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ES.1

INTRODUCTION

This Atlantic Fleet Active Sonar Training (AFAST) Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS) analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated with the Proposed Action, which is the designation of sonar use areas and use of
active sonar technology and the improved extended echo ranging (IEER) system during Atlantic
Fleet training exercises and to conduct these activities. The IEER system consists of an explosive
source sonobuoy (AN/SSQ-110A) and an air deployable active receiver (ADAR) sonobuoy
(AN/SSQ-101). The Navy is developing the Advanced Extended Echo Ranging (AEER) system
as a replacement to the IEER system. The AEER system would use a new active sonobuoy
(AN/SSQ-125) that utilizes a tonal (or a ping) versus an impulsive (or explosive) sound source as
a replacement for the AN/SSQ-110A. The AEER system will still use the ADAR sonobuoy as
the systems receiver. The Proposed Action would support and maintain Navy Atlantic Fleet
training, as well as maintenance and research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E) for
mid- and high frequency active sonar that is coincident and substantially similar to Atlantic Fleet
training activities. For the purposes of this document, training, maintenance, and RDT&E
activities involving active sonar and the explosive source sonobuoy (AN/SSQ-110A) are
collectively described as active sonar activities. The activities involving active sonar described in
this EIS/OEIS are not new and do not involve significant changes in systems, tempo, or intensity
from past activities. In addition, the Navy has made changes to this AFAST Final EIS/OEIS
based on comments received during the public comment period. These changes included factual
corrections, additions to existing information, and improvements or modifications to the analyses
presented in the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS. A summary of public comments received and the
Navy’s response to these comments is provided in Appendix J. (All comment letters are
available on the project website, http://afasteis.gcsaic.com.) None of the changes between the
Draft and Final EIS/OEIS resulted in substantive changes to the Proposed Action, alternatives, or
the significance of the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action.
This EIS/OEIS complies with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42
United States Code [U.S.C.] Sections 4321 to 4370f [42 U.S.C. 4321 to 4370f]); the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA
(Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 1500 to 1508 (40 CFR 1500-1508); Department
of the Navy Procedures for Implementing NEPA (32 CFR 775); and Executive Order (EO)
12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions. This EIS/OEIS satisfies the
requirements of NEPA and EO 12114, and was filed with the United States (U.S.)
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and distributed or otherwise made available to
appropriate federal, state, local, and private agencies, organizations, and individuals for review
and comment.
In an effort to address the requirements set forth within NEPA, the AFAST EIS/OEIS discloses
potential impacts and informs decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives to the
Proposed Action. Impacts to ocean areas of the AFAST Study Area that lie within 22.2
kilometers (km) (12 nautical miles [NM]) of land (territorial seas) are subject to analysis under
NEPA. This is based on Presidential Proclamation 5928, issued December 27, 1988, in which the
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United States extended its exercise of sovereignty and jurisdiction under international law to 22.2
km (12 NM) from land, although the Proclamation expressly provides that it does not extend or
otherwise alter existing federal law or any associated jurisdiction, rights, legal interests, or
obligations.
EO 12114 directs federal agencies to provide for informed decision making for major federal
actions outside the United States, including the global commons, or harm to protected global
resources. An OEIS is required when an action has the potential to significantly harm the
environment of the global commons. “Global commons” are defined as “geographical areas that
are outside of the jurisdiction of any nation, and include the oceans outside territorial limits
(outside 22.2 km [12 NM] from the coast) and Antarctica. Global commons do not include
contiguous zones and fisheries zones of foreign nations” (32 CFR 187.3). Effects to areas within
the AFAST Study Area that lie outside 22.2 km (12 NM) are analyzed using the procedures set
out in EO 12114 and associated implementing regulations.
NEPA and EO 12114 require an assessment of the Proposed Action’s potential effects occurring
within and outside U.S. territory; therefore, this document was prepared as an EIS/OEIS under
the authorities of both. In addition to NEPA and EO 12114, this document complies with a
variety of other environmental regulations. Refer to Section 1.4 for additional information.
The Navy’s mission to maintain, train, and equip combat-ready naval forces capable of winning
wars, deterring aggression, and maintaining freedom of the seas is mandated by federal law (10
U.S.C. 5062), which charges the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) with the responsibility of
ensuring the readiness of the nation’s naval forces. The CNO meets this directive, in part, by
establishing and executing training programs that include at-sea training exercises to develop and
maintain skills necessary for the conduct of naval operations. RDT&E and maintenance activities
are an integral part of this readiness mandate. For purposes of this EIS/OEIS, exercises and
training do not include activities conducted as a part of actual combat, activities in direct support
of combat, or other activities conducted primarily for purposes other than training.
Specifically, the training addressed by the Proposed Action consists of operating mid- and high
frequency active sonar systems in a realistic environment to maximize operator familiarity.
Active sonar, and expertise in its use, is essential to successful at-sea operations. The rapid
worldwide proliferation of modern, quiet, and relatively inexpensive diesel submarines has made
active sonar a critical component to our Navy, as this is the best method available to counter the
threat of an unseen modern diesel submarine. As such, sonar operators must be skilled in the
complexities of active sonar operation and analysis, and must maintain this expertise.
The AFAST Study Area associated with the proposed Atlantic Fleet training activities
encompasses the waters and their associated substrates within and adjacent to existing Operating
Areas (OPAREAs), located along the East Coast and within the Gulf of Mexico as depicted in
Figure ES-1. These Navy OPAREAs include designated ocean areas near fleet concentration
areas (i.e., homeports) where the majority of routine Navy training and RDT&E occur.
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Figure ES-1. Overall Atlantic Fleet Study Area
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Navy training exercises are not confined to the OPAREAs; some active sonar activities or
portions of these activities are conducted seaward of the OPAREAs, and a limited amount of
active sonar use is conducted shoreward of the OPAREAs.
ES.2

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide active sonar training for U.S. Navy Atlantic
Fleet ship, submarine, and aircraft crews, and to conduct RDT&E activities to support the
requirements of the Fleet Response Training Plan (FRTP) and stay proficient in Anti-Submarine
Warfare (ASW) and Mine Warfare (MIW) skills. The FRTP is the Navy’s training cycle that
enables naval forces to develop combat skills in preparation for operational deployment and to
maintain a high level of proficiency and readiness while deployed.
The need for active sonar training and RDT&E activities is based on 10 U.S.C. 5062. Title 10
U.S.C. 5062 requires the Navy to be “organized, trained, and equipped primarily for prompt and
sustained combat incident to operations at sea.” The current and emerging training, maintenance,
and RDT&E activities addressed in this EIS/OEIS are conducted in fulfillment of this legal
requirement.
ES.3

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Navy initiated a mutual exchange of information through early and open communications
with interested stakeholders during the development of this EIS/OEIS. The notice of intent,
which provides an overview of the proposed project and the scope of the EIS/OEIS, was
published in the Federal Register on September 29, 2006 (DON, 2006b). As shown in
Table ES-1, the Navy held eight scoping meetings during which naval staff and subject matter
experts presented information using display boards and fact sheets in an open house format, as
well as answered questions from attendees.
Table ES-1. Scoping Meeting Locations and Dates
Location
Chesapeake, Virginia
Corpus Christi, Texas
New London, Connecticut
Jacksonville, Florida
Panama City, Florida
Morehead City, North Carolina
Charleston, South Carolina
New London, Connecticut

Date
October 23, 2006
October 26, 2006
November 2, 2006
November 7, 2006
November 9, 2006
November 14, 2006

Facility
Chesapeake Conference Center, 900 Greenbrier Circle
American Bank Center, 1901 North Shoreline Boulevard
Radisson Hotel, 35 Governor Winthrop Boulevard
Ramada Inn Mandarin, 3130 Hartley Road
Marriot Bay Point Resort, 4200 Marriot Drive
National Guard Armory, 3609 Bridge Street
Town and Country Inn (Conference Center),
November 16, 2006
2008 Savannah Highway
November 29, 2006 Radisson Hotel, 35 Governor Winthrop Boulevard

The scoping comment period lasted 78 days. The public submitted comments at the scoping
meetings and also through fax, U.S. mail, and the AFAST EIS/OEIS website
(http://afasteis.gcsaic.com). By December 16, 2006, agencies, organizations, and individuals had
submitted 131 written and electronic comments. All scoping comments were reviewed and
applicable issues are addressed in this EIS/OEIS.
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Following the public scoping process, the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS was prepared to provide an
assessment of the potential effects of the Proposed Action on the human or natural environment.
The document also informed decision makers and the public of reasonable alternatives that
would avoid or minimize adverse effects or enhance the quality of the environment.
Upon release of the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS, a notice of availability/notice of public hearings
was published in the Federal Register on February 15, 2008 (DON, 2008a). The document was
then distributed to those individuals, agencies, and associations listed in Appendix B, Table B-1.
In addition, notification of the availability of the Draft EIS/OEIS and public hearing schedule
was sent to those individuals, agencies, and associations listed in Appendix B, Table B-2. In
addition, the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS was also made available for general review in 11 public
libraries listed in Table B-1, as well as on the project website. Public hearings were held
following the release of the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS to seek additional public comment on the
document.
The public review period ended on March 31, 2008. As shown in Table ES-2, the Navy held six
public hearings during which naval staff and subject matter experts presented information using
display boards and fact sheets in an open house format. Immediately following the open house, a
formal presentation was held followed by an opportunity for the public to comment.
Table ES-2. Public Hearing Locations and Dates
Location

Date

Virginia Beach, Virginia

March 4, 2008

Boston, Massachusetts

March 6, 2008

Morehead City, North Carolina

March 11, 2008

Mount Pleasant, South Carolina

March 13, 2008

Jacksonville, Florida

March 18, 2008

Panama City, Florida

March 19, 2008

Facility
Tidewater Community College, Advanced Technology
Center: Technology Theater, Faculty Drive
Boston University, Kenmore Classroom Building, Room
101, 565 Commonwealth Avenue
Crystal Coast Civic Center, 3505 Arendall Street
Charleston Harbor Resort and Marina, Atlantic Ballroom,
20 Patriots Point Road
Florida Community College at Jacksonville, Nathan H.
Wilson Center for the Arts: Lakeside Conference Room,
11901 Beach Boulevard
Florida State University, Panama City Campus,
Auditorium, 4750 Collegiate Drive

The entire public comment review period lasted 45 days, from the date the Draft EIS/OEIS was
released on February 15, 2008, to March 31, 2008. Comments were submitted at the public
hearing meetings (written and oral), through fax, U.S. mail, and the AFAST EIS/OEIS website
(i.e., http://afasteis.gcsaic.com). By the close of the comment period, a total of 214 agencies,
organizations, and individuals had submitted 1,607 comments. This Final EIS/OEIS incorporates
and formally responds to all substantive comments received on the Draft EIS/OEIS. Refer to
Appendix J for additional information, including responses to comments.
The notice of availability of this Final EIS/OEIS was published in the Federal Register, in
various newspapers, and on the AFAST EIS/OEIS website. Release of the Final EIS/OEIS is
accompanied by a 30-day wait period, unless otherwise approved by the Environmental
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Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA may, upon a showing by the lead agency of compelling
reasons of national policy, reduce the prescribed periods and may, upon a showing by any other
Federal agency of compelling reasons of national policy, also extend prescribed periods, but only
after consultation with the lead agency.
ES.4

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The Proposed Action is to designate areas where mid- and high-frequency active sonar and IEER
system training, maintenance, and RDT&E activities will occur within and adjacent to existing
OPAREAs and to conduct these activities. NEPA-implementing regulations provide guidance
on the consideration of alternatives in an EIS. These regulations require the decision maker to
consider the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and a range of alternatives to the
Proposed Action (40 CFR 1502.14). The range of alternatives includes reasonable alternatives,
which must be rigorously and objectively explored, as well as other alternatives that are
eliminated from detailed study. To be “reasonable,” an alternative must meet the stated purpose
of and need for the Proposed Action.
Section 2.4 describes the operational requirements associated with the active sonar activities and
Section 2.6.2 describes the process for developing alternatives. Specifically, the Navy used the
following process in developing the criteria to be used during alternatives identification:
(1) Define the operational requirements needed to effectively meet Navy training
requirements. This was achieved using operator input for ASW and MIW training
requirements, as well as information from Navy Systems Commands regarding RDT&E
requirements.
(2) Use the requirements defined in Step 1 (e.g. the size of the area, the water depth, or the
bottom type needed for a particular training event) to identify the feasible active sonar
locations.
(3) Using the locations identified in Step 2, the surrogate environmental analysis was
conducted to analyze the relative sound exposures of marine mammals. This surrogate
analysis provided a relative comparison of the number of marine mammal exposures that
would be estimated in a given area during a given season, providing a basis from which
geographic and seasonal alternatives were developed for full analysis in this EIS/OEIS.
The surrogate analysis allowed alternatives to be developed based on the potential to
reduce the number of marine mammal exposures while supporting the conduct of
required active sonar activities. These locations were carried forward as reasonable
alternatives for analysis of all active sonar activities and sonar hours described in this
EIS/OEIS (see Appendix D, Description of Alternative Development).
(4) U.S. Fleet Forces (USFF) was able to consider biological factors such as animal densities
and unique habitat features because of geographic flexibility in conducting ASW training.
USFF is not tied to a specific range support structure for the majority of the training.
Additionally, the topography and bathymetry along the East Coast and in the Gulf of
Mexico is unique in that there is a wide continental shelf leading to the shelf break
affording a wider range of training opportunities.
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Proposed Action and Alternatives

The operational requirements discussed in Section 2.4 were used as the screening criteria. If an
alternative did not meet one or more of the selection criteria, the alternative was not considered
reasonable and was not further analyzed. Four reasonable alternatives, including the No Action
Alternative, are analyzed in this EIS/OEIS. Under all four alternatives, only active sonar systems
with an operating frequency less than 200 kilohertz (kHz) were analyzed. Active sonar systems
with an operating frequency greater than 200 kHz were not analyzed, as these signals attenuate
rapidly during propagation (30 decibels per kilometer [dB/km] or more absorption losses),
resulting in very short propagation distances. In addition, such frequencies are outside the known
hearing range of most marine mammals.
Under Alternative 1, Designated Active Sonar Areas (Figure ES-2), fixed active sonar areas
would be designated using an environmental analysis to determine locations that would minimize
environmental effects to biological resources while still meeting operational requirements. These
areas would be available for use year-round. Under Alternative 2, Designated Seasonal Active
Sonar Areas (Figures ES-3 through ES-6), active sonar training areas would be designated using
the same environmental analysis conducted under Alternative 1. The areas would be adjusted
seasonally to minimize effects to marine resources while still meeting minimum operational
requirements (more detailed figures are included in Chapter 2). Under Alternative 3, Designate
Areas of Increased Awareness (Figure ES-7), the results of the environmental analysis conducted
for Alternative 1 and 2 were utilized in conjunction with a qualitative environmental analysis of
sensitive habitats to identify areas of increased awareness. Active sonar would not be conducted
within these areas of increased awareness. The No Action Alternative can be regarded as
continuing with the present course of action. Under the No Action Alternative (Figure ES-8), the
Navy would continue conducting active sonar activities within and adjacent to existing
OPAREAs, within the Study Area, rather than designate active sonar areas or areas of increased
awareness. Under the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3, the
U.S. Navy does not plan to conduct active sonar activities within the Stellwagen Bank, Monitor,
Gray’s Reef, Flower Garden Banks, and Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuaries and will
avoid these sanctuaries by observing a 5 km (2.7 NM) buffer. At all times, the Navy will conduct
AFAST activities in a manner that avoids to the maximum extent practicable any adverse
impacts on sanctuary resources. In the event the Navy determines AFAST activities, due to
operational requirements, are likely to destroy, cause the loss of, or injure any sanctuary resource
(for Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary, the threshold is “may” destroy, cause the loss
of, or injure), the Navy would first consult with the Director, Office of National Marine
Sanctuaries in accordance with 16 U.S.C. 1434(d).
Through careful consideration of the data developed in this EIS/OEIS, and the necessity to
conduct realistic ASW training today and in the future, the U.S. Fleet Forces (USFF) has selected
the No Action Alternative as the operationally preferred alternative. The world today is a rapidly
changing and extremely complex place. This is especially true in the arena of ASW and the
scientific advances in submarine quieting technology. Not only is this technology rapidly
improving, the availability of these quiet submarines has also significantly increased. Since these
submarines typically operate in coastal regions, which are the most difficult acoustically to
conduct ASW, the Navy needs to ensure it has the ability to train in areas that are
environmentally similar to where these submarines currently operate, as well as areas that may
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Figure ES-2. Alternative 1 – Active Sonar Activities would occur in Designated Areas (Overall)
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Figure ES-3. Alternative 2 – Active Sonar Activities would occur in Designated Areas (Overall–Fall)
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Figure ES-4. Alternative 2 – Active Sonar Activities would occur in Designated Areas (Overall–Winter)
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Figure ES-5. Alternative 2 – Active Sonar Activities would occur in Designated Areas (Overall–Spring)
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Figure ES-6. Alternative 2 – Active Sonar Activities would occur in Designated Areas (Overall–Summer)
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Figure ES-7. Alternative 3 – Active Sonar Activities would occur Outside of Areas of Increased Awareness (Overall)
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Figure ES-8. No Action Alternative – Active Sonar could occur Anywhere in the Study Area
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arise in the future. Limiting where naval forces can train will eliminate this critical option of
training flexibility to respond to future crises.
Not only would Alternatives 1 and 2 severely limit the ability to train in areas similar to where
potential threats operate, it would require the relocation of approximately 30 percent of Navy’s
current training. Furthermore, independent of the geographic limitations that would be imposed
by Alternative 3; there is not a statistically significant difference in the analytical results (number
of exposures) between Alternative 3 and the No Action Alternative. Because the difference in the
acoustic effects analysis between Alternative 3 and the No Action Alternative is statistically
insignificant, and the importance of the geographic flexibility required to conduct realistic
training, the No Action Alternative was selected as the operationally preferred option.
ES.5

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Chapter 3 describes the existing environmental conditions for resources potentially affected by
the Proposed Action and alternatives described in Chapter 2. Chapter 4 identifies and assesses
the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives. These environmental
consequences are based on the possible effects of the Proposed Action: mid- and high frequency
sound exposure, impulsive sound exposure, vessel strike, and expended materials (animal
entanglement, sediment contamination, water quality reduction). The affected environment and
environmental consequences are described and analyzed according to the environmental
resource. The primary difference between alternatives is seen in the potential acoustic exposure
numbers. Table ES-3 summarizes the potential acoustic exposure effects to marine mammals and
sea turtles for each of the alternatives. Exposures numbers were rounded to “1” if the result was
equal to or greater than 0.5. Even though an exposure number may have rounded to “0” in an
individual analysis area, when summed with all other results for other analysis areas within the
AFAST Study Area, an exposure of “1” is possible. Refer to Chapter 4 for more information. A
summary of effects for all resources and alternatives is presented in Table ES-4.
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TTS
2612
0
3441
493
1045
7
5
1
41
23
1544
875
3
609
29
16
45
145
179
1
15
0
0
1
26
2
1
0
20
13
3
0
2
5

Alternative 2

Table ES-3. Estimated Annual Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle Acoustic Exposures

RiskRiskSpecies
Mortality
PTS
TTS
Function
Mortality
PTS
TTS
Function
Mortality
PTS
0
26
4143
372219
0
19
2583
252667
0
20
Atlantic spotted dolphin
0
0
1
20640
0
0
0
46
0
0
Atlantic white-sided dolphin
0
47
6093
600710
0
26
3128
334839
0
29
Bottlenose dolphin
0
4
530
45909
0
4
493
43987
0
4
Clymene dolphin
0
5
861
95600
0
8
1137
171700
0
7
Common dolphin
0
0
7
487
0
0
7
481
0
0
False killer whale
0
0
5
341
0
0
5
337
0
0
Fraser's dolphin
0
0
1
62
0
0
1
62
0
0
Killer whale
0
0
44
4341
0
0
41
4332
0
0
Kogia spp.
0
0
23
1619
0
0
23
1602
0
0
Melon-headed whale
0
12
1566
137739
0
13
1544
139878
0
13
Pantropical spotted dolphin
0
10
1102
125155
0
8
833
92996
0
8
Pilot whales**
0
0
3
233
0
0
3
230
0
0
Pygmy killer whale
0
7
799
93275
0
5
519
64798
0
5
Risso’s dolphin
0
0
29
2679
0
0
29
2679
0
0
Rough-toothed dolphin
0
0
16
1120
0
0
16
1108
0
0
Short-finned pilot whale***
0
1
63
9694
0
0
45
6031
0
0
Sperm whale*
0
2
289
20623
0
1
145
10472
0
1
Spinner dolphin
0
10
908
173817
0
3
174
182586
0
3
Striped dolphin
0
0
1
3449
0
0
1
3335
0
0
White beaked dolphin
0
0
35
4874
0
0
17
2096
0
0
Beaked whale
0
0
0
152370
0
0
0
28
0
0
Harbor porpoise
0
0
0
25
0
0
0
25
0
0
Bryde's whale
0
0
1
870
0
0
1
465
0
0
Fin whale*
0
0
29
4162
0
0
26
3934
0
0
Humpback whale*
0
0
2
413
0
0
2
219
0
0
Minke whale
0
0
4
662
0
0
1
238
0
0
North Atlantic right whale*
0
0
0
1034
0
0
0
751
0
0
Sei whale*
0
0
31
7828
0
0
20
1434
0
0
Gray Seal
0
0
29
12630
0
0
13
749
0
0
Harbor Seal
0
0
2
N/A
0
1
4
N/A
0
1
Hardshell turtle*
0
0
0
N/A
0
0
0
N/A
0
0
Kemp's Ridley turtle1*
0
0
0
N/A
0
1
3
N/A
0
0
Leatherback turtle*
0
1
3
N/A
0
1
5
N/A
0
1
Loggerhead turtle*
N/A – Not applicable (criteria applies to active sonar only) ; PTS – permanent threshold shift (refer to Section 4.4.5.1); TTS – temporary threshold shift (refer to Section 4.4.5.1)
* Endangered or threatened species.
**Pilot whales include both short- and long-finned pilot whales along the East Coast.
***Reflects short-finned pilot whales in the Gulf of Mexico.
1. This category does not include Kemp’s ridley sea turtles in the Gulf of Mexico. They are included in the hardshell sea turtle class.
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RiskFunction
255642
46
362145
43987
163558
481
337
62
4332
1602
139878
97124
230
74364
2679
1108
5922
10472
182976
3335
1894
28
25
465
3934
219
238
751
1434
749
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Mortality
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

PTS
23
0
41
4
2
0
0
0
0
0
12
10
0
7
0
0
0
2
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1

TTS
3745
1
5172
531
342
7
5
1
45
23
1508
1023
3
799
22
16
45
288
453
1
31
0
0
1
29
2
4
0
34
31
2
0
0
3

Alternative 3
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RiskFunction
338176
20460
519664
46068
73558
480
335
61
4379
1596
132774
119958
229
91840
2142
1104
8329
20580
119540
3408
3404
152706
25
709
4112
476
609
722
8406
12667
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Alternatives Analysis
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Table ES-4. Summary of Effects
Environmental
Resource
Sediment Quality
Marine Habitat
Water Quality
Marine Mammals

Sea Turtles

Marine Fish
Essential Fish
Habitat
Seabirds

Marine
Invertebrates
Marine Plants and
Algae
National Marine
Sanctuaries
Airspace
Management
Energy (Water,
Wind, Oil, and Gas)
Recreational
Boating
Commercial and
Recreational
Fishing
Commercial
Shipping
Scuba Diving
Marine Mammal
Watching
Cultural Resources
Coastal Zone
Consistency
Environmental
Justice and Risks to
Children
December 2008

All Alternatives
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to sediment quality from
expended components.
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to marine habitat from
expended components.
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to water quality from
expended components.
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to marine mammals from
expended components or vessel strikes. Refer to Table ES-3 for potential exposures to
marine mammals from active sonar and explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to sea turtles from expended
components. There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to sea turtles
from active sonar. Refer to Table ES-3 for potential exposures to impulsive sound from
explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to fish from active sonar or
explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no effect to essential fish habitat from active sonar. There would be no
significant impact and no significant harm to essential fish habitat from explosive source
sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to seabirds from active
sonar, explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A), or entanglement associated with
expended materials.
There would be no effect to marine invertebrates from active sonar or explosive source
sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to marine plants and algae
from active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to the Monitor, Gray’s Reef,
Florida Keys, Flower Garden Banks, or Stellwagen Bank NMS.
There would be no effect to airspace management from activities involving active sonar or
explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to energy exploration from
activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to recreational boating from
activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to commercial and
recreational fishing from activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys
(AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to commercial shipping
from activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to scuba diving from
activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to marine mammal
watching from activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ110A).
There would be no significant impact and no significant harm to cultural resources from
activities involving active sonar or explosive source sonobuoys (AN/SSQ-110A).
Consistency Determinations have been submitted to the states of Connecticut, Florida,
Georgia, Texas, and Virginia pursuant to 15 CFR Section 930.39.
There would be no disproportionate effects to minority or low-income populations, and no
environmental health risks or safety risks to children.
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The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq) established, with limited
exceptions, a moratorium on the “taking” of marine mammals in waters or on lands under U.S.
jurisdiction (MMPA, 1972). The act further regulates “takes” of marine mammals on the high
seas by vessels or persons under U.S. jurisdiction. The term “take,” as defined in Section 3 of the
MMPA (16 U.S.C. 1362), means “to harass, hunt, capture, or kill, or attempt to harass, hunt,
capture, or kill any marine mammal.” “Harassment” was further defined in the 1994 amendments
to the MMPA, which provided two levels of harassment, Level A (potential injury) and Level B
(potential disturbance).
Section 101(a)(5) of the MMPA directs the Secretary of Commerce to allow, upon request, the
incidental, but not intentional, taking of marine mammals by U.S. citizens who engage in a
specified activity (exclusive of commercial fishing). These incidental takes are allowed only if
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) issues regulations governing the permissible methods of taking. In order to issue
regulations, NMFS must make a determination that (1) the taking will have a negligible impact
on the species or stock, and (2) the taking will not have an unmitigable adverse impact on the
availability of such species or stock for taking for subsistence uses.
In support of the Proposed Action, the Navy submitted an application requesting a Letter of
Authorization (LOA) pursuant to Section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA. After the application was
reviewed by NMFS, a Notice of Receipt of Application was published in the Federal Register on
March 5, 2008 (NMFS, 2008c). Publication of the Notice of Receipt of Application initiated the
30-day public comment period, during which time anyone could obtain a copy of the application
by contacting NMFS. In addition, NMFS developed regulations governing the issuance of a
LOA and published a Proposed Rule in the Federal Register on October 14, 2008 (NMFS,
2008f). Specifically, the regulations, when finalized, will establish (1) permissible methods of
taking, and other means of affecting the least practicable adverse impact on such species or stock
and its habitat, and on the availability of such species or stock for subsistence, and (2)
requirements for monitoring and reporting of such taking. For military readiness activities (as
described in the National Defense Authorization Act), a determination of “least practicable
adverse impacts” on a species or stock that includes consideration, in consultation with the DoD,
of personnel safety, practicality of implementation, and impact on the effectiveness of the
military readiness activity.
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531 to 1543) applies to federal actions in two
separate respects. First, the ESA requires that federal agencies, in consultation with the
responsible wildlife agency (e.g., NMFS), ensure that proposed actions are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species, or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of a critical habitat (16 U.S.C. 1536 [a][2]). Regulations
implementing the ESA expand the consultation requirement to include those actions that “may
affect” a listed species or adversely modify critical habitat. Second, if an agency’s proposed
action would take a listed species, the agency must obtain an incidental take statement from the
responsible wildlife agency. The ESA defines the term “take” to mean “harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt any such conduct” (16 U.S.C.
1532[19]). As part of the environmental documentation for this EIS/OEIS, the Navy entered into
early consultation with NMFS (Appendix A, Agency Correspondence). Consultation will be
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considered complete once NMFS prepares a final Biological Opinion and issues an incidental
take statement.
ES.6

MITIGATION MEASURES

NEPA regulations require an EIS to include appropriate mitigation measures not already present
in the Proposed Action or alternatives (40 CFR 1502.14[f]). Each of the alternatives and the
Proposed Action considered in this EIS/OEIS, include mitigation measures intended to reduce
environmental effects from Navy activities. Acoustic effects already presented assume no
mitigation measures; therefore, effects would be lessened by implementation of these measures.
These measures are detailed in Chapter 5, Mitigation Measures.
ES.7

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The approach taken in the analysis of cumulative impacts achieves the objectives of NEPA. CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1500 to 1508), which provide the implementing procedures for NEPA,
define cumulative impacts as the impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions
(40 CFR 1508.7).
All resources analyzed in Chapter 4 were carried forward into the cumulative impacts analysis
for the purpose of determining whether the Proposed Action would have an incremental impact
when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. These projects are
described in Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, and are considered on a resource-specific basis in
the cumulative impacts analysis. It was determined that active sonar activities would not
contribute to a significant incremental cumulative impact on these resources when combined
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities.
ES.8

DIFFERENCE IN EXPOSURE ESTIMATES BETWEEN THE AFAST
DRAFT EIS/OEIS AND AFAST FINAL EIS/OEIS

During the review process of the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS, two calculation errors were
discovered in the acoustic effects analysis. These errors are primarily attributed to the use of
incorrect density estimates far offshore (and far outside of typical habitat) for harbor porpoises
and pinnipeds (gray and harbor Seals), as well as modeling of in port submarine maintenance as
a moving vice stationary source, which resulted in an artificial inflation of the total number of
exposures calculated in AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS. Using the corrected method, the number of
exposures calculated in the AFAST Final EIS/OEIS (as depicted in Table ES-3) are lower than
the comparable Table ES-3 in the AFAST Draft EIS/OEIS. This reduction in the number of
exposures calculated was solely due to the correction of the calculation errors discovered, and is
not due to any alterations to the proposed action or alternatives in the AFAST Final EIS/OEIS.
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