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DRAFT

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR ARMY 2020 FORCE
STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT

June 2014

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires federal agencies to consider
potential environmental impacts prior to undertaking a course of action. NEPA is implemented
through regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500—1508) and within the United States (U.S.) Department of
the Army (Army) by 32 CFR Part 651, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions. In accordance
with these requirements, the Army has prepared a Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Assessment (SPEA) to consider environmental effects on installations that could result from
implementation of the Proposed Action to realign Army forces from Fiscal Year (FY) 2013
through FY 2020. The SPEA was prepared as a supplemental NEPA evaluation to the Army’s
2013 Programmatic Environmental Assessment (2013 PEA) due to changes to the Purpose and
Need described in the previous document.

1.0 Title of the Action

Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Army 2020 Force
Structure Realignment.

2.0 Background Information

To analyze the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated with the initial
realignment targets, the Army prepared a PEA titled Programmatic Environmental Assessment
for Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment in 2013. The 2013 PEA analyzed a proposed action
consisting of a reduction in active Army end-strength from 562,000 to 490,000. While the 2013
PEA analyzed reductions beyond those required to reach an end-strength of 490,000, the 2013
PEA indicated that analyzing the numbers studied provided flexibility to decision makers over
the ensuing years as conditions change, including fiscal, policy, and security considerations that
were beyond the scope of the Army to control. In April 2013, a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FNSI) was signed based on the 2013 PEA analysis.

As discussed in the 2013 PEA, the Army’s proposed action (Army 2020 realignment) was to
conduct force reductions and force realignments to a size and configuration that was capable of
meeting national security and defense objectives, implement the 2010 Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) recommendations, sustain unit equipment and training readiness, and preserve a
high quality of life for active component Soldiers and their Families. The Army’s civilian
workforce would also be reduced. Army 2020 realignment also allowed for the adjustment of
forces to meet requirements in high demand military occupational specialties, while rebalancing
the number and types of units in lower priority military occupational specialties. Implementation
of Army 2020 realignment, as assessed in the 2013 PEA, enabled the Army to reduce its

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-1
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operational costs with a smaller force that still could meet the mission requirements of the then-
current and future global security environment. Reductions and realignments were required to
achieve the savings specified in the 2011 Budget Control Act. To achieve these savings, the
Army proposed to reduce the size of its force from a post-9/11 peak of about 570,000 in 2010 to
490,000. In June 2013, the Army announced the inactivation of 10 Regular Army Brigade
Combat Teams (BCTs) in the continental U.S. Five of these BCTs are scheduled to be
inactivated in FY 2014 and five in FY 2015. In addition to BCT reductions on U.S. installations,
reductions were achieved through the elimination of Soldiers in temporary, wartime over-
strength categories and drawdown of overseas forces, the latter of which reduced the impact of
these force reductions on U.S. installations.

Since the 2013 PEA was completed, Department of Defense (DoD) fiscal guidance has
continued to change, and the future end-strength of the Army must be reduced even further than
the 490,000 considered in the 2013 PEA. The 2014 QDR states that the active Army will reduce
from its war-time high of 570,000 to 440,000-450,000 Soldiers. The 2014 QDR also states if
sequestration-level cuts are imposed in FY 2016 and beyond, active component end-strength
would need to be reduced to 420,000. These further potential reductions from the authorized
2012 baseline end-strength of 562,000, therefore, call for an environmental and socioeconomic
impact analysis of approximately two times the reductions analyzed in the 2013 PEA. In other
words, the 2013 PEA analyzed reductions totaling approximately 72,000 (reducing the Army’s
end-strength from 562,000 to approximately 490,000); the QDR requires analysis of further
reductions totaling 70,000 (reducing the Army’s end-strength from 490,000 to 420,000). As a
result, the Army has prepared this SPEA, building on the information and analysis contained in
the 2013 PEA, to assess the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of a substantial increase
in potential reductions. This does not mean that these losses will actually occur to the full extent
analyzed or that each installation analyzed will incur losses. The Proposed Action for this SPEA
is very similar to the reduction alternative in the 2013 PEA but is both broader in scope and
allows for deeper potential reductions. The Army recognizes that these cuts down to 420,000
Soldiers could have serious impacts to the communities that host the Nation’s force, and this
document is intended to determine and disclose those impacts.

The SPEA analyzes the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated with
realignment of the Army’s force structure between FY 2013 and FY 2020 that protects and
advances U.S. interests and sustains U.S. leadership within the fiscal constraints of decreased
DoD funding. In making these force structure decisions, the Army must consider how best to
make trade-offs between programs and operations, while strategically moving forward to
preserve mission capabilities and modernize the force to meet future threats. The SPEA presents
an overarching perspective that provides decision makers, as well as regulatory agencies and the
public, with information about the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts, thereby
enabling them to assess and compare those impacts. Decision makers will be able to make
informed decisions and identify locations to reduce existing force structure or realign units.

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-2
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3.0 Description of Proposed Action

The Army’s Proposed Action is to reduce and realign its forces, both active component Soldiers
and Army civilian employees, to attempt to meet current and future national security and defense
requirements as outlined in the 2014 QDR. The implementation of Army 2020 realignment with
the reduced Army end-strength as indicated in the 2014 QDR will be necessary to operate on a
reduced budget.

4.0 Alternatives

In addition to the No Action Alternative, one action alternative has been formulated that
considers the Army’s needs for Army 2020 realignment.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Under Alternative 1, the Army would reduce its end-strength to as low as 420,000 as indicated in
the 2014 QDR (assuming sequestration-level cuts are resumed in FY 2016).* Table FNSI-1
presents the potential active component Soldier and Army civilian employee reductions that
could occur at each of 30 locations considered under Alternative 1. These reductions are used as
the maximum potential force reduction thresholds for each installation, thereby providing force
structure decision makers with options as they consider what best serves the Nation’s defense
prior to determining the units and locations to be affected by reductions. The 30 locations include
21 that were analyzed for potential reductions under the 2013 PEA. The 30 locations were
studied because they have the potential to lose 1,000 or more active component Soldiers and
Army civilian employees. The studied reductions for all 30 locations, if added together, would
reduce the Army’s active force to well below 400,000. Such deep reductions are not envisioned,
but analyzing the potential reductions at each of the 30 locations will provide Army leaders
flexibility in making future decisions about how and where to make cuts to reach the necessary
end-strength as dictated by current fiscal, policy, and strategic conditions.

The further reduction in active component Army Soldiers to 420,000, as indicated in the 2014
QDR, is approximately double that analyzed in the 2013 PEA (142,000 compared to 72,000)
assuming the same baseline. For analysis in the SPEA, the Army is doubling the maximum
reduction scenarios as presented in the 2013 PEA to achieve the increase in force reductions
under current fiscal, policy, and strategic conditions. For each installation with two or more
BCTs in FY 2012, the SPEA assumes the loss of two BCTs (approximately 3,450 Soldiers for
Infantry BCTs, 3,850 for Armored BCTs, and 4,200 for Stryker BCTs), as well as 60 percent of
the installation’s non-BCT Soldiers and 30 percent of the Army civilian workforce. For
installations with only one BCT, the SPEA assumes a loss of one BCT and 60 percent of the
installation’s non-BCT Soldiers and 30 percent of the Army civilian workforce. For installations

! As noted in the SPEA, Section 1.2, the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 provided some relief from

sequestration cuts, but these cuts are set to resume in FY 2016 unless Congress acts to stop them.

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-3
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Table FNSI-1.

Alternative 1—Force Reductions

Baseline

Lowest Potential

. Potential Potential Fiscal Year 2020
Fiscal Year | Permanent Party : . .
: ) . Population Loss | Population Loss | Baseline Permanent
Installation Name of Baseline | Soldier and Army Analvzed in th Analvzed i P Soldi 4
Population Civilian nalyzed in the nalyzed in arty Soldier an
. a 2013 PEA SPEA Army Civilian
Population .
Population

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 2013 12,335 -- 4,300 8,035
Fort Belvoir, Virginia 2013 9,721 -- 4,600 5,121
Fort Benning, Georgia 2011 17,501 7,100 10,800 6,701
Fort Bliss, Texas 2011 31,380 8,000 16,000 15,380
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 2011 52,975 8,000 16,000 36,975
Fort Campbell, Kentucky 2011 32,281 8,000 16,000 16,281
Fort Carson, Colorado 2011 25,702 8,000 16,000 9,702
Fort Drum, New York 2011 19,011 8,000 16,000 3,011
Fort Gordon, Georgia 2011 8,142 4,300 4,600 3,542
Fort Hood, Texas 2011 47,190 8,000 16,000 31,190
Fort Huachuca, Arizona 2013 5,841 -- 2,700 3,141
Fort lIrwin, California 2011 5,539 2,400 3,600 1,939
Fort Jackson, South Carolina 2013 5,735 -- 3,100 2,635
Fort Knox, Kentucky 2011 13,127 3,800 7,600 5,527
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 2013 5,004 -- 2,500 2,504
Fort Lee, Virginia 2011 6,474 2,400 3,600 2,874
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 2011 9,161 3,900 5,400 3,761
Fort Meade, Maryland 2013 6,638 -- 3,500 3,138
Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-4
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Lowest Potential

Baseline : . )
Fiscal Year | Permanent Party Potgntlal Pote_ntlal Flsgal Year 2020
: ) . Population Loss | Population Loss | Baseline Permanent
Installation Name of Baseline | Soldier and Army lvzed in th vzed i di d
Population Civilian Analyzed in the Anal yzeb in Party So dier an
. a 2013 PEA SPEA Army Civilian
Population :
Population

Fort Polk, Louisiana 2011 10,836 5,300 6,500 4,336
Fort Riley, Kansas 2011 19,995 8,000 16,000 3,995
Fort Rucker, Alabama 2013 4,957 -- 2,500 2,457
Fort Sill, Oklahoma 2011 11,337 4,700 6,800 4,537
Fort Stewart, Georgia 2011 18,647 8,000 16,000 2,647
Fort Wainwright, Alaska 2011 7,430 4,900 5,800 1,630
Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska 2011 6,861 4,300 5,300 1,561
Joint Base Langley-Eustis, Virginia 2011 7,382 2,700 4,200 3,182
Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington 2011 36,222 8,000 16,000 20,222
Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, 2013 12.256 _ 5.900 6.356
Texas
USAG Hawaii (Fort Shafter), Hawar'i 2013 7,431 -- 3,800 3,631
USAG Hawaii (Schofield Barracks), Hawai'i 2011 18,441 8,000 16,000 2,441

Note:

These reductions are used as the maximum potential force reduction thresholds for each installation, thereby providing force structure

decision makers with options as they consider what best serves the Nation’s defense prior to determining units and locations to be
affected by reductions. As with the 2013 PEA, the total maximum potential reduction numbers presented in this table far exceed what is
needed to achieve the goals of the 2014 QDR.

? Populations include: Army military and Army civilians (excludes Army students and other military service personnel, contractors, and transients);
population reduction numbers include full-time military and civilian employees only. Source of data is the Army Stationing Installation Plan
(February 2012 for FY 2011 data and October 2013 for FY 2013 data). Where baseline populations differ from that in the 2013 PEA, differences
represent corrections to data (e.g., removal of student populations because they are not part of the permanent party population). The population
numbers do not include non-appropriated fund personnel.

® Potential population losses to be analyzed in the SPEA are inclusive of the numbers previously analyzed in the 2013 PEA.

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact
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with no BCTs, the SPEA assumes a loss of 70 percent of the installation’s active component
Soldiers and 30 percent of the Army civilian workforce. Because it is unlikely that any one
installation would be selected to sustain a force reduction of more than 16,000 Soldiers and
Army civilian employees, the potential reduction was capped at 16,000.

In addition, the Army may have to adjust force structure of the Reserve Component, and reduce
Army Reserve and Army National Guard (ARNG) end-strength to complement active
component force reductions. Those Reserve ARNG and changes are beyond the scope of the
SPEA.

No Action Alternative

As described in the 2013 PEA, the No Action Alternative would retain the Army at a FY 2012
authorized end-strength of about 562,000 active component Soldiers and more than 320,000
Army civilians. The No Action Alternative generally assumes that units would remain stationed
where they were stationed at the end of FY 2012. Under the No Action Alternative, no additional
Army personnel would have been realigned or released from the Army to balance the
composition of Army skill sets to match current and projected future mission requirements or to
address budget requirements. No BCT restructuring would have occurred as proposed under
Alternative 2 of the 2013 PEA, and no unit inactivations would have occurred.

While no longer realistic because force reductions and restructuring have occurred since FY
2012, as published in the Army Stationing and Installation Plan in FY 2012, the inclusion of the
No Action Alternative within the SPEA provides a baseline against which to compare the
potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action as required by
CEQ regulations.

5.0 Summary of Environmental Effects

The analysis of the potential environmental impacts is documented in the SPEA for Army 2020
realignment. Tables FNSI-2 and FNSI-3 provide a summary of impacts that are anticipated to
result under the No Action Alternative and those that would result from implementing
Alternative 1, respectively.

Impacts Anticipated as a Result of the Implementation of Alternative 1

Alternative 1 would involve the reduction of active component Soldiers and Army civilians to
achieve an active component end-strength of 420,000 Soldiers by reducing those forces at the 30
locations shown in Table FNSI-1. The resource areas and impacts are:

Air Quality: There would be a beneficial impact to regional air quality from reduced stationary
and mobile emission sources at all installations considered under this alternative. There would be
less combustion and generation of air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (e.g., ozone, sulfur byproducts, lead) and hazardous air pollutants associated

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-6
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with military training. Long-term effects from implementation of Alternative 1 would include a
decrease in stationary source emissions, such as from boiler units and by units using
transportable generators during training operations. Fewer privately owned and fleet vehicles
would decrease air pollutants (e.g., carbon monoxide and ozone) because there would be less
traffic on and off installations; however, for installations in more urban areas, those vehicles
would likely still be traveling within the same airshed. A net reduction in greenhouse gas and
fossil fuel use would occur.

Airspace: No increases in airspace designations would be required to implement Alternative 1.
Some beneficial impacts to the National Airspace System may occur because reduced use of
airspace would occur, requiring less frequent activation of Special Use Airspace to support
training activities.

Cultural Resources: Alternative 1 would result in a reduction of training activities at
installations, which would reduce the risk of impacts on cultural resources. Installations would
continue to manage cultural resources in accordance with Integrated Cultural Resource
Management Plans to ensure that demolition, maintenance, and routine actions and training
activities do not cause a significant impact to cultural resources. Before any action with the
potential to affect an eligible or potentially eligible resource, the State Historic Preservation
Officer would be consulted under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as
required, or under existing agreements.

Under Alternative 1, Fort Wainwright, Alaska, identified the potential for significant but
mitigable impacts to cultural resources, namely to the installation’s Historic District. The effects
of this alternative are similar to those analyzed in the No Action Alternative—the reduction of
forces at Fort Wainwright would not result in a change to the existing conditions. Therefore, if
current operations are having a significant but mitigable impact on cultural resources, the
potential reduction in troops proposed in Alternative 1 would not alter those impacts. Joint Base
Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska, and U.S. Army Garrison (USAG) Hawaii (including both Fort
Shafter and Schofield Barracks) also may experience significant but mitigable cultural resource
impacts as part of the implementation of Alternative 1. As noted above, the reduction of forces
would not alter the existing conditions at these installations, which are analyzed in the No
Action Alternative.

Noise: There would be a beneficial impact from a reduced frequency of training. Fewer weapons
firing and less training, and maneuver activity would generally reduce nuisance noise impacts,
resulting in beneficial impacts to overall noise levels. Some installations would continue to
experience adverse, though reduced, noise impacts from ongoing mission activities.

Soils: There would be a beneficial impact from reduced frequency of training. Less firing and
maneuver activity would reduce soil disturbances for a beneficial impact.

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-7
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Biological Resources: There could be some beneficial, long-term impacts to biological
resources (e.g., vegetation and wildlife) from a reduced frequency of training. In this case, less
firing and maneuver activities would reduce biological resource impacts. There would be no
significant impacts to threatened and endangered species anticipated because installations would
continue to be able to implement conservation plans and measures in support of listed species.

Wetlands: Beneficial to minor impacts to wetlands are anticipated because of a reduced
frequency of training.

Water Resources: Negligible to minor impacts to surface water and groundwater are anticipated
at all installations due to reduced sedimentation, disturbance, or spills from training and testing
activities. Application of best management practices would ensure that pollutants are properly
handled and disposed of, and that any hazardous waste does not enter ground or surface waters.
Water demand and treatment requirements would decrease for a beneficial impact at

most installations.

Facilities: Overall, minor, adverse impacts to facilities are anticipated at all installations.
Personnel reductions associated with Alternative 1 would reduce requirements for facilities and
affect space utilization across all installations. Depending on the missions associated with the
population reductions at a given installation, the facility effects would either create additional
excess capacity or shrink existing capacity shortfalls. Occupants of older, underutilized, or
excess facilities may be moved to newer facilities; in some cases this could require modification
of existing facilities. Construction projects that had been programmed in the future may not
occur or could be downscoped. Force reductions would reduce the Army’s demand for utilities
and housing units; therefore, the government could incur costs for not meeting any guaranteed
minimum quantities required by existing privatization agreements. While excess facility capacity
would be created in the aggregate across the Army’s installations, as noted in Section 1.3 of the
SPEA, reductions that could result in underutilization of training areas and facilities to the point
that these training areas and facilities would become excess is not reasonably foreseeable at

this time for purposes of NEPA.

Socioeconomics: The level of significance was determined by the Economic Impact Forecasting
System (EIFS) model, which produces thresholds for assessing the significance of impacts based
on deviations relative to historical averages. The EIFS model evaluates changes in sales, income,
employment, and population. A summary of these potential impacts is provided in Table FNSI-4.
If EIFS predicted one or more of these indicators as significant, the overall rating for
socioeconomics was determined to be significant (Table FNSI-3).

There could be significant, adverse impacts to the regional economies of a number of
installations. Significant, adverse regional economic impacts from force reduction, in terms of
sales, employment, regional population, and/or income are anticipated at Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Maryland; Fort Benning, Georgia; Fort Bliss, Texas; Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Fort

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-8



O 0 9 N L A W N~

10
11
12
13
14

15
16

17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29
30
31
32
33
34

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment June 2014

Carson, Colorado; Fort Campbell, Kentucky/Tennessee; Fort Drum, New York; Fort Gordon,
Georgia; Fort Hood, Texas; Fort Huachuca, Arizona; Fort Jackson, South Carolina; Fort Knox,
Kentucky; Fort Leavenworth, Kansas; Fort Lee, Virginia; Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri; Fort
Polk, Louisiana; Fort Riley, Kansas; Fort Rucker, Alabama; Fort Sill, Oklahoma; Fort Stewart,
Georgia; Fort Wainwright, Alaska; Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska; Joint Base
Langley-Eustis, Virginia; Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington; and USAG Hawaii, Hawai’i.
Less than significant economic impacts would occur in areas with more diversified economies at
Fort Belvoir, Virginia; Fort Irwin, California; Fort Meade, Maryland; and Joint Base San
Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, Texas.

Socioeconomic impacts could include greater impacts to lower income populations that provide
services to military employees and installations, or where job losses affect communities whose
proportion of minority population is higher than the state average. Some school districts may
need to re-evaluate staffing plans for schools that could lose Soldiers and Army civilian-related
students as part of their student populations.

Energy Demand and Generation: Beneficial impacts are anticipated at all installations because
installation and regional energy demands would decrease.

Land Use Conflict and Compatibility: Beneficial impacts could occur as a result of reduced
training activities and an associated decrease in the use of land for training. Depending on the
installation, this could reduce adverse impacts associated with incompatible uses with areas
surrounding the installation, reduce the impacts of installation noise on surrounding land uses, or
allow for more use of installation land for recreational activities in lieu of training activities.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste: Negligible to less than significant impacts would
result. Remediation activities are not expected to be affected by the reduced numbers of Soldiers
and support personnel. It is expected that the potential for spills would be reduced during training
and maintenance activities. Waste collection, storage, and disposal processes would remain
mostly unchanged, although the quantities are expected to be reduced. Violations of hazardous
waste regulations or hazardous waste permits are not anticipated to increase as a result of

force reductions.

Traffic and Transportation: Beneficial impacts are anticipated as traffic decreases on and off
the installations. Delays at access points would decrease at some installations during morning
and evening peak traffic hours. At certain installations such as Fort Belvoir, Fort Bragg, Joint
Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Joint Base Lewis-McChord, and USAG Hawaii, traffic back-ups
from main gate access points to federal and state highways may be reduced during peak

traffic hours.

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-9
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Table FNSI-2. Potential Environmental Impacts of the No Action Alternative
Resource Area
ValuegOEfQ;gﬁQ':?emal Air Quality | Airspace Cultural Noise Soils Biological Wetlands Water Facilities Socio- Deigirg);nd Ctln-ri‘rlliitgsa?nd Mg?éﬁg?sgzd IS N
Resources Resources Resources economics Generation Compatibility Hazardous Waste Transportation
Aberdeen Proving Ground M N M M M M M N B M M M M
Fort Belvoir M N N N M N N M N B M M M LS
Fort Benning M M M LS LS LS LS LS M B M LS M M
Fort Bliss M M N N M N N M N B N M M SM
Fort Bragg M M N M SM N M N N B M N N SM
Fort Campbell M N N N M N N M N B N N N N
Fort Carson LS N N N LS N M M M B N N M LS
Fort Drum M N M N N M M N N B M N N M
Fort Gordon M N N N N N N N LS B N SM N N
Fort Hood M N N N M M N M N B N N N N
Fort Huachuca M N M M M M M M N B M M M N
Fort Irwin M N M N M M N LS M B N M M M
Fort Jackson M N N N M M M M N B M M M N
Fort Knox M N N N M N N M N B N N N N
Fort Leavenworth M N M N M M N M N B M N M M
Fort Lee M N M N N N N N N B N N N N
Fort Leonard Wood M N N N N N N N N B N N N N
Fort Meade M N N N N N N N N B M N M M
Fort Polk N N N N M N N N N B N N N N
Fort Riley M N N N M N N M N B N N N N
Fort Rucker M N N LS M N M M N B M LS M LS
Fort Sill M N N SM N N N N N B N N N M
Fort Stewart M N N M N M M N B N N N
Fort Wainwright M M SM M M M M M N B N N N M
Joint Base Elmendorf- LS N SM M LS SM LS M M B M M LS LS
Richardson
Joint Base Langley-Eustis M N M N N M M N M B M N M LS
Joint Base Lewis-McChord LS LS N LS LS B N M M _I
Joint Base San Antonio-Fort M N M N M N M M N B N M N
Sam Houston
USAG Hawaii—Schofield N-M M M-SM LS-SM N-SM N-SM M M N-M B N N M N
Barracks and Fort Shafter
Notes: B — beneficial, N — negligible/no impact, M — minor, LS — less than significant, SM — significant but mitigable, S — significant
Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-11
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Table FNSI-3. Potential Environmental Impacts of Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions
Resource Area
ValuegOE:g(l)rf?gf:?emal Air. Airspace il Noise Soils Eleleizel Wetlands Water Facilities Socio? Derir;?\rc?énd Ctln-ri‘rlliitgsa?nd Ml;ll?ezrz?;cljs?gﬁd Traffic an(_j
Quality Resources Resources Resources economics Generation Compatibility Hazardous Waste Transportation

Aberdeen Proving Ground B N M M B B B B M M M B
Fort Belvoir B B M N B B B B M LS B M B
Fort Benning B N M M B B N M M B M B B
Fort Bliss B M M B B B B B M B M M B
Fort Bragg B M M B B B B B M B N M B
Fort Campbell B N N B B N N B M B N N B
Fort Carson B B B B B B B B M B N B B
Fort Drum B N M N B M B N M B N N B
Fort Gordon B N N B N N N N M B B N B
Fort Hood B B M B B B N B M B N N B
Fort Huachuca B B M B B B B M M B M M B
Fort Irwin B B B B B B N B M LS B M M M
Fort Jackson B B N B B B B B M B B M B
Fort Knox B N M B B N N B M B N M B
Fort Leavenworth B N M B B B B B M B N M B
Fort Lee B N M B N N N N M B B M B
Fort Leonard Wood B N M N N N N N M B N M B
Fort Meade B N N N N N N N M LS B N M B
Fort Polk B N N N N N B B M B N M B
Fort Riley B N M B N B N B M B N M B
Fort Rucker B N N B B B B B M B B M B
Fort Sill B N M B N N N B M B B LS B
Fort Stewart B N M B N B B B M B B M B
Fort Wainwright B B SM B N M M M M B B N B
Joint Base Elmendorf- B B SM B M M B B M B M LS B
Richardson

Joint Base Langley-Eustis B N M B B M B N M B N M B
Joint Base Lewis-McChord B N M B B N B M B B LS B
Joint Base San Antonio- B N M B B B M LS B M B
Fort Sam Houston

USAG Hawaii—Schofield B B M-SM B B B M-B M-B M B B M B

Barracks and Fort Shafter

Notes: B — beneficial, N — negligible/no impact, M — minor, LS — less than significant, SM — significant but mitigable, S — significant

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact

FNSI-12



[N

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment

Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment

June 2014

Table FNSI-4. Potential Socioeconomic Impacts of Alternative 1—Implement Force

Reductions

Installation Sales Income Employment | Population
Aberdeen Proving Ground LS LS LS
Fort Belvoir LS LS LS
Fort Benning LS LS LS
Fort Bliss LS LS
Fort Bragg LS LS
Fort Campbell LS
Fort Carson
Fort Drum
Fort Gordon
Fort Hood

Fort Huachuca

Fort Irwin

Fort Jackson

Fort Knox

Fort Leavenworth

Fort Lee

Fort Leonard Wood

Fort Meade

Fort Polk

Fort Riley

Fort Rucker

Fort Sill

Fort Stewart

Fort Wainwright

Joint Base ElImendorf-Richardson

LS

Joint Base Langley-Eustis LS LS
Joint Base Lewis-McChord LS LS
Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam LS LS
Houston

USAG Hawaii—Schofield Barracks and LS LS

Fort Shafter

Notes: LS — less than significant, S — significant
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6.0 Conclusion

Based on a careful review of the SPEA, which is incorporated by reference, I have concluded
that no significant environmental impacts, other than socioeconomic impacts, are likely to result
from the implementation of the Proposed Action under the alternative analyzed. Therefore, an
environmental impact statement (EIS) will not be required. Environmental impacts associated
with the implementation of the Proposed Action could occur to air quality, airspace, cultural
resources, noise, soils, biological resources, wetlands, water resources, facilities,
socioeconomics, energy demand, land use, hazardous materials and waste, and traffic and
transportation. The Army is committed to implementing required environmental compliance and
meeting health and safety requirements despite reduced funding. The continued adherence to
standard operating procedures, best management practices, and various existing installation
management plans (e.g., Integrated Training Area Management Program, Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan, and Endangered Species Management Plan) would ensure no
significant impacts under the Proposed Action. The Army is committed to monitoring the
impacts of reductions on its environmental programs and will make staffing adjustments as
necessary to ensure that these cuts do not significantly adversely affect Army programs.
Significant but mitigable impacts could occur under the Proposed Action to cultural resources,
but measures to reduce impacts to less than significant are currently in place and would continue
under the Proposed Action. After further force structure decisions are made, it is possible that
additional site-specific NEPA analyses would be conducted, as appropriate, to implement

these decisions.

The SPEA has identified that socioeconomic impacts could be significant at many installations.
These impacts are of particular concern to the Army. CEQ and Army regulations state that
economic or social impacts are not intended by themselves to require preparation of an EIS.
Therefore, in accordance with these federal regulations, the Army is not preparing an EIS. Even
though an EIS will not be prepared, the SPEA contains a comprehensive analysis of the
socioeconomic impacts, which will be carefully considered before any force structure decisions
are made.

The Army has not completed its planning for unit realignment and inactivations. The information
in the SPEA will be used to support a series of decisions in the coming years regarding how the
force is to be realigned. Those decisions will be made based on mission-related criteria and other
factors, in addition to potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts identified in the SPEA
and any future environmental analysis needed to support Army realignment decisions.

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact FNSI-14



AN L AW N~

10

11

12

13
14
15
16

17

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment June 2014

This is a Draft FNSI and is available for public comment for 60 days following the publication of
the Notice of Availability of the SPEA and Draft FNSI in the Federal Register. Written
comments on the SPEA and Draft FNSI should be sent to: U.S. Army Environmental Command,
ATTN: SPEA Public Comments, 2450 Connell Road (Building 2264), Joint Base San Antonio-
Fort Sam Houston, TX 78234-7664 or emailed to usarmy.jbsa.aec.nepa@mail.mil. Inquiries may
also be made via phone by calling 210-466-1590 or toll-free 855-846-3940.

James L. Huggins, Jr. Date
Lieutenant General, U.S. Army
Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7
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1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

1.1 Introduction

Current budget projections require the United States (U.S.) Department of the Army (Army) to
analyze force reductions to a lower end-strength than previously planned. Previous expectations
were initially addressed in January 2011, when the Secretary of Defense announced that the
Army would move forward with a force reduction of 27,000 Soldiers from the Army’s Fiscal
Year (FY)2 2012 end-strength of 562,000. Reductions and realignments were required to achieve
the savings specified in the 2011 Budget Control Act. To achieve these savings, the Army
proposed to reduce the size of its force from a post-9/11 peak of about 570,000 in 2010 to
490,000.% To provide an updated defense strategy that protects and advances U.S. interests and
sustains U.S. leadership within the fiscal constraints of decreased DoD funding, the Army must
consider how best to make trade-offs between programs and operations, while strategically
moving forward to preserve mission capabilities and modernize the force to meet future threats.
To meet national security and defense requirements, enhance Army operational effectiveness,
and maintain training and operational readiness (while preserving a high quality of life for
Soldiers and Families within sustainable levels of resourcing), the Army identified the need to
reduce, reorganize, and rebalance (collectively, “realign”) its force structure. This Proposed
Action is a continuation and expansion of the reductions addressed above and would continue
through FY 2020.

To analyze the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated with the FY 2013
budget request, the Army prepared the Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Army 2020
Force Structure Realignment in 2013 (2013 PEA) (U.S. Army, 2013). The 2013 PEA analyzed a
proposed action consisting of a reduction in end-strength from 562,000 to 490,000. While the
2013 PEA assessed reductions greater than required to reach an end-strength of 490,000, the
2013 PEA indicated that analyzing the larger numbers provided flexibility to decision makers
over the ensuing years as conditions changed, including fiscal, policy, and security
considerations beyond the scope of the Army to control (U.S. Army, 2013).

As discussed in the 2013 PEA, the Army’s proposed action (Army 2020 realignment) was to
conduct force reductions and force realignment to a size and configuration that was capable of
meeting national security and defense objectives, implement the 2010 Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) recommendations, sustain unit equipment and training readiness, and preserve a
high quality of life for Soldiers and their Families. The Army’s civilian workforce would also be
reduced. Army 2020 realignment also allowed for the adjustment of forces to meet requirements
in high demand military occupational specialties, while rebalancing the number and types of

2 The federal fiscal year runs from October 1 to September 30.

¥ See Defense Budget Priorities and Choices (DoD, 2012).
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units in lower priority military occupational specialties. Implementation of Army 2020
realignment enabled the Army to reduce its operational costs with a smaller force that still could
meet the mission requirements of the then-current and future global security environment.

Reductions and realignments required as a result of the Budget Control Act of 2011 are ongoing
with the first of multiple force structure decisions having been announced in June 2013, which
included the inactivation of 10 Regular Army Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) in the continental
U.S. Reductions were also achieved through elimination of unstructured end-strength and
drawdown of overseas forces, the latter of which reduced the impact of these force reductions on
U.S. installations.

When the 2013 PEA was completed, DoD was operating in accordance with the 2010 QDR. The
2010 QDR was truly a wartime QDR. Its first objective was to further rebalance the capabilities
of America’s Armed Forces to prevail in the country’s wars, while building the capabilities
needed to deal with future threats. The second objective was to further reform DoD’s institutions
and processes to better support the urgent needs of the warfighter; purchase weapons that are
usable, affordable, and truly needed; and ensure taxpayer dollars are spent wisely

and responsibly.

By comparison, the 2014 QDR expressly recognizes that DoD faces a changing and uncertain
fiscal environment. It is principally focused on preparing for the future by rebalancing defense
efforts during a period of increasing fiscal constraint. The 2014 QDR advances three important
initiatives. First, it builds on the 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance, by outlining an updated
defense strategy that protects and advances U.S. interests and sustains U.S. leadership. Second,
the QDR describes how DoD is responsibly and realistically taking steps to rebalance major
elements of the Joint Force given the changing fiscal environment. Third, the QDR demonstrates
the intent to rebalance the DoD institution as part of the effort to control internal cost growth that
is threatening to erode our combat power during this period of fiscal austerity.

Since the 2013 PEA was completed, DoD mission and fiscal considerations have continued to
change, and the future end-strength of the Army must be reduced below the 490,000 considered
in the 2013 PEA. The 2014 QDR states that the active Army will reduce from its wartime high
force of 570,000 to 440,000—450,000 Soldiers. The 2014 QDR also states if sequestration-level
cuts are imposed in FY 2016 and beyond, active component end-strength would be reduced to
420,000. These potential reductions, therefore, call for an environmental and socioeconomic
impact analysis of approximately two times the reductions analyzed in the 2013 PEA.
Consequently, the Army is preparing this supplement, building on the information and analysis
contained in the 2013 PEA (the 2013 PEA is incorporated by reference) to assess the
environmental and socioeconomic impacts of a substantial increase in potential reductions. The
Proposed Action for this Supplemental PEA (SPEA) is very similar to the reduction alternative
in the 2013 PEA but is both broader in scope and allows for deeper potential reductions. The
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Army recognizes that these cuts down to 420,000 Soldiers could have serious impacts to the
communities that host the Nation’s force, and this document is intended to determine and
disclose those impacts.

1.2 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action

The 2014 QDR indicated the Army needs to meet its national security mission with potentially
reduced levels of funding and personnel. The Army’s national security mission, along with the
other U.S. Armed Forces, is to (1) counter terrorism and irregular warfare; (2) deter and defeat
aggression; (3) project power despite anti-access/area denial challenges; (4) counter weapons of
mass destruction; (5) operate effectively in cyberspace and space; (6) maintain a safe, secure, and
effective nuclear deterrent; (7) defend the homeland and support civil authorities; (8) provide a
stabilizing presence; (9) conduct stability and counter-insurgency operations; and (10) conduct
humanitarian disaster relief and other operations (see 2013 PEA, pages 1-3 to 1-6 for a more
complete explanation of the Army’s mission). The end-strength of the Army as a whole and the
future Soldier and Army civilian population at individual installations continue to be uncertain.
In addition to the 10-year, $487 billion cut in spending instituted under the Budget Control Act
of 2011, the Budget Control Act also instituted a sequestration mechanism requiring additional
cuts of about $50 billion annually through FY 2021. While the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013
provided some relief from sequestration, the annual sequestration cuts are set to resume in FY
2016, unless Congress passes legislation to stop sequestration from going into effect (DoD,
2014). In response to the fiscal constraints and recognizing that the Joint Force is currently out of
balance, the 2014 QDR, which “seeks to adapt, reshape, and rebalance our military to prepare for
the strategic challenges and opportunities we face in the years ahead,” indicates the Army must
reduce its active component strength from a war-time high of 570,000 to 440,000—450,000
Soldiers, and, possibly, active component Army end-strength would need to be further reduced to
420,000 (DoD, 2014).

The potential reduction in active Army force end-strength to 420,000 if sequestration-level cuts
resume in FY 2016 is about double the 72,000 reduction in end-strength required as part of the
FY 2013 defense budget request and considered in the 2013 PEA. Because the current potential
force reduction numbers are more extensive than those envisioned in the 2013 PEA, further
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis is required to provide force structure
decision makers information on the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts at those
installations where a cut of 1,000 or more Soldiers and Army civilians combined may occur. As
explained in Section 1.4 of the 2013 PEA, the 1,000 Soldier/Army civilian threshold is an
appropriate threshold for determining whether reductions should be analyzed programmatically.
The Army must meet its national security mission under the potential budgetary constraints
while accomplishing the purpose of sustaining, manning, training, equipping, stationing,
deployment, and readiness activities to achieve the Nation’s strategic security and defense
objectives. This purpose includes (1) matching Army force structure and capabilities with
mission requirements; (2) sustaining force readiness; (3) preserving Soldier and Family quality

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 1-3
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of life and the all-volunteer force; and (4) adapting the force to reduce Army expenditures (see
2013 PEA, pages 1-6 to 1-7, for a more complete explanation of these goals).

1.3 Scope of the Analysis

This SPEA has been prepared in accordance with NEPA—the regulations issued by the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ)—40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500—-1508, and
the Army’s procedures for implementing NEPA, published in 32 CFR Part 651, Environmental
Analysis of Army Actions. This SPEA addresses the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed further reductions in the active component Soldier and Army civilian workforce to
enable force structure decisions for the potential end-strengths outlined in the 2014 QDR.
Military installations in the U.S. that could potentially lose 1,000 or more active component
Soldiers and full-time Army civilians are included in the scope of this supplemental analysis. As
part of the NEPA process, this SPEA will provide information about the significance of
environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action, and will determine whether a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) or an environmental impact statement (EIS) is an
appropriate outcome. This SPEA will also provide the force structure decision makers important
information regarding potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated with the
Proposed Action.

In general terms, a change in the number of Army civilian employees is anticipated to occur in
conjunction with Soldier reductions. A decrease from 562,000 to 420,000 Soldiers
(approximately a 25 percent reduction) would result in some level of reduction in Army civilian
positions across the Army, although there could be variations among installations. The scope of
the analysis, therefore, includes potential reductions to full-time Army civilians, in addition to
reductions of active component Soldiers.

In June 2013, the Army announced its stationing plan to draw down to 490,000 active
component Soldiers, which included inactivating 10 BCTs in the U.S. This drawdown was
analyzed in the 2013 PEA. The Army has not yet determined how to implement a reduction in
end-strength of an additional 70,000 Soldiers. Options to achieve this additional force restructure
are too numerous for analysis at this time; therefore, analysis of reductions related to specific
units or organizations are not within the scope of this SPEA. The Army will identify specific
units and organizations to be affected by reductions during future force structure decisions.
These decisions could include changes in number and type of units, structural changes to units,
or combinations of these actions at a given stationing location.

Once force structure decisions are made at Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) and
specific installations and joint bases know which units stationed at their location would be
affected, determinations can be made regarding the need for potential follow-on NEPA
documentation to support the implementation of stationing decisions. See Section 1.6 for an
explanation of the relationship between the force structure decision making process and NEPA.

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 1-4
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This analysis does not address changes at locations outside the U.S. The Army determined that
units permanently stationed outside the U.S. were not within the scope of both the 2013 PEA and
this SPEA because these reductions were already underway. Army forces outside the U.S. will
continue to be considered for realignment, but these decisions represent a different set of
stationing decisions with separate factors for consideration. Overseas realignments will continue
according to the overall reductions of the QDR and budget restrictions discussed above.

As with the 2013 PEA, this SPEA looks at Army installations that have the potential to lose
1,000 or more full-time, active component Soldiers and Army civilians from FY 2013 to FY
2020. The 2013 PEA focused on installations with operational forces (i.e., BCTs). Because the
2014 QDR calls for additional cuts, the Army must consider more than operational forces for
reductions; therefore, more installations now fit into this 1,000-person threshold than did for the
reduction alternative of the 2013 PEA. The 1,000-Soldier/Army civilian threshold was chosen
because it represents a level of reduction at a majority of installations that requires additional
analysis under the Army’s NEPA regulations (USAEC, 2007). It also represents, as it did in the
2013 PEA, a number that Army planners thought could produce significant economic impacts.
The information in this SPEA will assist the Army in complying with other Congressional
notifications required when the Army plans to reduce more than 1,000 military members at an
installation (10 United States Code §993). Although this SPEA analyzes only installations that
have the potential to lose 1,000 or more full-time, active component Soldiers and/or Army
civilians, all Army organizations have the potential to be affected by the Army’s force reduction.

Changes to the number of Army trainees, transients, holdees, and students (categories of Soldiers
who are, for various reasons, not permanently assigned at a given installation) as a result of force
reduction are unknown; therefore, any analysis can only be discussed generally and qualitatively
in this SPEA. Some of the installations analyzed for reductions conduct training for students
assigned to training units or commands at the installation (see Table 1.3-1). Until final decisions
are made as to where force reductions will be made, the Army Training and Doctrine Command
cannot make any decision about training loads or the frequency of training to be conducted at the
installations indicated in Table 1.3-1. Neither can the Army Medical Command (MEDCOM)
make similar decisions regarding those in medical specialties training programs. Therefore,
impacts resulting from changes to student populations under the Proposed Action are analyzed
qualitatively, instead of quantitatively, in this SPEA.

Similarly, changes to the number of Army contractors as a result of force reductions are
unknown; therefore, any analysis can only be discussed generally and qualitatively in this SPEA.
Reductions in contract support to the Army are also not necessarily in the same Region of
Influence (ROI) of the affected installations, making it impossible to analyze all impacts when it
is unknown how contracts will be affected.

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 1-5
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Table 1.3-1. Installations with Major Army Training Missions
Installations
Fort Benning, Georgia Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri
Fort Gordon, Georgia Fort Rucker, Alabama
Fort Huachuca, Arizona Fort Sill, Oklahoma
Fort Jackson, South Carolina Joint Base Langley-Eustis, Virginia
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, Texas
Fort Lee, Virginia

The future end-strength of the Army as a whole and the future strength at individual installations
are in flux at the moment. For example, while the 2014 QDR calls for reductions in the Army’s
active component end-strength, the 2014 QDR also says that the DoD will invest in new and
expanded cyber capabilities and forces to enhance its ability to conduct cyberspace operations to
support Combatant Commanders as they plan and execute military missions and to counter
cyber-attacks against the U.S., potentially resulting in increases in military employee strength at
some installations.

For instance, at Fort Gordon, Georgia, the Army analyzed the stationing of Army Cyber
Command there, prepared an environmental assessment (EA), and reached a FNSI. The Army
subsequently determined that the Cyber Command will be located at Fort Gordon to support the
expanded cyber capabilities identified in the QDR. Currently, Fort Gordon is preparing a
comprehensive EA that will look at other possible gains at the installation, an action that is
reasonably foreseeable even though Fort Gordon is also being considered for reductions under
this SPEA. Fort Gordon is just one example of an installation whose future force size is unknown
and may include growth or reduction. Similar growth scenarios, while anticipated to be rare, may
occur at other installations for various reasons. Regardless, force structure decisions will
consider potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts. Until force reduction decisions are
made, it is unknown which installations would actually be affected. Again referring to Fort
Gordon, it is quite possible that the Signal School will have fewer students in the future as the
Army as a whole reduces in size. As a result, the number of permanent instructors at the
installation may be reduced, potentially offsetting any gains that Fort Gordon would have as a
result of cyber initiatives and delaying or eliminating other proposed initiatives.

Fort Belvoir is another example of an installation in a similar situation. It is now included in this
SPEA because it could lose more than 1,000 active component Soldiers and Army civilians;
however, Fort Belvoir is also preparing an EIS that analyzes a revised master plan that would
accommodate additional growth. Because so many non-Army and even non-DoD organizations
are tenants of Fort Belvoir, growth could occur despite overall Army force structure reductions.
Similar to Fort Gordon, possible overall reduction and growth are being examined at the proper
level of NEPA analysis.

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 1-6
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Evaluating potential losses at an installation as part of a nationwide programmatic approach
while it is currently experiencing gains in personnel appears somewhat conflicting. Because
neither set of actions will necessarily be implemented in the future, the predicted personnel
numbers cannot be offset against each other. Just as the 2014 QDR highlights highly specific
areas of expanded capability at the same time it outlines overall reductions, it is important for
this nationwide programmatic SPEA and site-specific studies of mission-driven gain scenarios to
proceed simultaneously.

The Army did not evaluate speculative impacts to the environment or safety and health based on
potential cuts to environmental, hospital, military police, or fire and rescue personnel. Regardless
of any drawdown in military or civilian personnel, the Army is committed to implementing
required environmental compliance and meeting health and safety requirements. Specific future
reductions in the level of Army staff that could result in potential impacts to the environment
would be the subject of appropriate site-specific, follow-on NEPA analysis. Similarly, potential
impacts resulting from any reductions in other staffing levels at the Air Force managed joint
bases included in this SPEA could be analyzed in separate, future NEPA analyses, as
appropriate, although these reductions would not be related to the Army 2020 reductions
analyzed herein.

It is also possible that if force structure decisions result in a substantial reduction at one or more
of the analyzed installations, underuse of training areas, cantonment facilities, and utilities could
occur, including both government-owned and privatized housing and utilities. Because force
structure decisions are yet to be made, the determination of whether specific land or facilities
will become surplus, and eventually be transferred to other owners is not possible at this time
and is not within the scope of this analysis. Also not within the scope of this analysis for the
same reason is whether reductions would require buildings to be demolished or placed in
caretaker status (“mothballed”). In the 2013 PEA, the proposed action largely only involved
potential impacts at BCTs, so any building demolition at that installation would likely only
include BCT-related facilities. Therefore, it was reasonable to assume that some demolition of
existing facilities and structures could occur under the 2013 PEA’s proposed action. Since there
are no specific units or programs identified for potential cuts with the current Proposed Action in
this SPEA, it is impossible to determine any facilities or buildings that have the potential to be
affected by any proposed cuts. Site-specific NEPA analysis of these potential impacts would be
performed, as needed, following the force structure decisions. If Army reductions should result
in impacts to the utilization of facilities and/or training areas at the Air Force managed joint
bases, the Air Force could conduct any required site-specific NEPA analysis, as appropriate, and
make the final determinations regarding disposition of these affected facilities and/or

training areas.

Similar to the 2013 PEA, the reduction in force structure analyzed in this SPEA is not related to
past or potential future Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions. The current need to
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consider changes to force structure and reduce the Army’s end-strength is being driven by
national defense strategy and budget considerations. Force structure reductions are not driven or
caused by BRAC. Rather, the reverse is true. BRAC is a response to force structure reductions
and is the way to address excess capacity that is created by force structure reductions. The recent
DoD request to seek authorization for an additional base-closure round in FY 2017 is not
addressed in this SPEA. BRAC-related recommendations would only occur if and after Congress
authorized a future BRAC round and only after a long and thorough analysis. At this time,
Congress has not authorized any future BRAC rounds, and the Army has not analyzed or
developed future BRAC recommendations. In addition, the determinations made in this SPEA
and the stationing decisions that may follow do not dictate or preclude recommendations that
might be made under a future BRAC process. Finally, BRAC includes its own NEPA
requirements to which the Army would be subject if its facilities were involved. The
realignments considered in this SPEA and any future BRAC recommendations are not
“connected” actions for purposes of NEPA.

The scope of this analysis excludes any potential reductions in the Army National Guard
(ARNG) and U.S. Army Reserve. Under existing conditions, ARNG will continue its downsizing
from a war-time high of 358,000 to 335,000 Soldiers, and the U.S. Army Reserve will reduce
from 205,000 to 195,000 Soldiers (DoD, 2014). If sequestration-level cuts are imposed in FY
2016 and beyond, the ARNG will be further reduced to 315,000, and the U.S. Army Reserve will
be further reduced to 185,000 (DoD, 2014). Soldiers in these components are generally not
serving full time at installations. They serve at a variety of locations, including many
installations not analyzed for reductions in this SPEA. It is currently not known how or where
reductions in ARNG and U.S. Army Reserve forces would be enacted; therefore, they are not
included in the analysis of this SPEA.

This SPEA does not analyze any potential reductions in other military departments. U.S. Air
Force, U.S. Navy, and U.S. Marine Corps service members are tenants on some of the Army-
managed installations analyzed in this SPEA. Three installations affected by the Proposed Action
analyzed in this SPEA are joint bases managed by the Air Force—Joint Base Elmendort-
Richardson, Joint Base Langley-Eustis, and Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston. Joint
Base Lewis-McChord is managed by the Army. In addition to Army end-strength, the 2014 QDR
also discusses reductions for other military services; however, specific information regarding
these other services’ force reductions was not available for incorporation in this SPEA.

1.4 Public Involvement

As part of the NEPA process, the Army has made this SPEA and Draft FNSI available to the
public and interested stakeholders. The Notice of Availability of the SPEA and Draft FNSI was
published in the Federal Register, announced nationally in USA Today, and announced locally
in newspapers providing service to the affected installations and surrounding communities. The
public will be given 60 days to comment on this SPEA and Draft FNSI. Public comments

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 1-8
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submitted on the SPEA and Draft FNSI will be made part of the administrative record and will
be considered prior to the Army documenting its decision on this NEPA process.

This SPEA and Draft FNSI are available for review on the U.S. Army Environmental Command
website at: http://aec.army.mil/Services/Support/NEPA/Documents.aspx. Please submit
comments to U.S. Army Environmental Command, ATTN: SPEA Public Comments, 2450
Connell Road (Building 2264), Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, TX 78234-7664 or
via email to: usarmy.jbsa.aec.nepa@mail.mil. Inquiries may also be made via phone by calling
210-466-1590 or toll-free 855-846-3940.

1.5 Army NEPA Decision

This NEPA process will end with an Army decision documented in a FNSI or a Notice of Intent
to prepare an EIS. The NEPA decision maker will consider both the environmental and
socioeconomic impacts analyzed in this SPEA, along with all other relevant information, such as
public issues of concern that arose during the comment period, prior to making a final decision.
If the decision maker determines that there are no significant environmental impacts, that
decision will be documented in a FNSI, which will be signed no earlier than the end of the public
comment period. The Army may initiate a Notice of Intent for an EIS if new information
warrants the need for additional analysis of potentially significant environmental impacts.

As with the 2013 PEA, the socioeconomic impacts analyzed in this SPEA are of particular
concern to the Army. Socioeconomic impacts analyzed within this SPEA may approach or
exceed significance thresholds. CEQ and Army NEPA regulations, however, do not require
preparation of an EIS when the only significant impacts are socioeconomic. CEQ’s regulation
states: “economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to require preparation of an
environmental impact statement” (40 CFR Part 1508.14). In the same vein, the Army’s NEPA
regulations do not require preparation of an EIS for realignment or stationing actions where the
only significant impacts are socioeconomic with no significant environmental impact [32 CFR
Part 651.42(e)]. Absent significant environmental impacts, the exceedance of significance
thresholds for socioeconomic impacts alone would not require the Army to issue a Notice of
Intent to prepare an EIS.

1.6  Force Structure Decision Making Process

It is important to understand the programmatic nature of the action alternative analyzed in this
SPEA and the severity of the force reduction decisions to be made by the Army through FY
2020. This SPEA looks at possible losses at select installations using the greatest anticipated
possible population loss. This does not mean that these losses will actually occur to the full
extent analyzed or that each installation analyzed will incur losses. These scenarios, however, are
being evaluated because force structure decision makers need information about potential
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, along with other input, as they analyze force
structure alternatives to rebalance the Army’s capability, capacity, and readiness through FY
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2020. This SPEA will provide the Army force structure decision makers with an understanding
of the impacts to the human environment that would occur under the Proposed Action.

The force structure decision process is a complex process designed to assist Army leaders in
reaching difficult decisions. The start of the force structure decision process includes specific
guidance from DoD and Senior Leadership used to begin shaping possible outcomes. The 2014
QDR and current defense strategy are among the documents used to guide the force structure
decision process. During the process, input is also received on operational and strategic
considerations, mission readiness requirements and capabilities, Soldier and Family quality of
life, past and future investment costs, statutory requirements, and community input. These and
other inputs are all considered as part of the force structure decision process.

The analysis in this SPEA is only one of the military analysis factors considered. Separate and
apart from the NEPA process, the Army will also conduct listening sessions for the communities
surrounding the affected installations as was previously done during the decision making process
for the Army 2020 realignment in 2013. These sessions will provide the opportunity for Army
force management personnel to receive information related to the full spectrum of issues—not
just environmental—that will be used in making force structure decisions. While the listening
sessions are not public meetings related to the NEPA process, they give the affected
communities the opportunity to provide input to the Army’s force structure reduction decisions.
The focus of the listening sessions is to capture community input for Army leaders to consider as
part of the Army’s overall force structure analysis before making any decisions on force
structure reductions.

If this NEPA process ends in a FNSI, the FNSI will not identify the specific installations at
which the actual losses would occur. The specific units to be affected by reductions and the
specific installations and joint bases to which affected units are assigned will be identified during
the force structure decision process. As noted, the Army will be able to make decisions on future
force restructuring at the appropriate time with supporting information from not only this SPEA
but also public feedback, strategic and operational requirements, and a military value analysis of
installations.*

A military value analysis is a decision analysis tool designed to rank-order installations based on
attributes that the Army identifies as being operationally important to the type of unit in question for
each stationing decision. The Army has generally used the military value analysis model “in stationing
decisions with a large impact, potentially greater risk, and requirement for more rigorous analytical
underpinning, such as in stationing decisions involving brigade combat teams” (GAO, 2013).
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 Introduction

This section provides a description of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action for this SPEA,
which addresses the above-described purpose and need, is to further reduce the Army’s end-
strength beyond that analyzed in the 2013 PEA.

2.2 Proposed Action

The Army’s Proposed Action is to reduce and realign its forces, both active component Soldiers
and Army civilian employees, to a potential end-strength of 420,000 Soldiers, as outlined in the
2014 QDR.

As force structure decisions must take into account many factors other than potential
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, the Proposed Action uses potential population losses
at installations which far exceed the reductions called for in the 2014 QDR. This has been done
to provide force structure decision makers the greatest flexibility to take other factors into
consideration during the force structure decision process. The Proposed Action includes potential
reductions at 30 locations across the continental U.S., Alaska, and Hawai’i (Figure 2.2-1).
Installations included are those with the potential to lose a minimum of 1,000 active component
Soldiers and full-time Army civilian employees.

The implementation of Army 2020 realignment to reach the reduced Army end-strength, as
indicated in the 2014 QDR, will allow the Army to field a smaller force within
budget constraints.

Chapter 2, Description of the Proposed Action 2-1
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Notes:

1 — Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 11 — Fort Gordon, GA 21 - Fort Polk, LA

2 — Fort Belvoir, VA 12 — Fort Hood, TX 22 — Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK

3 — Fort Benning, GA 13 — Fort Huachuca, AZ 23 - Fort Riley, KS

4 — Fort Bliss, TX 14 — Fort Irwin, CA 24 — Fort Rucker, AL

5 — Fort Bragg, NC 15 — Fort Jackson, SC 25 — Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, TX

6 — Fort Campbell, KY 16 — Fort Knox, KY 26 — Fort Sill, OK

7 — Fort Carson, CO 17 — Fort Leavenworth, KS 27 — Fort Stewart, GA

8 — Fort Drum, NY 18 — Fort Lee, VA 28 — Fort Wainwright, AK

9 — Joint Base Langley-Eustis, VA 19 - Fort Leonard Wood, MO 29a — USAG Hawaii, Fort Shafter, HI

10 — Fort Meade, MD 20 — Joint Base Lewis-McChord, WA  29b — USAG Hawaii, Schofield Barracks, HI

Figure 2.2-1. Installation Locations for Potential Reductions under the Proposed
Action
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES AND SCREENING CRITERIA

3.1 Introduction

This section discusses the alternatives the Army is considering to implement the Proposed
Action. The purpose and need described in Chapter 1 provides the context within which to
analyze the viability of alternatives. The purpose and need define necessary elements of the
Proposed Action and allow consideration of alternatives for realignment and restructuring of
Army forces. In addition, this section discusses the screening criteria used to select candidate
installations for stationing actions to support the further reduction in end-strength.

One Army-wide action alternative and the No Action Alternative have been analyzed for 30
locations within the continental U.S., Alaska, and Hawai’i.

3.2  Alternatives Carried Forward for Analysis

One action alternative is analyzed in this SPEA—the further reduction in Army end-strength
below the 490,000 Soldiers in the 2013 PEA to 420,000 Soldiers. Included in the one action
alternative are related cuts to full-time Army civilian personnel. This reduction represents
approximately twice the reduction of Soldiers and Army civilians previously analyzed in the
2013 PEA.

3.21 Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Under Alternative 1, the Army would reduce its end-strength to as low as 420,000 as indicated in
the 2014 QDR (assuming sequestration-level cuts are resumed in FY 2016). Table 3.2-1 presents
the potential active component Soldier and Army civilian employee reductions that are analyzed
at each of 30 locations considered under Alternative 1. These reductions are used as the
maximum potential force reduction thresholds for each installation, thereby providing force
structure decision makers with options as they consider what best serves the Nation’s defense
prior to determining the units and locations to be affected by reductions. As with the 2013 PEA,
the total maximum potential reduction numbers presented in Table 3.2-1 far exceed what is
needed to achieve the required reductions. Accordingly, it is important to realize that maximum
potential reductions will not occur at all installations. The studied reductions for all 30 locations,
if added together, would reduce the Army’s active force to well below 400,000. However,
because such deep reductions are not envisioned, the nationwide cumulative effects analysis
aligns with the net reductions potentially needed per the QDR. Analyzing the potential
reductions at each of the 30 locations as indicated in Table 3.2-1 will provide HQDA flexibility
in making future decisions about how and where to make cuts to reach the necessary end-
strength as dictated by current fiscal, policy, and strategic conditions.

This SPEA approximately doubles the reductions assessed in the 2013 PEA. To achieve the
approximate reduction of 72,000 Soldiers resulting in an end-strength of 490,000, the following

Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria 3-1
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assumptions were made in the 2013 PEA (see Section 3.2.1 of the 2013 PEA). For each
installation with one or more BCT, the 2013 PEA assumed the loss of that BCT (approximately
3,450 Soldiers for Infantry BCTs [IBCTs], 3,850 for Armored BCTs [ABCTs], and 4,200 for
Stryker BCTs), as well as 30 percent of the installation’s non-BCT Soldiers and 15 percent of the
Army civilian workforce. Because it was deemed unlikely that any one installation would be
selected to sustain a force reduction of more than 8,000 military employees, the potential
reduction was capped at 8,000 in the 2013 PEA reduction alternative. For installations with no
BCTs, the 2013 PEA assumed a loss of 35 percent of the installation’s Soldiers and 15 percent of
the Army civilian employees. To achieve a potential Army end-strength of 490,000, 21 locations
were identified in the 2013 PEA, with its focus on BCTs, as having the potential to lose 1,000 or
more Soldier and Army civilian employees.

The further reduction in active component Army Soldiers to 420,000, as indicated in the 2014
QDR, is approximately double that analyzed in the 2013 PEA (142,000 compared to 72,000)
assuming the same baseline, although, unlike the 2013 PEA, the types of units to be affected by
further reductions are unknown and therefore not discussed. For analysis in this SPEA, to
achieve the increase in force reductions under current fiscal, policy, and strategic conditions, the
Army is doubling the maximum reduction scenarios that were presented in the 2013 PEA with
one change. The formula for doubling the military employees to be lost at installations with only
one BCT has changed. Installations with only one BCT cannot lose a second BCT. If the
numerical reduction was doubled from that in the 2013 PEA, with no consideration of unit type,
the number of non-BCT Soldiers would be reduced even further by the equivalent of the size of a
BCT, and this is not a realistic scenario. Thus, in this SPEA, the formula for calculating the
reduction of active component personnel at installations with only one BCT is the loss of one
BCT and doubling the number of non-BCT Soldiers and Army civilian workforce (i.e., loss of
one BCT plus two x (30 percent of non-BCT Soldiers + 15 percent of Army civilians). Table 3.2-
2 provides a breakdown of permanent party Soldier and Army civilian reductions assessed in

this SPEA.

For the numbers presented in Table 3.2-1, it is important to remember that these numbers
represent the maximum reduction scenarios at these installations; they are not currently being
proposed by the Army. Rather the numbers are analyzed to provide the Army flexibility as it
continues to review and determine how best to structure its forces in response to changing fiscal,
policy, and strategic conditions during the FY 2014 to FY 2020 time frame. This continued
review recognizes that some installations have already seen some reductions in numbers based
on force structure decisions analyzed under the 2013 PEA, while others have had force structure
decisions announced but not yet completed. Additionally, the continued review recognizes that
other stationing actions not foreseen at the time of the 2013 PEA (e.g., the establishment of
Army Cyber Command at Fort Gordon) have already been implemented or are in the process of
being implemented. To ensure consistency in the presentation of population figures and analysis,
the reduction numbers in Table 3.2-1 are not additive to the numbers analyzed in the 2013 PEA,
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Table 3.2-1. Alternative 1—Force Reductions
Lowest
Baseline Potential Fiscal
Permanent . . Year 2020
. Potential Potential ;
Flecal el EILY Population Loss| Population Loss EEEaEle
Installation Name of Baseline | Soldier and P . P : Permanent
A Arm Analyzed in the | Analyzed in the Party Soldier
P rmy 2013 PEA SPEA® y
Civilian and Army
Population® Civilian
Population
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 2013 12,335 -- 4,300 8,035
Fort Belvoir, Virginia 2013 9,721 -- 4,600 5,121
Fort Benning, Georgia 2011 17,501 7,100 10,800 6,701
Fort Bliss, Texas 2011 31,380 8,000 16,000 15,380
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 2011 52,975 8,000 16,000 36,975
Fort Campbell, Kentucky 2011 32,281 8,000 16,000 16,281
Fort Carson, Colorado 2011 25,702 8,000 16,000 9,702
Fort Drum, New York 2011 19,011 8,000 16,000 3,011
Fort Gordon, Georgia 2011 8,142 4,300 4,600 3,542
Fort Hood, Texas 2011 47,190 8,000 16,000 31,190
Fort Huachuca, Arizona 2013 5,841 -- 2,700 3,141
Fort Irwin, California 2011 5,539 2,400 3,600 1,939
Fort Jackson, South Carolina 2013 5,735 -- 3,100 2,635
Fort Knox, Kentucky 2011 13,127 3,800 7,600 5,527
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 2013 5,004 -- 2,500 2,504
Fort Lee, Virginia 2011 6,474 2,400 3,600 2,874
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 2011 9,161 3,900 5,400 3,761
Fort Meade, Maryland 2013 6,638 -- 3,500 3,138
Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria 3-3
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Lowest
Baseline Potential Fiscal
Permanent Potential Potential VEET? AU
Fiscal Year Party . . Baseline
. - . Population Loss| Population Loss
Installation Name of Baseline | Soldier and lvzed in th lvzed in th Permanent
Population Army Analyzed in the | - Analyze |g1t € Party Soldier
A 2013 PEA SPEA
Civilian and Army
Population® Civilian
Population
Fort Polk, Louisiana 2011 10,836 5,300 6,500 4,336
Fort Riley, Kansas 2011 19,995 8,000 16,000 3,995
Fort Rucker, Alabama 2013 4,957 - 2,500 2,457
Fort Sill, Oklahoma 2011 11,337 4,700 6,800 4,537
Fort Stewart, Georgia 2011 18,647 8,000 16,000 2,647
Fort Wainwright, Alaska 2011 7,430 4,900 5,800 1,630
Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska 2011 6,861 4,300 5,300 1,561
Joint Base Langley-Eustis, Virginia 2011 7,382 2,700 4,200 3,182
Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington 2011 36,222 8,000 16,000 20,222
Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, Texas 2013 12,256 -- 5,900 6,356
USAG Hawaii (Fort Shafter), Hawai'i 2013 7,431 -- 3,800 3,631
USAG Hawaii (Schofield Barracks), Hawai'i 2011 18,441 8,000 16,000 2,441

Note:

These reductions are used as the maximum potential force reduction thresholds for each installation, thereby providing force structure

decision makers with options as they consider what best serves the Nation’s defense prior to determining the units and locations to be
affected by reductions. As with the 2013 PEA, the total maximum potential reduction numbers presented in this table far exceed what is

needed to achieve the goals of the 2014 QDR.
Populations include: Army military and Army civilians (excludes Army students and other military service personnel, contractors, and

transients); population reduction numbers include full-time military and civilian employees only. Source of data is the Army Stationing
Installation Plan (February 2012 for FY 2011 data and October 2013 for FY 2013 data). Where baseline populations differ from that in the
2013 PEA, differences represent corrections to data (e.g., removal of student populations because they are not part of the permanent party
population). The population numbers do not include non-appropriated fund personnel.

® Potential population losses to be analyzed in this SPEA are inclusive of the numbers previously analyzed in the 2013 PEA.

Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria
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Table 3.2-2.

Alternative 1 Breakout of Reduction Scenarios by Permanent Party Soldiers and Army Civilians

Fiscal Year of

Permanent Party Soldiers

Army Civilians

Total Assessed

Installation Name Baseline Installation
Population Baseline Assessed Baseline Assessed Reduction®
Population Reduction Population Reduction
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 2013 1,428 1,000 10,907 3,272 4,300
Fort Belvoir, Virginia 2013 4,121 2,885 5,600 1,680 4,600
Fort Benning, Georgia 2011 13,256 9,493 4,245 1,274 10,800
Fort Bliss, Texas 2011 28,194 15,044 3,186 956 16,000
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 2011 45,051 13,623 7,924 2,377 16,000
Fort Campbell, Kentucky 2011 29,683 15,221 2,598 779 16,000
Fort Carson, Colorado 2011 23,353 15,295 2,349 705 16,000
Fort Drum, New York 2011 17,067 15,417 1,944 583 16,000
Fort Gordon, Georgia 2011 5,604 3,922 2,538 761 4,600
Fort Hood, Texas 2011 42,545 14,606 4,645 1,394 16,000
Fort Huachuca, Arizona 2013 2,466 1,726 3,375 1,013 2,700
Fort Irwin, California 2011 4,658 3,260 881 264 3,600
Fort Jackson, South Carolina 2013 3,376 2,363 2,359 708 3,100
Fort Knox, Kentucky 2011 7,624 5,954 5,503 1,651 7,600
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 2013 2,555 1,789 2,449 735 2,500
Fort Lee, Virginia 2011 3,988 2,792 2,486 746 3,600
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 2011 6,423 4,496 2,738 821 5,400
Fort Meade, Maryland 2013 3,772 2,640 2,866 860 3,500
Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria 3-5
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Fiscal Year of

Permanent Party Soldiers

Army Civilians

Total Assessed

Installation Name Baseline Installation
Population Baseline Assessed Baseline Assessed Reduction®
Population Reduction Population Reduction
Fort Polk, Louisiana 2011 9,298 6,039 1,538 461 6,500
Fort Riley, Kansas 2011 17,853 15,357 2,142 643 16,000
Fort Rucker, Alabama 2013 2,505 1,754 2,452 736 2,500
Fort Sill, Oklahoma 2011 8,603 6,022 2,734 820 6,800
Fort Stewart, Georgia 2011 16,370 15,317 2,277 683 16,000
Fort Wainwright, Alaska 2011 6,342 5,485 1,088 326 5,800
Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska 2011 6,316 5,169 545 164 5,300
Joint Base Langley-Eustis, Virginia 2011 4,872 3,410 2,510 753 4,200
Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington 2011 31,084 14,459 5,138 1,541 16,000
Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam 5,641 3,949 6,615 1,985 5,900
Houston, Texas 2013
USAG Hawaii (Fort Shafter), Hawar'i 2013 3,893 2,725 3,538 1,061 3,800
ESAG_’_Hawaii (Schofield Barracks), 2011 16,420 15,394 2,021 606 16,000
awai'i

Note:
# Total is rounded to an adjacent 100.

Source of data is the Army Stationing Installation Plan (February 2012 for FY 2011 data and October 2013 for FY 2013 data).

Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria
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but are inclusive of those numbers. For example, the population loss of 16,000 for Fort Bliss
includes the 8,000 analyzed in the 2013 PEA,; it is not being added to the previously analyzed
figure of 8,000.

The Army has already made some decisions based on the 2013 PEA that will result in reductions
at various installations. The first of these was announced in June 2013. In most cases, the actual
changes will occur in fall 2014 and the year following. A few have occurred already. Using the
example of Fort Bliss, as described in the previous paragraph, the 16,000 potential reduction
includes some losses for which decisions have already been made. By analyzing the loss in total
rather than incrementally, this analysis provides a look at the impacts of the entire Army process,
rather than eliminating from consideration reductions that have previously been decided upon, to
provide decision makers and communities a more complete picture of what could happen. In the
case of the nine installations not previously considered, the baseline population is October 2013.
If reductions have occurred prior to October 2013, this will be noted and taken into account in
the analysis for that installation.

If some installations were to realize 100 percent of the reductions indicated in Table 3.2-1, they
would end up with a large Army civilian population supporting a small Soldier population. This
apparent imbalance in populations is due to the programmatic nature in the application of the
reduction formulas and the analysis. Examples where this could occur are installations where the
Army civilians work in research and development or support non-Army tenants. Force structure
outcomes will be inherently tied to future budget decisions and future national defense
requirements. It is also important to remember that the realignment would occur over a number
of years and that it could change during that period because of external events.

3.2.2 No Action Alternative

As described in the 2013 PEA, the No Action Alternative would retain the Army at a FY 2012
end-strength of about 562,000 active component Soldiers and more than 320,000 Army civilians.
The No Action Alternative generally assumes that units would remain stationed where they were
stationed at the end of FY 2012. Under the No Action Alternative, no additional Army personnel
would have been realigned or released from the Army to balance the composition of Army skill
sets to match current and projected future mission requirements or to address budget
requirements. No BCT restructuring would have occurred as proposed under Alternative 2 of the
2013 PEA, and no unit inactivations would have occurred.

While no longer reasonable because force reductions and restructuring have occurred since FY
2012, as published in the Army Stationing and Installation Plan in FY 2012, the inclusion of the
No Action Alternative within this SPEA provides a baseline against which to compare the
potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action as required by
CEQ regulations.

Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria 3-7
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The No Action Alternative uses the 2011 baseline population for those installations analyzed for
potential reductions in the 2013 PEA. This enables a comparison, for force structure decision
makers, of the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the 2013 PEA reduction
alternative against the potential impacts of the reduction alternative analyzed in this SPEA. In
general, any active component Soldier and Army civilian population reductions that have
occurred between February 2012 and October 2013 at these 21 locations are part of the total
Proposed Action reductions.

For those nine additional locations analyzed in this SPEA that were not analyzed in the 2013
PEA, the baseline is October 2013. Active component Soldier and Army civilian population
changes that occurred at these nine additional locations from February 2013, published in the
Army Stationing and Installation Plan in October 2013, are separate from and not part of the total
Proposed Action reductions; therefore, it is not reasonable to have 2011 as the baseline for the
nine additional locations.

3.3 Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward for Analysis

The Army could reduce its number of active component Soldiers by having each installation and
major unit reduce the same percentage of Soldiers across the board. For a reduction from
490,000 to 420,000, this would be a 14 percent reduction. Each BCT, for instance, would lose 14
percent of its Soldiers. While this solution would be easy to plan, its results would not support
the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. Some units would have to be brought up to 100
percent for deployment, leaving others with even less than 86 percent strength. These units could
not properly train and could not maintain their equipment. This situation would create a “hollow
Army” with units existing in name only and not prepared for deployment, reducing the overall
Army readiness and preventing it from meeting national security requirements. This method
would also eliminate the flexibility the Army needs in planning force reductions, so the Army
can build fewer but more mission capable units. World events, for instance, may require that
Soldiers and units in some areas be maintained at current strengths. The military value analysis
may indicate that the best possible path forward is to eliminate more forces at some locations
than others. Because of these issues, this alternative would not support the purpose and need of
the Proposed Action and was not carried forward for full analysis.

A potential alternative not carried forward for analysis was to evaluate a total reduction to an
end-strength of either 440,000 or 450,000 because the 2014 QDR states that the active Army will
reduce from its wartime high force of 570,000 to 440,000—450,000 Soldiers without considering
potential sequestration level cuts. It was determined that because the 2013 PEA analyzed cuts of
126,000 that would have resulted in an end-strength of 436,000 (well below the required end-
strength of 490,000); this alternative had already been assessed and was not required for

this SPEA.
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3.4 Screening and Evaluation Criteria used to Identify a Range of Potential
Installations for Additional Force Reductions
Now that the second part of the 2011 Budget Control Act, commonly referred to as
sequestration, was implemented in FY 2013 and may return in FY 2016, the Army needs to plan
for reductions in both the operational and generating forces and to plan for additional overall
reductions. In the 2013 PEA, the reductions were primarily focused on the “operational forces”
or Soldiers in units subject to deployment. At that time, the “generating force,” the organizations
that establish doctrine and train Soldiers, was thought to be largely exempt from reductions
because only the first budget cuts in the Budget Control Act of 2011 were thought to be taking
effect, and the generating force would not be affected. This is no longer the case. With these
deeper reductions that may affect both the operational and generating forces, 21 locations and 9
additional locations are included in this SPEA because each could possibly lose more than a
combined 1,000 active component Soldiers and Army civilian employees.

Three of the locations now being analyzed were specifically excluded in the 2013 PEA with
reasons given in Section 3.4.1—Joint Base San Antonio-Fort Sam Houston, Fort Meade, and
Fort Huachuca (U.S. Army, 2013). They were excluded because their populations consisted of
special missions and few operational forces. Those attributes no longer exclude these

three installations.

This SPEA does not include installations whose mission is primarily run by the Army Materiel
Command, such as depots, arsenals, and army ammunition plants, or installations used primarily
for test and evaluation. Their missions are managed by the Army Materiel Command and the
Army Test and Evaluation Command, and it is not now anticipated that they could have a
combined reduction of 1,000 Soldiers or Army civilian employees. The exception is Aberdeen
Proving Ground, which has 1,428 Soldiers, and is included in this analysis. U.S. Military
Academy West Point Military Reservation is also excluded because it is not yet clear how its
mission will be affected by overall force reduction. It is possible, for instance, that the Cadet
training at West Point will continue at its current levels and that the Army will reduce its
accession of officers from other commissioning sources.

Chapter 3, Alternatives and Screening Criteria 3-9
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

4.0.1 Introduction

This section presents a consolidated discussion of the affected environment (baseline
environmental conditions assessed) at each installation, and the environmental and
socioeconomic impacts anticipated as a result of the implementation of the alternatives. The
baseline for the Proposed Action for the 21 installations analyzed in the 2013 PEA is the same as
the 2013 PEA (as well as in this SPEA), and the baseline is the end of 2013 for the 9 new
installations assessed in this SPEA. Discussions in the installation sections of this SPEA will
acknowledge HQDA stationing decisions that have been announced that are part of the total,
deeper reduction now being analyzed.

4.0.2 Differences Between the SPEA and the 2013 PEA

The analyses conducted in this document and the 2013 PEA are mostly similar in nature, but
important differences should be highlighted. The 2013 PEA assessed the effects of the Proposed
Action on only 21 of the 30 locations covered in this document. The baseline for those 21
locations was based on environmental conditions at that time and the 2011 populations (Tables
3.3-1 and 3.3-2). Those baseline conditions and populations are carried over in this document
because this document is a supplement to the original assessment. The nine new locations will be
assessed based on current conditions and the 2013 installation populations

(Tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2).

As discussed in Section 3.3.1, the Army announced decisions following the 2013 PEA for force
structure reductions currently scheduled between October 2013 and September 2015, with some
already completed or in progress. On June 25, 2013, the Army announced that 12 BCTs would
be inactivated by the end of FY 2017, including 10 BCTs in the U.S. at installations assessed in
this SPEA—Fort Bliss, Texas; Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Fort Campbell, Kentucky; Fort
Carson, Colorado; Fort Drum, New York; Fort Hood, Texas; Fort Knox, Kentucky; Fort Riley,
Kansas; Fort Stewart, Georgia, and Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington (Feickert, 2014).
Any future force structure decisions based on this SPEA will take into consideration those
previous decisions. In the case of the nine locations not previously considered, the baseline
population is October 2013. If there have been reductions that occurred prior to that baseline
date, these reductions will be noted and taken into account in the analysis for that installation.

The methodology used to estimate the socioeconomic impacts has slight differences from the
approach used in the 2013 PEA. These differences and a description of the updated Economic
Impact Forecasting System (EIFS) model and inputs are provided in the remainder of this
section. The version of EIFS used to complete the socioeconomic evaluation in the 2013 PEA
included demographic and economic data through the year 2000 only. Because the evaluation in
the 2013 PEA did not include updated demographic and economic data, the Army used the
Regional Economic System (RECONS) model, which included more recent federal data to verify

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Effects 4-1
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the EIFS results. The EIFS model was recently updated and now includes census data through
2011 and was used for this analysis and it was not necessary to use the RECONS model to
validate the results in the SPEA.

The entire EIFS system of models, tools, and databases is available to assess potential impacts to
four elements of a local economy: sales, income, employment, and population. EIFS calculates
income and employment multipliers based on the user defined ROI. Using the Bureau of
Economic Analysis time series data, the Rational Threshold Value model within EIFS produces
thresholds for assessing the significance of impacts. This model establishes a rate of change over
time for each variable by estimating a straight line average between the first year of record and
the last year of record. Then, each yearly deviation from that growth rate is calculated and
converted to a percentage. The largest historical changes (both increase and decrease) are used to
define significance thresholds. The significance thresholds for decreases are reduced further to
ensure that negative impacts are fully recognized. The negative significance threshold for sales is
set at 75 percent of the maximum decrease, for income and employment at 66 percent of the
maximum decrease, and for population at 50 percent of the maximum decrease.

The 2000 EIFS model contained historical data from 1969 to 2000. The updated model contains
historical data from 1969 to 2011. As a result, the updated EIFS model will have different ROI
multipliers as well as revised significance thresholds. The more recent information in the updated
EIFS model changes the average trends for the four impact variables, which, in turn, changes the
significance threshold values for each parameter for each ROI.

The EIFS tool is a web-based modeling and information system that provides regional economic
analyses to planners and analysts and has been used by the Army for more than 20 years. While
the system algorithms are simple and easy to understand, they are firmly based on regional
economic theory. It draws information from a tailored socioeconomic database for every county
(or multi-county area) in the U.S. The model estimates economic impacts and significance of any
project proposal as defined by the user. The database items are extracted from: Economic
Censuses (wholesale, retail, services, and manufacturers), Census of Agriculture, the Bureau of
Economic Analysis employment and income time series, the Bureau of Economic Analysis labor
force time series, and the County Business Patterns. Extracted data elements are stored, by
county, in the EIFS database.

Inputs used by the EIFS model in estimating impacts for the SPEA are change in military and
civilian employment, average income of affected military and civilian employees, percentage of
civilian employees expected to relocate with the proposed project, percentage of Soldiers living
on-installation, and within the ROI. For each installation, the estimated number of Soldiers and
Army civilians affected by force reductions at each installation is summarized in Table 3.2-2.
The average salary for a Soldier in an IBCT is $46,760. This figure was used for the average
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salary of all Soldiers who could potentially be eliminated at installations.® Because the Army
does not know which units would be involved, it is impossible to determine the precise salaries.
The IBCT serves as a good representative example of units that may be eliminated. Included in
the $46,760 amount is Base Pay, a nationwide average amount for Basic Allowance for Housing,
and Basic Allowance for Subsistence.

For Army civilian employees, the analysis uses an average salary as estimated for each state
where an installation is located. The average is based on the prevailing General Schedule and
Wage Grade rates at the midpoint of seniority for the installation area and the distribution by
grade of Army civilians within that state. Again, the Army does not know which civilian
employees would be involved in reductions, but computing a statewide average salary is
appropriate for assessing the impact of potential civilian reductions. In all states the average
civilian salary was above the average Soldier salary.

In addition to the salaries of the personnel affected by the potential reductions, the EIFS model
requires inputs of the percent of Soldiers living on the installation and the percent of civilians
expected to leave the area in the event of a job loss. To ensure the potential impacts were
captured to the greatest extent possible, all Soldiers were assumed to be living off the installation
and 100 percent of the civilians were assumed to leave the area in the event of a job loss.

Finally, the sales tax approach in the SPEA is different from that of the 2013 PEA. The 2013
PEA applied the state sales tax to the total sales to estimate the changes in sales tax receipts.
Because sales taxes do not apply to the majority of economic output or sales, national data from
the U.S. Economic Census were used to estimate the proportion of sales to which sales and use
taxes would apply. Using the data from the 2012 U.S. Economic Census, the following industries
were identified to which sales and use taxes are usually applied: retail sales; arts, entertainment
and recreation; and accommodations and food services. Across the Nation, these industries
account for 16 percent of total sales. This percentage was applied to the total change in sales
associated with the force reductions to estimate a reduction sales tax receipts to state and local
government entities. Additionally, current sales tax rates were used from the Tax Foundation,
which provides combined state average and local sales tax rates together. The 2013 PEA used
state sales tax rates only.

4.0.3 Valued Environmental Component Impact Ratings

As with the 2013 PEA, this SPEA adopts an analytic methodology similar to that used in the
Army’s Programmatic EIS for Army Transformation (USACE, 2002) and the Programmatic EIS

Exceptions to this salary figure were made for installations located in Alaska and Hawai’i. The
average salaries for Soldiers on these installations were increased to account for the Overseas Cost of
Living Allowance they receive. The salaries included in the EIFS model were $53,989 for Joint Base
Elmendorf-Richardson; $60,735 for Fort Wainwright; and $55,374 for USAG Hawaii.

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Effects 4-3



0 9 N L AW~

O

10
11

12
13

14
15
16

17
18
19

20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28

29
30
31

32

33
34
35
36

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment June 2014

for Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment (U.S. Army, 2007). The Army used the
process in the Army’s NEPA Analysis Guidance Manual (USAEC, 2007) for evaluating impacts
to each environmental media area or valued environmental component (VEC) for each of the
analyzed installations and their associated maneuver sites. A general description of these VECs
is provided in Section 4.0.4 of the 2013 PEA. Through coordination with installation staff and
subject matter experts at each location, current VEC ratings were identified and verified, and are
described in this section. VEC ratings are the basis for determining whether the impact is
significant or not. VEC ratings range from beneficial to significant:

e Beneficial —A positive net impact.

e No Impact/Negligible—An environmental impact that could occur but would be less than
minor and might not be perceptible.

e Minor, Adverse—While impacts would be perceptible, they would clearly not
be significant.

e Less than Significant—An impact that is not significant, but is readily apparent.
Additional care in following standard procedures, or applying precautionary measures to
minimize adverse impacts, may be called for.

e Significant but Mitigable—A significant impact is anticipated, but the Army can
implement management actions or other mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less
than significant.

e Significant—An adverse environmental impact, which, given the context and intensity,
violates or exceeds regulatory or policy standards or otherwise exceeds the identified
threshold. The significant impact, however, cannot be mitigated with practical means to a
level below significance.

A summary of environmental impacts is provided in Section 4.30 and presented in consolidated
tables of anticipated impacts in Tables 4.30-1 (No Action Alternative), and 4.30-2
(Alternative-1). Each installation sub-section also includes a table of anticipated impacts. A
summary of potential socioeconomic effects comparing all of the analyzed locations can be
found in Table 4.30-3 and Table 4.30-4.

Additional installation site-specific NEPA analyses will be conducted, as appropriate, to address
actions necessary to implement Army 2020 realignment decisions. This is appropriate given the
extended duration and numerous decisions that this SPEA is designed to support.

4.0.4 Valued Environmental Components and Thresholds of Significance

The Army uses a standardized methodology to complete NEPA analysis that is outlined in the
Army’s NEPA Guidance Manual (USAEC, 2007). The discussion that follows provides an
overview description of each VEC evaluated in this document and provides a discussion of
thresholds of significance.

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Effects 4-4
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To maintain consistent evaluation of impacts in this SPEA, thresholds of significance were
established for each resource area. The Army developed these thresholds to take into account
substantive environmental regulations and ensure an objective analysis of anticipated impacts.
Although some thresholds have been designated based on legal or regulatory limits or
requirements, others reflect some discretionary judgment on the part of the Army. Quantitative
and qualitative analyses have been used, if appropriate, in determining whether, and the extent to
which, a threshold is exceeded.

It is important to note, however, that significance is a matter of context and intensity. Loss of a
small number of trees in an arid area with few trees could be significant while loss of the same
number of trees in a forested area might not. Any variation in the significance criteria is set out
in the discussion of impacts for specific locations.

An impact may trigger one of these thresholds, but mitigation could reduce the impact to less
than significant. Also, note that ROIs for different VECs may vary at installations because of
specific circumstances. In addition, the context of the affected environment at a given installation
may mean that a site-unique threshold is applicable. Section 4.04 of the 2013 PEA provides a
description of the individual resource areas as covered in the Army’s NEPA Guidance Manual.
The following text describes what conditions resulting from a proposed action or alternative
would result in a significant impact under each resource category.

e Air Quality—An impact would be considered significant if it led to a violation of a Title
V operating permit or synthetic minor permit.

e Airspace—An impact would be considered significant if it led to a violation of Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations that undermines aviation safety or results in
substantial infringement of private or commercial flight activity.

e Cultural Resources—An impact would be considered significant if there were
substantial concerns raised by Indian Tribes or Native Hawaiian Organizations regarding
potential impacts to properties of religious and cultural significance to those tribes or
organizations; or direct or indirect alteration of the characteristics that qualify a property
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (may include physical
destruction, damage, alteration, removal, change in use or character within setting,
neglect causing deterioration, transfer, lease, sale) without appropriate mitigation.

e Noise—Significant impacts generally include noise impacts causing reclassification of
Noise Zones (NZ) to NZ II or III around sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, schools,
hospitals, churches, or daycare facilities), within the decibel (dB) limits of each NZ as
defined in Army Regulation 200-1, a definition that is more current and accurate than that
explained in Section 4.0.4 of the 2013 PEA.

e Soils—Significant impacts generally include soil loss or compaction from Army training
to the extent that natural reestablishment of native vegetation within two growing seasons

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Effects 4-5
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is precluded on a land area greater than a total of 1,000 acres; or loss of soil productivity
due to construction activities, which converts the soil to improved infrastructure on more
than 5 percent of land under administrative control of the installation.

Biological Resources (Vegetation, Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species)—
Significant impacts would include substantial permanent conversion or net loss of habitat
at landscape scale; long-term loss or impairment of a substantial portion of local habitat
(species-dependent); and unpermitted “take” of threatened and endangered species.

Wetlands—Significant impacts would include unpermitted loss or destruction of more
than 1 acre of jurisdictional wetlands.

Water Resources—Significant impacts would include the exceedance of total maximum
daily loads for sediments that causes a change in surface water impairment status, or an
unpermitted direct impact to a water of the U.S.

Facilities—Significant impacts would occur if the capacity of current infrastructure or
available space could not support the Proposed Action or if violation of regulatory
limits occurs.

Socioeconomics—Significant impacts would include indication from the EIFS that a
change in Sales, Income, Employment, or Population would exceed the Rational
Threshold Value.

Energy Demand and Generation—Significant impacts would occur if the energy
demands of the Proposed Action exceed the capacity of existing transmission
infrastructure or the generating capacity of the energy provider.

Land Use Conflicts and Compatibility—Significant impacts generally would occur
when more than 5,000 acres of land is removed from public use. This amount is a matter
of context and intensity, however, and could vary depending on the size of

the installation.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste—Significant impacts would occur when
substantial additional risk to human health or safety would be attributable to
Army actions.

Traffic and Transportation—Significant impacts would generally occur when a
reduction by more than two Levels of Service (LOS) at roads and intersections within the
ROI occurs.

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Effects
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4.0.5 Cumulative Effects Analysis Methodology

CEQ regulations implementing NEPA define a “cumulative impact” as follows:

Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment, which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal)
or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period
of time (40 CFR §1508.7).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance to reviewers of cumulative impacts
analyses further adds:

...the concept of cumulative impacts takes into account all disturbances since
cumulative impacts result in the compounding of the effects of all actions over
time. Thus, the cumulative impacts of an action can be viewed as the total effects
on a resource, ecosystem, or human community of that action and all other
activities affecting that resource no matter what entity (federal, non-federal or
private) is taking the action (EPA, 1999).

For the purposes of this SPEA, significant cumulative impacts would occur if incremental
impacts of the Proposed Action, added to the environmental impacts of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions, would exceed significance thresholds for resources at an
installation and the surrounding regions. The Army considered a wide range of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions by researching existing literature and information provided
by installations to identify other projects in the region of each installation that could contribute to
cumulative environmental impacts. The Army considered other past, present, or foreseeable
future actions regardless of whether the actions are similar in nature to the Proposed Action or
outside the jurisdiction of the Army. As part of this analysis, the Army acknowledges the non-
federal investment of private companies and local communities to support Army installations.
These investments were made given the prediction of growth at the time; however, the Army
could not predict the potential changes in Army forces being evaluated in the SPEA. The impact
these decisions will have on non-federal investments is beyond the scope of the SPEA.
Cumulative impacts are addressed within each installation section following the discussion of
environmental effects for each alternative. Each installation’s cumulative effects analysis offers a
fuller understanding of resource conditions that implementation of the Proposed Action might
magnify, amplify, or otherwise exacerbate or cause beneficial or adverse impacts to resources on
a regional or long-term scale. There are few impacts from actions proposed for installations that
when taken together have the potential to cause a nationwide cumulative impact; these potential
impacts are discussed in Section 4.32.

Generally, installation analyses includes past and present impacts in the discussion of the
affected environment, and, therefore, most of the cumulative impacts discussion addresses
reasonably foreseeable future actions.
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4.1  Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

4.1.1 Introduction

Aberdeen Proving Ground encompasses about 72,000 acres. The bulk of Aberdeen Proving
Ground lies within Harford County, Maryland (Figure 4.1-1). Two small sections (Carroll Island
and Graces Quarters) on the western edge of the installation are located in Baltimore County,
Maryland. The Bush River divides the installation into two areas, referred to in this document as
Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Northern Peninsula and the Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Southern
Peninsula. These two areas are also known as the Aberdeen and Edgewood Areas, respectively.

Aberdeen Proving Ground was established as two separate military installations in 1917. The
two sites were the Ordnance Proving Ground and the Gunpowder Reservation. The Gunpowder
Reservation became Edgewood Arsenal. The Ordnance Proving Ground area is referred to as
Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Northern Peninsula. The Edgewood Arsenal (formerly Gunpowder
Reservation) area is referred to as Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Southern Peninsula. In 1971, the
Army administratively combined Aberdeen Proving Ground and Edgewood Arsenal into one
Army installation. After consolidation, each area continued with its respective military role.
Administration of both areas became the responsibility of U.S. Army Garrison (USAQG)
Aberdeen Proving Ground with the current 5 management and control offices, 6 directorates,

10 support offices, and more than 21,000 Army civilian, military, and contractor employees.
Aberdeen Proving Ground encompasses more than 2,000 buildings with greater than 17 million
square feet of space. It is home to 11 major commands and supports more than 80 tenants, 20
satellite, and 17 private activities. Today Aberdeen Proving Ground is considered a DoD and
universal leader in the Research, Development, Test & Evaluation (RDTE) of Army materiel,
including the training of military personnel who use the materiel (Aberdeen Proving

Ground, 2014a).

Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Northern Peninsula is divided into three main functions: the
headquarters and research area, the training and support area, and the test range area. The test
range area covers 26,500 acres and comprises most of Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Northern
Peninsula. The headquarters and research area is dedicated to special operations and research,
such as ballistics research and testing laboratories. The training and support area, located on the
northern portion of Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Northern Peninsula, is the most highly
developed portion of the installation. The training and support area includes training, technical,
administrative, and housing facilities. Phillips Army Airfield (AAF) is located to the southwest
of the headquarters and research area.

Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 4-9
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Figure 4.1-1. Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland

Land use on Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Southern Peninsula, according to the Aberdeen Proving
Ground Master Plan, includes the cantonment area, industrial area, training area, research and
development area, and test range area. The cantonment area, located along the Gunpowder River,
includes housing, administrative offices, training, and installation support. The industrial area of
Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Southern Peninsula is located east of the cantonment area, and
includes supply and storage, maintenance shops, and the Weide Army Heliport (AHP). Research
and development activities are mostly located east of the heliport. The Gunpowder River
separates the Carroll Island and Graces Quarters sections on the western shore from the main
portion of the Southern Peninsula on the eastern shore of the river.

As a result of the 2005 BRAC Commission report, Aberdeen Proving Ground has undergone
significant growth. Units, activities, and personnel moved to Aberdeen Proving Ground from
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey; Fort Knox, Kentucky; Fort Huachuca, Arizona; Redstone Arsenal,
Alabama; Brooks City Base, Texas; Silver Spring, Maryland; Glenn, Ohio; and Fort Belvoir,
Alexandria, Falls Church, and Langley, Virginia. The BRAC 2005 changes resulted in a net gain
of approximately 4,403 positions, 1,656,718 square feet of facilities and a 26.5 percent increase

Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 4-10
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in the daily population to more than 21,000 personnel, including approximately 90 tenants and
11 Major Commands (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2007).

Aberdeen Proving Ground’s 2013 baseline permanent party population was 12,335. In this
SPEA, Alternative 1 assesses a potential population loss of 4,300, including 1,000 permanent
party Soldiers and 3,272 Army civilians.

4.1.2 Valued Environmental Components

For alternatives the Army is considering as part of Army 2020 force structure realignments, no
significant, adverse environmental impacts are anticipated for Aberdeen Proving Ground;
however, significant socioeconomic impacts are anticipated as a result of implementing
Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions. Table 4.1-1 summarizes the anticipated impacts to
VECs under each alternative.

Table 4.1-1. Aberdeen Proving Ground Valued Environmental Component Impact
Ratings
Valued Environmental Component No Action Alternative Alte'r:r;?g;’%idi:g%ﬁ?em

Air Quality Minor Beneficial
Airspace Negligible Negligible
Cultural Resources Minor Minor

Noise Minor Minor

Soils Minor Beneficial
Biological Resources Minor Beneficial
Wetlands Minor Beneficial
\Water Resources Minor Beneficial
Facilities No impact Minor
Socioeconomics Beneficial Significant
Energy Demand and Generation Minor Beneficial

Land Use Conflict and Compatibility Minor Minor
Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Minor Minor

Traffic and Transportation Minor Beneficial

4.1.3 Air Quality

4131 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground is located in an area in nonattainment for ozone (O3) and particulate
matter whose diameter is less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM,;s) (EPA, 2013). Harford
County, which includes Aberdeen Proving Ground, is within the Metropolitan Baltimore

Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 4-11
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Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (AQCR), known as Area III of the State of Maryland Air
Quality Control Area. The Metropolitan Baltimore Intrastate AQCR operates under a 10-year
maintenance plan for carbon monoxide (CO), demonstrating continued attainment for this

criteria pollutant through December 15, 2015; however, Harford County was never in
nonattainment for CO (USACE, 2013).

Results of modeling and other studies indicate that existing Aberdeen Proving Ground activities
cause minor impacts to ambient concentrations of sulfur dioxide (SO;) and moderate impacts to
ambient concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO,), CO, and O3 (USACE, 2013). Emissions of
particulate matter whose diameter is less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM) at certain
vehicle testing tracks are considered to be a problem. Occasionally, smoke from brush fires at
Aberdeen Proving Ground may extend for a distance and cause moderate impacts (local nuisance
and impairment of visibility), while releases of global warming gases that may include carbon
dioxide (CO;) and Os-depleting chemicals are estimated to cause negligible impacts (USACE,
2013). Annual criteria pollutant emissions from 2009 to 2013 are available in Table 4.1-2.

Aberdeen Proving Ground holds two Title V operating permits: permit number 025-00081 for
the Aberdeen Proving Ground Northern Peninsula, which expires on January 31, 2015, and
permit number 025-00082 for the Aberdeen Proving Ground Southern Peninsula, which expires
on October 31, 2014. The permits include processes regarding boilers, paint booths, storage
tanks, generators, and other emission units. Aberdeen Proving Ground conducts comprehensive
annual air emission inventories for the installation (USACE, 2013).

Table 4.1-2. Criteria Pollutant Emissions for Aberdeen Proving Ground (2009 to 2013)

NO, Sulfur Oxides PMo CO VOC

Year
(tons per year)

2013 59.72 11.02 1.91 30.87 2.34
2012 45.46 13.48 1.58 26.75 7.75
2011 38.96 22.95 1.43 35.44 3.92
2010 51.05 22.14 2.63 49,59 8.09
2009 41.65 34.60 419 28.51 7.93

Source: USACE (2013)

4.1.3.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, existing levels of emissions would continue to result in minor
to moderate impacts to air quality. Emissions would remain at levels below existing permit
thresholds; however, PM( emissions would continue to be a problem at certain vehicle

testing tracks.
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Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

A force reduction at Aberdeen Proving Ground would result in long-term beneficial air quality
impacts due to reduced demand for heating/hot water and a reduction of mobile source emissions
from vehicle trips to and from the facility.

Given the population density of the Metropolitan Baltimore Intrastate AQCR, it is likely that the
vehicle trips to and from the installation that would be reduced, would occur at a new location
within the same airshed, reducing the beneficial impact. Short-term, negligible impacts to air
quality could result from the relocation of personnel outside of the area due to the force
reduction. As discussed in Chapter 1, the potential demolition of existing buildings or placing
them in caretaker status as a result of force reductions is not reasonably foreseeable and not part
of the scope of this SPEA; therefore, potential impacts from these activities on air quality are
not analyzed.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not prevent environmental
compliance from being implemented. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized
at Aberdeen Proving Ground, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the
installation would comply with all mandatory environmental regulations.

4.1.4 Airspace

4141 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground has two airfields. Phillips AAF, which is located on Aberdeen
Proving Ground’s Northern Peninsula, is the primary supporter of fixed wing aircraft operations
at the installation. Phillips AAF provides garrison-controlled airlift and logistics capability and
supports the DoD’s RDTE efforts of Aberdeen Proving Ground’s tenant organizations. Weide
AHP, which is located on the Southern Peninsula, is a rotary-wing-only airfield. Weide AHP
also supports the DoD’s RDTE efforts of Aberdeen Proving Ground’s tenant organizations. It is
host to Maryland ARNG units and is used for training and maintenance by Army

helicopter units.

Aberdeen Proving Ground underlies major air traffic corridors of the northeastern U.S. Nearby
major airports with airline service are Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall
Airport; Philadelphia International Airport; and New Castle Airport in Wilmington, Delaware.
Other airports within 50 miles of Aberdeen Proving Ground that routinely handle military and jet
aircraft traffic include Martin State Airport, Baltimore, Maryland, and Dover Air Force Base
(AFB), Delaware. Similarly, nearby Harford County Airport, Churchville, Maryland and Cecil
County Airport, Elkton, Maryland both serve as transportation centers for employees or private
industry to commute to Aberdeen Proving Ground.

Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 4-13
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Aberdeen Proving Ground currently maintains restricted airspace over 210 square miles of the
proving ground and surrounding areas designated as Restricted (R)-4001A, R-4001B, and R-
4001C. The installation maintains flight restrictions from the surface to unlimited altitude to
conduct daily missions in R-4001 A without hazard to non-participating aircraft. If it can be
safely done, Aberdeen Proving Ground releases the airspace above 3,000 feet mean sea level
(msl) to FAA air traffic control each day to facilitate the movement of commercial and private
air traffic. Flight restrictions from the surface to unlimited altitude are reinstated the next duty
day (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). Flight restrictions below 3,000 msl are always
maintained at Aberdeen Proving Ground. In R-4001B, the airspace restrictions are only activated
via a published Notice to Airmen 24 hours in advance and only for a specific amount of time
(Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). Airspace R-4001C is to restrict access into the Joint Land
Attack Cruise Missile Defense Elevated Netted Sensor System Operational area and still provide
airspace to the controlling authority in R-4001A and R-4001B. R-4001C is active to

10,000 feet msl.

DoD established the Installation Compatible Use Zone (ICUZ) program to promote safe land use
development in and around military airfields. ICUZ includes the delineation of Clear Zones and
Accident Potential Zones (APZ) near the ends of runways. Runways 08/26 and 04/22 of the
Phillips AAF and runway 01/19 of Weide AHP are classified as Class A runways, which are
typically less than 8,000 feet long and intended for small aircraft (Aberdeen Proving

Ground, 2014Db).

The Clear Zones for Class A runways are 1,000 feet wide and 3,000 feet long. Class A runways
also have two consecutive APZs that extend outward from the outer end of each Clear Zone. The
APZs are 1,000 feet wide, 2,500 feet long, and oriented along the primary aircraft arrival and
departure pathways. Activities such as agriculture, transportation, industrial, recreational use,
and open space are considered acceptable in APZ 1. More varied land use is acceptable in APZ
I, including business services; small-scale commercial; and low-density, single-family
residential development (DoDI 4165.57, Air Installations Compatible Use Zones [May 2, 2011]).

4142 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Aberdeen Proving Ground would maintain existing airspace operations under the No Action
Alternative. All current airspace restrictions are sufficient to meet current airspace requirements,
and no airspace conflicts are anticipated.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

The implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in a decreased requirement for airspace but
would result in a slightly lower use of and requirements for airspace. The decrease in airspace
use would result in negligible impacts to airspace at Aberdeen Proving Ground.
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415 Cultural Resources

4151 Affected Environment

The affected environment for cultural resources at Aberdeen Proving Ground is the installation
footprint. Large-scale, planning-level surveys for archaeological resources have not been
undertaken at Aberdeen Proving Ground because of the size, disturbance levels, and complexity
of the installation (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2008). The installation has created a predictive
model to assist in identifying areas with a high potential for archaeological resources. The
majority of surveys completed to date are project specific; these have resulted in the
identification of 58 prehistoric and historic archaeological sites. Three sites have been
determined eligible but none are listed in the NRHP. Many of the known archaeological sites are
prehistoric and provide evidence for continual use of the area from the Middle Archaic (6,500
B.C.) to the early 1600s when contact occurred between Native Americans and Europeans
(Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2008).

Aberdeen Proving Ground has completed several architectural surveys since the 1980s, resulting
in the identification and evaluation of historic structures dating from the mid-19th century
though the Cold War (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2008). Three buildings are individually listed
in the NRHP; Pooles Island Lighthouse (Building 816), Presbury House (also known as Quiet
Lodge, Building E-4630), and the Gunpowder Meeting House (Building E-5715). More than 200
individual buildings and 6 historic districts have been determined eligible for listing in

the NRHP.

Aberdeen Proving Ground has identified 11 federally recognized tribes that may have an interest
in lands that are now part of the installation. An ethnohistory report was completed for the
installation in 1999 (USACE, 1999), and consultations with the 11 tribes were conducted from
1999-2000 to assist in the identification of historic properties of religious or cultural significance
to Native American tribes. To date, one Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) or sacred areas have
been identified within Aberdeen Proving Ground-managed lands.

The Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) for Aberdeen Proving Ground
was completed in 2008. This plan was intended to cover a 5-year period but continues to be used
by the installation. Aberdeen Proving Ground follows implementing regulations for the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106 (36 CFR 800), for all undertakings that have the
potential to affect cultural resources. This process includes consultation with the Maryland
Historical Trust, which is the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and other consulting
parties. NHPA, Section 106 consultation is detailed in a standard operating procedure that is
included within the ICRMP.
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4152 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, cultural resources would continue to be managed in adherence
with all applicable federal laws and the [CRMP. The cultural resource management staff at the
installation would continue to consult with the SHPO and applicable tribes on the effects of
undertakings that may affect cultural resources. Activities with the potential to affect cultural
resources would continue to be monitored and regulated through the use of existing agreements
and/or preventive and minimization measures. The effects of the No Action Alternative would be
minor and would come from the continuation of undertakings that have the potential to affect
archaeological and architectural resources (e.g., training, maintenance of historic buildings,

new construction).

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Alternative 1 would have a minor impact on cultural resources. The effects of this alternative are
considered to be similar to the No Action Alternative because future activities with the potential
to affect cultural resources would continue to be monitored and the impacts reduced through
preventive and minimization measures. This alternative could result in some beneficial effects
because a decrease in RDTE activities could reduce the potential for inadvertent disturbance of
archaeological resources. Additionally, with fewer people to support, there may be a reduction in
the number of undertakings with the potential to affect cultural resources. While it is not known
if this alternative would result in buildings becoming vacant, the Army is committed to ensuring
that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with cultural resources regulations. If future
site-specific analysis indicates that it is necessary to vacate or demolish structures as a result of
force reductions, the installation would comply with applicable laws, such as the NHPA, and
conduct the necessary analyses and consultation to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate

these effects.

4.1.6 Noise

416.1 Affected Environment

Sources of noise disturbance at Aberdeen Proving Ground include blasts from weapons testing
(e.g., artillery firing, explosive demolitions); aircraft flyovers at Phillips AAF and Weide AHP;
and vehicle testing noise (from wheeled and tracked vehicles) from the Munson, Perryman, and
Churchville test areas. Sensitive noise receptors at Aberdeen Proving Ground include installation
tenant facilities and service areas (USACE, 2013). Individuals on the installation may be
subjected to multiple sources of continuous, intermittent, or impulsive noise during the day
(USACE, 2007; USACE, 2013). Most of these noise sources are confined to the installation with
the exception of blast noise and aircraft noise during over-flights. In general, noise is limited to
the areas where the noise is created. Tenant facilities on Aberdeen Proving Ground, with the
exception of the Army Test and Evaluation Command and Army Research Laboratory, do not
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produce high levels of noise. Other minor noise sources include on-installation traffic, small
arms firing at the field training exercise site, noise from the rail lines west of Aberdeen Proving
Ground, on-installation facility construction, and maintenance activities (USACE, 2013, 2007).

During previous noise measurements, primary noise sources identified outside the installation
include Amtrak trains, school activity, a water pumping station, construction activities, and
traffic on Maryland Route 755 (USACE, 2013, 2007). Noise receptors located outside the
installation include those sites lying within the various noise contours along the installation
boundaries. Sensitive noise receptors within communities adjacent to the installation include
single-family residences and schools. Depending on atmospheric conditions and type of
munitions, blast noise can also affect residential areas across Chesapeake Bay (USACE, 2007;
Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). Individuals outside the installation within these areas may be
subjected to multiple sources of continuous, intermittent, or impulsive noise during the day.
Ninety percent of noise complaints received by Aberdeen Proving Ground from neighboring
communities result from weapons and munitions testing and training activities, including large-
caliber weapons firing and explosives and blast activities, and disposal of unexploded ordnance
(UXO0) and munitions and explosives of concern. Complaints tend to occur most commonly in
the morning during January through March when atmospheric conditions are more favorable for
noise propagation (USACE, 2013).

The state of Maryland regulates noise control. These regulations establish an allowable noise
level for residential properties of 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA) during the day (7 a.m. to

10 p.m.) and 55 dBA during the night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). Impulsive noise, such as that resulting
from munitions testing, is not covered by state regulations (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).
In 2006, Aberdeen Proving Ground finalized an Installation Operational Noise Management Plan
(IONMP), which is the framework document that guides the implementation of its
Environmental Noise Management Program. The Aberdeen Proving Ground Environmental
Noise Management Program is intended to eliminate unacceptable or unnecessary noises in
populated areas. The Aberdeen Proving Ground test ranges are located within the Zones II and
III noise contours. Large caliber and static detonation programs require command approval if the
noise model prediction value is greater than 130 dBA. Atmospheric conditions such as wind
speed and direction, temperature inversions, cloud cover, etc., are monitored periodically, and
variables such as sound-pressure levels, sound-ray magnification and focus, intervening sound
barriers, distance from sources, sound characteristics, and existing background noise are all taken
into consideration. In general, clearances are usually granted for firing, as long as calculations
show there will be no damaging effects beyond installation boundaries (U.S. Army, 2009a).

In addition, Aberdeen Proving Ground implements an Army Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB)
program, whereby the installation works with local conservation organizations and willing
landowners to create perpetual easements as buffers surrounding the installation. ACUBs prevent
incompatible land uses in the vicinity of Aberdeen Proving Ground that could restrict or
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compromise the installation’s mission, and therefore limit the number of sensitive noise
receptors in proximity to the installation (USACE, 2013).

416.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Sources of noise related
to weapons testing, aircraft flyovers, and vehicle testing would remain the same, and noise would
remain at current levels. Individuals on the installation and residents in areas surrounding the
installation would continue to be subjected to multiple sources of continuous, intermittent, or
impulsive noise during the day. In addition to continued implementation of efforts to minimize
operational noise impacts as detailed in the IONMP, complaint reporting procedures for the
public would remain in place and Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue to consult with
surrounding residents and communities.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reduction

Under Alternative 1, long-term, minor, and adverse noise impacts would still be associated with
training and testing activities on the installation, but these could be reduced from current levels.
Noise generated from weapons and vehicle testing areas and aircraft flyovers would not be
anticipated to change current NZ contours; however, the anticipated decrease in activity could
reduce the amount of civilian and military vehicle traffic, Soldier foot-traffic, and use of test
vehicles and other military equipment within the installation, and could also result in less
frequent large-caliber weapons fire. Potential noise impacts to the human and natural
environment could therefore decrease with force reductions. The noise program at Aberdeen
Proving Ground is currently managed by a tenant organization with funding from the installation
under its current budget. It is assumed that Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue
implementing its IONMP and continue coordinating with the public regarding noise issues

or complaints.

4.1.7 Soils

4171 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground lies within the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province,
characterized by low hills, shallow valleys, and flat plains. Elevations within Aberdeen Proving
Ground range from sea level to about 60 feet above sea level. Major portions of Aberdeen
Proving Ground are within the 100-year floodplain, which extends to the 8-foot elevation
contour (above sea level). Most slopes on the installation occur within the 0 to 10 percent range,
with few areas exceeding 2 percent. The Atlantic Coastal Plain Province is underlain by
unconsolidated sediments such as clay, silt, sand, and gravel.
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The predominant upland soil on Aberdeen Proving Ground is generally very deep, nearly level to
gently rolling, and somewhat poorly drained to moderately well drained. Loamy and silty
alluvial and marine sediments underlie the upland soil. Soil of the floodplains and swamps of
Aberdeen Proving Ground is generally deep to very deep, smooth and nearly level, and very
poorly drained to moderately well drained. It is underlain by highly decomposed material and
sandy or loamy alluvial, estuarine, and marine sediment. Predominant soil types on the
installation are the Mattapex, Romney, Udorthents, and Woodstown series (NRCS, 2013).

Soil in the Aberdeen Proving Ground area has been affected by operations primarily associated
with range activities and chemically affected by past operations. Because test ranges occupy a
large portion of the land area at the installation (about 40 percent), physical effects (e.g., changes
in the soil’s topography, permeability, and erosion potential) have been moderate. Effects caused
by past demolition and construction are negligible because of the small area associated with the
activities relative to the size of Aberdeen Proving Ground (U.S. Army, 2009a; USACE, 2007).

The dominant soil map units on the installation are moderately to highly erodible mostly because
they are composed primarily of silt. Silty soils are easily detached and produce the greatest rates
of runoff if they are left bare or exposed to wind and water. Thus, the dominant soils on
Aberdeen Proving Ground, if not adequately protected by vegetation cover, are easily eroded.
However, at Aberdeen Proving Ground, activities that could disturb soils are managed in
accordance with the provisions of the Code of Maryland Regulations, which require approved
sediment and erosion plans for projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of land area and
more than 100 cubic yards of earth.

Inland erosion at the installation is moderate and restricted to areas that have little vegetative
cover, high relief, and flowing water (e.g., the southwestern part of Boone Creek basin; the
drainage basins of Kings, Lauderick, and Monks creeks; the headwaters of Romney and
Mosquito creeks; the Munson Test Area; and the southern part of the Perryman Test Area).
Shoreline erosion, although a moderate to severe problem at Aberdeen Proving Ground, is
localized and not caused by past or current operations; that is, most shoreline erosion at the
installation is natural. Natural shoreline erosion and accretion occur primarily along the bay
shoreline of Spesutie Island and the windward shore of Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Southern
Peninsula. Shoreline stabilization projects to reduce wave energy that have been undertaken in
localized areas have been very effective (U.S. Army, 2009a).

4.1.7.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, minor, adverse impacts to soils are anticipated at Aberdeen
Proving Ground. Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue to conduct range activities under its
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current schedule, resulting in minimal impacts to soils from ground disturbance and removal
of vegetation.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Under Alternative 1, minor, beneficial impacts to soils are anticipated. The presence of fewer
personnel would likely result in decreased use of the testing ranges; additionally, there would
likely be less need for new construction because of fewer personnel, which could have beneficial
impacts to soils because there would be an anticipated decrease in soil compaction and
vegetation loss. Over time, less sediment may discharge into state and federal waters and
wetlands. Additionally, Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue to comply with existing and
future National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for present and
foreseeable construction activities to ensure these actions do not create sediment pollution.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with
regulations affecting soils. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at
Aberdeen Proving Ground, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the
installation would comply with all mandatory environmental regulations.

As indicated in Chapter 1, the potential demolition of existing buildings as a result of force
reductions is not reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA; therefore,
potential impacts from these activities on soils were not analyzed.

4.1.8 Biological Resources (Vegetation, Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered
Species)

4181 Affected Environment

Vegetation

The elevation of Aberdeen Proving Ground is fairly low, ranging from 0 to 60 feet above msl,
which results in a relatively shallow water table (USACE, 2007). Consequently, 65 percent of
the 72,000-acre installation has hydric vegetation, comprising 46 percent open estuarine waters
and 19 percent tidal and non-tidal wetlands (USACE, 2007). The remaining acreage (35 percent)
includes a variety of uplands (USACE, 2007). The plants of Aberdeen Proving Ground are
generally those typical of the Atlantic Plain physiographic province (Aberdeen Proving

Ground, 2014b).

These open estuarine waters are the shallow water areas of the Chesapeake Bay, which provides
suitable habitat of many kinds of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) (USACE, 2007). SAV is
a diverse group of rooted aquatic plants that perform a number of irreplaceable ecological

functions, yet historical SAV areas have been declining since 1980 (Aberdeen Proving Ground,
2014b). The Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences conducts annual aerial surveys to photograph
and map SAV in the Chesapeake Bay, which Aberdeen Proving Ground supports by conducting
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ground surveys and the photographic interpretation (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). The
dominant species of SAV in the Aberdeen Proving Ground area include the native species wild
celery (Vallisneria americana), water stargrass (Heteranthera dubia), coontail (Ceratophyllum
demersum), and redhead grass (Potamogeton perfoliatus) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).
Also, there are about 42,731 acres of tidal and non-tidal wetlands on Aberdeen Proving Ground
(USFWS, 2010), as discussed in detail in Section 4.1.9.

Major terrestrial plant community types on the land areas of Aberdeen Proving Ground include
mixed deciduous forests, meadows, and a variety of developed areas (buildings and roads with
adjacent maintained turf area and street trees) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). Although
most (as much as 90 percent) of Aberdeen Proving Ground lands were farmland prior to military
use, forests now cover about 15,862 acres of the land area at the installation (Aberdeen Proving
Ground, 2014Db).

Wildlife

Given Aberdeen Proving Ground’s diverse terrestrial and aquatic habitats, Aberdeen Proving
Ground is host to hundreds of birds, and dozens of reptiles, amphibians, and mammals, several
fish species, and the blue crab (Callinectes sapidus) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). A
discussion of threatened and endangered species and bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is
located later in this section.

Aberdeen Proving Ground is located on the upper Chesapeake Bay and within the Atlantic
Flyway, which is a major migratory bird route. Therefore, the installation’s location makes it
particularly important for a number of bird groups, including waterfowl, colonial water birds,
raptors, neotropical migrants, and forest interior dwelling species. Approximately 250 species of
birds may occur at Aberdeen Proving Ground throughout the year, including 108 species of non-
migratory or waterfowl bird species. The installation provides breeding, foraging, and wintering
habitat for many of the 29 species of waterfowl that use the Chesapeake Bay, including mallards
(Anas platyrhynchos), American black duck (Anas rubripes), wood ducks (Aix sponsa), blue-
winged teal (Anas discors), hooded mergansers (Lophodytes cucullatus), and Canada geese
(Branta canadensis). Colonial waterbirds, which can be found seasonally at Aberdeen Proving
Ground, include the great blue heron (Ardea herodias), snowy egret (Egretta thula), green heron
(Butorides virescens), and the black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax). There are
several great blue heron rookeries; and the largest occurring on Pooles Island. As a participant in
the North American Waterfowl Management Plan, the Army established the Aberdeen Proving
Ground Waterfowl Sanctuary System, which includes about 600 acres of important nesting and
feeding areas that are closed to waterfowl hunting (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

There are more than 40 species of reptiles and amphibians on Aberdeen Proving Ground
property. Most of these species inhabit the forests, wetlands, ponds, and streams. The most
common reptile species include the Eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina) and Eastern
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garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis). Common amphibians include the bullfrog (Rana
catesbeiana), green frog (Lithobates clamitans), Northern spring peeper (Pseudacris crucifer),
Southern leopard frog (Rana utricularia), Fowler’s toad (Anaxyrus fowleri), and the red back
salamander (Plethodon cinereus) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

Twenty-four mammalian species have been recorded on Aberdeen Proving Ground, including
red fox (Vulpes vulpes), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), eastern cottontail rabbit
(Sylvilagus floridanus), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis),
striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), groundhog (Marmota monax), and beaver

(Castor canadensis).

Freshwater fish species observed at Aberdeen Proving Ground include bluegill (Lepomis
macrochirus), brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), carp (Cyprinus carpio), channel catfish
(Ictalurus punctatus), largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), pumpkinseed (Lepomis
gibbosus), white catfish (Ameiurus catus), and yellow perch (Perca flavescens). Fish living in
brackish portions of Aberdeen Proving Ground include alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus),
American shad (Alosa sapidissima), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), hickory shad (Alosa
mediocris), shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), and
white perch (Morone americana) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

Blue crabs inhabit Aberdeen Proving Ground waters during their juvenile stages and parts of
their adult stages. During their juvenile stages, blue crabs avoid predators and find food sources
in the extensive beds of SAV in Aberdeen Proving Ground’s waters. Blue crabs are critical to the
economic health of Chesapeake Bay and depend on its ecological health to mature and thrive
(Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

Threatened and Endangered Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources were contacted to obtain a list of threatened and endangered species known to occur
in Harford County, Maryland. Table 4.1-3 provides a list of threatened and endangered species
documented at the installation. Numerous plant and animal surveys and inventories have been
conducted at Aberdeen Proving Ground to determine the presence of protected species.

Although the bald eagle is no longer federally listed, it is still protected under the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Aberdeen Proving Ground has a
Bald Eagle Management Plan, which USFWS approved in 2009. Habitat preservation is the
cornerstone of the Aberdeen Proving Ground Bald Eagle Management Plan. Another component
of the plan is to maintain protective measures on overhead electrical lines, and to bury existing
infrastructure and any new infrastructure in areas deemed to pose the highest risk to eagles.
Electrical utility wires pose risks to eagles that may fly into the lines or be electrocuted from
perching on lines or poles. Aberdeen Proving Ground has installed industry-standard protective

Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 4-22



O 0 9 D

10

12
13

14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment June 2014

measures including spinning reflectors on lines (flappers), and insulating covers on transformer
bushings, cutouts, jumper wires, and insulators. Aberdeen Proving Ground will continue to
maintain these protective measures.

Table 4.1-3. Threatened and Endangered Species Known to Occur at Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status State Status
Shortnose sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum Endangered Endangered
Least bittern Ixobrychus exilis None In need of conservation
Nashville warbler Vermivora ruficapilla None In need of conservation
Sedge wren Cistothorus platensis None Endangered
Black rall Laterallus jamaicensis None In need of conservation
Henslow's sparrow Ammodramus henslowii None Threatened

Sixty-two vascular plant species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered by the Maryland
Natural Heritage Program were found on Aberdeen Proving Ground (Aberdeen Proving Ground,
2014c). Two taxa under review for federal listing were found—Delmarva beggarticks (Bidens
bidentoides) and butternut (Juglans cinerea) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014c). Of the 62 rare
species collected, 42 were associated with wetland habitats, and 20 were found on dry to mesic
soils (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014c). Carroll Island and Spesutie Island collectively
contained populations of 32 percent of the rare species identified (Aberdeen Proving

Ground, 2014c).

4182 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in minor impacts to biological
resources, and the affected environment would remain in its current state. There would not be
any significant effects because the Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue to abide by federal
and state regulations governing the management of biological resources. Although several plants
considered rare in Maryland have been documented at the installation, none are known or
expected to be affected (USACE, 2007).

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Implementing force reductions under Alternative 1 would result in beneficial impacts to
biological resources and habitat within the Aberdeen Proving Ground. With a reduced
operational tempo because of the reduction in force, habitat would have more time to recover
between events that create disturbances. Additionally, conservation management practices would
be easier to accomplish with a reduction in mission throughput. Except for those species listed in
Table 4.1-3, no other federally proposed or listed endangered or threatened species are known to
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occur on Aberdeen Proving Ground. Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue to conserve bald
eagle populations by using its Bald Eagle Management Plan. Aberdeen Proving Ground would
continue to conserve other sensitive animal and plant species.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with
natural resources regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at
Aberdeen Proving Ground, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the
installation would comply with all mandatory environmental regulations.

419 Wetlands

4191 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground has both freshwater and estuarine wetlands throughout the installation
(USFWS, 2010). Deepwater estuarine habitats occur offshore where the mean water depth
exceeds 2.0 meters (Cowardin et al., 1979); at Aberdeen Proving Ground, the deepwater
estuarine wetlands coincide with waters of the Chesapeake Bay, Bush River, and Gunpowder
River. Closer to the shore of these three estuaries the installation contains tidal estuarine marshes
that are alternately submersed and exposed, based on tidal cycles and inundation. Inland,
separated from estuarine waters, are almost 1,000 freshwater wetlands, including ponds, lakes,
and rivers (USFWS, 2010).

The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for Aberdeen Proving Ground
reported that approximately 19 percent of the installation’s land and water is wetlands (U.S.
Army, 2009a). Recent National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data place that estimate closer to 14
percent after estuarine deepwater habitats are subtracted from the total acres of wetlands on the
installation. Approximately 42,730 acres of wetlands exist on Aberdeen Proving Ground, of
which approximately 32,375 are estuarine deepwater wetlands (USFWS, 2010). Table 4.1-4
identifies the types of wetlands on Aberdeen Proving Ground and quantifies their

approximate acreage.
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Table 4.1-4. Acres of Wetland Types on Aberdeen Proving Ground
Wetland Type Acres
Estuarine deepwater 32,375
Estuarine tidal 6,477
Palustrine forested 2,926
Palustrine scrub-shrub 218
Palustrine emergent 585
Palustrine open water 100
Lacustrine 39
Riverine tidal 2
Riverine lower perennial 9
Total acres 42,731

Source: USFWS (2010)

4.19.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative on Aberdeen Proving
Ground. Impacts to wetlands from any current projects under construction would have already
been assessed and, if required, been properly permitted and mitigated. Additionally, activities
that occur in range areas would continue at current schedules, resulting in minimal impacts to
wetlands. Under the No Action Alternative, Aberdeen Proving Ground would maintain its
commitment to avoiding impacts to wetlands, to the extent practicable. Unavoidable impacts
would continue to be mitigated, according to the INRMP (U.S. Army, 2009a).

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Beneficial impacts to wetlands on Aberdeen Proving Ground are anticipated under Alternative 1.
A force reduction would decrease the daily activity on the installation and decrease the amount
of testing occurring on the installation. Additionally, it is likely less new construction would
occur with a decrease in personnel. Soil compaction and erosion would decrease due to less
construction and test activity, reducing the amount of sediment and runoff that can enter
wetlands and open waters, thus offshore SAV could experience fewer sedimentation events.
Wetlands currently affected could begin to return to their reference state values and functions.

Impacts to wetlands could conceivably occur if force reductions decreased environmental
staffing levels to a point where environmental compliance could not be properly implemented.
The Army is committed, however, to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-
compliance with wetland regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized
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at Aberdeen Proving Ground, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that
mandated environmental requirements would continue to be met.

4.1.10 Water Resources
4.1.10.1 Affected Environment

Surface Water/Watersheds

The surface waters present on Aberdeen Proving Ground are contained within the Upper
Western Shore watershed of Maryland and the smaller Bush River, Gunpowder River, and
Aberdeen Proving Ground subwatersheds (U.S. Army, 2009a). These waters, which encompass
almost half (32,722 acres) of the area within the installation boundaries, include rivers; estuarine
and freshwater creeks and streams; freshwater and ephemeral ponds; and large, open-water
portions of the Chesapeake Bay, the Bush River, and the Gunpowder River (U.S. Army, 2009a).
Because of the flat coastal topography of the region, the installation waterways are mainly
shallow, slow flowing streams. Located on the upper western shore of the Chesapeake Bay,
surface drainage flows to the larger Bush or Gunpowder rivers or to the numerous smaller
tributaries throughout the area, and eventually to the Bay. The Northern Peninsula of Aberdeen
Proving Ground contains Abbey Creek, Back Creek, Bridge Creek, Church Creek, Cod Creek,
Delph Creek, Dipple Creek, Little Romney Creek, Mosquito Creek, Romney Creek, Swan Creek,
and Woodrest Creek. The Southern Peninsula includes Boone Creek, Canal Creek, Coopers
Creek, Kings Creek, Lauderick Creek, Monk’s Creek, Reardon Inlet, Swaderick Creek, Watson
Creek, and Wright Creek.

The influence of the Chesapeake Bay on installation surface waters results in waters that are
fresh, with salinities of zero parts per thousand, to brackish, with salinities up to 12 parts per
thousand (U.S. Army, 2003, as cited by USACE, 2007; U.S. Army, 2009a). This influence is
also characterized by the presence of tidal estuaries and brackish marshes at stream mouths and
shorelines (U.S. Army, 2003, as cited by USACE, 2007; U.S. Army, 2009a). Close to the
installation, the Chesapeake Bay waters average 15 feet in depth, whereas estuarine water depth
on the installation varies on average from 7 to 15 feet (U.S. Army, 2009a).

The larger waters of the installation are used for recreation in the form of fishing, boating, and
swimming (U.S. Army, 2009a). Water quality concerns on the installation include sedimentation,
nutrients, and chemical contaminants due to previous military activities (U.S. Army, 2009a).
Surface water contamination from industrial, laboratory, and sanitary sources, including organic
and inorganic constituents (U.S. Army, 2003, as cited by USACE, 2007) as well as stormwater
runoff, has impaired the water quality of installation waterbodies and resulted in exceedances of
water quality standards (U.S. Army, 2009a). The Nutrient Management Plan developed by
Aberdeen Proving Ground includes goals for the protection of water quality through nutrient
loading and soil erosion prevention and reduction measures. These prevention and reduction
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measures include construction site best management practices (BMPs), vegetated stream buffers,
conservation landscaping, low-impact development techniques, and street sweeping. Also the
Bush River and Deer Creek Watershed Restoration Action Strategies, developed by Harford
County, support water quality, monitoring, and conservation banking projects (U.S.

Army, 2009a).

In the Army Chesapeake Bay Strategy, the U.S. Army developed objectives to protect and restore
the Chesapeake Bay while also continuing its national defense mission (U.S. Army, 2009b).
These objectives address water quality, flora and fauna, habitat, fisheries management,
stormwater management, and Bay stewardship.

Groundwater

The main aquifer in the vicinity of Aberdeen Proving Ground is the Patuxent formation within
the Atlantic Coastal Plain Province (U.S. Army, 2003, as cited by USACE, 2007). Other
formations in the region are the Potomac Group and the Patapsco formation. The Patapsco is
directly connected to the Chesapeake Bay, which may lead to intrusion of brackish water into the
freshwater aquifer supply. The flow of groundwater in the area is towards the southeast
(USACE, 2007). Numerous wells that supply potable water to the installation and to the city of
Aberdeen are located within installation boundaries.

Over the years, monitoring wells have showed that installation groundwater has been
contaminated by a variety of chemicals, metals, and organic compounds with the concentrations
of some exceeding groundwater quality standards (U.S. Army, 2003, as cited by USACE, 2007).
Detected contaminants include volatile and chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
perchlorate, trichloroethylene, and nerve agent compounds (USACE, 2007). Two contaminant
plumes were detected within the groundwater in the Canal Creek vicinity leading to
contamination of the surficial and Canal Creek aquifers (U.S. Army, 2003, as cited by USACE,
2007). Groundwater remediation measures that have been used on the installation include filters,
carbon treatment system, treatment plant, phytoremediation, and other cleanup techniques
(USACE, 2007; U.S. Army, 2009a).

Water Supply

Drinking water for Aberdeen Proving Ground is supplied by two water distribution systems and
multiple wells. The northern system is owned and operated by the city of Aberdeen, and the
southern system is owned and operated by the installation. For northern supplies, water is
withdrawn from Deer Creek and passes through a pumping station to the Chapel Hill water
treatment plant for standard treatment procedures. The pumping station has a capacity of

4 million gallons per day (mgd), and the water treatment plant has a 6 mgd capacity (USACE,
2007). Following treatment, water can be stored in a 1.6 million gallon well. Maximum water
withdrawal from the system is 3 mgd; however, requirements for keeping some water as backup
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limit the withdrawal to 1.5 mgd (Overbay, 2007, as cited by USACE, 2007). Average annual
water use for 2006 was 1.02 mgd (USACE, 2007).

The city of Aberdeen, which supplies potable water to the city and the installation, has a Water
Appropriation and Use Permit from Maryland Department of the Environment to withdraw an
additional 4.9 mgd from Deer Creek to make up for issues associated with possible well
contamination (USACE, 2007). The additional withdrawal is limited to 3.5 mgd with a possible
allowance of 0.5 mgd to be purchased from Harford County during an emergency

(USACE, 2007).

Southern water supplies are drawn from the Van Bibber impoundment of Winters Run (Harford
County, 2005, as cited by USACE, 2007) under a permit capped at 2.5 mgd (U.S. Army, 2006,
as cited by USACE, 2007). The filtration capacity of the Van Bibber Water Treatment Plant is

4 mgd, and storage capacity is 1.3 million gallons. As of 2005, water demand on this water
treatment plant was 1.0 to 1.3 mgd depending on the season. Withdrawals from Winters Run are
not allowed during low flows, thereby forcing the installation to obtain water from an alternative
source; in the past, Harford County supplied this alternative source (U.S. Army, 2005b, as cited
by USACE, 2007). Water is distributed through the southern system through 10- to 24-inch lines
that interconnect and form a looped network. Water storage in the southern portion of the
installation is provided by several storage tanks. Most lines in the southern distribution system
are more than 60 years old resulting in conditions ranging from average to unacceptable
(USACE, 2007).

In addition to water systems, Aberdeen Proving Ground receives potable water from 24 wells on
the Northern Peninsula and two wells on the Southern Peninsula (Overbay, 2007, as cited by
USACE, 2007). These wells are monitored for bacteria, nitrate, and turbidity. The city of
Aberdeen also has four wells located within the northern boundaries of the installation. To
protect these wells from contamination, the installation has created source water protection areas
for the well recharge areas.

Wastewater

The wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) serving the Northern Peninsula of Aberdeen Proving
Ground is privatized and operated by the city of Aberdeen (Wiggins, 2007, as cited by USACE,
2007). The discharge outfall is to the Spesutie Narrows. This WWTP has a biological nutrient
removal system as well as removal technology allowing the plant to meet the Enhanced Nutrient
Reduction standards of the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Act. As of 2006, the WWTP capacities
were a maximum of 6 mgd and an average flow of 3 mgd (Overbay, 2006, as cited by USACE,
2007). In the mid-2000s, average daily wastewater flows treated were approximately 1.0 mgd
with peak flows not exceeding 2.5 mgd (USACE, 2007). Wastewater collection infrastructure
includes gravity mains, force mains, and sewer pumps. Sewage holding tanks serve areas without
other conveyances.
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The installation operates the WWTP serving the Southern Peninsula; however, future
privatization options for this treatment plant are under evaluation (USACE, 2007). This plant
discharges to the Bush River (U.S. Army, 2006, as cited by USACE, 2007). This WWTP has
been upgraded to a secondary treatment system through the use of trickling filters and tertiary
treatment with chemicals for phosphorus removal. The treatment capacity of this plant is 2.8 mgd
although it is permitted for 3 mgd (U.S. Army, 2006, as cited by USACE, 2007). In the mid-
2000s, the average daily wastewater flows treated were 0.9 mgd (winter) and 1.1 mgd (summer)
(USACE, 2007). Wastewater collection infrastructure includes more than 40 miles of collection
lines and lift stations associated with force mains (U.S. Army, 2005a, as cited by USACE, 2007).
Septic tanks and leach fields serve areas without other conveyances (Harford County, 2005, as
cited by USACE, 2007).

The installation has an NPDES permit for the discharge of water used for cooling, vehicle
washing, and artillery operations (U.S. Army, 2005b, as cited by USACE, 2007).

Stormwater

Stormwater management infrastructure for Aberdeen Proving Ground includes a system of storm
sewers and catch basins within the developed portions and drainage swales within the
undeveloped areas (U.S. Army, 1997, as cited by USACE, 2007). Impervious surfaces
throughout the installation lead to increased stormwater runoff as well as modification of natural
drainage patterns (U.S. Army, 1997, as cited by USACE, 2007). An installation Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) details measures to reduce surface runoff. Decreases in
surface drainage can reduce sediment erosion and the washoff of surface pollutants into
waterbodies. Stormwater is permitted under an NPDES General Permit for Discharges from
State and Federal Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4), MDR 055501. Under
this permit, BMPs must be enacted, including: public education and outreach, illicit discharge
detection and participation, construction site runoff control, post-construction stormwater
management, and pollution prevention and good housekeeping (U.S. Army, 2014a). Some BMPs
for stormwater management and water quality protection include landscaping, erosion control
techniques (e.g., silt fences, sediment traps, and retention ponds), porous pavement, easements,
management programs, and forest conservation.

Floodplains

Executive Order (E.O.) 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid
floodplain development and any adverse impacts from the use or modification of floodplains
when there is a feasible alternative. Specifically, Section 1 of E.O. 11988 states that an agency is
required to “reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety,
health, and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by
floodplains in carrying out its responsibilities.” The 100-year floodplain indicates areas where
the flood has a 1 percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any year. Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps indicate that portions of the shoreline
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adjacent to the Chesapeake Bay, as well as land adjacent to tributary rivers and creeks close to
the Bay, are within the 100-year zone (FEMA, 2000) and experience flooding. Specific areas of
flooding include areas adjacent to the Bush and Gunpowder rivers (U.S. Army, 2009a).

4.1.10.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts to water resources would continue under the No Action Alternative.
Testing and training activities would continue to occur at Aberdeen Proving Ground ranges, as
would potential disturbance to and sedimentation of surface water resources. Aberdeen Proving
Ground would continue to strive to meet federal and state water quality criteria, drinking water
standards, and floodplain management requirements. Stormwater management would continue
under the existing NPDES permits as would adherence to state stormwater requirements and
BMP guidelines. Current water resources management and compliance activities would continue
to occur under this alternative.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Beneficial impacts to water resources are anticipated under Alternative 1. A force reduction
would result in fewer testing and training exercises thereby decreasing the potential for surface
water disturbance and sedimentation. The decrease in personnel would reduce potable water
demand and wastewater treatment allowing additional capacity for other users. Implementation
of Alternative 1 would reduce the amount of treated wastewater discharged to the receiving
surface water source.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with
water quality regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at
Aberdeen Proving Ground, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the
installation would comply with all mandatory environmental regulations. Force reduction at
Aberdeen Proving Ground is not anticipated to cause violations of federal and state water quality
regulations and discharge permits. Current water resources management and compliance
activities would continue to occur under this alternative.

4111 Facilities

4111.1 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground is located on the northwestern shore of the Chesapeake Bay and
covers about 72,000 acres, more than half of which is water or wetlands. The majority of the
installation is located on peninsulas bordered by the Bush and Gunpowder rivers. There are more
than 6,800 acres of improved grounds, nearly 300 miles of road, and more than 567,000 square
yards of airfield pavement. Aberdeen Proving Ground’s facilities include more than 17 million
square feet of building space in more than 2,000 buildings (including offices; administrative and
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training facilities; and warehouses, barracks, and Family housing). There are more than 40 miles
of vehicle test track, nearly 200 firing positions, 8 medical research laboratories, 10 chemical
laboratories, 2 physics laboratories, 5 human engineering laboratories, a materiels research
laboratory and Phillips AAF and Weide Army AHP (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014a).

Aberdeen Proving Ground is home to 11 major commands and more than 80 installation-
supported organizations. The installation provides facilities to perform RDTE of Army materiel.
Facilities include state-of-the-art ranges, engineering test courses for wheeled and tracked
vehicles, and laboratories for research. The installation supports a wide variety of training,
mechanical maintenance, health promotion and preventive medicine, chemical and biological
defense, chemical casualty care, and chemical demilitarization activities. Aberdeen Proving
Ground also hosts ARNG and U.S. Army Reserve operations and training (Aberdeen Proving
Ground, 2014a).

The implementation of recent initiatives including the 2005 BRAC recommendations, the
Enhanced Use Lease Program, the Demolition Buyout/Facility Reduction Program, and various
privatization initiatives have had major impacts to Aberdeen Proving Ground facilities. The 2005
BRAC recommendations led to a net increase of approximately 6,500 positions and 2.8 million
square feet of new construction involving 18 buildings and 2.5 million square feet of new
parking. The Maryland Boulevard Enhanced Use Lease Program, also known as the Government
and Technology Enterprise, involves the lease of 415 acres for commercial development
(USACE, 2013).

The Army has been using its Demolition Buyout Program since 2009 to augment the
installation’s Facilities Reduction Program and demolish obsolete and unneeded buildings. These
programs reduce operating costs associated with maintaining unused buildings and structures,
and comply with Army regulations requiring consolidation of operations and reduction of
obsolete and unused square footage. Between 2009 and 2012, both programs were responsible
for the demolition of 76 Aberdeen Proving Ground buildings and structures (USACE, 2013).

4.1.11.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

No impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Aberdeen Proving Ground would
continue to use its existing facilities to support its tenants and missions.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Overall, minor, adverse impacts would result from a reduction of forces under Alternative 1.
Impacts would occur from the fact that future, programmed construction or expansion projects
may not occur or could be downscoped; moving occupants of older, underutilized, or excess
facilities into newer facilities may require modifications to existing facilities; and a greater
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number of buildings on the installation may become vacant or underutilized due to reduced
requirements for facilities, which would have a negative impact on overall space utilization.
Some beneficial impacts to testing and training facilities are also expected as a result of force
reductions. A reduction in the frequency of training and testing exercises would be beneficial for
maintaining ranges and training areas and thereby improving sustainability of those facilities. A
decrease in training and testing operational tempo and related heavy equipment use would be
beneficial for the maintenance and sustainability of roadways and off-road maneuver areas.
Other impacts to facility and infrastructure may vary depending on what commands or
organizations are identified for reductions and how the reductions are dispersed across Aberdeen
Proving Ground. As discussed in Chapter 1, the demolition of existing buildings or placing them
in caretaker status as a result of the reduction in forces is not reasonably foreseeable and not part
of the scope of this SPEA; therefore, potential impacts from these activities are not analyzed.

4.1.12 Socioeconomics

4.1.12.1 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground is near the urban city centers of Baltimore, Philadelphia, and
Washington, DC (Rod, 2014). The ROI includes counties that are generally considered the
geographic extent in which the majority of the installation’s Soldiers, Army civilians, and
contractor personnel and their Families reside. The ROI for Aberdeen Proving Ground includes
Baltimore, Cecil, Harford, and Kent counties in Maryland.

Population and Demographics

Using 2013 as a baseline, Aberdeen Proving Ground has a total working population of 21,412
consisting of active component Soldiers and Army civilians, students and trainees, other military
services, civilians and contractors. Of the total working population, 12,335 are permanent party
Soldiers and Army civilians. The population that lives on the installation consists of 689 Soldiers
and their 1,046 Family members, for a total on-installation resident population of 1,735. The
portion of the Soldiers and Army civilians living off the installation is estimated to be 29,325 and
consists of Soldiers, Army civilians, and their Families (Marcum, 2014). The installation does
not have a substantial student or trainee population.

In 2012, the population of the ROI was 1,188,018. Compared to 2010, the 2012 population
increased in Baltimore, Cecil, and Harford counties, while population decreased slightly in Kent
County (Table 4.1-5). The racial and ethnic composition of the ROI is presented in Table 4.1-6
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2012a).
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Table 4.1-5. Population and Demographics, 2012

Population Change
Region of Influence Counties Population 2010-2012
(percent)
Baltimore County, Maryland 817,682 +1.6
Cecil County, Maryland 101,684 +0.6
Harford County, Maryland 248,540 +1.5
Kent County, Maryland 20,112 -04

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2012a)

Table 4.1-6. Racial and Ethnic Composition, 2012

White
Stat_e and o a African Native . LD Hispanic | Alone, not
Region of White . . Asian More . . .
American | American or Latino |Hispanic or
Influence (percent) (percent) Races .
Counties (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) Latino
(percent)
Maryland 60.8 30.0 0.5 6.0 2.5 8.7 53.9
Baltimore 64.8 27.0 0.4 5.4 2.2 4.6 61.4
County,
Maryland
Cecil County, 90.0 6.5 0.4 1.1 2.0 3.7 86.9
Maryland
Harford 81.4 131 0.3 2.8 2.3 3.8 78.4
County,
Maryland
Kent County, 81.8 15.2 0.3 1.1 1.6 45 78.2
Maryland

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2012a)
% Includes those who identify themselves as non-Hispanic and Hispanic White.

Employment and Income

Compared to 2000, the 2012 total employed labor force (including civilian and military)
increased in all of the counties, with the largest increase in Harford and Cecil counties. In 2012,
the total employed labor force in the ROI was 592,517 people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012b).
Employment, median home value, household income, and poverty levels are presented in

Table 4.1-7.

Information regarding the workforce by industry for each county within the ROI was obtained
from the U.S. Census Bureau. Information presented below is for the employed labor force.
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Table 4.1-7. Employment and Income, 2012

. Persons
Stat_e and Employed Labor STl Median Home e Below
Region of Change Household
Force Value Poverty
Influence 2000-2012 Income
: (number) (dollars) Level
Counties (percent) (dollars)
(percent)
State of 2,924,344 +11.8 $304,900 $72,999 6.5
Maryland
Baltimore 408,698 +7.8 $263,900 $66,068 5.7
County,
Maryland
Cecil County, 48,360 +12.7 $261,900 $66,025 6.5
Maryland
Harford County, 125,964 +12.1 $290,700 $80,441 5.7
Maryland
Kent County, 9,495 +2.1 $267,600 $54,614 5.6
Maryland

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2012b; 2000)

Baltimore County, Maryland

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the educational services, and health care and social
assistance sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Baltimore County (26
percent). Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste management
services is the second largest employment sector (12 percent), followed by retail trade (11
percent). The finance and insurance and real estate and rental/leasing sectors employ 9 percent of
the working population, while the public administration industry accounts for 8 percent. The
Armed Forces account for less than 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining eight
industries employ 34 percent of the county’s workforce (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).

Major employers in Baltimore County include Social Security Administration/CMS, Baltimore
County Public Schools, and Baltimore County Government (Baltimore County Department of
Economic Development, 2010).

Cecil County, Maryland

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the educational services, and health care and social
assistance sector accounts for the greatest share of total workforce in Cecil County (20 percent).
Retail trade is the second largest employment sector (12 percent), followed by manufacturing (11
percent). Construction sector accounts for 10 percent of the employment sector, followed by
professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste management services

(9 percent). The Armed Forces account for less than 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The
remaining eight industries employ 38 percent of the county’s workforce (U.S. Census

Bureau, 2010).
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Major employers in Cecil County include W.L. Gore & Associates, Perry Point VA Medical
Center, Union Hospital of Cecil County (Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and
Regulation, 2013).

Harford County, Maryland

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the educational services, and health care and social
assistance sector accounts for the greatest share of total workforce in Harford County (22
percent). Retail trade is the second largest employment sector (13 percent), followed by
professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste management services (11
percent). The public administration sector employs 10 percent of the working population and the
construction and manufacturing sectors each both account for 8 percent of the employed labor
force. The Armed Forces account for 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining seven
industries employ 28 percent of the county’s workforce (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).

Major employers in Harford County include Aberdeen Proving Ground, Harford County
Government, and Harford County Public Schools (Broadwater, 2013).

Kent County, Maryland

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the educational services, and health care and social
assistance sector accounts for the greatest share of total workforce in Kent County (28 percent).
Arts/entertainment, recreation, and accommodation/food services is the second largest
employment sector (12 percent), followed by construction (9 percent), followed by retail trade (7
percent) and professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste
management services (7 percent). The Armed Forces accounts for a negligible portion of Kent
County’s workforce. The remaining eight industries employ 37 percent of the county’s
workforce (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).

Major employers in Kent County are Washington College, Chester River Hospital Center, and
Dixon Valve & Coupling Company (Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and
Regulation, 2013).

Housing

Aberdeen Proving Ground housing inventory, after a 6-year initial development period, would be
372 homes for military members and their Families with an additional 457 homes occupied by
DoD employees and military retirees. Family housing on Aberdeen Proving Ground has been
privatized under the Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) and is managed by Corvias
(USACE, 2013; U.S. Army Garrison, 2014).

Approximately 96 beds (100 percent of the barracks spaces on all of Aberdeen Proving Ground)
are located on the Northern Peninsula where the housing extends in clusters from Havre De
Grace Street to Maryland Boulevard along Susquehanna Avenue.
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Housing is located across from the U.S. Army Research Development and Engineering
Command Buildings 3071, 3072, and 3073, as well as on Plumb Point Loop (U.S. Army
Garrison, 2008). On the Southern Peninsula, Family housing is located within the following
areas: along the northern edge of the installation and four distinct neighborhoods along Everette
Road, Skully Road, Austin Road, and Parrish Road; in the center of the installation east of the
airfield; and in the southwestern corner of the installation west of the 4400 Block.

Approximately 11,646 permanent military and civilian personnel at Aberdeen Proving Ground
live off the installation. The majority of military personnel that live off the installation reside in
Harford or Cecil counties (U.S. Army Garrison, 2008).

Schools

There are no public or private schools located on Aberdeen Proving Ground (USACE, 2013).
The majority of children of military personnel residing on the installation attend public and
private schools in Harford County. In Harford County, there are 32 elementary schools, 9 middle
schools, 10 high schools (including 1 technical high school), and 6 magnet programs. The
schools with the highest proportion of military-connected students attending elementary school,
middle school, and high school are listed in Table 4.1-8.

Public school districts in the state of Maryland are funded by the tax revenue of the respective
county, and supplemented with state and federal sources. The U.S. Department of Education
provides Federal Impact Aid (Section 8003) to local school districts to help educate federally
connected children, children of members of the uniformed services, children who reside on
Indian lands, children who reside on federal property or in federally subsidized low-rent housing,
and children whose parents work on federal property. Educational agencies need to apply for the
impact aid yearly. In FY 2012, Harford County Public Schools received $453,229 in additional
federal revenue from the Federal Impact Aid program (Harford County Government, 2013).

In Harford County, there are several capital projects that are planned for completion over the
next 2 years. The Deerfield Elementary School Replacement and the Edgewood High School
Replacement opened in August 2010. The state-rated capacities of the replacement schools are
771 and 1,380, respectively. The recently constructed Red Pump Elementary School opened for
the 2011 school year and has approximately 700 students (Harford County Government, 2011).
Calvert Elementary School in Cecil County is currently being renovated.
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Table 4.1-8.

Installation, 2013-2014 Academic Year

Local Area Harford County Public Schools for Children Residing on

Military-Connected

Military-Connected

School Name Enr-[)cfltr?llent Student Enrollment Er?:gﬁrigtnt
(number) (percent)

Elementary School
Roye-Williams Elementary School 546 360 66
Churchville Elementary School 379 76 20
Meadowvale Elementary School 552 97 18
Church Creek Elementary School 777 120 15
Fountain Green Elementary School 522 70 13
Edgewood Elementary School 428 41 10
Middle School
Aberdeen Middle School 1,119 190 17
Havre de Grace Middle School 543 63 12
Bel Air Middle School 1,288 103 8
Edgewood Middle School 1,104 64 6
Fallston Middle School 873 50 6
High School
Aberdeen High School 1,417 234 17
Havre de Grace High School 581 73 13
Patterson Mill High School 921 113 12
C. Milton Wright High School 1,402 138 10
Harford Technical High School 1,013 95 9

Source: APG/Harford County Public Schools Partnership Program for the 2013-2014 School Year

Note:
in the table.

Public Health and Safety

Police Services

Schools with the highest percentage of military affiliate students of total enrollment were included

The Aberdeen Proving Ground Police Department, a part of the Directorate of Emergency
Services (DES), provides law enforcement and property protection at Aberdeen Proving Ground.
Police functions include protecting life and property, enforcing criminal law, conducting

investigations, regulating traffic, providing crowd control, and performing other public safety
duties. In 2014, there were 113 officers serving on the installation. City, county, and state police
departments provide law enforcement in the ROL.
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Fire and Emergency Services

Aberdeen Proving Ground Fire Department, a part of DES, has three fire stations and is
authorized to have up to 79 professional firefighters. There is a mutual aid agreement between
the installation and outside agencies for Aberdeen Proving Ground Fire Department to respond
to calls for service; however, the U.S. Army, by law, cannot rely on mutual aid responses if the
organization is a volunteer agency.

Medical Facilities

Aberdeen Proving Ground has one health clinic, Kirk Health Clinic. This clinic is supported by
four ambulances which are run by the Fire Department on the installation and staffed by 17 staff
members, including paramedics and support staff. There is no medical hospital on the
installation. The closest level one trauma center, which is located in Baltimore, is the Baltimore
Shock Trauma Center. The closest hospital to the Southern Peninsula is Upper Chesapeake
Medical Center, located in Bel Air, Maryland (Ferris, 2014). The closest hospital to the Northern
Peninsula is Harford Memorial, located in Havre de Grace, Maryland.

Family Support Services

The Aberdeen Proving Ground Family Morale Welfare and Recreation (FMWR) and Army
Community Service (ACS) provide programs, activities, facilities, services, and information to
support Soldiers and Families. Services provided at Aberdeen Proving Ground include child
care, youth programs, deployment readiness for Families, employment readiness, financial
readiness, relocation readiness, exceptional Family member support, Warrior in transition
support, and survivor outreach.

Recreation Facilities

Aberdeen Proving Ground recreation facilities include recreation centers, swimming pools,
athletic fields, two golf courses, bowling center, outdoor recreation opportunities, and sports
teams. The installation supports numerous fee and non-fee recreational programs for Soldiers
and their Families annually.

4.1.12.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

The operations at Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue to benefit regional economic
activity. The demand for public services and local school spaces by the Families of Soldiers
living off-installation is expected to continue at current levels. No additional impacts to housing,
public and social services, public schools, public safety, or recreational activities are anticipated.
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Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Analysis by the EIFS model determined that implementation of Alternative 1 would result in a
significant impact to socioeconomic resources. The description of impacts to the various
components of socioeconomics is presented below.

Population and Economic Impacts

Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 4,272° Army positions (1,000 active component Soldiers
and 3,272 Army civilians), each with an average annual income of $46,760 and $64,203
respectively. In addition, this alternative would affect an estimated 6,485 Family members,
including 2,384 spouses and 4,101 dependent children. The total number of Army employees and
their Families directly affected under Alternative 1 is projected to be 10,757.

In accordance with the EIFS analysis, a significant impact is defined as a situation when the
forecasted economic impact value falls outside the historical positive or negative range.

Table 4.1-9 shows the deviation from the historical average that would represent a significant
change for each parameter. The last row summarizes the deviation from the historical average for
the estimated demographic and economic impacts under Alternative 1 (forecast value) as
estimated by the EIFS model. Based on the EIFS analysis, changes in sales, income, and
employment in the ROI under Alternative 1 fall within the historical range and are not
categorized as significant impact. Changes in population are anticipated to be significant because
the forecast value is very close to the historical negative threshold value.

Table 4.1-9. Economic Impact Forecast System and Rational Threshold Value
Summary
Economic Impact—Significance Sales Income Employment | Population
Thresholds for the ROI (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Economic growth significance value +5.4 +3.4 +4.2 +1.1
Economic contraction significance value -6.7 -3.3 -2.4 -0.4
Forecast value -0.9 -0.7 -1.5 -04

Table 4.1-10 summarizes the predicted impacts to income, employment, and population of the
reductions against the 2012 demographic and economic data. Whereas the forecast value
provides a percent change from the historical average, the percentages in the following table

show the economic impact as a percent of 2012 demographic and economic data. The affected
population of 10,757 military employees and Families equates to a potential 0.9 percent
population reduction from 2012, which is higher than the EIFS prediction. A reduction of this
magnitude falls outside of the historical range of population loss determined by the EIFS model.

6

This number was derived by assuming the loss of 70 percent of Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Soldiers
and 30 percent of the Army civilians.
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To ensure the potential impacts were captured to the greatest extent possible, this population loss
was assessed against the EIFS threshold and determined to be a significant impact.

Table 4.1-10. Summary of Predicted Economic Impacts under Alternative 1

Region of Influence Impact Income Employment Population

Estimated economic impacts -$382,369,400 -5,132 (Direct) -10,757
-2,189 (Induced)
-7,321 (Total)

Total 2012 ROI economic estimates $62,361,573,00 592,517 1,188,018

Percent reduction of 2012 figures -0.6 -1.2 -0.9

Note: Sales estimates are not consistently available from public sources for all counties in the United
States; therefore, the sales data for counties are not presented in this table. The estimated
reduction in total sales from EIFS is described in the paragraphs below.

With a reduction in the population in the ROI, losses in sales, income, employment, and tax
receipts would occur over a period until 2020. EIFS estimates were analyzed based on total
cumulative force reductions. Because of the maximum potential loss of 4,272 Soldiers and Army
civilians under Alternative 1, EIFS estimates an additional 860 direct contract service jobs would
be also lost. An additional 2,189 induced jobs would be lost because of the reduction in demand
for goods and services within the ROI. The total reduction in employment is estimated to be
7,321, a reduction of 1.2 percent from the total employed labor force in the ROI of 592,517.
Income is estimated to reduce by $382.4 million, a 0.6 percent decrease in the ROI in 2012.

The total reduction in sales under Alternative 1 within the ROI is estimated to be $687 million.
There would also be a loss in sales tax receipts to local and state governments. The state and
average local sales tax for Maryland is 6 percent (Tax Foundation, 2014). To estimate sales tax
reductions, information was utilized on the proportion of sales that would be subject to sales
taxes on average across the country. According to the U.S. Economic Census, an estimated 16
percent of economic output or sales would be subject to sales tax (U.S. Economic Census, 2012).
This percentage and applicable tax rate was applied to the estimated decrease in sales of $686.8
million resulting in an estimated sales tax receipts decrease of $6.6 million under Alternative 1.

Of the approximately 1.2 million people (including those residing on Aberdeen Proving Ground)
who live within the ROI, 10,757 Army employees and their Families are predicted to no longer
reside in the area under Alternative 1, resulting in a significant population reduction of 0.9
percent. To ensure the potential impacts were captured to the greatest extent possible, this
population loss was assessed against the EIFS threshold value of 0.45 percent and determined to
be a significant impact. This number likely overstates potential population impacts because some
of the people no longer employed by the Army would continue to live and work within the ROI,
finding employment in other industry sectors.
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Housing

The population reduction under Alternative 1 would lead to a decreased demand for housing and
increased housing availability on the installation and in the region, potentially resulting in a
slight reduction in median home values.

Schools

Under Alternative 1, the decrease of 4,272 Soldiers and Army civilians would decrease the
number of children in the ROI by 4,101. Because there are no schools on Aberdeen Proving
Ground, the schools in Harford County are likely to be most affected by reductions in
enrollment. With total enrollment in Harford County schools near Aberdeen Proving Ground of
approximately 6,056, there could be significant impacts to schools associated with Alternative 1.
Elementary schools close to Aberdeen Proving Ground are likely to be most affected by the
decrease in enrollment associated with Alternative 1. Table 4.1-8 displays Aberdeen Proving
Ground school partnerships in Harford County which could be impacted by Alternative 1. The
schools with the higher percentage of Army children enrollment are likely to be more affected;
these include Roye-Williams Elementary School (66 percent), Churchville Elementary School
(20 percent), Meadowvale Elementary School (18 percent), Aberdeen Middle School (17
percent), and Aberdeen High School (17 percent) in Harford County (Table 4.1-8). If enrollment
in individual schools declines sharply, schools may need to reduce the number of teachers,
administrators, and other staff, and potentially close or consolidate with other schools within the
same school district should enrollment fall below sustainable levels.

The reduction of Soldiers on Aberdeen Proving Ground would result in a loss of Federal Impact
Aid dollars in the ROI. The amount of Federal School Impact Aid a district receives is based on
the number of students who are considered “federally connected” and attend district schools.
Actual projected dollar amounts cannot be determined at this time due to the variability of
appropriated dollars from year to year and the uncertainty regarding the actual number of
affected school-age children for military and civilian Families. Schools with higher proportions
of Army children in attendance would be more adversely impacted (Table 4.1-8). School districts
in the ROI would likely need fewer teachers and materials as enrollment drops, which would
partially offset the reduced Federal Impact Aid. Overall, schools in the ROI could experience
minor to significant impacts associated with decreased enrollment and reduced Federal

Impact Aid.

Public Services

Law enforcement, medical care providers, and fire and emergency service providers on the
installation may experience a decrease in demand should Soldiers and Army civilians, and their
Families, affected by Alternative 1, move to areas outside the ROI. Adverse impacts to public
services could conceivably occur if personnel cuts were to substantially affect the health clinic,
military police, and fire and rescue crews on the installation. These scenarios are not reasonably
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foreseeable, however, and are therefore not analyzed. Regardless of any drawdown in military or
civilian personnel, the Army is committed to meeting health and safety requirements so they are
not compromised because of force reductions. Overall, there would be minor impacts to public
health and safety as a result of Alternative 1. The impacts to public services are not expected to
be significant because the existing service level for the installation and the ROI would still

be available.

Family Support Services and Recreation Facilities

Family Support Services and recreation facilities would experience reduced demand and use and
subsequently, would require fewer personnel and/or reduced funding; however, the Army is
committed to meeting the needs of the remaining population on the installation. As a result,
minor impacts to Family Support Services and recreation facilities would occur under
Alternative 1.

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children

E.O. 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, provides: “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on
minority and low-income populations” (EPA, 1994). In general, Alternative 1 would not have a
disproportionate adverse impact to minorities, economically disadvantaged populations, or
children in the ROI. Job losses would be experienced across all income levels and economic
sectors and spread geographically throughout the ROI. Minority populations in the ROI are
proportionally smaller than in the state as a whole, while Kent County and Cecil County have
slightly higher populations living below the poverty line than in the state as a whole. As a result,
there would be no disproportionate impacts to environmental justice populations.

Under E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks,
federal agencies are required to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that
may disproportionately affect children and to ensure that the activities they undertake do not
result in such effects (EPA, 1997). Under Alternative 1, even if the full end-strength reductions
were to be realized, the Army is committed to implementing required environmental compliance
and meeting the health and safety needs of the people associated with the installation, including
children. Therefore, it is not anticipated that implementing Alternative 1 would result in any
environmental health and safety risks to children within the ROI. Additionally, this analysis
evaluates the effects associated with workforce reductions only, and any subsequent actions on
the installation that may require ground-disturbing activities that have the potential to result in
environmental health and safety risks to children, such as demolishing vacant buildings, is
beyond the scope of this analysis and would be evaluated in future, site-specific NEPA analyses,
as appropriate.
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4.1.13 Energy Demand and Generation

41.13.1 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground’s energy needs are currently met by a combination of electric power
and natural gas. Since September 2012, these utilities are managed on the installation by City
Power and Light (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b). During the past decade, Congress has
enacted major energy bills, and the President has issued Executive Orders that direct federal
agencies to address energy efficiency and environmental sustainability. The federal requirements
for energy conservation that are most relevant to Aberdeen Proving Ground include the
following: the Energy Policy Act of 2005; E.O. 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental,
Energy, and Transportation Management, issued January 2007; Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007; and E.O. 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and
Economic Performance, issued October 2009. Aberdeen Proving Ground is responsible for
complying with these requirements.

Electricity

Baltimore Gas and Electric supplies Aberdeen Proving Ground electricity from its Perryman
Island Power Plant. The Perryman Island Power Plant supplies the Northern Peninsula’s Harford
substation with up to 190,000 kilovolt-amps and the Southern Peninsula’s Magnolia substation
with 30,000 kilovolt-amps (USACE, 2007).

Natural Gas

Baltimore Gas and Electric supplies the Northern Peninsula with gas from its main lines in
Harford County via an 8-inch line that runs on the installation near Maryland Boulevard at the
Harford Electric Substation. This line can supply up to 900,000 cubic feet per hour of natural
gas. Many of the boilers on the installation are fired by fuel oil. These facilities could be
retrofitted with dual-fuel capable boilers and connected into the gas system by Baltimore Gas
and Electric, which would then operate and maintain the gas lines. Limited gas service is
available on the Southern Peninsula (USACE, 2007).

4.1.13.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts are anticipated on energy demand. The continued use of outdated, energy
inefficient facilities could hinder Aberdeen Proving Ground’s requirement to reduce energy
consumption. Some older facilities may require renovations to improve energy efficiency to
comply with the federal mandates.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Minor, beneficial impacts to energy demand are anticipated because force reductions would
reduce the installation’s overall demand for energy. The installation would also be better
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positioned to meet energy and sustainability goals. As discussed in Chapter 1, the demolition of
existing buildings or placing them in caretaker status as a result of the reduction in forces is not
reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA; therefore, potential impacts from
these activities on energy demand are not analyzed.

4.1.14 Land Use Conflicts and Compatibility
4.1.14.1 Affected Environment

Regional Setting

The regional setting of Aberdeen Proving Ground is described above in Sections 4.1.1
and 4.1.12.

Land Uses on the Installation

Aberdeen Proving Ground is home to 11 major commands and supports more than 80 tenant, 20
satellite, and 17 private activities. The installation provides facilities to perform RDTE of Army
materiel (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014a). Land use on the Northern Peninsula cantonment
area contains a mixture of urban and suburban development. Land use designations include
mainly ranges and training on the southern portion, with areas of airfield, community,
residential, troop, and industrial land use surrounding a large professional/institutional area in the
center of the cantonment (USACE, 2013). The Northern Peninsula is divided into three main
functions: the headquarters and research area, the training and support area, and the test range
area. The test range area covers 26,500 acres and comprises most of the Northern Peninsula. The
headquarters and research area is dedicated to special operations and research, such as ballistics
research and testing laboratories. The training and support area, located on the northern portion
of the Northern Peninsula, is the most highly developed portion of the installation. The training
and support area includes training, technical, administrative, and housing facilities. Phillips AAF
is located to the southwest of the headquarters and research area (USACE, 2007). Land use on
the Southern Peninsula is mostly suburban in context with some moderately dense pockets of
development. Designated land uses within the Southern Peninsula include community, industrial,
professional, residential, training, troop, and airfield (USACE, 2013). Major functional areas of
the Southern Peninsula include the test range area, cantonment area, industrial area, training area,
and research and development area. Most of the development is concentrated in the center of the
cantonment around Weide AHP (USACE, 2013). The principal research and development
activities are concentrated in the area east of Weide AHP, and involve chemical and biological
research. The cantonment area is dedicated to housing, administrative, training, and installation
support. The industrial area of the Southern Peninsula is located east of the cantonment area, and
ongoing activities include supply and storage and vehicular maintenance (Aberdeen Proving
Ground, 2014b).
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Surrounding Land Use

Regional land uses outside the installation consist of urban residential, commercial, industrial,
and agricultural uses (Harford County, 2014). Land use adjacent to the Northern Peninsula is
dominated by industrial parks and low-intensity residential areas. County parks are scattered
northeast and northwest of the Northern Peninsula (USACE, 2013). Higher density residential
development occurs along the western edge of the Northern Peninsula and north of the Southern
Peninsula (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2009).

Land use surrounding the Southern Peninsula is predominately low- to medium-intensity urban
residential areas. In addition to the residential areas, there are a few industrial areas and county
parks north and northwest of the Southern Peninsula (USACE, 2013). The Southern Peninsula is
bounded by the Bush River to the east, Gunpowder River to the west, and the Chesapeake Bay to
the south. These bodies of water are typically used for recreational purposes including boating,
fishing, and swimming.

The 2012 Harford County Master Plan and Land Use Element Plan (Harford County, 2012)
identifies different areas in the county for resource conservation, community growth, and
economic growth. The area of economic growth consists of an inverted T-shaped area referred to
as the Development Envelope which abuts the entire land boundary between Aberdeen Proving
Ground and Harford County. The Master Plan and Land Use Element Plan continues to focus
future business and economic development within the Development Envelope (Harford

County, 2012).

Joint Land Use Study

Land use conflicts and compatibility issues can result from incompatible development or uses by
surrounding communities or interference of installation activities with surrounding uses.
Aberdeen Proving Ground is currently conducting a Joint Land Use Study (JLUS). The JLUS is
a cooperative planning effort among an active military installation, surrounding cities and
counties, state and federal agencies, and other stakeholders. The Aberdeen Proving Ground
JLUS Study Area encompasses the Northern and Southern Peninsulas areas; the Churchville Test
Area; Graces Quarters; Carroll Island; Pooles Island; Spesutie Island; and smaller properties
containing utilities, towers and other range infrastructure, as well as all land and operational
areas near and adjacent to installation locations and use areas that may impact current or future
military operations. The goal of the JLUS is to protect the health and safety of residents and
workers; preserve long-term land use compatibility between Aberdeen Proving Ground and the
surrounding communities; promote comprehensive community planning that addresses
compatibility issues; enhance a cooperative spirit between the installation and community
officials; and coordinate comprehensive plans and regulations between local jurisdictions and
Aberdeen Proving Ground. In particular, the issues of noise exposure and dust generation are the
paramount concerns of the JLUS. The Aberdeen Proving Ground JLUS report is expected to be
released in February 2015 (U.S. Army, 2014b).
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4.1.14.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, minor impacts to land use compatibility are expected. With the
current operational tempo, the growth of communities along Aberdeen Proving Ground’s
boundary could lead to conflicts in land use. Such conflicts would be primarily due to noise
generated by training and testing activities and aircraft noise, coupled with the proximity of
sensitive noise receptors as discussed in Section 4.1.6, Noise. Aberdeen Proving Ground would
continue the ongoing JLUS program to minimize potential land use conflicts between testing
activities at the installation and the surrounding community.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Minor to negligible impacts to land use are anticipated with a reduction in force strength. Force
reductions would not change the types of existing land use at Aberdeen Proving Ground. It is
anticipated that, while the frequency of training and testing activities would decrease, the current
relationship of activities occurring on the installation with surrounding land uses is not expected
to change because of the character of the surrounding area. Similar to the No Action Alternative,
Aberdeen Proving Ground would continue the ongoing JLUS program to minimize potential land
use conflicts between testing activities at the installation and the surrounding community.

4.1.15 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste
41.15.1 Affected Environment

Hazardous Materials

A number of Aberdeen Proving Ground RDTE programs require use of hazardous materials. The
goal of Aberdeen Proving Ground is to reduce the use of selected toxic chemicals and hazardous
substances as well as the generation of hazardous and radioactive waste through identifying
proven substitutes and established facility management practices, including pollution prevention.
Pollution prevention is the preferred approach to environmental management at Aberdeen
Proving Ground. Aberdeen Proving Ground’s Hazardous Materials Management Policy and
Hazardous Materials Management Procedures Manual provide the baseline hazardous materials
requirements for all installation, tenant, and contractor activities (USACE, 2007).

Reporting of hazardous chemical storage quantities and locations is required under the
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1987. The installation’s automated
Hazardous Inventory Tracking System tracks all installation hazardous material inventories. The
tracking system provides current inventories on all hazardous materials used and stored onsite.
Aberdeen Proving Ground personnel have noted that the tracking system is currently inoperable
and may not be in use in the near future. Currently there is concern over how the current
inventories of hazardous materials will be tracked at Aberdeen Proving Ground.
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The Hazardous Materials Pharmacy at Aberdeen Proving Ground is a consolidated chemical and
hazardous material pharmacy designed for maintaining positive control over all hazardous
materials from Army research and development operations. Ultimately, all information amassed
through both physical inventory and electronic inventory is transmitted to the Hazardous
Materials Pharmacy where it is verified before it becomes an actual part of the inventory or
reference database (USACE, 2007).

Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal

At Aberdeen Proving Ground, hazardous materials and hazardous waste are subject to applicable
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations. This includes the use, storage,
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. Aberdeen Proving Ground is a RCRA
large quantity hazardous waste generator. Over the past 8 years Aberdeen Proving Ground has
generated 36 percent of the hazardous waste generated by all of the Army Installation
Management Command (IMCOM) garrisons. A wide variety of waste materials are generated,
with much of the hazardous waste generated from the RDTE activities performed by tenants and
ongoing site remediation activities (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

Recurring operations typically generate 300,000 to 500,000 pounds of hazardous waste annually.
Special projects and restoration activities sometimes contribute additional quantities. The
installation also generates large quantities of industrial wastes (often well in excess of a million
pounds per year) that do not meet hazardous waste criteria, but nonetheless require special
management and disposal to protect human health and the environment (USACE, 2013).

A majority of permitted facilities at Aberdeen Proving Ground are covered under Controlled
Hazardous Substances Permit A-190. In addition to the permitted facilities, Aberdeen Proving
Ground operates up to 15 90-day hazardous materials storage facilities and more than 200
satellite accumulation sites (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

Hazardous Waste Investigation and Remediation Sites

Historical testing, training, manufacturing, and disposal activities at Aberdeen Proving Ground
have led to numerous sites with contaminated soil, sediments, groundwater, and/or surface water.
Investigation and remediation of these sites is being conducted in accordance with EPA’s
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). There
are numerous groundwater pollution plumes across the installation (USACE, 2013). In 1983,
Aberdeen Proving Ground assumed total management responsibility of its Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) projects. In 1989, Michaelsville Landfill in Aberdeen Proving
Ground (Northern Peninsula) was listed on EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL), while in 1990
all of Aberdeen Proving Ground (Southern Peninsula) was listed on the NPL.

Aberdeen Proving Ground has participated in the Army’s IRP since 1978. DoD developed the
IRP to identify, evaluate, and clean up contamination from past operations on military bases
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worldwide. The IRP is designed to ensure DoD compliance with federal and state regulations
that protect the environment. Aberdeen Proving Ground has prepared an Installation Action Plan
(IAP) and updates it annually. The IAP defines IRP requirements and proposes an
implementation plan to address future investigation and remedial efforts at the IRP sites. There
are 301 identified sites within the IRP at Aberdeen Proving Ground. Of these sites, 162 are
considered "Response Complete," requiring no further action. Under current reporting
limitations, the remedies would be incorporated at Aberdeen Proving Ground by the end of 2021
and completed by the end of 2043; however many sites within Aberdeen Proving Ground are not
able to be projected beyond the study phase. Once the study phase for these sites is completed,
the remedy and completion dates may grow considerably (Smith, 2014).

In addition to the IRP, Aberdeen Proving Ground updates a Compliance-Related Cleanup IAP
for storage tanks that do not affect groundwater off the installation and UXO exposed by erosion.
These sites are not covered as part of the IRP.

Other Hazards

Other hazards present at Aberdeen Proving Ground are controlled, managed, and removed
through specific programs and plans and include UXO, lead-based paint (LBP), asbestos,
pesticides, and ionizing and non-ionizing radiation.

4.1.15.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative because there would be
continued use and generation of hazardous materials and wastes on Aberdeen Proving Ground.
The existing types and quantities of hazardous wastes generated on the installation have been
accommodated by the existing hazardous waste management system, and all materials and waste
would continue to be handled in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and plans
minimizing potential impacts.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Minor, adverse impacts are anticipated under Alternative 1. As discussed in Chapter 1, the
demolition and/or renovation of existing buildings as a result of the force reductions is not
reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA; therefore, potential impacts from
these activities are not analyzed.

It is anticipated that Aberdeen Proving Ground would decrease generation of hazardous wastes
with a decrease in active component Soldiers and Army civilians. Remediation activities
generated 70 percent of the total hazardous waste generated in 2012; these activities are not
expected to be affected under Alternative 1 because remediation would be required to continue in
accordance with legal mandates. Because of the reduced numbers of Soldiers and support
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activities, it is expected that the potential for spills would be reduced during testing training and
maintenance activities. Waste collection, storage, and disposal processes would remain mostly
unchanged, although the quantities may be reduced. This potential decrease is not expected to
affect Aberdeen Proving Ground’s RCRA large quantity generator status.

Adverse impacts could conceivably occur if personnel cuts prevented environmental compliance
from being implemented. The Army is committed, however, to ensuring that personnel cuts will
not result in non-compliance with regulations governing the handling, management, disposal,
and clean up, as appropriate, of hazardous materials and hazardous waste. Even if the full end-
strength reductions were to be realized at Aberdeen Proving Ground, the Army would ensure that
adequate staffing remains so that mandated environmental requirements, such as the IRP, would
continue to be met and implemented.

4.1.16 Traffic and Transportation

4.1.16.1 Affected Environment

Aberdeen Proving Ground is located about 20 miles northeast of the city of Baltimore, Maryland.
The ROI for traffic and transportation issues is Harford County and a small section of Baltimore
County, Maryland. The nearest major population center is Aberdeen, Maryland, which is 4 miles
and a 10-minute drive from the main gate at Aberdeen Proving Ground (Aberdeen Proving
Ground, 2014b).

All entrances to Aberdeen Proving Ground are accessible regionally from Interstate 95 (I1-95),
which is a national freeway located 3 miles northwest of the installation. It connects Aberdeen
Proving Ground to Baltimore, Maryland; Washington, DC; and other points south; and
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Wilmington, Delaware; and other points north. U.S. 40 runs parallel
to 1-95 and is closer to Aberdeen Proving Ground. These highways also connect the Northern
and Southern Peninsulas of Aberdeen Proving Ground because there are no on-installation roads
and bridges that connect the two peninsulas. Major state highways provide access to the main
installation gates (the Magnolia Road, Wise Road, and Hoadley Road gates) from I-95 and U.S.
40, including MD 22 (Aberdeen Thruway/Harford Boulevard), MD 715 (Shore Lane/Maryland
Boulevard), MD 755 (Edgewood Road), MD 24 (Emmorton Road), and MD 152 (Magnolia
Road) (Aberdeen Proving Ground, 2014b).

The installation road system consists of more than 300 miles of paved roads. The Aberdeen
Proving Ground Northern Peninsula and Southern Peninsula are both accessed by three gates.
The Northern Peninsula experiences a larger share of on-installation daily traffic than the
Southern Peninsula (USACE, 2007).

Commercial and passenger air service is available through airports in the metropolitan areas of
Baltimore, Maryland (Baltimore/Washington International); Washington, DC (Reagan National
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and Dulles International); Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Philadelphia International); and
Wilmington, Delaware (New Castle Airport) (USACE, 2007).

Aberdeen Proving Ground has Phillips AAF on the Northern Peninsula and Weide AHP on the
Southern Peninsula; neither is available for commercial or civilian access. Both helicopter and
fixed-wing aircraft use Phillips AAF. Located in the secured area south of Ruggles Golf Course,
Phillips AAF has one 8,300-foot and two 5,000-foot hard surfaced runways; one 35-foot by
35-foot helipad; three ramps totaling 43,750 square feet; and three bomb ramps totaling 518,000
square feet. Weide AHP, which is used exclusively for helicopters, is operated by the Maryland
ARNG (USACE, 2007).

Amtrak and Maryland Rail Commuter (MARC) lines provide passenger rail service to facilities
near Aberdeen Proving Ground. The Amtrak line parallels the installation boundary in Harford
County and has a station in the town of Aberdeen. Amtrak operates daily service to Washington,
DC, and New York City. MARC uses the same rail line as Amtrak and has stations on the
Northern and Southern Peninsulas. MARC provides daily commuter service to Baltimore and
Washington, DC. Norfolk Southern provides freight rail service in the Aberdeen Proving Ground
area. The Norfolk Southern lines share a corridor with Amtrak and have interchange access to
both the Northern and Southern Peninsulas of the proving ground (USACE, 2007).

Restricted water access to the Northern Peninsula is provided at two docking facilities along the
shoreline in Spesutie Narrows. One is located southeast of Phillips AAF near Building 429, and
the other is located at the mouth of Spesutie Narrows at the end of Mulberry Road. Access to the
Chesapeake Bay from Spesutie Narrows is via a 12-foot-deep shipping channel marked with
lights and maintained by the U.S. Coast Guard. Access to the Southern Peninsula from the
Chesapeake Bay is via piers on Lauderick Creek and the Bush River northwest of Tapler Point
(USACE, 2007).

4.1.16.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would maintain the current conditions of traffic and transportation.
The impact is anticipated to be minor on and near the Northern Peninsula, with some congestion
at major Access Control Points (ACPs) and key intersections. The impact is anticipated to be
negligible to minor on the Southern Peninsula.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Alternative 1 is expected to have a beneficial impact to on-installation traffic and transportation
at Aberdeen Proving Ground. If the full population reduction were to be implemented, the
reduction in traffic congestion would likely be noticeable. Traffic congestion at ACPs during
peak hours would be reduced if current gate staffing levels were maintained; if some gates were
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closed or staffed at reduced levels, the potential impact would have to be further evaluated. The
impact on off-installation roads would be beneficial, due to reduced traffic at peak hours and
reduced traffic congestion, with the greatest benefit at intersections and roadways closest to
Aberdeen Proving Ground.

4.1.17 Cumulative Effects

The ROI for the cumulative analysis includes Baltimore, Cecil, Harford, and Kent counties in
Maryland. The geographic extent of the ROI includes all counties surrounding or near Aberdeen
Proving Ground that may be impacted by projects noted below. Cumulative effects include
Army-related activities at Aberdeen Proving Ground on the northeastern shore of the
Chesapeake Bay.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects on Aberdeen Proving Ground

e Implementation of Joint Land Attack Cruise Missile Elevated Netted Sensor System,
helium-filled aerostats that would be tethered at an altitude of 2 miles over Aberdeen
Proving Ground (FY 2014/FY 2015)

e Implementation of Rapid Expedition Deployment Initiative (FY 2014/FY 2015)

e Military Construction (MILCON) projects and other projects identified by Aberdeen
Proving Ground Master Planning, Energy, or tenants (e.g., future Enhanced Use Lease
development/expansion)

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects outside Aberdeen Proving Ground

The Army is not aware of any reasonably foreseeable future projects outside Aberdeen Proving
Ground which would be appropriate for inclusion in the cumulative impacts analysis. However,
there are other projects and actions that affect regional economic conditions and generally
include construction and development activities, infrastructure improvements, and business and
government projects and activities. Additionally, larger economies with more job opportunities
could absorb some of the displaced Army workforce, lessening adverse effects from

force reductions.

No Action Alternative

Implementation of the No Action Alternative in conjunction with these projects would not result
in any significant cumulative effects on resources at the installation. Current socioeconomic
conditions would persist within the ROI, and the No Action Alternative would not contribute to
any changes.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Implementation of Alternative 1 with these projects would not result in any significant
cumulative effects on resources at the installation. The cumulative socioeconomic impact within
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the ROI, in addition to impacts described in Section 4.1.12.2 with a reduction of 4,272 Soldiers
and Army civilians, would be significant and adverse on population, minor and adverse on the
regional economy and housing, with potential significant impacts to some schools.

Aberdeen Proving Ground is located in the greater Baltimore metropolitan area, and the ROI has
a population of more than 1.2 million. Because of the large employment base and diverse
economy in the region, the ROI would be less vulnerable to these force reductions because other
industries and considerable economic activity occur within the ROI. Other construction and
development activities on the installation and in the ROI would benefit the regional economy
through additional economic activity, jobs, and income in the ROI.

Other potential stationing and realignment activities on the installation, which would be
unrelated to the Proposed Action, are not expected to add substantially to these force reductions.
Fort Meade, which is also located within the Baltimore region, could incur a loss of 3,500
Soldiers and Army civilians. Aberdeen Proving Ground is located northeast of the city of
Baltimore, while Fort Meade is located southwest of the city. The two installations have one
common county in their ROIs, Baltimore County. While the majority of the regional economic
impact would be experienced within the respective ROIs, the cumulative impacts associated with
both installations’ force reductions could lead to additional adverse regional economic impacts in
the greater Baltimore metropolitan region and the state of Maryland overall.

Under Alternative 1, the loss of approximately 4,300 Soldiers and Army civilians, in conjunction
with other reasonably foreseeable actions, would have a minor, adverse impact on regional
economic conditions in the broader ROI. However, schools that provide education to Aberdeen
Proving Ground students might continue to be significantly adversely impacted under
Alternative 1; the cumulative force reductions at Fort Meade are not expected to contribute to
these impacts.
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4.2  Fort Belvaoir, Virginia

42.1 Introduction

Fort Belvoir is located along the Potomac River in southern Fairfax County, Virginia (Figure
4.2-1). Fort Belvoir contributes to the Nation’s defense primarily by providing a secure operating
environment for regional and worldwide DoD missions and functions. As a strategic sustaining
base for America’s Army in the National Capital Region, the organizations on Fort Belvoir
include more than 140 Army, DoD, and federal agency organizations with a variety of logistics,
intelligence and administrative functions. DoD Headquarters located at Fort Belvoir include the
Defense Logistics Agency, the Defense Acquisition University, the Defense Contract Audit
Agency, the Defense Technical Information Center, U.S. Army Military Intelligence Readiness
Command, the Missile Defense Agency, the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, and the National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency. The work done at Fort Belvoir is vital to the success of the goals
and objectives of the Nation’s defense strategy. The military mission goal at Fort Belvoir is
global; providing intelligence, logistical, medical, and administrative support to a diverse mix of
tenant and satellite organizations.

Fort Belvoir provides services to more than 245,000 military, defense civilians, retirees, and
Families. The garrison also provides housing, medical services, recreational facilities, and other
support services for active component military members and retirees in the National Capital
Region. Fort Belvoir consists of approximately 13.5 square miles (including Main Post and Fort
Belvoir North Area [FBNA, formerly known as Engineering Proving Ground]) and is located
approximately 15 miles south of Washington, DC. Fairfax County is one of the largest and most
populated jurisdictions in the Washington, DC, area.

In September 2011, the baseline year of this SPEA, the workforce population at Fort Belvoir was
approximately 39,400. Since then, the installation population has grown incrementally to
approximately 39,740 (February 2013). This value does not include the adjacent property of the
Humphreys Engineer Center, which is operated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE);
the Mark Center, a property Fort Belvoir acquired in 2008 with a population of 6,400 personnel;
or Rivanna Station because of its remote location in Charlottesville, Virginia, with approximately
3,000 personnel. South Post has approximately 15,600 employees. North Post has approximately
14,000 employees. Approximately 1,200 employees work at Davison AAF, and FBNA has a
workforce of approximately 8,600 personnel.

Of the Fort Belvoir workforce, about 60 percent is DoD civilians, 30 percent contractors, and 10
percent active component military or 214 reservists on duty. Belvoir is home to 26 DoD
agencies, 2 Army major command headquarters and elements of 10 others, 19 other Army
agencies, 8 elements of the U.S. Army Reserve and the ARNG, a U.S. Navy construction
battalion, a U.S. Marine Corps detachment, a U.S. Air Force activity, and a Department of the
Treasury agency.
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Figure 4.2-1.  Fort Belvoir, Virginia

In 2007, in response to the 2005 BRAC actions, the Army updated and amended the land use
plan in Fort Belvoir’s 1993 Real Property Master Plan (RPMP). The Final EIS for
Implementation of the 2005 BRAC Recommendations and Related Army Actions at Fort
Belvoir, Virginia, addressed the adoption of the amended land use plan as well as the BRAC
realignment actions at Fort Belvoir (USACE, 2007). Currently, the Army is preparing an update
of Fort Belvoir’s RPMP to address future growth on the installation through 2030.

Fort Belvoir’s 2013 baseline permanent party population was 9,721. In this SPEA, Alternative 1
assesses a potential population loss of 4,600, including approximately 2,885 permanent party
Soldiers and 1,680 Army civilians.

4.2.2 Valued Environmental Components

For alternatives the Army is considering as part of Army 2020 force structure realignments, no
significant, adverse environmental or socioeconomic impacts are anticipated for Fort Belvoir as a
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result of implementing Alternative I—Implement Force Reductions. Table 4.2-1 summarizes the

anticipated impacts to VECs under each alternative.

Table 4.2-1. Fort Belvoir Valued Environmental Component Impact Ratings
Valued Environmental Component No Action Alternative Altelr:r;?;t:i(\a/%:éd—ulgpolﬁ?ent

Air Quality Minor Beneficial
Airspace No Impacts Beneficial
Cultural Resources Negligible Minor

Noise Negligible Negligible
Soils Minor Beneficial
Biological Resources Negligible Beneficial
Wetlands Negligible Beneficial
\Water Resources Minor Beneficial
Facilities No Impacts Minor
Socioeconomics Beneficial Less than Significant
Energy Demand and Generation Minor Beneficial

Land Use Conflict and Compatibility Minor Negligible
Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Minor Minor

Traffic and Transportation Less than Significant Beneficial

4.2.3 Air Quality

4231 Affected Environment

Fort Belvoir is located in an area in nonattainment for PM; s and in marginal nonattainment for
O;. Federal regulations designate AQCRs in violation of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) as nonattainment areas. The Washington Metropolitan area, including
Fairfax County and Fort Belvoir, is AQCR 47. AQCR 47 was previously in nonattainment for
CO; however, that portion of the airshed does not include Fairfax County (EPA, 2013).

The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) administers a program for permitting
the construction and operation of new, existing, and modified stationary sources of air emissions
in Virginia. Air permitting is required for many industries and facilities that emit regulated
pollutants. Virginia DEQ sets permit rules and standards for emissions sources on the basis of the
age and size of the emitting units, attainment status of the region where the source is located,
dates of equipment installation and/or modification, and type and quantities of pollutants emitted.
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As a major stationary source for emissions, Fort Belvoir operates under a Title V permit. The
current installation-wide Title V permit had an expiration date of March 21, 2008. Fort Belvoir
submitted a renewal application by the regulatory deadline; however, the current permit does not
expire until Virginia DEQ either issues or denies a renewal permit, which it has not done to date.
All terms and conditions of the Title V permit issued on March 21, 2003, remain in effect (Fort
Belvoir, 2013a). The installation is required to submit a comprehensive emission

statement annually.

As part of its Title V permit, Fort Belvoir calculates permanent source emissions annually.
Construction and vehicle emissions are not included in the calculation of annual emissions
because these emission sources are temporary and not regulated by Title V of the Clean Air Act.
Total emissions from significant sources at Fort Belvoir in 2011 are shown in Table 4.2-2.

Table 4.2-2. Emissions from Permitted Stationary Sources (2011)

SO, Co PMo PM; s NO, VOC
(tons per year)
0.26 31.10 2.79 2.73 55.06 3.86

Source: Fort Belvoir (2013a)

Notes: Emission totals do not include emissions from stationary sources that are not significant under
Title V and/or otherwise subject to permit terms or restrictions.

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emission sources at Fort Belvoir include vehicle use, boilers, chillers,
water heaters, and emergency generators. Current carbon dioxide equivalent emissions at Fort
Belvoir in 2011 were 30,296.9 metric tons. The emission total is the amount reported annually
under the requirements of 40 CFR Part 98 and does not include GHG emissions from mobile
sources or emergency generator use (Fort Belvoir, 2013a).

4.2.3.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing levels of emissions would continue to result in
minor impacts to air quality. Emissions would continue to occur from mobile and stationary
sources and would continue to be below the permitted thresholds.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

A force reduction of 4,600 at Fort Belvoir would result in long-term, beneficial air quality
impacts due to reduced demand for heating/hot water and a reduction of mobile source emissions
from vehicle trips to and from the facility.

Given the population density of AQCR 47, it is likely that the vehicle trips to, from, and around
the installation that would be reduced would occur at a new location within the same airshed,
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reducing the beneficial impact. Short-term, negligible impacts to air quality could result from the
relocation of personnel outside of the area due to the force reductions. As discussed in Chapter 1,
the potential demolition of existing buildings or placing them in caretaker status as a result of
force reduction is not reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA; therefore,
potential impacts from these activities on air quality are not analyzed. The Army is also
committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with air quality
regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at Fort Belvoir, the Army
would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the installation would comply with all
mandatory environmental regulations.

4.2.4 Airspace

4241 Affected Environment

Because of its proximity to Washington, DC, Fort Belvoir is located in the Washington, DC,
Metropolitan Area Flight Restricted Zone Special Use Airspace (SUA). SUA refers to airspace
that is designed and regulated to limit operations and aircraft activities, with limitations varying
greatly dependent on the individual SUA. The Flight Restricted Zone is centered on the very
high frequency omni-directional range/distance measuring equipment at the Ronald Reagan
Washington National Airport and extends cylindrically 15 to 17 miles; Fort Belvoir is located
about 13 miles to the southwest. Established for the purpose of national security, the Flight
Restricted Zone is the most limiting of airspace classifications, and restricts airspace use to
governmental flights, with some scheduled commercial and a limited set of waivered flights
allowed at set altitudes and flight paths (73 Federal Register 242, 76195-76215

December 16, 2008).

Airspace use at Fort Belvoir is centered on use of Davison AAF. The airway consists of a 450-
by-40 foot helipad and a 5,500-by-80 foot paved runway with a parallel 4,900-foot taxiway. The
mission of Davison AAF is to transport passengers and freight for the Army and DoD to, from,
and within the National Capital Region. The airfield fulfills this mission with an average of 20
missions per day (takeoffs and landings). The airfield is home to five tenant flight units and two
Army aviation commands: the Army’s fixed-wing Operational Support Airlift Agency under the
ARNG with its co-located Operational Support Airlift Command headquarters, and the rotary-
wing 12th Aviation Battalion under the administration of the Military District of Washington.
Two and three-dimensional safety use zones are centered on the airfield; these zones are defined
around all runways and taxiways to minimize the potential for accidents during take-off and
landing operations. The safety zones constrain the presence and height of potential developments
and keep the area clear of objects that could cause or be affected by an accident (USACE, 2007).
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4242 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Fort Belvoir would maintain existing airspace operations under the No Action Alternative. All
current airspace restrictions are sufficient to meet current airspace requirements, and no airspace
conflicts are anticipated. There would be no impacts to airspace.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Force reductions under Alternative 1 would not alter the current airspace use and would not be
projected to require additional SUA. Airspace restrictions and classifications around Fort Belvoir
are sufficient to meet current and future airspace requirements. If force reductions are applied to
those units using Davison AAF, use of aviation assets and SUA could potentially be reduced,
leading to decreased airspace activity, resulting in minor, beneficial impacts to airspace.

425 Cultural Resources

4251 Affected Environment

The affected environment for cultural resources at Fort Belvoir is the installation’s footprint,
which consists of Fort Belvoir and six associated remote sites. The majority have been surveyed
for archaeological resources. These surveys indicate that the Belvoir Peninsula was occupied
11,500 years ago when the climate was cooler and the peninsula was a high upland
approximately 160 miles from the Atlantic coast (Fort Belvoir, 2013b). The archaeological sites
present at Fort Belvoir include artifact scatters that provide evidence for 8,000 years of human
habitation of the area. A total of 303 archaeological sites have been identified at the Main Post
and the installation’s 6 associated remote sites. Of these, 15 sites have been determined eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP and 154 require additional study to determine their eligibility status.
One archaeological site, the Belvoir Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite, is listed in the NRHP.

Fort Belvoir has completed architectural surveys of the majority of the buildings constructed
prior to 1946. Historic buildings at the installation date from the mid-19th century to the Cold
War Era. While Cold War Era buildings have been identified, a comprehensive survey of these
resources has not been completed. Completed surveys resulted in the identification of one
historic district, the Fort Belvoir Historic District, and nine historic buildings and structures that
are individually eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Fort Belvoir Historic District encompasses
269 acres and consists of 213 contributing and 92 non-contributing resources dating from 1921
to 1953 (Fort Belvoir, 2013b). Five of the nine individually eligible resources are part of the Fort
Belvoir Military Railroad Multiple-Property Listing. The remaining four NRHP eligible
resources include the Cold War Era U.S. Army Package Power Reactor (SM-1), Camp A.A.
Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building, Thermo-Con House (Building 172) and the
Amphitheater (Facility 2287).
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Four federally recognized Indian tribes have been identified that maintain connections to the
cultural resources at Fort Belvoir. Only one, the Catawba Nation, has been active in consultation
with the installation. To date, these consultations have not resulted in the formal identification of
TCPs, sacred areas or arcas of concern.

The latest Fort Belvoir ICRMP was updated in 2013. The document outlines the procedures for
the management of cultural resources at the installation in accordance with applicable federal
laws and Army policy. At the time the ICRMP was drafted, a programmatic agreement for
streamlining NHPA, Section 106 compliance was in progress and is anticipated to be finalized in
2014. The ICRMP does include standard operating procedures for compliance with Section 106.

4252 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, cultural resources would continue to be managed in adherence
with all applicable federal laws and the ICRMP. The cultural resource management staff at the
installation would continue to consult with the SHPO and applicable tribes on the effects of
undertakings that may affect cultural resources. Activities with the potential to affect cultural
resources would continue to be monitored and regulated through the use of existing agreements
and/or preventative and minimization measures. The effects of the No Action Alternative would
be negligible. Training operations at Fort Belvoir are non-intrusive and normal operations have a
beneficial impact on architectural resources.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Alternative 1 would have a minor impact on cultural resources. As discussed in Chapter 1, the
potential demolition of existing buildings as a result of force reductions is not reasonably
foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA. Therefore, potential impacts to subsurface
archaeological sites and historic structures from demolition activities are not analyzed.
Additionally, the Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-
compliance with cultural resources regulations. If future site-specific analysis indicates that it is
necessary to vacate or demolish structures as a result of force reductions, the installation would
comply with applicable laws such as the NHPA, and conduct the necessary analyses and
consultation to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate these effects.

The effects of this alternative are considered to be similar to the No Action Alternative—future
activities with the potential to effect cultural resources would continue to be monitored and the
impacts reduced through preventative and minimization measures. This alternative could result
in some beneficial effects as a decrease in training activities could reduce the potential for
inadvertent disturbance of archaeological resources. Additionally, with fewer people to support,
there may be a reduction in the number of undertakings with the potential to affect

cultural resources.
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426 Noise

426.1 Affected Environment

Existing sources of noise at Fort Belvoir include local road traffic, aircraft overflights and
activities, and natural noises such as the rustling of leaves and bird vocalizations. The primary
source of noise both on and off the installation is vehicle traffic. Morning and afternoon peak
traffic periods have the highest potential for adverse noise conditions (USACE, 2007).
Additionally, some sources of intermittent noise include construction activities, yard
maintenance activities, the testing and use of standby generators, and other non-training activities
typically associated with an Army installation of this size and type (USACE, 2007). Noise
sensitive receptors adjacent to the installation include numerous residences, one school, and two
churches (USACE, 2007).

Except for Davison AAF (discussed below) and some light industrial areas on the installation,
sound levels are comparable to a quiet urban residential area with some mixed commercial
activities (USACE, 2007; Fort Belvoir, 2013c¢). Davison AAF supports operations from
helicopters, military fixed-wing aircraft, military jets, and general aviation aircraft. A review of
the airfield’s noise footprint and its compatibility with surrounding land uses on and adjacent to
the Main Post was performed for BRAC 2005 (USACE, 2007). Operations at Davison AAF do
not generate noise levels above NZ I1I (>75 dB Average Daily Noise Level). NZ II extends
beyond the northwestern boundary of the installation to I-95. The area within NZ II that is
located outside the installation is designated “industrial” and does not contain any non-
recommended land uses. The portion of the installation within NZ II extends into an
undeveloped area. Aviation activity at Davison AAF generates one to two noise complaints per
year, primarily from low flying helicopter operations (Fort Belvoir, 2013c).

4.2.6.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in the existing noise environment.
Existing sources and levels of noise on and off the installation would continue and sound levels
would remain similar to those characteristic of an urban residential area with some commercial
uses. Intermittent noise from periodic construction and yard maintenance activities would
continue, and occasional noise complaints related to Davison AAF are expected to continue at
current levels. Overall, there would be a continued negligible, adverse impact to noise.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Under Alternative 1, the noise environment would be similar to that described under the No
Action Alternative, but at slightly lower dB. No change to the types of noise sources on or
surrounding the installation are anticipated. No additional aircraft activity or construction would
occur. Occasional noise complaints related to Davison AAF may continue to occur, but would
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likely become less frequent. Reductions in force are therefore anticipated to have negligible
impacts to sensitive noise receptors.

427 Soils

42.7.1 Affected Environment

Fort Belvoir is located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain and Piedmont physiographic provinces.
The two physiographic provinces are divided by the fall line, which represents the boundary
between hard, crystalline rock and softer, sedimentary rock. The Coastal Plain is characterized
by low hills, shallow valleys, and flat plains underlain by unconsolidated sediments such as sand,
silt, clay, and quartz. The Piedmont is characterized by flat, rolling hills underlain by meta-
sedimentary and igneous rocks.

The predominant upland soil on Fort Belvoir is generally very deep, nearly level to gently
rolling, somewhat poorly to moderately well-drained. Windblown and marine water transported
sediments underlie the upland soils. Floodplain and wetland soils on Fort Belvoir are very deep,
nearly level, poorly drained to somewhat poorly drained and are underlain by fluvial marine
deposits and alluvial igneous deposits (NRCS, 2013). The dominant mapped soils on Fort
Belvoir are the Beltsville, Codorus, Grist Mill, Gunston, Mattapex, Sassafras, and Woodstown
series (NRCS, 2013).

Soils on Fort Belvoir have been physically affected by training activities; approximately 1,800
acres on Fort Belvoir are used solely for training (U.S. Army, 2001). These acres include
explosive ordnance disposal areas as well as land set aside for military training maneuvers.
Maneuver and ordnance ranges occupy a small part of the installation’s area, so physical, adverse
impacts have been minor.

The dominant soil map units on Fort Belvoir are moderately to highly erodible mostly because
they are primarily silt. Silty soils are easily detached and produce the greatest rates of runoff if
they are left bare or exposed to wind and water. The dominant soils on Fort Belvoir, therefore, if
not adequately protected by vegetation cover, are easily eroded (NRCS, 2013).

427.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, minor, adverse impacts to soils are anticipated at Fort Belvoir.
Fort Belvoir would continue to conduct range activities under its current schedule, resulting in
minor impacts to soils from ground disturbance and removal of vegetation.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Under Alternative 1, minor, beneficial impacts to soils are anticipated from force reductions. Fort
Belvoir training is restricted to non-mechanized practices that have a softer impact than
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mechanized practices; however, repeated foot traffic still can cause impacts to soils. Force
reductions would likely result in decreased use of the training ranges, which could have
beneficial impacts to soils because there would be an anticipated decrease in soil compaction and
vegetation loss. Over time, less sediment would discharge to state and federal waters

and wetlands.

As discussed in Chapter 1, the potential demolition of existing buildings as a result of force
reductions is not reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA; therefore,
potential impacts from these activities on soils are not analyzed.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with
regulations affecting soils. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at Fort
Belvoir, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the installation would
comply with all mandatory environmental regulations.

4.2.8 Biological Resources (Vegetation, Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered
Species)

4.2.8.1 Affected Environment

Vegetation

Fort Belvoir is in an ecologically complex area where three ecological subregions converge: the
Outer Piedmont subregion of the Piedmont Plateau to the west; the Coastal Plain ecoregion to the
east; and the Upper Atlantic Coastal Plain subregion of the Eastern Broadleaf Forest (Oceanic)
ecoregion to the north (U.S. Army, 2014a).

Fifteen (11 native, 3 planted, and 1 “urban” landscaping) plant community types have been
identified on Fort Belvoir’s Main Post. Table 4.2-3 lists the plant communities in order of their
abundance and provides information about the general distribution of the community types. On
the Main Post, three types of hardwood forest [oak/ericad (heath family), beech/mixed oak, and
tulip poplar/mixed hardwood forest], each with nearly 1,000 acres or more, are the most
abundant natural plant communities. Some of the communities, such as the oak/ericad forest,
occur as relatively large, contiguous areas, while others occur as smaller areas intermixed with
other community types. A few plant communities have been planted (loblolly pine [Pinus taedal],
white pine [Pinus strobus], and Virginia pine [Pinus virginiana]), although the majority have
grown in response to natural constraints of soil type, topography, and moisture.
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Table 4.2-3. Fort Belvoir Plant Communities
_ Acreage -
Plant Community Distribution
Main Post Fort Belvoir North Area

Oak/Ericad (Heath 1,172 225 Upland areas of gravelly ridges

Family) Forest and dry slopes

Beech-Mixed Oak 1,079 12 Upland areas of gradual, well-

Forest drained ravine slopes

Tulip Poplar Mixed 895 75 Moist, fertile ravine slopes and

Hardwood Forest ravine bottoms

Virginia Pine Forest 423 185 Previously disturbed areas in mid-
succession

Floodplain Hardwood 470 53 Moderately well-drained to very

Forest poorly drained floodplain
bottomlands and sloughs

Loblolly Pine Forest 221 11 Planted stands

Old Field Grassland 208 53 Previously disturbed areas in early
successional stages

Mixed Pine Hardwood 185 49 Previously disturbed areas in late

Forest succession

Nontidal 121 3 Above tidal limits of Accotink,

Marsh/Beaver Pond Pohick, and Dogue creeks

Tidal Marsh 34 0 Shallow tidal areas (Accotink and
Pohick Creeks) and at the mouths
of several small streams

Freshwater Tidal 39 0 Tidally influenced palustrine areas

Swamp Forest

Seep Forest 27 1 Groundwater-saturated flats and
slopes

Tidal Scrub/Shrub 13 0 Edges of tidal swamp forests near

Wetland the transition to tidal marsh

White Pine Forest 6 0 Planted stands

Urban 2,747 136 All developed areas including
improved and semi-improved
grounds.

Total 7,640 803

Source: U.S. Army (2014a)
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Wildlife

Fort Belvoir has designated three significant habitat areas within the installation as wildlife
refuges: the 1,480-acre Accotink Bay Wildlife Refuge along Accotink and Pohick Bays, the
234-acre Jackson Miles Abbott Wetland Refuge along Dogue Creek, and the 126-acre former
T-17 training range along Gunston Cove. Fort Belvoir has also designated an additional 740
acres as the Forest and Wildlife Corridor through the Main Post, and 204 acres as the Accotink
Conservation Corridor through FBNA. These large areas of habitat not only are valuable by
themselves, but provide for ecological connectivity through the installation to the other regional
habitats (e.g., Huntley Meadows County Park to the northeast and the federal, state and regional
refuge and parks on Mason Neck peninsula to the southwest).

Many different kinds of animals have been recorded on Fort Belvoir. Forty-three species of
mammals have been identified as occurring or potential occurring on Fort Belvoir. The
installation is located within the Atlantic Flyway, a major North American bird migration route
from the southeastern Great Lakes region to along the Delaware River. Annual bird surveys have
identified 275 bird species including resident, temperate migrant, and neotropical migrants.
Thirty-two species of reptiles have been identified as occurring or likely to occur on Fort
Belvoir, including 10 species of turtle, 18 species of snake, and 4 species of lizard. Twenty-seven
amphibian species have been identified as occurring or potentially occurring on Fort Belvoir,
including 11 species of frog, 3 species of toad, and 13 species of salamander.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Only two federally listed species has been observed on Fort Belvoir, the threatened small
whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides), which is a perennial terrestrial orchid in the Fort’s North
Area, and the endangered shortnose sturgeon. There are no designated critical habitats for
federally listed species on this installation. Also, the bald eagle was federally delisted in 2007;
however, Fort Belvoir has also established bald eagle management areas around its shoreline to
comply with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (U.S. Army, 2014a).

Additional inventories conducted by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation-
Natural Heritage Program for the 2005 BRAC EIS (USACE, 2007) identified seven Virginia
state rare animal species and four Virginia state rare plant species on the installation. The
Virginia state listed species identified on Fort Belvoir include the North American wood turtle
(Clemmys insculpta) (state listed, threatened), bald eagle (protected), American peregrine falcon
(Falco peregrinus) (state listed, threatened), small whorled pogonia (state listed, endangered,
federally listed, threatened), Northern Virginia well amphipod (Stygobromus phreaticus) (state
listed, extremely rare; federal species of concern) and the shortnose sturgeon (federally

listed, endangered).

High-priority Partners in Flight species that have been known to breed on Fort Belvoir include
the American black duck, American woodcock (Philohela minor), whip-poor-will (Caprimulgus
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vociferus), yellow-throated vireo (Vireo flavifrons), wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), hooded
warbler (Wilsonia citrina), prairie warbler (Dendroica discolor), worm-eating warbler
(Helmitheros vermivorus), prothonotary warbler (Protonotaria citrea), Kentucky warbler
(Opororins formosus), scarlet tanager (Prianga olivacea), and the field sparrow

(Spizella pusilla).

The threatened and endangered species recorded on the installation are currently managed in
accordance with the installation INRMP and Endangered Species Management Components; and
with the requirements identified within Biological Opinions issued by USFWS.

4282 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in negligible impacts to biological
resources, and the affected environment would remain in its current state. There would not be
any significant effects, because Fort Belvoir would continue to abide by federal and state
regulations governing the management of biological resources.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Implementation of force reductions under Alternative 1 would result in beneficial impacts to
biological resources and habitat within Fort Belvoir. With a reduced mission tempo because of
the reduction in force, habitat would have more time to recover between events that create
disturbances. Additionally, conservation management practices would be easier to accomplish
with a reduction in mission throughput.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with
natural resources regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at Fort
Belvoir, the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the installation would
comply with all mandatory environmental regulations.

429 Wetlands

4.29.1 Affected Environment

NWI maps identify approximately 867 acres of palustrine, freshwater pond, and riverine
wetlands within the Fort Belvoir Main Post (USFWS, 2010). NWI mapping, however, is a best
guess based upon interpreting U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic data, USGS National
Hydrography Dataset, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil data, and aerial
imagery; rarely are NWI maps ground-truthed.

A baseline wetland inventory was performed on the Main Post in 1997, which included a formal
wetland delineation (Paciulli, 1997, as cited by U.S. Army, 2001). Approximately 1,245 acres of
wetlands were identified, representing approximately 11 percent of the overall area of the Main

Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Fort Belvoir, Virginia 4-65



10
11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Assessment June 2014

Post. The majority of the wetlands surveyed were palustrine forested wetlands; however,
palustrine scrub-shrub, palustrine emergent, palustrine open water, and riverine wetlands were
also identified. Table 4.2-4 identifies the acres of each wetland class on the Main Post.

Table 4.2-4. Acres of Wetland Types on Fort Belvoir

Wetland Type Acres
Palustrine forested 855.6
Palustrine scrub-shrub 0.05
Palustrine emergent 141.9
Palustrine open water 31.9
Riverine tidal 165.4
Riverine lower perennial 23.7
Riverine emergent 26.5
Total acres 1,245

Source: Paciulli (1997, as cited by U.S. Army, 2001)

4.29.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Negligible impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action
Alternative, Fort Belvoir would continue to set aside ecologically significant wetlands for
conservation, avoid impacts to all other wetlands to the extent practicable, and mitigate for any
future losses of wetlands. Future losses are anticipated to be minimal based upon the
installation’s historical avoidance of wetland impacts (U.S. Army, 2001).

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Beneficial impacts to wetlands are anticipated from implementing Alternative 1. A force
reduction at Fort Belvoir would mean that airfields and training ranges would be less used. As a
result, there would be less sedimentation from runoff entering wetland areas, fewer instances of
vegetation becoming denuded, and wetland functions and values would remain intact. Impacts to
wetlands could conceivably occur if force reductions decreased environmental staffing levels to a
point where environmental compliance could not be properly implemented.

The Army is committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with
wetland regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at Fort Belvoir,
the Army would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that the installation would comply with
all mandatory regulations.
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4.2.10 Water Resources
4210.1 Affected Environment

Surface Water/Watersheds

Fort Belvoir contains approximately 200 miles of perennial and intermittent streams (U.S. Army,
2014b). The primary watersheds on Fort Belvoir include those associated with non-tidal
Accotink Creek, Dogue Creek, and Pohick Creek and the tidal Accotink Bay, Gunston Cove,
Pohick Bay, and Potomac River (U.S. Army, 2014c¢). Accotink Creek, Dogue Creek, and Pohick
Creek drain most of the installation and much of the urbanized Fairfax County. Most surface
waters on the installation drain to the lower Accotink, Dogue, or Pohick Creeks as well as to the
Potomac River. Dogue Creek runs through the far eastern side of the installation and Pohick
Creek forms part of the southwestern boundary, eventually draining into their respective bays.
Accotink Creek runs south through the middle of the installation. The meeting of Accotink Bay
and Pohick Bay forms Gunston Cove. Additionally, Mason Run, other unnamed tributaries, and
man-made ponds are present within the installation boundaries (U.S. Army, 2002, as cited by
USACE, 2007).

The Draft Virginia 2012 Water Quality Assessment 305(b)/303(d) Integrated Report list of
impaired waters includes portions of Accotink Creek, Long Branch, Pohick Creek, and Pohick
Bay due to impaired uses caused by polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) in fish tissue, Escherichia
coli, benzo[k]fluoranthene, and pH (Virginia DEQ, 2012). Virginia DEQ water quality
monitoring stations have shown levels of aluminum, manganese, and iron greater than EPA
chronic aquatic life or human health criteria as well as some dissolved oxygen issues in Dogue
Creek (U.S. Army, 2014c¢). The main nonpoint pollution source is stormwater runoff from
developed areas whereas the point sources include effluent discharge and stormwater discharges
(USACE, 2007, 2014c¢). Stormwater discharges are regulated by several permits from

Virginia DEQ.

Protections for surface waters are provided by compliance with the Virginia Stormwater Program
(9 VAC 25-870) and associated implementation of SWPPPs, application of Energy
Independence and Security Act Section 438 and stormwater management guidelines, and siting
of development at appropriate distances from surface waters and floodplains

(U.S. Army, 2014c).

Groundwater

Fort Belvoir is underlain by unconsolidated sediments, characteristic of the Coastal Plain
geologic province, within the Potomac Group. The Fort Belvoir vicinity supports three
subsurface aquifers: the Lower Potomac, Middle Potomac, and Bacons Castle Formations. The
portion of the Lower Potomac aquifer underneath the installation contains potable water.
Infiltration recharges this aquifer in an area northwest of the installation. The shallow nature of
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the Bacon Castles aquifer allows it to discharge to and be recharged by installation surface
waters (U.S. Army, 2001; U.S. Army, 2002, as cited by USACE, 2007). The groundwater in the
area generally flows to the southeast; however, the direction is variable and can be influenced by
the local geologic characteristics.

The depth of the water table within the installation boundaries is typically 10 to 35 feet below the
surface. However, within or close to floodplains and wetlands and/or areas underlain by
impermeable clay layers, the water table may be at or near the surface (U.S. Army, 2005, as cited
by USACE, 2007; U.S. Army, 2002, as cited by USACE, 2007). Installation boundaries contain
numerous wells mainly for groundwater monitoring and several for golf course irrigation or
stables water supply. None of these wells supply potable water.

Water Supply

Potable water treatment and supply on Fort Belvoir is handled by Fairfax Water (formerly
Fairfax County Water Authority) whereas most of the distribution system on the installation is
owned and operated by American Water. Groundwater wells do not supply any drinking water to
the installation. Of the 220 groundwater wells located within Fort Belvoir, all active wells either
function as monitoring wells or water supply for golf course irrigation and horse stables
(USACE, 2007). Water supply infrastructure for the installation includes the Frederick P.
Griffith, Jr. Water Treatment Plant, with a 120 mgd capacity (Fairfax County Water Authority,
2006, as cited by U.S. Army, 2014c¢), and the Corbalis Water Treatment Plant and three
vault/pump stations.

American Water owns and operates the distribution system on the Main Post although some
individual installation areas are not covered by that contract. Water distribution infrastructure
includes 78 miles of water main pipes, two pumping stations, and four storage tanks (U.S. Army,
2014c). Total water available to Fort Belvoir through a contract with Fairfax Water is 4.6 mgd
peak flow. In 2012, Fort Belvoir had an average water demand of 2.3 mgd and a peak demand of
3.5 mgd (U.S. Army, 2014b).

The current water distribution system on Fort Belvoir includes four storage tanks with a
combined capacity of 2.3 million gallons (U.S. Army, 2013a). These tanks are older, and their
effectiveness and reliability have decreased with age; therefore, American Water is currently
replacing all four storage tanks and increasing the available storage capacity to 4.5 million
gallons with completion set for 2015 (Fort Belvoir, 2014).

Wastewater

The wastewater collection system for the Main Post is owned and operated by American Water
and contains laterals, pipes, mains, pumping stations, and lift stations. Fairfax County provides
treatment through the Norman M. Cole Jr., Pollution Control Plant using various pumping
stations, force mains, and trunk lines to move the wastewater. Located on the Pohick Creek
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upstream of the installation, the plant received a daily average wastewater flow of 45 mgd in the
mid-2000s and had a treatment capacity of 67 mgd (Osei-Kwadwo, 2007, as cited by USACE,
2007). Treatment processes reduce up to 99.5 percent of pollutants such as bacteria, nutrients,
and particulates from the received wastewater (Fairfax County DPWES, 2011). Connections
exist between the sanitary sewer and stormwater systems. During wet weather events,
stormwater can enter the sanitary sewer system leading to overflow and performance issues (U.S.
Army, 2014c).

In 2012, Fort Belvoir produced on average 1.4 mgd of wastewater flow with a peak flow of 1.9
mgd (U.S. Army, 2014b). The plant discharges effluent into Pohick Creek under a Virginia
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit (VA0025364) (USACE, 2007). Although the
treatment plant has a high pollutant removal efficiency, plant effluent may influence water
quality in the lower Pohick Creek adjacent to the installation (U.S. Army, 2001). Wastewater
treatment in other individual installation areas includes a septic tank at the golf course
(USACE, 2007).

Stormwater

Stormwater management for developed areas of Fort Belvoir consists of almost 60 miles of
storm drain pipes and over 22 miles of impervious drainage ditches (USACE, 2007). Less
developed and little used areas have more limited systems served by drainage ditches and
culverts. Stormwater drainage from the installation flows to surface waters. Stormwater BMPs
implemented through the installation include detention ponds, oil/water separators (U.S. Army,
2001), a rock catchment, management ponds, underground storage/detention, filter systems,
bioretention systems, rain gardens, and natural infiltration areas.

Stormwater discharges from MS4 areas, industry, and construction are considered primary point
sources for pollution on the installation (USACE, 2007, 2014c). Stormwater discharges from the
MS4 and industrial activities on Fort Belvoir are permitted by Virginia DEQ with an MS4
Stormwater Permit (No. VAR040093), an Industrial Stormwater General Permit (No.
VARO051080), and other stormwater permits for remediation activities (U.S. Army, 2014c).

The construction of many developed areas on Fort Belvoir prior to the institution of stormwater
regulations resulted in a lack of or inadequate stormwater management infrastructure. Due to
these shortcomings, stormwater runoff is frequently discharged directly to streams and has led to
stream and soil erosion, safety issues, pollution, and infrastructure degradation (USACE, 2007,
2014c). During the 2005 BRAC process, Fort Belvoir corrected existing stormwater management
and protection problems and incorporated methods such as the use of BMPs and SWPPPs into
future planning and development designs (U.S. Army, 2014c). This initiative led to reduction in
unmanaged stormwater runoff areas.
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Floodplains

E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid floodplain development
and any adverse impacts from the use or modification of floodplains when there is a feasible
alternative. Specifically, Section 1 of E.O.11988 states that an agency is required “to reduce the
risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and to
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out its
responsibilities.” Fort Belvoir has approximately 1,540 acres of land within a 100-year
floodplain (U.S. Army, 2006, as cited by U.S. Army, 2014c¢) indicating that these are areas where
a flood event has a 1 percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any year. Specific areas of
flooding include areas adjacent to the Potomac River as well as land adjacent to Accotink,
Dogue, and Pohick creeks and their tributary creeks (U.S. Army, 2014c).

4.2.10.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts to water resources would continue under the No Action Alternative.
Training activities would continue to occur at Fort Belvoir ranges and courses as would potential
disturbance to and sedimentation of surface water resources. Fort Belvoir would continue to
strive to meet federal and state water quality criteria, drinking water standards, and floodplain
management requirements. Stormwater management would continue under the existing NPDES
permits as would adherence to state stormwater requirements and BMP guidelines. Current water
resources management and compliance activities would continue to occur under this alternative.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Beneficial impacts to water resources are anticipated as a result of implementing Alternative 1. A
force reduction would result in fewer training exercises thereby decreasing the potential for
surface water disturbance and sedimentation. The decrease in personnel would reduce potable
water demand and wastewater treatment allowing additional capacity for other users.
Implementation of Alternative 1 would reduce the amount of treated wastewater discharged to
the receiving surface water source. Adverse water resources impacts could conceivably occur if
personnel cuts prevented environmental compliance from being implemented. The Army is
committed to ensuring that personnel cuts will not result in non-compliance with water quality
regulations. Even if the full end-strength reductions were to be realized at Fort Belvoir, the Army
would ensure that adequate staffing remains so that mandated environmental requirements would
continue to be met and implemented. Force reduction at Fort Belvoir is not anticipated to cause
violations of federal and state water quality regulations and discharge permits.
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4211 Facilities

42111 Affected Environment

Fort Belvoir occupies about 8,500 acres and supports a variety of logistics, intelligence, and
administrative agencies. Fort Belvoir is home to 2 Army major command headquarters, 10
different Army major commands, 19 different agencies of the Army, 8 elements of the U.S.
Army Reserve and ARNG, and 26 DoD agencies (U.S. Army, 2014d).

The 7,682-acre main installation supports a wide variety of facilities including training areas,
ranges, airfield and aviation support facilities, maintenance and storage facilities, research
facilities, administrative facilities, Family housing, schools, troop housing, healthcare facilities,
recreational facilities, and a variety of other community and commercial services. The 807-acre
FBNA includes professional, administrative, and institutional facilities.

BRAC 2005 actions had significant impacts to Fort Belvoir’s facilities. BRAC 2005 actions
included construction of Fort Belvoir Community Hospital and the Missile Defense Agency
facility on the main installation; the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency facility on FBNA;
and a host of associated infrastructure improvements on and off the installation. Building space
(not including housing) on the main installation and FBNA totals 15.9 million square feet, an
increase of 5.1 million square feet from 2005 levels (U.S. Army, 2013b).

4211.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

No impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Fort Belvoir would continue to use
its existing facilities to support its tenants and missions.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Minor impacts to facilities are anticipated as a result of implementation of force reductions under
Alternative 1. Personnel reductions associated with Alternative 1 would reduce requirements for
facilities and affect space utilization across the installation. Construction projects that had been
programmed in the future may not occur or could be downscoped. Occupants of older,
underutilized, or excess facilities may be moved to newer facilities; in some cases, this could
require modification of existing facilities. As discussed in Chapter 1, the demolition of existing
buildings or placing them in caretaker status as a result of the reduction in forces is not
reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA; therefore, potential impacts from
these activities are not analyzed.
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4212 Socioeconomics

4212.1 Affected Environment

Fort Belvoir, located in Fairfax County in Virginia, occupies approximately 13.5 square miles.
Fort Belvoir’s Main Post is located within the county’s Lower Potomac Planning District, which
connects Fort Belvoir’s open space to other areas in Fairfax County such as floodplains, stream
influence zones, and tidal and non-tidal wetlands associated with major watercourses, including
the Potomac River (U.S. Army, 2001).

The ROI includes the areas that are generally considered the geographic extent to which the
majority of the installation’s Soldiers, Army civilians, and contractor personnel and their
Families reside. The installation ROI includes the following counties and cities: Arlington
County, Fairfax County, Loudoun County, Prince William County, Stafford County; and the
cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park.

Population and Demographics

Using 2013 as a baseline, Fort Belvoir has a total working population of 45,867, consisting of
active component Soldiers and Army civilians, students and trainees, other military services,
civilians and contractors. Of the total working population, 9,721 were permanent party Soldiers
and Army civilians. The population that lives on Fort Belvoir consists of 3,376 Soldiers and their
5,125 Family members, for a total on-installation resident population of 8,501. The portion of the
Soldiers, Army civilians, and Family members living off the installation is estimated to be
15,977. Additionally, there are 280 students and trainees associated with the installation.

In 2012, the population of the ROI was almost 2.5 million. Compared to 2010, the 2012
population increased in all counties and municipalities within the ROI (Table 4.2-5). The racial
and ethnic composition of the ROI is presented in Table 4.2-6.

Table 4.2-5. Population and Demographics, 2012

Population Change

Region of Influence Counties/Cities Population 2010-2012

(percent)
Arlington County, Virginia 221,275 +6.5
Fairfax County, Virginia 1,118,683 +3.4
Loudoun County, Virginia 337,248 +8.0
Prince William County, Virginia 430,100 +7.0
Stafford County, Virginia 134,251 +4.1
City of Alexandria, Virginia 146,294 +4.5
City of Fairfax, Virginia 23,461 +4.0
City of Falls Church, Virginia 13,229 +7.3
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Population Change

Region of Influence Counties/Cities Population 2010-2012
(percent)
City of Manassas, Virginia 40,605 +7.4
City of Manassas Park, Virginia 15,798 +10.7
Source U.S. Census Bureau (2012a)
Table 4.2-6. Racial and Ethnic Composition, 2012
White
Stat_e and o a African Native . el Hispanic or | Alone, Not
Region of White . : Asian More . . .
American | American Latino Hispanic or
Influence (percent) (percent) | Races .
. . (percent) | (percent) (percent) Latino
Counties/Cities (percent)
(percent)

State of Virginia 71.1 19.7 0.5 6.0 2.6 8.4 64.1
Arlington 77.3 8.9 0.8 9.9 3.0 15.4 63.8
County, Virginia
Fairfax County, 67.7 9.7 0.7 18.4 3.3 16.1 53.4
Virginia
Loudoun 72.3 7.7 0.5 16.0 3.4 12.8 60.9
County, Virginia
Prince William 65.3 21.3 11 8.1 4.1 20.9 47.5
County, Virginia
Stafford County, 74.9 17.6 0.6 3.1 3.6 10.0 66.7
Virginia
City of 60.9 21.8 0.4 6.0 3.7 16.1 53.5
Alexandria,
Virginia
City of Fairfax, 69.6 4.7 0.5 15.2 4.0 15.8 61.4
Virginia
City of Falls 79.9 4.3 0.3 9.4 4.0 9.0 73.7
Church, Virginia
City of 61.7 13.7 0.6 5.0 4.3 314 47.6
Manassas,
Virginia
City of 55.9 13.0 0.4 9.0 5.4 325 42.5
Manassas Park,
Virginia
Source U.S. Census Bureau (2012a)
% Includes those who identify themselves as non-Hispanic and Hispanic White.
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1 Employment and Income

Compared to 2000, the 2012 total employed labor force (including civilian and military)
increased in all of the ROI counties and cities with the largest increase in Loudoun County of
approximately 80 percent. In 2012, the total employed labor force in the ROI was 1,320,105
people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012b). Employment, median home value, and household income,
and poverty levels are presented in Table 4.2-7.

AN L W

7  Table 4.2-7. Employment and Income, 2012

State and Employment : Median Population
Region of Empl?:y(/)?geLabor Change Med\lla;:ul-éome Household |Below Poverty
Influence (number) 2000-2012 (dollars) Income Level
Counties/Cities (percent) (dollars) (percent)
State of Virginia 3,989,521 +0.0 $249,700 76,566 7.8
Arlington County, 137,453 +17.0 $577,300 136,611 48
Virginia
Fairfax County, 598,598 +11.9 $480,200 128,102 3.6
Virginia
Loudoun County, 169,118 +80.4 $448,700 133,732 2.4
Virginia
Prince William 214,701 +40.5 $330,700 105,235 4.4
County, Virginia
Stafford County, 65,460 +33.5 $309,300 105,211 3.8
Virginia
City of 88,544 +12.9 $475,900 105,721 5.8
Alexandria,
Virginia
City of Fairfax, 12,168 +0.8 $465,100 116,429 3.0
Virginia
City of Falls 6,854 +16.2 $645,600 151,906 2.8
Church, Virginia
City of Manassas, 19,369 +5.2 $247,100 74,464 10.5
Virginia
City of Manassas 7,840 +41.3 $233,100 76,696 4.5
Park, Virginia

8  Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2012b, 2000)

9  Information regarding the workforce by industry for each county within the ROI was obtained
10  from the U.S. Census Bureau. Information presented below is for the employed labor force.
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Arlington County

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services account for the greatest share of total workforce in Arlington County
(28 percent). Public administration is the second largest employment sector (18 percent),
followed by educational services, and health care and social assistance (15 percent). The Armed
Forces account for 2 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries account for
39 percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Arlington County include Deloitte, Accenture, and Science Applications
International Corporation (Arlington County Planning Research, Analysis and Graphics
Department, 2013).

Fairfax County

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Fairfax
County (25 percent). The educational, health, and social services sector is the second largest
employment sector (16 percent), followed by public administration (12 percent). The Armed
Forces account for 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries employ 47
percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Fairfax County include Fairfax County Public Schools, county of Fairfax,
and DoD (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013a).

Loudoun County

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector accounts for the greatest share of total workforce in Loudoun
County (26 percent). Educational services, and health care and social assistance is the second
largest employment sector (15 percent), followed by retail trade (10 percent). The Armed Forces
account for less than 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries employ
49 percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Loudoun County include Loudoun County Schools, county of Loudoun, and
United Airlines Inc. (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013b).

Prince William County

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Prince
William County (19 percent). Educational services, and health care and social assistance is the
second largest employment sector (17 percent), followed by public administration (13 percent).
The Armed Forces account for 3 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries
employ 49 percent of the workforce.
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Major employers in Prince William County include Prince William County School Board, DoD,
and county of Prince William (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013c).

Stafford County

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the educational services, and health care and social
assistance sector accounts for the greatest share of total workforce in Stafford County (19
percent). Public administration is the second largest employment sector (18 percent), followed by
professional, scientific, management, administrative and waste management services sector (16
percent). The Armed Forces account for 6 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10
industries employ 47 percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Stafford County include GEICO, Stafford County Schools, and the U.S.
Federal Bureau of Investigation (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013d).

City of Alexandria

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Alexandria
City (25 percent). Public administration is the second largest employment sector (17 percent),
followed by educational services, and health care and social assistance (15 percent). The Armed
Forces account for 2 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries employ 43
percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Alexandria City include the U.S. Department of Commerce, DoD, and the
city of Alexandria (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013e).

City of Fairfax

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Fairfax
City (23 percent). Educational services, and health care and social assistance is the second largest
employment sector (19 percent), followed by public administration (10 percent). The Armed
Forces account for 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries employ 48
percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Fairfax City include the city of Fairfax, Inova Health System, and Fairfax
Nursing Center (City of Fairfax, Virginia, 2012).

City of Falls Church

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Falls
Church City (24 percent). Educational services, and health care and social assistance is the
second largest employment sector (19 percent), followed by public administration (17 percent).
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The Armed Forces account for approximately 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The
remaining 10 industries employ 40 percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Falls Church City include DoD, the city of Falls Church School Board, and
the city of Falls Church (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013f).

City of Manassas

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, management, administrative and
waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total workforce in Manassas
City (16 percent). Construction is the second largest employment sector (15 percent), followed
by educational services, and health care and social assistance (14 percent). The Armed Forces
account for less than 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The remaining 10 industries employ
55 percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Manassas City include Micron Technology, Prince William Hospital -
General Hospital Division, and the city of Manassas School Board (Virginia Employment
Commission, 2013g).

City of Manassas Park

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services sector account for the greatest share of total
workforce in Manassas Park City (21 percent). Construction is the second largest employment
sector (16 percent), followed by educational services, and health care and social assistance (14
percent). The Armed Forces account for less than 1 percent of the county’s workforce. The
remaining 10 industries employ 41 percent of the workforce.

Major employers in Manassas Park City include Manassas Park City School Board, the city of
Manassas Park, and Atlas Plumbing LLC (Virginia Employment Commission, 2013h).

Housing

Approximately 2,106 permanent military Family housing units are currently on Fort Belvoir,
housing approximately 7,500 residents or about 3.5 people per household (U.S. Army, 2014b).
The units are all located in villages primarily on the east side of South Post, with the exception of
Lewis and Woodlawn Villages, which are along the east edge of North Post. On South Post,
Bennett Barracks has a capacity of 140 personnel and houses trainees. Also on South Post, Doss
and Vaccaro halls, with a combined capacity of 288 personnel, provide Warriors-in-Transition
unaccompanied personnel housing. On North Post, McRee Barracks has space for 800 permanent
party personnel in non-emergency conditions, with an additional 1,200 maximum capacity
available in support of a national emergency or disaster. Fort Belvoir also provides transient
lodging facilities for visitors and new arrivals in several buildings on the east side of South Post.
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Currently, there are 526 transient lodging rooms, suites, and apartments on Fort Belvoir, as well
as 12 distinguished visitors’ quarters in the Officers’ Club (U.S. Army, 2014c).

Schools

Approximately 90.2 percent of the estimated 2,287 children in grades kindergarten through 12
living on Fort Belvoir attend public schools (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012b). There are a total of
242 schools and centers in the Fairfax County public school system, including elementary,
middle, and high schools, along with alternative schools and special education centers.
Enrollment within these schools for the 2013-2014 school year is 184,625 students, which
accounts for the largest enrollment within a school system in Virginia and the 11th largest within
the U.S. (Fairfax County Public Schools, 2013). The growth in enrollment between the 2012-
2013 and 2013-2014 school years was estimated to be 2.1 percent, and is a rate that is expected
to continue for the next 10 years. To address the increase in enrollment, the Fairfax County
Public School system is continuously implementing capital projects, including the construction
of new schools as well as renovations and maintenance of infrastructure on existing schools
(Fairfax County Public Schools, 2013).

Public Health and Safety

Police Services

The Fort Belvoir DES provides all professional law enforcement, access control, fire, and
emergency services on the installation. The 212th Military Police Detachment provides law
enforcement and public safety services for the installation. These services include overseeing
physical security and essential community law enforcement operations including traffic, canine,
and investigative operations.

Fire and Emergency Services

Fire response operations are currently located in four fire stations and one fire prevention office
on Fort Belvoir: Station 463, Abbott Road, North Post; Station 464, Barta Road, FBNA; Station
465 and the Fire Prevention Office, Gunston Road, South Post; and Station 466, Gavin Road,
Davison AAF. Fire and rescue departments, with 138 fire and emergency service locations
within the Northern Virginia region, provide cooperative emergency services through a
memorandum of agreement known as the Northern Virginia Emergency Service Mutual
Response Agreement. Fort Belvoir is among the signatories of this memorandum of agreement,
which sets standardized response protocols and operational procedures for the fire, rescue, and
emergency medical service agencies for the Northern Virginia jurisdictions that are signatories to
this agreement.

Medical Facilities

Medical services on the installation are provided by the Fort Belvoir Community Hospital, which
operates under the Joint-Task Force National Capital Region MEDCOM, based at the Walter
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Reed National Military Medical Center in Bethesda, Maryland. The Fort Belvoir Community
Hospital replaced the aging DeWitt Army Community Hospital as a result of the BRAC 2005
actions and provides medical services to active component military, reservists, veterans, and
their Family members on the installation and throughout the region. The hospital includes more
than 1.2 million square feet and 120 inpatient rooms. Services and medical treatments featured at
the hospital include an intensive care unit, state-of-the-art operating rooms, a cancer care center,
a center for the treatment of musculoskeletal disorders, and a full range of primary care services,
along with medical and surgical subspecialties.

When medical emergencies occur on or near the installation, military personnel and their Family
members are usually taken to Fort Belvoir Community Hospital while civilians are taken to local
hospitals. Emergency 911 calls on and near the installation are directed through Fairfax County’s
Department of Public Safety Communications and then transferred to Fort Belvoir’s Emergency
Services Center to be dispatched. Off-installation assets only respond to on-installation
emergencies when all Fort Belvoir units are committed to other calls.

Family Support Services

The Fort Belvoir ACS, which is a division of the Army’s FMWR consists of more than 15
programs that promote successful Army living, such as Warriors-in-Transition, which provides
resources to Wounded Warriors and their Family members; the Employment Readiness Program,
which helps to assist and prepare individuals find employment; and the Mobilization and
Deployment Readiness Program, which provides support to those facing deployment. FMWR
also provides child care, youth developmental programs, and recreation and socialization
opportunities for children 4 weeks to 19 years old through Fort Belvoir’s Child, Youth, and
School Services (CYSS). Currently, three child development centers on the installation offer full-
time, hourly, and before- and after-school services for children 6 weeks to 5 years old: the North
Post Child Development Center, the South Post Child Development Center, and the JoAnn
Blanks Child Development Center.

Recreation Facilities

Fort Belvoir FMWR provides stores, restaurants, service facilities, and recreation and leisure
opportunities and activities for those eligible, including active component military personnel,
their Family and guests, reservists, retired military, DoD civilian employees, contractors, and
their families (U.S. Army, 2014a). Outdoor and indoor recreational facilities are provided (e.g.,
outdoor/indoor pools, golf courses, parks, volleyball courts, outdoor grills, playgrounds) along
with scheduled special events on the installation and trips off the installation. Activities such as
hunting, archery, and fishing are permitted and available within the undeveloped areas on the
installation. These areas also offer wildlife viewing, nature hiking, and environmental education
programs. Other recreation facilities on the installation include a publicly accessible buffet, the
Potomac Room, the community center, a single Soldiers center, a bowling alley and grill, a
movie theater, two fitness centers, and the Van Noy Library. The community center often hosts
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special events and parties, classes and lessons, organizes group outings, offers discounted events,
leisure and travel tickets, and features a game room, lounge and deli.

4.212.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

The operations at Fort Belvoir would continue to benefit regional economic activity. Families
living off the installation would continue to use local schools at current levels. No additional
impacts to population, housing, public services, or recreational facilities are anticipated under the
No Action Alternative.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Analysis by the EIFS model determined that implementation of Alternative 1 would result in a
less than significant impact to socioeconomic resources. A description of impacts to the various
components of socioeconomics is presented below.

Population and Economic Impacts

Alternative 1 would result in the loss of 4,565’ Army positions (2,885 Soldiers and 1,680 Army
civilians), each with an average annual income of $46,760 and $78,963 respectively. In addition,
this alternative would affect an estimated 6,929 Family members (2,547 spouses and 4,382
children). The total number of Army employees and their Family members directly affected
under Alternative 1 is projected to be 11,494.

In accordance with the EIFS analysis, a significant impact is defined as a situation when the
forecasted economic impact value falls outside the historical positive or negative ranges. Table
4.2-8 shows the deviation from the historical average that would represent a significant change
for each parameter. The last row summarizes the deviation from the historical average for the
estimated demographic and economic impacts under Alternative 1 (forecast value) as estimated
by the EIFS model. Based on the EIFS analysis, changes in population, income, employment,
and sales in the ROI under Alternative 1 fall within the historical range and are not categorized
as a significant impact.

" This number was derived by assuming the loss of 70 percent of Fort Belvoir’s Soldiers and 30 percent

of the Army civilians.
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Table 4.2-8. Economic Impact Forecast System and Rational Threshold Value
Summary
Economic Impact—Significance Sales Income Employment | Population
Thresholds for the ROI (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Economic growth significance value 10.8 +4.1 +3.8 +2.2
Economic contraction significance value -9.4 -6.3 -2.7 -2.1
Forecast value -0.7 -0.7 -15 -1.1

Table 4.2-9 shows the predicted impacts to income, employment, and population of the
reductions against the 2012 demographic and economic data. Whereas the forecast value
provides a percent change from the historical average, the percentages in the following table
show the economic impact as a percent of 2012 demographic and economic data. Although not
in exact agreement with the EIFS forecast values, these figures show the same significance

determinations as the EIFS predictions in the previous table.

Table 4.2-9. Summary of Predicted Economic Impacts under Alternative 1
Region of Influence Impact Income Employment Population
Estimated economic impacts -$358,208,500 -5,393 -11,494
(Direct)
-1,086
(Induced)
-6,479
(Total)
Total 2012 ROI economic estimates $162,113,171,000 1,388,031 1,320,105
Percent reduction of 2012 figures -0.2 -0.5 -0.9

Note:

Sales estimates are not consistently available from public sources for all counties in the United

States; therefore, the sales data for counties are not presented in this table. The estimated
reduction in total sales from EIFS is described in the paragraphs below.

With a reduction in the population in the ROI, losses in sales, income, employment, and tax
receipts would occur over a period until 2020. EIFS estimates were analyzed based on total

cumulative force reductions. Because of the maximum potential loss of 4,565 Soldiers and Army
civilians under Alternative 1, EIFS estimates an additional 828 direct contract service jobs would
also be lost. An additional 1,086 induced jobs would be lost due to the reduction in demand for
goods and services within the ROI. Total reduction in employment is estimated to be 6,479; a
reduction of 0.5 percent from the total employed labor force in the ROI of 1,388,031. Income is
estimated to reduce by $358.2 million, a 0.2 percent decrease in income in 2012.

The total reduction in sales under Alternative 1 within the ROI is estimated to be $402 million.
There would also be a loss in sales tax receipts to local and state governments. The state and

average local sales tax for Virginia is 5.6 percent (Tax Foundation, 2014). To estimate sales tax
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reductions, information was utilized on the proportion of sales that would be subject to sales
taxes on average across the country. According to the U.S. Economic Census, an estimated 16
percent of economic output or sales would be subject to sales tax (U.S. Economic Census, 2012).
This percentage and applicable tax rate was applied to the estimated decrease in sales of $402.3
million resulting in an estimated sales tax receipts decrease of $3.6 million under Alternative 1.

Of the approximately 1,320,105 people (including those residing on Fort Belvoir) who live
within the RO, 11,494 Army employees and their Families are predicted to no longer reside in
the area under Alternative 1, resulting in a population reduction of 0.87 percent. This number
likely overstates potential population impacts because some of the people no longer employed by
the Army would continue to live and work within the ROI, finding employment in other industry
sectors.

Housing

The population reduction under Alternative 1 would lead to a decreased demand for housing and
an increased housing availability on the installation and in the region. This change is expected to
have negligible impacts to housing and housing values in the region.

Schools

Reduction of 4,600 Army personnel would affect the number of children within the ROI,
estimated to be 4,382. It is anticipated that school districts that provide education to Army
children would be impacted by this action. Schools on Fort Belvoir and in the ROI are expected
to experience a decline in enrollment of military-connected students. The Fairfax County Public
School System, with an enrollment of 184,625, would likely be most affected by these decreases
in military student enrollment. The majority (approximately 90.2 percent) of school children
living on Fort Belvoir attend Fairfax County Public Schools. However, given the magnitude of
the school system and the current and projected growth in overall enrollment in the school
district, these decreases in enrollment may benefit schools with capacity concerns.

The potential reduction of Soldiers on Fort Belvoir would result in a loss of Federal Impact Aid
dollars in the ROI. The amount of Federal School Impact Aid a district receives is based on the
number of students who are considered “federally connected” and attend district schools. Actual
projected dollar amounts cannot be determined at this time due to the variability of appropriated
dollars from year to year, and the uncertainty regarding the actual number of affected school-age
children for Army Families. School districts in the ROI would likely need fewer teachers and
materials as enrollment drops, which would partially offset the reduced Federal Impact Aid.
Overall, impacts to schools associated with Alternative 1 would range from beneficial to minor
and adverse.
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Public Services

The demand for law enforcement, medical care providers, and fire and emergency service
providers on the installation may decrease if Soldiers and Army civilians, and their Family
members, affected under Alternative 1, move to areas outside the ROI. Adverse impacts to
public services could conceivably occur if personnel cuts were to substantially affect hospitals,
military police, and fire and rescue crews on the installation. These scenarios are not reasonably
foreseeable, however, and therefore are not analyzed. Regardless of any drawdown in military or
civilian personnel, the Army is committed to meeting health and safety requirements. Overall,
there would be negligible to minor impacts to public health and safety as a result of Alternative
1. The impacts to public services are not expected to be significant because the existing service
level for the installation and the ROI would still be available.

Family Support Services and Recreation Facilities

Family Support Services and recreation facilities would experience reduced demand and use and
subsequently, would require fewer personnel and/or reduced funding; however, the Army is
committed to meeting the needs of the remaining population on the installation. As a result,
minor impacts to Family Support Services and recreation facilities would occur under
Alternative 1.

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children

E.O. 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, provides: “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on
minority and low-income populations” (EPA, 1994). In general, Alternative 1 would not have a
disproportionate adverse impact to minorities, economically disadvantaged populations or
children in the ROL. Job losses would be experienced across all income levels and economic
sectors and spread geographically throughout the ROI.

Minority populations in the ROI vary across the cities and counties. In particular, there are
Hispanic concentrations considerably greater than the state average in Manassas, Manassas Park,
and Prince William County. Manassas also has slightly more residents living in poverty when
compared to the state overall. Because of the higher percentage of minority populations in these
areas, the implementation of Alternative 1 has the potential to result in adverse impacts to
minority-owned and/or -staffed businesses should Soldiers and Army civilians directly affected
under Alternative 1 move to areas outside the ROI, although the impacts to these populations are
not likely to be disproportional.

Under E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks,
federal agencies are required to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that
may disproportionately affect children and to ensure that the activities they undertake do not
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result in such effects (EPA, 1997). Under Alternative 1, even if the full end-strength reductions
were to be realized, the Army is committed to implementing required environmental compliance
and meeting the health and safety needs of the people associated with the installation, including
children. Therefore, it is not anticipated that implementing Alternative 1 would result in any
environmental health and safety risks to children within the ROI. Additionally, this analysis
evaluates the effects associated with workforce reductions only, and any subsequent actions on
the installation that may require ground-disturbing activities that have the potential to result in
environmental health and safety risks to children, such as demolishing vacant buildings, is
beyond the scope of this analysis and would be evaluated in future, site-specific NEPA analyses,
as appropriate.

4.2.13 Energy Demand and Generation

4.2.13.1 Affected Environment

Fort Belvoir’s energy needs are currently met by a combination of electric power and natural gas.
During the past decade, Congress has enacted major energy bills, and the President has issued
Executive Orders that direct federal agencies to address energy efficiency and environmental
sustainability. The federal requirements for energy conservation that are most relevant to Fort
Belvoir include the following: the Energy Policy Act of 2005, E.O. 13423, Strengthening
Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management, issued January 2007; Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007; and E.O. 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental,
Energy, and Economic Performance, issued October 2009. As noted in the 2013 PEA, Fort
Belvoir tracks its energy use and is striving to comply with these requirements.

Electricity

Dominion Virginia Power supplies electricity to both the main installation and FBNA. The
extensive electric distribution system on the main installation has been privatized since August
2007 under a 50-year contract with Dominion Virginia Power. The privatization agreement
excludes FBNA, Aerospace Data Facility-East, Humphreys Engineer Center, and Building 2310,
which continue to be managed by the federal government. Dominion Virginia Power provides
electric power to the main installation from two 34.5-kilovolt (kV) distribution circuits. Several
overhead feeder lines serve the various areas of the main installation, with some lines being
interconnected to form looped feeder areas. Power is stepped down to lower voltages for local
use throughout the installation using additional substations. Dominion Virginia Power provides
electric service to the FBNA boundary, as well as distribution lines within the installation. It
constructed off-site transmission lines and a new substation to provide electric service (U.S.
Army, 2013).

The associated 2005 BRAC projects added a substantial load to the Fort Belvoir electrical
systems. In response, Dominion Virginia Power completed a number of projects to provide
additional capacity, reliability, and redundancy to the distribution system. The distribution
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system is now well balanced and has adequate capacity to serve existing needs (U.S.
Army, 2013).

Natural Gas

Washington Gas Light Company supplies natural gas to Fort Belvoir and the surrounding area. It
owns and operates the extensive network of distribution lines covering large parts of the main
installation. Natural gas is supplied to the installation at two delivery points, one along U.S.
Route 1 and a second at Woodlawn Road. Washington Gas Light Company also provides natural
gas service to FBNA (U.S. Army, 2013).

4.2.13.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Minor, adverse impacts are anticipated on energy demand and generation. The continued use of
outdated, energy-inefficient facilities could hinder Fort Belvoir’s requirement to reduce energy
consumption. Some older facilities may require renovations to improve energy efficiency to
achieve federal mandate requirements.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Minor, beneficial impacts to energy demand are anticipated because force reductions would
reduce the installation’s overall demand for energy. The installation would also be better
positioned to meet energy and sustainability goals. As discussed in Chapter 1, the demolition of
existing buildings or placing them in caretaker status as a result of the reduction in forces is not
reasonably foreseeable and not part of the scope of this SPEA.

4.2.14 Land Use Conflicts and Compatibility
4.2.14.1 Affected Environment

Regional Setting

Fort Belvoir occupies roughly 8,640 acres located in Fairfax County, Virginia, approximately 15
miles south of Washington, DC. Fairfax County covers approximately 400 square miles and is
home to more than 1 million people. It is a mostly urban jurisdiction that combines residential
developments of various densities with major employment and commercial centers. It is
bordered by several other counties that are intensely developed (Arlington and the city of
Alexandria) or that have portions that have become more developed over the last several decades
as the Washington, DC metropolitan area has expanded (Prince William and Loudoun counties
in Virginia and Montgomery and Prince George’s counties in Maryland) (USACE, 2007; Fort
Belvoir, 2013c).
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Fort Belvoir’s primary mission is to provide logistical and administrative support to its tenants
(U.S. Army, 2001). The military mission goal at the installation includes providing intelligence,
logistical, medical and administrative support to a diverse mix of DoD tenant and satellite
organizations. The installation also provides housing, medical services, recreational facilities,
and other support services for active component military members and retirees in the National
Capital Region. Belvoir is home to more than 140 Army, DoD and federal agencies. DoD
Headquarters located at Fort Belvoir include the Defense Logistics Agency, the Defense
Acquisition University, the Defense Contract Audit Agency, the Defense Technical Information
Center, the United States Army Military Intelligence Readiness Command, the Missile Defense
Agency, the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, and the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency
(USACE, 2007; Fort Belvoir, 2013c).

Land Use at Fort Belvoir

Approximately 65 percent of Fort Belvoir is undeveloped, although the density of development
is uneven throughout the installation. Fort Belvoir consists of five general areas: North Post,
South Post, Southwest Area, Davison AAF, and FBNA, formerly known as the Engineering
Proving Ground. The approximately 2,720-acre South Post, south of U.S. Route 1, is the most
developed portion of the installation and is the location for the installation headquarters and its
associated functions, administrative facilities, warehouses, and housing areas. The North Post
occupies about 2,400 acres in most of the area between U.S. Route 1 and Telegraph Road from
its intersection with Route 1 westward towards Fairfax County Parkway and northward toward
Telegraph Road. The North Post is somewhat developed with administrative facilities for larger
tenant agencies, two housing areas, and two 18-hole golf courses. The generally undeveloped
Southwest Area occupies approximately 1,900 acres extending west of Accotink Creek and south
of U.S. Route 1 and the Davison AAF to Pohick Bay. It is separated from South Post by
Accotink Bay and Accotink Creek. Davison AAF occupies about 740 acres in the portion of the
installation west of Fairfax County Parkway and north of U.S. Route 1, and provides airfield and
associated functions for Fort Belvoir. These four areas—South Post, North Post, Southwest Area,
and Davison AAF—comprise Fort Belvoir’s Main Post of a little more than 7,700 acres. FBNA
is a former military training and testing area on an 807-acre noncontiguous portion of the
installation approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the Main Post. FBNA is bounded by 1-95 to the
east and by commercial and residential properties to the north, west, and south. FBNA is further
inland and on higher ground than the Main Post (USACE, 2007; Fort Belvoir, 2013c¢). Land use
designations and associated uses at Fort Belvoir are: Professional/Institutional, Community,
Residential, Troop, Industrial, Ranges and Training, and Airfield Fort Belvoir (2013).

Surrounding Land Use

Fort Belvoir is entirely surrounded by Fairfax County. The Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan
defines the goals, objectives, and policies guiding planning and development review for lands in
Fairfax County by describing future development patterns in the county and protecting natural
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and cultural resources for present and future generations (Fairfax County, 2013). As a federal
facility, Fort Belvoir is not bound by the plan. However, to the greatest extent possible, the Army
strives to ensure that its actions are compatible with county planning (USACE, 2007).
Additionally, Fort Belvoir implements an INRMP, which establishes procedures to ensure the
sustainability of the land to accomplish Fort Belvoir’s military mission. The INRMP outlines
conservation efforts for Fort Belvoir’s natural resources (e.g., aquatic resources, flora, and fauna)
and establishes procedures to ensure compliance with related environmental laws and regulations
(U.S. Army, 2001).

Fort Belvoir is located in a predominantly residential part of Fairfax County, which is rich in
natural and cultural resources. Adjacent to or near the installation to the southwest are Pohick
Bay Regional Park, Mason Neck State Park, and Mason Neck National Wildlife Refuge, and, to
the northeast, Huntley Meadows County Park. Fort Belvoir’s Forest and Wildlife Corridor
(consisting of approximately 742 acres) provides a connection for all these natural areas
(USACE, 2007). Other uses adjacent to Fort Belvoir include smaller areas of business and
industrial development. Planned land uses in the areas adjacent to the installation largely
represent a continuation of existing conditions, consisting predominantly of residential and open
space with interspersed business and industrial uses (Fairfax County, 2014a).

4.214.2 Environmental Effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, negligible to minor, adverse impacts to land use compatibility
are anticipated. The logistical and administrative nature of the installation’s functions as
described above is not in direct conflict with surrounding residential, open space, business and
industrial uses surrounding the installation. Any foreseeable land use compatibility impacts
would likely be related to pressures on buildable land outside the installation, as robust
population growth is expected to continue through 2025 (Fairfax County, 2014b). While
approximately 5,525 acres, or about 65 percent, of Fort Belvoir is undeveloped, numerous land
use constraints are found throughout the installation, which limits the land area that is actually
available for future development. These constraints include habitat protection and conservation
areas, prehistoric and cultural sites, and hazardous waste management areas, among others (Fort
Belvoir, 2013c¢). The Fort Belvoir Short-Term Projects and RPMP Update identifies areas that
are “Most Suitable for Development.” With continued implementation and revision of the RPMP
and continued coordination between the installation and Fairfax County, it is anticipated these
impacts would be minimized.

Alternative 1—Implement Force Reductions

Under Alternative 1, force reductions are not expected to resul