property disposal by deed.  Current 
remediation activities associated with the Central Base TCE Plume, as well 
as future monitoring and remediation of the Central Base Benzene, POL Area 
Benzene, and JP-4 Free Product plumes, could result in land use restrictions 
and delays in reuse.  Impacts to industrial reuse are anticipated to be minor 
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since only 5 percent of the proposed land use area is expected to be 
developed by 2015. 

Institutional (Educational).  Delays in property disposal by deed may occur as 
a result of remediation activities at Site ST-18.  Land use restrictions as well 
as delays in disposal of property by deed could result from current 
groundwater monitoring programs and remediation activities associated with 
the Central Base TCE Plume and future implementation of remedial activities 
for the Central Base Benzene Plume and the Base Exchange Service Station 
Benzene Plume.   Sites OT-15 and ST-22 have been approved for no further 
action; therefore, no impacts to reuse are anticipated at these sites. 

Commercial.  There are no IRP sites within the proposed commercial land 
use area. 

Residential.   Current and future remediation and groundwater monitoring 
activities associated with the Central Base TCE Plume may result in land use 
restrictions and delays in property disposal by deed. 

Public Facilities/Recreation.   Ongoing remediation at Sites DP-02, FT-06, and 
FT-07, as well as future remediation activities and long-term monitoring 
activities associated with seven additional sites and seven groundwater 
contamination plumes, could result in some delays in property disposal and 
reuse by deed as well as land use restrictions.   However, based on the 
overall acreage and anticipated reuse associated with this land use, impacts 
due to IRP activities would be considered minor.   Sites LF-12 and OT-14 
have been approved for no further action, and Site DP-03 has been 
recommended for no further action; therefore, no impacts to reuse are 
anticipated at these sites. 

4.3.4.4 Storage Tanks.   Under the Recreation Alternative, industrial, 
institutional, and commercial facilities would require the use of both USTs 
and aboveground storage tanks.  New and existing storage tanks required by 
the new owners/operators would be subject to the same federal, state, and 
local regulations as those discussed under the Proposed Action.   Oil/water 
separators to be reused would be managed in accordance with applicable 
regulations. 

Aboveground fuel storage tanks not utilized to support reuse activities would 
be emptied and purged of fumes to preclude fire hazards.   Closure of USTs, 
aboveground storage tanks, and oil/water separators would be in accordance 
with applicable regulations similar to those discussed under the Proposed 
Action. 

The hydrant fueling system would be closed in accordance with applicable 
regulations.   Impacts associated with the closure of the hydrant fueling 
system would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action. 
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4.3.4.5 Asbestos.   Renovation and demolition of existing structures that 
contain ACM may occur with reuse development under the Recreation 
Alternative.  Scheduled demolition and renovation would be considerably 
greater than such activities identified under the Proposed Action and other 
alternatives. These activities are subject to all applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations to minimize the potential risk to human health and the 
environment; therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the Recreation 
Alternative.   Property recipients would be advised, to the extent known, of 
the type, condition, and amount of ACM within any real property conveyed. 

4.3.4.6 Pesticides.  Pesticide usage would increase over closure baseline 
conditions under the Recreation Alternative due to an increase in industrial, 
institutional (educational), commercial, residential, and public facilities/ 
recreation land use areas.  Pesticide use under this alternative would be 
considerably less than under the Proposed Action and the other alternatives 
because of a decrease in developed/landscaped areas and residential use. 
Management practices would be subject to FIFRA and state guidelines and 
would preclude any unacceptable impacts. 

4.3.4.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls.  All federally and state-regulated PCB 
equipment and PCB-contaminated equipment have been removed and 
properly disposed of; therefore, no impacts would occur. 

4.3.4.8 Radon.  Since all radon screening survey results were below 
U.S. EPA's recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/l, there would be no 
impacts on reuse activities. 

4.3.4.9 Medical/Biohazardous Waste.   No medical/biohazardous waste 
would be generated under the Recreation Alternative. Therefore, no impacts 
from medical/biohazardous wastes would result. 

4.3.4.10 Ordnance.  Management of the EOD range, the active and former 
grenade ranges, the small arms firing range, and former skeet range would 
be similar to those practices discussed under the Proposed Action.  There 
would be no reuse of the small arms firing range under this alternative. 

4.3.4.11 Lead-Based Paint.  Lead-based paint management practices under 
this alternative would be similar to those identified under the Proposed 
Action. 

4.3.4.12 Mitigation Measures.  Measures for this alternative would be 
similar to those identified under the Proposed Action. 

4.3.5    No-Action Alternative 

Facility and grounds maintenance (e.g., painting and pest control) would be 
the primary activities that would involve hazardous materials.   Under the 
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No-Action Alternative, the OL and caretaker would manage all hazardous 
waste under the applicable regulations. The only other hazardous 
materials/waste issues associated with this alternative would concern the 
final phases of the IRP activities. 

4.3.5.1 Hazardous Materials Management.  Hazardous materials would be 
used in preventive and regular maintenance activities, grounds maintenance, 
and water and wastewater treatment. The materials used for these 
activities would include heating oils, motor fuels, POL, pesticides, paints, 
and thinners. The OL and caretaker would be responsible for hazardous 
materials handling training, as well as hazardous materials communication 
requirements of the EPCRA and OSHA regulations.  Quantities of hazardous 
materials would be similar to those used at closure. 

4.3.5.2 Hazardous Waste Management.  With the exception of facilities 
used by OL and caretaker personnel, all accumulation points and satellite 
accumulation points would be closed, and the DRMO would dispose of all 
hazardous waste prior to closure.  The amount of hazardous waste 
generated would be similar to the amount generated at closure.  The small 
amount of hazardous waste that would be generated under the No-Action 
Alternative may enable the OL and caretaker to become an exempt, small- 
quantity generator.  The OL and caretaker must comply with all applicable 
RCRA and state hazardous waste regulations.  Additionally, SWMUs and 
AOCs determined to pose a threat to human health or the environment 
would be remediated. 

4.3.5.3 Installation Restoration Program.   Ongoing investigations and 
remedial design activities would be continued by the individual IRP 
contractors. The OL would support the utility requirements for these 
contractors and provide security for the IRP areas. 

The groundwater pump-and-treat system will continue to remediate the 
Central Base TCE Plume (including Site DP-02).  The remaining groundwater 
contamination plumes will undergo an RI/FS to determine the extent of 
contamination and evaluate remediation alternatives with the exception of 
the Fire Training Area 2 TCE and Benzene Plume which is scheduled for 
continued monitoring only.  All base landfill sites, except Site LF-12, are 
undergoing similar RI/FS investigations.  A site(s) remediation plan will be 
submitted for regulatory approval and public review, with a final decision on 
remediation presented in a ROD.   Upon issuing a ROD, design and eventual 
implementation of a remediation alternative may begin.  Soil bioventing 
systems in place at the POL Storage Area (OU-1; Sites DP-01, SS-05, and 
ST-04) and the Fire Training Areas (Sites FT-06 and FT-07) will remain in 
operation; however, final remediation methods have yet to be determined. 
Investigations to determine the existence of any additional petroleum- 
contaminated soils will continue at the sites identified during the 1992 
basewide UST removal project.  Sites LF-12, OT-14, OT-15, and ST-22 have 
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been approved, and Site DP-03 has been recommended for no further 
action.  No additional investigation of these sites will be conducted. 

4.3.5.4 Storage Tanks.   USTs remaining at K. I. Sawyer AFB would be 
managed by the OL and caretaker.  Cathodic protection and leak detection 
systems on the USTs would be the responsibility of the OL and caretaker. 
Federal regulations require the closure of USTs out of service for 1 year or 
longer. The apron hydrant fueling system is scheduled to be closed in place 
in accordance with all applicable regulations. 

The aboveground storage tanks would be purged of fuel fumes to preclude 
fire hazards.  MDEQ may order the removal of tanks that are out of service. 
The OL and caretaker would provide repair and general maintenance for the 
remaining aboveground storage tanks and piping.  Under the No-Action 
Alternative, all oil/water separators would be pumped and cleaned. 

4.3.5.5 Asbestos.  The impacts from ACM under the No-Action Alternative 
would be minimal.  Vacated buildings would be secured to prevent contact 
with ACM if the No-Action Alternative were implemented.   Management of 
ACM in occupied facilities would be accomplished to protect human health. 

4.3.5.6 Pesticides.  Under the No-Action Alternative, the grounds and golf 
course would be maintained in a manner to facilitate economic resumption 
of use. There should not be an appreciable increase in the use of pesticides 
from the closure baseline.  Application of pesticides would be conducted in 
accordance with FIFRA and state regulations to ensure the proper and safe 
handling and application of all chemicals. 

4.3.5.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls.  All federally and state-regulated PCB 
equipment and PCB-contaminated equipment has been removed and properly 
disposed of; therefore, these materials will not create any impacts under the 
No-Action Alternative. 

4.3.5.8 Radon.  Since all radon screening survey results were below 
U.S. EPA's recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/l, there would be no 
impact from implementation of the No-Action Alternative. 

4.3.5.9 Medical/Biohazardous Waste. All existing materials will be removed 
prior to closure; therefore, these materials would not create an impact under 
the No-Action Alternative. 

4.3.5.10 Ordnance. The EOD range and the active and former grenade 
ranges will be cleared of unexploded ordnance; the small arms firing range 
will be cleared of spent bullets.  All facilities, including the former skeet 
range, will be investigated to determine the presence of soil contamination, 
and any contaminated soils would be remediated. 
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4.3.5.11 Lead-Based Paint.  Impacts from lead-based paint under the No- 
Action Alternative would be minimal.  Vacated facilities would be secured to 
prevent entry.  Occupied facilities would be maintained to prevent exposure 
to lead-based paint. 

4.3.5.12 Mitigation Measures.  Under the No-Action Alternative, the OL 
and caretaker would be responsible for the basewide management of 
hazardous materials/waste.  Contingency plans developed to address spill 
response would be less extensive than those required for any of the reuse 
alternatives.  Implementation of such procedures could effectively mitigate 
any potential impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative. 

4.3.6    Other Land Use Concepts 

This section discusses the independent land use concepts within the 
framework of the IRP, and within the context of the hazardous materials 
typically associated with the proposed reuse. 

Michigan Army National Guard.   Vehicle maintenance operations at Building 
608 would utilize hazardous materials such as motor fuels, POL, hydraulic 
fluids, corrosives, paints, thinners, solvents, cleaners, and ignitables. 
Hazardous wastes would be generated from the use of these materials. 
Household cleaning products, paints, and thinners would be utilized at the 
crew readiness facility (Building 104).  All hazardous materials and waste 
management would be handled in accordance with applicable regulations. 
Seven SWMUs (26, 78, 79, 80, 81, 92, and 96) have been identified at 
Building 608; descriptions of these SWMUs are provided in Appendix G. 
Only SWMU 26, the Basewide Sanitary Sewer System, is associated with 
Building 104.   Investigations and any necessary remediation of SWMUs 
could impact the reuse of these facilities.  There are no IRP sites within this 
land use concept.  Use of the small arms firing range by the MANG would 
be in accordance with applicable regulations.   Buildings 104, 608, and 
5023, as well as the small arms firing range support facility (Building 866), 
have not been surveyed for ACM and may also contain lead-based paint 
since all of these facilities were constructed prior to 1978.  If ACM or lead- 
based paint are discovered in these facilities and they pose a risk to human 
health or the environment, they would be abated in accordance with 
applicable regulations.   If pesticides are used under this concept, they would 
be managed in accordance with FIFRA. 

No impacts relating to hazardous materials and hazardous waste 
management have been identified for the driving skills practice area in the 
west-central portion of the base. 

Correctional Institution.   Hazardous materials would be utilized for facility 
maintenance and operations.  These materials would include fuels, POL, 
heating oils, paints, thinners, solvents, pesticides, and household products. 
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Small amounts of hazardous wastes may be generated by the use of 
hazardous materials.  In addition, small amounts of biomedical wastes may 
be generated; these wastes would be handled in accordance with applicable 
federal and state regulations.  Installation of new storage tanks would 
comply with federal and state standards.  Management of this facility in 
compliance with all applicable regulations would preclude any unacceptable 
impacts.  No IRP sites have been identified within the proposed correctional 
facility land use area. 

Sawmill. Hazardous materials would be used for sawmill equipment and 
vehicle maintenance, and would most likely include motor fuels, POL, 
hydraulic fluids, antifreeze, solvents, degreasers, paints, thinners, pesticides, 
wood preservatives, and, to a lesser extent, hazardous household and office 
products. The use of these materials may generate small amounts of 
hazardous waste.  Reuse of some facilities may be delayed, or restrictions 
may be imposed on certain areas associated with this alternative as a result 
of ongoing investigations and/or subsequent remediation of ten SWMUs and 
two AOCs.  The SWMUs and AOCs associated with this alternative include 
the basewide SWMUs 26 and 27 (the sanitary sewer and storm drain 
systems) in addition to SWMUs 74, 75, 85, 86, 87, 92, 95, and 99, and 
AOCs H and J.  No IRP sites are associated with this proposed reuse. 
Installation and management of new storage tanks would be conducted in 
accordance with federal and state regulations.  If ACM or lead-based paint 
are identified in any facility associated with this proposed reuse, and if they 
pose a risk to human health or the environment, they will be abated in 
accordance with applicable regulations.  Any pesticides utilized under this 
proposal would be managed in accordance with FIFRA. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.   Hazardous materials most likely to be utilized 
under this land use concept could include motor fuels, POL, hydraulic fluids, 
antifreeze, solvents, and degreasers for vehicle maintenance.  Facility 
maintenance could include the use of hazardous materials such as heating 
fuels, POL, pesticides, paints, thinners, and household products.  The use of 
these materials may generate small amounts of hazardous wastes. 
Operations conducted with this proposed reuse would also include the 
transport and storage on base of hazardous waste found during the recycling 
of solid waste. These wastes would be stored in accordance with applicable 
regulations and would be disposed of in an off-base-regulated facility. 
Delays in facility reuse or restrictions on land use may result from the 
investigation and/or remediation of ten SWMUs and one AOC associated 
with the heat plant (SWMUs 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 [sanitary 
sewer system], 27 [storm drain system], and AOC 105 [the heating plant 
coal storage pile]).  SWMUs 2 and 3 are associated with the DRMO facility 
(Buildings 417 and 419, respectively).  Similar impacts to reuse may result 
from investigation and/or remediation associated with IRP Site SS-05 (DRMO 
Storage Yard).  Installation and management of new storage tanks would be 
conducted in accordance with federal and state regulations.  Asbestos 
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and/or lead-based paint that poses a risk to human health or the 
environment, identified in any facility associated with this proposed reuse 
would be abated in accordance with applicable regulations. The use of 
pesticides under this proposed reuse would be conducted in accordance with 
FIFRA. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  Hazardous materials 
most likely to be utilized under this proposed reuse could include motor 
fuels, POL, hydraulic fluids, antifreeze, solvents, and degreasers for vehicle 
maintenance.   Facility maintenance could include the use of hazardous 
materials such as heating fuels, POL, pesticides, paints, thinners, and 
household products.  The use of these materials may generate small 
amounts of hazardous waste.  Operations conducted in accordance with this 
proposed reuse would also include the transport and storage of hazardous 
waste on base.  Waste would be stored in accordance with applicable 
regulations and would be disposed of in an off-base-regulated facility. 
Delays in facility reuse or restrictions on land use may result from the 
investigation and/or remediation of SWMUs and one AOC associated with 
the facilities proposed for reuse under this land use concept.  SWMUs 26 
(sanitary sewer system) and 27 (storm drain system) are basewide and are 
associated with all of the facilities considered here.  In addition, there are 
eight SWMUs and one AOC at the heating plant (SWMUs 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 24, 25, and AOC 105).  SWMUs 68, 69, 70, and 71 are associated 
with the auto hobby shop (Building 824) and SWMU 73 is at the Base 
Exchange service station (Building 826).  There are no other SWMUs or 
AOCs associated with the Education Center (Building 540) or the Base 
Exchange (Building 643).   Impacts to reuse may result from investigation 
and/or remediation associated with IRP sites ST-18 and ST-22.  Additionally, 
land use restrictions may be implemented in the area of the Base Exchange 
service station in order to accommodate remediation of the benzene 
groundwater plume.  Installation and management of new storage tanks 
would be conducted in accordance with federal and state regulation. 
Asbestos and/or lead-based paint that poses a risk to human health or the 
environment and identified in any facility associated with this proposed 
reuse would be abated in accordance with applicable regulations.  The use 
of pesticides under this proposed reuse shall be conducted in accordance 
with FIFRA. 

4.4       NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

This section describes the potential environmental effects of the reuse 
alternatives on the natural resources of geology and soils, water resources, 
air quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources on the base 
and in the surrounding region. 
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4.4.1    Geology and Soils 

The potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action and reuse 
alternatives on the local geology and soils have been analyzed based on 
review of published literature.  Geology and soils would be affected primarily 
during ground-disturbing activities, where local soil profiles could be altered. 
Most of the soil impacts would be short term; disturbed soils would remain 
relatively stable in the long term because they would be overlain by facilities 
or pavement, or managed in accordance with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service recommendations to minimize erosion.  Acreages to be 
disturbed under the Proposed Action and alternatives between closure and 
5, 10, and 20 years of redevelopment are presented in Chapter 2.  Soil 
contamination from hazardous materials/wastes is discussed in Section 4.3, 
Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. 

4.4.1.1   Proposed Action.  Effects of the Proposed Action on the regional 
geology and soils would be minimal, and would result primarily from ground 
disturbance associated with facility construction, renovation, demolition, and 
infrastructure improvement.  These activities could alter the soil profiles and 
local topography. 

Use of sand and gravel resources (e.g., for construction material and 
concrete) for new facilities and roadways would not be expected to reduce 
availability of these materials from local supplies.  No sand and gravel 
deposits of economic interest are known or expected to be present at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB. 

The Proposed Action is not expected to cause any impacts to potential 
mineral resources.  The proposed reuse activities are similar to existing base 
operations; therefore, conditions regarding mineral resources are not 
expected to change. These actions would not cause any irreversible or 
irretrievable loss of resources. 

Under the Proposed Action, 681 acres of land would be disturbed.  Because 
local soils are susceptible to wind erosion, short-term impacts could occur. 
During ground-disturbing activities, demolition of existing facilities, removal 
of vegetative cover, and grading would increase the potential for wind 
erosion.  With the Proposed Action most of the erosion potential would be 
associated with the development of the industrial area within the military 
family housing area and areas west of the runway.   Prior to construction a 
soil erosion control plan for disturbances greater than 1 acre would need to 
be prepared and submitted to the county for approval as part of the 
construction permitting process.  This plan must include a detailed strategy 
for reduction of potential soil erosion.  Once disturbed areas have been 
covered with pavement, buildings, facilities, or vegetation, susceptibility to 
erosion would be minimal. 
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Military activities associated with the MANG and U.S. Army Reserve would 
consist of equipment and operations training and temporary channel bridge 
assembly.  Because no soil disturbance other than off-road driving is 
anticipated, impacts are expected to be minimal. 

The organic soil of the Silver Lead Creek area severely limits its suitability for 
building development.  The Proposed Action does not include plans to 
develop the Silver Lead Creek area.  Conversely, the upland area soils on 
base are well suited for roadway and facility development. 

A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) was prepared and 
submitted to the Natural Resources Conservation Service to evaluate 
impacts to prime farmland soils. The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service determined that no prime, unique, statewide, or local important 
farmland would be affected (Appendix L). 

As discussed in Section 4.3, Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste 
Management, ongoing studies and restorations of contaminated soil would 
continue as required.  Because the specific decisions within the Proposed 
Action would be designed to prevent interference with these activities, no 
impacts to soil contamination would be expected. 

Mitigation Measures.  A soil erosion control plan for disturbances greater 
than 1 acre would be required by the Marquette County Health Department 
to reduce erosion associated with the ground disturbance anticipated under 
this alternative.  Various alternative measures are available to minimize 
erosion problems associated with wind and water, especially during ground- 
disturbing activities when trenches and cut slopes are exposed. The 
Guidebook for Best Management Practices for Michigan Watersheds 
(Michigan Department of Natural Resources, n.d.) prepared by the MDNR 
Surface Water Quality Division provides methods for controlling erosion from 
construction sites and other areas.   In addition, the Marquette County Soil 
and Water Conservation District has prepared the Uniform Standards and 
Specifications for Michigan's Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act for 
Marquette County to establish basic criteria for design, installation, and 
maintenance of soil erosion and sediment control in the county. The 
following is an example of some of the various recommendations contained 
within these documents that could be used to reduce soil erosion: 

• Addition of protective covering, such as mulch, straw, plastic, 
netting over the mulch or straw, or combinations of the above 

• Use of sandbags as diverting techniques or sediment basins to 
reduce water erosion of slopes, partial graded streets, and graded 
building pads 

• Maintenance of a buffer strip of vegetation around streams or lakes, 
where possible, to filter sediments 
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• Revegetation of slopes and open areas as soon as practical with 
seeded wood-base mulch 

• Limiting the amount of area disturbed and the length of time slopes 
and barren ground are exposed 

• Retaining as much tree cover adjacent to exposed ground as 
possible for use as natural wind breaks. 

After the construction phase, the most effective long-term erosion control 
could be accomplished by keeping soils under vegetation cover and planting 
wind breaks. The type of vegetation used as wind breaks must comply with 
FAA standards in areas intended for aircraft runways and taxiways. After 
construction, soils underlying facilities and pavements would not be subject 
to erosion. Soil erosion measures would be implemented by the property 
recipients or their development contractor.  The effectiveness and cost of 
the above mitigation measures would depend upon the wind, soil type, 
slope, and type of material used to reduce erosion. The above measures for 
reducing soil erosion are all considered effective depending on the site 
characteristics.  For construction near housing or streams the most effective 
measures to reduce soil erosion effects may include the use of buffer strips. 
Buffer strips could consist of natural vegetation, undeveloped land, or may 
be planted with grasses such as red fescue or perennial rye grass.   For steep 
slopes or partially graded areas the use of sandbags or sediment basins has 
been proven effective in reducing erosion.   Effective measures for reducing 
soil erosion on level areas not near critical resources could include limiting 
the amount of area disturbed and length of time the barren area is exposed. 
Reducing soil erosion would benefit water resources and biological resources 
by minimizing turbidity in streams and wetlands. 

4.4.1.2 International Wayport Alternative.   Effects of the International 
Wayport Alternative on the regional geology and soils would be similar to 
those under the Proposed Action, except less land (380 acres) would be 
disturbed.   Effects from soil disturbance and erosion are considered to be 
short term because exposed areas would be covered by pavement or natural 
landscaping, thus reducing the erosion potential. Timber activities within 
the agricultural land use would occur once during the 20-year analysis 
period.  Because of the permeable soils, flat topography of this area, and 
reforestation after harvesting, effects of erosion would be minimal. 
Construction of the crosswind runway proposed for this alternative would 
not be expected to reduce availability of local sand and gravel resources. 

Mitigation Measures.   Potential mitigation measures to minimize erosion 
would be similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action.   Potential 
erosion resulting from forest management activities could be reduced by the 
property recipients by limiting the time between harvest and reforestation. 
Additionally, limiting individual harvest areas has been found effective in 
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reducing erosion. This can be accomplished by dispersing small patch cuts 
over a large area and not allowing harvest of adjacent areas until new stands 
have become established.  Following the recommendations of the Escanaba 
River State Forest Comprehensive Resource Management Plan during timber 
harvesting would further reduce soil erosion.  Recommendations in the plan 
that have been found most effective in reducing the effects of soil erosion to 
water bodies include maintaining a band of natural vegetation, 150 feet 
wide, on each side of and parallel to the water resource (Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources, 1991). Reducing soil erosion from timber 
activities would benefit water resources and biological resources by 
minimizing turbidity in streams and wetlands. 

4.4.1.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative.  Types of impacts associated with 
geology and soils under this alternative would be similar to those under the 
Proposed Action, except that less land (259 acres) would be disturbed. 
Impacts from soil disturbance and erosion are considered to be short term 
because exposed areas would be covered by pavement or natural 
landscaping, thus reducing the erosion potential.  There would be some 
potential for increased erosion of soil by wind and water in the military 
family housing area, which is proposed for demolition, until vegetation 
becomes re-established. Timber activities within the agricultural land use 
would occur once during the 20-year analysis period.   Because of the 
permeable soils and flat topography, effects of erosion would be minimal. 

Mitigation Measures.   Potential mitigation measures to minimize erosion 
would be similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action.  Mitigation 
measures for timber harvesting would be the same as those discussed for 
the International Wayport Alternative. 

4.4.1.4 Recreation Alternative.  Types of impacts associated with geology 
and soils under this alternative would be similar to those under the Proposed 
Action, except that less land (201 acres) would be disturbed.   Exposure of 
those soils caused by the demolition of more than two-thirds of the military 
family housing would increase the potential for erosion, but this impact 
would be short term until vegetation is re-established. 

Mitigation Measures.   Potential mitigation measures to minimize erosion 
would be similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.1.5 No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative would result in 
no impacts to the geology and soils of the base area or the surrounding 
region. The construction activities associated with this alternative would be 
minimal or nonexistent and would be restricted to maintenance activities. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 
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4.4.1.6 Other Land Use Concepts.   Effects on geology and soils as a result 
of the other land use concepts that may be implemented are described 
below. 

Michigan Army National Guard. Training maneuvers associated with this use 
could impact soils through erosion if vehicles (e.g., bulldozers) are used off 
road. MANG does not propose using these vehicles to move soil, but only 
to practice driving skills; therefore, soil disturbance is expected to be 
minimal.  No impacts would be associated with vehicle maintenance 
activities in Building 608. 

Correctional Institution.   Building this proposed facility could disturb up to 
161 acres.  Construction and grading activities associated with the 
correctional institution would increase the potential for erosion effects, 
similar to those under the reuse alternatives.  However, mitigation measures, 
as described under the Proposed Action, would be implemented during 
construction to limit the amount of soil erosion. 

Sawmill.  Proposed construction under this land use concept could disturb 
up to 2 acres.  Construction and grading activities associated with the 
sawmill would increase the potential for erosion effects, similar to those 
under the reuse alternatives.   However, mitigation measures, as described 
under the Proposed Action, would be implemented during construction to 
limit the amount of soil erosion. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.  No construction or operational activities that 
would disturb the geology and soils on the base would occur under this 
concept. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  The minor construction 
associated with this concept would be less than 1 acre.  Proposed 
construction would occur within the heating plant facility and would not 
affect local geology and soils. 

4.4.2   Water Resources 

The following section describes the potential environmental effects on water 
resources as a result of the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Ground- 
disturbing activities could alter soil profiles and natural drainages, which, in 
turn, could alter water flow patterns temporarily.   Impacts on water quality 
from hazardous waste contamination are addressed in Section 4.3, 
Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. 

4.4.2.1   Proposed Action 

Surface Water.  Under the Proposed Action, soils would be compacted 
during facility construction, renovation, and demolition, as well as 
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infrastructure improvements, and overlain by asphalt, asphaltic concrete, or 
buildings, creating impervious surfaces that would cause increased storm 
water runoff to local storm sewers and sewage systems.  As a result, 
drainage patterns would be altered to divert water away from facilities and 
airfield pavements.  Storm water discharge (non-point source) from the 
airfield, aviation support areas, and other industrial areas may contain fuels, 
oils, and other residual contaminants which could degrade surface water 
resources in Silver Lead Creek, Big Creek, and Escanaba River. The runoff 
from demolition of the military family housing for the proposed industrial 
area in the eastern portion of the base could potentially degrade water 
quality in Silver Lead Creek and areas immediately east of the base until 
facilities or landscaping are established.  Military activities of the MANG and 
U.S. Army Reserve are expected to create minimal ground disturbance; 
therefore, effects to water resources would be negligible. 

It is assumed that ground-disturbing activities (see Table 2.2-3) under the 
Proposed Action would occur in areas historically subject to development 
(i.e., central and southwest portions of the base) except for the areas west 
of the runway.  As a result, minimal or no ground disturbance would occur 
in the floodplains that are likely to occur along or near Silver Lead Creek (see 
Figure 3.4-2).  Therefore, minimal impacts to these potential floodplains 
would be expected. The establishment of these areas as recreation areas 
could indirectly cause beneficial impacts, in that these uses would preserve 
the floodplains and prevent future development. 

To ensure minimal potential for future impacts to probable floodplains, the 
Air Force would comply with appropriate requirements for disposal of 
property in floodplains on Air Force fee-owned land, as established in 
Executive Order 11988 and AF 132-7060.   Property transferred to other 
federal agencies (e.g., the DOI property) would continue to be subject to 
these requirements; disposal of Air Force property to non-federal agencies or 
private entities would require full disclosure of federal, state, and local 
restrictions on use of the floodplains. 

The project would also be subject to NPDES permit requirements for storm 
water discharges during the construction period and for the duration of 
operation.  This provision is contained in the NPDES permit Application 
Regulations for Storm Water Discharge issued by the U.S. EPA as a final rule 
on November 16, 1990.   Oil/water separators could be installed to improve 
water quality prior to discharge to a storm water drainage system. 

Groundwater.  Under the Proposed Action, there would be minimal adverse 
impacts to groundwater resources.  In 2015, on-site demand is expected to 
be 2.4 MGD, which is approximately 240 percent of the preclosure (1992) 
base demand. The current production capacity of the on-base wells is 
3.0 MGD, which would be adequate to meet the anticipated demands of 
reuse.   However, if the migration of contaminated groundwater plumes 
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results in the closure of the on-base wells, an alternate supply source (e.g., 
Lake Superior) would have to be developed. 

Water supply wells on K. I. Sawyer AFB may continue to be used in the 
short term under the Proposed Action.  Because known ground water 
contamination on K. I. Sawyer AFB is being investigated under the IRP (see 
Section 4.3), careful monitoring of water quality conditions at these wells 
would be appropriate.  Also, these wells would become subject to local 
ordinances and may need to be considered in terms of the state wellhead 
protection program; these factors may restrict future development activities 
adjacent to the wells. 

Local groundwater supplies underlying K. I. Sawyer AFB east of Silver Lead 
Creek were being investigated by the USGS to determine the cause of falling 
lake levels southeast of the base; results of the study were inconclusive and 
could not determine if the cause was from increased groundwater 
withdrawal or drought conditions.   Because the results of the study were 
inconclusive, the increase in on-base water consumption over preclosure 
demand under the Proposed Action could exacerbate the lowering lake level 
condition if wells No. 9 and No. 10 are used, possibly causing portions of 
the lakes, ponds, or groundwater to become dry or unusable.  However, the 
following could be implemented by the reuser which may reduce effects on 
the lakes:   (1) reduce the yield of water from the wells to a level that would 
prevent lowering of the water at nearby lakes; or (2) close the wells and 
develop an alternate water supply from new wells utilizing a different 
aquifer.   In addition, the Air Force could place deed restrictions in the 
disposal documents restricting use of the wells. 

As discussed in Section 4.3, Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste 
Management, ongoing studies and restoration of contaminated groundwater 
would continue as required; specific decisions within this alternative would 
be designed to prevent interference with these activities.  No impacts to 
remediation of water contamination would be expected. 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measures to reduce impacts from surface 
water runoff would be similar to those discussed for soil erosion (Section 
4.4.1.1); and primarily apply to construction-related activities.  The 
following practices could be implemented by the property recipients or their 
development contractor to reduce the impacts to surface water quality: 

• Follow recommendations of the Bi-National Program to Restore and 
Protect the Lake Superior Basin for reducing toxic discharge. 

• Create landscaped areas that are pervious to surface water. 

• Minimize areas of surface disturbance. 

• Minimize time that disturbed areas are exposed to erosion. 
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The effectiveness and cost of these mitigation measures would be based on 
the amount and distribution of site development, characteristics of existing 
surface water runoff adjacent to the site, and the combination of specific 
mitigations used.   Following the recommendations of the Bi-National 
Program to restore and protect the Lake Superior Basin would be effective in 
reducing toxic discharge.  The effectiveness of minimizing area and time of 
disturbance would be approximately proportional to the amount minimized. 
Protective covering would be effective during construction activities. The 
use of grasses, such as red fescue and perennial rye grass, to stabilize soils 
and reduce runoff would be effective in the long term, but would be more 
costly and less effective than protective covering in the short term. 

Implementation of a wellhead protection program for the base wells would 
reduce the possibility of future impact to water supply.  Because it is 
possible that the on-base wells are the cause of falling lake levels west of 
the base, the property recipient could reduce the amount of water pumped 
from the wells or locate an alternative water supply to minimize the potential 
impacts to the lakes.   If possible, reducing the yields of the water wells 
would be the most cost-effective mitigation and would have the fewest 
environmental effects.   In addition, the Air Force could place deed 
restrictions in the disposal documents regarding the use of the wells to 
reduce the potential for continued lowering water levels. 

4.4.2.2 International Wayport Alternative 

Surface Water.  The types of impacts associated with water resources under 
this alternative would be similar to those under the Proposed Action.   No 
major changes to drainages would result from reuse construction.   New 
NPDES permits may be required for construction and operation activities. 
Timber activities, which would occur once during the 20-year analysis 
period, could affect the surface waters of the Big Creek drainage until the 
area is reforested. 

Groundwater.   Under the International Wayport Alternative, there would be 
minimal adverse impacts to groundwater resources.   In 2015, on-site 
demand would be 0.9 MGD, which is approximately 90 percent of the 
preclosure (1992) base demand.  The current production capacity of the on- 
base wells is 3.0 MGD, which would be adequate to meet the anticipated 
demands of reuse.   Local groundwater supplies would be sufficient to meet 
projected water demands for this alternative.  On-base wells No. 9 and 
No. 10 may be the cause of falling lake levels east of the base; reduced 
water requirements under this alternative compared to preclosure conditions 
would not exacerbate this condition.  However, as discussed under the 
Proposed Action, measures such as reducing yields or finding alternate 
water supplies could be implemented.  Other effects on groundwater would 
be similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 
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Mitigation Measures.  Potential mitigation measures would be similar to 
those discussed for the Proposed Action.  Mitigation measures for timber 
activities along the Big Creek drainage could include maintaining buffer 
zones or uncut areas along the banks as described under Section 4.4.1.1. 

4.4.2.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Surface Water.  Impacts to surface water resources under this alternative 
would be similar to those under the Proposed Action. The runoff from the 
demolition of residential units in the eastern portion of the base and timber 
harvesting in the northern portion of the base could potentially degrade 
water quality in Big Creek until vegetation is re-established. 

Groundwater. This alternative would generate less demand for water supply 
than the Proposed Action.   By 2015, on-site water demand would be 
0.7 MGD, which is 70 percent of the 1992 base demand.  This projected 
demand could be met by the capacities of the existing on-base wells.  Local 
groundwater supplies would be sufficient to meet projected demands. 
Effects on falling lake levels east of the base would be the same as 
described for the International Wayport Alternative.  Other effects on 
groundwater would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 

Mitigation Measures.   Potential mitigation measures would be similar to 
those discussed for the Proposed Action.   Mitigation measures for timber 
activities along the Big Creek drainage could include maintaining buffer 
zones or uncut areas along the banks as discussed in Section 4.4.1.1. 

4.4.2.4 Recreation Alternative 

Surface Water.  The types of impacts to surface water resources under this 
alternative would be similar to those under the Proposed Action for storm 
water discharge from industrial areas.   Under this alternative the limited 
amount of development would preclude large amounts of storm water runoff 
that may contain contaminants.  The runoff from the demolition of 
residential units in the eastern portion of the base could potentially degrade 
water quality until vegetation is re-established. 

Groundwater.  The quantity of groundwater extracted under this alternative 
would be significantly less than that required for the Proposed Action.   By 
2015, on-site water demand would be 0.2 MGD, which is 20 percent of the 
1992 base demand. This projected demand could be met by the capacities 
of the existing on-base wells.   Local groundwater supplies would be 
sufficient to meet projected demands.  Effects on falling lake levels east of 
the base would be the same as described for the International Wayport 
Alternative.  Other effects on groundwater would be similar to the Proposed 
Action. 
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Mitigation Measures.  Potential mitigation measures would be similar to 
those discussed for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.2.5 No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative would have 
beneficial effects on surface and groundwater quality because there would 
be very limited operations and no increase in population.  Water demands for 
OL personnel and activities would be minimal and could be met by existing 
supply systems.  No mitigation measures would be required. 

4.4.2.6 Other Land Use Concepts.  Effects on water resources as a result 
of the other land use concepts that may be implemented are described 
below. All of the activities would be subject to NPDES permit requirements 
as described under the Proposed Action. 

Michigan Army National Guard.  Implementation of this land use concept 
would not create any additional impacts on water demand because it would 
create a minimal increase in consumption, which could be met by existing 
supplies.   Because only small increases in sediment loading from erosion are 
expected, effects to water resources would be minimal.   Potential impacts to 
wetlands within this land use concept are addressed under Section 4.4.5, 
Biological Resources. 

Correctional Institution.   Runoff during construction would slightly increase 
impacts to surface and groundwater resources, similar to the reuse 
alternatives.   Mitigation measures, as described for the Proposed Action, 
would be implemented to minimize these impacts.   During the operations 
phase, the facility's projected water consumption would be 0.35 MGD. 
When combined with the reuse alternatives, water supply requirements 
would be met by local groundwater supplies; there would be no impacts to 
water resources. 

Sawmill.  Implementation of this land use concept would not create any 
additional impacts on water demand because its minimal increase in 
consumption could be met by existing supplies.  Runoff during construction 
would slightly increase impacts to surface and groundwater resources, 
similar to the reuse alternatives.   Mitigation measures, as described for the 
Proposed Action, would be implemented to minimize these impacts. 
Impacts from the operation of the boiler would be minimal because the 
water would be recycled through the system. Potential impacts to wetlands 
within this land use concept are addressed in Section 4.4.5, Biological 
Resources. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.   Implementation of this land use concept would 
not create any additional impacts on water demand.  No ground disturbance 
is anticipated with this concept, and wastewater from operations would be 
directed to the sanitary sewer system after going through an oil/water 
separator.   Municipal solid waste for this concept would be processed in a 
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covered facility, reducing the potential for storm water runoff from the 
recycling area. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  Implementation of this 
land use concept would increase water consumption in conjunction with the 
Proposed Action and alternatives.  The water consumption would be within 
the capacity of the base water system; however, to reduce potable water 
use, up to 0.47 MGD of reclaimed water from the base WWTP for 
operations could be used for the incineration process. A small amount of 
ground disturbance may occur within the heating plant facility, but effects 
to water resources would be minimal.  Municipal solid waste would be 
processed in a covered facility, reducing the potential for storm water runoff 
from the heating plant area.  Other than domestic sanitary waste, no other 
wastewater would be produced from plant operations.  Domestic sanitary 
waste from septic tanks and leachate collected from the Marquette County 
Landfill as part of this concept would be processed through the WWTP.  The 
leachate collection and processing through the WWTP would be similar to 
the process conducted at the base prior to closure. 

4.4.3   Air Quality 

Air quality impacts would occur during construction and operations 
associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives for K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
Intermittent construction-related impacts would result from fugitive dust 
(particulate matter) and construction equipment emissions.   Operational 
impacts would occur from (1) mobile sources such as aircraft, aircraft 
operation support equipment, and automobiles; (2) point sources such as 
heating/power plants, generators, incinerators, and storage tanks; and 
(3) secondary emission sources associated with population increase, such as 
residential heating. 

The methods selected to analyze impacts depend upon the type of emission 
source being examined.  Air quality analytical methods are summarized here 
and presented in detail in Appendix I.  Analysis of air quality impacts during 
the construction activities consisted of estimating the amount of 
uncontrolled fugitive dust emitted from disturbed areas and the combustion 
emissions associated with construction equipment.  Analysis of air quality 
impacts for the operational activities involved calculating the emissions from 
aircraft, vehicle trips, and other sources associated with the alternatives. 
The sum of construction and aircraft, vehicle trips, and other source 
emissions was then compared to preclosure conditions to determine if the 
Proposed Action or alternatives would affect the region's ability to maintain 
the NAAQS. 

Ambient effects on local air quality are analyzed by modeling pollutant 
concentrations at receptor locations likely to receive maximum air quality 
impacts.  For aviation-related alternatives, maximum impact is associated 
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with aircraft operations.  A number of receptors are therefore typically 
selected at the downwind end of the runway for modeling purposes.  Other 
non-aviation activities on base would not significantly contribute to the air 
quality impacts at those receptor locations. 

The ambient effects of aircraft are analyzed by modeling with the EDMS 
(Segal, 1988a, 1988b, and 1991).  EDMS was developed jointly by the FAA 
and the U.S. Air Force specifically for the purpose of generating airport and 
air base emissions inventories and for calculating the ambient concentrations 
caused by these emissions as they disperse downwind.  The EDMS model 
uses U.S. EPA and U.S. military aircraft emission factors and information on 
peak and annual landing and takeoff cycles to produce an emissions 
inventory of aircraft operations.  Typical aircraft operations include takeoff 
and landing, runway climb and approach, touch and go, runway queuing, 
taxi-in and taxi-out, and idling at the gates. 

Air quality modeling is presented for the Proposed Action and alternatives 
through 2005 (10 years after closure).  The effects of the 1990 CAA 
Amendments, such as electric and other low-emission vehicle ownership 
percentages, cannot be accurately predicted very far into the twenty-first 
century.  The uncertainties of long-range population and traffic projections, 
future CAA changes, and the complex interaction of meteorology with 
emission inventories make emission and pollution concentration projections 
beyond 10 years too speculative. 

The following assumptions were made in estimating the effects of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives: 

• For construction, fugitive dust emissions were based on the acreage 
disturbed each year.   Grading activity was assumed to occur 115 
days per year.   Construction equipment was assumed to be active 
230 days per year. 

• EDMS was used to calculate annual aircraft emissions for airport 
operations. 

• MOBILE 5.0A was used to generate emission factors for on-road 
vehicles.  U.S. EPA-recommended default values were used 
whenever possible.   It was assumed that the average one-way 
vehicle trip for each alternative was 15 miles. 

It was assumed that reuse-related point and area source emissions (with the 
exception of those occurring for the Proposed Action heavy industrial land 
use area) would be less than preclosure point and area source emissions. 

• The Base Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator, 
developed to support air emission calculations for base realignment 
and closure activities, was used to calculate per-employee emission 
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factors typical of industry in the state of Michigan.  The Base 
Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator includes 
emissions inventory data from the 1990 Aerometric Information 
Retrieval System and area and off-road mobile source information 
from the 1990 Interim Inventory section of EGADS. The per- 
employee emission factors were assumed to be representative of 
factors that would be associated with the heavy industrial land use 
area of the Proposed Action. 

New or modified major sources of N02, CO, and/or S02 in an attainment 
area must not cause or contribute to an exceedance of an ambient air quality 
standard.  Except for CO, the PSD program prevents emissions of pollutants 
in an attainment area from creating a nonattainment condition by limiting the 
allowable ambient impact of N02, PM10, and S02 emissions from new or 
modified major stationary sources to specific increments (see Table 3.4-3). 
These increments are designed to prevent new or modified sources from 
causing significant degradation of an area's air quality.   For PSD purposes, 
major stationary sources are generally defined as those that emit more than 
100 tons per year of an attainment pollutant.  Ambient impacts from new or 
modified air pollution sources are generally determined through air quality 
modeling.  While the PSD process provides adequate means for assessing 
and regulating impacts from stationary sources of air pollution, this process 
does not provide a mechanism for dealing with non-stationary sources such 
as motor vehicles and aircraft. 

Section 176(c) of the CAA provides that a federal agency cannot support an 
activity in any way unless the federal agency determines that the activity 
will conform to the State Implementation Plan's purpose of attaining and 
maintaining the NAAQS.   In accordance with this part of the Act, U.S. EPA 
announced promulgation of its final conformity rule for general federal 
actions for nonattainment and maintenance areas in the November 30, 
1993, Federal Register (40 CFR 51).  The final rule does not apply to the 
disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB because of the attainment status of 
the region.  As such, it is not necessary for the Air Force to prepare a 
conformity determination for the disposal of the K. I. Sawyer AFB property. 

4.4.3.1   Proposed Action 

Construction.   Fugitive dust would be generated during the construction of 
aviation support, industrial, and residential land uses proposed as part of this 
alternative. These emissions would be greatest during site clearing and 
grading activities.   Uncontrolled fugitive dust (particulate matter) emissions 
from ground-disturbing activities are estimated to be emitted at a rate of 
110 pounds per acre per working day or 1.2 tons per acre per month (U.S. 
EPA, 1985).  The PM10 fraction of the total fugitive dust emissions is 
assumed to be 50 percent, or 0.6 ton per acre per month (55 pounds per 
acre per working day). 
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It is estimated that construction activities would disturb a total of 341 acres 
in the first 10 years of the Proposed Action (1995-2005), with an average 
disturbance of 1.19 acres per day during the period from 1995 to 2000, and 
1.18 acres per day in the period from 2000 to 2005. These levels of 
disturbance would release an estimated 65.4 pounds (0.033 ton) per day 
from 1995 to 2000 and 65.0 pounds (0.033 ton) per day from 2000 to 
2005.  Based on the assumption that 115 days per year are used for site 
preparation, total fugitive PM10 emissions from construction activity would 
be 3.76 tons per year and 3.74 tons per year for the same two time periods, 
respectively. The impact of these PM10 emissions would cause elevated 
short-term paniculate concentrations at receptors located close to the 
construction areas.  However, the elevated concentrations would be 
temporary and would decrease rapidly with distance from the site. 

Combustive emissions from construction equipment associated with the new 
development activities were calculated based on an average emission factor 
and the amount of land to be developed per time interval.  For each acre of 
land developed, 1,095 pounds of NOx, 3,820 pounds of CO, 100 pounds of 
SOx, 85 pounds of PM10, and 290 pounds of VOCs would be emitted from 
construction equipment.  The total combustive emissions due to 
construction would be 18.73 tons per year of NOx, 65.32 tons per year of 
CO, 1.71 tons per year of SOx, 1.45 tons per year of PM10, and 4.96 tons 
per year of VOCs from 1995 to 2000.   Based on the assumption that 
construction equipment is active 230 days per year, the daily combustive 
emissions in that period would be 0.081, 0.284, 0.007, 0.006, and 
0.022 ton per day for the same pollutants, respectively.   Emissions of NOx, 
CO, SOx, PM10, and VOCs in the period from 2000 to 2005 would be 
18.62 tons per year (0.081 ton per day), 64.94 tons per year (0.282 ton 
per day), 1.70 tons per year (0.007 ton per day), 1.45 tons per year 
(0.006 ton per day), and 4.93 tons per year (0.021 ton per day), 
respectively. 

Operation.  A summary of construction and operation emissions for the 
Proposed Action is presented in Table 4.4-1 for 2000 and 2005.   Fugitive 
dust and construction equipment emissions were calculated as described 
above.  Aircraft operation emissions were calculated using the EDMS model. 
Estimates for all other categories of emissions were calculated using the 
methodologies as described in Appendix I. 

Potential impacts to air quality as a result of operational emissions from the 
Proposed Action were evaluated in terms of two spatial scales:   regional and 
local.  The regional-scale analysis considered the potential for total reuse- 
related emissions to cause the air shed to reach nonattainment for any 
pollutant as indicated by large increases in the regional pollutant inventories 
(N02, CO, S02, PM10, and VOC emissions).  The local-scale analysis 
evaluated the potential for aircraft emissions to exceed the NAAQS in the 
immediate vicinity of the base. 
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Table 4.4-1.  Emissions Associated with the Proposed Action 
(tons per day) 

mt 

Marquette 
Countv '*' 

1992 

K. I. Sawver AFB Reuse-Re 
Emissio 

lated 
Preclosure 

1992 
Closure 
1995 (cl 

ns,bl 

Pollute 2000 2005 

N0Y 1,558.5 1.23 0.041 0.950 1.336 

CO 51.8 5.86 0.062 3.431 5.098 

S02 1,093.4 0.41 0.068 0.390 0.411 

PM10 171.5 0.45 0.000 0.059 0.061 

VOC 12.6 2.42 0.003 1.072 1.844 

Notes: (a) Includes Marquette County (excluding K. I. Sawyer AFB) point, area, and mobile source emissions for N0X, 
CO, and VOCs.  Only point source emissions were available for S02 and PM10 Area and mobile source 
emissions were calculated by the Base Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator model. 

(b) Futu re year emissions include both construction and operation emissions. 
(0) Value of 0.000 indicates emissions are less than 0.003 ton per day. 
CO = carbon monoxide 
NO, = nitrogen oxides 
PM,0    = particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
S02     =    sulfur dioxide 
VOC    =    volatile organic compound 

Regional Scale.  Emissions of criteria pollutants from the Proposed Action 
are greater than emissions that would be associated with closure of the 
base.  However, with the exception of N0X emissions after the year 2000, 
the increased emissions would be less than or equal to those under 
preclosure conditions.  As discussed below, it is not expected that the 
Proposed Action would cause the region to become nonattainment for any 
pollutant. 

Ozone Precursors. Table 4.4-1 provides a comparison of emission estimates 
for Marquette County (preclosure), K. I. Sawyer AFB (preclosure and 
closure), and the Proposed Action at 5- and 10-year increments after closure 
(i.e., for 2000 and 2005).  Table 4.4-1 shows that, although the reuse- 
related emissions of VOCs would increase from closure conditions by 
1.841 tons per day in 2005, the emissions would remain below preclosure 
levels throughout the 10-year analysis period.   By 2005, the total reuse- 
related VOC emissions would be 76.2 percent of the preclosure emissions at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB.   By 2005, reuse-related emissions of NOx would increase 
by 1.295 tons per day over closure conditions.  However, total reuse-related 
emissions of NOx in 2005 would increase by only 0.106 ton per day over 
the preclosure level of NOx emissions.  This amount of increase represents 
less than 0.01 percent of the Marquette County inventory of NOx emissions, 
and would not be sufficient to jeopardize continued attainment of the ozone 
NAAQS. 
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N02, CO, S02, and PM10. Table 4.4-1 provides a means to compare 
emissions from the Proposed Action to 1992 Marquette County emissions 
and base preclosure and closure emission levels.  All NOx emissions in 
Table 4.4-1 are assumed to convert to N02 emissions on a regional basis. 
Reuse-related N02/ CO, S02, and PM10 emissions would increase by 1.295, 
5.036, 0.343, and 0.061 tons per day, respectively, over closure 
conditions.  However, with the exception of NOx emissions, all reuse-related 
emissions would be less than or equal to preclosure emission levels.  NOx 

emissions would increase existing Marquette County levels by less than 
0.01 percent. Therefore, emissions of primary pollutants from the Proposed 
Action would not affect maintenance of the attainment status of the 
respective pollutant standards. 

Local Scale. A summary of the EDMS analysis for the Proposed Action is 
presented in Table 4.4-2. The modeling results show that during peak hours 
of airport operation, the maximum 1-hour pollutant concentration would 
occur at a receptor located approximately 700 meters south of the south 
end of the runway, assuming a wind direction parallel to the runway.  The 
primary contributing factor would be aircraft exhaust emitted during 
takeoffs.  The modeling results indicate that maximum concentrations, when 
added to representative background concentrations, would not exceed the 
NAAQS in the immediate area surrounding the airport.  Therefore, emissions 
from airport activities under the Proposed Action would have no adverse 
impact on the local air quality. 

Table 4.4-2. Air Quality Modeling Results for Airport Operations Associated with the 
Proposed Action (//g/m3) 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 

K. I. Sawyer AFB 
Preclosure 

1992 

Reuse-Related 
Impact18' 

2000        2005 
Background 

Concentration""1 
Limiting 

Standard10' 

Carbon 
monoxide 
Sulfur dioxide 

PM10 

8-hour 
1 -hour 
Annual 
24-hour 
3-hour 
Annual 
24-hour 

310 
443 
3.6 

14.6 
32.8 
32.1 

128.4 

201 
287 
0.9 
3.6 
8.2 
1.1 
4.6 

245 
350 
1.0 
4.2 
9.4 
1.3 
5.2 

5,000 
20,000 

11.7 
103.7 
279.3 

13 
76 

10,000 
40,000 

80 
365 

1,300 
50 
150 

Notes:      (a)     Pollutant concentrations determined from Emission and Dispersion Modeling System results. 
Concentrations represent impacts due to emissions from operation of K. I. Sawyer AFB as a civilian airport. 

(b) Except for carbon monoxide, background concentrations were assumed to equal the mean of maximum 
concentrations measured during the period 1990-1992 (refer to Table 3.4-4).  The carbon monoxide 
background concentration was assumed to be equal to half of the NAAQS. 

(c) Limiting standard is equal to the NAAQS. Total impacts are determined by comparing the aggregate of 
reuse-related impact and background concentrations to the limiting standard. 

//g/m3      =    micrograms per cubic meter 
NAAQS   =    National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
PM10        =    particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
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Mitigation Measures. The modeling results in Table 4.4-2 show that 
localized project impacts would not be adverse.  Therefore, mitigation of 
these impacts would not be required. 

Conformity with State/Local Plans.  NEPA requires that agencies identify any 
inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved state or local plans 
and laws. As stated above, emissions from the Proposed Action are not 
expected to have an adverse impact on local or regional air quality and, 
therefore, are not expected to interfere with the attainment status of the 
region.  In relation to this issue, U.S. EPA has promulgated detailed 
procedures for determining conformity with state and local air quality plans 
for nonattainment areas <40 CFR 51.853[b]).  Under this rule, conformity 
determinations are not required for actions which would result in either no 
emission increase or in an emission increase that is clearly de minimis. 
Those actions are defined to include actions like those being considered 
here:  transfer of land, facilities, title, and real properties through an 
enforceable contract or lease agreement where the delivery of the deed is 
required to occur promptly after a specific reasonable condition is met (such 
as meeting the remedial action requirements of CERCLA) and where the 
Federal agency does not retain continuing authority to control emissions 
associated with the land, facilities, title, or real properties.  However, if U.S. 
EPA promulgates conformity procedures in attainment areas, property 
recipients may be required to prepare a conformity determination on their 
actions. 

4.4.3.2  International Wayport Alternative 

Construction.   Construction impacts from the International Wayport 
Alternative would be less than those under the Proposed Action primarily 
because of the smaller amount of disturbance under this alternative. 
Applying the same assumptions discussed in the Proposed Action, it is 
estimated that construction activities would disturb an average of 
1.09 acres per day from 1995 to 2000, and 0.33 acre per day from 2000 to 
2005.  These levels of disturbance would release an estimated 60.1 pounds 
(0.030 ton) per day and 18.0 pounds (0.009 ton) per day for the same two 
time periods, respectively.  The impact of these PM10 emissions would cause 
elevated short-term paniculate concentrations at receptors located close to 
the construction areas.   However, the elevated concentrations would be 
temporary and would decrease rapidly with distance from the site. 

Combustive emissions from construction equipment associated with the new 
development activities were calculated based on average emission factors 
and the amount of land to be developed per time interval.  The total 
combustive emissions due to construction would be 0.075 ton per day of 
NOx, 0.261 ton per day of CO, 0.007 ton per day of SOx, 0.006 ton per day 
of PM10, and 0.020 ton per day of VOCs from 1995 to 2000.   Emissions of 
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N0X, CO, SOx, PM10/ and VOCs from 2000 to 2005 would be 0.022, 0.078, 
0.002, 0.002, and 0.006 ton per day, respectively. 

Operation.  A summary of construction and operation emissions for the 
International Wayport Alternative is presented in Table 4.4-3 for the years 
2000 and 2005. 

Table 4.4-3.  Emissions Associated with the International Wayport 
Alternative (tons per day) 

Pollutant 

Marquette 
County '•' 

1992 

K. I. Sawyer AFB 
Preclosure 

1992 
Closure 
1995 ,c) 

NOx 

CO 
S02 

PM10 

VOC 

1,558.5 
51.8 

1,093.4 
171.5 

12.6 

1.23 
5.86 
0.41 
0.45 
2.42 

0.041 
0.062 
0.068 
0.000 
0.003 

Reuse-Related 
Emissions lbl 

2000 2005 
1.224 1.816 
4.205 5.314 
0.371 0.386 
0.054 0.041 
0.513 0.709 

Notes:     (a)     Includes Marquette County (excluding K. I. Sawyer AFB) point, area, and mobile source emissions for N0„, 
CO, and VOCs.  Only point source emissions were available for S02 and PM,0.  Area and mobile source 
emissions were calculated by the Base Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator model. 

(b) Future year emissions include both construction and operation emissions. 
(c) Value of 0.000 indicates emissions are less than 0.003 ton per day. 
CO       =    carbon monoxide 
N0X     =    nitrogen oxides 
PM,0   =    paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
S02     =   sulfur dioxide 
VOC    =   volatile organic compound 

Regional Scale. Emissions of criteria pollutants from the International 
Wayport Alternative would be greater than emissions associated with 
closure of the base. However, with the exception of N0X emissions after 
2000, the emissions would be less than those under preclosure conditions. 
As discussed below, it is not expected that the International Wayport 
Alternative would cause the region to become nonattainment for any 
pollutant. 

Ozone Precursors.  Table 4.4-3 provides a comparison of emission estimates 
for Marquette County (preclosure), K. I. Sawyer AFB (preclosure and 
closure), and the International Wayport Alternative at 5- and 10-year 
increments after closure (i.e., for 2000 and 2005).  Table 4.4-3 shows that, 
although the reuse-related emissions for VOCs would increase from closure 
conditions by 0.706 ton per day in 2005, the emissions would remain below 
preclosure levels throughout the 10-year analysis period.  By 2005, the total 
reuse-related VOC emissions would be 29.3 percent of the preclosure 
emissions at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  By 2005, reuse-related emissions for NOx 
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would increase by 1.775 tons per day over closure conditions.  However, 
total reuse-related emissions of NOx in 2005 would increase by only 
0.586 ton per day over the preclosure level of NOx emissions.  This amount 
of increase represents less than 0.04 percent of the Marquette County 
inventory of NOx emissions and would not be sufficient to jeopardize 
continued attainment of the ozone NAAQS. 

N02, CO, S02, and PM10. Table 4.4-3 provides a means for comparing 
emissions from the International Wayport Alternative to 1992 Marquette 
County emissions and base preclosure and closure emission levels.  All N0X 

emissions in Table 4.4-3 are assumed to convert to N02 emissions on a 
regional basis.  Reuse-related N02, CO, S02, and PM10 emissions would 
increase by 1.775, 5.252, 0.318, and 0.041 tons per day, respectively, 
over closure conditions.  However, with the exception of NOx emissions, all 
reuse-related emissions would be less than preclosure emission levels.  N0X 

emissions would increase existing Marquette County levels by less than 
0.04 percent.   Emission increases of the primary pollutants from the 
International Wayport Alternative would, therefore, not affect maintenance 
of the attainment status of the respective pollutant standards. 

Local Scale. A summary of the EDMS analysis for the International Wayport 
Alternative is presented in Table 4.4-4. The modeling results show that 
during peak hours of airport operation, the maximum 1-hour pollutant 
concentration would occur at a receptor located 700 meters south of the 
south end of the main runway, assuming a wind direction parallel to the 
runway. The primary contributing factor would be aircraft exhaust emitted 
during takeoffs.  The modeling results indicate that maximum 
concentrations, when added to representative background concentrations, 
would not exceed the NAAQS in the immediate area surrounding the airport. 
Emissions from airport activities under the International Wayport Alternative 
would, therefore, have no adverse impact on the local air quality. 

Mitigation Measures. The modeling results in Table 4.4-4 show that 
localized project impacts would not be adverse. Therefore, mitigation of 
these impacts would not be required. 

Conformity with State/Local Plans.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, if 
U.S. EPA promulgates conformity procedures in attainment areas, property 
recipients may be required to prepare a conformity determination on their 
actions. 

4.4.3.3  Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Construction.   Applying the same assumptions discussed in the Proposed 
Action, an average of 1.64 and 0.05 acre per day would be disturbed under 
the Commercial Aviation Alternative from 1995 to 2000 and 2000 to 2005, 
respectively. These levels of disturbance would release an estimated 
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Table 4.4-4. Air Quality Modeling Results for Airport Operations Associated with the 
International Wayport Alternative (//g/m3) 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 

K. I. Sawyer AFB 
Preclosure 

1992 

Reuse-Related 
Impact''1 

2000 2005 
Background 

Concentration"1' 
Limiting 

Standard'01 

Carbon monoxide 

Sulfur dioxide 

PM10 

8-hour 
1 -hour 
Annual 
24-hour 
3-hour 
Annual 
24-hour 

310 
443 
3.6 

14.6 
32.8 
32.1 

128.4 

230 
328 
2.7 

10.9 
24.6 

1.8 
7.0 

382 
546 
5.7 

22.6 
50.9 

3.4 
13.6 

5,000 
20,000 

11.7 
103.7 
279.3 

13 
76 

10,000 
40,000 

80 
365 

1,300 
50 

150 

Notes:     (a)    Pollutant concentrations determined from Emission and Dispersion Modeling System results. 
Concentrations represent impacts due to emissions from operation of K. I. Sawyer AFB as a civilian airport. 

(b) Except for carbon monoxide, background concentrations assumed to equal the mean of maximum 
concentrations measured during the period 1990-1992 (Refer to Table 3.4-4). The carbon monoxide 
background concentration was assumed to be equal to half of the NAAQS. 

(c) Limiting standard is equal to the NAAQS.  Total impacts are determined by comparing the aggregate of 
reuse-related impact and background concentrations to the limiting standard. 

//g/m3       =    micrograms per cubic meter 
NAAQS   =    National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
PM10        =    paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 

0.045 ton per day and 0.001 ton per day of PM10 during each of the 
respective time periods.  The impact of these emissions would cause short- 
term elevated concentrations of particulates at receptors close to the 
construction areas.  The concentrations would decrease rapidly with 
distance from the site. 

Combustion emissions from construction equipment were calculated in the 
same manner as described for the Proposed Action.  The total combustive 
emissions due to construction would be 0.113 ton per day of NOx, 
0.394 ton per day of CO, 0.010 ton per day of SOx, 0.009 ton per day of 
PM10, and 0.030 ton per day of VOCs from 1995 to 2000.   Emissions of 
NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and VOCs from 2000 to 2005 would be 0.003, 0.012, 
less than 0.001, less than 0.001, and 0.001 ton per day, respectively. 

Operation.  Table 4.4-5 summarizes the results of the construction and 
operation emission calculations associated with the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative for 2000 and 2005. 

Regional Scale. The evaluation of regional-scale impacts from the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative considered the effect that reuse-related air 
emissions would have on the air quality attainment status of Marquette 
County.  As with the Proposed Action, emissions from this alternative would 
not jeopardize the attainment status of any criteria pollutant.  The following 
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Table 4.4-5.  Emissions Associated with the Commercial Aviation Alternative (tons per day) 

Pollutant 

Marquette 
County "" 

1992 

K. I. Sawver AFB 
Preclosure Closure 

1992 1995 lc> 

Reuse-Related 
Emissions (b) 

2000 2005 

NOx 

CO 
S02 

PM10 

VOC 

1,558.5 
51.8 

1,093.4 
171.5 

12.6 

1.23 
5.86 
0.41 
0.45 
2.42 

0.041 
0.062 
0.068 
0.000 
0.003 

0.621 
2.870 
0.358 
0.072 
0.421 

0.648 
3.434 
0.349 
0.020 
0.461 

Notes:     (a) 

(b) 
(c) 
CO 
NO, 
PM„ 
S02 

Includes Marquette County (excluding K. I. Sawyer AFB) point, area, and mobile source emissions for NOx, 
CO, and VOCs.  Only point source emissions were available for S02 and PM10.  Area and mobile source 
emissions were calculated by the Base Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator model. 
Future year emissions include both construction and operation emissions. 
Value of 0.000 indicates emissions are less than 0.003 ton per day. 

=   carbon monoxide 
=    nitrogen oxides 

,   =    paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
=    sulfur dioxide 

VOC    =    volatile organic compound 

paragraphs summarize the results of the regional-scale impact analysis on a 
pollutant-by-pollutant basis. 

Ozone Precursors. Table 4.4-5 shows that total reuse-related emissions for 
VOCs in 2005 would increase by 0.458 ton per day over closure conditions, 
but would remain well below preclosure emission levels throughout the 
analysis period.   By 2005, the estimated reuse-related VOC emissions would 
be about 19 percent of the preclosure emissions at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   NOx 

emissions in 2005 would increase by 0.607 ton per day over closure 
conditions and would be approximately 53 percent of preclosure levels on 
base. 

N02, CO, S02, and PM10.  Reuse-related emissions of these criteria 
pollutants would increase from closure levels as shown in Table 4.4-5 (all 
NO„ are assumed to convert to N02 on a regional basis).  However, total 
reuse-related emissions would be less than total preclosure emission levels 
for each pollutant.  Air quality impacts from emissions associated with the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative would be minor and would not adversely 
affect the current attainment status of any pollutant. 

Local Scale. A summary of the EDMS analysis for the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative is presented in Table 4.4-6.  The modeling results show that 
during peak hours of airport operation, the maximum 1-hour pollutant 106 
concentration would occur at a receptor located approximately 700 meters 
from the south end of the runway, assuming a wind direction parallel to the 
runway.  The primary contributing factor would be aircraft exhaust emitted 
during takeoffs.  The modeling results indicate that maximum concentrations 
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Table 4.4-6. Air Quality Modeling Results for Airport Operations Associated with the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative (/jglm3) 

Averaging 
Time 

8-hour 
1-hour 

K. I. Sawyer AFB 
Preclosure 1992 

Reuse-Related 
Impact1"1 

Background 
Concentration"5' Pollutant 2000 2005 

Limiting 
Standard'01 

Carbon 
monoxide 

310 
443 

175 
250 

216 
309 

5,000 
20,000 

10,000 
40,000 

Sulfur dioxide Annual 
24-hour 

3.6 
14.6 

0.2 
0.8 

0.2 
0.9 

11.7 
103.7 

80 
365 

3-hour 32.8 1.7 1.9 279.3 1,300 
PM10 Annual 32.1 0.7 0.8 13 50 

24-hour 128.4 2.7 3.1 76 150 

Notes:     (a) 

(b) 

Pollutant concentrations determined from Emission and Dispersion Modeling System results. 
Concentrations represent impacts due to emissions from operation of K. I. Sawyer AFB as a civilian 
airport. 
Except for carbon monoxide, background concentrations assumed to equal the mean of maximum 
concentrations measured during the period 1990-1992 (Refer to Table 3.4-4). The carbon monoxide 
background concentration was assumed to be equal to half of the NAAQS. 
Limiting standard is equal to the NAAQS. Total impacts are determined by comparing the aggregate 
of reuse-related impact and background concentrations to the limiting standard. 

jt/g/m3       =    micrograms per cubic meter 
NAAQS   =    National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(c) 

PM„ =    paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 

when added to representative background concentrations would not exceed 
the NAAQS in the immediate area surrounding the airport.   Emissions from 
airport activities under the Commercial Aviation Alternative would, therefore, 
have no adverse impact on the local air quality. 

Mitigation Measures.  The modeling results in Table 4.4-6 show that 
localized project impacts would not be adverse. Therefore, mitigation would 
not be required. 

Conformity with State/Local Plans. As discussed for the Proposed Action, if 
U.S. EPA promulgates conformity procedures in attainment areas, property 
recipients may be required to prepare a conformity determination on their 
actions. 

4.4.3.4  Recreation Alternative 

Construction.   Construction impacts from the Recreation Alternative would 
occur due to the generation of fugitive dust during the development of the 
industrial, institutional, and recreation land use areas.  An average of 
0.68 acre per day would be disturbed from 1995 to 2005.  This level of 
disturbance would release an estimated 0.019 ton per day of PM10. The 
impact of these emissions would cause short-term elevated concentrations 
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of particulates at receptors close to the construction areas.  However, the 
elevated concentrations would be temporary and would decrease rapidly 
with distance from the site. 

Combustion emissions from construction equipment were calculated in the 
same manner described for the Proposed Action. The total combustive 
emissions due to construction would be 0.047 ton per day of NOx, 
0.164 ton per day of CO, 0.004 ton per day of SOx, 0.004 ton per day of 
PM10, and 0.012 ton per day of VOCs from 1995 to 2005. 

Operation.  Table 4.4-7 summarizes the results of the construction and 
operation emission calculations for the Recreation Alternative for 2000 and 
2005. 

Table 4.4-7.  Emissions Associated with the Recreation Alternative (tons per day) 

Pollutant 

Marquette 
County "" 

1992 

K. I. Sawver AFB 
Preclosure 

1992 
Closure 
1995 (cl 

NOx 

CO 
S02 

PM10 

VOC 

1,558.5 
51.8 

1,093.4 
171.5 

12.6 

1.23 
5.86 
0.41 
0.45 
2.42 

0.041 
0.062 
0.068 
0.000 
0.003 

Reuse-Related 
Emissions lbl 

2000 2005 
0.309 0.353 
0.852 1.119 
0.346 0.346 
0.024 0.024 
0.213 0.240 

Notes:     (a) 

(b) 
(0 
CO 
N0„ 
PM10 
S02 

VOC 

includes Marquette County (excluding K. I. Sawyer AFB) point, area, and mobile source emissions for NOx 
CO, and VOCs.  Only point source emissions were available for S02 and PM10.  Area and mobile source 
emissions were calculated by the Base Realignment and Closure Air Emission Factor Calculator model. 
Future year emissions include both construction and operation emissions. 
Value of 0.000 indicates emissions are less than 0.003 ton per day. 

=    carbon monoxide 
=    nitrogen oxides 
=    paniculate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
=    sulfur dioxide 
=    volatile organic compound 

Regional Scale.  Emissions from this alternative would not jeopardize the 
attainment status of any criteria pollutant. The following paragraphs 
summarize the results of the regional-scale impact analysis on a pollutant-by- 
pollutant basis. 

Ozone Precursors. Table 4.4-7 shows that total reuse-related emissions for 
VOCs in 2005 would increase by 0.237 ton per day over closure conditions, 
but would remain well below preclosure emission levels throughout the 
analysis period.  By 2005, the estimated reuse-related VOC emissions would 
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be about 10 percent of the preclosure emissions at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   NOx 

emissions in 2005 would increase by 0.312 ton per day over closure 
conditions and would be approximately 29 percent of preclosure levels on 
base. 

N02, CO, S02, and PM10. Reuse-related emissions of these criteria 
pollutants would increase from closure levels as shown in Table 4.4-7 (all 
NOx assumed to convert to N02 on a regional basis).  However, total reuse- 
related emissions would be less than total preclosure emission levels for 
each pollutant.  Air quality impacts from emissions associated with the 
Recreation Alternative would be minor and would not adversely affect the 
current attainment status of any pollutant. 

Local Scale.  No local scale modeling was performed for this alternative. 
Under the Recreation Alternative, no aircraft operations would occur and 
there would be no new major point sources.  In addition, the existing 
background pollutant concentrations would generally be less than half of the 
ambient standards, and reuse-related emissions would be less than 
preclosure emission levels.  Therefore, local air quality impacts would be 
expected to be similar to or less than preclosure conditions. 

Mitigation Measures.   No adverse impacts are anticipated under this 
alternative; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Conformity with State/Local Plans.  As discussed for the Proposed Action, if 
U.S. EPA promulgates conformity procedures in attainment areas, property 
recipients may be required to prepare a conformity determination on their 
actions. 

4.4.3.5 No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative would generate 
emissions as described under closure baseline conditions (see Table 4.4-1). 
Due to the low level of emissions produced from No-Action Alternative 
activities, no adverse air quality impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures.  Air quality mitigation measures would not be required 
for the No-Action Alternative. 

4.4.3.6 Other Land Use Concepts.   Potential changes to air quality resulting 
from the implementation of the other land use concepts are described 
below. 

Michigan Army National Guard.   Potential changes in air quality resulting 
from implementation of the MANG land use concept would be negligible. 
Minimal ground disturbance activities, motor vehicle traffic, heating 
requirements, or other emission-producing activity would occur under this 
scenario. 
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Correctional Institution.   Emissions would be generated during the 
construction and operation phases associated with this land use concept. 
Construction phase impacts would result from the generation of fugitive 
dust during construction and infrastructure improvement activities. These 
impacts would be similar to those generated by the reuse alternatives for 
commercial development in this area.  It is estimated that 161 acres would 
be disturbed by construction for this proposed reuse, with an estimated 
0.03 ton per day of PM10 released during this phase. These emissions 
would cause elevated concentrations of particulates at receptors close to the 
construction areas. The concentrations would decrease rapidly with 
distance from the site. 

The activities associated with this land use concept during the operation 
phase would generate emissions from heating, power equipment, and motor 
vehicles of employees and visitors.  Potential changes in air quality resulting 
from implementation of this land use concept in conjunction with the 
Proposed Action would be negligible.  Implementation of this concept would 
result in a net increase of emissions (mainly from increased vehicle traffic) 
under the International Wayport, Commercial Aviation, Recreation, and No- 
Action alternatives.   Impacts would be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action. 

Sawmill. The sawmill is proposed to produce between 45 and 75 million 
board-feet of lumber annually.  The construction phase for this land use 
concept would involve minimal ground disturbance (2 acres) and 
construction activities lasting less than 1 year; therefore, emissions during 
the construction phase are expected to be minimal. 

Emissions of criteria pollutants would result from the various operations 
associated with the sawmill, including log debarking, log sawing, sawdust 
handling, and operation of a wood-fired boiler.  Emissions of PM10 from the 
sawmill would be approximately 0.04 ton per day, as calculated using 
estimated production yields, U.S. EPA emission factors, and conservative 
emission control efficiencies. These emissions would cause elevated 
concentrations of particulates at receptors close to the site; paniculate 
concentrations would decrease rapidly with distance from the site. 
Emissions of other pollutants would be negligible. 

Implementation of this land use concept in conjunction with the other reuse 
alternatives would result in impacts similar to those described for the other 
reuse alternatives; however, all stationary sources of the sawmill would be 
subject to the applicable federal and state new source review program for 
stationary sources.  The reuse proponent would be required to determine the 
potential-to-emit for each new source in the permit application process. 
Appropriate control technology, emissions monitoring, and reporting 
requirements would be specified in any air quality permits issued. 
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Waste to Energy/Recycling. The proposed resource recovery system would 
impact air quality during long-term operations.  This land use concept would 
generate emissions of criteria pollutants and HAPs during long-term 
operations.  Large stationary sources would include the boilers and 
incineration processes.  Smaller stationary sources would include generators, 
storage tanks, and other area sources from miscellaneous industrial 
processes and equipment usage.  Mobile sources would include on-road 
transport and support vehicles, as well as miscellaneous off-road sources. 

The proposed land use concept would be subject to the applicable federal 
and state new source review program for new stationary sources. The 
reuse proponent must conduct further air quality analyses to determine the 
new sources' potential-to-emit and PSD applicability for specific project 
plans. The permit-to-operate would be subject to the review and approval of 
the MDEQ-AQD.  The appropriate state and federal permit requirements and 
conditions would be issued and implemented in accordance with relevant 
state and federal air quality regulations.  Conditions of the air permits would 
establish the appropriate control technology, preconstruction and long-term 
emissions monitoring, and record keeping and reporting requirements to 
comply with federal new source performance standards.  The waste to 
energy/recycling concept may also be subject to the provisions of Section 
112r of the CAA for the prevention of accidental releases for the storage of 
hazardous chemicals associated with the power plant and emissions control 
technologies.  Compliance with the applicable federal and state permit 
requirements and conditions would preclude adverse impacts from criteria 
and HAP emissions during operations. 

Indirect emissions would include on- and off-site vehicular traffic emissions 
from commuting employees and delivery trucks. These on-road motor 
vehicle emissions would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed 
Action and reuse alternatives. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.   Impacts to air quality 
from this concept would be similar to those for the waste to energy/ 
recycling concept described above. 

4.4.4   Noise 

Environmental impact analysis related to noise includes the potential effects 
on the local human and animal populations.  This analysis will estimate the 
extent and magnitude of noise levels generated by the alternatives, using the 
predictive models discussed below.  The baseline noise conditions and 
predicted noise levels will then be assessed with respect to land use 
impacts.   Potential annoyance, speech and sleep interference, hearing loss, 
and effects of noise on health are discussed.  The metrics used to evaluate 
noise are DNL and Leq, which are supplemented occasionally by SEL and 
A-weighted maximum sound level.  These metrics are measured in units of 
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A-weighted dB.  See Appendix J for an expanded discussion of these 
metrics. 

Methods used to quantify the effects of noise such as annoyance, speech 
and sleep interference, health, and hearing loss have undergone extensive 
scientific development during the past several decades. The most reliable 
measures at present are noise-induced hearing loss and annoyance.   Extra- 
auditory effects (those not directly related to hearing capability) are also 
important, although they are not as well understood. The current scientific 
consensus is that "evidence from available research reports is suggestive, 
but it does not provide definitive answers to the question of health effects, 
other than to the auditory system, of long-term exposure to noise" (National 
Academy of Sciences, 1981). The effects of noise are summarized within 
this section and a detailed description is provided in Appendix J. 

Annoyance.  Noise annoyance is defined by U.S. EPA as any negative 
subjective reaction to noise on the part of an individual or group. 
Table 4.4-8 presents the results of over a dozen studies of transportation 
modes, including airports, investigating the relationship between noise and 
annoyance levels.  This relationship has been suggested by the National 
Academy of Sciences (1977) and recently re-evaluated (Fidell et al., 1989) 
for use in describing people's reactions to semi-continuous (transportation) 
noise. These data are shown to provide a perspective on the level of 
annoyance that might be anticipated.   For example, 15 to 25 percent of 
persons exposed to DNL 65 to 70 dB would be highly annoyed by the noise 
levels. 

Table 4.4-8.  Percentage of Population Highly Annoyed by Noise Exposure 

DNL Interval in dB 
Percentage of Persons 

Highly Annoyed 

Less than 65 
65-70 
70-75 
75-80 

Less than 15 
15-25 
25-37 
37-52 

dB 
DNL 

decibel 
day-night average sound level 

Source:  Adapted from National Academy of Sciences, 1977. 

Speech Interference.   One of the ways that noise affects daily life is by 
prevention or impairment of speech communication.   In a noisy environment, 
understanding speech is diminished when speech signals are masked by 
intruding noises.   Reduced intelligibility of speech may also have other 
effects; for example, if the understanding of speech is interrupted, 
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performance may be reduced, annoyance may increase, and learning may be 
impaired.  Research suggests that aircraft flyover noises that exceed 
approximately 60 dB (instantaneous sound level) interfere with speech 
communication (Bennett and Pearsons, 1981; Crook and Langdon, 1974). 
Increasing the level of the flyover noise maximum to 80 dB will reduce the 
intelligibility to zero, even if the person speaks in a loud voice. This 
interference lasts as long as the event, which is momentary for a flyover. 

Sleep Interference.  The effects of noise on sleep are of concern, primarily in 
assuring suitable residential environments.  DNL incorporates consideration 
of sleep disturbance by assigning a 10 dB penalty to nighttime noise events. 
SEL may be used to supplement DNL in evaluating sleep disturbance.  When 
SEL is used to evaluate sleep disturbance, studies have correlated SEL 
values with the percent of people awakened. The relationships between 
percent awakened and SEL are presented in Appendix J.  Most of these 
relationships, however, do not reflect habituation, and therefore would not 
address long-term sleep disturbance effects.  SEL takes into account an 
event's sound intensity, frequency content, and time duration, by measuring 
the total A-weighted sound energy of the event and incorporating it into a 
single number.   Unlike DNL, which describes the daily average noise 
exposure, SEL describes the normalized noise from a single flyover, called an 
event. 

Studies show great variability in the percentage of people awakened by 
exposure to noise (Goldstein and Lukas, 1980; Lukas, 1975).  A recent 
review (Pearsons et al., 1989) of the literature related to sleep disturbance, 
including field and laboratory studies, suggests that habituation may reduce 
the effect of noise on sleep.  The authors point out that the relationship 
between noise exposure and sleep disturbance is complex and affected by 
the interaction of many variables. The large differences between the 
findings of the laboratory and field studies make it difficult to determine the 
best relationship to use. The method developed by Lukas would estimate 
seven times more awakening than the field results reported by Pearsons. 

Land Use Compatibility.   Estimates of total noise exposure resulting from 
aircraft operations, as expressed using DNL, can be interpreted in terms of 
the compatibility with designated land uses.  The Federal Interagency 
Committee on Urban Noise developed land use compatibility guidelines for 
noise (U.S. DOT, 1980).   Based upon these guidelines, suggested 
compatibility guidelines for evaluating land uses in aircraft noise exposure 
areas were developed by the FAA and are presented in Section 3.4.4. The 
land use compatibility guidelines are based on annoyance and hearing loss. 
Part 150 of the FAA regulations describes the procedures, standards, and 
methodology governing the development, submission, and review of airport 
noise exposure maps and airport noise compatibility programs.   It prescribes 
use of yearly DNL in the evaluation of airport noise environments.   It also 
identifies those land use types that are normally compatible with various 
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levels of exposure.  Compatible or incompatible land use is determined by 
comparing the predicted DNL level at a site with the recommended land 
uses. 

Noise Modeling.  In order to define the noise impacts from aircraft takeoff, 
landing, runups, and touch-and-go operations at K. I. Sawyer AFB, the 
FAA-developed Integrated Noise Model (INM) version 4.11 was utilized to 
predict 65, 70, and 75 DNL noise contours and SEL values for noise- 
sensitive receptors. Appendix J defines these descriptors. The contours 
were generated for the Proposed Action, International Wayport Alternative, 
and Commercial Aviation Alternative for three future year projections (5, 10, 
and 20 years after closure).   Input data to INM include information on 
aircraft types; runway use; takeoff and landing flight tracks; aircraft altitude, 
speeds, and engine power settings; and number of daytime (7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) operations. 

Surface vehicle traffic-noise levels for roadways in the vicinity of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB were analyzed using the Federal Highway Administration's 
Highway Noise Model (Federal Highway Administration, 1978).  This model 
incorporates vehicle mix, traffic volume projections, day/night split, and 
speed to generate DNL. 

Major Assumptions.  Half of all aircraft operations were assumed to be 
takeoffs and half were assumed to be landings.  Operations are presented in 
Appendix J in detail, including flight tracks (incoming and outgoing), aircraft 
operations, and fleet mix.  Vicinity flight tracks assumed for modeling are 
shown in Figures 4.4-1 (Proposed Action, Commercial Aviation Alternative) 
and 4.4-2 (International Wayport Alternative).  All operations were assumed 
to follow standard glide slopes and takeoff profiles provided by the FAA's 
INM. 

Major roads leading to or around the base were analyzed. Traffic data used 
to project future noise levels were derived from information gathered in the 
traffic analysis presented in Section 4.2.3.  Traffic data used in this analysis 
are presented in Appendix J. 

4.4.4.1   Proposed Action.  The results of the aircraft noise modeling for the 
Proposed Action are presented as noise contours in Figures 4.4-3 through 
4.4-5. The contribution from runup noise is evident as separate contours at 
the southeast edge of the apron. 

Table 4.4-9 presents the approximate number of acres and estimated 
population within each DNL range for each of the study years.  Compared to 
the preclosure reference, this represents a decrease of 26,786 acres within 
the DNL 65 dB contour in 2000, 26,785 acres in 2005, and 26,665 acres in 
2015. The maximum exposure is projected for 2015, due to increasing 
operations. 
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Table 4.4-9. Aircraft DNL Exposure for the Reuse Alternatives 

DNL in dB 

65-70 70-75 >75 Total 
>65 

Year Alternative Acres Population Acres Populat on Acres Population Acres 

2000 Proposed Action 170 0 74 0 59 0 303 

International Wayport 194 0 93 0 80 0 367 

Commercial Aviation 59 0 24 0 14 0 97 

2005 Proposed Action 167 0 79 0 58 0 304 

International Wayport 353 0 171 0 133 0 657 

Commercial Aviation 

Proposed Action 

65 0 27 0 18 0 110 

2015 230 0 114 0 80 0 424 

International Wayport 533 0 227 0 188 0 948 

Commercial Aviation 75 0 31 0 19 0 125 

dB     = decibel 
DNL  = day-night average sound level 
>       = greater than 

The criteria that define Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft are described in FAA 
Part 36 (FAA, 1988b).  Noise level limits are defined for takeoff, approach, 
and sideline measurements.  No Stage 2 aircraft operations were modeled 
for the Proposed Action. 

SEL was calculated at representative residential locations as shown in 
Figure 4.4-6 for the noisiest and most common jet aircraft; the results are 
presented in Table 4.4-10.  The analysis suggests that, for the Proposed 
Action, some aircraft overflights could affect the sleep of some residents in 
the area. 

For all model years the noisiest aircraft would be the 747-400 and MD-11, 
with the most common air cargo aircraft being the 747-400. The noisiest 
military aircraft would be the F-16, and the most common general air carrier 
aircraft would be the ATR-42.  The noisiest aircraft were determined from 
the A-weighted maximum sound level as presented in FAA Advisory Circular 
AC36-3F(FAA, 1990c). 

Surface traffic sound levels for several road segments are presented in 
Table 4.4-11.  These levels are presented in terms of DNL as a function of 
distance from the centerline of the roadways analyzed.  There would be an 
estimated 708 residents in areas exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater due to 
surface traffic by 2015.  This is an increase of 184 people over the 
No-Action Alternative. 
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Table 4.4-10. Sound Exposure Levels at Representative Noise Receptors, 
Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Sound Exposure Level (dB) 

Community 
Marquette 

Receptor Location 
Aircraft Type 

No. 747-400 MD-11 757-200   Gulfstream IV ATR-72 ATR-42 F-16 
1 Houses near 71 66 62 62 65 58 60 

intersection of 
Pioneer Road and 
CR 553 

2 Negaunee Houses near 
intersection of 
Brown and Main 

70 64 60 61 63 57 58 

3 Palmer Houses near 
Post Office 

62 56 50 52 51 50 46 

4 Princeton Houses near 
intersection of 
Miner Drive and 
SH 35 

83 80 75 76 80 67 76 

5 Austin Houses near 
intersection of 
Austin Street and 
Low Street 

82 80 75 76 79 67 77 

6 Gwinn Houses near SH 35 
at east edge of 
town 

75 73 68 69 71 62 73 

7 New 
Swanzy 

Houses near SH 35 
at east edge of 
town 

77 75 70 71 73 63 75 

8 Sands Houses near 
CR 553 

87 84 78 79 82 69 82 

9 Harvey Houses near 
intersection of 
SH 28 and U.S. 41 

80 77 72 72 76 64 69 

10 Skandia Houses near 
intersection of 
Townhall and 
Kreiger 

61 55 49 52 50 51 47 

11 Beaver 
Grove 

Houses near 
U.S. 41 south of 
CR 480 

70 67 62 62 64 58 62 

12 Carlshend Houses near 
intersection of 
CR 456 and 
CR 541 

58 52 45 48 46 50 42 

13 Little Lake Houses near 
intersection of 
SH 35 and CR 456 

73 71 66 67 68 61 68 

14 Dukes Houses near 
intersection of 
SH 94 and Dukes 
Road 

55 48 41 45 41 48 36 

15 On base South edge of 
housing 

74 71 65 67 83 68 68 

16 On base North edge of 
housing 

74 70 64 64 83 75 64 

CR =    County Road 
dB =    decibel 
SH =    State Highway 
U.S. =    #U.S. Highway 
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Table 4.4-11.  Distance to DNL from Roadway Center and Number of People - Proposed Action 
Distance Number Distance Number Distance Number 

(feet) of (feet) of (feet) of 
Year     Roadwav    Seament DNL 65 dB Residents DNL 70 dB Residents DNL 75 dB Residents 

2000   CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR480 West of CR 553 100 0 50 0 20 0 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 70 17 40 6 20 0 

CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 100 3 50 0 20 0 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 110 81 50 0 30 0 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 110 0 50 0 30 0 

CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 80 0 40 0 20 0 
NA CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 50 11 20 0 (a) NA 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 10 0 (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 120 201 60 14 30 3 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 90 3 40 0 20 0 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 

SH35 CR553to CR456 60 11 30 0 (a) NA 

SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2005   CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 120 6 50 0 30 0 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 80 39 40 6 20 0 

CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 120 8 60 3 30 0 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 150 84 70 22 30 0 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 150 0 70 0 30 0 

CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 100 0 50 0 30 0 

CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 30 3 20 0 (a) NA 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 50 8 30 3 10 0 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 130 220 60 14 30 0 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 100 6 50 0 30 0 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 70 0 30 0 20 0 

SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 80 25 40 0 20 0 

SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

2015   CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 70 0 40 0 20 0 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 90 0 40 0 20 0 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 70 0 30 0 20 0 

CR480 West of CR 553 150 8 70 0 40 0 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 110 89 50 6 30 0 

CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 170 17 80 3 40 0 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 210 56 100 67 50 0 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 210 0 100 0 50 0 

CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 130 0 60 0 30 0 

CR545 U.S. 41 to CR460 50 11 20 0 (a) NA 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 80 20 40 3 20 0 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 50 6 20 0 (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 180 285 80 75 40 3 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 140 6 60 0 30 0 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 90 0 40 0 20 0 

SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 110 47 50 6 30 0 

SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

Note:    (a)   Contained within the roadway. 
CR County Road 
dB decibel 
DNL      = day-night average sound level 
NA not applicable 
SH State Highway 
U.S.*    = U.S. Highway 
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Mitigation Measures.   Measures that could be considered to reduce the 
effects of airport noise include: 

• Operational/management measures - Change takeoff, climbout, or 
landing procedures; change flight tracks; limit or rotate primary 
runway usage; enforce prescribed flight track use and fan out 
departure flight tracks; impose curfews; impose noise-related 
landing fees; develop noise monitoring systems; and establish 
community relations office. 

• Preventive measures - Acquire undeveloped land adjacent to the 
runway that is exposed to aircraft noise of DNL 65 dB or greater, 
and restrict residential and hospital development to areas outside 
the DNL 65 dB contour. 

Other mitigation measures such as a sound insulation program could be 
implemented to reduce interior noise levels for sensitive receptors exposed 
to DNL 65 dB or greater.   Noise reduction inside buildings can be 
accomplished by incorporating solid core wood or steel-faced exterior doors, 
non-opening dual pane windows, and aggregate block walls into building 
design, and limiting the total square footage of windows to no more than 
10 percent of exterior exposed walls.  These features can reduce interior 
noise levels by as much as 26 to 53 A-weighted dB when properly designed 
and constructed.  For future development, county and township land use 
planning could incorporate noise compatibility measures when establishing 
residential zoning.  Measures such as restricting residential development to 
areas outside the DNL 65 dB contour and incorporating buffer zones into 
community development could be used. The effectiveness of the 
operational and management noise mitigation measures presented here 
cannot be completely determined without extensive modeling and/or noise 
measurements. 

4.4.4.2 International Wayport Alternative.  The primary flight tracks for the 
International Wayport Alternative are presented in Figure 4.4-2. The results 
of the aircraft noise modeling for the International Wayport Alternative are 
presented as noise contours in Figures 4.4-7 through 4.4-9.  The 
contribution from runup noise is evident as separate contours at the 
southeast. 

Table 4.4-9 presents the approximate number of acres and estimated 
population within each DNL range for each of the study years for the 
International Wayport Alternative.  Compared to the preclosure reference, 
this represents a decrease of 26,722 acres within the DNL 65 dB contour in 
2000, 26,432 acres in 2005, and 26,141 acres in 2015.  The maximum 
exposure is projected for 2015 due to increasing operations. 

The criteria that define Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft are described in FAA 
Part 36 (FAA, 1988b).   Noise level limits are defined for takeoff, approach, 
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and sideline measurements.  No Stage 2 aircraft operations were modeled 
for the International Wayport Alternative. 

SEL was calculated at representative residential locations for the noisiest 
and most common jet aircraft; the results are presented in Table 4.4-10. 
The analysis suggests that, for the International Wayport Alternative, some 
aircraft overflights could affect the sleep of some residents in the area. 

For all model years the noisiest aircraft would be the 747-400 and MD-11, 
with the most common air carrier/air cargo aircraft being the 757.  The 
noisiest military aircraft would be the F-16, and the most common general 
aviation jet would be the Gulf Stream IV.  The noisiest aircraft were 
determined from the A-weighted maximum sound level as presented in FAA 
Advisory Circular AC 36-3F (FAA, 1990c). 

Surface traffic sound levels for several road segments are presented in 
Table 4.4-12.  These levels are presented in terms of DNL as a function of 
distance from the centerline of the roadways analyzed. There would be an 
estimated 660 residents in areas exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater due to 
surface traffic by 2015.  This is an increase of 136 people over the 
No-Action Alternative. 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measures for the International Wayport 
Alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.4.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative.  The primary flight tracks for the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative are presented in Figure 4.4-1. The results 
of the aircraft noise modeling for the Commercial Aviation Alternative are 
presented as noise contours in Figures 4.4-10 through 4.4-12. 

Table 4.4-7 presents the approximate number of acres and estimated 
population within each DNL range for each of the study years.  Compared to 
the preclosure reference, this represents a decrease of 26,992 acres within 
the DNL 65 dB contour in 2000, 26,979 acres in 2005, and 26,964 acres in 
2015.  The maximum exposure is projected for 2015 due to increasing 
operations. 

The criteria that define Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft are described in FAA 
Part 36 (FAA, 1988b).   Noise level limits are defined for takeoff, approach, 
and sideline measurements.   No Stage 2 aircraft operations were modeled 
for the Commercial Aviation Alternative. 

SEL was calculated at representative residential locations for the noisiest 
and most common jet aircraft; the results are presented in Table 4.4-10. 
The analysis suggests that, for the Commercial Aviation Alternative, some 
aircraft overflights could affect the sleep of some residents in the area. 
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Table 4.4-12.  Distance to DNL from Roadway Center and Number of People 
Alternative 

International Wayport 

Distance Number Distance Number Distance Number 
(feet) of (feet) of (feet) of 

Year     Roadwav   Seament DNL 65 dB Residents DNL 70 dB Residents DNL 75 dB Residents 

2000   CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 50 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

CR480 West of CR 553 100 0 50 0 30 0 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 70 17 40 6 20 0 

CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 110 8 50 0 30 0 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 120 78 60 11 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 120 0 60 0 30 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 80 0 40 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 30 6 10 0 (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 50 11 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 120 209 50 6 30 3 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 90 3 40 0 20 0 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 

SH35 CR553 to CR456 60 11 30 0 20 0 

SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2005   CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 

CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 120 6 50 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 80 39 40 6 20 0 

CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 120 8 60 3 30 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 150 84 70 22 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 140 0 70 0 30 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 90 0 50 0 20 0 

CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 30 3 20 0 (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 50 8 30 3 10 0 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 130 220 60 14 30 3 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 100 6 50 0 30 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 70 0 30 0 20 0 

SH35 CR 553 to CR456 80 25 40 0 20 0 

SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

2015   CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 80 0 40 0 20 0 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 70 0 30 0 20 0 

CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 

CR480 West of CR 553 150 8 70 0 30 0 

CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 110 89 50 6 30 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 160 17 80 3 40 0 

CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 190 67 90 53 40 0 

CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 190 0 90 0 40 0 

CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 120 0 60 0 30 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 40 6 20 0 (a) NA 

CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 30 0 10 0 (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 70 14 30 3 20 0 

CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 50 6 20 0 (a) NA 

U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 170 262 80 75 40 3 

U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 130 6 60 0 30 0 

U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 90 0 40 0 20 0 

SH35 CR553to CR456 100 36 50 6 20 0 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

Note:    (a)   Contained within the roadway. 
CR County Road 
dB decibel 
DNL      = day-night average sound level 
NA not applicable 
SH State Highway 
U.S.#    = U.S. Highway 
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For all model years the noisiest aircraft would be the ATR-72, with the most 
common commercial aircraft being the ATR-42. The noisiest aircraft were 
determined from the A-weighted maximum sound level as presented in FAA 
Advisory Circular AC 36-3F (FAA, 1990c). 

Surface traffic sound levels for several road segments are presented in 
Table 4.4-13. These levels are presented in terms of DNL as a function of 
distance from the centerline of the roadways analyzed. There would be an 
estimated 636 people residing in areas exposed to DNL 65 dB and greater 
due to surface traffic by 2015. This would be an increase of 112 people 
over the No-Action Alternative. 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measures for noise would be the same as 
those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.4.4 Recreation Alternative.   For this alternative, there would be no 
airport activity and, therefore, no aircraft noise impacts. 

Surface traffic sound levels are presented by representative year in 
Table 4.4-14.  These levels are presented in terms of DNL as a function of 
distance from the centerline of the roadways analyzed.  There would be an 
estimated 563 people residing in areas exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater due 
to surface traffic by 2015. This would be an increase of 39 people over the 
No-Action Alternative. 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measures for surface traffic noise would be 
the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.4.5 No-Action Alternative.  There would be no airport activity and 
minimal surface traffic under the No-Action Alternative; therefore, there 
would be fewer noise impacts than anticipated for the other alternatives. 

Surface traffic sound levels are presented in Table 4.4-15. These levels are 
presented in terms of DNL as a function of the centerline of the roadways 
analyzed.   In 2000, approximately 236 people would reside within areas 
exposed to DNL 65 dB and above.  This number would increase to 524 by 
2015. 

4.4.4.6 Other Land Use Concepts.   Potential impacts resulting from 
increased noise levels from implementation of the other land use concepts 
are described below. 

Michigan National Guard.  No noise impacts are expected to occur from 
implementation of the MANG land use concept in conjunction with any 
alternative. 
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Table 4.4-13.  Distance to DNL from Road way Cent er and Nun iber of Pe ople - 
Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Distance Number Distance Number Distance Number 
(feet) of (feet) of (feet) of 

Year       Roadwav    Segment DNL 65 dB Residents DNL 70 dB Residents DNL 75 dB Residents 

2000      CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 100 0 50 0 20 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 70 17 40 6 20 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 90 3 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 100 67 50 0 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 100 0 50 0 30 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 70 0 40 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 40 30 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 120 201 60 14 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 90 3 40 0 20 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 50 6 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2005      CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 50 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 110 0 50 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 80 39 40 6 20 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 110 8 50 0 30 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 130 89 60 11 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 120 0 60 0 30 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 90 0 40 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 30 6 10 0 (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 50 8 30 3 10 0 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 10 0 (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 130 220 60 14 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 100 6 50 0 30 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 70 0 30 0 20 0 
SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 60 11 30 0 20 0 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 30 0 20 0 (a) NA 

2015      CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 70 0 30 0 20 0 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 140 8 70 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 110 89 50 6 30 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 150 11 70 3 30 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 170 81 80 33 40 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 170 0 80 0 40 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 110 0 50 0 30 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 30 3 20 0 (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 70 14 30 3 20 0 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 170 262 80 75 40 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 130 6 60 0 30 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR456 90 0 40 0 20 0 
SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 90 39 40 0 20 0 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

Note:    (a)   Contained within the roadway. 
CR County Road 
dB decibel 
DNL day-night average sound level 
NA not applicable 
SH State Highway 
U.S.# U.S. Highway 
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Table 4.4-14.  Distance to DNL from Roadway Center and Number of People - Recreation Alternative 
Distance Number Distance Number Distance Number 

(feet) of (feet) of (feet) of 
Year       Roadway Segment DNL 65 dB Residents DNL 70 dB Residents DNL 75 dB Residents 

2000     CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 90 0 40 0 20 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 70 17 40 6 20 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 90 3 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 90 53 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 80 0 40 0 20 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 70 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 40 30 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 110 165 50 6 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 80 0 40 0 20 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2005      CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 100 0 50 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 80 39 40 6 20 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 100 3 50 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 100 67 50 0 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 100 0 50 0 20 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 70 0 40 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 40 30 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 130 220 60 14 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 100 6 50 0 20 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 70 0 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR553 to CR456 50 6 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2015      CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 50 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 130 8 60 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 100 61 50 6 30 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 130 11 60 3 30 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 130 89 60 11 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 130 0 60 0 30 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 100 0 50 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 30 6 10 0 (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 60 8 30 3 10 0 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 10 0 (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 170 262 80 75 40 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 120 6 60 0 30 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 80 0 40 0 20 0 
SH35 CR553 to CR456 70 11 30 0 20 0 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

Note:    (a)    Contained within the roadway. 
CR         = County Road 
dB         = decibel 
DNL      = day-night average sound level 
NA        = not applicable 
SH         = State Highway 
U.S.*    = U.S. Highway 
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Table 4.4-15.  Distance to DNL from Roadway Center and Number of People - No-Action Alternative 
Distance Number Distance Number Distance Number 

(feet) of (feet) of (feet) of 
Year      Roadwav Segment DNL 65 dB Residents DNL 70 dB Residents DNL 75 dB Residents 

2000    CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 90 0 40 0 20 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 70 17 40 6 20 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 80 3 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 80 33 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 80 0 40 0 20 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 60 0 30 0 (a) NA 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 40 3 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 110 165 50 6 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 80 0 40 0 20 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 60 0 30 •     0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR553to CR456 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2005     CR 462 Main Gate to CR 553 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 100 0 50 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 80 39 40 6 20 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 90 3 50 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 90 53 40 0 20 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 90 0 40 0 20 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 70 0 40 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 40 3 20 0 (a) NA 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 130 220 60 14 30 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 90 3 50 0 20 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 70 0 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 30 0 (a) NA (a) NA 

2015     CR462 Main Gate to CR 553 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 Gate 2 to CR 545 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR460 CR 545 to U.S. 41 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 
CR480 West of CR 553 130 8 60 0 30 0 
CR480 CR 553 to U.S. 41 100 61 50 6 30 0 
CR553 Marquette city limits to CR 480 120 8 60 3 30 0 
CR553 CR 480 to CR 462 120 78 60 11 30 0 
CR553 CR 462 to Southgate Drive 110 0 50 0 30 0 
CR553 Southgate Drive to SH 35 90 0 40 0 20 0 
CR545 U.S. 41 to CR 460 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
CR545 CR 460 to CR 456 (a) NA (a) NA (a) NA 
CR456 SH 35 to CR 545 50 8 30 3 10 0 
CR456 CR 545 to U.S. 41 20 0 (a) NA (a) NA 
U.S. 41 SH 28 to Skandia 160 243 80 75 40 3 
U.S. 41 Skandia to SH 94 120 6 60 0 30 0 
U.S. 41 SH 94 to CR 456 80 0 40 0 20 0 
SH35 CR 553 to CR 456 60 11 30 0 (a) NA 
SH35 CR 456 to Morbit Lake Access 40 0 20 0 (a) NA 

Note:    (a)   Contained within the roadway. 
CR County Road 
dB decibel 
DNL day-night average sound level 
NA not applicable 
SH State Highway 
U.S.# U.S. Highway 
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Correctional Institution.  No noise impacts are expected to occur from 
implementation of the correctional institution independent land use concept 
in conjunction with any alternative. 

Sawmill. With this concept there is the potential for increased noise levels 
from the use of equipment (e.g., planers, saws, chippers).  Noise levels from 
the equipment could reach 115 A-weighted dB at the source.  Because the 
Weapons Storage Area is approximately 0.6 mile from the residential area 
and the equipment would be used within a structure that can attenuate 
noise levels by approximately 20 dB, no noise sensitive receptors would be 
affected.  Because the use of trains at K. I. Sawyer AFB for this concept 
would be on a spur line where speeds would be slow and the spur line is not 
near any residential areas, no sensitive receptors would be affected. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.  No noise impacts are expected to occur from 
implementation of the waste to energy/recycling land use concept in 
conjunction with any alternative. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.   No noise impacts are 
expected to occur from implementation of the waste to energy/ 
environmental support operations land use concept in conjunction with any 
alternative. 

4.4.5    Biological Resources 

The reuse alternatives (except the No-Action Alternative) could potentially 
affect biological resources through alteration or loss of vegetation and 
wildlife habitat. These impacts are described below for each alternative. 

Assumptions used in analyzing the impacts of the alternatives include: 

• All staging and other areas temporarily disturbed by construction, 
demolition, and renovation would be placed in previously disturbed 
areas (e.g., paved or cleared areas), to the fullest extent possible. 

• Proportions of disturbance associated with each land use category 
were determined based on accepted land use planning concepts. 
Development within each parcel could occur at one or more 
designated locations anywhere within that category. 

• At on-base locations in which timber harvest would occur, forest 
management would follow accepted practices, including 
reforestation by such methods as replanting or leaving seed trees or 
shelterwood. 

4.4.5.1   Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action would have minimal 
impacts on biological resources.  An estimated 681 acres would be 
disturbed by construction, demolition, and renovation by 2015.   Most of 
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these activities would take place in areas that have previously been 
disturbed and do not support natural vegetation or wildlife.  Biologically 
sensitive areas on base would remain largely intact. 

Vegetation.  The overall effect to vegetation quality and distribution on 
K. I. Sawyer AFB from the Proposed Action is expected to be minimal.  Of 
the total number of acres to be disturbed, the majority (620 acres) would be 
for industrial land uses. These uses are proposed mainly in areas that are 
landscaped or where the vegetation (forest or grassland) has already been 
disturbed, such as the military family housing area.  Some small areas of 
forest would likely be removed for aviation support, industrial development, 
and proposed access routes.  Removal of these forested areas is not 
expected to adversely affect this resource because of the abundance of 
forest in the surrounding area. The proposed off-base access route would 
follow an existing dirt road through a recently logged area. The road 
upgrade is not expected to adversely affect the vegetation along its route. 

The grassland area west of the runway could be affected by the proposed 
industrial reuse.   However, impacts to vegetation would be negligible 
because the area has been previously disturbed by being artificially 
maintained as grassland.   Development associated with the educational and 
residential land uses would have a negligible effect on native vegetation 
because these areas are landscaped. 

The continued use of lands around the ecologically sensitive Little Trout 
Lake and the Silver Lead Creek riparian area as recreational areas is not 
expected to require new development or land disturbance and would, 
therefore, have no effect on the vegetation including the fir clubmoss, 
James' monkey-flower (Michigan species of special concern), and the dry- 
mesic northern forest. Training activities associated with the MANG and 
U.S. Army Reserve would disturb vegetation along the dirt roads and open 
areas during equipment use.  Potential impacts to the ponds west of the 
runway within the area proposed for reuse by the MANG and U.S. Army 
Reserve are discussed in Sensitive Habitats. 

As discussed in Section 3.4.2, Water Resources, the lakes and ponds 
southeast of K. I. Sawyer AFB have been experiencing lower lake levels. 
The actual cause of the lower lake levels is unknown, but three areas were 
investigated by the USGS. The possible causes investigated included 
cumulative drought conditions; use of two K. I. Sawyer AFB domestic water 
wells (No. 9 and No. 10); or a combination of drought and use of the wells. 
If the use of the wells has caused the lakes to lower, then continued use 
under the Proposed Action could exacerbate this condition, and the 
continued lowering of these lakes could lead to individual mortality of water- 
dependent plants.  A growth surge of emergent or submerged plants may 
occur as the lakes become shallow and sunlight reaches the bottom. 
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Wildlife.  The overall effect to wildlife from the Proposed Action is expected 
to be minimal.  Effects on wildlife would be from habitat loss, demolition 
and renovation activities, and operations.  Demolition and renovation 
activities would have short-term effects on local wildlife in adjacent areas, 
causing wildlife intolerant of such disturbances to avoid the area.  Noise, 
activity and lighting associated with the operation of the airport and/or 
industrial facilities would continue to discourage intolerant species. These 
effects, including noise impacts on wildlife, would be less than under 
preclosure conditions when the airfield was fully operational.  The Silver 
Lead Creek riparian area offers high quality wildlife habitat and would be 
used for recreational purposes.  Effects from this and other recreational uses 
(golf course, recreation facilities) on K. I. Sawyer AFB would be similar to 
conditions prior to base closure.  The frigga fritillary butterfly would not be 
affected by continued use of the Little Trout Lake recreational area. 

Species that would be immediately affected by a loss or alteration of 
landscaped areas and timber forests in the aviation support and industrial 
areas include those that are sedentary or have relatively small home ranges. 
Included are some nesting birds (chipping sparrow, house wren, and song 
sparrow), small mammals (eastern chipmunk, meadow vole, and deer 
mouse), amphibians (spring peeper), and reptiles (common garter snake). 
The loss of habitat would also affect wider-ranging species that forage in the 
less disturbed areas, such as raptors (red-tailed hawk and great-horned owl), 
white-tailed deer, and predatory animals (coyote and fox).  The majority of 
these wildlife species are found on the base within the stands of mixed 
deciduous and jack pine forests.   Impacts to wildlife species within these 
forests would be minimal due to the abundance of suitable habitat adjacent 
to the base.   Because of the low habitat value of landscaped areas, 
disturbance within these areas would result in minimal impact to wildlife. 

Although the military family housing area provides poor quality habitat for 
wildlife, these areas can allow a low level of access for wildlife to other 
biologically important areas (i.e., Silver Lead Creek riparian area) on base. 
Conversion of residential areas to industrial uses in the southeastern portion 
of the base would reduce wildlife access to the riparian area.   Noise 
associated with military training activities conducted by the MANG and U.S. 
Army Reserve would cause intolerant mobile species to avoid the area during 
equipment use; however, once activities are complete, these species would 
return. 

The continued lowering of the lakes and ponds southeast of the base could 
affect wildlife species that live in the lakes or that use the water for 
foraging.  The water in the lakes could freeze solid during the winter, killing 
species, such as fish, which cannot move to a different lake.   Low water 
levels in the summer may result in an increase in water temperature which 
would reduce the available oxygen in the water causing a fish die-off.  Other 
animals that use the lake for drinking would not be severely affected unless 
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the lake completely dries up.  If the lakes dry up, the animals would need to 
find an alternate water source. 

Threatened and Endangered Species.  No federally or state-listed threatened 
or endangered species are expected to be impacted by the Proposed Action. 
Little Trout Lake and Silver Lead Creek provide foraging habitat for bald 
eagles (federally and state-listed as threatened) and common loons (state 
species of special concern), but disturbance of these species is expected to 
be minimal. This is partly due to the continued recreational use of these 
areas, similar to preclosure conditions, and partly to the availability of other 
large areas of suitable foraging habitat near the base. 

Similarly, disturbance of forested areas would remove possible foraging 
habitat for gray wolves and peregrine falcons (both federally and state-listed 
as endangered).  Impacts to gray wolves would be negligible, since sighting 
of these animals on the base have not been recorded and there is a large 
amount of other suitable foraging habitat in nearby areas.  Peregrine falcons, 
which may forage in the area, would be similarly unaffected because there 
are large amounts of available foraging area.  The Kirtland's warbler 
(federally and state-listed as endangered) is not expected to be found on the 
base.  Wetter portions of the base, mainly those within the Silver Lead 
Creek riparian area, would be left in their present state, where they could 
provide habitat for the narrow-leaved gentian (state-listed as threatened), 
frigga fritillary, fir clubmoss, and James' monkey-flower (state species of 
special concern). 

The continued lowering of the lakes and ponds southeast of the base could 
affect sensitive, water-dependent plant species that may grow near the lake 
edges.  Species similar to those found on K. I. Sawyer AFB can be expected 
around these lakes.  Listed animal species in the area would move to a 
better foraging site if the water levels become unacceptable.  The frigga 
fritillary butterfly may suffer individual mortality if its localized habitat 
becomes dry.  Because the butterfly is found in other areas, species survival 
would not be dependent on these lakes.  Overall, the lowering lake levels are 
not expected to jeopardize the continued existence of any species. 

Sensitive Habitats.  On K. I. Sawyer AFB, sensitive habitats are associated 
with the wetlands.  Wetlands can lose value through direct or indirect 
impacts.  Direct impacts can result when land is initially developed and/or 
when wetlands are filled, dredged, or flooded.  Wetlands can also be 
impacted indirectly, from disturbance on adjacent lands, causing chemical or 
sedimentary runoff, which can result in water quality degradation.  Wildlife 
habitat, a beneficial value of wetlands, can become fragmented by 
disturbance adjacent to wetland areas. 
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Table 4.4-16 shows the direct, on-site impacts anticipated at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB as a result of implementation of the Proposed Action.  A total of 
117 acres of wetlands are known to exist at K. I. Sawyer AFB, and if all 
681 acres of disturbance were to occur with no regard to avoiding 
wetlands, 2.5 acres of wetlands could be affected.  However, the Proposed 
Action does not include disturbance acreage that would exceed the upland 
acreage available for development on base. Table 4.4-16 illustrates that 
upland (non-wetland) acreage is available for any anticipated development 
under the Proposed Action.  The table provides, within each land use 
category, the total number of acres, the number of wetland acres, and the 
amount of disturbance that could occur over the 20-year planning period. 
By subtracting the amount of wetland acreage from the total acreage of 
each land use parcel, the total amount of non-wetland acreage is 
determined.  For example, a total of 1,483 acres are found within the 
industrial land use category. This category contains 2 acres of wetlands and 
1,481 acres of non-wetlands. These 1,481 non-wetland acres would be 
available to allow the 620 acres of disturbance that would occur within this 
land use under the Proposed Action.   Furthermore, construction or other 
activities in wetlands generally require engineering and siting considerations 
not required for upland disturbance.  These considerations include potential 
for flooding and the presence of organic soils, which exhibit poor 
engineering properties.   For these reasons, it is anticipated that few on-site 
wetlands would be directly impacted under the Proposed Action. 

Table 4.4-16.  On-Site Wetlands, Direct Impacts - Proposed Action 

Land Use 
Total 
Acres 

Wetland 
Acres 

Disturbed 
Acres'"' 

Non-Wetland 
Acres"" 

Likely Wetland 
Impact 

Airfield 1,397 5.5 0 1,391.5 0 

Aviation support 455 0.5 56 454.5 0 

Industrial 1,483 2 620 1,481 0 

Institutional 24 0 1 24 0 

Commercial 43 0 0 43 0 

Residential 152 0 4 152 0 

Public facilities/recreation 1,183 104 0 1,079 0 

Military 
Total 

186 
4,923 

5 
117 

0 
681 

181 
4,806 

0 
0 

Notes:     (a)     Potentially developed or disturbed acreage. 
(b)     Upland areas within which potential development could occur. 

Figure 4.4-13 further illustrates the practicality of avoidance to prevent 
disturbance or development of wetlands at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  The 
disturbance areas shown on the figure are conceptual only; they are not 
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intended to illustrate where actual disturbance would occur under the 
Proposed Action.   Rather, they are intended to show that wetlands could be 
avoided if full build-out of the Proposed Action were to occur.  Although 
disturbance or development is anticipated to occur at both existing 
developed and undeveloped sites at K. I. Sawyer AFB, disturbance is 
illustrated here only at locations that do not currently have buildings at the 
base, except in the military family housing area, which, under the Proposed 
Action, would be demolished for industrial development.   Figure 4.4-13 
shows that all development proposed within each land use category under 
the Proposed Action for the 20-year analysis period could reasonably occur 
without directly impacting wetlands.  The figure also illustrates that ample 
non-wetland areas exist to provide buffers around the wetlands to avoid 
indirect impacts as well. 

Under this alternative, there would be no new construction within the 
recreation areas around Little Trout Lake and the Silver Lead Creek riparian 
area (approximately 104 acres of wetlands including the bogs).   Effects from 
recreational uses of this area would be limited and similar to preclosure 
conditions. 

The continued lowering of the lakes southeast of the base can dry a wetland 
causing it to limit or cease biological production.   If this drying is permanent, 
loss of wetland habitat could occur by removing the hydrologic component 
essential to wetland survival. 

Mitigation Measures. The Air Force has specific responsibilities for the 
disposal of wetlands at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   Section 4 of Executive Order 
11990 states that when federally owned wetlands are leased or disposed of 
to nonfederal or private parties, the federal agency shall (a) reference in the 
conveyance these uses that are restricted under identified federal, state, or 
local wetlands regulations; and (b) attach other appropriate restrictions to 
the uses of the property by the grantee or purchaser and any successor, 
except where prohibited by law; or (c) withhold such properties from 
disposal.   Implementation of these laws and orders, as described below, will 
provide protection for these valuable wetland resources. 

Additionally, reuse activities affecting wetlands would be subject to 
Michigan's Goemaere-Anderson Wetlands Protection Act (Act No. 203).  A 
permit from MDNR's Land and Water Management Division would be 
required for regulated activities, which include placing fill, dredging, 
construction, or draining water from wetlands.  The permit would specify 
any mitigations required to offset potential impacts.  Any additional 
coordination with the COE regarding Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
would be conducted through the MDNR permitting process.  The permitting 
process will be conducted in accordance with the U.S. EPA's guidelines for 
evaluating Section 404 permitting applications found in Section 404 (b)(1) 
of the Clean Water Act.  Agency-recommended mitigations would take into 
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account the size and quality of the wetlands involved.  Mitigations for 
wetland impacts could include (1) avoidance of direct and indirect 
disturbance of wetlands through facility redesign or appropriate restrictions 
in the transfer documents; (2) on-base (if possible) replacement of any 
wetlands lost at a ratio determined through consultation with the MDNR and 
COE; (3) restoration/enhancement of wetland habitat elsewhere on the base 
or purchase and fencing of any off-base replacement habitat; and 
(4) monitoring (until habitat becomes well established) of any replacement 
wetlands as required to determine the effectiveness of replacement and any 
remedial measures. Avoidance of impacts, where practicable, represents the 
lowest cost mitigation and can be accomplished in a shorter time frame than 
wetland replacement.  Because the creation or development of wetlands 
represents a substantial financial investment, and the process may take 
several years to complete, this option is often reserved for wetland 
mitigation of high quality or for a sizable area of affected wetlands. The 
probability of success that the newly created wetland would survive and 
flourish could also vary, which sometimes makes this option less desirable 
than wetland restoration or avoidance.  The primary property recipient could 
implement this mitigation through its contractors, the MDNR/COE through 
their permitting process, or the Air Force through lease/deed restrictions. 

Avoiding disturbance to the wetlands could include controlling runoff from 
construction sites into the wetland through use of berms, silt curtains, straw 
bales, and other appropriate techniques.  Equipment should be washed in 
areas where wastewater can be contained and treated or evaporated. 

Additionally, the Michigan Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act (Act 
No. 347) requires permits for earth changes that disturb 1 acre or more of 
land within 500 feet of a lake or stream, or for alterations in the stream 
excluding plowing, tilling, mining, and logging.  A soil erosion and 
sedimentation control plan is also required. 

Executive Order 11990 directs the Air Force to provide references to 
restrictions existing in law and regulations, attach restrictions, or withhold 
disposal of wetlands on fee-owned property.   If the Proposed Action were 
implemented, the Air Force would reference in the conveyance documents 
those uses that are restricted under federal and state wetlands regulations, 
including those regulated by the Clean Water Act and the Michigan 
Goemaere-Anderson Wetlands Protection Act.  This reference would be 
made in accordance with the provisions of Section 4 of Executive Order 
11990. The Air Force could impose land use restrictions, conservation 
easements, and other mitigation measures, as appropriate, to comply with 
Executive Order 11990. 

Such restrictions could include conservation easements or deed restrictions 
for wetlands which might allow for public enjoyment and wildlife usage, 
while protecting wetlands from development.   Conservation easements 
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would be managed by responsible agencies, such as the USFWS, MDNR, or 
other entities that would maintain and monitor the wetland areas.  Deed 
restrictions would place the responsibility for protection of wetlands under 
the management of property recipients.  These easements and/or restrictions 
would help to minimize potential direct and indirect wetland impacts. 
Further, pursuant to the Executive Order, the Air Force will consider the 
option of withholding fee-owned property containing wetlands from 
disposal. 

Avoidance of wetlands is the environmentally preferred mitigation.  Pursuant 
to Executive Order 11990, avoidance could be achieved by imposing land 
use restrictions, conservation easements, and other mitigation measures, as 
appropriate, in a manner that protects the wetlands. To the extent 
practicable, wetlands would be managed for conservation purposes. 
Potential developers/reusers of K. I. Sawyer AFB property should confirm 
any identified boundaries (through delineation) prior to the onset of any 
construction activities. They should also contact the MDNR in Marquette 
early in the planning process to avoid development delays. 

4.4.5.2 International Wayport Alternative.  The International Wayport 
Alternative would have minimal impacts on biological resources.  An 
estimated 380 acres would be disturbed by construction, demolition, and 
renovation by 2015.   Most of the disturbance would be in areas that do not 
support natural vegetation or wildlife.   Biologically sensitive areas on base 
would remain largely intact.  Effects from lowering lakes southeast of the 
base would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 

Vegetation.   Most of the 380 acres of vegetation that would be disturbed 
for this alternative are low quality habitat (e.g., landscaping or disturbed 
grassland).  Some small stands of forest east and west of the runway and 
some larger stands south of the runway would likely be removed for airfield, 
aviation, and industrial development.   Removal of the forests is not expected 
to adversely affect this resource, due to the abundance of forest in the 
surrounding area.  Impacts from development of the off-base access route 
would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 

The area designated for agriculture is primarily forest, stands of which have 
been cut periodically and are in varying stages of regrowth.  Impacts 
associated with timber harvesting would be the same as preclosure 
conditions. Timber sales on state-owned land, approximately 75 percent of 
the agricultural land use, would be evaluated by MDNR. This process 
includes taking an inventory of the area to be harvested and public review of 
the harvest prior to the timber sale.  Timber harvesting on state-owned land 
would follow MDNR silviculture management practices.   Property transferred 
to private interest is not regulated by MDNR for timber harvesting, but must 
comply with regulations for the protection of wetlands and prevention of 
increased soil erosion. 
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The continued use of lands around Little Trout Lake and Silver Lead Creek as 
recreational areas is not expected to require new development or land 
disturbance and would, therefore, have no effect on the vegetation, 
including the fir clubmoss, James' monkey-flower, and dry-mesic northern 
forest.  Potential impacts to the ponds west of the runway within the 
agricultural land use area are discussed below under Sensitive Habitats. 

Wildlife.  Effects on wildlife from habitat loss, demolition activities, and 
operations would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action, 
except that under the International Wayport Alternative parcels of land near 
the runway would be designated as agriculture and the residential areas in 
the southeastern part of the base would not be converted to industrial uses. 
Although timber harvesting would be expected to occur in the parcels of 
land near the runway at least once during the 20-year analysis period, timber 
forests can provide some moderate-quality habitat for wildlife.  Impacts to 
wildlife would be minimal due to the abundance of these habitat types in the 
area and the continued use of existing forest management practices 
(including reforestation).  Effects from recreational use (hiking and camping) 
on site would be similar to preclosure conditions.   Silver Lead Creek and 
Little Trout Lake riparian areas would be preserved in their present state 
which would be beneficial to the frigga fritillary butterfly.   Effects from 
airfield activities, including noise impacts on wildlife, would be similar to 
preclosure conditions when the airfield was fully operational. 

Threatened and Endangered Species.  No federally or state-listed threatened 
or endangered species are expected to be impacted by the International 
Wayport Alternative.   Effects on sensitive species in the area would be 
similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 

Sensitive Habitats.   Impacts to sensitive habitats would be similar to those 
described for the Proposed Action, except the maximum potential impacts to 
wetlands under this alternative would include 8.5 acres.   However, as with 
the Proposed Action, anticipated impacts to wetlands under this alternative 
are minimal except for the 2 acres that would be impacted for construction 
of the crosswind runway.  The specific requirements for the crosswind 
runway would require direct impact to 2 acres of wetlands.  These wetlands 
consist of low quality, disturbed areas consisting of drainage ditches and 
small depressions, created during the construction of the existing runway, 
and are maintained by activities such as mowing. 

Table 4.4-17 shows the direct, on-site impacts anticipated at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB as a result of implementation of the International Wayport Alternative. 
The table reveals that ample upland area is available within each land use for 
development.   For example, within the aviation support land use area, 
616.5 acres of non-wetland area would be available to absorb the 74 acres 
of disturbance that would occur within this land use under this alternative. 
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Table 4.4-17.  On-Site Wetlands, Direct Impacts - International Wayport Alternative 

Total Wetland Disturbed Non-Wetland Likely Wetland 
Land Use Acres Acres Acres'8' Acres"" Impact 

Airfield 1,055 5 94(0 1050 2 

Aviation support 617 0.5 74 616.5 0 

Industrial 495 0.5 121 494.5 0 

Institutional 162 2 0 160 0 

Commercial 64 0 3 64 0 

Residential 538 0.5 0 537.5 0 

Public facilities/recreation 1,118 103 0 1,015 0 

Agriculture 874 5.5 88 868.5 0 

Total 4,923 117 380 4,806 2 

Notes:     (a)    Potentially developed or disturbed acreage. 
(b) Upland areas within which potential development could occur. 
(c) The 94 acres of disturbance for this land use is for the construction of the crosswind runway.  Only 2 acres 

of wetlands exist within this area. 

Figure 4.4-14 further illustrates the practicality of avoidance to prevent 
disturbance or development of wetlands at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  As with the 
Proposed Action, the areas shown on the figure are conceptual only; they 
are not intended to illustrate where actual disturbance would occur under 
the International Wayport Alternative.  Rather, they are intended to show 
that wetlands could be avoided if full build-out of this alternative were to 
occur.   Disturbance or development is anticipated to occur at both existing 
developed and undeveloped sites at K. i. Sawyer AFB.  Figure 4.4-14 shows 
that all development proposed within each land use category under the 
International Wayport Alternative could reasonably occur without directly 
impacting wetlands, except for the construction of the crosswind runway. 

Under this alternative, there would be no new construction within the 
recreation areas around the Little Trout Lake and the Silver Lead Creek 
riparian area.  Effects from recreational uses of this area would be limited 
and similar to preclosure conditions. 

Mitigation Measures.   Mitigation measures, the responsible parties, and 
effectiveness of the mitigation under the International Wayport Alternative 
would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 
Construction of the crosswind runway would impact wetlands in the central 
part of the base. These wetlands are man-made and continually disturbed 
during runway maintenance activities, making them low quality.   Because 
the total acres of anticipated affected wetland is low, restoration, 
enhancement, or preservation of other wetlands in the area may be the 
preferred mitigation options. 
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During timber activities, timber on steep slopes adjacent to the ponds on the 
west side of the runway should not be harvested.   Following the 
recommendations of the Escanaba River State Forest Comprehensive 
Resource Management Plan during timber harvesting would further reduce 
siltation into the ponds.   Recommendations in the plan that have been found 
to be most effective in reducing soil erosion in water bodies include 
maintaining a band of natural vegetation, 150 feet wide, on each side of and 
parallel to the water resource (Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 
1991).  Timber harvesting activities could comply with MDNR silviculture 
management practices. 

4.4.5.3  Commercial Aviation Alternative.  The Commercial Aviation 
Alternative would have minimal impacts to biological resources.  A total of 
259 acres would be disturbed by 2015, but most of the disturbance would 
be concentrated in areas that are developed or altered.   Effects from 
lowering lakes southeast of the base would be similar to those described for 
the Proposed Action. 

Vegetation.   Impacts to vegetation under this alternative would be negligible 
because most ground disturbance for the aviation support, industrial, 
institutional, and commercial development would occur in areas that are 
landscaped or contain buildings.   Impacts from public facilities/recreation and 
agriculture would be the same as for the International Wayport Alternative, 
except that there would be a beneficial impact of open space as the result of 
some military family housing demolition on the east side of the base.  This 
area would be expected to naturally revegetate beginning with grasses and 
forbs, then shrubs, and eventually a pine-hardwood-aspen forest.  The 
agricultural areas encompassing the northern end of the existing runway 
would be reforested.   Construction of industrial facilities may result in the 
removal of some forests, which have been cut periodically in the past and 
are abundant in the vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB.  As discussed under the 
International Wayport Alternative, forest on state-owned land would be 
managed by MDNR; forest on private land is not regulated, but must comply 
with other environmental regulations. 

Wildlife.   Effects on wildlife under the Commercial Aviation Alternative 
would be similar to those of the Proposed Action except that additional 
parcels of land would be designated as public facilities/recreation and 
agriculture, and the noise disturbances associated with airfield activities 
would be reduced.   Both of these changes would result in beneficial impacts 
to wildlife on base.   Disturbances to wildlife due to demolition and 
renovation would be temporary and would create beneficial impacts in the 
long term with the conversion of landscaped areas to natural habitat.  New 
timber forests would provide some moderate-quality habitat for wildlife. 
Impacts to wildlife species would be minimal if existing forest management 
practices (including reforestation) are continued. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species.   No federally or state-iisted threatened 
or endangered species would be impacted by the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative.  The Silver Lead Creek riparian area, which provides quality 
habitat for the bald eagle, common loon, narrow-leaved gentian, fir 
clubmoss, James' monkey-flower, and frigga fritillary butterfly, would be 
preserved in its present state. 

Sensitive Habitats.  The types of impacts to sensitive habitats would be 
similar to those described for the Proposed Action.  The maximum potential 
impacts to wetlands under this alternative would include 9.5 acres. 
However, as with the Proposed Action, anticipated impacts to wetlands 
under this alternative are minimal.  Table 4.4-18 shows the direct, on-site 
impacts anticipated at K. I. Sawyer AFB as a result of implementation of the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative.  The table reveals that ample upland area is 
available within each land use for development.   For example, within the 
industrial land use area, 493 acres of non-wetland area would be available to 
absorb the 29 acres of disturbance that would occur within this land use 
under this alternative. 

Table 4.4-18.  On-Site Wetlands, Direct Impacts - Commercial Aviation Alternative 

Total Wetland Disturbed Non-Wetland Likely Wetland 
Land Use Acres Acres Acres1'1 Acres"5' Impact 

Airfield 510 3.5 0 506.5 0 

Aviation support 325 0.5 9 324.5 0 

Industrial 494 1 29 493 0 

Institutional 546 2.5 11 543.5 0 

Commercial 25 0 1 25 0 

Residential 147 0 0 147 0 

Public facilities/recreation 1,387 104 61(e) 1,283 0 

Agriculture 1,489 5.5 148 1,483.5 0 

Total 4,923 117 259 4,806 0 

Notes:     (a)     Potentially developed or disturbed acreage. 
(b) Upland areas within which potential development could occur. 
(c) Disturbed acres for demolition of the military family housing units.  No wetlands exist within the proposed 

demolition area. 

Figure 4.4-15 further illustrates the practicality of avoidance to prevent 
disturbance or development of wetlands at K. I. Sawyer AFB. As with the 
Proposed Action, the areas shown on the figure are conceptual only; they 
are not intended to illustrate where actual disturbance would occur under 
the Commercial Aviation Alternative.  Rather, they are intended to show that 
wetlands could be avoided if full build-out of this alternative were to occur. 
Disturbance or development is anticipated to occur at both existing 
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developed and undeveloped sites at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   Figure 4.4-15 shows 
that all development proposed within each land use category under the 
Commercial Aviation Alternative could reasonably occur without directly 
impacting wetlands. 

Under this alternative, there would be no new construction within the 
recreation areas around Little Trout Lake and the Silver Lead Creek riparian 
area.  Effects from recreational uses of this area would be limited and similar 
to preclosure conditions. 

Mitigation Measures.   Mitigation measures, the responsible parties, and 
effectiveness of the mitigation under the Commercial Aviation Alternative 
would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action.   In addition, 
timber on steep slopes adjacent to the ponds on the west side of the 
runway should not be harvested.   Following the recommendations of the 
Escanaba River State Forest Comprehensive Resource Management Plan 
during timber harvesting would further reduce siltation into the ponds. 
Recommendations in the plan that have been found to be most effective in 
reducing soil erosion in water bodies include maintaining a band of natural 
vegetation, 150 feet wide, on each side of and parallel to the water resource 
(Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 1991).  Timber harvesting 
activities could comply with MDNR silviculture management practices. 

4.4.5.4 Recreation Alternative.  The Recreation Alternative could have an 
overall positive impact on biological resources.   Over 80 percent of the base 
would be set aside for public open space and recreation uses.  Ground 
disturbance of 201 acres under this alternative would be largely limited to 
the existing main base and housing areas. 

Vegetation.   Impacts to the vegetation associated within the public facilities/ 
recreation land use areas would be largely beneficial.  Disturbances 
associated with other facilities would have no impact on vegetation, with 
the possible exception of industrial expansion. 

Industrial facilities may impact some small stands of forest on the west side 
of the base and could impact some small drainages associated with the 
runway.   Impacts to the forest would not be adverse due to the small size 
and low quality of the stand to be removed and the abundance of this forest 
type in the surrounding area. 

Replanting with native vegetation and decreases in maintenance (e.g., 
mowing) of areas designated for public facilities/recreation would allow them 
to gradually return to a native condition.   Most disturbances would be the 
demolition of facilities in the military family housing and industrial areas, 
which would have no effect on the vegetation because these areas lack 
native vegetation.  These areas would be replanted with native vegetation, 
and over the long term, reuse would be a beneficial impact to vegetation. 
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Uses associated with public facilities/recreation would be concentrated 
during the winter, causing minimal or no impacts to vegetation.  However, 
some features, such as cross-country skiing trails, may be constructed. 
Vegetation removal for narrow paths through most forested areas would not 
be significant if pathways do not impact wetlands. 

Wildlife.   Effects of habitat alteration, including demolition activities and 
operations, would be similar to those of the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative, except there would be no aircraft operations under this 
alternative.   Most construction-related disturbances under this alternative 
would be from industrial and institutional development, would be short-term, 
and would be in areas that have been previously disturbed or provide 
minimal habitat value.  The area designated for recreational uses 
(approximately 80 percent of the base) would be revegetated and/or 
managed to encourage native vegetation establishment, especially in the 
Silver Lead Creek riparian area.   Effects from recreational uses (e.g., hiking, 
cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling) would be similar to preclosure 
conditions except for potential disturbances due to clearing of trails. 
Impacts to wildlife species from trail clearing and other recreational activities 
would be negligible.   Overall, long-term effects on wildlife and wildlife 
habitat under this alternative would be beneficial. 

Threatened and Endangered Species.  No federally or state-listed threatened 
or endangered species are expected to be impacted by the Recreation 
Alternative.  With the additional open space and preservation of quality 
wildlife habitat, impacts to sensitive wildlife species under this alternative 
would be considered beneficial. 

Sensitive Habitats.   Impacts to sensitive habitats would be similar to those 
described for the Proposed Action; the maximum potential impacts to 
wetlands under this alternative would include 2.5 acres.   However, as with 
the Proposed Action, anticipated impacts to wetlands under this alternative 
are minimal.  Table 4.4-19 shows the direct, on-site impacts anticipated at 
K. I. Sawyer AFB as a result of implementation of the Recreation Alternative. 
The table reveals that ample upland area is available within each land use for 
development.   For example, within the industrial land use area, 795 acres of 
non-wetland area would be available to absorb the 7 acres of disturbance 
that would occur within this land use under this alternative. 

Figure 4.4-16 further illustrates the practicality of avoidance to prevent 
disturbance or development of wetlands at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  As with the 
Proposed Action, the areas shown on the figure are conceptual only; they 
are not intended to illustrate where actual disturbance would occur under 
the Recreation Alternative.   Rather, they are intended to show that wetlands 
could be avoided if full build-out of this alternative were to occur. 
Disturbance or development is anticipated to occur at both existing 
developed and undeveloped sites at K. I. Sawyer AFB.   Figure 4.4-16 shows 
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Table 4.4-19.  On-Site Wetlands, Direct Impacts - Recreation Alternative 

Total Wetland Disturbed Non-Wetland Likely Wetland 
Land Use Acres Acres Acres"" Acres"11 Impact 

Industrial 797 2 7 795 0 

Institutional 67 0 3 67 0 

Commercial 13 0 1 13 0 

Residential 60 0 0 60 0 

Public facilities/recreation 3,986 115 190(cl 3,871 0 

Total 4,923 117 201 4,806 0 

Notes:      (a)     Potentially developed or disturbed acreage. 
(b) Upland areas within which potential development could occur. 
(c) Disturbed acres for the demolition of the military family housing. Only 0.5 acres of wetlands exist within the 

proposed demolition area.  This wetland area can be avoided during housing demolition. 

that all development proposed within each land use category under the 
Recreation Alternative could reasonably occur without directly impacting 
wetlands. 

Under this alternative, there would be no new construction within the 
recreation areas around Little Trout Lake and the Silver Lead Creek riparian 
area.   Effects from recreational uses of this area would be limited and similar 
to preclosure conditions. 

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measures would be similar to those 
described for the Proposed Action.   Placement of any new trails or other 
recreational features should avoid wetlands where practicable. 

4.4.5.5 No-Action Alternative.   Maintenance of the base under the No- 
Action Alternative would have minimal adverse effects on biological 
resources.  A reduction in human activity and a cessation of aircraft flights 
would reduce disturbance to wildlife on and in the vicinity of the base. 
Habitat quality for wildlife could improve if mowing of non-landscaped areas 
was discontinued, thereby allowing vegetation to grow to a height that 
would benefit wildlife species. 

4.4.5.6 Other Land Use Concepts.   Effects on biological resources as a 
result of the other land use concepts that may be implemented are described 
below. 

Michigan Army National Guard. The area proposed for use by the MANG 
contains approximately 5 acres of wetlands that may be utilized for driver 
training of heavy equipment. Potential impacts to the wetlands could occur 
if equipment is used in or near the wetlands. However, there is sufficient 
training area to avoid the wetlands. No threatened or endangered species 
would be affected by this land use concept. 
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Correctional Institution.   The correctional institution would be sited in an 
area comprising mostly disturbed forested land, although an area in the 
northeast corner of the proposed site is undisturbed forest.  The eastern 
boundary of the site would be adjacent to drainage ditches west of the 
runway.  Vegetation losses are assumed to be 161 acres as a result of 
blading and leveling of the land within the fenced facility.   Impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife in the forested areas would be similar to those 
discussed under the Proposed Action.   Construction activities could remove 
drainage ditch habitat (wetlands) along the eastern edge of the site, and 
mitigation measures for the wetlands would be the same as those described 
for the Proposed Action.   No threatened or endangered species would be 
affected by construction of the correctional institution. 

Sawmill. The proposed sawmill site on K. I. Sawyer AFB would be located 
in previously disturbed grassland and existing buildings.   Because of the 
unnatural state of the vegetation in the area and the availability of this 
habitat nearby, and because the wildlife associated with this habitat is 
common and has a high tolerance with human presence, reuse of the area as 
a sawmill is expected to cause only minimal impacts to vegetation and 
wildlife.  Small, low quality drainage ditch wetlands (one in the northwest 
portion of the project area alongside the roadway and rail spur, and one 
parallel to and just outside of the eastern boundary of the proposed sawmill 
location) could be influenced by the sawmill facilities and activities.   Impacts 
to these wetlands could occur if equipment is used in or near these areas, or 
if contaminated surface water or erosion runoff is allowed to flow into them. 
Use of equipment away from wetland areas and proper management of 
potential contaminants and erosion should preclude these impacts. 
Therefore, negligible impacts are expected from the sawmill land use 
concept.  There are no threatened or endangered species that would be 
affected by this land use concept. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.  The proposed locations for use by the waste to 
energy/recycling operation would be in landscaped areas.   Reuse of the 
facilities is not expected to adversely affect vegetation or wildlife, since 
these buildings are sited in existing developed areas.   Construction of the 
processing unit would also be within developed areas.  No threatened or 
endangered species or sensitive habitats would be affected by this land use 
concept. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  The proposed locations 
for use by the waste to energy/environmental support operations operation 
would be in landscaped areas.   Reuse of the facilities is not expected to 
adversely affect vegetation or wildlife, since these buildings are sited in 
developed areas.   Construction or modification of facilities would also be 
within developed areas.   No threatened or endangered species or sensitive 
habitats would be affected by this land use concept. 
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4.4.6    Cultural Resources 

Potential impacts were assessed by (1) identifying types and possible 
locations of reuse activities that could directly or indirectly affect cultural 
resources, and (2) identifying the nature and potential significance of cultural 
resources in potentially affected areas.   Pursuant to the NHPA, consultation, 
as directed by the Section 106 review process, has been initiated with the 
Michigan SHPO. 

Historic properties under 36 CFR Part 800 are defined as any prehistoric or 
historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for 
inclusion in, the NRHP.  This term includes, for the purposes of these 
regulations, artifacts, records, and remains that are related to and located 
within such properties.  The term "eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register" includes both properties formally determined as such by the 
Secretary of the Interior and all other properties that meet NRHP-listing 
criteria.  Therefore, sites not yet evaluated are considered potentially eligible 
to the NRHP and, as such, are afforded the same regulatory consideration as 
nominated historic properties. 

As a federal agency, the Air Force is responsible for identifying any historic 
properties at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  This identification process includes not only 
field surveys and recording of cultural resources, but also evaluations to 
develop determinations of significance in terms of NRHP criteria.   NRHP 
criteria and related qualities of significance are discussed in Appendix E. 
Completion of this process results in a listing of historic properties subject to 
federal regulations regarding the treatment of cultural resources. 

The identification process, as defined by the NHPA, is ongoing at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB.   During the Phase I investigation, three prehistoric sites 
(29MQ89, 20MQ90, and 20MQ91) and two historic sites (20MQ93 and 
20MQ94) were identified at K. I. Sawyer AFB as potentially eligible for 
listing in the NRHP (Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 1994b).  A 
Phase II investigation was recommended and in coordination with the 
Michigan SHPO was implemented to evaluate the significance of these five 
sites.   Because they were found to lack integrity, the two historic sites were 
determined to be not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.   Prehistoric site 
20MQ89 also was determined to be not eligible because of low artifact 
density and the lack of diagnostic artifacts and subsurface features. 
However, substantial numbers of artifacts and intact subsurface features 
were identified at prehistoric sites 20MQ90 and 20MQ91.   Both sites were 
determined to be significant under Criterion D for listing in the NRHP 
because they have the potential to address a number of research questions 
important to understanding the prehistory of the interior headwaters regions 
of the Upper Peninsula (Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, 1994b). 
The Michigan SHPO has concurred with these determinations. 
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The historic buildings and structures inventory and evaluation at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB did not identify any facilities considered eligible for listing in the 
NRHP.   SHPO concurrence on the determination has been received. 

Regulations for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA indicate that the 
conveyance of an historic property from federal land without adequate 
measures to ensure preservation is procedurally considered to be an adverse 
impact, thereby ensuring full regulatory consideration in federal project 
planning and execution.  All confirmed and potential historic properties on 
base could be impacted by conveyance. 

4.4.6.1   Proposed Action.  Under the Proposed Action, a number of reuse 
activities could impact the two prehistoric sites considered potentially 
eligible for listing in the NRHP.  The prehistoric sites are in an area proposed 
to be utilized for public facilities/recreation uses. The sites (20MQ90 and 
20MQ91) are near existing public facilities that include a picnic ground, a 
beach/play area, a campground, and a park.   No ground-disturbing activities 
(e.g., demolition or new facility construction) are planned for the public 
facilities/recreation area, but these sites could be indirectly impacted under 
this alternative by looting or vandalism and soil erosion through public use of 
the area.   Both prehistoric sites are on Air Force fee-owned property and 
could be impacted by conveyance to a nonfederal entity. 

Mitigation Measures.  Under 36 CFR Part 800.9(b), transfer, lease, or sale of 
federal lands containing historic properties is considered an adverse effect. 
Therefore, the disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB has the potential to 
create an adverse effect on cultural resources.  However, an exception (36 
CFR Part 800 9[c]) to this criteria of adverse effect is the application of 
"adequate restrictions or conditions...to ensure preservation of the 
property's significant historic features which would effectively reduce 
impacts resulting from disposal to a non-adverse level."  If 20MQ90 and 
20MQ91, which are on Air Force fee-owned land are conveyed to a 
nonfederal entity, adverse effects can be reduced to a nonadverse level 
through the use of preservation covenants developed in coordination with 
the Air Force and SHPO. These stipulations could be included in deed 
restrictions on the disposal document.  Listed below are some suggested 
stipulations that could be included within the preservation covenants. 

Management options available to subsequent recipients of 20MQ90 and 
20MQ91 include preservation in place and data recovery.  Because it is the 
Air Force's goal to preserve archaeological sites in place and avoid 
disturbance whenever feasible, preservation in place is the preferred option. 

Further work that could be required of property recipients has been identified 
for site 20MQ90.  The site is on a low terrace that is actively eroding along 
the southern and western edges.   It is recommended that a monitoring 
program be established to periodically assess the site condition.  In the 
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event that site integrity appears threatened or compromised, subsequent 
management options (e.g., stabilization, data recovery) would be developed 
and implemented by the property owners to preserve the site integrity in 
consultation with SHPO. 

If at any time during the disposal process preservation in place ensured by 
preservation covenants proves to be infeasible, the Air Force would develop 
an alternative management strategy in coordination with SHPO.  Specific 
mitigations would, if necessary, be set forth in a Memorandum of 
Agreement between the Air Force, SHPO, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, and other interested parties. 

4.4.6.2 International Wayport Alternative.   Under this alternative impacts to 
the two prehistoric sites would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

Mitigation Measures.  Appropriate mitigation measures would be the same 
as those outlined for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.6.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Impacts to the prehistoric sites 
under this alternative would be identical to those discussed for the Proposed 
Action. 

Mitigation Measures.  Appropriate mitigation measures would be the same 
as those outlined for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.6.4 Recreation Alternative.   Under this alternative impacts to the two 
prehistoric sites would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

Mitigation Measures.  Appropriate mitigation measures would be the same 
as those outlined for the Proposed Action. 

4.4.6.5 No-Action Alternative. No effect on cultural resources on the two 
archaeological sites within Air Force fee-owned property would result from 
implementation of the No-Action Alternative, because this portion of 
K. I. Sawyer AFB will remain under federal jurisdiction.  The OL would 
continue to ensure adequate security to deter illegal activities, such as 
looting of the archaeological sites, as specified in the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act. 

4.4.6.6 Other Land Use Concepts.  Effects on cultural resources as a result 
of the other land use concepts that may be implemented are described 
below. 

Michigan Army National Guard.   Because none of the identified historic 
properties are within the areas identified for this independent land use 
concept, no impacts would occur. 
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Correctional Institution.   Because none of the identified historic properties 
are within the area proposed for the correctional institution, no impacts 
would occur. 

Sawmill.  Because none of the identified historic properties are within the 
areas identified for this independent land use concept, no impacts would 
occur. 

Waste to Energy/Recycling.  Because none of the identified historic 
properties are within the areas identified for this independent land use 
concept, no impacts would occur. 

Waste to Energy/Environmental Support Operations.  Because none of the 
identified historic properties are within the areas identified for this 
independent land use concept, no impacts would occur. 

4.5       SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF REUSE OF MARQUETTE COUNTY 
AIRPORT 

The Proposed Action, International Wayport Alternative, and Commercial 
Aviation Alternative assume relocation of aircraft operations from Marquette 
County Airport to K. I. Sawyer AFB.  With K. I. Sawyer AFB serving as a 
regional airport, the Marquette area would not need a second airport at the 
existing Marquette County Airport site. 

No definite plans for the closure and reuse of Marquette County Airport have 
been developed by the K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority or any other 
local agency.  Based on conversations with local officials and airport 
representatives, it was assumed that the airport could be developed for a 
combination of industrial, institutional (education and government), 
commercial, residential, and public facilities/recreation uses. A final decision 
on the actual reuse of the airport would be made by the local community 
and the FAA.  The effects of relocating aircraft operations and airport-related 
activities based at Marquette County Airport to K. I. Sawyer AFB have been 
factored into the Proposed Action, International Wayport Alternative, and 
Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Potential effects from reuse of Marquette 
County Airport in Negaunee Township as a non-aviation-related facility are 
outlined below.  Impacts are described for the same resource categories as 
discussed in this EIS for the Proposed Action, International Wayport 
Alternative, and Commercial Aviation Alternative. 

Community Setting.   Reuse activities associated with the industrial, 
institutional (education and government), commercial, residential, and public 
facilities/recreation development at Marquette County Airport is expected to 
generate new jobs in the Negaunee and Marquette areas and could 
potentially increase local population. 
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Land Use and Aesthetics.  Closure and reuse of the Marquette County 
Airport would require an update to the Negaunee Township Comprehensive 
Plan to reflect proposed uses.  Depending upon the final development 
selected, the Township would need to ensure that the proposed land uses 
are consistent with zoning for the airport property. The types of uses 
assumed to occur with reuse of the airport are generally compatible with the 
surrounding existing industrial, commercial, residential, and forested lands. 
Development of the airport could change the aesthetic qualities of the 
wetland and forested areas on the property and within the surrounding 
areas. 

Transportation.  Reuse activities from Marquette County Airport property 
could increase traffic on U.S. 41 to levels similar to those when the airport 
was operational if the site is completely developed over 20 years.  If reuse 
of the airport includes residential development, there is potential for the LOS 
on U.S. 41 to degrade from the current LOS C.  The LOS D on SH 35 at the 
intersection with U.S. 41 should not be affected by reuse of the airport. 
Traffic on other local roads surrounding the airport may also increase 
depending on the traffic circulation required for the development of the 
airport property. 

The reuse of Marquette County Airport as a non-aviation-related facility 
would not impact regional air transportation or airspace. 

Utilities.   Direct changes in future utility use at the site were based on 
historic per capita use at the Marquette County Airport and within Marquette 
County.  The reuse activities could increase the water demand at the site to 
0.07 MGD, wastewater generation to 0.06 MGD, electrical use to 14 MWH 
per day, solid waste generation to 3.2 tons, and natural gas consumption to 
0.47 MMCF per day.   However, all of the local utility purveyors have 
sufficient design capacities (see Sections 3.2.4 and 3.5) to meet the needs 
of reuse development at this site. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.  The hazardous 
materials likely to be used at the site is expected to be associated with 
industrial, institutional, commercial, residential, and public facilities/ 
recreation land uses.  Hazardous wastes would be generated from the 
hazardous materials and processes that utilize these materials within each 
land use.  Management of hazardous materials and hazardous waste in 
accordance with applicable regulations would preclude any unacceptable 
impacts. 

Site investigations and/or site remediation of contaminated sites is expected 
to continue at the Marquette County Airport. Property disposal is expected 
to be delayed and reuse of some properties may be restricted by the extent 
and type of contamination at each site and by future remediation activities. 
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Storage tanks at the site that are not in compliance with state and federal 
regulations are expected to be removed and/or replaced in accordance with 
applicable regulations.  Because of the construction date of some of the 
facilities at the airport, there is the potential for them to contain ACM and 
lead-based paint.  Any demolition or renovation of facilities at the airport 
should be monitored to minimize the potential risk to human health and the 
environment. 

Natural Environment 

Geology and Soils.  Effects of reuse of the site on the regional geology and 
soils would be minimal, and would primarily result from ground disturbance 
associated with facility construction, renovation, demolition, and 
infrastructure improvement.  These activities could alter the soil profiles and 
local topography. 

Use of sand and gravel resources (e.g., for construction material and 
concrete) for new facilities and roadways would not be expected to reduce 
availability of these materials from local supplies.   Because local soils are 
susceptible to wind erosion, short-term impacts from construction or 
renovation activities could occur.  Ground-disturbing activities, demolition of 
existing facilities, removal of vegetative cover, and grading would increase 
the potential for wind erosion.   However, once disturbed areas have been 
covered with pavement, buildings, facilities, or vegetation, susceptibility to 
erosion would be minimal.  As part of the construction permitting process, a 
soil erosion control plan for disturbance greater than 1 acre would need to 
be prepared and submitted to the county for approval before construction 
can start.   In addition, soil control measures describe in Section 4.4.1, 
Geology and Soils, could be utilized to further reduce the erosion potential. 

Water Resources. With reuse of the site, soils could be compacted during 
facility construction, renovation, demolition, as well as during infrastructure 
improvements, and overlaid with asphalt, concrete, or buildings, creating 
impervious surfaces that would cause increased storm water runoff to local 
storm sewers and sewage systems.  Storm water discharge (non-point 
source) from possible new development could degrade surface water 
resources within the airport property.  However, as discussed in Section 
4.4.2, Water Resources, measures could be implemented that would reduce 
the potential for storm water discharge. 

Redevelopment of the site may also be subject to NPDES permit 
requirements for storm water discharges during the construction period and 
for the duration of operations.  This provision is contained in the NPDES 
Permit Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharge issued by the U.S. 
EPA as a final rule on November 16, 1990. 
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Reuse of the site would have minimal adverse impacts to groundwater 
resources.   On-site demand for water could be 0.07 MGD, which is within 
the well capacity of the Negaunee Township.  Groundwater supplies and 
local wells in the vicinity of the airport would need to be monitored for the 
potential migration of contaminants from airport sites. 

Air Quality.  Air quality could be impacted by the reuse of Marquette County 
Airport due to the potential for pollutant emissions from reuse activities.  For 
VOC, NOx, and S0X, per-employee emission factors calculated for industrial 
land uses in Marquette County are higher than those calculated for current 
conditions at the site; however, per-employee emission factors for CO are 
lower than calculated for current conditions due to the activity of high CO- 
emitting aircraft.  Per-employee emission factors for PM10 are not available. 
Assuming reuse-related employment is similar to 1991 levels (408 
employees), emissions of VOC, NOx, and SOx would increase; emissions of 
CO would decrease. 

Stationary sources would be subject to the applicable federal and state new 
source review program for stationary sources.  The reuse proponent would 
be required to determine the potential-to-emit for each new stationary 
source in the permit application process.  Appropriate control technology, 
emissions monitoring, and reporting requirements would be specified in any 
air quality permits issued. 

Noise. With the relocation of aircraft operations from Marquette County 
Airport, noise generated by airport-related activities would be eliminated. 
There may be some increase in noise levels along U.S. 41 from increased 
traffic related to reuse of the site. 

Biological Resources.   Because it would be expected that reuses at 
Marquette County Airport would be mostly in previously disturbed areas, 
development, demolition, or new construction impacts are expected to be 
minimal.   Designation of some areas as recreation/open space would 
encourage regrowth of native vegetation and would benefit the vegetation 
communities. 

Reusing existing airport buildings and limiting new construction to areas that 
are already disturbed would minimize impacts to wildlife and their habitats. 
Noise and activity from construction could temporarily displace songbirds 
and some small animals that are capable of relocating. 

No impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected from the 
reuse of Marquette County Airport, since no listed species are known to be 
present at this time. 

Development or disturbance of Marquette County Airport wetland areas 
requires a state and/or federal permit. The bog area north of the crosswind 
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runway does not require a state permit, since it is not subject to the 
Goemaere-Anderson Wetland Protection Act, but would require a Section 
404 Clean Water Act permit for dredge, fill, or flooding activities. 
Development in non-wetland areas and setting aside wetland areas as open 
space would minimize or avoid impacts.  Erosion and sedimentation control 
measures to mitigate runoff into wetland areas from any future construction 
activities (in accordance with Michigan Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Act) 
would minimize indirect effects to wetlands from nearby construction. 
Other mitigation measures, as described in Section 4.4.5, Biological 
Resources, could also be implemented. 

Cultural Resources.  Although the SHPO has determined no historic 
properties are present at Marquette County Airport, this determination does 
not preclude the possibility that historic properties could be discovered 
during future development or renovation.  If this occurs, activities should be 
suspended and the SHPO should be contacted immediately. 

4.6       SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TIMBER ACTIVITIES IN THE 
SAWMILL PROCUREMENT AREA 

This section identifies the general impacts that could be expected to occur 
from timber harvesting activities for the proposed sawmill at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB to provide the decision maker with the necessary information 
about the potential for environmental consequences.  Because many factors, 
such as price, quality of lumber, and location are taken into account to 
determine where each actual harvest would take place, it is too speculative 
to provide site-specific impacts and mitigation measures within the large 
procurement area.  Since the exact location of the individual timber harvest 
has not yet been selected, the discussion of the environmental 
consequences is programmatic rather than site specific.  A programmatic 
analysis identifies the general types of impacts that could occur from 
harvesting activities, rather than focusing on impacts at individual sites. 
Site-specific timber management for each harvest would be handled through 
the timber sales requirements enforced by each landowner.  Any required 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts from harvesting activities would be 
enforced by each individual landowner as necessary. The direct 
environmental consequences of the sawmill operation at K. I. Sawyer AFB 
are addressed under each resource in Sections 4.2 through 4.4 as an other 
land use concept. 

The major source of data used to assess the impacts of timber harvesting 
activities caused by the proposed sawmill at K. I. Sawyer AFB was the Final 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement Study on Timber Harvesting and 
Forest Management in Minnesota (Jaakko Poyry Consulting Inc., 1994). 
This EIS was determined by forestry officials in Wisconsin and Michigan to 
be a good source on the expected impacts from timber harvesting activities 
in a Great Lake State environment.  Other sources used included U.S. Forest 
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Service EISs, State Forest Management Plans, and guidebooks to forest and 
water resources BMPs from Wisconsin and Michigan. 

As discussed in Section 3.6, harvesting activities would occur in the 
northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan, the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, and 
in northeast Wisconsin.  The timber to be harvested would consist of 
softwoods, including spruce, balsam, pine, hemlock, and tamarack. Timber 
harvesting activities on public land and its effects to the environment would 
be managed under either local, state, or federal guidelines.  In addition, 
timber harvesting activities would have to adhere to environmental 
regulations (e.g., NHPA, Endangered Species Act) and BMPs, which would 
protect sensitive resources within the procurement area.  Provided below is 
a brief description of the potential effects on timber availability and timber 
harvesting within the procurement area.  Although it is expected that 
approximately 30 percent of the harvest may come from existing sources 
(Bertsch, 1995) (e.g., timber cut for another, less efficient mill), this analysis 
is based on the entire harvest associated with the proposed sawmill at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB coming from new sources. 

For purposes of analysis, nearly 100 percent adherence to BMPs was 
anticipated on public lands and industrial private forest lands (Jaakko Poyry 
Consulting Inc., 1994).  A lower level of adherence (about 92 percent) to 
BMPs is expected on private nonindustrial forest lands, which make up 
40 percent of the acreage in the timbershed (George Banzhaf & Company, 
1995b). This level of adherence is expected to improve over time, based on 
current educational and cooperative forestry programs that continue to be 
implemented at the federal, state, and local level. 

Timber Resources. The results of the analysis conducted for the proposed 
sawmill at K. I. Sawyer AFB (George Banzhaf & Company, 1995b) 
concluded that the timber harvest could be increased within the procurement 
area to meet the needs of the proposed sawmill.  The volume of softwoods 
in the area (except balsam fir and pine) is growing faster than it is being 
harvested.   Because the inventory of balsam fir is overmature, declining in 
vigor, and constantly under stress by the spruce budworm, the growth rate 
is slow. The balsam fir inventory could be increased (in the long term) by 
more intensive management, resulting in higher harvest rates. This period of 
adjustment from an overmature to a managed resource would likely involve 
a temporary reduction in harvest levels as harvests are adjusted to optimize 
the resource for the long term. 

The estimates of red pine and jack pine growth may understate the volume 
that could be harvested in the next several decades because of an age class 
imbalance, where much of the pine acreage is at a mid-rotation age, when 
thinning yields can be substantial.  The analysis of plantation (planted trees) 
thinning and clearcut yields suggests that the red pine plantation resources 
should provide 30.0 million cubic feet per year in the 1996-2005 period, 
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35.0 million cubic feet per year in the 2006-2015 period, and 60.8 million 
cubic feet per year in the 2016-2025 period.  Taking into consideration the 
thinning yields and specific age class distribution of the planted red pine, 
current harvest could be increased by 20 percent in the short term and as 
much as 80 percent in the longer term. 

As discussed in Section 3.6, the net annual growth rate of the softwood 
species to be utilized by the proposed sawmill is 97 million cubic feet and 
the current estimated harvest within the procurement area is approximately 
79 million cubic feet. Therefore, the proposed sawmill's estimated 
maximum requirement of 75 million board feet (6.4 million cubic feet) would 
utilize approximately 35 percent of the remaining annual growth of 18 
million cubic feet. The assumed decline in pine harvest and increase in the 
harvest of other softwoods would result in a stable projected pine inventory 
and approximately a 20 percent increase in the inventory of other softwoods 
during the period from 1995 to 2015. 

The actual amount of timber harvested would be based on economics and 
the demand for lumber.  The sawmill at K. I. Sawyer AFB would harvest 
timber based on the actual demand for the lumber.   It is likely that timber 
would be harvested by other sawmills within the region to meet any lumber 
demand even if the sawmill at K. I. Sawyer AFB is not established. 

Other factors that apply to timber demand is waste wood (sawdust, bark, 
and chips) generated from the proposed sawmill.  Some of this is typically 
used by the sawmill as boiler fuel, but some of the material would be 
provided to local pulp mills. These chips would be consumed directly by 
pulp mills which would otherwise have to purchase logs.  The net effect of 
providing chips from the sawmill to the pulp mills would be to reduce the 
demand for timber harvesting to meet the needs of the pulp mills. 

All timber harvesting and forest management activities affect forest health, 
and all have impacts.  These can range from minimal to major.  Given the 
changes that occur on a forest stand as a result of management activities, 
vulnerability to impacts is a function of the insect, disease or other health 
vector, potential for wildfire, the associated harvesting or management 
related disturbance, and the susceptibility of the forest to impact.  Species 
composition would also be expected to change over time.  The resultant tree 
species mix in the procurement area would be driven by the management 
decisions made by individual landowners.  Thus, a diverse continuum of 
potential impacts exists. 

Major consideration for impacts to forest health are insects, disease, and 
other health vectors (such as dwarf mistletoe), and wildfire.  The silvicultural 
systems, site preparation methods, reforestation procedures (including 
choices in species composition), and site maintenance activities can all 
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affect future forest health. These considerations can vary by site, forest 
cover type, and the management objectives of the individual land owner. 

Implementation of BMPs and proper forest management planning are the key 
to reducing adverse forest health impacts.  Based on a review of the major 
ownership classifications, and the owner's propensity for adherence to 
BMPs, it is expected that increased forest management activities in the 
public forests would result in more intensive management of those areas, 
resulting in greater application of regulatory-mandated BMPs. Therefore, 
public forests would be less susceptible to impacts related to forest health. 

On private industrial forests, BMPs are implemented through voluntary and 
market-based incentives.  Essentially these lands are managed to protect the 
standing and future timber inventory.  Because implementation of forest 
health BMPs is generally employed throughout industry, minimal negative 
impacts related to forest health are anticipated. 

Of all the major ownership types, nonindustrial private forest lands would be 
most susceptible to forest health impacts of increased timber harvest in the 
procurement area. This conclusion is based on the lower overall rate of 
voluntary BMP adherence (about 92 percent), and the inclination of some 
owners to favor the short-term economic benefits of harvest over the longer 
term benefits of proper silvicultural practices.  Without adequate 
consideration of ecological factors in planning timber harvests, the residual 
8 percent of this ownership that does not implement BMPs can increase the 
potential for health vector success, and can contribute to fuels' buildup, 
which could increase the opportunity for ignition and spread of wildfire. 
Health vectors and wildfire could then spread to other public and private 
lands where BMPs are implemented, compounding management concerns in 
those areas. 

Mitigation Measures 

Continuation and expansion of programs encouraging voluntary 
implementation of BMPs (i.e., through education and tax incentives) would 
serve to preclude forest health impacts on nonindustrial private forest lands. 

Land Use and Aesthetics.   Under the proposed sawmill concept, the timber 
harvesting activities would increase the area to be harvested by 7,000 acres 
of land per year.  Because most of the timber procurement area is managed 
for timber production, little or no change to land use would be expected. 

Timber harvesting activities under the sawmill concept could impact the 
recreation opportunities in a variety of ways.  Harvesting can affect the type 
of recreation opportunities available, the quality of the recreational 
experience, and the number of hours of recreational activities within a given 
site.  Some of the impacts are related to the recreational user's visual 
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perception and the attraction of the forest setting.  Some impacts are long 
term while others are short term and/or subject to change from forest 
growth and dynamics on that site over a broader context of an area (Jaakko 
Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1993). Typically, clearcuts have a greater effect on 
recreational activities than thinning of the forest resource. 

Timber harvesting activities within the procurement area could change or 
eliminate some primitive recreation opportunities (e.g., hiking) and create 
travel barriers, such as closed roads, especially while operations are 
ongoing.  Timber harvesting activities typically do not occur in developed 
recreation areas so these areas should be relatively unaffected. Timber 
harvesting within the procurement area could also provide beneficial 
recreation effects, such as providing increased road access with the 
development of new roads, and may, in some cases, increase habitat for 
deer or grouse for hunters.  In addition, conflicts between logging vehicles 
and recreational drivers for use of roadways could degrade the recreational 
experience (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1993).  In most timber 
harvesting when the quality of the recreational experience was judged to 
decrease, activity hours were expected to increase based on more access. 
On federal and state land, recreational opportunities (including hunting) are 
managed for continued public enjoyment and are not usually affected by 
timber harvesting activities except for short periods of time.   County and 
local ordinances for the maintenance of recreational opportunities can also 
apply to timber harvesting activities.  Timber stands on private land have 
few developed recreational areas, and these lands are used mostly for 
hunting and winter activities such as snowmobiling. 

Increased or inappropriate harvesting activities within the proposed timber 
procurement area could reduce the aesthetic experience for subsequent 
users, thereby limiting the recreational value of both harvested and adjacent 
unharvested areas. The overall aesthetic experience is dependent upon 
views of the landscape and the opportunity to be in a natural or relatively 
unmodified setting.  Given the relatively flat topography, visually sensitive 
resources that could be affected are those next to lakes and rivers, 
important tourist and recreation areas, and along recognized tourist access 
routes.  Of the different silviculture methods, clearcutting poses the greatest 
visual effect.  With extensive clearcutting, the visual character of the forest 
area will change significantly from a continuous canopy with occasional 
openings to a broken canopy with frequent openings.   Depending on the 
location, some breaks in the canopy may open up vistas and views.  Strip 
cutting or block cutting could also introduce strong contrasts and unnatural 
shapes in the landscape.  Forest practices, such as patch cuts and thinning, 
create few visual impacts.   It is estimated that 4,300 acres or 62 percent of 
the timber to be harvested could come from clearcutting, the remainder from 
thinning. 
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Long-term visual impacts are not expected to occur on public lands 
(38 percent of the ownership) because of the implementation of formalized 
visual management systems which maintain the aesthetic quality near 
sensitive areas.  There are no formalized systems in place for industrial and 
nonindustrial private forest (62 percent of ownership).  Assuming the 
percentage of clearcutting acres would be uniform on public and private 
land, approximately 2,700 acres would not be managed for aesthetic 
resources, except for protected areas, such as lake shorelines and 
designated natural and scenic areas. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce timber 
harvesting effects on recreation and visual resources within the procurement 
area. 

• Conduct timber harvest during the winter or during seasons when 
recreational use of the forest is low.  In addition, harvest could be 
restricted to weekdays and nonholiday periods.  This mitigation 
measure would be effective in reducing the total number of persons 
affected by timber harvesting activities especially in the winter 
when outdoor recreational activity is low (19 percent of the use). 
Most harvesting activities would occur during the weekdays and 
nonholiday periods.  Within the region most logging activities take 
place in the winter (43 percent) making implementation of this 
mitigation likely for a large percentage of the harvest. 

• Construct nonpermanent roads into primitive recreation areas. This 
mitigation could be successful in eliminating permanent motorized 
use of primitive areas and in maintaining long-term primitive 
recreational uses in the unharvested areas.  Use of nonpermanent 
roads can reduce the degree and period over which impacts persist. 
Coordination between ownerships is important to the success of 
this planning.  This measure is unlikely to be implemented because 
it would require the cooperation of the major timberland ownerships 
and would also require leadership by the respective state 
departments of natural resources to initiate and oversee the 
planning and development of nonpermanent road guidelines and 
their implementation. 

• Provide a 200 foot buffer zone around visually sensitive areas and 
restrict the size and shape of clearcuts.   In addition, where possible, 
use silvicultural techniques in visually sensitive areas that maintain a 
forest canopy cover such as selective harvest and thinning.  Given 
the generally flat to undulating terrain in the procurement area, 
under most circumstances, a buffer of 200 feet would be 
successful in completely removing visual impacts.  This mitigation is 
implemented on public lands as part of visual management 
guidelines.  However, it is unlikely that this mitigation would be 
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implemented on private lands because the reduction of available 
timber would reduce the economic benefit of the sale. 

•   Private landowners could follow the same management guidelines 
for visual quality established in the federal and state forest for areas 
around visually sensitive resources.  This mitigation would be 
successful in eliminating most visual impacts.   It is unlikely that this 
mitigation would be implemented on private lands because of the 
additional cost to plan and set out timber sales in accordance with 
guidelines and because the reduction of available timber would 
reduce the economic benefit of the sale. 

Transportation. Timber harvesting activities for the proposed sawmill would 
increase the amount of logging traffic within the procurement area.  It is 
expected that 20 daily truck loads of timber would be required to support 
the sawmill based on maximum output.  Other equipment, such as skidders, 
would be used within the harvest area and would not affect traffic.  If the 
20 truck loads of timber were focused on one harvesting site, the level of 
increased traffic in a work day would not be sufficient to affect the LOS on 
regional roads.  However, this truck traffic could interfere with recreational 
users on the unmaintained and maintained dirt/gravel roads by creating dust 
and/or causing road damage.  On public lands, the potential for road damage 
is generally precluded through contract provisions and enforced through the 
performance bonds.  On private (especially nonindustrial) lands, road damage 
may be more prevalent.  Impacts on any one road would be expected to be 
short term, the duration of the timber harvest.  Some dirt/gravel roads may 
be closed where the mix of truck and automobile traffic could be a safety 
concern. The exact size and locations of the individual harvest within the 
procurement area are not known.  However, it is assumed that harvest sites 
would average 80 acres with approximately 0.5 miles of new haul road 
being constructed at each location (44 miles total within the procurement 
area) per year, increasing localized access. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce timber 
harvesting effects on transportation within the procurement area. 

• Conduct timber harvest during the winter or during seasons when 
recreational use of haul roads is low.  In addition, harvests could be 
restricted to weekdays and nonholiday periods.  This mitigation 
would be successful in reducing the conflict between recreational 
and truck traffic.  Most harvesting activities would occur during the 
weekdays and nonholiday periods.  Within the region most logging 
activities take place in the winter (43 percent) making 
implementation of this mitigation likely for a large percentage of the 
harvest area. 

K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 4-159 



Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.  Hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste management concerns associated with 
timber harvesting activities would be related to chemical and harvesting 
equipment use. 

Chemicals that would generally be used for forest management include 
pesticides (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides) and fertilizer.  Chemicals 
are a preventive technique to minimize the impact of insects, diseases, and 
unwanted vegetation.  When improperly applied, these chemicals can 
contaminate surface water or groundwater when they drift, flow overland as 
runoff, or leach through the soil into groundwater.  Most water quality 
problems associated with pesticides and fertilizers are caused by spills or 
improper spraying directly on surface water. 

Herbicides used in forestry have little potential for leaching and have low 
bioaccumulation potential.  However, some danger exists in direct 
application to forest streams and ponds, particularly with aerial applications. 
Leaves falling into streams are an additional route of entry for some 
insecticides.  Indirect effects, such as change in community structure for 
aquatic species, elicit most concern about pesticide effects because little is 
known about them.   Pesticides can be anticipated to enter the forest stream 
food chain if fish ingest food organisms which have been exposed to the 
chemicals.  However, few data are available which quantify the extent to 
which entry does occur (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1992b).  This 
problem could increase if the demand for timber for the proposed sawmill 
leads to an expansion of intensively managed plantations in the area, 
accompanied by a commensurate increase in the use of aerially applied 
pesticides. 

When used properly, chemicals should not affect water quality.   Use of 
pesticides is regulated by the U.S. EPA which requires that the chemical 
user follow labels on the containers. All pesticides are classified for general 
or restricted use.  Restricted pesticides may be used only under the 
supervision of certified applicators.  In addition, aerial spraying also requires 
a licensed applicator.  The utilization of BMPs in both Michigan and 
Wisconsin on public and industrial forest lands reduces the potential for 
impacts from pesticides.  Private nonindustrial landowners are required to 
follow the appropriate labeling requirements and must use certified 
applicators for restricted chemicals. 

Logging, road building, and other forest activities require motorized 
equipment.  Antifreeze, fuels, and lubricants used in machinery can 
potentially pollute lakes, streams, wetlands, and groundwater.  However, 
any emergency spills are required to be reported to the proper state agency 
so the required cleanup can be performed. The amount of vehicles and 
equipment required daily for the proposed timber harvesting activities is 
expected to be small (9 trucks, 12 skidders, and 6 harvesters).  Portable 
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storage tanks used on site (i.e., diesel fuel) would be required to be used in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce 
hazardous materials and hazardous waste impacts from harvesting within 
the procurement area. 

• Utilize BMPs on private lands as part of the overall timber harvest 
management.  Utilization of BMPs has been successful in reducing 
chemical and hazardous materials/waste effects.  Adherence to 
BMPs on private lands have been shown to be high (around 
92 percent); therefore, it is likely that they would be utilized. 

• Properly handle hazardous materials and waste during routine 
vehicle maintenance.  Vehicles should be properly maintained to 
reduce the potential for release.   Fueling areas should be located 
away from water bodies and drainage structures and at locations 
where a potential spill can be contained.  The respective state 
agency should be notified of any spill when it occurs.  Utilization of 
these BMPs has been successful in reducing chemical and 
hazardous materials/waste effects.  Adherence to BMPs is expected 
on public lands, and has been shown to be high on private lands; 
therefore, it is likely that they would be utilized. 

• Apply chemicals in favorable weather conditions (e.g., light or no 
wind).  Chemicals should be mixed and used away from riparian 
zones when possible.   In riparian areas spot-injection spraying 
methods should be utilized. This measure would be successful in 
reducing the effects of the inappropriate application of chemicals in 
the forest.  Because most chemicals are applied by a certified 
applicator and adherence to BMPs is expected to be high, it is likely 
that this mitigation would be implemented. 

Geology and Soils. The impact that timber harvesting has on the rate of soil 
erosion depends on many variables including soil type, site conditions, 
season of harvest, application of water quality BMPs, and timber sale layout 
and design.  Short-term erosion impacts are associated with the soil loss 
that accompanies typical harvesting operations prior to revegetation.  Long- 
term impacts occur when the quantity of soil eroded would require decades 
to replace at the prevailing rate of soil formation.  As a general rule, 
clearcutting would create more soil erosion than thinning, given similar 
conditions. 

Soil losses can impact site productivity by removing nutrients bonded to 
eroded particles and by reducing the volume of soil available on the site. 
Nutrient loss can be exacerbated by losses of the organically rich upper soil 
horizon due to surface erosion.  Off-site impacts can occur via 
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sedimentation, which reduces water quality and can adversely affect aquatic 
ecosystems.  Most soil erosion from timber harvesting activities would be 
from the heavily trafficked areas (i.e., skid trails) within the harvest unit and 
on haul roads (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1994). 

The rate of erosion associated with haul roads would be faster than on other 
areas of the harvested site, because of the more complete removal of 
surface protection and smoothing of the ground surface in haul roads. 
Analyses indicated that maximum initial erosion rates for haul roads could 
approach 100 tons/acre/year in some areas (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 
1994).  Since BMPs are implemented on public and private industrial lands 
(52 percent of the ownership), very low sedimentation rates are expected on 
the approximately 23 miles of new haul roads constructed per year on these 
lands.  On private nonindustrial lands, approximately 21 miles of new haul 
roads would be constructed per year resulting in 4,300 tons per year of soil 
erosion if no BMPs were implemented.  However, implementation of BMPs 
on private nonindustrial lands in Minnesota average 92 percent and similar 
implementation is expected for the timber procurement area.  With the 
implementation of BMPs on 92 percent of these lands, the amount of 
maximum soil erosion expected would be reduced to 344 tons per year. 
The increased soil erosion rates for haul roads may be more important in 
terms of water quality impacts (see Water Resources below) than overall 
loss of soil productivity.   Overall, it is expected that localized short-term 
impacts from timber harvesting would occur from clearcutting (generally 
within the first 2 years) and road construction. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce soil 
erosion from harvesting within the procurement area. 

• Utilize BMPs on private lands as part of the overall timber harvest 
management.   Utilization of BMPs has been found to be successful 
in reducing soil erosion effects to water quality.  Adherence to 
BMPs is expected on public lands and has been shown to be high 
on private lands; therefore, it is likely that they would be utilized. 

• Limit operations to periods of adequate soil strength, concentrate 
equipment traffic to defined areas, and develop long-term 
transportation plans.  This mitigation would be moderately effective 
in reducing soil compaction and surface disturbance.  Constraints 
on equipment operation during susceptible periods will require 
assessments of site condition at an operational scale if preventive 
measures are to be effective.  The public and larger forest industry 
landowners are better equipped to undertake this mitigation.  It is 
unlikely that planning and assessment on nonindustrial private lands 
would reach the level of sophistication, and consequently this 
mitigation is unlikely to be feasible on these lands. 
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•   Conduct proper road engineering (such as water bars, pipe culverts, 
and diversion ditches), revegetate bare soil areas, and close 
temporary roads after harvest. These activities would be successful 
in reducing soil erosion along forest roads and skid trails, the major 
areas where erosion problems caused by forest management 
activities occur. Adherence to BMPs on private lands has been 
shown to be high; therefore, it is likely that they would be utilized. 
It is expected that this mitigation would be implemented on public 
lands. 

Water Resources.  Removal or alteration of forest cover and associated 
forest management activities on a watershed has wide-ranging effects on 
water resources. Timber management often affects the amount, timing, and 
quality of water yield.  Disturbance to the soil surface increases soil erosion 
and sediment inputs to water bodies.  Changes in the riparian canopy alter 
inputs of organic nutrients (which are a central food resource for aquatic 
communities) and affects the amount of light reaching the water surface. 
Light in turn affects primary producers (i.e., algae and higher plants) and 
may cause water temperatures to increase.  All of those changes affect the 
species composition, and growth and production of the animals that inhabit 
water resources.  Clearcutting and road construction from timber harvesting 
activities present the greatest impact to water resources.  For the timber 
harvest activities, it is anticipated that 4,300 acres per year would be 
clearcut and an additional 0.5 miles of road per harvest area (44 miles total 
within the procurement area) would be constructed per year.  Impacts 
discussed below result mostly from clearcutting and road construction. 

The main sources of non-point source pollution to the forest are sediment, 
organic debris, nutrients, temperature, chemicals, and stream flow.   Impacts 
from chemicals are addressed under Hazardous Materials and Hazardous 
Waste Management.  Forest management activities, such as road building, 
can remove soil protection which can lead to soil erosion, creating sediment. 
Sediment is the primary pollutant associated with forestry activities, 
especially at stream crossings for haul roads or skid trails.  Erosion from 
poorly located and maintained stream crossings and other areas of unstable 
soil left after harvesting would cause localized water quality impacts. These 
local areas would generally exhibit higher sediment production rates after the 
first 2 years post-harvest.  However, increased sediment production levels 
on these sites would not be permanent. 

Organic debris from timber harvesting activities can decrease dissolved 
oxygen in the water, which fish need to thrive.  Nutrients, such as nitrogen 
and phosphorous, exist naturally in forest soils and can enter water bodies if 
the soils erode into the water.   Excessive amounts of nutrients may cause 
algal blooms in lakes and streams, which can reduce levels of dissolved 
oxygen in the water below that which fish and other aquatic species need to 
survive.  Removing vegetation along stream banks from timber harvesting 
can increase solar radiation which, in turn, can increase water temperatures 
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and eliminate fish species adapted to cold water, reduce dissolved oxygen, 
and affect the metabolism and development of fish.  Timber harvesting 
activities can increase peak streamflow which increases the chance for 
flooding, stream bank erosion, and sedimentation.  Timber harvesting 
activities in some areas can increase snowmelt and thus peak stream flows. 

The overall increase in non-point pollution discharge from the proposed 
timber harvesting would be based on the implementation of BMPs. When 
BMPs are implemented, such as 150-foot buffer strips around water bodies, 
little to no effect on water quality occurs (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 
1994).  On public and private industrial lands BMPs are implemented to 
reduce water quality effects.  On private nonindustrial lands, BMPs are used 
on a voluntary basis.  On private nonindustrial forests where the 
implementation of BMPs would be lower, impacts would be expected to be 
greater.   For construction of haul roads that cross streams, a permit may be 
required from the MDNR, WDNR, or COE.   Overall, it is expected that 
localized short-term impacts from timber harvesting would occur from 
clearcutting and road construction during the first 2 years following a 
harvest. 

National and state-designated wild and scenic rivers within the procurement 
area are protected from forest management activities on both public and 
private lands. Timber harvesting near a designated river is regulated through 
a permit process or state and local zoning ordinances.  Techniques typically 
used near designated rivers include buffer strips.   Because of the existing 
regulatory process few impacts to designated wild and scenic rivers are 
expected. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce water 
quality effects from harvesting within the procurement area. 

• Utilize BMPs on private lands as part of the overall timber harvest 
management.  Utilization of BMPs has been found to be successful 
in reducing most water quality impacts and associated biological 
impacts.  Adherence to BMPs on private lands has been shown to 
be high; therefore, it is likely that they would be utilized. 

• Document all possible threats to water quality including access 
problems prior to the timber sale.  Effective planning represents the 
single most important feature in the successful implementation of 
BMPs and the reduction of water quality impacts.   On public lands 
this BMP is implemented in order to reduce both water quality 
impacts and poor road construction design.  Implementation of this 
mitigation is likely on private land because of its relative low 
expense and elimination of problems associated with poor road 
design. 
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• Establish filter strips 25 feet wide along constructed roads and 
harvest areas next to intermittent and permanent streams, lakes, 
rivers, and wetlands. A filter or buffer strip is an area adjacent to a 
water body which acts to trap and filter out suspended sediments. 
Wider strips should be used as slopes, slope length, and soil 
erodibility increase. These techniques reduce sediment-carrying 
capacity of roadway runoff by reducing velocity. This mitigation 
would be successful in capturing most sediments before they enter 
the stream. This mitigation is implemented on public lands as part 
of BMPs.  Adherence to BMPs on private lands has been shown to 
be high; therefore, it is likely that they would be utilized. 

• Prevent unmitigated crossing of ail permanent streams at any 
season and of streams large enough to have open water during the 
winter.  Planning of road construction can reduce the number of 
required stream crossings substantially.  Mitigated crossings are 
successful in substantially reducing water quality impacts relative to 
unmitigated crossings. The feasibility of this mitigation should be 
the same as establishing filter strips. 

Air Quality.   Most effects from timber harvesting would be short-term lasting 
the duration of each harvest. The emissions from a harvest would be from 
the mobile equipment, such as diesel trucks, skidders, loaders, and tree 
cutting equipment; dust associated with road construction and ground 
disturbance; and smoke when prescribed burning is performed for site 
preparation after timber harvesting. 

The timber procurement area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants. The 
reason for the good air quality is the small population base and few major 
industrial sources. The amount of major equipment expected to be in 
operation per day for the timber harvest would consist of approximately 
12 skidders, 6 harvesters, and 9 trucks.  Based on the small amount of 
equipment and that some of the emissions would be dispersed over a large 
area (harvesting in several different locations), emissions would not effect 
regional air quality.   PM10 generated from harvesting activities and along dirt 
roadways would be localized and short term with the surrounding forest 
acting as a barrier for dust.  Prescribed burning would only be performed 
when required after a timber harvest to prepare a site for replanting. Air 
quality impacts associated with this activity would be short term.  Before 
prescribed burning can take place a permit may be required from the county 
or local department of natural resources.  Overall, no new or modified 
stationary sources would be associated with the harvesting activities and 
long-term degradation of Class I areas or changes in regional air quality are 
not expected. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce air 
quality effects from harvesting within the procurement area. 
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• Maintain equipment in good operating condition to reduce air 
emissions associated with road construction and other ground 
disturbances. This mitigation would be successful in reducing air 
pollutants from timber harvesting equipment.  Because the good 
operating condition of equipment extends the life of the equipment, 
saves fuel, and maintains safety it is likely that this mitigation could 
be implemented. 

• Maintain a forest barrier near sensitive receptors to reduce PM10 
emissions. The forest barrier mitigation has been found to be very 
successful in reducing dust around construction sites, and with 
operations that generate large amounts of dust such as sand and 
gravel sites.  Because some forest barrier would be maintained 
during harvesting, it is likely that this mitigation would be 
implemented. 

• Burns should be conducted in weather conditions which would 
move smoke away from local sensitive receptors (i.e., residential 
and recreation areas).  Consideration of downwind receptors would 
be successful in eliminating most of the temporary air quality 
effects of prescribed burns. The likelihood of implementation of 
this mitigation is high on public and industrial lands, where long- 
term management goals govern activities.   On nonindustrial private 
lands implementation of this mitigation measure in less likely. 

Noise. The duration and levels of noise from chain saws, skidders, and 
heavy truck traffic during harvesting activities would differ between the 
types of harvesting.  However, the general types of noise expected would 
be similar regardless of the method of harvesting that is used.  The overall 
effect of noise for each harvest can be considered short term. The areas 
where timber harvesting for the proposed sawmill would take place currently 
experience noise from various sources including timber harvesting activities, 
motorized recreational uses, and gun fire from hunting. 

The increase in short-term noise levels associated with the timber harvesting 
could affect the quality of nonmotorized recreational experiences.  Timber 
harvesting near campgrounds or trails could disrupt the solitude that many 
persons associate with a forest environment.  Winter harvest would affect 
fewer recreational experiences, because of the decreased use of the 
nonmotorized recreation resource and increased use of motorized activities 
such as snowmobiling.  Winter sports account for approximately 19 percent 
of the outdoor recreational hours (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, Inc., 1993). 
The increase in harvest activities associated with the proposed sawmill may 
cause more harvest to take place closer to recreational resources and, 
therefore, increased noise exposures to sensitive receptors.  However, 
because each timber harvest would occur within a short time frame, no 
long-term impacts are expected.  In addition, the overall volume of timber 
harvested within the procurement area for all species would increase by only 
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2 percent because of the proposed mill and should not produce a noticeable 
change to the overall noise environment. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce noise 
effects from harvesting within the procurement area. 

• Conduct timber harvest during the winter months or during seasons 
when recreational use of the forest is low.  This mitigation would be 
successful in reducing the total number of persons affected by 
noise caused by timber harvesting activities.   Most harvesting 
activities would occur during the weekdays and nonholiday periods. 
Within the region most logging activities take place in the winter 
(43 percent), making implementation of this mitigation likely for a 
large percentage of the harvest area. 

• Conduct harvest activities away from popular recreational areas. 
Since chain saw and truck noise can travel up to 3 miles, the 
harvest area should exceed this distance from the recreational 
resource or be limited in duration or operational hours (i.e., 
weekdays).  This mitigation would be successful in reducing noise 
impacts next to recreational sites when they are being used.  On 
public lands where the forest is managed for both timber and 
recreation, it is likely that timber harvest would be conducted away 
from developed recreation areas.   On private lands it is unlikely that 
this mitigation would be implemented unless the owner has an 
established recreation site on the property. 

Biological Resources.   Effects on biological resources from timber harvesting 
activities, and the extent to which they may occur, depends on the timing of 
the harvest, amount of timber harvested, the harvesting method, where the 
harvesting takes place, and the changes in vegetation that would result from 
the timber harvest.  Land management objectives would greatly influence 
the floral and faunal components of a site managed for timber.  Threatened 
and endangered species and sensitive habitat areas also are subject to 
effects of timber management activities.   Most negative effects can be 
avoided or minimized through compliance with existing regulations, 
application of appropriate BMPs, and adherence to forest management plans, 
where applicable.  Beneficial effects can also occur on those areas that are 
managed from an overall health perspective. 

Vegetation 

Timber harvesting activities may induce change and influence age, species 
diversity, density, forest health, and other factors associated with 
vegetation.  These vegetation features, in turn, influence the quality of an 
area's habitat and its value to wildlife.   Vegetation composition is dynamic 
within a managed forest environment.  As trees mature on a harvested area, 
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less light is provided to the forest floor which may affect temperature and 
available moisture.  Prior to harvest, shade tolerant herbs, shrubs, and tree 
species would tend to prosper.  After the harvest, however, changes to the 
site and disturbance to vegetation would alter species composition to favor 
those adapted to take better advantage of the warmer, drier, more exposed 
site. This species composition changes dynamically throughout the rotation 
cycle.  Because mature trees can be a dominating influence over the type 
and density of other vegetation growing on a stand, the goals, objectives, 
and methods for carrying out timber harvest activities can profoundly affect 
the site.  In general, the silvicultural methods, site preparation techniques, 
and other management factors will determine what vegetation will occur on 
a site during the rotation cycle.  Undesirable effects would generally be 
associated with a lack of planning, proper site maintenance, or adverse 
environmental factors, such as fires, flood, drought, or health vector. 

Most of the area within the timber procurement area has been previously 
harvested and is managed for continued use of the timber resources. 
Effects on vegetation from timber harvesting activities are primarily related 
to changes in forest diversity.   Maintaining current levels of forest diversity 
is favorable, although not necessarily optimum.   If clearcutting is selected, 
shade intolerant species would initially have an advantage in the openings. 
Effects of fragmentation of the forest may change the competitive 
relationship among interior and non-interior species.  For example, ferns 
(interior species) will grow better with more light at the edge of the forest, 
but they cannot compete with grasses which grow better in high light 
openings.  Insect and disease infestations could be curtailed by interrupting 
the forest with open areas.  Better browse and other food sources would be 
available in these open areas for deer, raptors, and song sparrows.  Properly 
managed clearcutting as a function of scale, spatial arrangement, and 
application timing can have a positive effect on biodiversity by providing 
variable habitat niches and edges that can be used by many different 
species.  As discussed above, current management activities are in place 
that help to minimize effects of any type of harvesting approach. 

Wildlife 

Impacts to wildlife from timber harvesting activities would include short-term 
removal of habitat.  This could occur in both public and private forest. 
Harvest activities would tend to result in direct mortality of less mobile 
species, such as the spotted salamander, and the displacement of mobile 
species, such as birds and large mammals.  Fragmentation of habitat can 
reduce the diversity of the gene pool in less mobile species as their range 
can be decreased.  Fragmentation provides more edge habitat, which can be 
characterized as having more light and more exposure to wind resulting in 
drier conditions than interior forest habitat.  Certain species have adapted to 
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edge habitats, while others have adapted to interior habitats. Therefore, a 
landscape with many isolated stands may ultimately exclude interior species. 

Sensitive species requiring isolation and/or large unbroken tracts of land 
such as the cooper's hawk may be adversely affected until trees again 
mature.  Displacement of mobile species could lead to resource shortages 
increasing competition for forage, prey, or water in surrounding uncut areas. 
Displaced cavity nesting species such as the barred owl, may not return if 
snags and cavity trees are removed. 

The effects of increased road use and road development on wildlife and 
sensitive species also need to be considered.  Increased human activity and 
increased noise from vehicles and timber harvesting could displace some 
wildlife species or negatively affect breeding success.  For the most part, 
songbirds and perching birds return immediately despite heavy road traffic. 
Deer, black bear, and grey fox, which are displaced during construction may 
tend to avoid the road corridor if it is heavily used.  Brushy margins of roads 
may increase habitats for edge species, such as the vole, by providing some 
horizontal and vertical diversity. 

Beneficial effects of timber management on wildlife include the creation of 
edge environments and diverse forest cover.  Species such as the white- 
tailed deer and moose can take advantage of increase browse found in 
openings created by harvest activities. As with vegetation, the overall 
impacts to wildlife associated with timber management activities are largely 
dependent on long-term goals and objectives, site conditions, and their 
environmental factors. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Habitat changes may directly or indirectly affect threatened and endangered 
species. These impacts to threatened or endangered wildlife could include 
the direct loss of foraging or breeding habitat which could adversely affect 
populations of individual species.   For example, the pine marten prefers large 
uncut areas for habitat.  Studies have shown pine marten densities which 
are three times greater in large blocks of uncut forest than forest where half 
of the area has been clearcut.  Regenerating clearcuts up to 30 years old 
were still used less than nearby uncut areas.   Impacts to sensitive plant 
species could include direct loss of individual species during harvesting or 
indirect effects caused by increased soil erosion or change to the habitat. 

Timber harvesting activities on public and private lands are required to 
adhere to the federal Endangered Species Act and regulations protecting 
sensitive species in Michigan and Wisconsin.   If unmitigated, or in the 
absence of BMPs, harvest activities would tend to have overall adverse 
effects on threatened or endangered species. With implementation of BMPs 
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however, and in the context of ecosystem management, silvicultural 
activities can result in a net benefit to sensitive species.  For example, 
the Kirtland's warbler relies on even-aged stands of young and intermediate- 
aged jack pine for its survival.  Managing stands to achieve this habitat type 
can increase available habitat to this species.  Forest management goals and 
objectives can greatly affect the viability of sensitive species within the 
procurement area. 

Sensitive Habitats 

Wetlands or riparian areas may be affected directly by the cutting of trees 
and movement of vehicles through the area, or indirectly by runoff from 
upslope areas. Wetlands can be affected by increased organics or sediment, 
or temperature and light fluctuations associated with timber harvesting 
which could alter the functional value of the wetland. Timber harvesting has 
a short-term effect on riparian vegetation during the operation period and 
long-term effects on vegetative age-class distribution and type composition. 
Effects in these areas are reduced through the use of appropriate harvesting 
and/or regeneration methods, which could also reduce the effects on the 
area's wildlife.   Dredge and fill activities in wetlands are regulated by the 
federal government and the states of Michigan and Wisconsin. 
Implementation of BMPs would be expected to be greatest on public and 
industrial private forest lands thereby precluding impacts there.  Adverse 
impacts to wetlands would be most likely to occur on the nonindustrial 
private lands in the procurement area.   Overall, compliance with federal and 
state regulations governing wetlands by the forest manager would minimize 
effects to wetland areas.   Sensitive habitats associated with threatened and 
endangered species, such as Kirtland's warbler's, which prefers young jack 
pine stands, is addressed under Threatened and Endangered Species. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce effects 
to biological resources from harvesting within the procurement area. 
Additional mitigations identified in soils and geology and water resources 
would also serve to preclude impacts to biological resources.  Because 
wildlife is managed on public lands these mitigation measures mostly apply 
to private lands. 

•   Extended Rotation Forest.  Manage even-aged forest with extended 
rotations (i.e., longer than optimum economic rotations).   Many of 
the impacts anticipated from forest harvesting are related to the 
removal of mature forest.  This mitigation would be successful in 
minimizing impacts to many birds associated with mature forest 
(e.g., barred owl, boreal owl, red-shouldered hawk), and small and 
medium-sized mammals (e.g., pine marten, tree squirrels, voles, 
bobcat, lynx).  This strategy is of long-term duration, quite feasible 
physically, and is very effective under certain circumstances. 
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Financially, this strategy requires administrative guidelines that 
would cost time and money during preparation of the timber sale. 
In addition, the cost of growing and harvesting the timber would be 
higher, because the mitigation would reduce timber production and 
require less intense harvest over a larger area or harvest over a 
longer time or at a greater expense. The implementation of this 
mitigation on private lands would be dependent on the cost. 

• Riparian Zones.   Maintain a forest buffer along both banks of all 
streams and lakes.  Buffers should be developed in accordance with 
BMPs identified by the appropriate land management entity for the 
respective state. Within the buffer, only thinning and uneven-aged 
management should be permitted.  Options for longer rotation and 
thinning cuts, which would be carried out during nonbreeding 
season {September to February) are also recommended.  This 
mitigation would be successful in minimizing impacts to amphibians 
and reptiles and many bird species such as the Cerulean warbler. 
Implementation of this measure is likely on public lands which are 
managed for timber harvesting, as well as for riparian habitats.  On 
private lands some buffer strips near riparian zones are maintained 
as part of water quality BMPs; however, it is unlikely that, without 
state administered guidelines, the option for longer rotation and 
thinning carried out during nonbreeding season would be 
implemented. 

• Spatial Patterns of Cutting.  Tailor the size and shape of both cuts 
and uncut zones, within economic and administrative feasibility to 
meet varying habitat needs of native wildlife; and wildlife travel 
corridors should be provided, particularly in clearcuts that are large 
and elongated.   Corridors will be important to the pine marten, red 
squirrel, flying squirrel, deer, and snowshoe hare.  The feasibility of 
implementation of this mitigation would be the same as for 
extended rotation forest. 

• Retention of Conifers.   Retain a reasonable representation of 
conifers by region, species, and drainage type for the many habitat 
characteristics that conifers provide to vertebrate fauna in a large 
portion of the procurement area.  Conifer stands, inclusion of 
conifers within stands of mixed species, and conifer understories in 
old aspen and birch stands are all components of wildlife habitat in 
the procurement area.   Many songbirds and raptors either breeding 
in or migrating through the forest are associated with conifer cover. 
White-tailed deer and moose use conifer cover during winter 
because of the reduced wind chill and lower, less crusted snow 
cover.  This mitigation would be successful in maintaining a diverse 
wildlife habitat in the procurement area. The feasibility of the 
implementation of this mitigation would be the same as for 
extended rotation forest. 

Cultural Resources.  Most cultural resources are very fragile and can be 
seriously affected by timber harvest and associated activities, such as road 
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construction. These resources are fragile because dislocation of artifacts 
and the sediments which contain them can destroy or seriously compromise 
the essential information which they contain. The earth-disturbing activities 
do not have to be intense to impact such sites (Jaakko Poyry Consulting, 
Inc., 1994). 

The two principal types of impacts caused by timber harvesting include site 
alteration and transfer, both of which result in the removal of artifacts from 
the site. The timber harvesting operations that could account for most 
impacts to cultural resources include construction of access roads, skid 
roads, trails and landings, and preparation of sites for regeneration for 
planting. Traditional use sites can be altered through change in vegetative 
cover, reduction of availability of certain plants and animals, and changes in 
frequency and mode of public access. 

It is likely that any unidentified cultural resource within the a harvest area 
could be impacted. Within Michigan and Wisconsin, the areas along lake 
shores and streams or rivers have the greatest density of prehistoric sites. 
Few prehistoric sites have been discovered away from the lake shores and 
rivers. Therefore, timber harvesting activities along the high density areas 
could impact many unidentified sites.   Historic sites, such as logging camps, 
can be found anywhere within the timber procurement area.   Based on the 
density of sites that can be expected to be found in the procurement area, 
between 9 and 40 additional sites from the proposed harvesting could be 
impacted per year on non-federal land where no cultural resources surveying 
is conducted prior to harvesting. 

On federal lands cultural resources are protected under the NHPA, and areas 
with a high potential for sites are typically surveyed prior to harvesting 
activities to identify and avoid any potentially eligible sites.   On state, 
county, and private lands, harvest areas are not typically surveyed prior to 
harvesting activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce effects 
to cultural resources from harvesting within the procurement area.  Because 
cultural resources are protected on federal lands, these mitigation measures 
apply to state and local governments, and private lands. 

•    Consult the Michigan and Wisconsin SHPO's prior to timber 
harvesting to identify areas, which may have been surveyed, and 
any potential sites so they may be avoided.  This mitigation would 
be successful in eliminating overlapping surveys and in avoiding 
sites previously discovered.  Although an inexpensive mitigation to 
implement to avoid existing recorded sites, it is not likely that this 
would be implemented on private lands. This practice is used on 
state-owned public lands in both states. 
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All landowners could initiate programs of site surveys prior to 
timber harvesting activities.  Conducting surveys prior to timber 
harvesting would be successful in identifying and avoiding impacts 
to cultural resources.  Because of the expense associated with site 
surveys, it is unlikely that this mitigation would be implemented. 

In the absence of routine surveys to protect archaeological sites, 
other measures designed to minimize the extent and degree of 
physical soil impacts would likely reduce the number of sites 
impacted. These measures include:  harvesting when soil strength 
is the highest, particularly during winter, over snow; introducing the 
use of low impact harvesting equipment and harvesting techniques 
which reduce soil damage.  Because this mitigation is dependent on 
many factors, such as weather conditions and equipment operators 
there is no way to anticipate effectiveness. The task of identifying 
candidate areas, monitoring ground conditions, and supervising 
operations would result in a commitment of funding and resources 
making it unlikely that this mitigation would be implemented. 

Conduct harvesting activities away from high site density areas 
(e.g., lake shores, streams, and rivers).  This mitigation would be 
successful in reducing most disturbances to potential prehistoric 
sites.   Because the use of BMPs to protect water bodies (e.g., 
200-foot buffer strips), it is likely that this mitigation would be 
implemented on state and county lands. 

4.7       ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

As described in Section 3.7, the disproportionately high low-income 
populations and minority populations have been identified in 13 of 26 BNAs 
within Marquette County (see Figure 3.7-1). 

The analysis conducted for this EIS included a review of influencing factors 
(local community resources), and a discussion of resulting impacts 
associated with hazardous materials and hazardous waste management and 
the natural environment.   Local community resources (e.g., community 
setting, land use and aesthetics, transportation, utilities) have been identified 
as influencing factors only and, therefore, would not have disproportionately 
high and adverse human health and environmental effects on low-income 
populations and minority populations. 

Environmental justice impacts can arise, however, as a result of the use of 
hazardous materials and generation of hazardous waste.   Impacts associated 
with the IRP may occur regardless of implementation of the Proposed Action 
and alternatives.   Impacts may also occur to geology and soils, water 
resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources as a 
result of reuse-related development activities. 
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Based upon the analysis conducted for this EIS, it was determined that reuse 
activities associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives would not 
have disproportionately high adverse effects on low-income populations and 
minority populations for the following:  hazardous materials and hazardous 
waste management, geology and soils, water resources, air quality, aircraft 
noise, biological resources, and cultural resources.  Moreover, impacts 
associated with such factors in the disposal and reuse of K. I. Sawyer AFB 
would be contained within the base boundary.  Additionally, activities 
associated with reuse and development would not affect the air quality 
attainment status of Marquette County; thus, no disproportionately high and 
adverse air quality impacts to low-income populations and minority 
populations would be expected.  Consequently, environmental justice 
analysis for all these resources was determined to be unnecessary and was 
not conducted. 

Reuse activities may, however, cause potential noise impacts associated 
with off-base surface transportation DNL of 65 dB or greater. These 
impacts could affect some of the BNAs identified as having 
disproportionately high low-income populations and minority populations in 
Marquette County. These off-base noise effects are discussed below. 

Minimal environmental impacts are anticipated to result from the reuse of 
Marquette County Airport.  Anticipated effects include minor soil erosion, 
increased storm water runoff, regional increases in VOCs, NOx, SOx, surface 
traffic-related noise, wildlife displacement, and indirect effects to wetlands. 
These impacts are generally contained within the immediate area 
surrounding Marquette County Airport, and no disproportionately high low- 
income or minority BNA has been identified immediately adjacent to the 
airport. Thus, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income 
populations or minority populations are anticipated from reuse of the airport. 

4.7.1    Surface Traffic Noise 

As identified in Section 4.4.4, surface traffic noise impacts were identified 
for the Proposed Action and each of the alternatives.  Adverse surface 
traffic noise impacts are associated with those roadway segments where 
additional residents would be exposed to reuse-related surface traffic noise 
of DNL 65 dB and above when compared to the No-Action Alternative. 
Impacts to road segments that are not located within disproportionate BNAs 
were eliminated from analysis unless otherwise indicated by field 
verification. 

4.7.1.1   Proposed Action.  Under the Proposed Action, increased surface 
traffic noise would occur as a result of reuse in one disproportionate BNA. 
These impacts would affect approximately 42 additional residents by 2015 
along SH 35 between CR 553 and Marshall Drive, within BNA 25 
(Figure 4.7-1). 
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EXPLANATION 

— ■ ■ —  Base Boundary \456/   County Road 

    BNAs @)    State Highway 

High Minority/Low-Income Populations 

Roadway Segment 
within Disproportionate 
BNAs 

0    .47   .95 1.9 Miles 4P Figure 4.7-1 
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4.7.1.2 International Wayport Alternative.   Under the International Wayport 
Alternative, increased surface traffic noise as a result of reuse would be the 
same as for the Proposed Action, except only 31 additional residents by 
2015 would be affected along SH 35. 

4.7.1.3 Commercial Aviation Alternative.   Under the Commercial Aviation 
Alternative, increased surface traffic noise as a result of reuse would be the 
same as for the Proposed Action, except only 29 additional residents by 
2015 would be affected along SH 35. 

4.7.1.4 Recreation Alternative.   Under the Recreation Alternative, surface 
traffic noise impacts would not occur in any disproportionate BNA. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures for potential environmental justice impacts associated 
with surface traffic noise would be similar to those identified for other noise 
impacts under the Proposed Action (Section 4.4.4.1).   For surface traffic 
noise, mitigations, such as a sound insulation program, could be 
implemented to reduce interior noise levels for sensitive receptors exposed 
to DNL 65 dB or greater.  Noise reduction inside buildings can be 
accomplished by incorporating solid core wood or steel-faced exterior doors, 
non-opening dual pane windows, and aggregate block walls into building 
design, and limiting the total square footage of windows to no more than 10 
percent of exterior exposed walls. These features can reduce interior noise 
levels by as much as 26 to 53 A-weighted dB when properly designed and 
constructed.  For future development, county and township land use 
planning could incorporate noise compatibility measures when establishing 
residential zoning.  Measures such as restricting residential development to 
areas outside the DNL 65 dB contour and incorporating buffer zones into 
community development could be used.  The effectiveness of the 
operational and management noise mitigation measures presented here 
cannot be completely determined without extensive modeling and/or noise 
measurements. 
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5.0    CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

The federal, state, and local agencies and private agencies/organizations that were contacted during 
the course of preparing this EIS are listed below. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
United States Army Reserve 
United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 
United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
United States Department of the Interior 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
United States Geological Survey 

STATE AGENCIES 

Michigan Army National Guard 
Michigan Commission on Indian Affairs 
Michigan Department of Agriculture 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
Michigan Department of Social Services 
Michigan Department of Transportation 
Michigan Employment Security Commission 
Michigan Natural Features Inventory 
Michigan Office of Tax and Revenue Analysis 
Michigan Public Health Department 
Michigan State Historic Preservation Office 
Michigan Transportation Commission 
Michigan Travel Bureau 
Northern Michigan University 

LOCAL/REGIONAL AGENCIES 

Bay De Noc Community College 
Central Upper Peninsula Planning and Development 
Chocolay Township 
City of Ishpeming 
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LOCAL/REGIONAL AGENCIES (Continued) 

City of Marquette 
City of Marquette Wastewater 
Forsyth Township 
Gwinn Area Community Schools 
Ishpeming Police Department 
Ishpeming Public Schools 
K. I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority 
Marquette Area Public Schools 
Marquette County Airport 
Marquette County Economic Development Corporation 
Marquette County Historical Museum 
Marquette County Planning Department 
Marquette County Resource Management Department 
Marquette County Sheriff's Department 
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority 
Marquette Township 
Michigan State Police 
Negaunee Public Schools 
Negaunee Township 
Olympic Education Center 
Sands Township 
West Branch Township 

PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

Bay Mills Executive Council 
Bell Memorial Hospital 
Century 21 
Cliffs Mining Services Company 
Closser Associates 
Downtown Marquette Association 
First National Bank 
Forwood Housing Project 
Hannahville Indian Community Council 
Keweenaw Bay Tribal Council 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Michigan 
Marquette Board of Light and Power 
Marquette Chamber of Commerce 
Marquette General Hospital 
Marquette Tourism Council 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Company 
Northern Michigan Economic Initiatives 
Sault Saint Marie Chippewa Tribal Council 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 
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3-77, 3-78, 3-79, 3-81, 3-82, 3-83, 3-86, 
3-88, 3-127, 3-129, 4-48, 4-57, 4-64, 
4-69, 4-71, 4-80, 4-86, 4-87, 4-91, 4-93, 
4-96, 4-98, 4-99, 4-101, 4-132, 4-151, 
4-160 

U.S. EPA Graphical Aerometric Data System 
(EGADS)   3-87, 4-87 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)  3-95, 
3-98, 3-100, 3-101, 3-114, 4-126, 4-134 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)  3-48, 3-69, 
3-75, 3-76,4-81,4-127 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)  3-53, 
3-78, 3-79, 3-86, 3-87, 3-113, 4-88, 4-89, 
4-91, 4-92, 4-94, 4-95, 4-97, 4-152, 4-174 

W 

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)   2-22, 
2-31, 2-35, 2-40, 2-47, 3-9, 3-13, 3-36, 
3-37, 3-54, 3-61, 3-75, 3-111, 4-33, 4-34, 
4-36, 4-38, 4-62, 4-85 

Weapons Storage Area (WSA)  2-12, 2-22, 
2-31, 2-40, 3-13, 3-19, 4-13, 4-62, 4-123 

Weather conditions  3-29, 3-33, 3-81, 3-120, 
3-127,4-161, 4-166, 4-173 
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Wetlands  2-49, 3-20, 3-73, 3-95, 3-98, 
3-100, 3-101,3-105, 3-110, 3-113, 3-114, 
3-122, 3-123, 3-124, 3-128, 3-132, 3-133, 
4-77, 4-78, 4-84, 4-129, 4-130, 4-131, 
4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-139, 
4-140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-144, 4-145, 
4-149, 4-150, 4-152, 4-153, 4-160, 4-165, 
4-170, 4-174 

Woodland 3-104, 3-105, 3-132, 3-134 
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CHAPTER 9 
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 



9.0    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

INTRODUCTION 

ORGANIZATION 

The Air Force has complied with the NEPA mandate of public participation in 
the environmental impact analysis process primarily in two ways: 

• A public hearing was held in Gwinn, Michigan, on November 29, 
1995, at which the Air Force presented the findings of the DEIS 
for Disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB and invited public comments. 

• The subject DEIS was made available for public review and 
comment in November and December 1995. 

Public comments received both verbally at the public meeting and in writing 
during the response period have been reviewed and are addressed by the Air 
Force in this section. 

This Public Comment and Response section is organized into several 
subsections, as follows: 

• This Introduction, which describes the process, organization, and 
approach taken in addressing public comments 

• A consolidated comment-response document 

• An index of commentors 

• A transcript of the public hearing 

• Photocopies of all written comments received. 

These sections are described below. 

Comments received that are similar in nature or address similar concerns 
have been consolidated to focus on the issue of concern, and a response is 
provided that addresses all of the similar comments.  Some comments 
simply state a fact or an opinion, for example, "the DEIS adequately 
assesses the impacts on [a resource area]."  Such comments, although 
appreciated, do not require a specific response and are not called out herein. 
The comments and responses are grouped by area of concern, as follows: 
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1.0 Air Force Policy 

2.0 Purpose and Need for Action 

3.0 Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 

4.0 Land Transfer/Disposal 

5.0 Local Community 

6.0 Land Use/Aesthetics 

7.0 Transportation 

8.0 Airspace 

9.0 Utilities 

10.0 Hazardous Materials/Waste Management 

11.0 Geology and Soils 

12.0 Water Resources 

13.0 Air Quality 

14.0 Noise 

15.0 Biological Resources 

16.0 Cultural Resources 

17.0 Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study 

18.0 Environmental Justice 

Within each area, each consolidated comment-response is numbered 
sequentially.  For example, under 6.0 Land Use, individual comments- 
responses are numbered 6.1, 6.2, etc.  At the end of each numbered 
comment-response is a set of numbers that refers to the specific comment 
in the documents received that were combined into that consolidated 
comment. The numbers of the individual comments are indicated in 
parentheses, e.g., (6-1, 11-2, 15-6, 15-22).  Comment 6-2, for example, 
refers to document 6, comment number 2.  A reader who wishes to read the 
specific comment(s) received may turn to the photocopies of the documents 
included in this section.  Below each comment number is the number of the 
consolidated comment in which the specific comment has been 
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encompassed (e.g., 7.1).  Thus, the reader may reference back and forth 
between the consolidated comments-responses and the specific comment 
documents as they were received. 

It should be further noted that some comments in the documents received 
are not included in the consolidated comment-response document. These 
comments fall into two categories: 

• Comments to which no response is required, as explained above 

• Comments regarding the SIAS. 

Effects upon the physical or natural environment that may result from 
projected changes in certain socioeconomic factors that are associated with 
or caused by the disposal or reuse of the base are addressed within this EIS. 
Other socioeconomic issues, such as the region's employment base, school 
budgets, municipal/state tax revenues, municipal land planning, medical care 
for military retirees and dependents, local governments and services, real 
estate, and economic effects on utility systems and specific businesses are 
beyond the scope of NEPA and CEQ requirements.  Analysis of impacts 
associated with these issues is provided in the SIAS; that public document 
will also support the base reuse decision-making process.  The 
environmental impact analyses presented in this EIS are based on the results 
of the socioeconomic analyses described in detail in the SIAS. All 
comments pertaining solely to issues addressed in the SIAS were considered 
beyond the scope of this EIS, and so are not addressed in this comment and 
response section.  However, those comments have been reviewed and 
responses have been provided to the commentors.  Comments concerning 
socioeconomic issues addressed in the SIAS only are indicated with an S on 
the photocopies of the comment documents.  Comments related to 
socioeconomic factors that are addressed in this EIS (e.g., population, 
employment) have been included in this comment-response section. 

Finally, it should be emphasized that not only have responses to EIS 
comments been addressed in this comment-response section, as explained, 
but the text of the EIS itself has also been revised, as appropriate, to reflect 
the concerns expressed in the public comments. 

The list of commentors includes the name of the commentor, the document 
identification number, and the page number in this section on which the 
photocopy of the document is presented. 
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1.0       AIR FORCE POLICY 

1-1        Comment: The EIS only addresses on-base concerns, ignoring off- 
base consequences or considerations.  (1-1, 2-1) 

Response: The EIS addresses impacts from proposed reuse both on 
and off base.  For example, the air quality analysis addresses 
potential impacts from reuse to regional air quality, and the noise 
and transportation analyses address effects from increased traffic on 
both local and regional roads. The Air Force methodology used in 
preparing this EIS (Appendix E) was to analyze all impacts from base 
reuse without regard to the base boundary. Analysis of on- and off- 
base IRP activities is separate and distinct from the EIS process. 
Potential remediation of and impacts from these activities will 
continue to be addressed under the IRP. The public can review the 
progress of the IRP and provide comments through the Restoration 
Advisory Board and in the IRP public notice and comment process. 

1 -2       Comment:  The EIS assumes that all environmental conditions which 
create a hazard to human health and the environment will be 
eventually remediated by the Air Force.  How certain is the funding 
for what will be several years of environmental remediation at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB?   (1-6) 

Response:  Funding for the restoration activities at closure 
installations was appropriated by Congress in 1991 and has 
continued to be funded.  It is anticipated that future appropriations 
will continue to fund environmental restoration activities at closing 
installations. 

1 -3       Comment:  When will the FEIS and ROD be made available and could 
there be any further delays in the EIS schedule?  (1-7) 

Response:  The Air Force is planning to prepare the disposal ROD 
after completion and consideration of this EIS.  Current plans are for 
the EIS to be released and the ROD to be completed in spring 1996. 

1.4       Comment: The Air Force is committed to the remediation of all 
contamination at K. I. Sawyer AFB due to the past Air Force 
activities.  Does the Air Force have adequate funding to fully 
remediate all contamination at K. I. Sawyer AFB?  (5-8) 

Response: The Air Force is committed to the identification, 
assessment, and remediation from hazardous substances use at K. I. 
Sawyer AFB.  This commitment will ensure the protection of public 
health and the environment.  However, some contamination (i.e., 
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asbestos) may become the responsibility of the property recipient. 
Funding for the restoration activities at closure installations was 
appropriated by Congress in 1991 and has continued to be funded. 
It is anticipated that future appropriations will continue to fund 
environmental restoration activities at closing installations. 

1.5       Comment:  Items necessary to reuse facilities should remain as part 
of the facilities.   Keeping equipment as part of the facilities provides 
a better opportunity for reuse than an empty building.  Inventory lists 
should be updated to accurately portray the contents of each 
building.  (11-3) 

Response:  Comment noted.  Addressing the policies for disposal 
and reuse of facilities and equipment, except as such policies affect 
environmental impacts, is not within the scope of this EIS whose 
purpose is to address the potential environmental impacts of the 
disposal and reuse of the base in accordance with NEPA. 

2.0       PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 

3.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

3.1 Comment:  Were APZs or clear zones considered for the proposed 
future crosswind runway?   (6-7) 

Response:  Section 2.3.1, International Wayport Alternative, 
addresses RPZs for the proposed crosswind runway (see Figure 
2.3-2). The airfield land use for this reuse alternative encompasses 
this area (see Figure 2.3-1). 

4.0       LAND TRANSFER/DISPOSAL 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 

5.0        LOCAL COMMUNITY 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 

6.0 LAND USE/AESTHETICS 

6.1 Comment:   K. I. Sawyer AFB lies within a high-risk fire zone.  Do the 
reuse scenarios deal with fire prevention and protection from fires? 
What risk do certain land uses pose as potential sources of ignition? 
How will surrounding residents be protected?  Perhaps fire breaks or 
age class diversification would provide a solution.   (6-1) 
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Response:  Because the types of reuse proposed for K. I. Sawyer 
AFB are similar to uses when the military was operating the 
installation (i.e., airfield, residential, industrial, commercial), the fire 
hazards would be similar to those when the base was active. The 
SIAS (U.S. Air Force, 1995) addresses the need for fire protection 
based on migratory-related population, service area changes, and 
infrastructure responsibility changes.  Section 4.5.4, Fire Protection, 
of the SIAS states that under the Proposed Action approximately 47 
additional fire fighters would be needed in the local fire departments 
to support reuse activities by 2015. Therefore, compared with the 
No-Action Alternative, the fire hazard under any other alternative 
would increase to the level when the base was active, requiring 
additional civilian fire fighters. 

6.2       Comment: The contention in the EIS that zoning only needs to be 
revised in West Branch and Forsyth townships is flawed in that the 
juxtaposition of the townships with separate zoning regulations 
poses a preponderance of bureaucratic red tape for those with cross- 
government development proposals.  I would suggest that a common 
Planned Unit Development District or a Floating Overlay zone 
common to each unit be applied to the base.   (6-2) 

Response:  Comment noted.  The EIS states that the local townships 
may need to rezone the base property to be consistent with the 
reuse selected. A Planned Unit Development District or Floating 
Overlay is one method that could be implemented to revise zoning 
regulations.  This type of revision would be the responsibility of the 
affected townships. 

7.0 TRANSPORTATION 

7.1 Comment: The impacts of the development scenarios should deal 
with substandard road bases, inadequate intersection turning radii, 
drainage problems, and inadequate bridge deck on County Road 462. 
(6-3) 

Response:   NEPA does not require the level of detailed analysis 
requested.  The EIS is adequate as written for this resource area. 
The EIS analyzed the transportation network in the ROI to identify 
potential impacts to LOS arising from future baseline conditions and 
the direct and indirect effects of the reuse alternatives.  The planning 
application from the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation 
Research Board, 1985) was used in the analysis.  Substandard road 
bases, intersection turning radii, drainage problems, and bridge 
decking would not affect the planning level analysis conducted to 
determine the LOS on local and regional roadways.  Substandard 
road bases, intersection turning radii, drainage problems, and bridge 
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decking would need to be addressed through engineering design 
when considering road improvements, such as those discussed under 
mitigation measures in Section 4.2.3, Transportation. 

8.0       AIRSPACE 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 

9.0       UTILITIES 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 

10.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE MANAGEMENT 

10.1 Comment:  The EIS does not address the off-site impacts of 
contamination on the natural resources of Sands Township and its 
inhabitants.  In addition, the EIS does not address the recent 
technical evaluation of groundwater pumping in the vicinity of the 
tank farm and Golf Course.   (1-2, 2-2) 

Response:  Regardless of which alternative is selected, the IRP will 
continue to be responsible for identification, investigation, and any 
necessary remediation of past hazardous waste sites at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB, including off-site impacts of this contamination. The IRP is an 
active program at K. I. Sawyer AFB but is separate and distinct from 
the EIS process.  Impacts from ongoing site investigation and 
potential remediation activities will continue to be addressed under 
the IRP. The public can review the progress of the IRP and provide 
comment through the Restoration Advisory Board and in the IRP 
public notice and comment process.  This EIS analyzed potential 
impacts to base reuse from the IRP.  In order to provide a consistent 
baseline for analysis throughout the EIS, a baseline for the IRP of 
April 1995 was selected.  Additional information on the IRP can be 
reviewed in the Administrative Record at the Peter White Library in 
Marquette. 

10.2 Comment:  The DEIS appears to be inadequate because it is difficult 
to determine the impact of future land uses when the impact of 
contamination and associated remedial activities on these land uses 
is, to a significant degree, unknown.  (1-3, 2-3) 

Response:  The IRP is an ongoing program and the extent of 
contamination and remedial activities is still under investigation and 
not fully known at this time; however, the IRP will continue 
regardless of the alternative chosen for reuse.  Land uses may be 
delayed or limited at a site-specific level due to the severity of 
contamination or level of remediation effort required at an IRP site. 
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10.3 

The EIS does discuss reasonably foreseeable land use constraints at 
IRP sites. Although future land uses will be dependent to a certain 
extent upon a regulatory review of the remedial design of IRP sites, 
such land use delays and limitations would occur on a site-specific 
level and would not significantly affect the impact analysis which is 
based on large areas of general land use categories. 

Comment:  Effective October 1, 1995, responsibility for regulation of 
hazardous materials, hazardous waste, remediation of contaminated 
sites, and issuance of environmental permits was transferred from 
the MDNR to the newly created MDEQ by the Governor's Executive 
Order.  Therefore, all references to MDNR related to environmental 
programs should be changed to MDEQ.   (5-1, 5-11) 

Response: The text has been revised. 

10.4 Comment:  Does the base Bioenvironmental Engineer still maintain 
the repository for all MSDSs, or has that responsibility been 
transferred to the caretaker? Are the MSDSs still available at each 
workplace where hazardous materials/waste are stored?   (5-2) 

Response:  The responsibility for maintaining MSDSs for caretaker 
functions has been transferred to the AFBCA.  MSDSs are still 
maintained at each caretaker workplace where hazardous 
materials/waste are stored. The maintaining of MSDSs for reuse 
activities will be the responsibility of the individual property owner. 

10.5 Comment: Was all of the hazardous waste generated by base 
functions collected from all accumulation points and the DRMO and 
disposed of at a permitted facility at base closure?  This action is 
necessary for RCRA compliance.   (5-3) 

Response: All hazardous waste generated by base functions has 
been collected from accumulation points and the DRMO and 
disposed of in a permitted facility except for pesticides stored in the 
entomology shop. The pesticides were going to be used to maintain 
grounds after base closure, but have since been downgraded to a 
hazardous waste. The pesticides will be disposed of in a permitted 
facility. 

10.6 Comment:  Was the fact that remedial activities could continue past 
base closure used as an assumption?   (5-4) 

Response:    It was anticipated that remedial activities would 
continue beyond the 1995 closure date of K. I. Sawyer AFB. 
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10.7     Comment: Abatement of lead-based paint is necessary.  To leave 
lead-based paint in residential units with the possibility of children 
occupying those units is an unacceptable adverse health risk.  (11-1) 

Response: The Air Force has identified facilities or portions of 
facilities that could be frequented by children under the age of seven 
as high-priority facilities and has conducted lead-based paint surveys 
of high-priority facilities in accordance with Air Force and HUD 
protocols. As discussed in Section 3.3.11, lead-based paint hazards 
will be abated from any housing structure constructed prior to 1960 
in accordance with the Lead Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act and 
Air Force policy.  Surfaces identified as containing lead-based paint 
in housing constructed between 1960 and 1978 will be identified to 
potential recipients prior to facility disposal.  The results for all lead- 
based paint surveys and a lead-based paint warning statement will 
be provided to recipients prior to property transfer. 

11.0 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

11.1 Comment: The Michigan Sand Dune Protection and Management 
Act is mentioned, but no mention is made whether critical dune 
areas requiring protection are present.  (5-5) 

Response: The atlas identifying the critical dune areas protected 
under the Michigan Sand Dune Protection and Management Act 
indicates that critical dune areas are within the portion of Michigan 
discussed under the Sawmill Timber Procurement Area, Section 3.6. 

12.0 WATER RESOURCES 

12.1 Comment:  Reuse and remediation activities on K. I. Sawyer AFB are 
causing the groundwater and lake levels east of the base to lower. 
Groundwater levels are 12 to 14 feet below normal, and some lakes 
and wetlands are becoming dry causing degradation to the 
environment.   (1-4, 1-5, 1-9, 3-2, 4-1, 7-2, 8-2, 9-1) 

Response: The use of groundwater to support reuse is addressed in 
Section 4.4.2, Water Resources.  Results of a study conducted by 
the USGS were inconclusive as to the cause of lowering water levels 
east of the base. A briefing provided to U.S. Representative Bart 
Stupak by the USGS indicated that use of purged wells for 
groundwater remediation as part of the IRP process at K. I. Sawyer 
AFB would not affect water levels.  Sections 3.4.5 and 4.4.5, 
Biological Resources, have been revised to include information 
regarding biological resources in the vicinity of the lakes east of the 
base. 
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12.2 Comment:  The continued use of groundwater to support base reuse 
must be addressed.  (1-8) 

Response: The use of groundwater to support reuse is addressed in 
Section 4.4.2, Water Resources.  Results of a study conducted by 
the USGS were inconclusive as to the cause of lowering water levels 
east of the base.  If the cause of the lowering levels is determined to 
be due to groundwater withdrawal from wells No. 9 and No. 10, 
then reuse of the base under the Proposed Action could exacerbate 
this condition.   Measures to mitigate this potential issue are 
identified in Section 4.4.2. 

12.3 Comment:  Remediation of K. I. Sawyer AFB IRP sites should not be 
at the expense of local water resources.  Remediated groundwater 
should be returned to the aquifer from which it was pumped.  (3-1, 
3-3,4-2, 7-1, 7-3,8-1, 9-2) 

Response: The IRP will continue regardless of which alternative is 
selected.  See also comments 10.1 and 12.1. 

12.4 Comment: Are the redevelopment scenarios for base reuse realistic 
when one of the considerations for mitigating the lowering lake 
levels is to pump water from Lake Superior, given the cost of this 
option?  (6-4) 

Response:  The USGS could not determine the actual cause of the 
lowering lake levels east of the base.  If it is determined that the use 
of on-base wells is the cause, then the mitigations could include 
reducing the yields of wells No. 9 and No. 10 or finding an alternate 
water supply. This alternate water supply could come from local 
surface water or groundwater wells from other aquifers. The cost of 
developing another water source, if required, would be taken into 
consideration by the local redevelopment authority. 

12.5 Comment:  A draft resolution that creates a special committee to 
study drought and low lake level conditions at basins near K. I. 
Sawyer AFB and their impact on both local property owners and the 
environment has been requested from Mr. Elliott Smith, Director 
Legislative Service Bureau, Michigan House of Representatives. 
(10-1) 

Response:  Commented noted. 

13.0     AIR QUALITY 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 
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14.0     NOISE 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 

15.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

15.1 Comment:  Jack pine stands of appropriate age should be included 
as sensitive habitat in the discussion of sensitive habitats.   (5-6) 

Response: Text has been revised for the timber procurement area 
{see Sections 3.6 and 4.6). As noted in comment 15.2, no 
Kirtland's warblers are expected on K. I. Sawyer AFB. 

15.2 Comment: The EIS states that Kirtland's warblers are not expected 
at K. I. Sawyer AFB.  How was this expectation arrived at, when the 
jack pine stands constitute prime habitat?  Has a biological survey 
been conducted?  (5-9) 

Response:  A male Kirtland's warbler was observed in 1984 within 
2 miles of the base, but this species has not been observed in the 
vicinity since then.   In addition, a discussion with an MDNR wildlife 
biologist indicated that Kirtland's warbler is not expected in the 
vicinity of K. I. Sawyer AFB (Koss, 1994).  Biological surveys 
conducted in June 1994 by the Air Force and in 1993 and 1994 by 
the Michigan Natural Features Inventory did not identify any 
Kirtland's warblers. 

15.3 Comment:  There may be a risk to surrounding jack pine monoculture 
lands for the establishment of forest pest epidemics if forest 
products are hauled to K. I. Sawyer AFB from Northern Michigan and 
Wisconsin.   (6-6) 

Response:  The geographic size of the timber procurement area is 
relatively small, and the timber type within the Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan, Lower Peninsula of Michigan, and northeast Wisconsin is 
similar.   Because the timber procurement area is within a similar 
environment, it is unlikely that any new exotic species would be 
introduced that could produce a new pest epidemic.  In addition, 
implementation of forest health BMPs and restriction on transport of 
timber from potentially infested areas would reduce the potential for 
the spread of pests. 

15.4 Comment: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and 404(b)(1) 
guidelines should be referenced on page 4-131.  Should the red alder 
{Alnus rubra) listed in the biological list be speckled alder (Alnus 
rugosa)?   (11-4) 

K. I. Sawyer AFB Disposal FEIS 9-11 



Response:  The text has been revised. 

15.5     Comment: The Fish and Wildlife Service is interested in working with 
the Air Force to protect jack pine forest habitat on the installation. 
As stated in previous correspondence during scoping of the EIS, the 
endangered Kirtland warbler inhabits this type of habitat and males 
of this species have recently been observed in similar nearby habitat. 
We recommend that the Air Force continue to coordinate with the 
Service's Field Supervisor for possible actions to maintain the jack 
pine forest. (12-1) 

Response:   Comment noted. 

16.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

16.1 Comment:   Native American organizations contacted during the 
consultation process for this EIS should be included in Section 5, 
Consultation and Coordination.   (5-10) 

Response:  The text has been revised. 

16.2 Comment:   Data at the prehistoric site could be lost.   Data should be 
collected before the transfer and the site should be disclosed in the 
EIS.   (11-2) 

Response:  Two prehistoric sites on K.I. Sawyer AFB are considered 
eligible for listing in the NRHP and as such, are afforded the same 
regulatory consideration as nominated historic properties. Pertinent 
information regarding these sites is discussed in the EIS with the 
exception of the locations.  The disclosure of archaeological site 
locations is prohibited by law and therefore cannot be incorporated 
into a public document such as this EIS.  The Air Force will, in 
coordination with the SHPO, provide a management strategy to 
ensure protection of these sites in accordance with regulations for 
implementing the NHPA.   Potential measures for avoiding adverse 
impacts to these sites, including data collection, are discussed in 
Section 4.4.6.1. 

17.0     SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS STUDY 

No comments were received for this area of concern. 
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18.0 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

18.1 Comment: The first sentence in this paragraph is grammatically 
confusing and does not convey a clear thought.  If it is the intent of 
this paragraph to dismiss the importance of environmental justice 
then the MDEQ takes issue with this position.  (5-7) 

Response:  The wording in this section is not intended to minimize 
the importance of Environmental Justice, but to explain that 
Environmental Justice analysis is not required by NEPA which is the 
law requiring environmental analysis, such as this EIS. 
Environmental Justice analysis is required under Executive Order 
12898 and is included in this document to analyze possible 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low- 
income populations from disposal of the property and to afford the 
affected communities an opportunity for input into the NEPA 
process. 

18.2 Comment:  A large portion of the minority and low-income 
populations (Air Force personnel) have emigrated from the area.  Is 
the EIS reference still accurate as it relates to these populations? 
(6-5) 

Response: The environmental justice analysis utilized the most 
recent census data (1990) to determine where low-income and 
minority populations are located.  Most of the referenced Air Force 
personnel were living on base, which was a separate census block 
(BNA 24) and was not accounted for in the analysis since Air Force 
personnel are no longer living within this block.  Since the analysis 
used 1990 data, the approach was more conservative, taking into 
account a greater potential for low-income and minority populations 
(prior to Air Force personnel departure) which may have lived off 
base. 
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9-37 10 Michael A. Prusi State Representative, 109th District 

9-37 11 Dan Tadgerson Sault Ste. Marie Tribe, Tribal 
Environmental 

9-37 12 Don Henne Regional Environmental Officer, 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

NA   =   not applicable 
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i Gwinn, Michigan 40941 i alternatives, and then to consider the findings of those 

2 Wednesday, November 29, 1995 - 7:03 P.M. 2 analyses in deciding how to proceed. 

3 COL. HEUPEL:  Good evening, ladies and 3 As a part of the requirement to reduce 

4 gentlemen.  I wane to thank you for coming out tonight. 4 spending, the Department of Defense is identifying 

5 We'll see if we can get this, this sound on this 5 military installations for closure or realignment.  In 

6 microphone working right, and see if we need to adjust 6 1993, as you know, K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base was 

7 it any more. This is the Public Hearing on the Draft 7 recommended for closure, to be done on 30 September, 

S Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of 8 199S. The Air Force has begun the appropriate studies 

9 K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base.  I'm Colonel Jim Heupel and 9 required in order to dispose of the property at K.I. 

10 I'll be the Presiding Officer for tonight's Hearing. 10 Sawyer Air Force Base, including the Draft Environmental 

11 Before we begin, let me explain my role in 11 Impact Statement or the EIS, aa you will hear ua refer 

12 this process.  I'm a Military Judge and I primarily 12 to it tonight, and that's what we are here to discuss; 

13 serve as a Criminal Trial Judge for Military Trials, so 13 so the purpose of tonight's Hearing is to receive your 

14 my function tonight is to just ensure that we have a 14 comments, suggestions, and criticisms of the Draft EIS. 

IS fair and orderly Hearing, and that everyone who wishes IS Those of you who have not had an opportunity 

16 to speak has an opportunity to do so.  I am not here as 16 to review the Draft EIS may want to read this summary of 

17 a legal expert on the Environmental Impact Statement nor 17 ehe major findings that are provided in this small 

IS do I act as a legal advisor to the Air Force 18 pamphlet which I have been banded which I am holding up 

19 Representatives who will be making presentations 19 right now.  If you didn't receive one when you walked 

20 tonight. 20 in. this is available at the back of the room, and these 

21 This Hearing is being conducted in accordance 21 findings will also be addressed by the, by the Panel 

22 with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy 22 Members as we go on this evening.  For those of you that 

23 Act and implementing regulations. That Act requires 23 are coming in, 1 invite you to come on down to the 

24 federal agencies to analyze the potential environmental 24 front. This may be a schoolhouse, but we are not going 

25 impacts of certain proposed actions and their 

3 

25 to be asking you any questions.  You may be able to see 

4 
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the screen a lot better. 

At this time let me introduce the members of 

the Public Hearing Panel. On my immediate right is 

Ms. Tereaa Pohlraan. who is representing the Air Force 

Base Conversion Agency.  Now, she will describe the Air 

Force Base Disposal Process; and to her right is 

Mr. Bill Myers, who is the Program Management Team 

Leader for the environmental Planning Division at the 

Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence at Brooks 

Air Force Base, Texaa.  He will be summarizing and 

briefing you on the Environmental Impact Analysis 

process and the results reported in the Draft EIS. This 

meeting is intended to provide a continuing public forum 

for two-way communication about the Draft EIS with a 

view towards improving the overall decision-making 

process. 

You will notice that I said "two-way 

communication." In the first part of the Hearing 

process, our most knowledgeable people will brief you on 

the details of the actions and the anticipated 

environmental impacts.  The second part of the process 

gives you an opportunity to provide information and make 

statements for the record.  This input ensures that tbs 

decision-makers may benefit from your knowledge of the 

area and any adverse environmental effects that you 
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and Mr. Myers have finished their presentations, we will 

have a short recess.  We will collect all of the cards, 

and we will proceed with the comment period.  At that 

time if we have any elected public officials who wish to 

speak, I will call on them first and then I will 

recognize members of the general public, just shuffling 

the cards and picking the cards out in random order. 

If you did not indicate that you wanted to 

speak but decide as we are going through this that you 

would like to speak, just go back at the recess and 

retrieve your card and "X" the block and give it back to 

them and they will make sure that I,   I get your card. 

If you don't want to stand up here tonight and make a 

statement, you will have until December 26 of this year 

to submit a statement for the Air Force's consideration 

prior to its publishing the final EIS. 

Now, the address that you should send your 

remarks to is shown on the slide.  It's also at the 

bottom of the back side of this little pamphlet; or if 

you have any comments you want to make or hand in 

tonight, you can use this small one-page form.  It also 

has the, the address at the bottom of that form.  Please 

don't hesitate to make a statement.  I do want to make 

sure, as I said before, that everybody who wishes to 

speak has a fair chance to be beard. 

think may result from the proposed action or the 

alternatives. 

Also, if you have questions regarding the 

Environmental Impact Analysis process, or the 

environmental impacts presented in the Draft EIS, you 

will have an opportunity during the quest ion-and-answer 

period or comment period in the second half to aak the 

Panel members.  If they are able to answer your 

questions, they will do so tonight.  However, if your 

question is a technical one that requires further 

research and cannot be answered tonight, then the Air 

Force will make sure that your question is answered 

either in the final EIS itself or in a separate comment 

and response section. 

Tonight's Hearing is designed to give you an 

opportunity to comment on the adequacy of the Air 

Force's Environmental Impact Statement.  Keep in mind 

that the EIS is simply intended to ensure that future 

decision-makers will be fully apprised of the 

Environmental Impacts associated with the various re-use 

alternatives before they decide upon a course of action. 

When you came in tonight, you were asked to 

fill out a comment card, and like this one that I'm 

holding up, it had a place at the bottom for you to mark 

if you wanted to make a statement.  After Ms. Pohlman 
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We do have a court reporter down in front of 

me tonight who ia taking these proceedings word for 

word, so everything that's said tonight will become a 

part of the record.  Now, she will only be able to make 

a complete record if she can hear and understand what 

you say; so with that in mind, I would ask you to help 

carry out the following ground rules: 

When we get into the comment section, 

please speak only after I recognize you, and I ask that 

you address your remarks to me aa the Hearing Officer. 

If you also have a written statement to hand in, I will 

be glad to take that.  I know that if you have comments, 

even though it may not be a formal atatement that you 

are handing in, but something that you are reading, and 

I know she would be happy to get a copy of that, if you 

don't mind giving that to her; it will certainly assist 

her in the transcription. 

I ask that you speak up close to the 

microphone.  That microphone is not as powerful as this 

microphone.  I just ask that you speak slowly into the 

microphone.  Start off with your name, what city you are 

from; and if you are speaking on behalf of a group or an 

organization, if you'd indicate that also. 

I will recognize each person for five minutes. 

That's with a number of people. We'll see how many 
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speakers we have.  I'll probably be liberal is keeping 

the time on that, but when the time is up, X will just 

hold up my hand and ask that you 90 ahead and finish the 

point that you are on so that someone else can speak.  I 

ask that we have only one person speaking at a time 

because the reporter can only report one person speaking 

at a time, so I ask that you assist me with that. 

Finally, I have been asked to say co everybody, please 

don't smoke in this room. 

With that, it's my pleasure to introduce 

Ms. Teresa pohlman. 

HS. POHLMAN: Thank you. Colonel Heupel. As 

Colonel Heupel said, my name is Teresa Pohlman. and I do 

work for the Air Force Base Conversion Agency, which is 

an office created to manage the cleanup and disposal.of 

the Air Force's closure and the Base Closure Realignment 

Laws.  I might add that my field of cognizance includes 

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base and five other Air Force 

Bases that are located within my region.  With me from 

Washington, D.C., and my staff people, part of the 

people in my Washington staff, here, are my Senior 

Department Specialist, Mr. Richard Jenkins, who is back 

there, who you may have seen on television earlier 

tonight; and X have an Environmental Specialist here, 

Mr. John Fringer.  X also have with me legal Counsel 
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Now, in discussing what happened in the 

Environmental Impact Statement, I'm going to cover four 

general topics:  The first is Disposal Planning. The 

second is the Disposal Objective used by the Air Force 

to guide its planning.  Third is Disposal considerations 

that we will use to arrive at a decision; and last is 

the Air Force decision itself.  That is, what actions 

the Air Force will take based on the findings in the CIS 

and other considerations — and I might add that the 

official statement of the Air Force decision is 

contained in the Record of Decision, appropriately named 

the ROD, and the Environmental Impact Statement itself 

is a presentation of the facts and analyses of the 

impact on the environment, surrounding environment, to 

the Base of the re-use and disposal of the Air Force 

Base. 

The Secretary of the Air Force, like the other 

Secretaries of the other Services, has been delegated 

the authority to act as the Federal Disposal Agent under 

the 1988 Base Closure and Realignment Act and the 

Defense Base Closure Realignment Act of 1990 to utilize 

or dispose of the Federal property that makes up the Air 

Force's closing Bases. Osually -- and you are probably 

very familiar with this organization — this 

responsibility rests with the General Services 
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Mr. Frank Clifford from our Washington staff; and also, 

and probably your most important point of contact here, 

are the local people way back in the back, there.  They 

are managing to bide behind the chairs.  That's 

Mr. Gary Koski, the Draft Environmental Coordinator; and 

Mr. Paul Hemmila, who is the Site Manager out at K.X. 

Sawyer Air Force Base. He's the one who is your actual 

point man out here on the scene.  He is a local person 

on the scene, can take any and all of your comments,  we 

also have several members of the K.X. Sawyer Base 

Conversion Authority.  It's a great pleasure to see you 

here. We have enjoyed working with the K.Z. Sawyer 

Conversion Authority. We look forward to working with 

you in the future. We thank you very much for coming. 

Lee me first preface my remarks with a couple 

of clarifications. The Environmental Impact Statement 

itself — and this will be explained in further detail 

in the briefing after^mine -- but the Environmental 

Impact Statement itself is an examination of the 

analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives of the 

re-use and disposal of K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base. It is 

analyzing the effect of the community re-use and, 

disposal according to the community re-use plan that has 

been contracted and done by the K.I. Sawyer Base 

Conversion Authority. 

10 
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Administration, or GSA. The existing Statutes for 

Disposal of Federal Property are still in effect and we 

are bound — we, the Air Force, are bound to obey those 

Statutes.  The Air Force must adhere to the laws and 

regulations that are in place at the time the Closure 

Acts were voted on and passed into law by Congress.  The 

Air Force has also issued additional policies and 

procedures to help implement our delegated authority to 

transfer property. 

Another provision of the Closure Laws requires 

us to consult with the State Governor and heads of local 

governments for the purpose of considering any plan for 

the use of such property by the local community 

concerned. We are meeting this consultation requirement 

through the delegation to the K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base 

Conversion Authority. 

Finally, our planning recognizes that the 

Secretary of the Air Force has full discretion in 

deciding how the Air Force will dispose of the property; 

but we do this in partnership with the local 

communities, and we try — I might add that it is an 

emphasis of the Secretary to have the local communities 

and in their redevelopment planning and in their re-use 

planning to let them have the maximum voiee possible, 

which is also one of the purposes of the open-ness of 

12 

K. I. SawyerAFB Disposal FEIS 9-17 



Docume nt1 Docume nt1 

l Che forum that we have here for the Environmental Impact i releases and as early as possible transfer of property 

2 Statement. 2 to bring back jobs into the community. The interim 

3 It is the Air Force*« goal to make a complete 3 release, the interim release process enables us to put 

4 closure a» quickly and efficiently as possible, and to 4 some of the property back into the community s hands for 

S transfer property back to the community in order to 5 their re-use before we actually deed it over to the 

6 promote economic recovery.  The Air Force recognize« 6 community — and X might add that that's a part of the 

7 that, the significant impact the closure may have on the 7 environmental cleanup process, too. we can't actually 

9 local community. The Federal Government and the Air 8 deed the property until we have obeyed the laws 

9 Force in particular are committed to a««isting 9 according to the CERCLA or Comprehensive Environmental 

10 coramunitie« in their effort» to replace the departing 10 Response Compensation Liabilities Act. That's a 

11 military activities with viable public and private 11 mouthful right there, but it's really the laws that 

12 enterprise» — and I might add that mo«t of you probably 12 govern ua, to tell us we must clean up the Base before 

13 already know this, but the Army and the Navy and the 13 we deed over the property; BO instead of doing, doing 

14 other service« in the DO do not have »omething called 14 the deeds in five or six years, we try to put the 

IS the Air Force Base Conversion Agency or the Navy Base 15 property into the community's hands in a shorter amount 

IS Conversion Agency or the Army Base Conversion Agency. 16 of time and go on with our cleanup and then deed the 

17 The Air Force is the only Service that has decided to 17 property to them. 

IS put such emphasi« on the Base Closure and Re-use and 18 The disposal of the property is accompliahed 

19 Disposal process with the communities. 19 in a three-part planning process that includes:  the Air 

20 We are in the process of developing a 20 Force Environmental Impact Statement, which analyzes the 

21 Comprehensive Disposal Plan that attempts to balance the 21 reasonable disposal and re-use alternatives for the 

22 needs of the community, the environmental consequences 22 Base; the community's re-use plan for the future use of 

23 of our disposal decisions, and also the needs of the 23 the property; and the Air Force's Disposal Plan, which 

24 Federal Government. In doing so and in doing all of 24 analyzes the various property transfer and disposal 

25 this process, the Air Force supports the use of interim 

13 

25 options.  The disposal plan is based on a thorough real 

14 
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i estate analysis of the Base and the region; results from i general public.  We call that a public sale.  The laws 

2 the EIS; interest shown by other Pederal Agencie«; and 2 and regulations governing disposal establish priorities 

3 lota of input from the community.  It should be noted 3 

4 

for disposal through a screening process and also 

provide the Federal agent -- the Federal disposal agent. 
4 that Federal Agencie» work with us to recognize the 

5 in thi» case the Air Force -- the flexibility to en»ure 
5 Conversion Authority -- the K.I. Sawyer Conversion 

6 Authority, in thi« case -- to solicit support for their 6 

7 

that all Federal real property interests are disposed of 

in a legal, efficient, fair, consistent, effective 
7 proposal to acquire property.  Moreover, it's been the 

8 manner.  The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, 
8 Air Force's experience such uses for a person — or a 

9 portion of the property and facilities can usually be 9 Mr. Ronald A. Coleraan, will be signing the Record of 

10 accommodated within the community's overall plan for 10 

11 

Decision or ROD. 

Under current law, other Federal agencies and 
11 future uses for the entire Base, outlined in the reuse 

12 plan -- and I might add, too, that it is a policy of the 12 Homeless Assistance Providers are given priority 

13 Air Force and the Air Force Base Conversion Agency to 13 consideration in the use and acquisition of the Base 

14 obtain permission or support for any of these other 14 real property, which is.excess to the Department of 

IS projects of other Federal Agencies actually funded in 15 Defense needs.  It is the Air Porce's policy to inform 

16 the Conversion Authority. He direct all inquiries for 16 the local community representatives of any expressed 

ehe Base and all reuse inquiries, any interest and 17 interest from other Federal agencies and Homeless 
17 

18 Assistance Providers, as I said before. 
IS expressions of interest to the K.I. Sawyer Base 

19 We encourage all parties to communicate openly 
19 Conversion Authority. They are the local community 

20 reuse group working with theae people. 20 

21 

with each other during the disposal planning process. 

This creates a win-win situation for the community and 
21 In general, I will tell you of the property 

22 disposal options, what they are:  transfer to another 22 for the Air Force so that they can be partners in the 

23 Federal agency; public benefit conveyance to states and 23 development. 

24 eligible nonprofit institutions; negotiated lease» and 24 The disposal decision process culminates with 

25 sale» to public agencies; and competitive »ale» to the 

15 

25 the issuance of a Record of Decision, which i» the 

16 
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Environmental Impact Statement:, which document» the 

decision Cor Che disposal of the real property and 

really specifies what environmental rights, mitigations, 

or corrective actions may be needed to protect human 

health and the environment as a result of the disposal 

and reuse which is selected.  The ROD documents the 

decisions but it's only the beginning.  Once we have the 

Record off Decision, that's the decision document. Then 

follows the hard part, which is the implementation of 

these decisions, long-term leases, other kinds of 

leases, deeds, etc, would be followed. 

The last subject that I'm going to address is 

that of environmental cleanup.  The Air Force is very 

much committed to cleaning up all of the Air Base 

contaminated by past Air Force activities and to 

protecting the health and safety of the public 

and any future owners of the property of K.I. Sawyer Air 

Force Base. Cleanup activities are continuing and 

additional studies are underway that will fully 

characterize contamination of all other sites to 

determine the best means to clean them up to make them 

available for final property transfer. 

I also might sdd to you, and you probably are 

in on this, too, so I don't have to remind you, that you 

do have a chance as a general public to participate in 
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here.  I like the surroundings.  I like the people. Now 

I would like to turn the meeting over to Mr. Myers, who 

will discuss the Environmental Impact Analysis process 

as it relates to Base disposal at It. I. Sawyer Air Force 

Base. 

MR. MYERS:  Thank you, Teresa.  Good evening, 

ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Bill Myers, as I said 

earlier, and I'm Chief of the Environmental Planning 

Division at AFCEE, the Center for Environmental 

Excellence, located at Brooks Air Foree Base.  I had the 

pleasure of being here about a year and a half ago for 

the Scoping meeting, and I see many familiar faces in 

the audience.  I'm glad to be with you again.  I do want 

to introduce at this time Ted Shierk in the back, there. 

Ted, raise your hand, who is the Program Manager from 

AFCEE for this Environmental Impact Study,- and he has 

been with you all throughout the process, and is. I'm 

sure, a familiar face to many of us. 

Tonight I'll present the schedule for this 

Environmental Impact Analysis process and show you bow 

the public comment period fits into the schedule.  I 

will also discuss the scope of the Study and present the 

results of our analysis by resource category.  Please 

bear with me.  He are going through a lot of 

information.  I will try to summarize it as much as 

19 
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this process through something called the Restoration 

Advisory Board. You probably have seen the ads for it 

in the newspaper.  They do have their meetings on a 

regular basis, and Mr. Koski can inform you and tell you 

when they are.  You can also call and get information on 

it. I'm sure, when the meetings occur.  It should be 

clear that if the contaminated properties are not ready 

for disposal by deed, the Air Force will retain 

ownership until effective remediation is in place and 

there is no danger to your human health and the 

environment,  we may require easements and rights of 

entry to permit long-term monitoring and treatment for 

the groundwater and soil, but we don't expect any 

cleanup activities to delay the reuse of the 

uncontaminaced property of It.I. Sawyer Air Force Base. 

Reuse property undergoing cleanup can be accomplished 

through what we call an interim-use lease or even a 

long-term lease of the property with restrictions to 

protect human health and the environment. When it is 

found by both the regulatory agencies and by the Air 

Foree that the property is adequately cleaned up, then « 

deed can be done. 

I appreciate the opportunity to meet with you 

this evening.  I always appreciate the opportunity to 

come to the wonderful Upper Peninsula.  I really like it 
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possible, but on the other hand. I don't want to leave 

out anything that we have done and is in consideration 

in the Study.  The National Environmental Policy Act, or 

NEPA, requires that Federal Agencies consider the 

environmental consequences of their proposed actions in 

their decision-making process. The disposal of K.I. 

Sawyer property is an action that falls under this 

category.  Am I getting a little too close or — okay. 

thank you, that would help (indicating help with 

microphone). 

The It. I. Sawyer action is the type of action 

that falls under this category, and we have therefore 

prepared this Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS. as 

the Colonel said, in accordance with NEPA, to analyse 

the potential environmental consequences of the actions. 

NEPA also requires that the public be included in the 

decision-making process.  We therefore held a Scoping 

meeting, as I mentioned, in May of last year to receive 

public input on the scope of the issues to be addressed 

in this EIS and to identify the reuse alternatives and 

issues related to property disposal, and I hope that you 

will see, if you were here during that, chat you will 

see many of those issues that have been brought at that 

meeting then will be addressed; and have been identified 

and addressed in this analysis. 
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i This document was made available for public i very similar, we will group the comments together in 

: review and cotment earlier this month.  It's a draft EIS 2 categories and respond accordingly. All comments 

3 that I think you have. The Public Hearing platform is a 3 received will be printed in their entirety into the 

4 public formal meeting as required by NEPA at which time 4 final SIS.  The EIS will serve as input for the Record 

5 we will review the results presented in Che draft and S of Decision, which will document the decision by Che Air 

6 proceed to receive your comments. 6 Force.  As you juat heard from Ma. Pohlman, other 

7 In addition to tonight's Hearing, written 7 studies and consideration of issues besides those 

8 comments, as the Colonel said, will continue to be 8 addressed in chis EIS will enter into the final disposal 

9 accepted on this, at this address, until December 26 of 9 decision.  We expect that the accomplishment of that 

10 this year. After the comment period is over we will 10 decision will come in Che spring of '96. 

11 evaluate all comments, both written and verbal, and 11 The drafc EIS prepared for K.I. Sawyer 

12 perform additional analysis or change the EIS where 12 conforms co NEPA requiremenca.  The chree major portion* 

13 necessary. Again, as in the Scoping process, equal 13 of the EIS are the description of ehe proposed accion 

14 consideration will be given to all comments, whether 14 and alternatives presented in Chapter Two;  the 

IS they are presented here tonight or mailed to us in the IS description of the affected environmenc presented in 

16 future. 16 Chapter Three; and the environmental consequences of ehe 

17 Once the review process is complete, we will 17 implementing of the alternatives, presented in Chapeer 

IS produce the final EIS. It's scheduled for completion in IS Four. 

19 about February of '96  and we'll mail ic to all of those 19 Chapeer Two, descripcion of Che proposed 

20 chat are on our mailing list. Now, you can request a 20 action and alternatives, is the heart of the EIS. IC 

21 copy by writing to the address given earlier and in the 21 explains the activities that axe being proposed for 

22 handout that you've got before you.  The final EIS will 22 analysis; and as Che proposed accion in the Draft EIS, 

23 include comments received during the public review 23 the Air Force adopted Che preferred alternative 

24 period, and our response to those comments. If 24 presented in ehe K.I. Sawyer Base Conversion Authority's 

25 appropriate, we will group the comments.  If they are 

21 

2S Reuse Plan, dated March of '9S.  The Air Force also 

22 
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i developed chree other alternative», to cover a range of i purpose».  Recreational uses would include the golf 

2 reasonable alternatives as required under NEPA. In 2 course and Silver Lead Creek riparian corridor. Other 

3 addition to the reuse alternatives, a no-action 3 uses include milieary operaeions associated with Che 

4 alternative was evaluated.  Please note that the title 4 Michigan National Guard and Che U.S. Army Reserve on the 

5 of each alternative is presented only to give the reader S west side of the Base; commercial development in ehe 

fi of the report a general idea of the redevelopment 6 central portions of the Base, and institutional 

7 concepts.  There may be numerous plans and activities 7 development between the central and eastern portions of 

the Base.  In addition, some of Che Base housing would 
8 that are not included in the eitle. 

9 This figure (indicating) illustrates Federal, 9 be reused by local naeive American organization». 

10 State and private land interests at K.I. Sawyer, and our 10 Industrial areas are depicted in light gray.  The 

11 EIS has analyzed Che environmental effects of the 11 additional -- ehe educational area, excuse me, in pink. 

12 overall reuse of State-owned and Federally-owned land« 12 the medical in purple, commercial in red. reereacion in 

13 as a whole. This figure (indicating) shows the land 13 green, airfield in brown, aviation in blue, and military 

14 uses for the proposed action.  The proposed action 14 in black.  If you're not colorblind by now. you're 

15 centers around a mixed-use airport wich aviation 15 wrong. 

16 activities, including general aviation, regional 16 Thi» map (indicating) show» land use» for ehe 

17 maintenance, commercial passenger and air cargo 17 Incernaeional Hayport Alternative, the second of the 

18 components. Under Che proposed action, a total of 18 alternatives considered. The focus of thi» alternative 

19 G5,08a aircraft operations are expected by 2015. This 19 i« an international airport with aviation operation» 

20 alternative assumes that the Harquette County Airport 20 that include international and regional aircrafe 

21 would be closed and that all operations would be 21 accivieies, including maintenance, commercial passenger. 

22 relocated at K.I. Sawyer. Other major reuse of Che Base 22 and air cargo components a» well as general aviation. 

23 includes industrial and recreational use.  Host of the 23 under the International Kayport Alternative, a tocal of 

24 existing housing area, weapons storage area, and land 24 100,000 aircraft operations would be expected by 201S. 

25 west of the runway would be redeveloped for industrial 

23 

25 This alternative also assumes that Che Marqueeee County 

24 
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Airport would be closing and chat all operation« would 

be relocated to K. I. Sawyer. 

The non-aviation uaee of the Base would 

include induatrial, institutional, commercial, 

residential, recreation and agricultural uses.  The 

agricultural uses of the Base would be for timber 

production.  Under this alternative the golf course 

would continue to be used and the Silver Lead Creek 

riparian corridor would be used for recreational 

purposes similar to current conditions. Airfield use is 

shown in brown; aviation-related use is shown in blue, 

and industrial areas are shown in light gray; 

institutional use in purple and pink as they were 

before; commercial areas in red; residential in yellow; 

recreational use is shown in green. 

The focus of the Commercial Aviation 

Alternative is to provide a regional commercial airport 

along with the Upper Peninsula Educational Facility that 

includes Public Safety Training,  under the Commercial 

Aviation Alternative, a total of 60,900 aircraft 

operations are expected by 2015, consisting of regional 

passenger service and general aviation activities.  This 

alternative also assumes that the Marquette County 

Airport would be closed, and that all operations would 

be relocated to K. I. Sawyer.  Dnder this alternative, 
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be no aviation reuse of the airfield. 

As required by NEPA, a No-Action Alternative 

was evaluated. Under the No-Action Alternative, the 

Federal Government would retain ownership of the Air 

Force fee-owned property after closure.  Non-fee-owned 

property would be returned to the lessee upon mutually- 

agreed termination of the lease.  Dnder the No-Action 

Alternative, the conditions on the Base at the time of 

closure would remain unchanged in the long term, and the 

Base property would remain under caretaker status with 

no civilian reuse.  The caretaker activities would 

consist of resource protection, grounds maintenance, 

existing utility operations as necessary, and building 

care. 

Along with the five Alternatives that we just 

talked about, five other land-use concepts have been 

proposed; some of them coming out of the Scoping 

meeting, which are not part of any reuse alternative but 

could be initiated on an individual basis.  You may 

chink of these concepts as overlays that can be used 

with any of the other alternatives that we have calked 

about. 

This figure (indicating) shows the areas and 

facilities that were analysed as potential locations for 

individual land use around the Base.  The areas shown in 

27 

Document 1 

most of the central part of the Base would be used for 

educational purposes with some of the housing units 

being used for -- by students and instructors. Other 

major uses proposed under this Alternative would include 

agriculture and recreation.  Agricultural reuse would be 

for timber production and would occur in the Northern 

portion of the Base.  Silver Lead Creek riparian 

corridor, along with the golf course, would be used for 

recreational purposes, similar to current conditions. 

Other non-aviation use would include industrial, 

commercial, and residential. 

The Recreation Alternative focuses on 

restoration and conservation of the natural resources 

for a regional multi-use recreational area.  Under this 

Alternative, over 80 percent of the Base would be used 

for recreation and conservation activities.  Regional 

recreational activities would center around winter 

■ports such as cross-country skiing and snowmobiling. 

The Silver Lead Creek riparian area would be set aside 

for natural resource conservation. 

The other major reuse under this Alternative 

would be induatrial, which would be contained within the 

central portion of the Base. The Recreational 

Alternative also includes institutional, commercial, and 

residential reuses. Under this Alternative, there would 

Document 1 

black represent a proposal from the Michigan Army 

National Guard 107th Combat Engineering Baccalion for 

Che usage of portions of the Base as equipment crmining 

and storage areas.  The Michigan Army National Guard 

will provide vehicle training, small arms proficiency 

training, and maintenance training for approximately 150 

reservists for a weekend for 30 weekends per year- The 

area requested, as you will notice, is larger than the 

one identified under the proposed action as military. 

The are» shown in green would consist of a 

correctional institution or prison.  Although no formal 

agency proposal has been received for a prison at K.I. 

Sawyer, public interest was expressed during the Scoping 

period.  The prison developed for analysis would be in 

the northwestern portion of the Base, west of the 

airfields.  The prison would include 273 acres and 

approximately 500,000 square feet of building space. 

The prison would house approximately 1,600 inmates and 

provide jobs for 250 full-time employees. 

The area co the south shown in purple would be 

a sawmill and would include approximately 142 acres or 3 

percent of the Base area for use as a sawmill, including 

a dry kiln and planing mill. The facility would require 

construction of the sawmill, a boiler, planing mill, and 

dry kiln.  The sawmill would employ approximately 90 to 
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100 personnel at ehe Base and would process between 45 

and 75 million board feet of timber annually.  Timber 

for the mill would be obtained fron the Northern Lower 

Peninsula of Michigan, the upper Peninaula, and 

Northeastern Wisconsin. 

The fourth land use concept would include a 

recycling center and waate-to-energy facility using 

municipal solid waste as a fuel source.  Initially this 

concept would receive approximately 35 tons per day of 

municipal solid waste from the Karquette area. 

Recyclable materials such as glass, plastics, aluminum, 

ferrous metals, precious metals and rags would be 

removed from the municipal solid waste and would be 

recycled. This concept should reduce the amount of 

municipal solid waste depoaited in land fills by 85 

percent.  This concept would have approximately 50 

employees. 

The final other land use concept would include 

a waste-to-energy incineration system that would be put 

into operation at the Base heating plant. This system 

would be fueled by municipal solid waste, used tires and 

other materials including sawdust, wood chips, 

construction waste and some industrial waste.  Op to 

1,200 tons per day of waste material could be processed 

in this plant.  Other operations associated with this 
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which effects of the Reuse Alternatives are compared. 

Chapter Pour of the Draft EIS describes the 

potential environmental impacts chat may occur to the 

affected environment as a result of implementing the 

proposed action, or the alternatives, as we call them. 

The effects of each alternative are compared to the 

projected baseline condition over the next 20 years, as 

defined for the No-Action Alternative. Chapter Four 

includes suggested mitigations where potential impacts 

have been identified. 

The EIS analyzed impacts to various resources; 

for obvious reasons, they were broadly grouped into 

three categories.  The first group, local community, 

includes employment and population, land use and 

aesthetics, transportation and utilities.  Changes in 

these factors may influence the environmental resources. 

The Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Haste 

Management Section addresses hazardous materials, 

hazardous wastes, the Air Force's installation 

restoration program, storage tanks, asbestos, 

pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls or PCB's, radon, 

medical or biohazardous waste management, ordnance, and 

lead-based paint.  Dee and management of these materials 

may also cause effects to the natural environment. 

Finally, the Natural Environment Section 

Document 1 

land use concept would be handling and temporary storage 

of hazardous materials and wastes collected from cleanup 

or spill response activities,   tank removal or 

installation,   and construction services.    Additionally, 

sanitary waste from septic systems would be brought to 

the Base to the wascewater treatment plant  for 

processing.    This concept would have approximately 100 

employees. 
This completes the summary of Chapter Two, the 

description of the proposed action and alternatives that 

we considered in this study. 
The affected environment section is in Chapter 

Three of the EIS.     It provides a description of  the 

existing conditions in the project area prior to 

implementing any of the alternatives and serves as a 

baseline for assessing environmental  impacts.     The K.I. 

Sawyer Draft EIS includes a preelosure reference, which 

describes conditions in 1992 through 1993.  when the 

active-duty wing was present at the Base.     In addition. 

Chapter Three describes the closure baseline,   which 

projects conditions in 1995 when the Base was closed, 

which was just a couple of months ago.    The closure 

baseline condition is assumed to remain the same over 

the next 20 years following the  closure,   and this 
becomes the basis for the No-Action Alternative,   against 

Document 1 

includes those resources traditionally considered as 

part of the environmental studies.  These are geology 

and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, 

biological resources, and cultural resources.  In 

several of these resource areas, the analysis indicated 

there would be no or few impacts.  These resources are 

highlighted on this slide and I will summarize the 

analysis results briefly. 

Although there would be changes to land uses 

and the visual character of the Base, these would be 

minor and could be controlled through the use of 

standard land-use planning techniques to guide 

development.  Utility demand under the reuse would 

increase from closure conditions but would be within the 

capacities of the on-Base and regional systems. 

Hazardous materials and waste management **  a 

result of reuse activities would be the responsibility 

of the new users, and would be subject to applicable 

regulations.  Storage tanks not planned for reuse would 

be removed.  Asbestos in structures would be removed if 

it poses a health threat.  Otherwise it would be managed 

in place in accordance with federal regulations and 

guidelines.  Pesticide usage under the reuse would be 

subject to federal and state regulations.  All 

polychlorinated biphenyls have been removed from the 
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Base, and the radon level« are below ehe Environmental 

Protection Agency recommended action level«. Small 

amount« of medical and biohazardoua waste would be 

generated and would be managed in accordance with the 

State's regulation«.  The remaining lead from the Small 

Ann« Firing Range would be removed prior to di«po«al of 

the property-  Lead-based paint, which may exiat in «one 

facilities, will be managed in accordance with 

applicable Federal and State regulation«. 

The erosion effects from soils under 

construction would be minor because of the 

implementation of soil erosion control measures. 

Increases in air emission« would not affect the region's 

attainment status. No residents would be exposed to 

aircraft day-night average noise levels, or DHL, as we 

call them in the Air Force, of 65 decibels or greater 

under any reuse scenarios. The number of residents 

exposed to reuse-related roadway surface traffic noise 

level» of DNL 65 decibel« or greater could increase by 

184 resident«; and thoae would be down in this area 

right here (indicating). The Environmental Analysi« has 

indicated the potential for impact» to the remaining 

resource», and I will «peaJc about esch of theae in more 

detail. 

This graph (indicating) shows the potential or 

Document 1 

Alternatives. The number of daily trips to and from the 

site due to reuse would range from approximately 6,050 

under the recreation alternative to 33,800 under the 

proposed action by 2015. 

Most roadways would generally maintain 

acceptable levels of service under each reuse 

alternative.  However, traffic volumes on segments of 

County Road 553 from County Road 480 to Souchgate Drive 

near the community of Cwinn and County Road 462, the 

main Base entrance, could exceed the road's capacity by 

2015 under the proposed action and International Wayport 

Alternative. 

The redevelopment plans would incorporate 

appropriate transportation planning measures to 

accommodate the reuse activities and provide acceptable 

levels of service within the on-Base road network and 

from the access points to the local network. 

This chart (indicating) shows the number of 

annual aircraft operation» projected through 2015 under 

the proposed action and alternatives.  For reference, 

approximately 87,235 flight operations consisting 

primarily of KC-135's. B-52's, T-37's and transient 

aircraft occurred at K.I. Sawyer in 1992.  This is 

87,000 in 1992.  By 2015, the number of annual flight 

operations would increase to about 65,000 under the 
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possible increase in employment in Harquette County due 

solely to reuse-related activities projected through the 

year 2015.  These increase» include the direct job» 

generated on site, and the «econdary jobs created within 

the region.  Positive economic benefits would result 

from the increased regional earnings, income, and 

spending compared to closure baseline condition». 

Depending on the alternative implemented, 

reuse activities at the Base could result in an 

additional 1,000 to 17,000 direct and indirect jobs in 

the region by 2015. This increase translates to an 

increased growth in the local job market of about 1 to 

2.2 percent annually between closure and 2015. 

Population increases are expected under the 

Reuse Alternatives *m worker» and their families move 

into the region to fill some of the jobs created by 

reuse. Depending on the alternative »elected, 900 to 

10,500 people would enter the region by 201S. Thi» 

represents an average annual increase in the region's 

projected population growth of 0.6 to 1 percent from 

closure to 2015. 

The redevelopment of K.I. Sawyer would affect 

local and regional transportation networks also. This 

chart [indicating) shows the average number of daily 

trips projected to be generated by each of the Reuse 

Document 1 

proposed action, 100,000 under the International Wayport 

•Alternative, and 61,000 under the Commercial Aviation 

Alternative.  Under each of these alternatives it was 

assumed that the Marquette County Airport operations 

would relocate to K.I. Sawyer.  No adverse impacts to 

the region*« air space are anticipated under any of 

these reuse alternatives. 

The Air Force is conducting investigations to 

identify, characterize, and remediate environmental 

contamination at K.I. Sawyer that has resulted from past 

actions.  This comprehensive effort is called the 

Installation Restoration Program, or IRP. The IRP 

includes procedures for identifying sites of 

contamination, determining appropriate remediation 

techniques, and remediation and monitoring as necessary 

to ensure that the site is clean.  The proposed plan for 

cleanup of a site is distributed to relevant regulatory 

agencies for review and comment.  A schedule is prepared 

for each part of the process at each site.  Congress has 

committed funding for the IRP, and the process is in 

progress at K.I. Sawyer as was planned.  The Air Force 

make» information about the IRP available to the public 

through published information available at the Marquette 

Public Library, the Base Conversion Agency operating 

location at the Base, and public meetings and notices, 
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There are no known threatened or endangered 
i such as this one. All cleanup activities will be 

2 species found at K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base.  However. 
2 accomplished in accordance with applicable Federal and 

3 the Base does contain approximately 120 acres of 
3 State Laws and Regulations. Remedial actions and 

4 wetlands.  Under the reuse alternatives, there is the 
4 monitoring will continue after Base closure, and long- 

5 potential to disturb between two to nine acres of 
5 term access to certain sices may be required to ensure 

fi wetlands.  Because the Base contains enough available 
6 the success of the remediation efforts. 

7 land to site new construction away from wetlands, most 
7 The Air Porce will take all necessary actions 

S direct impacts would be avoided. 
8 for environmental cleanup on the Base to protect public 

9 An Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey has 
9 health and the environment. Deeds of property transfer 

10 been performed at K.I. Sawyer, and two sites have been 
10 will contain this assurance and all property transfers 

11 identified as being potentially eligible for listing in 
11 will be conducted in compliance with the Comprehensive 

12 the National Register of Historic Places.  A survey of 
12 Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

13 potential historic buildings has also been conducted and 
13 Act -- you're, right, that's a mouthful -- CERCLA. 

14 no facilities on K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base were 
14 The increased water runoff from construction- 

IS determined to be eligible for listing on the National 
IS related activities could potentially degrade water 

16 Register of Historic Places.  The Michigan State 
ie quality in Silver Lead Creek until landscaping is 

17 Historic Preservation Officer has concurred with these 
17 established.  The results of the U.S. Geological Survey 

18 determinations. 
18 Study to investigate the cause of the lowering of the 

19 under the proposed action, alternative -- 
19 lake levels southeast of the Base were inconclusive and 

20 International Mayport Alternative, and Commercial 
20 it could not be determined if the cause was from ground 

21 Aviation Alternative, it was assumed that Marquette 
21 water withdrawal and/or drought conditions.  Therefore, 

22 County Airport would be closed and the aircraft 
22 there is the potential for the continued use of the Base 

23 operations would be relocated to K.I. Sawyer.  As part 
23 wells near the housing area under the reuse alternatives 

24 of the Environmental Analysis Process, the Air Force 
24 to continue our interest on the lowering of the lake 

25 reviewed the potential impacts of closure and reuse of 
2S level. 
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board feet of lumber would be processed annually. 
i Marquette County Airport as a non-aviation facility. 

2 The results of a Timber Availability Analysis 
2 Reuse of the airport as an industrial. 

3 conducted for the proposed sawmill concluded that timber 
3 commercial, and residential area could potentially 

4 increase population and employment in the surrounding 
4 

5 

harvesting could be increased within the procurement 

area to meet the needs of the proposed sawmill.  Most 
S area.  Although on-site land uses would change, these 

6 effects to the environmental resources from timber 
S would be controlled through standard land-use planning 

7 harvesting activities could be avoided or minimized 
7 techniques.  Regional transportation and utilities 

8 through the compliance with existing regulations, 
B should not be affected by the reuse of the property. 

9 Hazardous materials and hazardous waste use at the site 9 

10 

application of appropriate forest best management 

practices, and adherence to forest management plans. 
10 would be subject to applicable regulations, and 

11 Finally, in accordance with Environmental 
11 remediation of contaminated sites would continue. 

12 Justice requirements of the Executive Order 12898, the 
12 Erosion effects on soil and water resources 

13 Air Force conducted an analysis to determine if low- 
13 from construction would be minor because of the 

14 income and minority areas would be disproportionately 
14 implementation of soil control measures.  Increases in 

IS affected by the environmental impacts of Base closure 
IS the air emissions would not affect the region's 

16 and reuse that we have just presented.  Objectives of 
16 attainment status. Mo threatened or endangered species 

17 the executive order as it pertains to K.I. Sawyer 
17 would be impacted by the reuse of the site, and 

IS construction in wetlands areas would be in accordance 
18 disposal and reuse includes development of 

19 with applicable regulations.  The site contains no known 
19 

20 

implementation strategies, identification of low-income 

and minority populations potentially impacted because of 
20 cultural resources. 

21 One of the potential reuses at K.I. Sawyer is 21 proposed federal actions, and participation of low- 

22 a softwood mill, sawmill. Harvesting activities for the 22 income and minority populationa.  Environmental justice 

23 softwood timber could occur in the Lower Peninsula of 
23 

24 

is not a legal part of the NEPA? however, the 

Environmental Justice Analysis is included in the DEIS 
24 Michigan, the upper Peninsula of Michigan, and in 

25 as the most logical place to consider existing 
2S Northeast Wisconsin. Approximately 45 to 75 million 
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l environmental justice conditions and possible impact« i and one that we believe will leave you with an SIS that 

2 from disposal and reuse. 2 will improve the current methodology and usage, and in 

3 1990 U.S. census data was used to identify 3 the final EIS we have already heard the comments that 

4 census areaa, referred to as block-numbering areas or 4 will change and modify that; and we still will want to 

5 BMA'«, within Harquette County where the percentage of 5 change these disproportionate impacts to be determined 

6 low-income and minority persons is greater than the 6 this evening. 

7 County average.  The results of the Environmental Impact 7 la closing, keep in mind that this whole «tudy 

8 Analysis were reviewed to determine if any impacts 6 is a — is our goal to provide Air Force decision-makers 

9 associated with Baae closure and reuse would 9 with accurate information on the environmental 

10 disproportionately affect persons in these areas. The 10 consequences of the closing. To do this, we are 

11 results of this Environmental Justice Analysis indicated 11 soliciting your comments on the Draft EIS. This 

12 Base reuse activities would not affect low-income and 12 information will support an informed Air Porce decision- 

13 minority population areas for any of the resources 13 making. 

1« analyzed except possibly for noise associated with 14 Now, I would like to turn the meeting back to 

15 surface traffic.  Surface traffic noise impacts could 15 Colonel Heupel. 

IS occur in a low income and/or minority BNA located ie COLONEL HEOPEL: Let me just say that this 

17 southwest of the Baae.  In this BNA, residents along 17 lengthy process is trying to summarize whst several of 

18 State Highway 35 between County Roads 5S3 and 456 in the IB you have, the rather thick draft of the Environmental 

IS Hew Swanry area could be exposed to noise level« of €5 IS Impact Statement in front of you.  Many of you may not 

20 decibels or greater due to traffic generated directly 20 have had the opportunity to either review it yourself. 

21 and indirectly by reuse sctivities under the proposed 21 getting a copy, or to review it at the library, so we 

22 action. International. Mayport Alternative, and 22 have gone through this process to be able to acquaint 

23 Commercial Aviation Alternative. 23 you with what is in it so that hopefully you have heard 

24 I do want to say that the Environmental 24 enough to be able to provide us with some comments if 

25 Justice Analysis has begun and is a continuing process, 
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i raises environmental questions or issues to you. 

2 He are going to take a recess at this time and i 

2 

be speaking, but let me just recognize them since those 

officials are a rather long way away and it makes it 
3 come back at ten minutes after eight, give you a little 

3 difficult for them to get here also; let me note that. 
4 bit of a comfort break right now.  For those of you that 

4 The first speaker would be Mr. Earl Yelle, who 
5 came in late, if you have questions or if you wish to 

6 make a comment, if you would fill out a card or check 
5 

6 

is the Sands Township Supervisor; and Mr. Yelle, if you 

would come down, and the rest of the speakers, if you 
7 the block on the card you already handed in and then I 

7 would come down to the podium down in front of me, that 
8 will be calling people from those cards. Thank you. 

" 8 would make it much easier. 
9 (Recess from 8:00 P.M. until 8:13 P.M.} 

9 MR. YELLE: Good evening. Colonel, Teresa — 
10 COLONEL HECPEL: We are going to use this 

10 hi, sir.  My name is Earl Yelle.  I'm Supervisor of 
11 microphone by hand this way and so as we are starting in 

11 Sands Township and I've got a brief statement here to 
12 we will let Mr. Myers see if he can turn the volume down 

12 read that our attorney reviewed the environmental — our 
13 to where it's -- there, that's probably a whole lot 

13 attorney reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement 
14 better, maybe we won't get any feedback.  As we start 

14 very briefly and came up with a few comments. 
15 in, as I indicated at the early portion of the Hearing 

15 ■I've had the opportunity to review the 
16 tonight, the normal time for speakers is five minutes. 

IS referenced draft Environmental Impact Statement focusing 
17 I'm going to be liberal with that because right now I 

17 on the potential impact of the Base closure and future 
IS have only got three, three speakers.  If somebody else 

18 potential land uses on Sands Township. My cursory 
19 decades that they do have some comment* or questions. 

1 19 review of the draft Environmental Impact Statement leads 
20 I'll give you an opportunity to do that.  I have one 

20 me to conclude that it focuses singularly on 'Baae" 
21 elected official who would like to speak and I will call 

21 concerns, totally ignoring off-Base consequences or 
22 him up first. 11 22 considerations.  Herein lies the short-coming of the 
23 I would note that we do have representatives 

23 report.  I therefore believe the referenced statement to 
24 here from senator Carl Levin's office and also from 

24 be inadequate from the perspective of Sands Township. 

2S Congressman Bart Stupak's office.  They are not going to 
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l Restoration Program Sites, lists 25 separate sices of 3 l clear that a very serious component, that is, the impact 

2 contamination located on Base, many of which have been 
CconTd) 

2 of contamination and associated remedial activities on 

3 known to the Air Force since as early as 1984 (yet most VX2 3 Chese land uses, is still to a significant degree. 

4 have not been addressed or remediated).  Furthermore, 4 unknown. Very truly yours, Philip A. Grashoff, Jr." 

5 many of these sites will not be remediated for many s I chink what Mr. Grashoff is trying to say is 

6 years, even after the year 2,000. 4 6 that our ground wacer ia going down the cubes very 

2 7 ■Not only is the degree of on-site 7 rapidly.  Me are losing it fast, and we have been 

~ 6 contamination mind-boggling, but very little is known of '.8 testing Che wells on a periodic basis.  We have ceated 

9 the off-sice impact of the contamination on the nacural 9 wells west and north of Che Base and we have well« thac 

10 resources of Sands Township or lea inhabitants.  Even 10 are down 12 co 14 feet below normal.  You have wetlands 

11 remedial activities associated with certain of the sites 12.1 11 on the Base that has precipitated, there's 3 ponds jusc 

12 of contamination may have, and in our view, have had 12 west of the runway that have been there, I have been 

13' significant off-site impacts.  The recent technical 13 familiar with Chese ponds all my life, and I have never 

10.1 
14 evaluation of Che influence of Che groundwacer pumping 14 seen them dry, and they are bone dry, so something needs 

IS in the vicinicy of the Cank farm and the golf course co 15 to be done. Officials on ehe Base has been kind of 

16 remediate ehe significant amount of jet fuel floating on 16 ignoring Chis. The RAB Committee is -- when I 

17 the water table (which is believed to impact off-sice 17 approached the RAB Committee, they kind of ignored it 

ie groundwacer resources of Sands Township) is not even IS also, so we have got a serious problem. Thank you. 

19 mentioned in this report. Nor axe the recent activities 19 COLOHEL HEDPEL:  Thank you, sir.  Thank you. 

20 of Rust Consultants, who were hired to evaluate this 20 Mr. Yelle.  I have two other names.  1*11 turn these 

21 remedial action, mentioned. 21 cards over and scare doing some shuffling.  The next 

3 22 "For these reasons, the draft Environmental 22 speaker would be Susan Gendron. 

23 Impact scacement appears co be inadequate.  It is 23 MS. GENDRON:  My name is Susan Gendron, and I 

102 24 difficult, at best, to determine the impact of future 24 live ac 1485 Martin Lake Road.  I do not have anything 

25 land uses as this document is intended co do when it is 
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i COLOHEL HEDPEL:  That's okay. 5 1 be done.  I support Mr. Yelle completely in the 

2 MS. GENDRON: -- but I'm here on Che ground- 
(cont'd) 2 environmental -- something is wrong.  At Sporley LaJee, 

3 wacer. The groundwacer serves us all. 3 there is a small lake before it called Wilson Lake. 

4 COLOHEL HEOPEL: Can you gee closer, a little 4 There are pitcher plants there.  That's an endangered 

S closer Co the microphone? 5 species.  That lake, chat small pond is drying up, too. 

5 6 HS. GENDRON:  The groundwacer serves us all. 6 due to the effects, we all feel, of the pumping that is 

7 It supports our lakes, our wetlands, and our drinking 7 going on at K.I. Sawyer.  There is 438 million gallons a 

■ e wells.  The lake I live on right now ia an environmental 12.1 "8 year being pumped from that aquifer and sent down Silver 

s disaster.  1 live southeast of the Base.  We have 9 Lead Creek co the Chocolay to Lake Superior.  Thac's 

10 complained about this since 1992 to the DNR.  We nave 10 just for the cleanup of ehe Base. 

ii gone to the RAfi meetings and complained about our lake. 11 Now, you are calking for us to support 

12 Martin Lake; Sporley Lake, and Provost Lake.  Our lake 12 industrial, residential on chis Base also.  How much 

13 is now -- ic used to be just tree-lined with wacer.  1 13 more water can be pumped from that aquifer and not 

12.1 14 used co swim the channel. Our lake is now dried, we 14 recurned? It will eventually affect all of us, the 

15 have cwo lakes, we have peninsulas coming out of the 15 community and the environment. Thank you. 

IS water, docks are dried. Forayth Township Supervisor 16 COLONEL HEOPEL: Thank you.  The next speaker. 

17 Mr. Juliano waa ouc before the snow fell no see our 17 the next speaker would be Tom Rumora. 

ie lake.  He knows what it looks like.  Mr. DeGrooc, our 18 MR. RUMORA:  My name is Tom Rumora.  I'm 

19 assessor, was there also. There are two camps opposite 19 Executive Director of the K.I. Sawyer Base Conversion 

20 the channel.  One a man just purchased, it's zoned 20 Authority.  I have two questions.  You may want to keep 

21 lakeside residential, he haa no lake.  He sent his 6 21 them separate. The first one is, Che EIS assumes ehae 

22 children to Che ocher side of Che lake Co swim.  They 22 all environmental conditions which create a hazard to 

23 have no wacer.  The weclands Co Che southeast of us that 12 23 human health or the environment will eventually be 

24 stopped the fire in 1986 are all dried.  Ponda on our 24 remediated by the Air Force.  How certain is the funding 

25 property have dried up.  1 do think something needs to 25 for what will be several years of environmental cleanup 

- 
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l aeeivity ac Che Base? 7 
Iconfd) 1 specifically at K.I. Sawyer, do you anticipate any 

2 MS. POHLMAN: Thac*8 a very good question. 13 2 delays? 

3 Tom.  I'm glad you asked chat, because jusc recencly we 3 MR. MYERS:  He don't expect it.  He already 

4 wene over a very-decailed quarterly review of our 4 had too many delays in completing the EXS, we think. He 

5 environmencal planning ouc there at K.I. Sawyer.  I'm 5 don't expect any more. He are over ehe hurdle of chis 

6 happy to say that through the work of Gary Koski and ehe 6 draft statement. What we are doing now are legal 

7 people on the RAB cleanup team, that all of Gary's 7 requirements only, and chac's all thac's left we have to 

8 projects have been funded through the year 2000 for ".8 do.  He produced this documenc.  He have had this 

9 right now and of course I as, as the Air Force Base 9 Hearing. There is a clock Chat started tonight, and by 

10 Conversion Agency Representative and also officials 10 December 26, that clock clicks off and then we go to the 

11 within the Air Force can't control the aces of Congress. 11 next legally-required seep, which is of course a waicing 

i: If Congress were to cut, completely cut the 12 period where we respond Co the companies and Chen 

13 environmental funding or to do something like that 13 produce Che final document.  Once that's done, it's over 

14 through the legislature, we have no control over that; 14 as far as the Environmental Impact Statement process. 

15 but what we do have is the people working together IS The next step Chen is ehe ROD, and I think Teresa wanes 

16 within the community at the VCT level to justify these 16 eo say someching about ehe ROD. 

17 projects, and to serategize on the environmental 17 MS. POHLMAN:  Righc.  He have seen the delays 

18 cleanup.  Yes, we are moving forward.with the projects 18 in the decision. I Chink you and I calked earlier aboue 

IS and they are doing a very good job. 19 this process.  I just want to say for you all and the 

20 MR. ROMORA:  Okay. 20 general public that when the Environmencal Impact 

21 MS. POHLMAN:  I'm very happy with those 21 Statement is published officially and in the Federal 

22 requirements. 22 Register, ehere's a 30-day holding period afeer ic's 

23 MR. ROMORA:  Thank you.  The second question 23 published in ehe Federal Regiacer -- which we have eo do 

7 24 is:  in general, what kinds of issues or actions might 24 as required by law -- but once chac holding period is 

13 25 delay a final EIS or a Record of Decision, and 

49 

25 over, Che Record of Decision will be published also, and 

SO 

Documei it 1 Documen t1 

i I see no delays to be encountered in that. i of Che Legislative Service Bureau -- "Dear Mr. Smith: 

2 MR. RUMORA: Thank you. 2 Please draft a Resolucion ehae creaces a special 

3 COLONEL HEOPEL: Okay, that is the final card 3 Committee to study droughc and low wecland conditions in 

4 that I have. Nobody else has turned in any cards, but 4 basins near K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base and their impact 

S let me ask, even chough you haven't turned in a card. 5 on both local property owners and the environment.  I 

e does this raise any additional questions or comments 6 would also like the Resolution to include the produccion 

7 that anyone has?  If so, I would ask you Co come up to 7 of wells and aquifers which encompass ehe Air Base be 

■ 8 the podium and identify yourself. *_8 scudied eo decermine whether they are contributing to 

9 MS. GENDRON:  I will have a question.  Will 9 the low lake levels.  The Resolution should create a 

10 the groundwater -- 10 six-member House Committee appointed by the Speaker of 

11 COLONEL HEOPEL:  X have got to have you come 11 the House and in Che same manner Chat Standing 

12 up to the microphone. 12 Committees of the House are appointed to function 

8 13 MS. GENDRON: Hill the groundwater issue be 13 through the 1996 Legislation session," so your local 

1Z2 
14 addressed and the whole problem of the environmental 14 representatives are also aware of the problem — I'm 

15 impact, and what will be done? 15 sorry, State, State legislators -- and chey are acting 

16 MR. MYERS:  First of all, Che issue will be 16 now co cry eo work on this same problem. 

17 addressed, because you have raised it tonight. 17 I chink Che only thing chac I read in our 

18 MS. GENDRON:  Okay. 18 report about the conditions chac, as we saw it, is ehe 

19 MR. MYERS:  Others, oChers have raised ic, buc 19 scudy Chat was done by the D.S. Geological Survey was 

20 you have raised ic officially tonight at this meeting. 20 basically jusc inconclusive data.  They had one result 

21 and that means ic must be addressed in Che final EIS.  I 21 chat said yes, chere could be an impace. Anocher resule 

22 do want to state something, if we can, chac we just 22 said no; so chac was just not good enough, is what I'm 

23 received tonight that may give you some glimmer of hope. 23 saying; chere probably needs co be an addicional scudy 

24 and this is from the office of Representative Mike 24 done, I chink, with chis co be highlighted in Che scudy 

25 Prusi, and he says here — this is to A. Smith, Director 25 for sure; and I Chink this action here will probably gee 

- 
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Document 1 

some action on your concerns. 

HS. GENDRON: Can you cell me how much longer, 

how long the study would cake? 

MR. MYERS: No, I can't. This study would be 

a Scare, this is a State proposal. 

MS. GENDRON:  Right. 

MR. MYERS:  Hoc, not part of the Air Force. 

MS. GENDRON:  As far as the drought, sir, 

there's a lake a quarter of a mile away from us, Engman 

Lake.  It is full.  It's on the ocher side of Che wacer- 

shed.  There is no drought. 

KR. MYERS:  Okay, thank you. 

COLONEL HEUPEL: Are there any other people 

wishing co speak? Sir, if you would come up to the 

microphone, please, and if you would scace your name and 

where you are from, please? 

MR. PALERMO:  My name is Joe Palermo.  I'm 

from Marquette, but I'm — 

COLONEL HEUPEL: Mould -- I'm sorry, would you 

go ahead and spell your name, to make sure we get it for 

the court reporter? 

MR. PALERMO:  P-s-1-e-r-m-o.  I'm here CO 

speak on behalf of Mrs. Sendron and Mrs. Zulkiewski. 

They used to be my neighbors when I grew up, up here.  I 

was living here from the time I was in fifth grade until 

53 
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9 

(conTd) 

12.1 

with a little more, more substancial evidence as to 

support their claim of a drought, and they haven't 

provided it; and I would expect that the Air Force in 

its actempt to be seeking environmental excellence, I 

suppose -- chaC's the name of your Council — if you 

guys are actually bothered by the environment you 

wouldn't be degrading the environmencal conditions in 

the surrounding areas for ehe sake of remediating your 

problems.  X would like to see chat you address this 

properly as opposed to the way it's being handled right 

now, because even though the DNR has not come up as to 

any sort of a common solution or finding as to what the 

problem is just yet, it doesn't necessarily have 

conclusive evidence, it doesn'C seem like there is 

really any question, to use a little bit of common 

sense, if you figure that you are pumping out as much 

water as you say you are pumping wichout identifying 

whether or not the recharge is enough to compensste for 

it, then you are being irresponsible-  That needs to be 

investigated, and we expect to see something done to 

provide evidence to show that it is attributed to 

drought, not to the fact that you are pumping out more 

water than nature put back in. 

COLONEL HEUPEL: Okay, thank you. Are there 

any other comments? Apparently not.  Hell, it's just 

S5 
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the time I was in eighth grade and and as a matter of 

fact Mrs. Zulkiewski right here was my reading teacher 

in the sixth grade; and to be perfectly honest, I'm 

rather appalled at what I have seen going wich Che lakes 

and wich the wilderness. 

I used to live on Martin Lake and I have 

photographic evidence that I would be more than willing 

to give to anybody who would be interested in that 

regard who would like co look ac it, like the DNR, if 

they have questions as to whether or not there is 

anything going on at the lake.  I remember living there 

and being able to canoe from one end of it to the other. 

It's pretty sad when you have to walk probably an eighth 

to a quarter of a mile to get to a major source of the 

water from where one peninsula ends and the next one 

begins, when you used to be able to canoe across it. 

For you to say there is a drought going on, is one 

thing;  but from my understanding of what the 

correspondence is that my neighbors have received from 

the DNR where they have said Chat there is a drought 

going on without having any sort of idea, any support of 

the research as to whether or not the rate of pumping 

has exceeded the rate of annual recharge from 

precipitation.  It smaeks of incompetence, and I don't 

understand why. that they can't provide these people 
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past 8:30.  I want to thank all of you -- and I do mean 

all of you — for your comments, for your input.  The 

reason we are up here is to find out if we have got 

deficiencies, if there is some other areas that need to 

be looked at, and that's what your comments are all 

about.  They will be part of the official record. They 

will have to be addressed in the official record. 

Remember, you do have until the 26th of 

December, even if you spoke tonight, even if you turned 

in comments tonight, you can still make additional 

comments by sending Chem in if -- as long as they are 

received in San Antonio by the 26th, they will be part 

of the record. The Air Force can't guarantee if they 

are received after the 26th they will be a part of the 

record, but I kind of have an idea that there won't be 

chat much done between the 26th and Che 1st, so there is 

probably just a little bit of a leeway there, but if 

you'd try to get them in by the 26th to make sure that 

they could be msde part of the record, and any 

additional things that you have can be looked at. 

Thank you very much for coming out tonight. 

The Hearing is adjourned. 

(Hearing concluded at B:35 P.M.) 
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UWQfriCU 
HONICMAN MlLtER SCHWARTZ AND COHN 

MUP A. MtftNorr. J*. 

November 29.1995 

10.1 

'I 

Mr.EarJY.uc 
Sands Township Supervisor 
St» Rome Box 483 
Ownm.MI 49S4I 

Re     Draft Eavsoamcstil Trnf** Statement ■ November 1995 
Tl. Sawver Air Farce P-», Hjejtf p»  

Dear Exit 

I've had iba opporomny to nvinv the rriertoced dnft Eaviiojiiuental Impm Stnczoem 
mcmnagos the potential impact of aw base closure «ad faosc, potential land uses on Sands 
Township. ia> cursory lwviawtftbe drift &r^^ 
that it frnitw «agulttJy on "base* concerns, totally ^"""ic off-base consequences or 
cossideniions. Heroin liat the shortcoming of ths Report I therefore believe the referenced 
tranrrn* to be inadequate from the perspective of Saads Township. 

Table 3.2-2, Summary eflaatalUhon Restoration Profnm Sins, lists 25 separate sites of 
oaatamimnon located on-oase, many of which hive bees known to the Air Force since as early 
a»19>*fret.iDOSthayeaotbeeaadore«a^ormnrdiitrrf). FunbarniDie,numy of these sites will 
not be remediated to may yean, even after the year 2000. 

Not only Is the degree of oandw rnrnananaiiun mÜMMwultuy 1ML way UILU i» bwu 
of the off** impact of the eoBtsmioa&oD on the asanl resources of Sands Township or its 
jnhfthJTanTF   Even remedial activities asaxiitrd with certain of the sties of contamination may 
have, and inoor view, have had significant o£f-attE impacts. The reeenrtechuical c  
the influence of the grouodwater pumping in the vicinity of theahrUrtfitoimm 
■gr'ri—p» amoont of jet fuel floating on the water table (which « believed to impact off-me 
gratadwassr resoorca of Sands Township), is not even luenuoned in this report  Nor are the 
recent activities of Rust Consultants who were hoed to «vahmc this remedial action mentioned. 

For thfff IT iff TIT, the draft Fnw«wBfly**i TOTPIPT Statement appears to be inadequate. 
It is difficult, at beat, to determine the impact of ftaure land uses, as this document is intended 
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1435 4 I4S5 Martin Lake Road 
Skandia. MI  49885-9422 
December J. 1995 

Mr. William Myers 
AFCEE/ECP 
3207 North Road 
Brooks AFB. TX 78235-5363 

Dear Mr. Myers: 

HE:  later fiesources Environmental Impact Surrounding K. I. 
Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan. 

Most communities in the Upper Peninsula are rural and have no access to 
municipal water supplies.  Their main source is groundwater. 

The flagrant abuse of this precious resource must be addressed. Millions 
of gallons of «ater are being pumped at £. I. Sawyer Iron our groundwater 
system (aquifer) never to be returned. Simply flushed down Stiver Lead 
Creek (which «as a creek and is now a river) to the Chocolay River and 
out to Lake Superior, and this is to continue for years to come. We need 
to protect this water. It is not a quickly renewable resource, and it is 
shared by all of us. It supports our lakes, wetlands, and drinking water 
from our «el Is. 

In 1990 with a full complement of Air Force personnel and families, the 
K. I- Sawyer Air Force Base was pumping less than 490.88 million gallons 
of water a year. In 1994 after the base draw down with approximately 
1.602 personnel. K. I. Sawyer was pumping 634.64 million gallons of water 
a year (Reference: USGS Survey 1995. Page 12 Table 5). Prior to 1989 K. 
I. Sawyer Air Force Rase was only pumping drinking water from Sells 4 and 
5, and it is logical to assume they were pumping around 390 million 
gallons of water a year. From a fully active Air Force base with over 
3.000 personnel and families (the 3rd or 4th largest community in the 
Upper Peninsula) using 390 million gallons of water a year. As of April 
7. 1995, K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base was using 438 million gallons of 
water a year (References: RAB Meeting April 7. 1995. quoted by Gary 
Koski. Co-chairman of RAB and The Mining Journal Article April 8. 1995) 
supporting less than 200 personnel and four small businesses. 

We have a major environmental impact happening surrounding this issue. 
The lake we live on, Martin Lake, is draining away. Where once we had 
one large beautiful lake with water to its tree line. We now nave two 
separate lakes, the center dry. with peninsulas of land standing out of 
water. Docks of no use at all at its once shoreline. The shutting down 
of Wells 9 and 10 on K. I. Sawyer in April, 1995. have made no signifi- 
cant difference. This past summer our lake has continued to drop. 
Provost. Sporley. Wilson. Swanzy. and Moccasin Lakes are being affected 
in the same manner.  Wetlands to the southeast of us that stopped a major 
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MOMAN HllLC* SCWWAWTT ANO CONN 

ML&rfYdk 
November 29. 1995 
Fwe2 

(cont'd) tnG^«rhtthiscJ«ariDatava^icriDMem»poiienxthttis.theh^^ 
v\o   \  mi "if"4 remedial acdvrdei on tone Imd uses, is m'lljo a rignifinnl degree unknown. 

PAC/kat 

Enclosure 
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2 

(cont'd] 

12.1 

3 

12J3 

fire in 1986 are gone. Ponds and wetlands on the back of our property 
have dried up and are gone. Severe lowering of wells in Sands Plains 
Township surrounding K. I. Sawyer. Property values have plummeted. We 
as residents have put our life savings into our property only to find its 
value to fal 1. Who would buy a home or camp on a lake that is 
disappearing? 

The reuse of K. I. Sawyer with industrial complexes, residential, or any 
other or the purposed actions will have a major impact on its water 
resources. "A net increase in projected water requirements would occur 
under the proposed action and reuse alternatives. Continued use of on 
base wells could exacerbate lower lake levels southeast of the base."- 
United States Air Force Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Disposal of K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base - November 29. 
1995.. held at Gwinn High School. Gwinn. MI. 

We have been addressing this issue since 1992 with local and government 
officials - Department of Natural Resources first correspondence June 30. 
1992. with no response until they were called once again to come out on 
June 30, 1994.  Por<vth Township.  Restoration A.dvj5grv &2ALS. =—K. I, 
Sawver.- a subcommittee was formed due to the fact that our concerns were 
not to be brought up at their monthly meetings. Mr. Ron Zulkiewjki was 
appointed to this committee and after one meeting the decision was made 
by Major Coehoorn to dissolved the committee. gase Realignment fBRACI 
5. I. Sawver - Mr. Ron Zulkiewski spoke to the BRAC Committee several 
times to voice our concerns on Martin Lake. On 8/2/94 at 1:00 p.m. at 
the Officers Club at K. I. Sawyer he was told at this meeting by Teresa 
Pohlman that the problems of Martin Lake were not to be addressed at the 
BRAC Meeting and she would get back to him on this issue and never did. 
Other Michigan Government Officials (governor. congressmen and 
representatives). News Media WLL'C, TV-6. newspaper articles in The Mining 
Journal. We need no more studies which could take months or years. We 
need help now - or we are afraid that we will have no lake at all in the 
near future. 

Cleaning up E. I. Sawyer in the cheapest way possible, but at the expense 
of the  surrounding environment  and community is not the answer.  Imple- 
ment a system that would put the water back into  the aquifer  from where 

, it is being pumped from. 

Do not tell us that something will be done only to have the issue dropped 
once again.  Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated. 

Ronald S. Zulkiewski 

Sharon W.tulkie.ski 

Joseph W. Gendron 

Susan K. Gendron 
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Enclosures:- Aerial photo of Martin Lake 1987 with E. I. Sawyer Air Force 
Base in the background prior to «ells being sunk in 1989. 
A large Pontoon boat could pass through the channel connectr 
ing the East and West ends of Martin Lake. We as residents* 
would have to swim in order to cross the channel. 

- Land photo of Martin Lake 9/17/94 showing lake and channel 
water level drastically down. 

- Video (6 minutes) Martin Lake July. 1994. - channel shown 
in video as of August 1995. completely drv - with no water 
flow between East and Vest end of lake.  Lake has continued 
to drop. 

- Department of Natural Resource Correspondence 
- Department of Interior L'.S. Geological Survey 
- Meeting Minutes of  RAB 
- Township Correspondence 
- Government Correspondence 
- Newspaper Articles (The Mining Journal and K. I. Sawyer 

Air Force Base Northern Light. 
- Correspondence Dr. Cynthia Barton, District Chief USGS 

Water Resource Division 
- United States Air Force Public Hearing - 11/29/95 

Document 3 

ANNOTATED LIST DESCRIBING ENCLOSURES TO DOCUMENT 3 

Report Of Nowjmbar 1994 Observation Wed Readings Sand Plain Aowter, signed by Henry V. 
Greenwood. Deputy Suriorvisor rSarrts Township). November 18. 1994. So« that anus of 
lg wauwau» drawdown ant greatest in »raas of raUraveiy high usage at the «a» fish hatchery at 
the Crossroad« eras and at the K. U Sawyer AFBVSands Station. 

Newspaper articles from The MJrttno Journal. Merauane Michigan: 

•Wriere did a«, the water go? Martin Uke Residents hope study will answer that Question.' 
August 15. 1994. 

'Lake residents want broader wen study" August 24. 1994. 

•USGS to report on take levels.* April 7. 1995. 

"Jake takes action on lake levels.* September 22. 1994. State representative Dominic 
Jacoben imroduced a resolution to create a special comrrunae to study tow lake towels near 
K. 1. Sawyer AFB. 

"Sawyer water use down, but lake levels stiO low.* January 5. 1995. 

•Air Force » curtail we« use.* April 8.199S. 

'2025: Base doonup lengthy. Getting rid of Sawyer pollution will take 30 years, cost 
•SO mWon." June 25. 1995. 

Newspaper articles from the Ha nltonr (K. I. Sawyer AFB paper): 

"Board discusses cleanup, towenrig lake levels." September 23. 1994. 

"AM- Force fund study to oeterrmne effects of base wster use on lakes.* September 23. 
1994. 

Brochure for public heamg on the Draft EIS for disposal of K. I. Sawyer AFB. November 29. 1995. 
Summary of envoi aweniel impacts states that continued use of on-base wens coukj exacertiata 
lower lake levels southeast of the base. 

Valeo showing Martin Lake in Jury 1994.  The photographs reproduced on the fottowmg pages 
show similar scenes. 
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ANNOTATED UST DESCRIBING ENCLOSURES TO DOCUMENT 3 

Miohioan Department of Natural Resources interoffice communication between Milt Gere. Regional 
Geologist; Geologies! Survey Division. Region 1, and Frank Opoiks, Deputy Director. Region 1, 
subject: review of low lake level complaint near K. L Sawyer Air Force Base (AFB). Jury 20, 1992. 
Mr. Gere met with several residents and observed pond and take levels on July 7,1992. Three 
posnbJe causes of lowering lake levels are: 111 eumulatrve drought conditions; 121 lakes are whhin a 
cone of depression from the wells: (3) a combination of 1 and 2. 

MiiTMUsn Department of Natural Resources interoffice communication between Frank Chenier. 
Escaneoa District GsntpnfrcrJ Survey Division and Milt Gere. Region l Geoiogisi. Geological Survey 
Drvamn, suPrace Martin Lake - Sections 6 k 7, T45N, R24W. Marauette County. December 16. 
1992. Based on an analysis by Mr. Cheraor. it could not be determined if Air Force base production 
weis have had an impact on the lake levels In the vicinity. 

i. Fisheries Biologist. Mietagan 
feasibility of removing fish 

Department of Natural 
in the west basm 

Letter to Ron Zia^oewskl from George 
Resources. October 31, 1994. Discusses tfi 
of Martin la«» to the main body of the lake. 

Letter to Mr. and Mrs. Joe Glendron from Mitt Gere. Regional Geologist. Geological Survey Division. 
Michigan Deoartmem of Natural Resources, June 30, 1994. Suggests that Martin Lake residents 
reoueex that the U.S. Geological Survey investigate the groundwater ieveulaka level conditions in 
the area. 

U. S. Department of the Interior. US. Geological Survey. 1995. Factors Affecting Lake Levels near 
K. L Sewyer AFB. Michigan. The results of trua admirastrative report are inconclusive. 

U.S. Department of the AM- Force. 1994. Meeting Minutes of the Restoration Advisory Board for 
K. L Sawyer AFB. held on December 2. 

Latter to Or. Cynthia Barton, VS. Gootegical Survey, and Stave Bloomer. Protect Engineer, from 
Joseph DeJufcerrte, forsvth Township Supervisor, subject: review of low take compiaintB near 
ICLSawyer AFB, August 21, 1994. Latter reguesti a complete and eshaustive study of theissue. 

latter to EKot Sntith, Da-actor. Legislative Service Bureau, from DJ. Jacobetti. Stats 
Representative, 109th Distinct offering a house resolution creating a special cornmrnee to study 
drought and low lake conditions at tiasinsriearK. l.Sswyer Are, September 15. 1994. 

Letter to Mike Prusi. State Rapresentative 109th District, from Joseph Oejukanrue. Forsvth 
Townaftip Supervisor, reoueapng fas support of House Resolution 973 that would create a specisJ 

e to study low lake levels near K. I. Sawyer AFB. October 19. 1995. 

Letter to Dr. Cynthia Brown, District Chief U.S. Geologic Survey Water Resources Division, from 
Evora Schaefer, August 15, 1994. A property owner on Martin Lake states thst K. I. Sawyer AFB 
has the obligation to research and correct the receding lake water level. 

Letter to Mr. DeJuSanrWe and the Forsvth Township board members, from the residents of Msrtin 
Lake, December, 9, 1994. Provides an update of wjrter levels in Mamn Lake and efforts to 
deterrmne the causa. Includes enclosures that are kited separately in this fcst. 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
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Comments on back of photo - Martin Lake September 17, 1994. Compare this with 1987 
photo. If this isn't an environmental disaster, I don't know what is! Water used to be to 
tree line! 

l^^tfJ'^^^^Ts^^i^Cs^lfK-'^l 

Comments on back of photo - Martin Lake September 17,1994. Channel shown here is 
ankle deep. We could walk across. In 1989 a large pontoon boat used to pass through 
this channel. Now, as of August 1995, it is completely dry! Lake is still dropping. 
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Comments on back of photo - Martin Lake 1987. K. I. Sawyer AFB in background. A large 
pontoon boat could pass through the channel connecting the east and west ends of Martin 
Lake. Residents would have to swim in order to cross the channel. Compare this to video 
and other photos being sent. 

Comments on back of photo - Martin Lake September 17, 1994 showing channel and lake. 
Water in foreground completely gone. Water used to be to tree line. As of August 1995 
channel totally dried up. We now have two lakes, and they are still dropping. What a mess! 
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Comments on back of photo - Martin Lake September 17,1994. Water in foreground all 
dried up and gone by August 1995. Water used to be to tree line! 
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133 Sporley take Drive 
Skandia  HI  49885 
December 13. 1995 

Vice President Al Gore 
Old Executive Offices Bldg. 
Washington O.C.  20501 

Dear Vice President Gore: 

we are addressing our concern of the water proble» ve are having 
surrounding the Ex K.I. Sawyer A.F.B.  My wife and I live on 
Sporley Lake, which is approximately 1/2 mile «ast of K.I. Sawyer 
and our lake haa been going down for over 5 years. He have been 
at this lalte for over 35 years and never in all that time has this 
laKe ever went down to this extent. Only one tisie in thia 55 years 
was our boat house dry, and now the boat house la about 20 feet 
fro« the water's edge, being of no earthly good now, I have tore 
the boat house down. 

The cause of this proble« is the Air Base pushing all this water 
(over a Million gal. a daylln an effort to clean up the contamination 
which remains after the base closure. We believe that this flagrant 
use of water is depleting the aquifers in the surrounding area. 

It is very disturbing to see our lake slowly disappear.  Five 
years ago, our beginning shore line has no beach and water level 
waa approximately 1-1 1/2 feet deep at the shore line.  Me now 
have a wide beach and our docK is almost out of the water.  If our 
lalee goes down at the same rate aa over the paat two years, the 
dock will be on dry land. 

information received at a meeting on 11/29/95 regardin g Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) indicates that "A net 
increase in projected water requirements would occur under the 
Proposed Action and reuse alternatives.  Continued use of on-base 
wells could further exacerbate lower lake levels aouth east of 
the base". 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ;ESST£? 

Chief. C 
M»miquenenAkfonMC«otaftefEnvwinnr»antslUce*inra 
3207 North Road 
Brooks AFB. Tews 78235-5363 

SUBJECT:       DRAFT Environmental knpi 
KJ. Sawyer AFB. Miehgan 

x Statement OS) tor me Disposal and Reuse of 

The IMOMQSA Department of environmental 
tie November. 1»5, DRAFT BS. rscswod 

Quality fMOEQ) offers me MtoMno comments on 
S. 1M5: 

1 

103 

2 
10.4 

105 

4 
W.6 

BfoafroCWteöeM.lwwS.reiporwiba^toroo^ 
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It is not only Sporley Lake that is being affected but several 
other lakea in the area h ave the same problem. 

I He also believe that the clean up should be approached in 
another way, whatever the coat, rather than destroy our 
natural reaources. 

Duane i.  Donna Stille 

Copies toi / 

Hm. Myers AFCEE/ECP^ 
Congressman Bart Stupak 
senator Carl Levin 
Representative Michael Prusi 
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County of Marquette 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT/DEVELOPMENT DEFT. 

County Courthouse 
Marquette. MI 49835 

900228-1533 

December 22. 1995 
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AFCZE/EC? 
Attention: William ttyers 
3207 North Road 
Brooks AF8, TX  78235-5363 

Dear Mr. Myers: 

I have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for K.I. 
Sawyer Air Force Base and have the following comments. 

. K.I. Sawyer lies central within a high risk forest fire zone. 
Jackpine plains are often the location of large fire stores 
given the proper humidity, wind, and season. Accordingly, hew 
will the individual reuse scenarios deal with fire prevention 
and protection from such disastrous conditions, what risk do 
certain land uses pose as potential sources of ignition. Hew 
will surrounding residents be protected? Perhaps fire breaks 
or age class diversification would provide a solution. 

> The contention that zoning only needs to be revised in West 
Branch and Forsyth Townships is flawed in that sse 
juxtaposition of three townships with separate toning 
regulations poses a preponderance of bureaucratic red tape f=r 
those with cross government development proposals. I would 
suggest that if each unit of government persists in exercising 
its jurisdiction that a common Planned Unit Development 
District or a Floating Overlay zone concept common to ea.cn 
unit be applied to the base. Developers could then work wi.cn 
one set of regulations in design, plan, and permit 
applications. 

The assessment of transportation impacts has been over 
simplified. Real impacts of the development scenarios should 
deal with the following: 

* Substandard road bases. 
"   Inadequate intersection tuning radii. 
* Drainage problems. 
* An inadequate bridge deck on County Road 462 which will 

not handle long term industrial (truck) traffic. 
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RE: Vater Resources Environmental Impact Surrounding K. I. 
Sawyer Air Force Base. Michigan. 

Host communities in the Upper Peninsula are rural and have no access to 
municipal water supplies.  Their main source is groundwater. 

The flagrant abuse of this precious resource must be addressed. Hillions 
of gallons of water are being pumped at K. I. Sawyer from our groundwater 
system (aquifer) never to be returned. Simply flushed down Silver Lead 
Creek (which was » creek and is now a river) to the Chocolay River and 
out to Lake Superior, and this is to continue for years to come. We need 
to protect this water. It is not a quickly renewable resource, and it is 
shared by all of us. It supports our lakes, wetlands, and drinking water 
from our wells. 

In 1990 with a full complement of Air Force personnel and families, the 
E. I. Sawyer Air Force Base was pumping less than 490.88 million gallons 
of water a year. In 1994 after the base draw down with approximately 
1.602 personnel, K. X. Sawyer was pumping 634.64 million gallons of water 
a year (Reference: USGS Survey 1992. Page 12 Table 5). Prior to 1989 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base was only pumping drinking water from Veils 4 
and S. and it is logical to assume they were pumping around 390 million 
gallons of water a year. From a fully active Air Force Base «ith over 
3.000 personnel and families (the 3rd or 4th largest community in the 
Upper Peninsula) using 390 million gallons of water a year. As of April 
7. 199S. S. I. Sawyer Air Porce Base was using 438 million gallons of 
water a year (References: EAB Meeting April 7. 199S, quoted by Gary 
Eoski, Co-chairman of RAB and The Hining Journal Article April 8. 1995) 
supporting less than 200 personnel and four small businesses. 

We have a major environmental impact happening surrounding this issue. 
The lake we live on. Martin Lake, is draining away. Where once »e had 
one large beautiful lake with water to its tree line. We no« have two 
separate lakes, the center dry. with peninsulas of land standing out of 
water. Docks of no use at all at its once shoreline. The shutting down 
of Wells 9 and 10 on K. I. Sawyer in April. 1995. have made no signifi- 
cant difference. This past summer our lake has continued to drop. 
Provost. Sporley, Wilson, Swanzy, and Hoccasin Lakes are being affected 
in the same manner.  Wetlands to the southeast of us that stopped a major 
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The water table i.sue is-real in that according to the EIS the 
propoeed development ecenarioe rely on other aourcea of water 
to the baae. Are the redevelopment ecenarioe realiatic when 
one conaidera the coat o£ filtering and pumping water to the 
facility from lake Superior? 

Our thinking ia that a large portion of minority and low 
income population, (air force peraonnel) have emigrated from 
the area. Are the EIS reference, atill accurate aa relate» to 
these population.? 

What riak ia there to surrounding jackpine monoculture land. 
for the eatabliehment of fore.t peat epidemic» if foreat 
product, «re hauled to the «ite from Northern Michigan and 
wieconain? 

I could not determine whether the accident potential or clear 
zone, were considered for the proposed future croaswind runway 
in the EIS. If not. they should. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. 

Sincerely, Sincerely. 

C^—— 
James Kippola 
Senior Planner 
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fire in 1986 are gone. Ponds and wetlands on the back of our property 
have dried up and are gone. Severe lowering of wells in Sands Plains 
Township surrounding It. I. Sawyer. Property values have plummeted. We 
as residents have put our life savings into our property only to find it's 
value to fall. Who would buy a home or camp on a lake that is 
disappearing? 

The reuse of K. I. Sawyer with industrial complexes, residential, or any 
other of the purposed actions will have a major impact on its water 
resources. "A net increase in projected water requirements would occur 
under the proposed action and reuse alternatives. Continued use of on 
base wells could exacerbate lower lake levels southeast of the base."- 
United States Air Force Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Disposal of K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base - November 29. 
1993. held at Gwinn High School. Gwinn, MI. 

We have been addressing this issue sinee 1992 with local and government 
officials - Department of Natural Resources first correspondence June 
30, 1992.  with no response until they were called once again to come out 
on June 30. 1994. Eorsvth Township.  Restoration Advisory BpaTti " K. I, 
Sawyer.- a subcommittee was formed due to the fact that our concerns were 
not to be brought up at their monthly meetings. Mr. Ron Zulkiewski was 
appointed to this committee and after one meeting the decision was made 
by Major Coehoorn to dissolved the committee. Base. Real iirnmcn^ rBRAp 
K. I. Sawyer - Mr. Son Zulkiewski spoke to the BRAC Committee several 
times to voice our concerns on Martin Lake. On 8/2/94 at 1:00 p.m. at 
the Officers Club at S. I. Sawyer he was told at this meeting by Teresa 
Pohlman that the problems of Martin Lake were not to be addressed at the 
BRAC Meeting and she would get back to him on this issue and never did. 
Other  Michigan Government Officials   (governor.   congressmen  and 
representatives). News Media WLIJC TV-6. newspaper articles in The Wjnjp» 
Journal. We need no more studies which could take months or years. *<* 
need help now - or we are afraid that we will have no lake at all in the 
near future. 

Cleaning up K. I. Sawyer in the cheapest way possible, but at the expense 
of the surrounding environment and community is not the answer. Imple- 
ment a system that would put the water back into the aquifer from wh?rr 
it is being pumped from. 

Do not tell us that something will be done only to have the issue dropped 
once again.  Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated. 

i'our's truj.7. 

Cqin, toeatner 

K. I. SawyerAFB Disposal FEIS 9-35 
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RE:  Water Resources Environmental Impact Surrounding K. I. 
Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan. 

Most communities in the Upper Peninsula are rural and have no access to 
municipal water supplies.  Their main source is groundwater. 

The flagrant abuse of this precious resource must be addressed. Millions 
of gallons of water are being pumped at Z. I. Sawyer from our groundwater 
system (aquifer) never to be returned. Simply flushed down Silver Lead 
Creek {which was a creek and is now a river) to the Chocolay River and 
out to Lake Superior, and this is to continue for years to come. We need 
to protect this water. It is not a quiekly renewable resource, and it is 
shared by all of us. It supports our lakes, wetlands, and drinking water 
from our welIs. 

In 1990 with a full complement of Air Force personnel and families, the 
K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base was pumping less than 490.88 million gallons 
of water a year. In 1994 after the base draw down with approximately 
t .602 personnel, K. I. Sawyer was pumping 634.64 million gallons of water 
a year (Reference: USGS Survey 1995. Page 12 Table 5). Prior to 1989 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base «as only pumping drinking water from Wells 4 
and S, and it is logical to assume they were pumping around 390 million 
gallons of water a year. From a fully active Air Force Base with over 
3.000 personnel and families (the 3rd or 4th largest community in the 
Upper Peninsula) using 390 million gallons of water a year. As of April 
7, 1995, K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base was using 438 million gallons of 
water a year (References: RAB Meeting April 7, 1995. quoted by Gary 
Koski. Co-chairman of RAB and The Mining Journal Article April 6. 1995) 
supporting less than 200 personnel and four small businesses. 

We have a major environmental impact happening surrounding this issue. 
The lake we live on. Martin Lake, is draining away. Where once we had 
one large beautiful lake with water to its tree line. We now have two 
separate lakes, the center dry, with peninsulas of land standing out of 
water. Docks of no use at all at its once shoreline. The shutting down 
of Wells 9 and 10 on K. I. Sawyer in April. 1995, have made no signifi- 
cant difference. This past summer our lake has continued to drop. 
Provost, Sporley, Wilson. Swanzy, and Moccasin Lakes are being affected 
in the same manner.  Wetlands to the southeast of us that stopped a major 
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2 fire in 1986 are gone. Ponds and wetlands on the back or our property 
(CCnfcQ have dried up and are gone. Severe lowering of wells in Sands Plains 

Township surrounding K. I. Sawyer. Property values have plummeted. We 
as residents have put our life savings into our property only to find its 
value to fall. Who would buy a home or camp on a lake that is 
disappearing? 

The reuse of K. I. Sawyer with industrial complexes, residential, or any 
other of the purposed actions will have a major impact on its water 
resources. "A net increase in projected water requirements would occur 
under the proposed action and reuse alternatives. Continued use of on 
base wells could exacerbate lower lake levels southeast of the base."- 
United States Air Force Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Disposal of K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base - November 29. 
1995. held at Gwinn High School, Gwinn, MI. 

We have been addressing this issue since 1992 with local and government 
officials - Department of Natural, „Resources first correspondence June 
30. 1992.  with no response until they were called once again to come out 
on June 30. 1994. Forsvth Township.  Restoration Advisory Board - K. I, 
Sawyer.- a subcommittee was formed due to the fact that our concerns were 
not to be brought up at their monthly meetings. Mr. Ron Zulkiewski was 
appointed to this committee and after one meeting the decision was made 
by Major Coehoorn to dissolved the committee. Base Rcalirnment „fBRAO 
g, T. Sawyer - Mr. Ron Zulkiewski spoke to the BRAC Committee several 
times to voice our concerns on Martin Lake. On 8/2/94 at 1:00 p.m. at 
the Officers Club at K. I. Sawyer he was told at this meeting by Teresa 
Pohlman that the problems of Martin Lake »ere not to be addressed at the 
BRAC Meeting and she would get back to him on this issue and never did. 
Q^her Michiitan Governqept Officials (governor. congressmen and 
representatives). News Media "LUC. TV76. newspaper articles in Ihr Mininr 
Journal. We need no more studies which could take months or years. *e 
need help no* - or we are afraid that we will have no lake at al: in the 
near future. 

Cleaning up K. I. Sawyer in the cheapest way possible, but at the expense 
of the surrounding environment and community is not the answer. Imple- 
ment a system that would put the water back into the aquifer from »here 
it is being pumped from. 

Do not tell us that something will be done only to have the issue dropped 
once again.  Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated. 
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November «.IS« 

MOV 24 TO 

Mr. Elliott Smith. Director 
Lcejsuurie Service Bums 
Mlcsinm NnjoBil Towr - «tit Hoor 

De« Mr. Smirk 

Cleue dnfr t rttoiaoon trar creses a ipeciil commirree to «udy drought «nd low Ills 
-j«-,.i-».».,ri ^J-V>T Ab garte Btiel-ArBImaindriimua on boat load 
property owflen «nd the mtiiuiuuem. 

I weald xlu Hfce for the rekOBtoon to jodude thtt the proooeooo wdh «Bd iooi£eii,wflidi 
-.-..—p.. .1- Al. B-. 1» -~««1 in Atmnh»- whater Bay «re ujumbudat to lb» 10« 
takelaeb. 

The resokmon ihoald gene i ( member Ban» mrnmifflyi, «ppannal by the Spokcr et 
toe BOOM in the eon» ««■«"-. it Madias     "   ' ef the Houu «• ■peoimed. to 
jaieSoii throottt the »96 Regain Senus of the LegUimre. 

Smcererjr,        rf~~*\ 

MICHAEL A. PROS* 
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3    building. .Tbc Air Force decision 10 allow acuities to be picked through mikes for an inaccurate 
Iconfcfl   inventory Im nd now one must treat eich &cility like tn empty building. Space is cheap 

especially oo a closed Air Force Space. Tbisdecision was premature and binden öraery reuse. 
15     The doors should be locked and keys signed out to enter and the inventory list should be udaied 

to accurately portray the contents of each buidmg. 

*j  Oüierconanemsindude Section 404 of the Clean Water Actonpage4.131 andtbe404bn) 
guidelines, and the biological list indicates a Red Alder («tons «Arn). Is this a Speckled alder 

15.4 I (abms ntgasafi 

Thankyou for the oppummiry to comment and please add my name to the niailing list 

Sincerely, 

DanTadgerion 
Tribal Environmental 
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December 22, 1995 

William A Mven. AICP 
HQAFCEE/ECP 
3207 North Road 
Brooks AFB. Texas 78235-5363 

RE- Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement November 
lOQS nTSPOSAL OF K T SAWYER A!R FORCE BASEL MICHIGAN. 

Dear William Myers: 

I rave reviewed the Draft EIS for K-L Sawyer AFB. Michigan and have 
concerns over the nnngatioa measures for Lead Based Paint hazard and 
impacts to the prehistoric sites, disposal of items throughout the base, and 
other comments 

Lead based paint is a high dose source with cnecenmiiow of lead sufficient 
to produce acute and pceeonaUy hual ülness. High levels of lead in the Wood 
can cause permanent damage to the brain, iieivcua system, and kidneys. 
Abatement b necessary and to leave lead based paints in resJdemisl units 
whh the possibility of children occupying the« unio» an unaecepaWe 
adverse health risk. Childhood lead pwc^s '* *** cf ***tBOat commaB 

pediatrie health problems in the United States and is entirely preventable. 
Abatement is the means of preveoooo. 

The second concern is the possible leas of dam at Ü« prehistoric site. Data 
should be collected before toe tnmsfcr and ASAP with the disclosure of the 
site m the Draft EIS. 

Some items are necessary to reuse »acuities and should remain as pan of the 
(acuity. The particular is a gas station and to treat the nearly new tanks (ST- 
20> as separate is mccmisicm with the rcu One can reuse the 
building itself, bm not as n was at predawn times. Keeping the equipment 
as pan of any of the iactlities on the base leaves more alternatives open. Say 
one is looking at a building and the predowre invemory mdicwes these are 
the items in the building, now that indrvkhiayeno^ has a bener opecnunhy 
to implement reuse without the financial burden of starting with an empty 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OH-SO» CJ tga sariiTAirY 

January 24, 139« 

IB 1S/IU 
William Kyara,  Cniaf 
coammrv9.zi.aca. and Planning niractorata 
aaadqiiarxars Air fore» Cancar 

for BxvlretnawurCxl Ptcailanct» 
3307-Kerch, Road 
Brooks Air rarem Baa«,   7«u 7S333-S3C3 
D*ar Mr.  atywr»: 

its 13M   Daparcaant   of   the   Interior   (Daparoaant) 
review   of   to*   Draft  X&vJxonstescad   Xspaoc   statavant   (DBS)   wr 
Dispoaal of x.l Sawyer Air Fare» Baa«, Sarquaexa couney, «icaigan. 
fhi. imxtmr was unavoidably/ delayed by turn recant furlough action- 

tttat DarparcBamC has no coaaont on the adequacy of to* DCS or 
selection of tha proposed action with respect to natural, aanersl 
and cultural resources under ita jurisdiction. Bovaver, .tie Tlsb. 
«ad Wildlifa Sarvlca (Sacvlca) Du indicated «bat it la iaearaacad 
la vorxinqj with that Air Forca co protect jacfc pine farast habitat 
on that installation. Aa scaced in pravioua Sarvlca corraaponaanca 
during scoping of thai ELS. tha endangered Xirtland warbler inhabit» 
this typ« of habitat and aala* of tbia apaciaa hava racantly baajj 
ooaarvaa in »Jiallnr naarby hanitat. «a racwaryl that thai Air foroa 
continua to caordinit« with th» sarrics's Field suparviaor, n&. 
2&5X cooiidfla Soad, xaat T+n*xr*t, Kichiqmn 4ftt33 <taiapaosa: S17- 
351-2333)   for poaaiibXa actions to aaintain thai jack pina forast. 
«a appraciata tha opportaaity to < 

i^&n 4&MVS~_ 
Dan Banna 
Ba«ional EBwlroanaatal Offic 

TOB Sitnlaar,  last Laaaino*,  riald Offiea 
KaxX Upahaan.  Btnraau of Xinaa 
JIM ermaso,  national ?axx Sarvlca 
e:\wp3ldoo\«aw«r-«ia 
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